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PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH EDITION

——

TuE following work, which has now the honour of being
tranglated into English, and which contains the main pro-
duct of many years of theological occupation with the New
Testament, has met with a more favourable reception in
Germany than I could have expected. Not that my anti-
cipations that it would displease the extreme parties on right
and left have been falsified ; for even the moderate party now
dominant in Germany, whilst regarding it with more respect,
has treated it as alien to itself. All the more encouraging is
that practical criticism, which consists in the eager purchase,
diligent reading, and warm praise of a book by susceptible
readers. This experience pleases me the moure that I view
New Testament theology as the source destined to rejuvenate
our traditional Church and doctrinal systems, concerning the
insufficiency of which our age, with all its other differences, is
pretty unanimous. There are undoubtedly needs and feelings
in England like our own, though, perhaps, the power of
orthodox scholasticism may not be so great, and the inclina-
tion to abandon tradition and go back to the Holy Secriptures
much stronger; and therefore I hail it as a new sign of the
spiritual fellowship of German and English Protestantism, that
my effort to promote a deeper and freer conception of.the
New Testament religion has met with sympathy on the other
side of the Channel, and is to gain a wider sphere of influence
through a careful and intelligent translation.

Biblical theology, as a science still in its infancy, is liable
to more uncertainty as to what exactly are its idea and the
limits of its task than any other branch of theological science.
And therefore, I am not eurprx;lisjed that the criticisms of my
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book, which have hitherto appeared, have been directed mainly
against that enlargement of its idea and sphere which is
peculiar to my work. It is said that I have modernised to
some extent the biblical views, and treated them in a manner
too subjective, and in this way have made biblical theology
approximate too closely to a biblical dogmatic. This impres-
sion is no doubt connected with the fact that to me the doc-
trinal views of the New Testament are not mere thoughts of
past times, but words of eternal truth addressed to us likewise.

But I should regret if this religious attitude of mine,
which in itself is surely permissible, were found not only to
have shown itself in certain incidental allusions to the pre-
valent systems of doctrine which have no essential bearing on
my task, but also to have disturbed the scientific impartiality
and objectivity of my historical account. I have as yet
waited in vain for a proof of the latter, for the fact that others
expound contested points of the Scriptures in another way
than I do is no such proof.

The only English criticism of my book that I have seen is
that of Professor Dickson in the Critical Review. He has
satisfied himself with calling in question the scheme of pro-
cedure laid down as necessary for a proper treatment of my
task. In spite of his great sympathy with my general
theological position and his hearty recognition of my work,
this critic decidedly prefers the principles on which the well-
known work of Dr. Weiss is constructed, and views the points
in which my treatment departs from those principles as
peculiarities which lessen the value of my treatise. We, in
Germany, prize Weiss’ book as the most thorough and com-
plete collection of materials for a historical account of the
New Testament religion, but no one can call it a historical
account in the proper sense. Not only is the book very hard
reading, but one may go through it carefully, and at the end
be just as wise as he was before about the religion of the New
Testament as a whole. It is undoubtedly used much more as
a book of reference than as a book for reading, and there was
absolute need of its being supplemented by an entirely
different treatment of the subject.

In undertaking this task I have kept well in view the
conditions and limitations of a historical presentation. I am
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conscious of the wide difference between such a work as C. 1.
Nitzsch’s System of Christian Doctrine and a biblical theology
which is to treat especially of the New Testament. The work
of Nitzsch is a doctrinal system of biblical dogmatic and
ethics, drawn indiscriminately from the various Scripture
writers ; while my task is to examine the several historical
accounts of the religion revealed in the New Testament, and
exhibit in accordance with this, not what we have to believe,
but what Jesus and His apostles believed.

But although there is no dispute about the historical
character of biblical theology, yet the idea one has of the way
in which history should be written, the high or low conception
one forms of historical writing, is matter of importance. Even
chronicles are a kind of history, but an imperfect kind, which
has ceased to satisfy anyone. At the present day we demand
more from history than & mere compilation of notes, carefully
selected from the original sources and put in a convenient
form. For this would yield no true picture, or at best only a
Chinese painting without spirit or life: the actions and
thoughts of old times and other nations would remain to us
strange and unintelligiblee. We demand of history a living
picture of the unfamiliar life of men in the remote past, not
the digging out and exhibition of imperfect mummies, but the
mental reproduction of living forms with whom we can think
and feel. But to this end a certain translation into our own
modes of thought and expression of that which is past and
unfamiliar is absolutely indispensable. We must, of course,
in the first place transfer ourselves into the past and steep
ourselves in it, as my critic demands; yet we must not con-
tent ourselves with this, but must seek to revive the past and
bring it into the present.

This higher idea of history lies at the basis of all the
really important contributions to profane history which our
century has made; they may all, from an antiquated stand-
point, be reproached with a “ modernising ” of antiquity. Am
I to be blamed for venturing to apply this higher idea of
history to the biblical history of religion? Where could it
be more applicable than in the case of the Bible, which is
meant to present us, not with a record of antiquities, but with
imperishable words of eternal life ?
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These considerations, I believe, completely justify those
peculiar principles of procedure which my English critic
rejects as unjustifiable and suspicious. The primitive Christian
religion as mirrored in the New Testament writings is un-
questionably a historical phenomenon, a historical fact and
form of life, and the business of biblical theology is to repre-
sent it as such. Now this religion lies before us in a small
number of popular sketches of the life of Jesus and of some
occasional writings of His apostles or companions of His
apostles. A procedure such as is demanded by my reviewer,
of simply ascertaining and arranging the doctrines that are
expressly stated, would be quite insufficient, because that
which these sources present, in the shape of formal doctrine,
is far from exhausting their religious doctrinal content. How
much of what belongs to the religion of the new covenant have
we to gather from mere hints, or presuppositions of Jesus and
His apostles! If we were to leave these out of account we
would, for example, have, in the case of Paul, no doctrine of
God; in the case of Jesus, no doctrine of man, that is, in
either case we would be deprived of one of the two poles
between which religion altogether moves. When my critic
again and again maintains that biblical theology has to do
simply with that which the Bible presents of religious teaching,
he overlooks the fact that a great part of that teaching is pre-
sented, not in the form of doctrine, but as mere doctrinal
material, and that for that very reason we cannot be satisfied
with a procedure of merely ascertaining and combining, such
as he will alone admit.

But even that which he regards as so suspicious, “the
translation ” of what we find in the Bible into our own modes
of thought and speech, is indispensable. For we are to
endeavour to understand what we find in the Bible; and as
we are neither Jews nor Greeks of the first Roman Empire,
but Germans or Englishmen of the nineteenth century, how
are we to understand without a translation in the widest and
deepest sense of the word? A translation of the biblical
speech, in the ordinary sense, into German or English of the
present day, is itself a kind of modernising process. But a
mere dictionary translation would help us very little, would give
us only words without intelligible meaning. There must be
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added a mental translation, a transference not merely into our
vocabulary, but also into our mode of thought, as speech and
thought cannot at all be separated. No doubt this procedure
may be abused, and lead to a voluntary or involuntary
importation of one’s own ideas, but “abusus non tollit usum.”

Finally, in asserting that the work of biblical theology
can dispense with criticism and divination just as little as
any other writing of history, I have no doubt made a state-
ment that is also capable of being greatly misunderstood and
abused, but rightly understood it is quite self - evident.
Without ecriticism, that is, without judgment, not merely
about the actuality, but also about the importance of the
facts recorded, no one can write a history of the New Testa-
ment religion, or, in fact, any rational history whatever. Just
as little can he do so without divination, that is, without that
process of mental creation which out of dissimilar fragments
produces a harmonious whole. I understand here by criti-
cism, not indeed a judgment as to what worth particular
views in the Bible may have for us, but what they signified
for Jesus and for Paul themselves; and by “ reading between
the lines,” I mean not a conjectural reading into, but a
reading out by divination of what is not expressed but
implied. Thus Paul has nowhere given us an exposition of
the way in which he conceives it possible to reconcile the
existence of the divine government of the world with human
freedom, but in a whole series of utterances he forces on us
the conviction, that in his opinion such a harmony existed.
Have I then done anything superfluous or arbitrary in attempt-
ing to divine his solution of the problem from these various
references to it ?

This extension and deepening of the historical task which
is demanded by our age, is, I believe, quite indispensable,
though it adds immensely to the difficulties and dangers of
the historian’s work. Everything, however, depends on these
principles being legitimately applied and not abused. In this
respect my English critic testifies that I have only made a
moderate use of those principles which he regards as suspicious ;
yet he is of opinion that my book is to be used with care.
In this he is certainly right. No historian can rise above a
certain subjectivism, for he has only two eyes, and these his

BEYSCHLAG.—I. b
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own two eyes, wherewith to see. However, one is just as
little protected from this subjectivism by proceeding according
to the principles of Weiss’ book ; but for that, for example,
Weiss would not have propounded that entirely onesided
conception of the Pauline doctrine of the death of Jesus,
which views this death as sufficient only for the taking away
of guilt, not for the actual overcoming of sin. Nor would he
have ascribed to the apostle that abstruse scheme of salvation,
in which there is for man not one means of salvation but two,
faith for justification, and baptism for the communication of
the Spirit.

It may be that I have not succeeded everywhere in
discovering the sense of the original, but have now and
again read in my own ideas, and I can only say that I
should be truly thankful for any real proof in such cases, in
order that it may assist me to improve my judgment and my
presentation. In my work I have striven throughout to obtain
results not from preconceived ideas, but from authorities
honestly expounded, and I claim no more trust on the part
of the reader than may be justified by an earnest and strict
examination of these authorities. And therefore, with cordial
greetings to the English readers who are interested in such
work, I would say in the language of the apostle, “ Prove all
things, and hold fast that which is good.”

DR. WILLIBALD BEYSCHLAG.
HaLLE, December 1893.



PREFACE

——

IN publishing the first half of a work which has been the
favourite task of my life, it may be well to present the reader
with some preliminary account of the motives and points of
view by which I have been guided.

The immediate cause of my preparing a history of New
Testament theology was the fact that my Christology of the
New Testament, published in 1865, had been for some years
out of print, and I could not make up my mind to publish a
new edition of this fragment of a larger organic whole. That
book was my answer to the attacks which Hengstenberg had
made upon me, on account of my discourse at the Altenburg
Church Conference, with the aim of destroying my theological
and ecclesiastical effectiveness. Hurriedly written within
nine months, it bore the stamp of its first purpose, and in a
new edition I should have had to recast, not indeed the main
thought, but a great part of the manner of proof, with the
view of getting rid of its strongly defensive and dogmatic
character. But a new treatment of the Christological theme,
especially after the publication of my ILife of Jesus, had no
attraction for me. On the other hand, the long expressed
wish of attached students, as well as the peculiarity of my
whole theological training and development, urged me to
undertake a complete presentation of New Testament
theology. If there is any peculiar gift which I might claim
in the sphere of theoretic theology, it is sympathy with the
currents of thought in the Bible, especially in the New
Testament. This sympathy with the lines of thought in the
Bible has kept me free from lifeless scholasticism in theology
on the one hand, and from merely destructive criticism on

xix
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the other. It has enabled me to find such a unity of faith
and knowledge as I was capable of and required, and, at the
same time, it has rendered possible that combination of
scientific and practical labour in the service of the Protestant
Church which has been the soul of my active life.

As in this book I follow in the footsteps of my great
teacher, C. J. Nitzsch, who is already almost forgotten, though
undeservedly so, I recognise that in view of the present
theological and ecclesiastical tendencies my course will be
attended with no particular favour. Nay, a8 my temperament
does not allow me to treat matters, which have a far closer
interest for me than that of the mere scholar, with the superior
coolness which passes with many as the mark of a genuine
scientific spirit, my exposition will undoubtedly excite equal
displeasure in the opposing wings, both of advanced criticism
and traditional dogmatism. I may be allowed here to make
some candid acknowledgments to both sides.

No intelligent reader will fail to recognise that I occupy
the standpoint of historical criticism as the only possible one
to-day for scientific theology in dealing with the Scriptures,
and that I unreservedly renounce the inferences drawn from
that antiquated theory of inspiration which has done more to
encumber the Bible than to illumine it. But yet I feel
myself in fundamental opposition to the modern criticism
which has been widely prevalent in theological circles since
the days of Baur, without, on that account, admitting that I
am behind the times. I have learned from Schleiermacher
that criticism is an art, which, above all, seeks by thought to
restore life to the writing that is to be judged, and to judge
it only from the basis of this living reproduction ; and I have
learned from my honoured teacher Bleek that this art is not to
be exercised without a corresponding virtue, the virtue of dis-
cretion and diffidence, of reverent feeling towards historical
tradition, of discrimination between results that carry prob-
ability and idle imaginings that simply cumber the path with
rubbish, which the next inquirer has to clear away. It seems
to me that since the mighty impression produced and the
mighty influence exercised by Baur, critical tools have become
a common possession, but the art of using them and its corre-
sponding virtue have been on the wane, It is held to be the
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business of criticism to arraign every historical tradition ; it
is thought a service to shake conservative positions without
putting any better positive understanding of the matter in
their place; people are far more bent on saying something
that is new, than on saying something that is tenmable. In
contrast with this sort of criticism, which brings the art of
criticism and whatever is to any degree liberal in the treat-
ment of theology into disrepute, I have indicated in the intro-
ductory discussions of my chief sections what, in my opinion,
after careful consideration, a sober criticism has to say about
the New Testament documents, and hope that my presentation
of the biblico-theological results will verify these historic and
critical assumptions.

On the other hand, concerning the subject-matter of that
presentation, I have to exhibit a great unison in the biblical
doctrine of salvation, a substantial agreement even between
Paul and the original apostles, and between Paul and Jesus
Himself, in all that is important. And I think with this result,
if it will stand the test, the good Protestant theologian as
well as the simple Bible Christian may rest content. But,
except in a very modified way, I have not any scriptural
support to proffer for the traditional creed of the Church. I
must not only adhere to my christological decisions, advanced
five-and-twenty years ago, but must also oppose the traditional
juristic doctrine of reconciliation as unbiblical, and maintain a
radical distinction between the harmonious biblical doctrines
and the current formule of the Church. If there are people
to-day, as there were people at the time of the Altenburg
Church Conference, who should find a want of faith in these
results, I must leave them: to their standpoint of faith in
tradition, perhaps reminding them of the words of an old and
very orthodox Church Father: “Christ has said, I am the truth;
He has not said, I am the custom.” My conviction, which is
shared by not a few of the most faithful members and
servants of the Church, is, that a renovated expression of our
Church doctrine is one of the most urgent duties of the time.
No stress laid on practical Christianity, however well meant
and warranted it may be, will be of any use unless, with the
conscientious earnestness which should be inherent in us as
Protestants, we seek to ascertain whether the convictions on
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which it rests are really grounded on the truth. I regard it
as the most fatal defect of the so-called “ mediating theology”
to which I rejoice in other points to belong, that, with few
exceptions, instead of exercising a courageous and scriptural
criticism on the doctrinal tradition of the Church, it now
excuses and now conceals its deviations from that tradition.
It has also confounded the historical estimate of the Church’s
dogmatic with an approximate restoration of it, helping
thereby to foster the would-be orthodoxy of our day, which,
like a somnambulist, goes with its eyes closed on the house-
tops of the century. If, indeed, our deviations from the
traditional were abatements or diminutions of original
Christianity, we would have no right to speak or to exist.
But the opposite of this is the case. The biblical mode of
teaching is far richer, deeper, more satisfying to the intellect,
and the religious and moral life, than the scholastic, and we
are only exercising our right as good Protestants, we are only
doing our evangelic duty, received from the Reformation, when
we go back from scholasticism to the Holy Scriptures of the
New Testament, which, during the last century, have been
interpreted in accordance with new methods. In this sense,
as a modest contribution to the reconstruction of our Church
theology, I here submit the results of many years familiarity
with the writings of the New Testament, in the hope that
though, in the well-known words of the poet, “ Nothing will
please him who is perfect,” there may be some in process of
growth who will be grateful for help here as everywhere.
And now a few more remarks about the formal arrange-
ment of my book, as it follows from the scientific and practical
tendency which is inseparable from my disposition and mode
of thought. As a matter of course, my expositions are con-
cerned with the scientific discussions of the present; but, in
order to keep my book from swelling out of proportion, I
have restricted to special cases express statements of the views
of others, and as far as possible referred to them in notes. I
have thought that special reference now and then was due to
the much-read book of Dr. Weiss, which in some respects
sums up the work hitherto done in this field It may be
hoped that the complaints made in one quarter about my Life
of Christ, that I did not go deep enough into the exegetical
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evidence, will not be repeated here. There is nothing easier
than to tumble out the contents of exegetical note-books in
such a book as this. But in doing so one mixes up the
business of exegesis and history, and makes needlessly large
books at a time when already there is of making books no
end. I hope that I have given a presentation sufficient for
the intelligent reader everywhere of the exegetical basis which
alone belongs to a biblical theology, sometimes by express
discussions, sometimes by noting the harmony of different
facts, sometimes by simple quotation or translation of passages,
while the original text is quoted where it is important to
have the Greek words. If, on the other hand, many things
are introduced which learned experts may find superfluous, I
would ask them to remember that I desire to have my book
read not merely by such experts, but also by working clergy-
men and students, as well as—if it should be so fortunate—
by cultured laymen who may wish to inquire about the
sources of our Christian faith and doctrine. Nevertheless I
do not doubt that numerous defects will adhere to this as to
my earlier work, springing partly from my personal peculiarity,
partly from my scanty and broken leisure within six years, in
which I have been forced to complete the book bit by bit. I
can only pray that a kindly reception may be given to what-
ever real help I have to proffer, and that the rest may not be
too long dwelt upon. May God, who has allowed me to com-
plete in soundness and freshness of mind this life-work, grant
His blessing for this attempt to clear a broader roadway for

His truth.
WILLIBALD BEYSCHLAG.

HALLE, 1891.
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NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

—,—

INTRODUCTION
§ 1. SuBJECT AND PROBLEM

THE question as to the original teaching of Jesus and His
apostles has never been entirely set at rest in the course of
the Christian centuries. How often has Christendom, un-
satisfied, nay, repelled by that which the Church as dispenser
of Christian doctrine offered it, raised its eyes to the hills
whence help came to the dying world so many centuries
before, and gone back from the turbid brooks of a derived
tradition to the sources from which the water of life flows
forth in its original purity. But the springs rose from wells
that were sealed. The Reformation gave men a deeper
draught from these springs, and declared the fountain to be
accessible to every man. Yet no man who knows what he is
saying will maintain that Protestant Christendom to-day has
the consciousness of being saturated with the original teaching
of Christ, without addition or diminution. The present has
only one advantage over every former period of Christendom.
It has made the satisfaction of that deep legitimate desire the
subject of methodical, scientific work, which is just our
biblical and especially our New Testament Theology.

« Biblical Theology,” New Testament Theology,” has
become current as an awkward name for a subject of the very
first importance,—a name which is explained by the scientific
history of its origin,to be referred to further on. For it does
not mean a theology which occupies itself with the Bible,—

BEYSCHLAG.—1. 1
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all branches of biblical study would then have to be compre-
hended under this name,—but a theology which the Bible
itself has and proffers, the theology which lies before us in
the Bible. But the Bible contains no “theology” in the
strict sense of the word, no scientific doctrine of divine
things. It contains religion as distinguished from theology.
And that is just its excellence, that it contains pure religion ;
that, as we believe, it presents the true and perfect religion
as distinguished from all subsequent theological manipulation
of the same. Consequently, the current name, “ Biblical
Theology,” can only be maintained by taking theology here in
the wider sense of doctrine and doctrinal contents of a
religious and moral character, without any scientific form.
But we are met on the threshold by a modern objection
to this provisional conception of the matter. Is doctrine,
even in this sense, really the essential content of the Bible ?
Is not its content above all fact and history ? As for Christ-
ianity in particular, is it not a life in God mediated through
Jesus Christ, rather than a doctrine of divine things? The
friends of biblical theology have no wish to deny the truth
which underlies these statements; but it is a half truth,
and therefore liable to be misunderstood. To say nothing of
the apostles, who, at anyrate, taught something concerning
Christ, or of Paul who was certainly one of the greatest
teachers in the world’s history, the statement that “Jesus
Christ brought no new doctrine, but presented in His person
a holy life with God and before God, and in the strength
which He drew from that spiritual life He devoted Himself
to the service of His brethren in order to win them for the
kingdom of God,”?! is, with all the truth which it contains,
one of those misleading statements that oppose things which
are not mutually exclusive. No one can deny that Jesus was
known by His contemporaries as a “ Master,” that is, as a
Teacher. His preaching was hailed as a new doctrine (Mark
i. 27), and He Himself was conscious that its was His special
mission to convey a knowledge of God which was unheard of
before Him, and which could not be obtained without Him
(Matt. xi. 27). Certainly this knowledge is only the abstract
side of the life in God which He unfolds in order to com-

1 Harnack, History of Dogma, vol. i. p. 36.
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municate ; but this new life is anything but an unconscious
one; mnor is it imparted by magic, but clothes itself in idea,
word, and preaching, and thus becomes essentially and neces-
sarily a new doctrine of divine things. Nor is it otherwise
with the content of Holy Scripture as a whole, No doubt
that content is above all things testimony, the attestation of
facts of divine revelation; but in the testimony there is
thought, in the fact there is idea. What God reveals of
Himself is truth to be thought about and to be proclaimed;
that is, of course, doctrine, or doctrinal content.

This doctrinal content of the Bible must, according to our
Protestant principle of Scripture, be the basis of our system-
atic theology, as well as of our practical preaching. But
before we can turn it into the scientific forms of thought of
the present day, or bring it to bear in our preaching on the
immediate requirements of the Church, it is necessary to
realise what was its original shape as it appeared in history.
And this is just the task of our biblical theology.

It is therefore the crowning result of our directly biblical
studies. Our first duty in coming to the biblical writings, as
the historical documents of our religion, is to make ourselves
acquainted with their origin, the place and character of their
connection with the progress of a historical revelation. This
introductory critical task being performed, we search through
the several writings once more, word for word, in order to
understand them in detail from the general point of view we
have gained, and in order to turn their contents to account;
this is the work of exposition. But the multifarious results
of this work are, at first, but stones which obtain their full
and proper value only when they are joined together in a
great structure; they are elements which have to be restored
to that organic connection to which they once belonged,
before that more or less fragmentary and incidental literary
verification. Now, according as this mental reproduction
takes place from the point of view of the fact, or that of the
idea, it yields the theological departments of the history of
the old covenant, of the life of Jesus, the history of the
apostolic age, or again that of biblical theology of the Old
and New Testament. Not, indeed, as if the several parts of
the Bible apportioned themselves in a purely external way to
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the one scientific division or the other, the formally historical
parts coming to this, and the formally doctrinal parts belong-
ing to that. That would yield an equally meagre biblical
history and biblical theology, as the formal history, quite as
much as the intentional teaching in the biblical documents,
comes far short of what was really to be narrated and taught.
No; to take an example from the Old Testament, while the
faith of the Psalmist, the wisdom of the Proverbs, and still
more the preaching of the prophets belong to the history of
Israel, and indeed present its inmost and most peculiar facts,
it is equally certain, conversely, that the religious and moral
teaching of the old covenant must be sought not merely in
the sayings of Moses and the prophets, but also in the
confessions of the Psalms, the sacred institutions, customs, and
hopes of the nation. In the same way, it is but a limited
part of the New Testament doctrinal content which is
purposely developed in the didactic utterances of Jesus and
the occasional writings of His apostles; a greater part,
perhaps, comes to us but faintly echoed in the form of pre-
supposition or cursory hint, or emerges in the actual conduct
of those who teach. But what we have to reproduce is not
merely the fragments incidentally worked out in detail, but
the whole view of the world as it lived in the hearts of Jesus
and His first witnesses.

Accordingly, the idea and function of New Testament
theology may be easily and simply expressed. It is the
historical presentation of the New Testament religion from
its abstract doctrinal side, the scientific restoration of the
moral and religious elements of doctrine which existed in
the consciousness of Jesus and His first witnesses, and found
expression in their words and writings. It is therefore
essentially a historical discipline, a branch of theological
science which is related to the sacred history of the Bible,
very much as the history of dogma is related to the history
of the Church.

§ 2. STANDPOINT

Protestant theology undertakes such a presentation under
the twofold conviction of the revealed character of the
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biblical religion, and the historical character of the biblical
revelation. Not that a presentation of the doctrinal contents
of the Bible would be impossible without a belief in its
origin as higher than that of non-biblical religions. But
quite apart from the question whether such a presentation
could do justice to the subject, it would therewith sink to
the level of a mere chapter in the general history of religion,
which could not claim the rank of a special theological
department, or any higher value than other chapters of that
history. Attempts have been made to treat biblical theology
in this way, but that is not the Christian or Protestant
standpoint. As Christians we believe that the biblical, and
especially the New Testament religion, as distinguished from
every other, rests on a divine revelation, and as Protestant
Christians we believe that this revelation has found such
complete and final expression in the Scriptures, especially those
of the New Testament, that their doctrinal contents remain
for all time the standard of Christian faith and practice. We
therefore regard New Testament theology as not merely a
chapter of the general history of religion, in which we may
take a human and purely scientific interest, but as an
essential means of learning scientifically from the sources the
contents of our Christian faith. 'We regard it as the touch-
stone and source from which our Church doctrine is to be
renewed, nay, as the indispensable nursery of our whole
Church culture. Yet this revealed character of the biblical
religion is not to be proved here as a preliminary. So far
as this needs to be established scientifically, it belongs to
fundamental theology as apologetics ; for biblical theology it
is only a presupposition on which its mode of treatment is
not dependent, but without which biblical religion would be
for us an insoluble enigma. It may be sufficient here to call
attention to the proof to be given further on. To speak
briefly, the idea of revelation is the necessary correlate to the
idea of religion. If religion, that is, an immediate personal
relation of man to God, bas any truth at all, then it postu-
lates the possibility of an opening up of the heart of the
eternal God to the heart of man coming to meet Him. That
is a possibility which cannot be realised in heathendom, where
the heart of man, seeking God, blunderingly grasps the hem
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of His garment and mistakes nature, His majestic raiment, for
Himself. It can only be realised where the heart of man
rising above and beyond nature, grasping something super-
natural, ethically absolute and holy, presses beyond God’s
external manifestations into His essence, as is the case in the
religion of the Bible, and only in it. This does not mean
that the objective revelation is repeated afresh in the case of
everyone who embraces this true religion; it is broadly
human in its references; it is a communication to one which
is meant for others at the same time,—a communication which
is effected in a definite historical place and at a crisis in time
in such wise that anyone who would take from the fulness
of this perfect communication needs only the subjective
appropriation, that is, the subjective revelation of its divine
truth. The fundamental Christian experience from the
beginning to the present day is, that this process of divine
revelation, meant for the whole human race, has really taken
place within the limits of Scripture, and reached for all time
its highest point in Jesus Christ, a8 well as that the New
Testament writings which testify of Him are genuine docu-
ments of God's completed revelation. Christendom draws
from the person of its founder by means of these writings
which testify of Him a supernatural world - overcoming
spiritual life, a satisfaction of the deepest needs of the human
heart and of the human race such as can be got nowhere
else, and by these Scriptures it is led back from all the errors
of its historical course to its original and imperishable
sources.

The theology of to-day does not deny what has just been
declared about Jesus, but it does partly deny what has been
asserted of the New Testament Scriptures. It does not deny
the revealed character of Christianity in general, but while
recognising it more or less definitely in the personal life of
Jesus, does not extend that recognition to the New Testa-
ment writings as such. In virtue of a conception of revelation
which divests it as far as possible of a doctrinal character, it
yet considers that literature with its doctrinal contents as a
purely human historical product, as the literary source of a
first chapter of the history of dogma, in which as in the
later chapters there is a theological treatment of the Christian
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facts of revelation, a series of purely human reflections of
these facts which are not even consistent with each other.
It is manifest that this would completely destroy the signifi-
cance of the New Testament teaching as a standard for all
time, its significance as a great permanent text for the
history of dogma, in a word, the Protestant principle of
Scripture. Without falling back on the old dogma of inspira-
tion, or wishing to formulate a new one, we must at once
declare ourselves opposed to such a view. Although the
New Testament writers belong only in part to the original
circle of disciples, the apostles who write being, so to speak,
in great measure different from those who preached by word
of mouth, yet no one will deny that these writings are the
oldest documents of Christianity. It has, however, to be
proved that they are not genuine accounts of the actual rise
of Christianity, and do not stand to the revelation of God in
Christ in a relation of descent so immediate and clear, that
this revelation may be learned from them pure and undefiled.
The impression which Christendom from the first has re-
ceived, and still receives, from this early Christian literature,
fixes a wide gulf between it and the ecclesiastical literature
which followed. These original writings are certainly a
subject for free critical examination, which may correct many
old church traditions; and certainly this criticism will bring
to light deutero-canonical fragments, approximating to the
uncanonical in the collection which was formed gradually and
without science. Yet it can only in the end confirm the
judgment of the Church, which has drawn the boundary-line
thus and not otherwise—as against the modern attempts to
place an Epistle of Clement or the Shepherd of Hermas on
the same level with these deutero-canonical fragments. With
a sure religious tact, which does not fail even in those cases
where the historic tradition was in error about the origin of
a book, the old Church has fixed the classic literature of early
Christianity, the collection of writings in which it felt the
pulse-beat of the period of creation as distinguished from
that of elaboration, and elaboration by means alien in spirit.
We feel this pulse-beat still. As often as we base a sermon
on a text of Scripture we become convinced that the words
of Scripture are in point of fact related to the preaching of
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the Church at all times, as that of text to commentary. But
we may also discern the historical reasons for this abiding
distinction and superiority. Christianity at an early period
was detached from its Hebrew mother soil and transplanted
into the foreign field of Greek culture, where, like a plant in
foreign soil, it could not but change its form and be subject
to the critical and theologising spirit of the Hellenic schools.
But the New Testament embraces that primitive Christian
literature which was in existence before that great transition.
For these writings are rooted in that mother soil of New
Testament revelation, in naive connection with the Old
Testament views which were fulfilled and transfigured in
Christ, and they are produced by the prophetic spirit which
had its home in Palestine, and which Jesus unsealed afresh.
They are thus able to mirror the New Testament revelation to
which they stand so near in time, with a directness which all
later writings of the Church naturally and necessarily lack.
What is right and legitimate in the view of the New
Testament writings which we have just rejected, lies in what
we a little while ago designated as the other presupposition of
our biblical theology, “ the historical character of the biblical
revelation.” In fact, the biblical religion, together with the
sacred writings which attest it, is, in spite of its divine origin,
something truly historical, originating according to the laws of
human nature. In modern times, in contradistinction to earlier
periods, the view has become widely prevalent that develop-
ment, that great law which we perceive in all natural and
spiritual life, belongs also to the sphere of biblical religion,
and that within the Bible there is a great progress from the
elementary and imperfect to the richer and more complete.
And the Bible itself, which proclaims the greatest progress of
humanity and history in passing from the old covenant to the
new, is very far from raising any objection to this view.
Development can only be predicated of what is in some sense
imperfect and human, not of what is eternally perfect and
divine; and therefore a human and imperfect side of the
biblical religion and its documents is, in principle, conceded
with that historical view. The sum total of all those various
kinds of imperfections, from the want of religious and moral
knowledge of the Old Testament men of God up to the defects
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of the New Testament tradition which sets Christ before us,
the marks of the human which a close examination of the
Bible cannot fail to perceive, no longer disconcerts us. That
the genesis of the religion of the Bible itself, as well as of its
records,—notwithstanding the divine soul in both,—proceeded
just as naturally and humanly as any other historical develop-
ment, we freely admit, and therefore in no way limit the right
of historical criticism in either case. But how is this com-
patible with our belief in a true revelation of God underlying
the religion of the Bible, and finding its literary monuments
in the Bible? It would not indeed be compatible with this
belief if we were to retain the earlier view of the revealed
religion of the Bible as something abstractly divine and not
as something divine-human; or if with an awkward anti-
quated conception of religion we were to regard revelation as
an aggregate of doctrines which are communicated by God to
the human spirit ready made,—which that spirit could not of
itself discover,—and Holy Scripture as the infallible rule sent
down from heaven which contains these doctrines. A view
which requires the first page of the Bible to contain the same
pure doctrine as the last, and will not allow any mention of
human imperfections, or even of different individual concep-
tions of the one doctrine, would justify the reproach that such
a revelation does violence to the human spirit, and surprises it
with communications which it cannot even truly appropriate.
But instead of this, we now understand by revelation, in con-
sequence of our better knowledge of the nature of religion,
rather an awakening and enlightening of the inmost life of
the soul, a divine fertilisation of all in the inner man that
has affinity with God, which certainly affects and fully engages
his intellect also, but does not overwhelm it by thrusting upon
it a doctrine above the reach of reason. We understand by it
a self-communication of the Divine Spirit to the human such
as is in keeping with the nature of religious intercourse with
God, and is conditioned of itself by the measure of human
receptivity and capacity.

Accordingly, the course of the divine revelation, as it
completes itself for the whole of humanity and history within
definite historical limits, must be a more and more inward
union of the Holy Spirit of God with the devout human
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spirit, and the offspring of this union, the religion of revela-
tion, will naturally and necessarily bear divine as well as
human features. The revelation of God can only be perfected
in the climax of this course of history where an ideal humanity
presents itself as a vessel for God’s eternal fulness, and even
here it is at the outset a heavenly glory in an earthly servant
form. It must at the beginning come down to the deepest
poverty and feebleness of man, and thence, stage by stage,
increase the receptivity to which it can more and more fully
impart itself in ever richer communications. And that is
just how it is in the artlessly composed Bible history. The
divine revelation addresses itself to those men pre-eminently
religious, who then turn what they have received to account
in the founding of a community, and out of this community
again issue those who can receive a higher stage of revelation.
The smoking flax of true religion is nursed into flame in the
hearth of a family and tribe community by the childlike
intercourse with the living God which an Abraham cultivates
in the midst of & world sinking into heathenism. From this
proceeds Moses, to whom the Eternal appears in the fiery
flame of His holiness, and he makes his vision of God the
basis of a national community, a divine commonwealth in
Israel. From this national community again proceed the
prophets, the living conscience of the nation, to whom God
makes Himself known in an ever clearer light, and whom He,
in view of the downfall of the outer commonwealth of God,
convinces of His eternal love and faithfulness, with which He
will yet crown His work in Israel. From them at length the
quiet community of the poor and suffering draw their living
hope in the deepest outward ruin of the nation, and thus
become the historical environment of Him in whom the
gracious fulfilment comes down from heaven, the Son of Man
and Son of God, whose perfect humanity filled with divine
love became the fit vessel and instrument for a revelation
which was to master the world. And even He, the perfect
one and the perfecter, could only speak in the forms of His
time and people, could only speak from the course of an as
yet incomplete life-work, and was forced in a sense to be His
own prophet. His life in its completed issue has, so to say,
outstripped His teaching, and therefore could only sufficiently
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be made the subject of expository preaching by His disciples
and successors. These also, in the form of their culture, being
in diverse ways children of their age, are again differently
affected by their disposition and mode of life, in their exposi-
tion of the Saviour’s life, so as to give a peculiar aspect of
the common theme in the preaching of each. All this enables
us to describe the divine revelation, not, of course, in its abstract
divinity,—in this it remains the indescribable, mysterious
source of the historical revelation that is to be exhibited,—
but the biblical revelation in its divine human aspect, the
religion of revelation bearing the stamp both of the eternal
and the temporal.

§ 3. SKETCH OF THE TREATMENT OF OUR SUBJECT UP
TO THE PRESENT

This human and historical nature of the biblical religion
has not at all times been prized as it should within the
Church ; in fact, the Church for long failed to apprehend it,
and therefore biblical theology, in the sense described above,
has only of late become possible. The human, historical
nature of the Bible came to be completely misapprehended,
not only by conceiving the divine revelation in a onesided
and exaggerated way as doctrine above reason, but by directly
confounding it with its literary productions and documentary
attestations, viz. the biblical writings. The Bible, from be-
ginning to end, had to be the uniform oracular book of revealed
doctrine. That did not promote, but prevented the under-
standing of it. The presupposition that the Bible must
everywhere teach with the same divine perfection, caused the
Church to fall into the most arbitrary allegorical exposition,
and in spite of appeals to Holy Scripture made the Church’s
doctrine more and more unlike the announcement of salvation
which Secripture contains. The reformation certainly went
back in earnest to the Scriptures, re-established principles of
reason for its exposition, and would allow nothing to be
regarded as Church doctrine but the biblical gospel. But it
suffered so much of that erroneous assumption to remain, as
might render a more biblical dogmatic possible, but not a
historical knowledge of the doctrinal contents of the Bible.
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And the rigidity of the Protestant system of doctrine soon led
back to a new scholasticism which again closed the Bible that
had scarcely been opened. If Melanchthon and Calvin de-
veloped their dogmatic text-books immediately from the
Scriptures, especially from the Epistles of Paul, their succes-
sors did not continue on this path, but rather based their
dogmatic on the creeds of the Church, contenting themselves
with confirming the doctrines thence deduced with biblical
dicta. probantia, proof passages taken without distinction from
different parts of Scripture, and torn out of the connection to
which they belonged. It was therefore reserved for the time
of the decay of this Protestant scholasticism, and the begin-
ning of the historical and critical study of the Bible, to
advance gradually to the idea of a biblical theology as now
understood. Genuine friends of orthodoxy were the first,
from a sense of the insufficiency and obsoleteness of its schol-
astic form, to endeavour to regenerate it from the utterly
neglected Bible, and thus did the name biblical theology—
in the sense of a biblical as distinguished from a scholastic
dogmatic—first become current in the latter part of the
eighteenth century. Biisching of Gottingen advanced the idea
of a theologia e solis literis sanctis concinnata, and wrote “of
the advantage of biblical dogmatic theology over scholastic ”
(1756-1758); and Zacharii, who likewise taught in Gottingen,
composed (1775 f£) a “ Biblical Theology, or Examination of the
Biblical Grounds of the principal Christian Doctrines.” That
which was here meant to be a new support of the dogmatic of
the Church came to undermine it, as rationalism soon suc-
ceeded orthodoxy dying of old age. Bahrdt and Ammon
started from the same didactic conception of the Scriptures
as the orthodox, but applied it in their own rationalistic sense,
and therefore the old traditional violence to the meaning of
Secripture for the sake of a dogmatic system, seemed as if it
were only to be replaced by a new kind of violence. It was
in these circumstances that the Altorf theologian J. Ph. Gabler
clearly disentangled the matter in his academic lecture “de
justo discrimine theologiee bibliee et dogmatice” (1789), by
putting the two entirely different questions: “ What in point
of fact do the Secriptures teach ?” and “ What is dogmatic truth
for us?” This cleared the way for an impartial dogmatic and
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purely historical examination of Scripture,—a way which about
the same time the pioneer labours of Semler had opened from
another side. The conception of biblical theology as historical
science, as the historical presentation of the doctrinal contents
of the Bible, was found.

In this sense Lorenz Bauer of Altorf first produced a
Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments (1796-1800),
with the addition of a Biblical Ethic (1804). According to
him biblical theology is “a simple representation, purged
from all foreign notions, of the religious theories of the Jews
before Christ, and of Jesus and His apostles, deduced from
their writings according to the different periods and views of
the writers.” By distinguishing not only Old and New
Testament, but also the theology of the different authors, he
already in point of form carries out the historical view.
This indeed leaves much to be wished as regards the subject-
matter, as the author, looking through rationalistic spectacles,
makes arbitrary distinctions between doctrinal contents of
universal validity and mere ideas of the time, or accommoda-
tions. Kaisers’ Biblical Theology, or Judaism and Christianity
(Erlangen, 1813), does not go much beyond Bauer. The
author, from a philosophical standpoint of the time (after-
wards abandoned), wished to treat the religion of the Bible as
a special chapter of a critical history of comparative religions.
On the other hand, de Wette's Biblical Dogmatic of the Old
and New Testaments (1813 ; 2nd ed. 1830), marks a real
advance in the impartial estimate of what is properly biblical.
By undertaking to represent the Christian religion in its
relation to the Jewish culture of the time, just as the dog-
matic of the Church represents it in relation to the culture of
to-day, de Wette, notwithstanding the title dogmatic, rather
gave a history of dogma within the Bible. It treats separ-
ately of Old and New Testament, dividing the former into
Hebraism and Judaism, and the latter into the teaching of
Jesus and that of His apostles; the idea of religion which is
thereby set up is at least more in harmony with the biblical
than the old rationalistic idea. De Wette's successors, Baum-
garten-Crusius and v. Célln, start from a similar standpoint.
The former, indeed (Outlines of Biblical Theology, 1828), by
failing to distinguish any period, not even keeping Old and
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New Testament apart, reverts to the standpoint of biblical
dogmatic. The latter (Biblical Theology, edited by D. Schulz,
1836) adheres to the division of de Wette, and supports it
with a more abundant learning, The influence of Schleier-
macher, the great renovator of our theology, which is from
this time perceptible, is at first only indirect within our
province, as a fresh and biblical dogmatic was sought on the
new footing in religion and theology with far better results
than in the transition time of the eighteenth century. Among
a series of works of that kind stands out the really biblical
System of Christian Doctrine, by C. I. Nitzsch. But this
greatest of Schleiermacher’s successors has also directly fos-
tered biblical theology, by introducing it into the circle of his
academic lectures. His thoughtful sketch distinguishes in
the Old Testament the patriarchal, the Mosaic, the prophetic,
and the Judaistic stage; in the New Testament, the teaching of
Jesus and that of His apostles. Each stage has a historical
introduction, and is divided into ontology, doctrine of salvation,
and ethics. The separate consideration of the several apos-
tolic modes of teaching, which is still wanting here, was in
the meantime commenced in the treatment in monographs of
a Pauline or Johannine system of doctrine (the former by
Usteri and Dihne, 1832 and 1838 ; the latter by Frommann,
1839), and was advanced by Neander in particular, who in
his Apostolic Age attempted to present the teaching of James,
Peter, Paul, and John according to psychological differences
in their character. From a similar standpoint—besides lesser
works of the school of Neander—is the much-used Biblical
Theology of the New Testament, by Chr. F. Schmid, of Tiibingen
(edited by Weizsicker, 1853),a work which also treats of the
history of Jesus and of the apostles, and methodically treats
the doctrinal systems of the latter according to their different
position to the law and the prophets.

Henceforth the development of New Testament theology
is mainly affected by the impulse given by Chr. F. Baur.
Whatever objections may be taken to his constructive concep-
tion of the early Christian situation, Baur has opposed to the
merely individual distinctions of Neander great historical
contrasts and stages of development, and carried out even
wrong views with such ability and acuteness, that partly by
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the successors whom he inspired, partly by the contradiction
he evoked, the investigation of biblical theology has been
lifted to a new height, and, in particular, the perception of the
actual state of things has been rendered more acute. The
separate investigation either of definite systems or special
heads of doctrine, has increased beyond all reckoning since
Baur’s time. The biblico-theological development of his view
of history fell at first to prominent disciples: Schwegler in his
post-apostolic age, Hilgenfeld and K. R. Kostlin in their
writings on the Johannine system of doctrine, Holsten in his
Gospel of Peter and Paul, ete. The lectures of the master on
" New Testament theology, delivered from 1852-1860, only
appeared after his death (1864). They will always be
memorable as the practical manifesto of a historical and
literary criticism which made the picture of Jesus a wavering
shadow, the primitive apostles Jewish refiners of the law, and
the Apostle Paul the real creator of Christianity. Eduard Reuss,
in his Hisloire de la théologie chrétienne aw siécle apostoligue,
perhaps the ablest discussion of the subject we possess, though
it be somewhat sketchy, has shown, on the other hand, how
far the opinions advanced by Baur may be modified by an
impartial estimate of their elements of truth in favour of a
standpoint which is both more religious and more historical.
Apart from the healthy development into which Reuss has
guided back our science, there remain the contemporary works
of Lutterbeck and von Hofmann. Lutterbeck’s New Testament
System of Doctrine, 1852, only illustrates how incapable a
pupil of Catholic theology is, though scholarly and intel-
lectually free, of finding his way in this Protestant problem
and discussion. And von Hofmann’s Bidlical Theology of the
New Testament (edited by Volk, 1886), the fragment with
which he closed his well-planned but perverse Bible Studies,
suffers from the delusion that it is possible to write a history
of the New Testament revelation in its pure divine objectivity,
instead of a history of the New Testament religion of revela-
tion, an undertaking which could only result in a greater
display of the human and subjective. The merit of having
freed our science from Baur's scheme of history has been
earned by Albrecht Ritschl in the second edition of his book
on the Old Catholic Church, 1857. His own positive theology
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was not derived from biblical principles, but only sought to
put itself in agreement with the teaching of Scripture, with
scholarly though sometimes violent acuteness (in the second
volume of his Lehre von der Rechifertigung und Versshnung).
The New Testament Theology, by Immer (1875), and the works
of Pfleiderer (Paultnism, 1873, and Das Urchristenthum, seine
Schriften und Lehren, 1874), move, so far as the intervening
change of the scientific situation permits, on the lines of Baur,
yet variously modifying Baur’s position, and, as is specially the
case with Pfleiderer’s Paulinism, taking an independent view.
H. Cremer, in his painstaking Biblical Theological Lexicon of
New Testament Greek [Trans. T. & T. Clark], has furnished a
very valuable aid for the examination of details, strongly
influenced, of course, by orthodox tradition. But the most
important recent appearance in our province is the Biblical
Theology of Weiss [Trans. T. & T. Clark], which has run
through five editions since 1865. In extensive knowledge of
the literature, carefulness, and thoroughness in the preparatory
exegetical work, in the completeness and distinctness with
which the material is set forth, this meritorious work will be
difficult to surpass, and he who undertakes to confront it with
a new treatment of the subject will have to give a satisfactory
account of the reasons which have moved him to do so.

§ 4. QUEsTIONS OF METHOD

The impulse to this undertaking lies for us, not merely
in the distinction of a free historical presentation from the
rigid form of a manual composed in paragraphs with their
elucidations, nor even merely in a considerable number of
details in which our judgment about the actual teaching of
the New Testament, sometimes in the most important articles
of doctrine, differs from that of Weiss, but especially in a
somewhat different conception of the task itself, which com-
pels us to differ entirely, both as to arrangement and execution,
from that manual which at present rules our subject. We
may therefore be allowed to begin our preliminary observa-
tions on that task.

The problem of working out a historical presentation of the
New Testament religion from those definite canonical sources,
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requires a union, as far as possible, of the historic and literary
treatment. In Weiss’ Manual the historical treatment of the
material seems to us to be unduly subordinated to the literary.
In his paragraphs and elucidations the raw material furnished
by exegesis is indeed set forth with great completeness and
in good order, but it is not combined into great living forms,
And yet it is the highest task of writing history to set forth
the results obtained from an investigation of the sources, not
merely as a well-arranged collection of raw material, but to
restore from that the living image itself, the fragmentary
evidence of which lies before us in these results. I know,
indeed, that the application of this highest historical duty to
New Testament theology creates the danger and temptation
of importing something of one’s own into the doctrinal system
that is to be described. But not only is this danger in no
way excluded by that literary treatment—it is a risk that
must be incurred in the writing of history. Hence it follows
that we have rights and duties which are not recognised in
the Manual of Weiss. In the first place, history is, and
remains, according to its nature, the subjective reproduction
of what is in itself objective and alien to us. But how is
this extraneous matter to become intelligible to me, and
become my own, unless I somehow translate it into the mode
of thought and speech of the present day ? Even the religious
doctrines of the New Testament which grew up on the soil
of a foreign nationality, and are parted from us by eighteen
centuries, must be translated — certainly with the utmost
possible care not to subtract or add anything to them—into
the thought and speech of the present day, if they are not to
remain for us obscure oracles with a strange sound. Further,
it seems to me to be closely connected with this, that there
must be a part taken in biblical theology by two powers,
which, as far as I can see, Dr. Weiss excludes from it, the
powers of criticism and divination. Criticism, not, of course,
in the sense of asking whether or how far the doctrinal con-
tents of the New Testament can hold good, even for us to-day,
as dogmatic truth, but in the sense of examining $he ques-
tion as to what value a definite view has for the biblical
preacher himself ; whether it is an outcome of his own spiritual

life, or a traditional heritage; whether it is for him kernel or
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husk ; and whether it exhaustively expresses his own thinking
on a definite point of doctrine, or is perhaps only one of the
ways in which he views it,—a view and an estimate of one side
of the matter. And as to divination, without which there
can be no such thing as history, because without a certain
reading between the lines the sources, always scanty and frag-
mentary, never yield a living whole, where could it be more
indispensable, used with all possible caution, than just here,—
here, where the object is to elicit a view of the world from
the discourses of Jesus handed down to us in a concise selec-
tion, or from the fugitive writings of His disciples, consisting
at most of but a few pages, and that view of the world in
each case assuming an individual form. If beyond dispute
Jesus gave His teaching with greater fulness than the repro-
duction of it in the Gospels, if the apostles have, from a much
more many-sided world of ideas,used particular trains of thought
to meet particular circumstances, the task of correspondingly
reproducing the primitive Christian doctrine from the New
Testament imperatively demands that we should not merely
render the trains of thought that lie before us, but also that
from bare hints, from what is unspoken but implied in the
didactic utterance, we should guess at the world of thought
of the biblical teachers.

Another characteristic feature of that treatment, which is
more literary than historical, is the way in which Weiss’
Manual sets up almost as many systems of doctrine as there
are books in the New Testament, while justice is not done to
the teaching of Jesus. The Pauline system is treated in four
parts, according to the Thessalonian Epistles, the four great
doctrinal and controversial Epistles, the Epistles of the
captivity, and, finally, the Pastoral Epistles; while the teach-
ing of Jesus is briefly discussed, not according to the four
Gospels, but only according to a supposed oldest source (the
Synoptists). That seems to me an excess and a deficiency.
We expect from a New Testament theology, above all, an
account of the teaching of Jesus, not merely so far as it is
the presupposition of the apostolic systems, as Weiss regards
it, but a presentation of the teaching of Jesus for its own
sake. The teaching of Jesus is to us a main fact of New
Testament theology, if not precisely the main fact, which, as
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& matter of course, should be treated according to all the
accounts of it that we have, not merely according to an
account conjectured by the critic to be the oldest, not even
according to the Synoptists merely, if we regard the Gospel
of John as an apostolic report—as Dr. Weiss does. As to
the Pauline system, on the other hand, we do not want a
doctrinal abstract from the several types of the apostle’s
letters, but a survey as far as possible of the Pauline world
of ideas, in their connection, their unity and many-sidedness,
and therefore we must, here also, take collectively all the
genuine documents we have. If we get the impression that
the doctrinal thoughts of the apostle continued to develop in
particular points, we must note that in its place, but we
must not on that account build the Pauline system of
doctrine three or four times. In that case we would have
to extract it directly from each several Epistle, as there may
be perceived certain differences between the Epistle to the
Romans and that to the Galatians. But the distinction—
and we make this remark not so much against Weiss’ book
as quite generally—must be kept within limits if the total
impression of the subject is not to suffer and become dis-
torted. While it is certainly right to keep separate, not only
the teaching of Jesus and that of the apostles, but also the
teaching of James, Peter, Paul, and John, and to consider
each of them, not according to an abstract dogmatic scheme,
but from his peculiar point of view, it is as certainly incum-
bent on us to throw into bold relief the great amount of
unison in all these different doctrinal utterances. Such a
unison exists, and in a larger measure than our onesided
modern method of hunting after formal differences is willing
to admit. The men of the New Testament were conscious of
proclaiming a uniform gospel, though in different tongues,
and it is the duty of New Testament theology to give a
presentation of this unity in its diversity.

Weiss has undoubtedly adopted his peculiar method in
view of the present condition of questions concerning New
Testament Introduction. He has very adroitly taken all the
views of modern criticism into account in his arrangements.
While he contests the whole of these critical judgments, even
in the case of the Pastoral Epistles and the Second Epistle of
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Peter, yet he himself gives countenance to doubts about the
Gospel of John by excluding it from the sources of our
knowledge of the teaching of Jesus, and likewise to attacks
on the Pauline Epistles of the captivity, by separating them
from the great doctrinal and controversial Epistles. And
who could deny that the present state of criticism of the
New Testament writings furnishes peculiar difficulties for
biblical theology, and that this theology must take fitting
account of that condition of the question of sources? Yet I
am of opinion that the historian has not to be guided by
foreign judgments about his sources, at least not by those
which he regards as decidedly false, but that he must lay at
the basis of his structure his own well-considered opinion on
the matter. If I regarded the Pastoral Epistles as non-
Pauline, or the Second Epistle of Peter as spurious, I should
then make no use of them in my presentation of Pauline or
Petrine systems of doctrine, but would have to take notice of
them in those passages of my history of doctrine where 1
fancied them to have arisen, and would therewith prove the
correctness of my view of history. And if I regarded the
Gospel of John as a genuine record of the teaching of Jesus,
I would have to make use of it for the knowledge of this
teaching, and not merely turn it to account as an expression
of its author’s ideas. Not that we are, on that account,
to take no notice of the important distinction between the
synoptic and Johannine account of the teaching of Jesus. I
may regard the Gospel of John as decidedly apostolic, and
yet recognise that his reports of speeches have passed through
a strong medium of subjective reconstruction. I will there-
fore give a separate account of the teaching of Jesus according
to the Synoptists and John, and so leave the biblico-theological
records to be settled by the yet undecided controversy about
the Gospel of John. In the same way, I may consider it
possible that the Apocalypse and the Gospel of John belong
to the same author, and yet guard against treating the
doctrinal contents of both as material of the same Johannine
system of doctrine. The critical question is too largely an
open one, and, on the other hand, the circle of ideas in the
two writings is too diverse to warrant us in treating as a
harmonious world of ideas that which, at anyrate, could only



INTRODUCTION 21

belong to very different stages of development of the same
author.

This already decides certain main questions regarding the
systematic arrangement of our material. We will not only’
distinguish the teaching of Jesus from that of His apostles,
but also the teaching of Jesus according to the Synoptists and
according to John, and not only keep apart a primitive apos-
tolic, a Pauline and Johannine system of doctrine, but also
treat quite separately the doctrinal system of the Apocalypse
and also of James, First Peter, and the Epistles to the Hebrews.
We may be in doubt as to the order of succession of the
doctrinal systems of the Epistles, especially if we regard
them, as a whole, as productions of the same first century.
A purely chronological succession cannot be exhibited, as we
are anything but certain as to the earlier or later origin of
some of the Scripture writings. The comparatively late com-
position of one of these writings would not, however, prove
that the mode of thought underlying it could not have been
matured just as early or earlier than that of a younger con-
temporary who happened to write before. A succession
according to the lower or higher degree of doctrinal develop-
ment seems therefore to be the preferable one. The moving
principle of the development of early Christian doctrine is the
need of an understanding with Judaism. This characteristic
would give us a rising gradation of ever more richly developed
modes of teaching. Paul, the strictest arbiter between Judaism
and Christianity, and at the same timne the most doctrinal of
the New Testament writers, would then necessarily close the
series, and even the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Johannine
system, and, still more, James and Peter, would have their
place before him. And this succession, opposed as it would
be to the modern critical tendency, would, in point of fact,
have the advantage of truly setting forth, in comparison with
Paul, the inner affinity between the mode of thought of the
primitive apostles on the one hand, and the Epistle to the
Hebrews and Johannine writings on the other: an affinity
notwithstanding great differences really exists, though as a
rule it is not recognised. Nevertheless, that .point of view
of an understanding with Judaism does not yet give a satis-
factory principle of division, as the need for it, in the case of
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the Christians, falls into the background after the destruction
of Jerusalem : even decidedly post-Pauline systems of doctrine,
and in comparison with Paul, of a less developed character,
may be unaffected by this need. And thus a certain accom-
modation between the chronological arrangement, and that
according to tenor seems to be necessary. It is best to place
the great Pauline system of doctrine in the middle of the
apostolic age, to which at anyrate it belongs in time, and to
let it be preceded by a primitive apostolic stage, and followed
by one more developed. We shall hardly be contradicted if
we construct the latter group from the Epistle to the Hebrews,
the Apocalypse, and other Johannine remains; but there will
not be the same readiness to allow us to place the discourses
of the earlier part of the Acts of the Apostles, the Epistles of
James, and First Peter before Paulinism. We might, in fact,
hesitate about the position of the First Epistle of Peter, not so
much on account of the prevalent attacks on its genuineness,
as because, even on the assumption of its genuineness, it is
probably of post-Pauline date, and not unaffected by Paul in
its mode of teaching. However, this mode of teaching still
seems predominantly pre-Pauline, related to that of James no
less than that of Paul. It stands to the Petrine speeches of
the Acts of the Apostles in a relation of the simplest develop-
ment of their mode of thought, so that the reasons prepon-
derate for placing it—just where the historical Peter stood—
midway between James and Paul. There still remains in
this arrangement of New Testament doctrinal systems a
residue which yields no coherent presentation of Christianity,
but only elements of such a presentation: Matthew, Mark,
and Luke, so far as they are not mere narrators, but disclose
some views of their own, the Epistle of Jude, the Second Epistle
of Peter, and the Pastoral Epistles. We shall gather up in a
closing group the doctrinal elements which appear in these
writings as fragmentary witnesses of a common Christian
view, partly of the apostolic and partly of the immediately
post-apostolic period; a supplement to the great original
doctrinal formation of the apostolic circle, and the natural
transition to the doctrinal development of the old Catholic
period.
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§ 5. THE QUESTION AS TO AN OLD TESTAMENT, JUDAISTIC
PREVIOUS HISTORY

There still remains one final preliminary question before
we come to our main subject. Every period of history whose
presentation we may undertake has a preparatory history in
which its roots somehow lip, and therefore every historical
undertaking usually begins with a review of that preparatory
history. Is it necessary for us to proceed in the same way
here in the case of New Testament theology ? There can be
no doubt that the teaching of the New Testament, with all
the originality of revelation which it claims, has a historical
presupposition and preparatory stage—the religious teaching
of the Old Testament. The gospel unfolds itself within a
national community, which already has a religious history of
two thousand years behind it, and it is throughout connected
with the religious possessions of this community and with the
results of its history. Its views of God and of the world,
of sin and law, of the blessing and way of salvation, of the
kingdom of God and its Bearer the Messiah, are all rooted in
the Old Testament. The apostles look upon the Old Testa-
ment as Holy Scripture even for the Christian communities.
They verify their teaching by it, and Jesus Himself brings
His preaching into the closest relation to the law and the
prophets. “Think not that I am come to destroy the law
and the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil ”
(Matt. v. 17). This fulfilling does not indeed leave the Old
Testament views and doctrines as they were, but distinctly
advances and transforms them. There is not an idea in the
New Testament which is not somehow rooted in the OId, but
there is not an idea in the Old Testament which does not
become something essentially new and higher in the New.!
Accordingly, Jesus and His apostles consider the Old Testa-
ment in a light in which its own authors did not consider it,
in the light of that new and perfect revelation of which also
it is truly said: “Old things have passed away, behold
all things have become new.” It is questionable whether
this relation demands a preceding presentation of Old

1 Cf. Oehler, Old Testament Theology, p. 66 ; H. Schultz, Old Testament
Theology [both Trans. T. & T. Clark].
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Testament theology as an Introduction to New Testament
theology. Nothing, of course, but a sketch of the former
could be attempted, for a searching and detailed presentation
would be no Introduction, but an independent work which
would require a special call and training. But a mere sketch
would only offer that which the reader of a New Testament
theology already has, a general survey of the Old Testament
history of religion. It could not offer the very thing that
would chiefly make it helpful to New Testament theology,
viz. the Old Testament roots of the several New Testament
concepts and notions. In these circumstances it seems
allowable, and even imperative, to represent the New Testa-
ment theology in its actual novelty without further preface,
and only bring out at each step in its exposition the dis-
tinction as well as the connection it has with that of the Old
Testament.

But must we not at last give an introductory presentation
of the final stage of the religious history of Israel, that condi-
tion of the Jewish religion which the nascent Christianity
finds existent and from which it separates? There can be no
question that the religious thought and life of the Jewish
people was not stationary from the time of the origin of the
latest Old Testament canonic writing. Though the period
when this writing originated be much later than Jewish tradi-
tion asserts, not in the Persian, but in the Maccabean age,
yet the writings of the last half-century before Christ, the
biblical Apocrypha and the non-biblical pseudepigraphs, as
well as the writings of Philo and Josephus, and above all the
New Testament itself, testify to a movement of mind surging
round the nascent Christianity, quite different from what the
latest psalmists and prophets would lead us to expect. And,
assuredly he who undertakes to write a history of the origin of
Christianity, and in particular the life of Jesus, will not be at
liberty to omit a description of this historical soil, just be-
cause the history of the birth of the gospel is completed in
the reciprocal action between it and that which was trans-
planted into it from above. But it is quite a different matter
when our task is to present the original doctrinal ideas of
Christianity in their historical development. This doctrinal
development has almost no connection at all with the peculiar
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teaching of the Judaistic period; at anyrate, the connection
is such that the Judaistic world of ideas, in itself meagre and
obscure, does not throw any special light upon the under-
standing of it. Of course, Jesus is formally a child of His
people and time, so far as concerns His world of ideas and His
speech. He also makes use of such forms of presentation as
became current only in the post-canonic age, such as, above
all, the concept of the kingdom of heaven or kingdom of God.
And the apostles likewise, especially Paul, are here and there
in their Christological views fond of using theologoumena of
the Jewish schools, such as “ the creative word,” “ the hypostatic
image,” “ the spiritual Adam,” “ the man from heaven.” Jesus
and His apostles may also have made use of a series of prophetic
and eschatological views which are reproduced in the Jewish
Apocalypses. Yet all these are but forms of thought and
presentation, into which they are the first to breathe any
spirit at all, and especially the new Christian spirit of
which their Jewish predecessors had no idea. Notwith-
standing these meagre and purely formal connections, we
have, speaking generally, rather a relation of opposition to
the Judaistic doctrines and modes of thought. We shall
find that Jesus kept Himself completely independent of the
different tendencies and modes of thought which prevailed
among the Jewish people of His day; that He was engaged
in a war of death and life with that one which was pre-
dominant, the Pharisaic and Rabbinic; and that He recognised
the one contemporary appearance with which He had any
affinity, John the Baptist, as His forerunner, but not as His
leader and master. It was from the first a main feature
of His teaching, which His disciples also received from
Him, to pass beyond the ideas of post-canonic development
to the canonical, biblical, and specially prophetic, from
the Pharisaic precepts of men to the living word of God
(cf. Mark vii. 11£).

From all this it may already be seen that a preliminary
development of the Judaistic didactic ideas, especially of the
Pharisaic and Rabbinic, is in no way indispensable to the
understanding of the teaching of Jesus and His apostles, quite
apart from the fact that we have not sufficient sources at our
command to gain a clear conception of the state of pre-
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Christian ideas of the time! We may therefore disregard
such a so-called historical preface to New Testament theology
with a good conscience, and allow that to speak to us in all
its novelty and originality which, at all events, bears in itself
the character of novelty and originality in a greater degree
than anything else in the whole history of the world.

1 The very praiseworthy presentation by Weber of the Altsynogale
Theologie ” brings to view only a decidedly post-Christian stage of develop-
ment,



BOOK I

THE TEACHING OF JESUS ACCORDING
TO THE SYNOPTISTS

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTORY

FroM an early period Christendom directed its attention
more to the significance of Christ’s person and work than
to the significance of His teaching. The former occupies
throughout the foreground even in the apostolic speeches and
Epistles, while there is little reference to His words; and the
Church since then, even the Protestant, preaches, indeed, a
doctrine about Christ, but only looks, as it were in passing, at
Jesus’ own teaching, in the doctrine of His prophetic office,
which seems as though it were but introductory to His priestly
and kingly offices. An opposite current has indeed set in in
recent times. An effort has been made to insist upon the
teaching of Jesus, as contrasted with the doctrine about
Christ, as Christianity proper; but this procedure has not
been able to parry the reproach of explaining Christianity
away. What is the right and true attitude here? As
it seems equally questionable to impute to Christendom
a thorough misunderstanding of that on which it rests, or,
again, to lower to a subordinate place in His life-work that in
which Jesus manifestly found the vocation of His life, the
question at once is forced upon us as to the relation of His
teaching to His person and His work. The investigation
27



28 NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

of this question will give us a preliminary idea of the pecu-
liarity of His teaching.

§ 1. TEACHING AND LIFE

That Jesus appeared among His people as a teacher is
attested by friend and foe; they all addressed Him as Rabbi,
Master, Teacher, and He always accepted this address as
correct. But the people felt at once a profound difference
between His teaching and that of the scribes: “ What new
doctrine is this ?” exclaim His hearers in the synagogue.
“ He preaches with authority, and not as the scribes” (Mark
i 27; Matt. vii. 29). By the higher authority with which
He spoke, by a divinely authoritative character of His teach-
ing, the people recognised Him as a prophet equal to the
greatest of their old prophets (Mark viii. 28 ; Matt. xvi. 14).
His disciples, however, hoped and anticipated still more from
Him: “He was a prophet mighty in word and deed before
God and all the people; but we trusted that it had been He
which should have redeemed Israel” (Luke xxiv. 19). And
He met that hope with His inmost consciousness; He knew
Himself to be the Messiah, the God-sent deliverer of Israel,
and had no higher wish than to be recognised as such in the
right sense (Mark viii. 29; Matt. xvi. 16). His teaching
therefore, from the very first, has for its background a unique
self-consciousness, the incomparable significance of His person,
and from the beginning was directed towards something that
must be more than teaching, that must be work and deed,
viz. the founding of God’s kingdom. And this founding
was finally accomplished, not by His teaching as such, but
by His personal devotion to and completion of His life-work,
by His death and resurrection. Does His teaching thereby
lose its original fundamental significance, and sink down to a
mere introduction to New Testament revelation? It must
be said that little as the teaching of Jesus in itself, apart
from the conclusion of His life, could have called into exist-
ence the kingdom of God, as little could that ending of His
life have called it into being without the foregoing doctrinal
revelation. This doctrinal revelation first induced that end
to His life, and gave it meaning; and it alone collected that
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community of disciples who were able to grasp and propagate
that meaning, And therefore His doctrine is not indeed His
life-work itself, but the ideal reflection of it, the evidence of
what He wished, what He was conscious of being and doing.
His teaching therefore is ¢ha¢ in His appearance and active
life which is necessary to make that life intelligible to
us, and without which the apostolic teaching about Him
would only be a sum of dogmatic utterances which we
could not comprehend, and whose truth we could not
prove—a result not a little awkward for that view which
contrasts the “ teaching of Jesus” as Christianity proper with
the apostolic “teaching about Christ.”

§ 2. Sources

If this be the significance of the teaching of Jesus for
the full understanding of Christianity, we must inquire the
more urgently about its sources. Jesus did not write any-
thing ; He simply trained His disciples in personal intercourse
to be the living witnesses of His mission. Even they did not
immediately record their reminiscences, but confided them to
oral testimony; and when one of them, at a great age, set
about leaving his treasures of memory as a legacy to the
community, remembrance and exposition had become to him
8o inseparable, that he could only bring forth his picture of
Jesus, and especially the sayings of Jesus, in an original form
resulting from the fusion of his own spiritual life. But
although we must, on that account, take no notice of the
Johannine source in constructing a picture of Jesus that is
to be authentic even in form, we are still in possession of a
sufficient and well-attested tradition. The first three Gospels
have preserved the reminiscences of the life of Jesus as they
existed in the earliest days of Christendom, both within cyevea
airn and before the extinction of His contemporaries (Matt.
xiv, 34 ; Mark xiii. 30 ; Luke xxi. 32); they also, on their part,
rest on still earlier notes whose reliable origin is certain. Papias
has attested the existence of a collection of sayings (of Jesus)
which the Apostle Matthew, that is, one of the constant com-
panions of Jesus, composed in Hebrew (Aramaic); and this
earliest, most reliable, and richest source of knowledge of the
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teaching of Jesus, may be recognised in the speeches with
which the first and third evangelists break in upon the
sequence of their chief source.! But even this main narrative
source which they both have in common with the Gospel of
Mark, and which, at any rate, appears in Mark’s Gospel with
least change, “the primitive Gospel” contains a treasure of
doctrinal sayings of Jesus ; and this primitive Gospel, according
to the credible testimony of the same Papias, is—at least with
respect to its greatest part and most important matter—traced
back to Mark, the companion of the Apostle Peter, that is, to
Peter’s own didactic utterances.? Finally, whatever is peculiar
to Matthew, or in far greater abundance to Luke, either
springs likewise from that collection of sayings, or, according
to Luke i. 1, presupposes other very old sources, and is authen-
ticated by the fact that it resembles the most certainly
authentic both in tone and in value. The wording of many
sayings, or the connection in which they appear, or the inter-
pretation they receive in that connection, do indeed deviate
from each other in details, as could not but be expected in a
tradition passing through so many hands. Many important
words have been introduced in a different setting in Matthew
and Luke, partly on account of different Greek translations of
those Aramaic sayings, partly on account of the involuntary
changes of oral tradition, to which we may also add the dif-
ferent conjectures of one or other evangelist about the original
occasion of the saying. In such cases, when the use to be
made of the saying in biblical theology is affected by this
diversity, a critical investigation of the original terms and
meaning must, of course, take place. The merely oral charac-
ter of the original tradition has affected the meaning and
wording much less than one would have supposed from other
cases, The method of teaching of antiquity, resting always
on oral communications, gave a fidelity to the apostle’s memo-
ries to a degree unknown to us. The sayings of Jesus
especially, by the peculiarity of their contents as well as their
form, had an incomparable power of stamping themselves
upon the memory. Besides, they would be so frequently and
intentionally repeated in the circle of the first believers, as
very soon to form a fixed common possession preserved with
1 Cf. my Leben Jesu, i. p. 86. 3 Itid. p. 84.
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sacred reverence. And therefore there is really very little
against which the irresolute modern criticism raises serious
question : some sayings, which from their Judaising or Ebion-
itic impress seem to be marked as productions of a Jewish-
Christian tradition; some various readings and expositions of
parables, and, in particular, a part of the prophetic discourses
in the more restricted sense, which, on account of their inner
difficulties, one would fain trace back to a later apocalyptic
source, although, from all signs, they seem to spring from
the same source as the Sermon on the Mount and .the
most incontestable parables. These doubtful sayings will,
of course, have to be dealt with in detail; the abiding
proof of their genuineness is the quite definite and inimit-
able impress which distinguishes the essentially permanent
character of the synoptic sayings of Jesus, not only from
all the wisdom of this world, but also from the other sayings
of the New Testament.

§ 3. PECULIARITY OF JESUS' TEACHING

This very peculiarity of the teaching of Jesus is what we
have to explain in form and contents, so far as that is possible
by anticipation. The form in which Jesus speaks in the
synoptic tradition is the gnomic or parabolic, examples of
which we find already in the Old Testament, the short, terse
maxim out of which the longer didactic or polemic discourses
are constructed, or the concise pictorial narrative, the parable.
Both forms of teaching are eminently suited to the require-
ments of oral instruction, such as Jesus gave to His disciples
in particular, beside His preaching to the people (Mark iv.
10-32); they make the ideas to be communicated in the
highest degree clear, impressive, and memorable. But the
universally pictorial style of Jesus’ doctrine is conditioned
not merely by a necessity of teaching, but rather springs—
and this leads us deeper into the peculiarity of His teaching
—cbhiefly from the nature of the things to be communicated.
These are just the eternal truths, the heavenly things in
earthly speech, which can only be brought home to the
popular understanding by pictorial forms. It is therefore
the mother speech of religion which Jesus uses. And He
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uses this speech with a purity and perfection that makes His
mode of communication quite incomparable. It is distin-
guished not only from all speech of science, but also from
that speech of religious contemplation which meets us in the
writings of the apostles.. It is distinguished from it, as the
living source is from the fresh and clear flowing brook ; it is
all directness, living perception, pure genius; everything in it
flows, not from any mediated or artificial world of ideas, but
from native spiritual wealth, from the fulness of His inner
life. We also find, in addition to this, that He rarely, and
only out of condescension to the ignorance of His opponents
or for their confusion, has recourse to argument or means of
proof. As a rule, He disdains these for the reason that He
does not need them for His own sake, and that the sincere
hearts among His hearers do not need them; because what
He says is self-evident to the reason and conscience of the
sincere man. His word is therefore in the highest sense
testimony, viz. testimony to the Divine which lives and moves
in Him. “Verily I say unto you” is the constant expression
of an inward certainty which can count on the willing or
unwilling inward assent of His hearers. He does not even in
any formal way teach the religion which lives in Him. Its
moral deductions are taught as in the Sermon on the Mount,
or its conditions and ways of operation as in the parables.
The thing itself He merely expresses, nay, still more pre-
supposes than expresses. It is to Him as the silent, clear,
starry heaven, which, as a matter of course, hangs over the
earth though clouds conceal it from the eyes of men. Then
consider also the peculiar contents of the new faith which
He in this way proclaims. That we may not anticipate and
get lost in vagueness, let us note only a few characteristic
features which distinguish it from all, and raise it above all
that is otherwise called religion in the world. The religion of
Jesus is, above all, a religion for the world, for universal man.
Although it speaks the language of Israel, and was first
offered to the people of Israel, yet even in its birth it divests
itself inwardly of every national limitation. It makes all
men neighbours, makes no distinction between them before
God, and meets with heavenly satisfaction the needs of the
human heart, which are the same everywhere, It is further
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a religion of the spirit, a religion of inwardness and freedom.
It does not bind to sacred places or times, it knows no sacri-
fices or ceremonies, no forms or formul®e as in themselves
pleasing to God. Nothing is of value in it but the pure
heart, the love of God, and what that love calls forth in the
heart of man. And yet it is capable of the most vigorous
outward expression. It, too, has forms of the religious life,
personal as well as social, but they have value only in so far
as they call forth or fulfil the free impulse of the heart.
Again, it is the perfectly moral and morally perfect religion.
Everything in it has its ethical side, its moral fruits, without
which it is of no value in the sight of God. And the moral
demand which this divine faith makes is the highest, the
strictest, the most comprehensive conceivable. Over and
above every outward and particular deed of obedience, it
claims the whole inward man for God and His command-
ments. It recognises nothing but the highest and purest
motives, and follows sin into the inmost recesses of the heart,
to the uprising of anger and the motion of evil desire. And
this religion of inexorable moral strictness is at the same
time a religion of salvation, a religion of grace in the most
comprehensive sense of the word. From the same idea of
God as the absolutely Good One, out of which springs the
absolute demand, “ Be ye perfect, even as the Father in heaven
is perfect,” arises, at the same time, the glad message of His
unlimited fatherly mercy which goes in search of the lost
son and meets him with forgiveness,—out of it there flows the
idea of a kingdom of God and a communion with God, which
can be given only to the poor in spirit, those who have a real
feeling of need, because its desire is to make the poor rich,
and satisfy with righteousness those who hunger and thirst
for it. [Finally, the gospel of Jesus is the religion of eternal
life. It restores man to his lost eternal home, makes him at
home as no other faith can in the invisible world of perfec-
tion which his soul craves, and thereby lifs him above the
imperfections of his earthly existence. But it does not do.so
in such a way as to depreciate this earthly existence and
induce men to flee from the world, or long for death. It
rather consecrates this earth as a vestibule of heaven, and its

sufferings as a school of eternal life. The idea of the kingdom
BEYSCHLAG.—1. 3
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of heaven, the idea of a kingdom of God, sown in time and
ripened in eternity, removes the antithesis of this world and
the next—of life and death.

§ 4. ORIGIN OF JESUS' TEACHING

If this is the peculiarity of the religious teaching of Jesus,
there can hardly be any reasonable doubt about its origin.
It bears throughount the impress of the highest originality, of
originating immediately in His own inner life; but it does
80, not in the sense of being the outcome of His subjective
fancy,—in that case it would be the most insoluble of
psychological and historical riddles,—but as an immediate
gift to His soul from above, a revelation of God in Him and
through Him. That at least is the consciousness which He
Himself had of His doctrine. “ All things are delivered unto
Me of My Father.” “My doctrine is not Mine, but that of
Him who sent Me” (Matt. xi. 27 ; John vii. 16). In point
of fact it is impossible, often as the attempt has been made, to
deduce the consciousness of Jesus and the contents of His
teaching from any spiritual power which existed in His day.
Even though a contact of Jesus with the Hellenic world had
not already been excluded by outer facts of His life—how
could He have kindled His inner light and life at this
hearth? The religion of classical antiquity, even in its
noblest manifestations, and its then foremost living mysteries,
was the worship of deified nature, and therefore the direct
opposite of the religion of Jesus. And the philosophy of
antiquity, even where its highest presentiments of truth
approach to the gospel, was just philosophy and not revela-
tion,—a wavering, doubting question addressed to heaven, not a
certified answer from heaven such as Jesus gives. But even
the Jewish religion in which He was born and trained is no
key to His own. That religion is dominated by pretty much
the opposite of all those characteristics of the religion of
Jesus on which we have been insisting. The Jewish religion
in the days of Jesus, with all its proselytising and dreams of a
world dominion, was just as narrow-hearted and national as
could be, and notwithstanding a certain spiritualising of its
worship in the synagogue, it clung more tenaciously than
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ever to outer forms and postures. It could not indeed deny
its inborn ethical character, but it externalised and made it
as superficial as possible. And instead of referring its like-
wise inborn belief in salvation to the redemption of the inner
man, it referred it to redemption from outer natural and
political restraints. It certainly developed belief in another
world, departing thus from its earlier tradition, but in such a
way as to fill that other world with earthly sensuous dreams,
instead of making this world spiritual by having aims above
earth, In a word, the living religion of the Jewish people of
that day is just that which we find expressed more consciously
and formally in Pharisaism. And in view of our Gospel records,
there is no need for wasting words in seeking to prove the
depth of the contrast that existed between Jesus and
Pharisaism, a contrast that excludes any original affinity or
sympathy. Nor is there any affinity of spirit between Jesus
and the other well-known types of current Judaism.
Sadduceism, that worn-out aristocratic priestly conservatism
which was entirely opposed to the religious development of
Judaism, and possessed no positive religious principle at all,
could only, with its denial of eternal life, have been an offence
to Jesus. Neither has Jesus made any allusion even in word
to Essenism with which so many would like to connect Him.
Deeper religious needs, it is true, lay at the basis of Essenism,
but they were satisfied in a way that was completely foreign
and offensive to Jesus, the way of monasticism and mysticism
springing out of a view at bottom dualistic and ascetic, of
which we can find no trace in the teaching of Jesus. There
is just as little trace of Alexandrianism in Him,—that artificial
theology of mediation between the Old Testament religion
and Greek philosophy, which is related to the teaching of
Jesus as cistern water to the living fountain. Now there
was, of course, among the Jews of that day, besides these
degenerate tendencies, a more genuine succession of the
psalmists and prophets, those “ poor in spirit” and “ quiet in
the land,” to the circle of whom Jesus and His family
undoubtedly belonged. But the purer and deeper that genuine
issue of Old Testament religion was, the more must there
have been impressed on it a feature which was completely
foreign to Jesus personally, which was indeed the very
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opposite of His peculiar consciousness, that fundamental
feature of the consciousness of guilt, the deeply felt discord
between the holy God and sinful Israel of which we have a
directly typical example in John the Baptist. This feeling of
estrangement from God, of sin and guilt separating God and
man from each other, might indeed be felt by Jesus in com-
passionate sympathy, and perhaps His submitting to the
baptism of John may be explained by this sympathy. But it
is so completely foreign to Him personally that the ground-
tone of His whole self-consciousness is rather the undisturbed
sense of communion with God, the blessed consciousness of
divine Sonship.

§ 5. REVEALED CHARACTER OF CHRIST'S TEACHING

This brings us to the real mystery of the personality of
Jesus which forms the salient point of His whole teaching,
and which explains and confirms on all sides its peculiarities as
described above. He did not preach a union of God with all
men which is either inherent in all or reached by way of self-
development, but He is immediately and originally certain of
that communion only for Himself. But out of it, out of the
consciousness of being in & unique sense the Son of God, grew
His consciousness of being the Saviour, and His sense of a
vocation to help His brethren to a similar communion with
God, or—what is the same thing—to receive them into the
kingdom of heaven that appears in Him ; and from this point
His “evangel,” His teaching and preaching, unfolds itself on
all sides. 'We are only incidentally reminded here, where the
object is merely a sketch, not a justification of the teaching of
Jesus, how impossible it is to resolve all that enduring ground--
consciousness of His into a fanatical dream, how firmly it must
be founded on the truth, on a fact which not merely lets Him
have a revelation, but makes Himself a personal revelation of
God. For this self-consciousness of Jesus did not grow on the
soil of a Hellenic self-deceptive intermixture of the divine and
human, but on the basis of the law and prophets, on the basis
of the ethico-metaphysical distinction between God and man,
on which it is not conceivable except as the reflection of an
inner life which absolutely does not know that which separates
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the holy God and the heart of man, viz. sin! The character
of His teaching, however, directly furnishes a twofold proof of
the truth of that self-consciousness. The first is more of a
formal nature. The teaching of Jesus as a teaching of
religion resting on revelation may be most readily compared
with the teaching of the prophets; though there obtains here
an important difference. The divine inspiration comes upon
the prophet by fits and starts, as a power half-foreign, which
falls, as it were, upon him in specially elevated moments of
his life. But in the case of Jesus everything is equable. He
knows no difference between hours of inspiration and ordinary
hours. The spring of divine revelation wells up in Him
quietly and constantly, not while He is exalted above Himself,
but while simply Himself and giving Himself. It is the
eternal foundation of His personal life from which His words
of eternal life at all times flow. The second proof to which
we refer, leads us into the contents and central point of His
teaching. He is not merely, like Moses, the prophet of His
religion; He Himself is its living content and basis, as His
person supports, guarantees, indeed first makes possible His
entire teaching. If communion with God, “ the kingdom of
God,” had not been personally realised in Him, His whole
proclamation of it would have been destitute both of truth
and meaning ; nay, as a child of His people and its religion He
could not have even grasped the idea of a kingdom of God, the
dwelling of the holy God with the sinful sons of men, had it
not originally been realised in His absolutely pure communion
of heart with God. But then we comprehend how all the
great characteristics of His teaching, emphasised above, are
nothing else than the natural manifestations of His personal
consciousness, the simple issues of the fact of His unique and
ideally perfect relation to God. Because He has the pure
heart of the perfect child of God, He is able to see the Father
in heaven as no prophet before Him and no apostle after Him,
and all the mists of national limitation and legal externality
fall away from the eyes of His spirit. Because the eternal
Good, the els dyafos (Mark x. 18), with His holy love, lives
and moves in Him, He can, on the one hand, clearly unfold
the holy demands of that love to the judging even of heart
) 1 Cf. my Leben Jesu, i. p. 182.



38 NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

and thoughts, and at the same time guarantee and realise
the whole saving, forgiving, sanctifying love of the Father.
Finally, because He brings the life of a higher world into
this and victoriously tests it in the conflict with the earthly,
the partition-wall between this world and that to come is
for Him inwardly abolished, and the whole earthly life placed
in the transfiguring light of eternity. But when we deduce
all the characteristics of His teaching from His personal
unlimited communion with God, and can deduce them only
from that, we have traced them back to that very thing which
makes Him the personal bearer of the perfect revelation of
God among men, and therewith have furnished the positive
proof of the revealed origin and character of His teaching.

§ 6. RELATION OF THE TEACHING OF JESUS TO THE
OLD TESTAMENT

Nevertheless, the teaching of Jesus has one side from
which its complete originality may plausibly be called in
question, and that is its connection with the Old Testament.
Notwithstanding all that we have said about His elevation
above the religious parties of contemporary Judaism, are not
the sacred documents of His people, are not the “ law and the
prophets” to Him divine authorities? And does not that
deprive His gospel of part at least of its character as personal
revelation, and make it simply a prophetic development and
completion of the Old Testament religion of Jehovah ?

Certainly the law and the prophets speak to Him the
word of God. He not only appeals to them as Holy Scripture
against the people and the scribes, but to Himself they are a
lamp to His feet and a light to His path. When the story of
the temptation shows Him beating back the assaults of Satan
with a text of Scripture, and the narrative of the transfigura-
tion makes Moses and Elias proclaim the decease which He is
to accomplish at Jerusalem (Luke ix. 31), there lies at the
basis of these statements the fact, that in the most painful
crises of His life He grasped and held by the words of
Scripture, by the law and the prophets. And His belief in
them appears so absolute as to make Him declare that
“heaven and earth will pass away sooner than one jot or tittle
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of the law should fail ” (Matt. v. 18 ; Luke xvi. 17). Accord-
ingly, His teaching seems everywhere rooted in the Old
Testament; all its ideas and elements spring out of the Old
Testament, and if there are many things of importance in it
which He does not directly teach, that may be explained by
the fact that, in the case of His disciples, He can presuppose
them as elements of the Old Testament with which they were
familiar, Yet we do not find Him in a relation of constrained
slavish dependence on the Old Testament Scriptures. The
words about the writing of divorce which was permitted, the
commandment that no work should be done on the Sabbath,
were in the law, and He did not pay any heed to them ; He
calmly set against the first the creative thought of God, and
against the latter the royal rights of the Son of Man. Nay, if
we consider the matter more closely, we shall be astonished at
the wide tracts of Old Testament Scripture which have, as it
were, no existence for Him, though He manifestly knew them.
He has scarcely touched the whole wide region of the sacrificial
and ceremonial law, He has at most taken notice of the whole
politico-theocratic form of the Messianic idea in order to reject
it once for all, and every moral imperfection in the Old
Testament, especially the theocratic spirit of revenge, with its
words and deeds—even when represented by an Elias—does
not for a moment mislead Him as to the law of love and
meekness which becomes His kingdom. We see that He read
the Old Testament with an independent mind, with a sure test
in His heart which made Him distinguish the divine kernel
. from the human husk, the eternal idea from the imperfect and
temporary expression of it, even in the most difficult cases;
and this test can only have been the higher and purer religious
ideas which He bore in Himself. It is evident therefore that
His relation to the Old Testament by no means contradicts or
even limits what we have already said about the originality of
His doctrinal ideas, as coming from the depth of His own
inner life which He lived in God. What then is His relation
to the law and the prophets which allows Him to believe in
them without binding Him to them? The best answer is
Matt. v. 17 : “ Think not that I am come to destroy the law
and the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfiL”
The revelation of God did not first begin with Him; it com-
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pletes itself in Him, and the law and prophets are just steps
towards this completion. It is self-evident, therefore, that the
preliminary revelation is not destroyed or abolished, but
recognised by Him who comes to complete it. But it is
equally self-evident that to Him this preparatory revelation is
not the perfect one, and that He has to raise its detected
imperfections into the perfect, and that is just the fulfilment
to which the above saying refers. Not an actual fulfilment,
such as might very well have been asserted of Messiah, but,
as the further course of the Sermon on the Mount puts beyond
all question, a didactic fulfilment, that is, a perfection and
completion in virtue of which the inmost meaning of the law
and the prophets is to be set forth and made authoritative, as
it had not been in its Old Testament form. Jesus Himself
never failed to apprehend that this Old Testament form must
herewith as such be exploded, just as the covering of the bud
must be burst when the blossom opens out. No jot or
tittle of the law was to fail, only in the sense of not being
thrown away as an empty husk; there is in every one a
divine kernel and germ, which must obtain its due, its unfold-
ing. But when that is secure, what had been husk inevitably
falls away, as is clear from the expositions of the law which
follow in Matt. v. 17-20; in each of them an imperfect
divine idea is fulfilled in spirit whilst it is destroyed in the
letter. And as with the precepts of the law, so is it with all
Old Testament ideas and views which Jesus turns to account ;
they are confirmed and transformed in one breath. They are
recognised as divine, as surely as they are rooted in the Old
Testament, but in such a way that their divine character and
vitality for the first time attain their full development ; in the
mouth of Jesus they seem at once old and new, they are no
longer Old Testament, but New Testament ideas.

The watchword about fulfilling the law and the prophets
goes beyond the immediate meaning of Matt. v. 17; it
expresses the entire relation of Jesus to the Old Testament.
He fulfils the law and the prophets, by bringing about what
they aim at, the kingdom of heaven or kingdom of God.
This fundamental conception of Jesus, from which His whole
teaching unfolds itself—at least in the first three Gospels—is
what we have above all to direct our attention to.
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CHAPTER 1I
THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN OR KINGDOM OF GOD

JEsUs appeared with the announcement, the kingdom of
heaven is at hand (Matt. iv. 17), and His whole preaching
from beginning to end may be comprised in His gospel of the
kingdom of God (Mark i. 1; Acts i 3). The Sermon on the
Mount begins with the promise of the kingdom of heaven to
the poor in spirit; the parables revolve around the idea of the
kingdom of God; the prophecies refer to its appearance. The
other writings of the New Testament are also acquainted with
this fundamental conception (cf. eg. John iii 3, 6; Acts
viii. 1, 2; Jas. ii. 5; Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 20, xv. 50),
and if it does not properly belong to their diction, and there-
fore appears only now and then, that only makes it the more
evidently a reminiscence of Jesus’ own mode of teaching.
What then does Jesus mean by this His favourite watchword ?

§ 1. MeaNING oF THE WORD

As to the meaning of the word, Baci\e/a may indicate
the abstract kinghood, the royal power and dignity (= Heb.
n;:S?)’ as well as the concrete realm, the sphere of dominion
(m::)p). Luther has translated both senses by kingdom, and
they so pass into each other, in idea and usage, that in many
passages of the Gospels we cannot be certain which is meant.
The abstract conception is, however, by far the rarer—it
is certainly contained in Luke xxii. 29, xxiii. 42: rdy®
SwariOepas Opiv xabws Siélero poi o mwatip pov, Bacikelav;
and &rav E\fps & Tjj Baciela oov. On the other hand,
the concrete is the usual conception; it alone suits such
expressions as “the least in the kingdom of heaven”; “to
enter into the kingdom of God ” ; “to inherit the kingdom that
is prepared” (cf. Matt. v. 4). This concrete notion of the
kingdom is therefore in doubtful cases to be preferred and
made the basis of our present investigation. As to.the double
expression PBaciela Tdv olpaviv and Toi Oeod, the first
belongs only to the Gospel of Matthew, in which it is the
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prevailing expression. The rest of the New Testament—
apart from the uncertain reading in John iii. 3, 5—has only
the Bact\ela Toi feot. That both expressions mean the same
thing is manifest from the parallels of Matthew on the one
hand, and of Mark and Luke on the other; as well as from
the absolute expression 7 Bacilela, which is frequently used
in Matthew. Both are found alongside each other even in
Rabbinic writings. The idea that the expression kingdom
of heaven is a twist given to the conception by the first
evangelist after the destruction of Jerusalem, with the view of
transferring to heaven the appearance of the kingdom that
was no longer hoped for on earth, is certainly erroneous. For
the first Gospel is the earliest, and was composed before the
destruction of Jerusalem; and though in it the appearance of
the kingdom is expected from heaven, it is by no means
transferred to heaven (iv. 17, xxiv. 30, xxvi. 64). The
probability rather is that the expression comes from the
oldest source, the Logia of Matthew, and was the one that
Jesus Himself preferred to use. Its enigmatic and peculiar
Old Testament impress may—as in the case of the expression
Son of Man—have hindered its transference to Gentile-Chris-
tian usage, and therefore to the second and third Gospels. As
to its strict import, we must reject the view which—in
accordance with the aversion of the Jews to pronounce the
name of God—makes heaven here a mere paraphrase for God.
That is never the way of Jesus, who rather disapproves of that
speaking of heaven instead of God (Matt. v. 34); even then
we would at least expect the singular instead of the plural
ovpavéy, which is constantly used! The expression rather
appears to have come from the passages Dan. ii. 44, vii.
13, 14, and to have pointed to heaven as the original home of
the kingdom of God, the genitive thus expressing the origin,
and therefore the attributes which it possesses. This view
best answers to the meaning which heaven has in the teach-
ing of Jesus as the kingdom of ideal perfection. When we
find in the Lord’s Prayer that the petition, “ Thy will be done
in earth,” follows immediately that of “ Thy kingdom come,”

1 The singular is used in Luke xv. 18, 21 ; this is the only occasion in
the New Testament where the common usage of heaven as equivalent for
God is put in the mouth of the prodigal son.
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we may take the former as the best exposition of the latter.
The kingdom of God is where the will of God is done on
earth as it is in heaven, that is, where it is done ideally.
According to this, the kingdom of heaven or the kingdom of
God would be the perfect original order of things which has
its home in heaven, in order to come down from thence and
realise itself on earth,—that ideal condition which humanity
and history are to reach, that God may in His inmost essence,
as eternal Spirit and holy love, fill all and condition all that
is in the world.

§ 2. Its HistoricaL. RooT

But a well-based understanding of the phrase can only be
gained by an examination of history. The watchword chosen
by Jesus strikes us to-day perhaps as strange, but was at
once understood by His countrymen and contemporaries. The
kingdom of heaven, or kingdom of God, was manifestly at
that time a current expression in Israel, and one that could
be used without need of further explanation. That is already
presupposed in the terse preaching of the Baptist about the
kingdom of heaven as at hand. It is said of Joseph of
Arimathea that he waited for the kingdom of God (Mark xv.
43). The Pharisees asked Jesus (Luke xvii 20) when the
kingdom of God should come. A scribe who sat at meat
with Jesus piously exclaims (Luke xiv. 15): “ Blessed is he
who shall eat bread in the kingdom of God.” In all these
passages the kingdom of God is unmistakably the tersest
expression for the object of Israel’s highest expectation, for
that very thing which the people in the loud rejoicings at
our Lord’s entrance into Jerusalem called the coming king-
dom of our father David (Mark xi. 10), that which was in
the mind of the disciples when they asked (Acts i. 6): “ Wilt
Thou not at this time restore the kingdom unto Israel ?”—in
& word, the Messianic kingdom. This Messianic sense is not,
indeed, usual in the language of the later Rabbis. They pre-
ferred to speak in the abstract religious sense of the Malechut
Jahve, and Malechut Schamajim, rather than of the kingship
of Jehovah, the heavenly Majesty before which men must
bow, But these post-Christian and rabbinical applications
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are best explained as intentional perversions of the original
Messianic sense, adaptations by the later Pharisaism which
had become unfriendly to the Messianic idea, though they
are confronted by other passages in the pre-Christian as well
as post-Christian Jewish literature, in which the Messianic
sense of both expressions is unquestionable! The whole
inner history of Israel could not fail to secure to this phrase
a Messianic character. For government by God—theocracy,
as Josephus expressed the idea in Greek—was the ideal
constitution of the nation from the earliest times. It was
the fundamental idea of Mosaism that Israel should be God’s
peculiar people above all nations, a kingdom of priests in
which Jehovah should rule (Ex. xix. 5, 6). But this lofty
idea was only outwardly and imperfectly realised in the land
of promise, and even its shadowy realisation was broken up
with the fall of the old Israelitish State. It lived, however,
all the more vividly in the view of the prophets as the ideal
picture of the future; for the true God must at length obtain
the victory on earth,and celebrate His triumph in the setting
up of a commonwealth on which He would pour out all
blessings, and from which He would remove all defects,—a
commonweath in which would be fully realised the promise,
“Ye shall be my people, and I will be your God.” This
ideal picture of a glorious and blessed kingdom of God in
Israel, and extending from Israel over all the world, was
really the fundamental idea of the Messianic hope. The
so-called Messianic idea in the narrower sense, the hope
(picture) of a personal Messiah, was quite subordinate to this
fundamental idea—a fact which cannot be too much attended
to. That might waver and fade, the ideal form of the
servant of God, or the mere Theophany, might take its place
and produce a confusion of contradictory Messianic notions
in the nation, but the kingdom of God remained the un-
changeable expectation of all pious men. And as the hope
of realising it on earth sank lower,—as Israel, instead of
being politically exalted, was more and more scattered and
brought under the oppression of successive worldly powers,—

1 Cf. Cremer, Bibl.-theol. Lexicon of N. T. Greek, p. 189, Aufl. 5. In
the very old Jewish prayer, Kaddish, e.g., it is said : “May He shortly
cause His kingdom to come ”
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the more were their eyes raised to heaven in the hope of
seeing what they longed for coming down from thence
sustained by heavenly strength, an imperishable kingdom
of heaven opposed to the kingdoms of the heathen which
spring from beneath. That is the standpoint of the Book
of Daniel, which arose out of the hardships of the Maccabean
age, and in which it is said (ii. 44): “ And in the days of
these kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom, which
shall never be destroyed: and His kingdom shall not be left
to other people, but it shall break in pieces and destroy all
those kingdoms, and it shall stand for ever.” The special
conception of the kingdom of heaven, alongside of the general
conception of the kingdom of God, was unquestionably de-
veloped out of these visions. But even the latter, which,
to judge from the usage of the rest of the New Testament,
appears to have been the more current, was understood by
every one in the same sense. When, therefore, the Baptist
first, and after him One greater than he, appeared with the
watchword, “ The kingdom of heaven, the kingdom of God, is
at hand,” no one could be in doubt about the meaning of
this watchword. It announced in the clearest, tersest, most
comprehensive way the final fulfilment of what for ages had
been longed and hoped for.

§ 3. Jusus’ IpEA oF THE KINGDOM

Still, it is anything but superfluous to ask about Jesus’
own idea of the kingdom. Though the way in which He
takes that phrase from the lips of His people—at first
without further explanation—leaves no doubt that He was
conscious of meaning the same thing as His hearers, yet the
more definite notions about the kingdom of God differed
widely in the nation itself, according as people’s thoughts
were deep or superficial, spiritual or worldly, and even to
the most earnest and spiritual it was only a picture of fancy,
which, as all prophecy, and still more all interpretation of
prophecy, is imperfect, was far from corresponding to the
fulfilment desired by God. But the question with Jesus was
this divine fulfilment, first the pure and perfect truth of the
idea, and then the way in which it might be realised. And
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so we cannot wonder that although at the beginning He did
not find any need for a closer exposition, He should after-
wards enter largely into discussions with His disciples about
the kingdom of heaven, and speak to them about its mysteries
(Mark iv. 11; Matt. xiii. 11). The supposition is not ex-
cluded that the idea of the kingdom developed in His hands.
He could scarcely begin otherwise than with that notion of it
which was furnished by the Old Testament prophets, and
which was cherished even by John the Baptist. But when
His idea of the kingdom, which at first seemed to be simply
the ordinary idea, became more and more unintelligible to the
people, and even to the disciples, the most devout of the
people, we must suppose that in the work of fulfilling there
were revealed to Him aspects and depths of the idea formerly
unsuspected.! But we would go far astray if we supposed
that the development which the idea of the kingdom took in
the mind and spirit of Jesus was a development into some-
thing abstract, in some such way as we nowadays, divesting
the concept of its specific Messianic character, speak of a
kingdom of God already in the old covenant. There are two
passages in His discourses which may certainly give this an
appearance of probability. When we read (Matt. viii 12,
xxi. 43) that the children of the kingdom are to be cast out
while strangers are received, or that the kingdom is to be
taken from them and given to others, it appears as though
the Israelities as such were thought of as in possession of the
kingdom—that is, of a kingdom already existing under the
old covenant. But both passages permit another interpreta-
tion : the Israelites are “ children of the kingdom,” and their
magistrates are pillars of the kingdom in virtue of their
hereditary claim upon it; but the kingdom is not theirs in
possession, it is intended and promised to them, and may be
lost. We are therefore compelled to expound both passages
in the Messianic sense which unmistakably prevails in all the
other sayings of Jesus about the kingdom. When, in the
Lord’s Prayer, He teaches us to pray for the coming of the
kingdom, when He makes it replace the law and the prophets
on earth (Matt. xi. 11-13; Luke xvi. 16), when He regards
it as having come near and become accessible only in His
1 Cf. my Leben Jesu, i. p. 231.
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own day and since the days of John the Baptist, He cannot
possibly have extended the concept to the Old Testament
preparatory stage, but must have used it to describe the
Messianic fulfilment. But even that is a very awkward
view of the matter, making it appear as if Jesus had trans-
formed the Messianic meaning from the sensuous and secular
conception which had come down to His contemporaries from
the time of the prophets, into something purely spiritual.
There certainly existed between what His contemporaries, in
virtue of the prophetic delineations of the kingdom of God,
above all expected, and what Jesus offered them as a com-
mencement and foundation of its fulfilment, a contrast of
such force that Jesus on account of it was not recognised as
the promised Deliverer, but was rejected as a false Messiah,
The prophets, “ seeing in a glass darkly, and not face to face ”
(1 Cor. xiii. 12), had portrayed the kingdom of God, above all,
as a kingdom of power which would outshine and overpower
the kingdoms of the heathen, and this side of the prophecy,
as is well known, was most powerfully re-echoed among the
Jewish people in the days of Jesus. The hopes of the nation
were directed to nothing more passionately than the breaking
up of the Roman Empire and the establishment of a Jewish
supremacy. Jesus refused on principle to have any hand in
realising this side of the Messianic hope,—for that is the
meaning and content of the narrative of the temptation,—
and this refusal set up between Him and the mass of the
people, from the very first, that barrier which proved itself
more and more impenetrable as time went on. This does
not mean, however, that He could have regarded those
national expectations as a mere perishable husk of prophecy,
without at the same time conceiving their fulfilment as a
blessing to come from heaven with the conversion of Israel.
Still less does it follow from this that He had conceived the
entire sensuous form in which the idea of the kingdom
appeared in the prophets as mere symbol and parable, and
had looked for its fulfilment in the setting up of a purely
spiritual kingdom of God on earth—with the prospect,
perhaps, of a heavenly perfection of it in amother world.
The nature of the kingdom of God is not conceived by the
prophets as altogether sensuous and worldly, but spiritual ;
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its principal gifts are a purifying of the nation, an outpouring
of the Spirit of God on all flesh, and a writing of the divine
law on the heart. 'When, however, they are not content with
these inward results, but carry the dominion of God into
worldly affairs, and make the peace of God penetrate even
nature (cf. eg. Isa. xi), it is no doubt sacred poetry, not,
however, & mere poetic clothing of those spiritual promises,
but an independent and essential element of their view of
the world. The form and colour in which they clothe them
are, of course, taken from their earthly horizon, and are alto-
gether of an individual, poetic, and symbolic nature, so that
even the succeeding prophet, not to speak of the Fulfiller,
does not feel himself bound by them. But under these forms
and colours is hidden an unchanging heart of meaning, the
idea of an actual world-transfiguring development of the
expected kingdom of God. And this idea is anything but
an imperfection and limitation of the prophetic view; it
marks, on the contrary, the healthy energy of the religious
faith of the Bible, not in a half, but in a complete victory of
God in the world,—a faith which is not content faintheartedly
to claim the inner and secret life of man for God, whilst it
allows the great life of history and nature, as the kingdom of
sin and evil, to remain for ever divided between God and
Satan. Jesus, as the Fulfiller of prophecy, could not possibly
fall behind the prophets in this matter. And He manifestly
has not fallen behind them. Certainly when the nation fell
away from the prophetic spirit, made the visible wonders of
the kingdom of God its first and most essential things, and
added its spiritual character as matter of course, it was the
work of Jesus to rectify the relation of the two sides thus
displaced, and to lay the whole weight on the spiritual and
conditional nature of the kingdom of God. The promise,
therefore, of the kingdom which He makes to precede every
other is a glad message for the poor in spirit, mercy for the
merciful, satisfaction for those who hunger and thirst after
righteousness, a vision of God for the pure in heart (Matt. v.
3ff). But when, alongside of these, He promises that the
meek shall inherit the earth, that is, obtain' final dominion
of the world, when He sees in His miracles of healing and
expulsion of demons—victories over natural evil—the signs
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of the kingdom of God having come (Matt. xi. 2—6, xii. 28),
or when, in His prophecies, He announces a final judgment
as taking place on earth, and a new birth of the universe
(Matt. xix. 28, and 24, 25), it is clear beyond all doubt that
He regards the transformation of the historical conditions, as
well as the glorifying of the life of nature, the restoration of
all that exists to a pure and perfect expression of the eternally
good, as belonging essentially to the consummation of the idea
of the kingdom. Therefore when He appears among His
people with the announcement, “ Repent: for the kingdom of
heaven is at hand” (Matt. iv. 17), He means by this king-
dom of heaven not merely the immediate fruits of repentance
in the heart, but that very kingdom of which He says in His
words about the judgment of the world, that the pious are to
inherit it at the last day, that it is prepared for them from
the foundation of the world (Matt. xxv. 34). He means the
approaching realisation of that eternal ideal of the world, when
it is to be filled and blessed by the all-ruling eternal Love.

§ 4. THE PRrESENT AND FUTURE KINGDOM

From what has now been said it is evident that there are
two divergent aspects of Jesus' idea of the kingdom—its
foundation, which is spiritual, and its embodied completion,
which affects all the world ; and a consideration of the relation
of these two sides to one another will first lead us into what
is really new in His ides, into the actual unfolding of His
doctrine of the kingdom of heaven. For Jesus does not
suppose that this ideal condition shall or can fall from heaven
as by magic ready-made at a stroke. When He says the
kingdom of heaven is at hand, He does not mean that it has
already come; and when He goes further, and describes the
kingdom as present, He does not, on that account, cease to
place it in the future, That is an apparent contradiction
which we have first to establish and then to solve. When
Jesus (Matt. v. 3 and 10) promises the kingdom to the poor
in spirit, and those suffering for righteousness, with an &re
atraw éatlv 9 Pacikela Tdu ovpavév, He does mot, of course,
mean a real presence of the kingdom, but that it belongs to
them in idea, is prepared for them by God. That is confirmed
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by the context. All the other manifestly synonymous
promises of the beatitudes refer to the future. On the other
hand, the words Matt. xii. 28 manifestly speak of an actual
present : el 8¢ év mvedpare Oeod éyw éxBdMw Ta Sapivia dpa
&pbacev é¢’ Uuas 1 Pacikeia Tob Beod, likewise Matt. xi. 12
(cf. Luke xvi. 16): amo 8¢ Tdv nuepdv ’lwdvvov Tod
Bamriocrod éws dpte 7 Bagilela Tdv olpaviv Pidlerar (that is,
allows itself to be conquered, taken by violence) xal BiacTal
apmwalovow adriv. Or Luke xvii. 20, where Jesus to the
question of the Pharisee: more épyerac % Bacihela Tod Oeod ;
answers: ovx &pyetas 1) Bacihela Tob Oeod perd mwaparnpricews

. i8od yap 7 Pagirela Tob Oeod évros Vudv éoTly, that is
(for He cannot have meant to say to the Pharisees that they
bore it in themselves), it is in your midst. It is the same
with most of the parables of the kingdom, the Parable of the
Seed growing secretly (Mark iv. 26), of the Grain of Mustard
Seed, of the Leaven, of the Treasure in the Field, of the Pearl of
great Price (Matt. xiii), of the Great Supper (Luke xiv. 16).
At the basis of them all lies the idea that the kingdom of
God is already buried in the bosom of the earth, that its table
is already spread—that it is a blessing to be had now present.
And that is finally confirmed by the fact that entrance into
the kingdom of God is spoken of as something both possible
and actual, nay, some are spoken of as already in it. Zureire
mwpéTov v Bacileiav alrod, that is, Tol feod (Matt. vi. 33)
—-elgéNbere aud Tijs oreviis wUAys (Matt. vii. 13; cf. Luke xiii.
24)—oi Te\dvar xai ai wopvar mwpodyovow Uuds els T
Baci\elay Tob feod (Matt. xxi. 31)—«Aelere ™y Bagileiav
TV odpavay Eumpocfev TéV dvBpdmwy Vuels yap oV elaépyeale
o0de Tovs eloepyopévous (present) dplere eloenfeiv (Matt. xxiii.
13). Finally, ¢ 8¢ uirpérepos év i Bagihela Tév odpavav
pellov adrod éotlv, that is, the least of those who—as
disciples of Mine—are already citizens of the kingdom of
heaven, is greater than John the Baptist, the historical herald
of that kingdom (Matt. xi. 11). But entrance is just as
often, and as expressly, conceived as something future, some-
thing that will take place on “that day.” ’'Edv un
mepioaelay Vudy % dwcaiootvy . . . ol py) elaé\OnTe els THY
Bagi\elay T@v odpaviv, exclaims Jesus to those who have
already become His disciples. In Matt. vii. 21 He says:.
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oY mas 6 AMéywy poi, Kipie, eicerevoeras els Thv Bacihelav Tov
ovpavéy (cf. ver. 22: woANoi épodoiv pou év éxelvy Ty Huépa
x1)\). Tote épei o Pacilels Tois éx Sekidy adrod: KAy-
povouticate Ty tropacuévny iy Baoikelay dmo rxataBo\is
roopov, is said of the last day (Matt. xxv. 34). Thus
also in Matt. xxvi. 29 the departing Master refers His
disciples by way of comsolation to that day when He shall
drink the cup of communion with them new in His Father’s
kingdom, as He pictures the signs of His coming again to
judge the world (Luke xxi. 31), and adds: érav idnre Tadra
yevoueva, ywwoxete Oty éyyls éorw 1) Pacikela Tod Oeod.
Finally, when in the Lord’s Prayer He teaches them to pray,
éNbérw % Bagiela oo, it is manifest that it has yet to come,
and is therefore still in the future. It has been supposed,
that in order to solve this apparent contradiction in the
announcements of Jesus about the kingdom, we must dis-
tinguish different stages in His doctrinal development, viz.
that Jesus started with the idea that the kingdom of heaven
was at hand, then, under the impression of the growing
success, advanced to the assertion of its being present, and,
finally, in view of His earthly failure comes back again to the
idea of the future. But though we do not in any way deny
a gradual development of His idea of the kingdom, yet the
riddle is not solved in this way, because it is clear that the
kingdom had never appeared in the sense in which from the
beginning it had been expected and finally predicted as future.
Both views of the kingdom, so far as we can see, run side by
gide through the teaching of Jesus, nay, they are embraced in
one and the same expression (Mark x. 15; Luke xviii. 17):
8 & py Séfnrac Ty Baocielav Toi Geod ds mwaidlov od uy
elcé\fp eis avmv: that is a very instructive saying. It
shows how both views of the kingdom, as present and as
-future, coexist in the mind of Jesus, and are mutually
dependent on each other. The kingdom is so far present that
a man may receive it ; it is still future in so far as we are yet
to be received into it, and the former is the condition of the
latter. The double idea of the kingdom as present and
future, and the mutual relation of the two, give promise of
some insight into what Jesus Himself calls the mysteries of
the kingdom (Mark iv. 11).
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§ 5. INNER RELATION OF THE TWO ASPECTS

Further particulars are given in the parables in which
Jesus, according to His own expression, endeavoured to reveal
to the disciples the uvorijpiov Tijs Baciheias: especially the
Parables of the Sower, of the Seed growing secretly, of the
Tares, the Mustard Seed, of the Leaven, and the Net. In all
these the future form of the kingdom, its final glorious
appearance, is conditioned by its present secret establishment.
The Parable of the Sower (which, in spite of its lacking the
introductory words, “ the kingdom of heaven is like,” belongs,
according to Mark iv. 11, to the parables of the kingdom)
teaches how the founding of the kingdom must take place
through the sowing of the word in the individual heart. The
Parables of the Seed growing secretly, and the Tares, likewise
place the historical realisation of the kingdom in the world
under the point of view of seedtime and harvest. In the
Parable of the Mustard Seed and the Leaven, the kingdom of
heaven appears as an invisible but living force, which must
unfold itself in a suitable element ere it can accomplish its
results. And in the Parable of the Net, the present task of ex-
tending the kingdom, its missionary duty, is set forth as a neces-
sary pre-condition of its future task of judgment, the time of
selection and rejection. Jesus had good reasons for describing
these representations to His disciples as an explanation of
the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven, for the prophets, even
the last of them, the Baptist, could not have told them the
like about the kingdom of God. The kingdom of God,
according to the prophets, was to come all at once. They
had the complete picture of it before them in one great view,
and accordingly they thought of its coming—as it is said in
Luke xvii—puera maparnpricens, so that one on the watch
might see it coming down from heaven by a great miracle of
God. This was so even with the Baptist, in whose prophetic
picture of the kingdom, initial form and perfect form, baptism
of the spirit and judgment of the world, immediately coincide.
He imagines the Messiah coming after him with His fan in
His hand, cleansing His threshing-floor, and separating the
chaff from the wheat; baptizing the pious with the Holy
Spirit with the one hand, and baptizing the godless with
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eternal fire with the other (Matt. iii. 11, 12). The recogni-
tion comes to the mind of Jesus first of a progressiveness, a
development of the kingdom of God, in virtue of which it
cannot fall ready-made from heaven, but must develop itself
in the bosom of the earth, in the human race and in the
history of the world. That perception carried with it the
distinction of a present and a future kingdom. All growth
is at one and the same time present and future; it is and yet
is not; it is present in germ and yet is future in its complete
form. So is it with the kingdom of God. It is a thing in
process of becoming—not in the sense of a gradual self-
perfecting. The kingdom of God is from the beginning
perfect in itself, prepared from the foundation of the world
(Matt. xxv. 34), but prepared in heaven, in the ideal world of
God. It has now, however, come near to earth, the world of
history ; it comes down from heaven to earth and already
touches it, not, however, to invade it and do it violence, but
in order to root itself in it and grow up in natural order to
harvest. For that very reason it must begin in that incon-
spicuous lowly form which was so unintelligible and offensive
to the people, and even to the disciples with their dreams of
glory.. That is the only possible beginning for a truly ethical
and historical process of appropriation. That glorious form
which His contemporaries expected to come ready-made from
heaven can only be the final product of & true course of
history, the result of infinite divine as well as human laboar.
Jesus endeavoured in many pictures, none of which are more
profound and yet more simple than that of the seed and its
sowing to which He repeatedly recurs, to make clear this view,
which through Him has become familiar to us, but which was
essentially strange to His first disciples. The seed is a living
power in the most wonderful and, at the same time, most
simple form. It is a power of growth. It bears in itself a
complete image of God’s glory, but in germ, secret, unimpos-
ing; it attains its development only gradually and by stages,
and on condition of finding a soil fitted for it. The kingdom
of heaven, though it has come near, is in the same way bound
to the law of development, and conditioned by the free
susceptibility of human nature. But as surely as sowing and
growth finally result in harvest and completeness, so surely
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will the kingdom, founded by Jesus in weakness and secrecy,
finally develop into the new heavens and the new earth wherein
dwelleth righteousness, into that perfect state where God will
be all in all (cf. Mark iv. 26—29; 1 Cor. xv. 28).

§ 6. THE KINGDOM AS A POWER OF SALVATION

From this point we may now get a complete survey and
estimate of Jesus' idea of the kingdom. In the first place,
we are now able to settle what is true and what is false in
the assertion of recent times, that in the teaching of Jesus,
kingdom of God is to be conceived essentially as salvation
and not as a commonweal! No doubt we do sometimes
meet with the idea of the kingdom in a phrase which seems
to exclude every idea of a kingdom, that is, of a common-
wealth, and to leave simply the idea of the gift of God, the
gift of grace. That occurs in the passage already referred to
Mark x. 15, which speaks of a receiving of the kingdom, or
when the kingdom is compared to a treasure hid in the field,
a pearl of great price which a man has to discover and pur-
chase (Matt. xiii. 44—46). Yet the kingdom of heaven or
“kingdom of God” can never lose its fundamental idea, the idea
of a community in which God governs; nor does it lose it
even in that saying of Mark, as is shown by the addition, “ he
shall not enter therein,” and by the constant application of
the notion of entrance to the present kingdom. Only, we
must not overlook, that of the two elements of the kingdom
of God necessarily united in idea, communion with God, and
communion in God with one another, the first is throughout
the more prominent in the teaching of Jesus and in its nature
fundamental, the second is inferior, and rests upon the first.
When Jesus declares the kingdom of God thus conceived to
have come near, first of all as a power and a possibility, as a
heavenly seed for the human soil, His idea is very nearly that
of mere power, of heavenly gift, though he does not deny the
fundamental idea of the community. Nay, the dominion of God
and communion with God coming down from heaven to earth
is salvation: for wherever it is established in a heart, there

1 Cf. Cremer in the work abov.e referred to, p. 184 ; C. Haupt in the
review of my Leben Jesu, Studien und Kritiken, 1887,



THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN OR KINGDOM OF GOD 55

heaven is on earth. It is God's gift, for it does not originate
in a man’s turning to God of himself, but in the eternal love
conquering him and setting up its threne in him. But in
doing that it establishes its kingdom in him, a government of
God and a heavenly commonwealth, which, in uniting him
with the Father in heaven, unites him also with all God’s
children. Connected with this is the other point which we
have still to consider with a view to a provisional completion
of Jesus’ teaching about the kingdom of heaven. The teach-
ing of Jesus becomes in the full sense of the word a revelation
of salvation just through the idea of the kingdom as growing,
the idea of the kingdom as a force of divine love creating a
community : the very thing which in the eyes of its con-
temporaries was its poverty and insufficiency, constitutes its
divine riches and all-sufficiency. If it had only had to pro-
claim as near or at a distance that kingdom of glory which
the disciples had been led by the prophets to expect, it would
indeed have been a blessing in a certain sense, but only as an
inheritance of the pious who had made themselves worthy
of it, not of poor sinners who needed the gracious hand of
God stretched out to meet them, and even drawing them to
come. It would not have come as a power to save the lost,
but rather as a power of judgment for all who did not possess
the wedding garment of righteousness. In point of fact, the
Baptist’s preaching of the kingdom has a certain peculiarity
in this, that it makes the kingdom act immediately in the
way of blessing or condemning: as it demands conversion,
but only demands it, and therefore drowns the sweet sounds
of promise by the thunders of approaching judgment. Here
lay the necessity for Jesus to separate Himself more and more
from the Baptist’s methods, and here for the Baptist lay the
danger of a subsequent perplexity regarding Him whom he
had recognised as the coming one. Jesus takes another path
than the Baptist expected, one apparently much humbler, but
in reality much more glorious. He regards it from the first
as His mission not to condemn but to save (John iiL 17;
Matt. xi. 2—6). But He can only fulfil this true calling of a
Saviour in virtue of an idea of the kingdom which represents
not only the future glorious inheritance of the just, but, at the
same time, and above all, contains a present condescension of
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God’s love, in virtue of which the spiritually poor may become
divinely rich, and those who hunger and thirst after righteous-
ness may be satisfied.

CHAPTER III

THE SON OF MAN AND SON OF GOD

§ 1, PERSONAL RELATION oF JESUS TO THE IDEA OF THE
KiNgpoM

If we now inquire further how and wherein the kingdom
of God is at hand, we are referred to the person of Him who
announces it. Not that a prophet could not have announced
the kingdom as coming independent of his person. John the
Baptist did that, but he did so by predicting one mightier
than himself, who should come after him and set it up.
Jesus, on the other hand, never referred to another and
greater than Himself, not even to a continuer and completer of
His work, but charged Himself, and Himself only, with the
setting up of the kingdom of heaven which He announced,
from the sowing which founded it, to the judgment which
would be the harvest. And this gives us, as the essential
basis of His announcement of the kingdom, a self-conscious-
ness quite unique, a consciousness of bearing in Himself
personally that very thing which He desired to set up in the
world; and this self-consciousness had to find expression,
because, until it was declared, the announcement of the king-
dom of heaven would, as it were, have remained floating in the
air. There follows, therefore, as the next main part of His
teaching, His testimony concerning Himself. Not that He
made His person the subject of didactic discussion from the
first. According to the Synoptists there prevails rather with
regard to this main point a reserve which certainly has a
historical basis, and which refers us to immediate and sug-
gestive utterances of His self-consciousness, rather than to
intentional discussions of it. This is a formal enigma which

is to be solved along with the mystery of those utterances
themselves.
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§ 2. THE IDEA OF MESSIAH

The testimony of Jesus concerning Himself was not
without a point of connection in the national faith. The
expectation of a personal instrument of God for the setting
up of His kingdom was given in the Old Testament, and, if all
signs are not deceptive, filled the minds of the people at the
time of Jesus more than ever. The hope of a king of salva-
tion springing from the house of David had stamped itself
upon the minds of the prophets as early as the days in which
the theocratic State was contending with the powers of Western
Asia ; with the appearance of a God-sent and inspired deliverer
were connected Israel’s old hopes of salvation. The deliverer
had not appeared, the commonwealth of God had broken
down before the heathen; the expectation connected with
the royal house of David fell into the background with that
royal house in and after the Exile, and made way for other
forms in which salvation was expected. The ideal form of
the teaching and suffering servant of Jehovah (Isa. xl.—lxvi.),
or the idea of a visitation of His people by God Himself
(Mal. iii. 1), had taken the place of the king of salvation
from the house of David. But in the time immediately
before Christ, under the reciprocal action of the scribes going
back to the old-prophets and the oppression of foreign domin-
ion, the old idea seems to have revived, and to have become
for the first time really national. By applying to Him the
references in the Psalms to the old kings, the name Son of
God, which had already been given to the old Israelitish
kings, was transferred to this son of David. But the name
Jehovah’s Anocinted, or Messiah, which likewise belonged
originally to the kings of Israel as such, was applied, on the
basis of Ps. ii. 2, in a special sense to the coming deliverer.
Although there was no formal dogma regarding this Messiah,
but only the most various and incompatible opinions about
Him (cf John vii. 26, 27, 40—-42), and though beside the
expectation of a personal Messiah room was without doubt
found for the expectation of God's kingdom without such
mediation, yet in this notion of the realisation of the God-
given hopes of Israel which was most popular and apparently
most in keeping with the time, there was given a watchword
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which Jesus had only to make His own openly in order to
kindle in His favour any enthusiasm of which His people
were capable.

§ 3. ATTITUDE OF JESUS TO THIS IDEA OF MESSIAH

He did not, however, do this, although He was conscious
of being Israel's Messiah. There can be no doubt that He
recognised Himself in the prophecies about a God-sent deliverer
of Israel, and that even the name Messiah resounded in His
heart. He was crucified for the confession of His Messiah-
ship, and the statement that He, Jesus, is the Christ, that is,
the Anointed, the Messiah, has so far become the fundamental
Christian confession, that the two names Jesus and Christ
have grown together as into one in the usage of His Church
from the beginning. And He did not advance by degrees in
the course of His public life from a mere prophetic to the
Messianic consciousness; such an assumption would introduce
a division into His teaching of which no trace can be dis-
jcovered. The Messianic consciousness existed in Him from
the beginning of His public life, as the presupposition of all
- His preaching and work. The narrative of His baptism, with
which the Gospels begin His public life, is nothing but the
birth-history of this consciousness, His awakening at God’s
touch to the clear sense of it, the anointing of the secret child
of God to be the Son of God in the Messianic sense. When
He ascribes to Himself power on earth to forgive sins, or in
the circle of His disciples declares Himself to be the Bride-
groom and them the friends of the Bridegroom, for whom
there is no more longing and waiting, but only marriage
rejoicings ; when He describes Himself to the doubting Baptist
as He who is to come; when, in the Sermon on the Mount,
He contrasts Himself with Moses as the greater, as the ful-
filler of the law and the prophets,—all this is possible only
from a consciousness which raises Him far above the position
of a mere prophet, the consciousness of being the personal
founder and bearer of the kingdom of God, that is, the Mes-
siah, Yet He did not utter this name, or throw it as an
exciting watchword among the multitude. On the contrary,
He stopped the mouths of the possessed, the mentally diseased,
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who, thrilled by His mighty personality, met Him with the
cry of what others may have secretly thought, “ Thou art the
Holy One of God,” that is, the Messiah. Only at a late
period, and on a lonely tour, did He accept from the lips of
the Twelve the confession, “ Thou art the Christ,” and then
forbade them to declare it to the people. Only at the very
last, on the threshold of death, at His triumphant entrance
to Jerusalem, did He cease to suppress the Messianic homage
of His adherents, and for the first time freely and openly
acknowledged Himself to be the Messiah, therewith signing
His death warrant. And it is not difficult to discover the
motives which led to this remarkable procedure. The same
gulf lay between the popular idea of Messiah and His own
Messianic consciousness, as lay between the popular idea of
the kingdom of God and His own. In the popular expecta-
tion everything was converted into the sensible and worldly,
and the name Messiah, in particular, had become the symbol
of passionate political ideas of freedom and universal dominion,
which lay much nearer the heart of the multitude than the
spiritual need and the promised help of God. And therefore,
if Jesus from the first had thrown the exciting name Messiah
among the people, He would have called forth the most fatal
misunderstandings and excitements, and have closed rather
than opened a way for the entrance of His infinitely higher idea
of the kingdom. He found Himself with regard to His people
in the infinitely difficult position of proclaiming the kingdom
of God to them without attaching to it its given correlate,
the idea of the Messiah. There was set before Him from the
first—after the careful consideration and rejection of the
popular Messianic expectations attested in the narrative of
the temptation— the almost hopeless task of first begetting a
purer, higher, more spiritual idea of Messiah, in the mirror
of which He might be recognised as the Messiah who had
come. He therefore postpones His kingly rights until His
work shall be completed, and He shall come in the glory of
His Father (Matt. xvi. 27 ; cf. the use of the name King in
Matt. xxv. 34). He veils His majesty in the simple, humble
mantle of the prophet (Mark vi. 4; Luke xxiv. 19), in order
to win, in that character, at a later period, and in the closest
confidence, from a Peter the confession of belief, revealed not
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by flesh and blood, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the
living God ” (Matt. xvi. 13). But He was compelled from
the first, as is clear from Matt. xvi. 14, to disappoint the
hopes which the multitude bad placed on Him, nay, He had
to fall a victim to the disappointment of their false Messianic
expectations, in order really to bring in the kingdom of God,
whose anointed King He in point of fact was,

§ 4. THE NAME SON OF MAN: INTERPRETATIONS TO BE
ReJECTED

But if Jesus for these reasons avoided the name Messiah,
He was under the necessity of giving Himself a name in
His preaching which would somehow express His personal
relation to the idea of the kingdom. And He did give
Himself such a name—the Son of Man, which is the really
significant description of Himself used by the Synoptics. It
appears more than fifty times without reckoning the parallel
passages, and there can be the less doubt of its originality
that it is found only in His mouth, and not applied to Him
by others. This name—just like the expression kingdom of
heaven—did not pass over into the usage of the apostolic
age! But Jesus in describing Himself to His hearers as the
Son of Man, has propounded a riddle which has come down
to our own day. Theology has only recently occupied itself
in earnest with the solution of the riddle, and opinions on it
are so divergent, that the way for its examination must be
cleared by setting aside a whole series of them? We must,
above all, reject that view, which is still common, that Jesus
meant to describe His human nature by the name Son of Man,
just as He meant to describe His divine nature by the name
Son of God. There is no biblical ground for that view what-
1 Once only, Acts vii. 56, the dying Stephen—in manifest allusion to
like words of Jesus Himself before the Sanhedrim, Matt. xxvi. 64—
describes Him as the Son of Man ; Rev. i 13, xiv. 14, are allusions to
Dan. vii 13, and not to Jesus’ own words.
3 Cf. specially Holtzmann’s “ Kritische Uebersicht der bisherigen Ver-
handlungen iiber den Namen Menschensohn,” in Hilgenfeld's Zestsch. f.
Wissensch. Theol. 1865, and Usteri, Dis Selbstbezeichnung Jesu als des

Menschen Sohn, 1886. Two discussions in which the modern literature
is adduced.
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ever. The concepts of the divine and human nature in Christ’s
person belong to the theology of the fifth century, and not to
the biblical mode of thinking or speakmg, and Jesus could

not possibly have felt any need of again and again aasurmg ok Pl
His contemporaries of His true human nature, which none of 1‘& :""l‘ "‘;
4cdteq s t4

them could doubt. The turn which has recently been given to "
this dogmatic mterpretatlon is no improvement: “He who ' ,' ' (‘ S .
among mere men again and again calls Himself the Son of I
Man, means thereby to declare that His human existence
is something miraculous, a form of existence which is not
original to Him.”! The logic of this interpretation is odd.
He who makes a special claim to an attribute which he has
in common with many, may mean to suggest that he is what
others are only in a special and higher sense, but never that he
is the very opposite, or that he was originally something else.
And therefore mere logic would rather justify the interpreta-
tion of Schleiermacher, which is also adopted by Neander and
Reuss, that Jesus describes Himself simply as man, as the
ideal man, wishing to suggest the very thing which Paul means
by the second Adam, the spiritual and heavenly man? In
support of this interpretation may be adduced Mark ii. 27, 28;
John v. 27 ; but the great majority of passages do not suggest
it, and the idea itself contains an element of abstract theology
which seems out of place in the mind of Jesus. The view
of Baur, that Jesus, in contrast with the brilliant Messianic
expectations of the Jews, wished to describe Himself as one
who deemed nothing human foreign to Himself, nay, whose
vocation it was to endure everything lowly and human, can
with any plausibility appeal to not more than one of all the
passages that speak of the Son of Man, Matt. viii. 20 (“ The
Son of Man hath not where to lay His head”). The fact
that majesty and glorification are predicated of the Son of Man
just as emphatically as lowliness and suffering, destroys this
as well as every explanation which finds in the term, above
all, an expression of the lowliness and humiliation of the
Messiah?® Finally, when Cremer finds that the name Son of

1 Thus Meyer in his Commentary on Matt., and Gess in his Lehre von
der Person Christi.

3 This was also formerly my view in my Christologie des N. T.

3 This even against the most recent note in its favour in Wendt’s Lehre
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Man does not emphasise so much the being a man as the
being a son, and, on that account, correlates it with the seed
of the woman, the so-called protevangel (Gen. iii. 15), he not
only overlooks the fact that the New Testament never refers
to that protevangel, but also that Jesus, in order to express
that idea, must have called Himself, not the vios Tod dvfpdmov,
but the vids Tijs yvvaixos, or the yevrntds yuvawcos (Matt. xi. 11).

§ 5. INVESTIGATION

All such explanations are attempts to guess a riddle that
must be solved in a regular way. Of itself Son of Man in
Hebrew and Aramaic simply means child of man, that is,
man,—with perhaps a certain poetic tinge, and with a sub-
ordinate conception of dependence and weakness. The
expression is frequent in the Old Testament in this sense
(cf. eg. Ps. viii. 5; Ezek. ii. 1, iii 1, iv. 1, etc.), and appears
in the plural, just as in Mark iii 28. But though this
fundamental meaning could never be lost in any further
defining of the conception, it cannot be sufficient in the case
of Jesus. As we have already said, Jesus had no need to
assure anyone in the days of His flesh that He was a child
of man; and the view that He desired—as in the Old
Testament phrases, thy servant, thy handmaid (instead of
I)—to paraphrase His ego in this way, is destroyed by the
twofold consideration that He must then have said this Son
of Man, and that Jesus, as the Gospels show, did not avoid
the simple I.  For if, in certain cases, He makes use of the
name Son of Man instead of the simple I, He manifestly
wishes in some way to mark what is peculiar to Himself.
And this mark of peculiarity need not be sought only in the
predicate, as has often been done, for so far as it lies in the

Jesu. According to Wendt, Son of Man designates the union of the
Messianic dignity with the lowliness of human nature. Then we must
ask, who at that time needed to be assured of the human nature of the
Messish? Or if the lowliness of this human nature is to consist in its
creaturely weakness, whether there is any other kind of man than weak,
creaturely? Jesus would in this way have again and again assured men
of what was self-evident to every one. The way in which Wendt sets
aside a number of passages as unhistorical, which speak of the glory of the
Son of Man, I regard as arbitrary criticism.,
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predicate it need not lie in the subject. But in those cases,
there must indeed be a mutual relation between the predi-
cate and the subject, which tells us that He, in virtue of a
certain quality, is able to do or suffer this or that. Now, if
we look at the different declarations about the Son of Man,—
the Son of Man hath not where to lay His head, hath power
on earth to forgive sins, is Lord of the Sabbath, can be blas-
phemed but in a way that may be pardoned, is come to seek
the lost, is come to serve and give His life, will suffer many
things and must be rejected, perishes as it is written of Him,
will come again in the clouds of heaven, will sit on the throne
of His glory, ete.,—all these widely-diverging utterances have
one thing in common, they all treat of the official sufferings _
and doings of Jesus; they all speak of Him in so far as He
has the task of setting up the kingdom of heaven upon earth,
In a word, they are all in substance related to His Messiah-
ship, so much so that in all these passages—with the excep-
tion of Matt. xvi. 13, where the riddle of the name Son of
Man is really put so as to force them to a Messianic answer
—Messiah might just as well be substituted for Son of Man:
And, therefore, all parties lare now at one in regarding the
name Son of Man as a veiled indication of His Messianic
calling. But as the name Son of Man has nothing to do with
the Messiahship so far as language is concerned, it manifestly
could only obtain this meaning through an allusion to some-
thing which lay within His hearers’ knowledge, and which
already included this meaning—an allusion to something in
the Old Testament. Among all the passages in the Old
Testament in which the expression Son of Man appears,
there is only one (Dan. vii. 13) in which it has a Messianic
sense: “I saw in the night-visions, and, behold, one like the
Son of Man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the
Ancient of Days, and they brought Him near before Him.
And there was given Him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom,
that all people, nations, and languages, should serve Him;
His dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not
pass away, and His kingdom that which shall not be
destroyed.” That this passage from Daniel must lie at
the basis of Jesus’ enigmatic self-designation is now recog-
nised, not indeed universally, but by ever-increasing numbers.

.-
.
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And really—when the Book of Enoch, that Jewish, and in part
Jewish-Christian Apocalypse of the century of Jesus, has, in
virtue of this passage of Daniel, directly stamped the name
Son of Man as the name of Messiah; when our canonical
Apocalypse twice applies Daniel’s Suocos vig dvbpwmov (i 13,
xiv. 14) to the glorified Christ, and Jesus Himself on two
occasions unmistakably refers to Dan. vii. 13, when He
speaks (Matt. xxiv. 30, xxvi. 64) of the Son of Man coming
in the clouds of heaven—it is difficult to conceive how any
one can object to that origin. The fact lies clearly before us,
that the same passage of the Book of Daniel, a book much
read and highly honoured in our Lord’s day, furnishes the
conception of the kingdom of heaven,—the eternal kingdom
to be received from God in the clouds of heaven,—and the
conception of the Son of Man, as the receiver and bearer of
this kingdom. The mutual relation which we perceive, in all
the declarations of Jesus, between His character as Son of
Man and His calling as bringer of the kingdom of God, lies
before us originally in that passage of Daniel. And there-
with the whole riddle is at bottom solved. The Son of Man
is the God-invested bearer of the kingdom that descends from
above, that is to be founded from heaven; it is He who
brings in the kingdom of God.

§ 6. CONCLUSION OF THE INVESTIGATION

There are still a few accessory circumstances to be con-
sidered, and first, the difference which certainly exists between
the passage of Daniel and the self-designation of Jesus.
There we have only “one like a Son of Man,” conformable
to the wavering and pictorial character of the vision, and
this visionary form in the clouds of heaven is not, as one
often hears, a symbol of the Nation of Saints of which
mention is afterwards made in the brief exposition of the
vision, nor is it the appearance of a personal Messiah of
which this exposition knows nothing; but just as the four
world-kingdoms are symbolised by beasts of prey, this is a
symbol of the kingdom of the saints, that kingdom which is
to come down from heaven to earth. On the other hand,
Jesus has recast that wavering image into a definite per-
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sonal designation, the ds wvids dvfpédmov into vids Tod
avfpomrov. 'We may be in doubt as to whether this change
was first made by Him, or bad been made before Him through
the developing tradition of His people ;—that depends upon
the question whether those parts of the Book of Enoch which
contain the name Son of Man, as the name of Messiah, are
to be regarded as pre-Christian or post-Christian. However
that may be, the recasting of o vids @vfpdmov into 6 wvids
Tob dvfpdmov! was quite natural and necessary as soon a8
the passage in Daniel was referred to the personal Messiah
of the prevailing popular expectation, or as soon as an indi-
vidual mean recognised himself and his personal calling in that
image of Daniel. Nevertheless, in the days of Jesus, Son of
Man could not have been a current popular designation of
Messiah, and the significance of Jesus’ choice of the name
rests on that very fact. In spite of the Messianic use of
the designation in the Book of Enoch, we do not find in the
Gospels that Jesus' self-designation as Son of Man would
have been without hesitation interpreted in a Messianic
sense. Nay, the question of Jesus (Matt. xvi. 13): “ Whom
do men say, and whom do ye say, that I the Son of Man
am ?” would scarcely have been possible if the name itself
had already contained a formal confession of Messish. On
the contrary, the choice of the name is manifestly connected
with the intention and need of Jesus to conceal His Messi-
anic consciousness, lest He should stir up the perverted and
passionate expectations of His people. By fixing on this
passage of Daniel alone of all the Messianic passages of the
Old Testament, a passage which does not originally contain
the personal Messiah at all, He makes the whole question
of Messiah rest formally on Himself, and not only propounds
to His hearers the significance of His person as a riddle
exciting to reflection, but at the same time turns their
attention from the outwardness of the Messianic expecta-

1 The genitive of the article ro¥ dvfpdmov is nowhere, so far as I see,
explained by expositors. Weiss (Bibl. Theol. of the N. T., Trans. T. & T.
Clark) thinks the genitive of the article might designate the man according
to his genus(?). The late Dr. Hupfeld gave me an explanation of it founded
on the Hebrew rule of grammar, that if a concept composed of a nomina-
tive and genitive is to have the article, it is placed before the genitive,

BEYSCHLAG.—1. 5
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tion to its kernel. He simply and concisely, with His ever-
repeated self-designation as the Son of Man, answers the
importunate question of the people, “ Who art Thou?” I am
what the prophet saw in that vision, the bringer and bearer
of the kingdom of heaven; hold to that, and it will carry you
further.! But Jesus preferred this self-designation to every
other, not only from considerations of necessity or formal
teaching. It also answered positively better than any other
to His self - consciousness, and in its peculiarity and the
fulness of its relations it reveals to us an instinctive har-
mony with a whole series of tones which blend, as it were,
in a perfect melody within this self-consciousmess. In the
first place, this title, which is no title but the avoidance of
every such thing, reveals the purpose of Jesus to allow His
person to recede as far as possible behind the divine cause
which He represents. It is enough that the kingdom of
heaven, the kingdom of God which He brings, is contained
in the name Son of Man; the choice of the most unassuming
name is like a confirmation of what is repeatedly expressed
in the Fourth Gospel: “I seek not Mine own honour, but that
of Him who sent Me.” But the essential character and nature
of this kingdom and its setting up is also given in that watch-
word of Daniel. The human figure appearing in the clouds
of heaven is in Dan. vil contrasted with beast forms, beasts
of prey which rise out of the depths of the sea. They
represent the mighty world - kingdoms which precede the
kingdom of God, and therefore signify human, but brutal,
nay bestial human character, while there is kept in reserve
for the kingdom of God, in the human figure, the true ideal
human character with its heavenly descent. As the beasts
of prey are far superior to the child of man in physical
power, though he is still more superior to them in his higher
origin and God-related character, so the kingdom of God is
not to enter into the combat of brutal power and physical
strength with the kingdoms of the world, but to overcome
them by the ascendency of the spirit and the power of God.

1 How far this method of Jesus agrees with the famous saying of
Melanchthon, which is worth pondering: “To know Christ is to know
His benefits, not to dispute about His nature,” is only incidentally noted
here,
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Thus Jesus with His ideas of the kingdom of God stood over
against the world, outwardly impotent but strong in God,
strong in the persuasion of a higher mission and heavenly
powers ; and here we may see how the symbol of Daniel could
express at once the two sides of His Messiahship, its lowliness
and its loftiness, one or other of which is so often onesidedly
sought in it. For this does justice also to the thought of the
ideal humanity which has been too abstractly and exclusively
sought in the “Son of Man.” For although the entire ex-
pression, and especially the choice of the word “enasch”
(Aramaic for the Hebrew “enosch,” which describes man in
his weakness and frailty), emphasises mainly the weakness
and natural impotence of the divine bearer of the kingdom,
yet His full loftiness and glory is marked by contrasting Him
a8 appearing in the clouds of heaven with the beast forms
springing out of the deep. The Father had been able to
intrust Him with the setting up of His kingdom, and He
knew Himself to be superior to the world and all its powers,
not because He was a man like others, but because He was
the man who, borne on the clouds of heaven, stood before the
Eternal, at home in heaven, and looking on the face of God—
that is, the man after God’s heart. These are elements or
deductions from the idea of the Son of Man in Daniel, which
we can, of course, only conjecture here but cannot prove, but
that they lived in the soul of Jesus is certain from other facts
of His self-consciousness. The one most essential, but also
the most certain, is, that in calling Himself the Son of Man,
He knew Himself to be that man who bears in Himself the
power of the kingdom of heaven, in which the dominion of
God and communion with God come down from heaven to
earth.

§ 7. THE NAME SoN oF Gop

Yet it is not the name Son of Man, but His self-designa-
tion as the Son of God, which leads us into the heart of
the self-consciousness of Jesus. But this likewise needs a
thorough investigation, as still deeper misunderstandings have
been attached to it.
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OLD TESTAMENT USAGE

The self-designation of Jesus as Son of God appears much
more seldom in the Synoptics than the name Son of Man,
while in the Fourth Gospel the converse holds good. In the
Synoptics it is throughout more a suggestion, either by calling
God His Father, or by plainly designating Himself as the
Som, in a connection which leaves no doubt as to the comple-
ment “of God,” such as Matt. xi. 27 ; Mark xiii. Té——it is
involved also in the Parables of the Vineyard and the Marriage
Supper (Mark xii. 6 ; Matt. xxii. 2)! The name Son of God
—as distinguished from the Son of Man—is more frequently
applied to Jesus by others. He is addressed as Son of God
by the voice from heaven at the Baptism and the Transfigura-
tion, by Satan in the Temptation, by the diseased and the
healthy who wished to do Him homage (Matt. viii. 29,
xiv. 33), by Peter in his celebrated confession (Matt. xvi. 16),
by the high priest questioning Him at His trial, by His
enemies mocking Him upon the cross. This use of the name
by others from the first shows that it was one already current
in Israel, and one that had its roots in the Old Testament,

.. and therefore we must go back to the Old Testament for the

sense in which Jesus claims it for Himself. The angels are
called sons of God, Gen. vi. 1; Job i. 6, ii. 1; also the magis-

.» trates and judges, Ps lxxxn 6. Israel is called God’s son
‘ (ﬁrstbom), Ex. xxii, {, Hos. ii. 1; in Deut. xiv. 1 and Hos.

i 10, individual Israelites are also called sons of God, or are
to be called in the future sons of the living God. The
theocratic king, in particular, is called God’s son (Ps.ii 7).
Jehovah will be to him a Father, and “ will make him His
firstborn, higher than the kings of the earth ” (2 Sam. vii. 14 ;
Ps. 1xxxix, 27). What is the meaning of the lofty name in
these cases? It manifestly means in the case of the angels
and magistrates, that they are the image and bearers of the
divine majesty ; the latter are for that reason directly called
in Ps. Ixxxii. 6, Elohim. It means in the case of Israel and
the Israelites, that they are the favourites of God, chosen in

! The baptismal formula Matt. xxviii. 19, in which likewise appears

the Son simply, is not, for reasons to be adduced later, to be regarded as
the ipeissima verba of Jesus,
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preference to all nations, as the connection in the different
passages plainly shows. The theocratic king is a son of God
in the same sense, as 2 Sam. vil 14 speaks of the fatherly
correction and pity that is applied to him especially. The
idea of a majesty resembling God’s is united with this in Ps.
Ixxxix. 27, for the words presuppose a divine sonship of all
kings on the earth. Ps. ii 7 adds yet a further moment :
“Thou art my son; this day have I begotten thee ”; thatis, I
have made thee My son by anointing thee to be king, by
anointing thee with My spirit. The divine sonship there is
based on a generation, though subsequent and emblematic,
that is, a divine communication of life,. This very passage
has now become of special importance for the New Testament,
as in virtue of it the Messiah (ver. 2) received the popular
name of the Son of God. Jesus is greeted by the people and
by Peter in his confession as Son of God in this sense which
makes the names ¢ Xpwrds and 6 vids Toi feod directly
synonymous (cf. Matt. xvi 16 and the parallels in Mark and
Luke; also Matt. xxvi. 63 ; John i 49), and in this sense He
is examined on His divine Sonship by the high priest. No
one ever thought of it as describing a superhuman, Godlike
being, or anything else than a man uniquely loved, chosen and
endowed by God. The fact has indeed been appealed to in
support of & contrary view, that the confession of Jesus being
the Son of God was treated by the Sanhedrim as blasphemy ;
but it must not be forgotten that the Jews understood by

blasphemy, not merely blasphemous utterances in themselves,... .: . .

but every assumption of a prerogative or privilege which* -
could only be conferred by God, the right of forgiving sins, for"‘,."""u ;
example, or, as in the case of Jesus, claiming to be Messiah. -
Now, if Jesus accepted from the lips of Peter a name which
was current among the people, or gave an affirmative answer
to the question of the high priest without making any express
reservation of a different meaning, it is clear that He can

have attached to it no new and unheard of meaning.

§ 8. THE MEANING OF JESUS

Still there is a difference between His meaning and use of
this phrase and the people’s, similar to that which existed
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between His idea of the kingdom and theirs. His meaning is
much deeper, more inward and more sublime in its humility.
He does not fix upon the kingly Messianic interpretation of
the name ; on the contrary, He selected and stamped the name
Son of Man as the designation of His office and calling ; the
conception which underlies His idea of divine Sonship is that
of God’s beloved and God’s likeness, which is originally found
in the Old Testament. For He felt Himself to be a Son of
God, and called God in heaven “ My Father ” long before the
awakening of His Messianic consciousness at the baptism
(Lukeii 49); and it was not so much an official as a personal
consciousness, the consciousness of being personally beloved of
God, which at the baptism itself re-echoed in His heart in the
voice from heaven : “ Thou art My beloved Son, in whom I am
well pleased.” The “in whom I am well pleased:” indicates
therefore the reason of this personal relation of love and com-
munion which is expressed by the name Son of God. We
reach the same result when we consider His application of the
name to others; what He regards as the fundamental mean-
ing and foundation of the divine sonship then plainly emerges.
He applies the name in the plural not merely, as in Luke
xx. 36, to those made perfect, who in the resurrection are to
be transformed into the real image of God, but also (Matt.
v. 9, 45) to children of earth so far as they in character bear
the image of the heavenly Father. If the peacemakers are to
be called sons of God, sons of the God whom Paul repeatedly
calls the feds s elprivms; if men are to become sons of God
by learning to love their enemies, after the example of God,
ever good, who makes His sun to rise upon the evil and the
good, it is manifest that He must have regarded the divine
sonship as resting above all on inner moral likeness to God.
For it is that alone which makes a man beloved of God, one
in whom He can be well pleased. That is, as it were, the
family likeness to the heavenly Father appearing in a man’s
spiritual aspect, which brings on him the smile of the
Father’s good pleasure. Now, if Jesus called those who do
the will of His father, His sisters and brethren (Mark iii. 35),
it is clear that He also, and above all, knew Himself to be a
Son of God for the same reason which led Him to consider
them as children of God, though with a distinction which we
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must not overlook ; this likeness to God and favour of God
holds good of others in a comparative sense, but of Him
absolutely. And this distinction, which is expressed in the
Fourth Gospel by the epithet wovoyersps added to viss (cf.
Mark xii. 6), is observed in the Synoptists, where Jesus
designates Himself the Son in contrast to the viois Toi feod in
the plural, and never joins with His followers in & common
“our Father,” but throughout keeps apart the “ your Father
and My Father” (cf. eg. Matt. vi 32, x. 29, with xi 27,
xviii. 35, xx. 23). Here therefore, on the basis of the same
idea of a sonship of God possible to man and representing the
highest destiny of man, lies a sublimity and uniqueness of
His relation to God which raises Him above all other sons of
men and gives Him the character of true divinity, not, how-
ever, to the exclusion of His true humanity, but rather to its
realisation in the highest original sense. In other words,
when Jesus calls Himself the Son of God, He does so as the
man who is truly one with God, who as perfectly loved by
God and like God can alone serve as the instrument of a com-
plete revelation of the eternal love, and can bring His brethren
into that unrestrained fellowship with God which He Himself
possessed, but which they lacked (cf. Matt. xi. 27). And from
this may be understood the relation of His consciousness of
being a Son to His consciousness of being the Messiah. While
the name Son of God was to the people only the outer title
of honour which they attached to the Messiah expected from
the house of David, the divine Sonship was to Jesus rather the
expression of His inward right to Messiahship. He did not re-
gard Himself as the Son of God because He knew Himself on
other grounds to be the Messiah, but because He knew Himself
to be the beloved Son of the heavenly Father; because in that
crisis of His life at the baptism in the Jordan He had become
conscious of His own unique personal relation to God, He also,
at the same place and for the same reason, became conscious
of His unique vocation for the world—His Messianic vocation.

§ 9. THE QUESTION OF DIVINE DESCENT

The question may be raised whether Jesus in this
consciousness of being a Son, included also the idea of a
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special descent from God. Phrases such as Matt. xvii. 26,
xxil. 42, even without reference to well-known Johannine
passages, might lead to that conclusion. In the first passage,
which treats of the obligation to pay the temple tax, Jesus,
by the question, “Of whom do the kings of the earth levy
taxes, of strangers or of their own children ?” places Himself,
in contrast with other men, under the conception of a member
of a divine family, and thus seems to claim for Himself a
special relation of origin to God. And in the other passage,
where, on the basis of Ps. ex. 1, He examines His opponents
about their idea of Messiah, and places the divine Sonship
of Messiah in opposition to the Davidic sonship which they
emphasise, the inference is suggested, that as the Davidic
sonship expresses a relation of descent, the divine Sonship
comprises such a relation also. Still these inferences are
quite uncertain, for in that question about the temple tax, the
family relation, as distinguished from the subjection of
strangers, is only a picture—a picture of the freedom of
God’s children from such outward institutions as contrasted
with the bondage of the servant of the law, and the plural
viol may not at all refer to Jesus only, but also to Peter along
with Him. In the exposition of Ps. cx. 1, again, Jesus is not
at all concerned with the descent of Messiah, but with the
opposing of that inner title of right on which His Messianio
consciousness rests, to the outer genealogical title which is
everything to the scribes. He would say to His opponents,
You know very little of the Messiah if you only know that
He is to be a scion of David’s house. What constitutes the
Messiah is not family descent, but a unique spiritual relation
to God. However probable in itself it may be that Jesus
cherished the idea of a special divine descent, we must decline
to answer the question whether that idea was included in the
Son-consciousness of the Synoptists. But even though that
idea could be proved, it would only amount to a conviction of
having come forth from God as a human personality in a unique
way, that is, of having been originally planned and prepared
in a very special way for that unique relation of communion
with God, and for His vocation as Saviour, which was rooted
in that communion ; it would not imply the consciousness of
having, as a divine person, passed from a former heavenly life
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(pre-existence) into an earthly existence. There is no trace

of such a consciousness in His testimony about Himself as

recorded in the Synoptists, and we may even say that there is

no room for it. The very name Son of God witnesses against

it. Not only because, in its source in the Old Testament and

in its application to groups of men (Matt. v. 9, 45), it always

presupposes the human essence of those to whom it is given,

but also because, in idea and language, it distinguishes its bearer

from God Himself, and therefore marks him out as human.

For “the one God” of whom Jesus speaks is the Father,

and the Father is the one God. The Son of God cannot 3. .,..cr, « .
therefore be God Himself, but only a being different from m,(u‘_\u REXVRNC
God, who stands to Him in a special relation of Sonship. iLw~aau 3y =
We should not in any way confuse the name Son of God /%

with the later name “ God the Son,” uttered in the doctrine

of the Church,—a name which sprang from an entirely

different world of ideas, from the conception developed in

the intervening period of a threefold personality of the

" "{‘»(1.4‘('1;440, I#LWM« Y,
dl“ne nature, Tbrw:f davee 1 das un;{r -‘t) )9 7

§ 10. PureLy HumMaN CONSCIOUSNESS OF CHRIST

In view of the meagreness of the immediate testimony of
Jesus to Himself in the Synoptists on the one hand, and the
importance of the matter on the other, it is the more advisable
to pay attention to the indirect utterances of the consciousness
of Jesus, and thus once more prove the foregoing result, which
is still contested in favour of later dogmatic conclusions.
From these it is manifest, that with all the sublimity and
uniqueness of His consciousness of Sonship, Jesus felt and
confessed throughout that He was a man in God’s presence.
Immediately after the sealing of His consciousness of Sonship
in the baptism, He places Himself unaffectedly and un-
reservedly under the generic notion “ man ”"—in the narrative
of the temptation, unquestionably related by Himself to His
disciples. “Man lives not by bread alone” (Matt. iv. 4).
There also he repeatedly calls God His Lord, and acknowledges
the universal human obligation of praying to Him (vv. 7,
10), expressions which cannot possibly be harmonised with a
conscionsness of being Himself God. What can be more
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human as distinguished from God than prayer? A God can-
not pray. But according to the testimony of the evangelists,
Jesus prays regularly—in Gethsemane, even on the cross. He
prays: “My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me?”
words which are quite impossible in the mouth and heart of one
who is himself God. Elsewhere also Jesus acknowledges every
innocent attribute of human nature, while on the other hand
He refuses the divine attributes of omniscience, omnipotence,
and a holiness which is raised above temptation. Not only
does He hunger in the wilderness and thirst upon the cross, at
one hour He rejoices, and at another He is sorrowful even
unto death (Luke x. 21 ; Matt. xxii. 38). He can also waver,
hesitate, and change His resolutions—as is manifest from the
narrative about the Canaanitish woman. Nay, as His soul-
struggle in Gethsemane shows, He apparently knows not what
is possible or not possible with God, or what He is to wish
and pray for. He acknowledges the opposite of divine om-
niscience, the limited knowledge of the future which holds
good of all prophets, when He declares: “ Of that day and
hour knoweth no man, not even the Son, but only the Father ”
(Mark xiii. 32). He likewise acknowledges the opposite of
divine omnipotence: “To sit on My right hand, and on My
left, is not Mine to give; but for those for whom it is prepared
of My Father ” (Matt. xx. 23). According to these words, He
did not co-operate in that “ preparing,” that is to say, He had
no share in the divine plan, but rather had to learn it like
any other man, and to praxse the Father for it as Lord of
heaven and earth (Matt. x¥ii 23) Finally, the strange
words in which, in presence of the rich young man, He
repudiates all claim to the goodness of the holy God, cannot
after all this surprise us: “ Why callest thou Me good ? there
is none good but one, that is, God.” That does not mean an
acknowledgment of any evil, but neither does it mean what
a narrow dogmatic exposition would bring out of it. It does
not mean, if thou callest Me good thou must hold Me to
be more than a human master, thou must hold Me to be God
Himself. For it is manifest that Jesus cannot in one breath
speak of God as one, and place Himself as God beside Him.
Jesus desires to urge the young man, who is going about so
liberally with the word good, to the highest and deepest sense
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of the word, in which it is applicable to God only. God is
the absolutely Good, that is, the morally perfect Being (Matt.
v. 48); it is His nature to be good; He is, as Jas. i. 13
8ays, amwelpacros xaxwv, absolutely raised above all temptation
to evil. The Son of Man, who is still in the midst of moral
conflict and growth, and first attains perfection through temp-
tation, is not good in this sense, that is, perfectly holy, exalted
above all temptation (cf. Heb. v. 8). And we have only to
call to mind the narrative of the temptation, the repulse of
Peter dissuading Him from the way of suffering, or the soul-
conflict in Gethsemane, to see how openly He acknowledges
these conflicts and temptations, and how little He denies that
even He has to sacrifice His own will in order to live in
God’s will only. All these facts make it so certain that the
consciousness of Jesus was at bottom purely human, that only
an unconquerable dogmatic prejudice, springing from scholastic
tradition and misunderstanding of what religion requires, can
resist the force of this testimony. ’

§ 11, SINLESSNESS OF JESUS

On the other hand, from that field of inquiry we have
last alluded to, His relation to the will of God, there starts up
a unique majesty of Jesus for which the name “ Divinity of
Christ,” a name which is justifiable though capable of being
misunderstood, is not too high! 1In the first place, notwith-
standing the separation of His will from the Father’s, and all
the struggle for submission which even He was not spared,
the invariable watchword of His life was, “ Not My will, but
Thine be done.” In other words, in spite of that “ no one is
good but one, that is, God,” He was perfectly sinless. The
express evidences of this are the weakest, as when on His
way to death He contrasts Himself as the only green
branch on the tree of Israel with the dry boughs on that tree
(Luke xxiii. 30), or when He designates those who do the

! The justice of the expression depends on the religious and moral
absoluteness of Jesus, in virtue of which He is the perfect revelation of a
God in Himself secret. If God is holy love, how could the predicate of
divinity be withheld from the man in whom this love has appeared in

perfection.
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will of His Father as His brethren and sisters (Mark iii. 35),
thus presupposing the doing of the divine will as manifestly
His own character. Far more striking and convincing are the
indirect testimonies, as they come to us from His silent
conduct, or force themselves upon us as the indispensable pre-
supposition of the other greatest and most certain facts of
His consciousness. He who with incomparable keenness has
pursued sin into the inmost recesses of the heart, found no
shadow of guilt, even in the most critical hours of His life,
arising in His own heayt to transform the countenance of
His heavenly Father into the countenance of a judge—not in
the storm which threatened His life, not in the total wreck of
His earthly hopes, not even in Gethsemane or on Golgotha.
He has given to the world its sweetest name for God, the
name heavenly Father, and He took it from the child-feeling
of His own heart, as a right which first of all belonged to
Himself. What other man in Israel, on the soil which law
and prophets had prepared for the knowledge of God’s
holiness and man’s sin, could have dared in reverence to claim
this right as one who knew of no shadow of sin to separate
him from the holy God? It was the thought of His life to
set up the kingdom of God among men, the kingdom of God
as a heart-communion with the holy God on a true ethical
footing. How could this idea of His life have been possible
unless the communion with God which He wished to set up
in the world had existed in Himself in full possession! And
it was His original possession, not first acquired by over-
coming the sin that adhered even to Him. For if that had
been the case, as many fancy, that even He had first to over-
come an ungodly element in His own nature, and had done
so only just before His public ministry, before He was laid
hold of and conquered by the Messianic consciousness, then
the gospel of the kingdom which He preached would
necessarily become a gospel of self-redemption, an inducement
to follow Him in the conquering of sin. But His institution
of the Supper, the most certain fact we have of Him, attests
that He knew all men, even the best and most pious in Israel,
to be in need of an atonement and a Mediator, but Himself
to be the spotless Lamb who makes atonement for them with
His blood (Matt. xxvi. 28). And therefore His life must be
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conceived rather as a development from original innocence to
completed holiness, than as the continuous preservation of a
disposition originally at one with God through all His inter-
course with an evil world, which imposed on Him self-denials
ever more painful, but by that very fact became to Him the
course to the goal of divine perfection. That is the picture
of His life as outlined in our Gospels. At the beginning
(Luke ii. 49) it gives evidence of such a state of heart in
Him, that what to others is a powerless command of duty,
bears for Him rather the character of most free and natural
necessity—*“ Must I not be about my Father's business,”—
and it closes with a moral conflict and victory beyond which
no further can be imagined, because in it the final offering, the
perfect sacrifice of self, has been offered to the love of God.

§ 12. His ONENESS WITH GOD

In this sinless perfection we have the precondition of that
last and highest element in Him which the Church after-
wards called His divine nature or Godhead, though original
Christianity was content with viewing it as an anointing
with the Holy Spirit without measure, an unlimited posses-
sion of the Divine Spirit; this is His relation of complete
unity with the Father which made Him the personal bearer
of the kingdom of heaven, the procurer of communion with
God for all. He Himself, in sublime self-contemplation,
describes this relation in a saying which is without parallel
in the Synopties, though it possesses the highest guarantee of
genuineness as belonging to the original collection of Logia in
its twofold attestation, Matt. xi. 27 ; Luke x. 22: wdvra
poc mapeddby Umwd Tob matpos pov Kai oddels émvywidoker Tov
viow, el py) 6 watip' 00d¢ Tév warépa Tis émvywwaxe, el p o
vids, xal ¢ édv BoUMnrar ¢ vids dmoxariyarl All things—

1 The different Marcionite reading which is found in the older Fathers
—ovdels fyve Tov xaripa, ¢ w6 vids, xal Toy vidy sl pea ¢ wardp xal & idv ¢
vids dxoxarinlg—contains no real change of doctrinal meaning. More-
over, it is very doubtful, a8 Keim and others assume, that it is the more
genuine reproduction of the words of Jesus. The placing first of the
Father, and knowledge of the Father, is more probably an inversion of

position, as the whole saying was occasioned by the denying of the Son on
the part of His contemporaries. See my Leben Jesu, ii. p. 254.
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He is able to say—are delivered to Me of My Father, that is,
as the connection shows, not the whole government of the
world, but all that is hidden from the wise and prudent and
revealed to babes, the whole of God’s revelation in the
gospel. The words that immediately follow mean the same
thing in another form: “No man knoweth the Father but
the Son, and He to whomsoever He will reveal Him.” All
knowledge of God as the heavenly Father, as holy love
imparting itself, and along with that, all satisfying and com-
forting communion with God, comes through Him and Him
only ; a8 it is said in the Fourth Gospel : “ No man cometh to
the Father but by Me.” This Son, so unique and exalted, is
for that very reason a mystery to men: “No man knoweth
the Son but the Father,”—the Father alone knows all that
He has intrusted to the Son, and laid upon Him. Not that
that is to remain a mystery, while the mystery of the
Father would be revealed through the Son. The Father also
reveals the secret of the Son, as, for example, to Peter when
He declared of him: “Flesh and blood hath not revealed it
unto thee, but My Father in heaven ” (Matt. xvi. 17), though
at that moment no man had recognised the Son as Messiah
in the spiritual divine sense. Jesus Himself, therefore, gives
us here the explanation of the name Son which He claims in
a unique sense with regard to the Father. It is a mutual
relation that has no equal, a mutual knowledge of which the
world has no conception, a relation of inmost confidence with
one another. But it is not, on that account, a metaphysical
mystery. Peter did not see any metaphysical relation in
Jesus (Matt. xvi. 16), but a mystery of salvation ; and that also
is the point in Matt. xi, as testified by the words which
follow: “ Come unto Me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden,
and I will give you rest.” It is a very curious error which
supposes that the uniqueness and perfection of His relation
as & Son must overstep the ideal limits of the human
personality. If the pure in heart are to see God (Matt. v. 8),
must not the countenance of God in its whole purity be
reflected in the absolutely pure human heart? And if God
has indeed prepared the heart of man to be His dwelling-
place on earth, must not His whole fulness dwell in the
human heart which is fully opened to Him, and offers Him a
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perfect home, in which there is a sanctuary undefiled. And
our conception of the relation of Jesus as Son is conclus-
ively established by the mapedofy of Matt. xi. 27. All
things are delivered unto Me of My Father; but delivered by
Him whom He not only extols in true human devotion as
His Father, but at the same time as Lord of heaven and
earth ; they are the original property of the Father, and not
of the Son. That is the synoptic testimony of Jesus about
Himself. It contains no trace of that speculative theology
with which the Church of later days, applying Greek
philosophical conceptions to biblical views, attempted to
explain to herself the union of the divine and human which
was consummated in Him; it does not even contain a trace
of the pre-existence idea, in which Paul and John gave to the
Church a starting-point for that subsequent theology.! But,
it may be asked, what does this christological self-testimony
lack to make Jesus known to us as the Saviour of the world
—to describe Him as the man who by personally realising in
Himself communion with God, needed only to communicate
Himself to His brethren in order to communicate to them
God and eternal life ?

CHAPTER IV
THE HEAVENLY FATHER AND THE WORLD

§ 1. Tae New IpEA oF Gop

It is clear that the restoration of the kingdom of God must
begin with a new revelation of God, springing out of the con-
ciousness of Jesus. The true and perfect knowledge of God of
which Jesus speaks in the words just discussed (Matt. xi. 27),

1The attempt has indeed been made, by combining Matt. xxiii. 34
with Luke xi 49, to make Jesus synonymous with the sopix dsov (retained
by Luke from the common source), which would to some extent correspond
with what started the apostles in their doctrine of pre-existence. But
even assuming that Matthew, by putting an iyé instead of the sopla deos,
desired to identify Jesus with the hypostatic wisdom of God (Prov. viii.),
that would still be only an idea of the first evangelist’s, not Jesus’ own.
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is indeed the immediate precondition of that communion with
God which is to be brought about. It is not therefore difficult
to resolve the misunderstanding which has led to the recent
assertion that Jesus had no new idea of God to announce, as
His God was simply the God of the Old Testament.! All New
Testament views are, of course, as already remarked, rooted in
the Old Testament. But they only come to flower in the New
Testament, and in relation to their Old Testament stage of
development they appear as really new. How then should
the fundamental idea of all, the idea of God, form an excep-
tion to this rule? Moreover, the consciousness which Jesus
expresses is quite unlike that of one who merely preaches the
God of the law and the prophets. When He says: “ No man
knoweth the Father but the Son, and he to whomsoever the
Son will reveal Him,” He unquestionably asserts an idea of
God dwelling in Him and to be communicated by Him, which
neither Moses nor Isaiah before Him cherished. Accordingly,
His apostles—in direct contradiction to that modern assertion
—were able to make His whole gospel consist in the revela-
tion of a new and perfect idea of God: “This is the message
we have heard of Him, and declare unto you, that God is
light, and in Him is no darkness at all” (1 John i 5).

§ 2. THE NAME FATHER

Jesus Himself, in the name Father which He put in the
place of the Old Testament Jahveh or Jehovah, or Adonai,
Lord, which was read and spoken for it, has expressed in a
form more simple and yet more vivid than these words of
John, the new idea of God which dwelt in Him. The name
Father for God was not indeed completely unknown either to
heathendom or Judaism. The Homeric Greeks even prayed
to Father Zeus, and the Abba, that is, Father, seems to have
been not unusual in the Jewish prayers of Jesus’ day.? But

1 Cf. Weiss, N. 7. Theology, vol. i. p. 64.

3 The old Christian cry, Abba (Rom. viii. 15 ; Gal. iv. 6), probably
originated with Jesus. Cf. Mark xiv. 36. If it appears at the same time
in old Jewish prayers, it may be asked whether its origin in these is not
due—as 80 many old Rabbinic sayings suggest—solely to the desire not to
lag behind Christian ideas and modes of expression.
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the Greeks, in doing so, thought only of the author and pre-
server of nature, and the Jews of the covenant God of the
Old Testament, who had, as it were, adopted Israel as His son,
and made him His firstborn among the nations (Ex. iv. 22;
Hos. xi 1). Accordingly, the few passages in which the Old
Testament speaks of God as Father, even in such pre-eminently
fervent words of prophecy as Isa. lxiii. 16, Jer. xxxi. 20,
refer not so much to a personal relation of God to the
individual, as His gracious relation to the nation as such,
The name “sons of the living God,” is only meant by way of
promise for the Israelites (Hos.ii. 1). And if pious men after
the Exile speak here and there of God as their Father (Mal
ii 10; Sir. xxiii. 1, 4; Wisd. ii. 16, 18, xiv. 3), they do so,
really, only in the sense of Creator and gracious Preserver.
Jesus’ use of the name Father is related to these Old Testa-
ment applications of it, quite in the same way as His idea of
divine sonship is related to the Old Testament examples of
that sonship. He first stamped the name Father as one
proper to God, and at the same time put into it all the ful-
ness of God’s revelation dwelling in Himself. In the first place,
the name Father on the lips of Jesus is the expression of a
purely personal relation that has no equal. “My Father,” He
says above all (Luke ii. 49 ; Matt. vii. 21, x. 32, xi. 27, xii. 50,
xv. 13, xvi. 17, etc.), and therewith declares that He knows
Himself beloved by and familiar with the eternal and holy
One, to whom Israel looks up in pious fear, or even with awe
and dread, as only a son can be beloved by his father and
familiar with him. But then He also gives His followers this
feeling and the right of expressing it—not, indeed, to the
whole nation,! but to those who gather around Him under the
standard of the kingdom of God, those whom He calls His
brethren and sisters, because they are willing to do the will
of His Father in heaven (Mark iii. 5). He speaks to them
of God as “ your heavenly Father,” in the sense of a personal
relation also, in which every one of them may severally find

1 The sayings of Matt. v.~vii. and xxiii., which Cremer, p. 688, adduces
in support of the contention that Jesus applied the words “ your Father” to
the nation algo, are, as their tenor proves, addressed rather to the disciples,
and only woven up by the evangelist into conjectural or actual popular
addresses.

BEYSCHLAG.—I, 6
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rest in God——thy Father,” it is said to each individual
(Matt. vi. 4, 18). And it is, at the same time, manifest that
the concept of relation must have as background a concept of
nature; God does not become the heavenly Father of the
disciples because they have entered into the relation of sons
with Him, but it is His fatherliness, His holy love, which
draws and places them in the relation of children to Him.
“Omws yévmobe viol Tod matpds Judy Tod év ovpavois is
significantly said in Matt. v. 45. He is their Father: they
have to become correspondingly His sons. And if He has not
yet become Father to others, that is due simply to the fact
that He has not yet been revealed to them in His fatherliness
by the Son (Matt. xi. 27). And so Jesus makes the relation
name a character name; He not only says My Father and
your Father, but also simply the Father (Matt. xi. 27; Mark
xiii. 32, and still more frequently in the Fourth Gospel).
The character of God which this fatherliness implies follows
of itself. Fatherhood is love, original and underived, antici-
pating and undeserved, forgiving and educating, communicat-
ing and drawing to its heart. Jesus felt, conceived, and
revealed God as this love which—itself personal—applies to
every child of man. That He really desired to characterise
the eternal heart of God in this way as the prototype of the
human father’s heart, is shown by His own express comparison
between the two. Matt. vil 11: el odw Juels, mornpol Svres,
oldate dopara dryala Sidovar Tols Téxvois Uudv, oo pEANov
0 watp Vudv o & Tois ovpavois, dwoer dyala Tois airobow
adrov! If earthly fathers are good, and givers of good things
to their children, how much more is the heavenly Father, who
just as the heavenly Father is raised above all the limitations
and defects of earth, and is the dyafds simply, the morally
perfect, in contrast with those wownpoic—morally imperfect
men!

§ 3. THE els dryafos AND Té\eios

Jesus has also cleared that idea of God which follows
from the name Father by two further important declarations.
The first is the saying addressed to the rich young man
alluded to above: T( ue Néyeis dyaldov; oddels dyalos, € pn
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els, 0 feos (Mark x. 18; Luke xviii. 19). The point in
question, as already stated, is the concept good, with which
the young man is so indiscriminately lavish. Jesus means
to say that in the highest absolute sense it applies to God
only. Though He also recognises elsewhere a distinction
between good and evil men (eg. Matt. xii. 35), yet in con-
trast with God even the good are wowmpoi (Matt. vii 11).
He Himself has nothing of the nature of evil to confess, yet
even He is subject to a moral development, and is still exposed
to temptation. But God alone is good, according to His
nature. It is His nature to be good, so that He in no sense
needs first to become perfectly good by the conquering of any.
asgailing evil. He cannot be tempted of evil, and is, on that
account, the source of every good and perfect gift, the Father
of lights, with whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turn-
ing (Jas. i 17). God therefore in the teaching of Jesus is
the ethically absolute, ethically perfect Being. It follows,
however, not only from the concept dyafos (cf. Matt. xx. 15),
but is also expressly taught in the other passage which we
have in view, that to Him ethical perfection is perfect love,
absolute goodness of heart. It is said in the passage already
alluded to, Matt. v. 45, 48: dyawdre Tovs éyfpods Vudyv,
Sraws yévnole viol Tod watpos Ypudy Tob év odpavois' 8¢ Tov
oy alrod dvaté\her éml movnpods xai dyabods, xai Bpéxes
émi Sucalovs xal ddixovs. "Eceale odv Duels Téhewol, ds o
waTyp Uudv 6 olpdwios Téhews éorw. Jesus means to say
that to love our enemies is the crown of Telewdrns, moral per-
fection, for it is the seal of a goodness of heart which no
opposing evil can disconcert. In it, above all, man may
become like God, a son, that is, an image of God. For God
is the prototype of goodness; no evil or disobedience of man
restrains Him from being good to all, and doing to them all
the good they are willing to accept. His natural favours are
mentioned just because they, as distinguished from His
spiritual gifts of grace, need no special susceptibility, and can
be shown equally to the evil and the good. The perfection
of God, as the closing words declare, consists in this infinite
imperturbable goodness of heart.! Jesus therefore describes
1 Luke vi. 35, 36, in putting goodness and mercy instead of perfection,
does indeed contract, but has not incorrectly paraphrased the notion.
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the God whom He calls Father as the simply good, morally
perfect Being, as the ethically absolute and absolutely ethical,
that is, holy Love. The superiority of this idea of God to
that of the Old Testament is manifest. There the ethical idea
of God is still in conflict with the idea of mere absolute power,
autocratic caprice. Nay, it is not even completely free from
the husks of physical representations, so that the moral
requirements of God still remain mixed with sensuous ritual
requirements, and still less is this ethical idea of God carried
beyond the mere negative character of holiness to the positive
perfection of simple goodness or love. Among so many
shadows of hatred and revenge belonging to God’s government,
how could it become manifest that God is light, and in Him
is no darkness at all? No doubt the love and goodness, the
grace and mercy, of God are praised in the Old Testament,
but they are extolled as particular and limited attributes,
alongside of others of a different character—not as His inmost
and entire being. Jesus from the depths of His own heart,
burning with holy love, first brought to light the peculiar
Christian idea of God such as is known to no other religion,
the unsurpassable idea of holy love, and at the same time
He expressed this highest conceivable idea of God in the
simplest and sweetest words, in the name heavenly Father.

§ 4. HEAVEN AND EARTH

This idea of God already involves the conception of
another existence, an existence which can be the object of
eternal goodness and love, that is, the world. And therefore
this is the place to fix our attention on the manner in which,
in the light of His idea of God and on the basis of the Old
Testament, Jesus formed His general view of the world. The
name Father in heaven, or heavenly Father, immediately
reminds us that in the view of Jesus the universe is divided
into two kingdoms, heaven and earth. I thank Thee, O
Father, Lord of heaven and earth,” He says (Matt. xi. 25),
when solemnly discussing the great purpose of God’s love.
But He does not regard heaven and earth as two localities, in
one of which God has His dwelling-place but not in the
other. “Heaven is His throne and earth is His footstool.”
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He exclaims (Matt. v. 35), in a sublime metaphor of Isaiah
(Ixvi. 1), just in order to express that both heaven and earth
belong to His God. Nevertheless, this very saying indicates
a different relation of God to heaven and to earth. Heaven
is the seat of the divine majesty, the kingdom of the divine
glory in all its fulness, and the home of the eternal blessings
above sense, from which everything divine on earth springs,
and to which it points. From heaven, according to Mark xi.
30, was the baptism of John, that is, it was a historical
phenomenon whose origin was divine. Against heaven the
prodigal son sinned (Luke xv. 18); that is, not merely against
his earthly father, but also against God and His holy order.
In heaven is laid up the treasure or reward which is obtained
by a doing or enduring of the will of God on earth (Matt. v.
12, xix. 21; Luke xii. 33). From heaven, where it is
prepared from the beginning of the world (Matt. xxv. 34),
comes down to earth the kingdom of God, as a kingdom of
heaven (Matt. iv. 17). In heaven—according to the third
petition of the Lord’s Prayer—the will of God is done ideally
and naturally, for the like doing of which on earth we are to
pray. The meaning of Jesus as to the idea and relation of
heaven and earth is clear enough from all these sayings.
Heaven, as contrasted with earth, is the ideal world throned
above the world of human life in which the will of God is self-
evident, while on earth it has first to be realised. Of course
this ideal world is conceived as in the highest degree real
The world of the spiritual and eternal blessings is no
phantom. It is the most real and actual of all, much more
so than the world of sense. It is the home and hearth and
goal of all true life on earth. But its reality is of a different
kind from that of earth. This latter, in contrast with heaven,
is the region of a moral growth through history, that is, of
imperfection and gradual unfolding, of creaturely freedom
and sin. But as the good, outside of God’s self-existence, can
only realise itself in the way of moral growth, of freedom and
history, the rich heaven is indeed the home, but the poor
earth is the object of the divine thoughts of love. The king-
dom of heaven comes down from heaven to earth, in order to
find here its realisation in an element which is free in relation
to God, and consequently capable of a free surrender to Him.
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§ 5. ANGELS

We do not mean by the above statements that Jesus gave
up, a8 an idea, the local conception of heaven which was
presented to Him from childhood, and consciously treated it
as a mere poetic symbol. In all cosmic matters to which
His teaching refers, He was content to use the forms of con-
ception furnished to Him in the Old Testament and by His
people and time, as He did not consider it His calling to be
a critic in matters of worldly knowledge, and so become a
scientific reformer. But He put life into these forms, with
the purest religious ideas, and so spiritualised them to that
religious view which even we cannot do without, however
much we may feel its figurative character. This is a point
from which we have to consider every part of Jesus’ view of
the world, and first of all, from it we must consider His view
of the angels, which belongs directly to His idea and repre-
gentation of heaven. The Old Testament conception had
imagined heaven, the home of God, as peopled with a host of
ministering spirits, who, as pure emanations of the divine glory,
a8 organs of the God who ruled the world, were therefore
designated angels, that is, messengers of God. The later
Judaism in its efforts to keep God and the world as far
apart as possible, and to separate the Eternal from all
contact with the finite, had more and more imagined these
emanations and messengers of the living God as personal
intermediate beings, who had to manage the intercourse of
God with the world, and of whose names, ranks, good and
evil doings, there were many fables. The immediate relation
to the world in which Jesus viewed His heavenly Father
had no room for such personal intermediate beings, and 8o in
His lively sense of God He went past these angel tales of His
contemporaries to the simple sensuous representations of the
Old Testament. The angels of God, in whose presence there
is joy over one sinner who repenteth (Luke xv. 10), or before
whom the Son of Man will confess those who have confessed
Him before men (Luke xii. 8),are a kind of poetic paraphrase
for God Himself, to whom in both cases the words properly
refer (cf. the parallel passage Matt. x. 32). They are the
graphic representation of the higher world, to the citizenship
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of which the penitent returns, and in which the faithful con-
fessor receives his crown. The holy angels of the Son of
Man, with whom He will come again in His glory (Matt. xvi.
27, xxv. 31), are the rays of divine majesty which is then to
surround Him with splendour; they are the divine powers
with which He is to awaken the dead, to dissolve the present
order of the world, and set up a new and higher order. And
the twelve legions of angels for which the oppressed Messiah
could pray to His Father (Matt. xxvi. §3), are the expression
of the divine miraculous powers—alluding to the weak human
powers of the twelve disciples—which He could call up against
His enemies. The most remarkable passage is Matt. xviii.
10: opdre p) xatappovijonTe évds TéY pikpav ToUrwy Néyw
wydp Suiv, 81e of &yyehor alrdv é olpavois Sid wavris
BMmovow T3 mpoowmov Tod matpis pov Tod év odpavois; end
it is the very passage which we can least of all take in'
prosaic literalness. According to it, every one, even the least
of the children of men,—for it is of the least and not of
children that the passage speaks,—has his guardian angel,
who at all times has access to the heavenly Father, viz. to
complain to Him of the offences that are given to His
protégé on earth (ver. 6). As God, according to Jesus,
knows what happens to each of His human children without
needing to be told (cf. Matt. vi. 8), in what other way can we
conceive this entirely poetical passage, than that in every
child of man a peculiar thought of God has to be realised,
which stands over his history like a genius, or guardian spirit,
and which God at all times remembers, so that everything
which opposes its realisation on earth comes before Him as a
complaint ? In all these cases it is clear that Jesus repre-
sents the angels as persons indeed, but manifestly treats
them in a symbolical poetic way; He did not set up any
doctrine about angels, but simply used the conception as a
means of presenting ideas of another kind. The notion of
angels remains thus hovering between personality and
personification ; and that the latter alone is its kernel, is clear
from the fact that Jesus treats the angels as powers of God,
but nowhere as aims and ends of God, which alone would
force us in earnest to think of their personality. The fatherly
relation of God is nowhere applied to the angels, the passage
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last quoted showing rather that the aims of God are confined to
the children of men,and the angels (quite in the sense of Heb.

i. 14) are only means to the ends of the divine thought of love.
L4, \.Lg‘\,« -t W yhial A.““:LL' .

§ 6. MaxN

Thus heaven points to earth and angels to men as the
proper place for the realising of the thoughts of God. The
place of creaturely freedom, on whose soil the good alone can
realise itself outside of God, is, as we have said, the earth on
which, according to the third petition of the Lord’s Prayer, the
will of God is not done as in heaven of itself, but men must
pray that it be so done. And the possessor of that creaturely
freedom is man, the citizen of both worlds, who though he
has his roots in the earth, the world of nature, is planned and
destined for heaven, the eternal world of spirit. To him and
not to the angels, the Lord of heaven and earth desires to be
a Father, and desires that man should be His son, the heir of
the kingdom of heaven. With the whole of the Scriptures
Jesus distinguishes in human nature two factors, one above
sense with affinities for God, and one sensuous with affinities
for nature. When these two factors are conceived in their
differences and contrasts, they are called flesh and spirit—as in
the saying (Matt. xxvi. 41), the spirit indeed is willing, but the
flesh is weak, When—as is the rule—they are conceived in
their mutual relation and sphere of action, they are called soul
and body (eg. Matt. x. 28). In virtue of this soul, which is
akin to spirit, and for that reason to God, man is raised above
all other creatures and made the special object of the divine
love and care. “Fear not, ye are better than many
sparrows,” cries Jesus to His disciples, in that saying concern-
ing the divine care, without which not even a sparrow falls to
the ground (Matt. x. 317 cf. also Matt. xii. 12). Jesus points
here to the character of man as personal, to his nature as
fashioned by God for His eternal purpose, and destined for, a
moral and spiritual perfection. Its infinite worth, together
with all the responsibility that lies in that, is made prominent
in the sublime saying: “ What shall it profit a man, if he gain
the whole world, and lose his own soul ? or what shall a man
give in exchange for his soul ?” (Mark viii. 36 ; Matt. xvi. 26).
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The whole world, the sum total of natural things and finite
good, does mnot outweigh the human soul, the human
personality, which is planned for and called to the infinite.
And this impress which raises man above all finite creatures,
and places him by the side of the eternal Father, is in the
teaching of Jesus the property of every child of man, even the
least and last. As the true shepherd does not forget the one
lost lamb of his whole flock, so the love of God is not directed
to humanity as a whole, but to every individual soul, that it
may not be deprived of its eternal destiny. “It is not the
will of your Father in heaven that one of these little ones
should perish” (Matt. xviii. 14). To Jesus this spiritual,
moral nature of the human soul, its personality, involves, as a
matter of course, its capacity for immortality. The body
may be killed, and must some day yield to death, but the soul
does not die—no human power can kill it (Matt. x. 29).
When the body breaks up in death, angels then bear
upwards the soul of the pious into another world, the world
in which he trusted (Luke xvi. 22). In union with God, who
is not & God of the dead but of the living, even those long dead,
like Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, have immortal life (Mark xii.
26, 27 ; Matt. xxii. 32 ; Luke xx. 38). This does not mean,
however, that every one capable of such a life is intended for
it, is certain of it. The soul may, as the two sayings adduced
above remind us, suffer loss, may even be lost, if instead of
surrendering itself to the supersensuous and eternal it loses
itself in the vain and empty. The same Father in heaven
who draws Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob to His heart, and
willeth not that even the least should be lost, may then be in
the position to destroy both soul and body in hell (Matt. x.
29). The notion of a Sheol held by His people, a Hades or
kingdom of the dead which encloses in regions far apart a
Paradise and a Gehenna, a place of comfort and a place of
torment (cf. Luke xxiii. 43 ; Matt. v. 22), was recognised by
Jesus in His Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (Luke xvi.
19-31) a8 essentially true. He thereby taught that behind
the death of the body there awaits the soul either a glorious
ascent or a sad descent, according as here on earth it has
entered into the spirit of a higher dwelling-place, or wasted its
earthly life in vanities.
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§ 7. SIN

Dis st ot tov

The destination of man for immortakty) however, is opposed
on earth by sin. Jesus, as the preacher of His gospel should
take note, has spoken little of sin in general,and has proposed
no doctrine of it, least of all a doctrine of its origin; He
presupposed it as a fact, and showed its evil nature by the
penalties He attached to it. In its inmost nature He regards
it as an apostasy of the soul from the living God. The heart
of man, in which, after the manner of the Bible, He sees the
single focus of our inmer life, the central seat of feeling,
thought, and will (cf. Matt. xii. 34, xv. 19),—the heart is to
Him for the moral man what the eye is for the sentient, the
organ of light. If it is single,—that is, sincere and stead-
fastly directed to the eternal good, to God and His will, the
heavenly light,—the revelation of God then streams into it,
and the whole moral man, with his powers and gifts, moves
in the element of light—that is, of the right, the good, the
divine. But if the inner eye is distorted or diseased, then
the light cannot stream into it, and then the man is in dark-
ness, and lives and moves entirely in the darkness (Matt. vi.
22, 23; Luke xi. 34-36). But what can determine the
inner eye to become thus evil? Above all, the so-called
earthly goods, in the narrower sense, are the things that blind
it. Mammon, that is, wealth, which has become a false god,
an ido}, has a special power of withdrawing man from a stead-
fast surrender of the heart to God. This is the constant
difficulty which makes it harder for rich men than for others
to enter into the kingdom of God (Mark x. 24, 25; Matt.
xix, 23, 24). In spite of mammon, a man probably thinks
that he can adhere to God; he desires to serve two masters,
God and mammon. But the latter, like the former, claims
the whole heart and mind with all their powers, and the man
is unawares brought to despise and neglect the good Master,
while holding to and obeying the evil (Matt. vi. 24 ; Luke
xvi. 13). But that is only an outstanding example of how a
man is drawn away from God. The possibility and tempta-
tion thereto lies entirely in his twofold nature, his twofold
relation to God and the world. “The spirit is willing,” cries
Jesus to His disciples (Matt. xxvi. 41), “but the flesh is
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weak.” The spirit is willing to watch and pray and attend
to that which keeps us in communion with God, but the
flesh, our sensuous nature, is the weak side of the fortress on
which the attractions and terrors of the sensuous world make
their onset, and easily overwhelm the heart. The possibility
of sin is thus explained; but this possibility has become a
universal reality, and Jesus reckons with this fact without
venturing on its explanation. Without hesitation He pre-
supposes the universality of sin. He says of His hearers
(Matt. vii. 11), as something self-evident, “ Ye who are evil.”
The call to repentance, ueravoeire, is addressed without
reservation to all, and in the Lord’s Prayer the need of
forgiveness is in the same way presupposed on the part of
all, even of a Peter and a John. Moreover, His observation
does not stop at individual errors and faults, though these
individual offences are also duly considered in the fifth
petition. From evil deeds the penetrating look of Jesus
goes back to the evil word and the evil thought (Matt. v.
22), and again from all these particular phenomena to the
fundamental tendency of the mind, to the tree which bears
such fruits, to the treasure of the heart, the inner condition
and store which has been formed by the totality of the indi-
vidual moral acts, and is now the source of further individual
action in word or work (Matt. xii. 32—35). Hence Jesus
recognises in man a development of sin. First, the simple
movement of the heart to some more venial, or more heinous,
outbreak in word and then in deed (Matt. v. 22). And then
the further deeper stage of increasing resistance and contra-
diction to the divine admonition, the passage from simple
transgression to blasphemy, and from the reviling of the Son
of Man, who may easily be mistaken, to blaspheming the
Holy Spirit, who inwardly attests Himself, and so is not to
be mistaken (Mark iii. 28, 29 ; Matt. xii. 31, 32). And in
this' last and uttermost possibility, as it excludes further
knowledge, excludes conversion, and with conversion forgive-
ness, He sees the irrevocable ruin of the inner man, In
contrast with this deep, penetrating judgment of sin, the
moderate way in which this judgment goes to work is the
more remarkable. In the most impartial way Jesus recog-
nises the moral distinctions among sinful men; not merely



92 NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

the great distinctions in outward civil righteousness, which
He does indeed recognise in their full measure of value in
His Parable of the Pharisee and the Publican (Luke xv. 1-32,
xviii 10), and in His not merely ironical contrasting of
righteous and sinner (Matt. ix. 13). He even attributes
truly good, really divine features to the human heart, and
finds more of them in one than in another. He sets up a
Samaritan, a half-heathen, as a model of love for our neigh-
bour (Luke x. 23—37). He perceives in children a simplicity
and meekness, a confidingness, which gives them an advan-
tage in gaining the kingdom of heaven (Mark x. 14 ; Matt.
xviii, 3). He distinguishes—just in reference to the treasure
of the heart—evil men and good men (Matt, xii. 35).
Amongst His people He knows not only some who are poor
in spirit and hungering for righteousness, but some also who
are merciful, peacemakers, pure in heart, and suffering for
righteousness’ sake (Matt. v. 1-10). And the poor Lazarus,
the sufferer who trusts in God, goes to the bosom of Abraham
without belonging to the New Testament kingdom of God
(Luke xvi. 19). Only those who have no need of the
perdvoia, conversion from the bottom of the heart, are un-
known to Him, or rather are known only in the ironical sense
of Matt. ix. 13 and Luke xv. 7,—as righteous according to
human notions, who regard themselves therefore as righteous
also according to the divine idea. Even the best and most
pious men in Israel, His chosen disciples, have to be converted
and become as little children in order to enter into the king-
dom of God (Matt. xviii. 3). And it is to them directly,
to Peter chiefly, that He addresses the Parable of the Ten
Thousand Pounds of arrears, that is, of the infinity of man’s
obligations to God (Matt. xviii. 23—-35). For everything that
is not perfect love of God, and does not spring from perfect
love of God, is ultimately sin ; and with the knowledge of God
and of His holy will, the feeling of guilt, the more pious a
man is, grows to overwhelming strength. Finally, we must
note that all these distinctions of the sinful condition, and
this whole infinity of the awakened sense of guilt, does not
call in question the capacity of any sinner to repent—except
it be the (hypothetic) sinner against the Holy Ghost. The
universal call to repentance, weravoeire, presupposes an unlost

—
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moral freedom in every one. The exhortation, “ Strive to
enter in at the strait gate ” (Matt. vii. 13), is addressed to all,
and therefore is regarded as possible for all; and in Matt.
xxiii. 37 it is expressly declared that Jerusalem of her own
free will had decided to reject the hand of deliverance
stretched out to her.

§ 8. SaTan

But evil exists not only as an ungodly bias of the human
heart, and as an aggregate of evidences of that bias—it is a
world-ruling principle, which meets us in history as well as
in nature. In history, there rules at all times a spirit of
seduction and deceit which goes far beyond the perverted
self-determination of the individual, and surrounds him as
a power of temptation. And in nature there rules, in spite
of the beneficent and kindly divine order, a power of disorder
and destruction which overwhelms humanity with disease and
misery. There can be no doubt that Jesus does not trace
back to God natural evil in its manifold forms in the same
way as He does with natural beneficence, the rising sun, and
fruit-bringing rain (Matt. v. 45). He frankly recognised it
as a contradiction of the creative thoughts and arrangements
of the good God. He considers it to be the task of the king-
dom of God to overcome all the manifold phenomena of
misery in nature, as well as those of moral perversity (Matt.
xi. 2—6, xii. 28). For both of these God-opposed kingdoms,
in human life and in nature, are unmistakably united. For
natural evil tempts to moral evil, to apostasy from God, and,
on the other hand, sin brings disorder and misery into the
world. It is a uniform kingdom of evil, which, in the world
of nature and of history, opposes itself to the good which God
has willed and ordained. And therefore it is only the ex-
pression of a profoundly true observation of the world when
Jesus comprehends both spiritual and natural evil in the
enigmatic name Satan, which was presented to him by the
Old Testament Scriptures. The original idea of the Accuser
(viz. of man to God, cf. Job ii. 1; Zech. iii. 1; Rev. xii. 10)
was already extended in the Old Testament to that of the
Adversary, the Evil One (¢ mowmpds, Matt. xiii. 38), the
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Seducer and Destroyer, and in this form of it Jesus takes up
the notion which had sprung from the Old Testament feeling of
the contradiction between God’s idea and the actual condition
of the world. In the narrative of the Temptation (Matt. iv.,
Luke iv.), which is probably based on some pictorial narrative
of Jesus! Satan appears as a tempter to evil, a seductive
spirit of the world and of the age. He appears in the same
sense in the exposition of some of the parables (Matt. xiii.
19, 38 ; Luke viii. 12), and in the words of warning to Peter
before the denial (Luke xxii. 31: 80D 6 Jaravds éfpmicaro
Ouds, Tod ouwidoal Uuds ds Tov oirov). He appears as Prince
of Evil, above all, in the view of the possessed, that is, those
disordered in mind and nerves?® who are designated as his
spoil (Mark iii. 27 ; Matt. xii. 29; Luke xi. 22). But Jesus
also seems to trace back simple bodily sickness to Satan,
therein &ollowing the representation of the Book of Job. In
Luke xwi. 16, He says of the woman who had been bowed
together for many years, that Satan had bound her with a
fetter which He must loose. Did Jesus think of Satan as a
person? It is with this question very much as in the case
of the angels. The form of representation is undoubtedly
‘personifying, but all the passages are poetic in style. The
narrative of the Temptation, in its biographical kernel, does
not lead us to think of a personal Satan, but rather of
seductive expectations of the people and the age which were
traced back to Satan—that is, were characterised as opposed
to God, and as of the nature of temptation. The expressions,
Luke xiii. 16, xxii. 31, go back upon the undeniably poetic
representations of the Book of Job, in whose style they
remain, and the Satan who snatches from the heart the word
sown, or sows tares among the wheat of the Son of Man
(Matt. xiii. 19, 38), is also simply the impersonal spirit of
the world, which can creep into the human heart and into
the community of God. The remarkable words, Luke x. 18 :
“] saw Satan fall as lightning from heaven,” express, in an
image reminding us of Isa, xiv. 12, the overthrow which the
appearance of the kingdom of God has prepared for the power
of evil that has hitherto ruled the world (cf. Rev. xii. 9). It
1 Cf. my Leben Jesu, Bd. i. p. 228.
. 3 Jtad. p. 300.
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is certain that Jesus did not recognise as personal devils the
demons in whom the popular Jewish belief saw personal
angels of Satan (cf. Matt. xxv. 41; 2 Cor. xii. 7). For in’
Mark iii. 26, Matt. xii. 26, He translates the casting out of
demons by Beelzebub into Satan is being divided and cast-
ing out himself! It is further certain that Jesus set up no
theory about Satan, and in no way derived or explained him
as perhaps a fallen archangel; that He does not touch the
riddle which is presented in the notion of a personal and
radically evil being, especially within the biblical belief in
God. What He means by the name Satan is simply that
evil, in the world of nature and of history, is an actual,
uniform, and fearful power, and that this power is in no way
to be traced back to God, but is the element in the world
which apes God, and is opposed to God—a thought which,
as it produced the idea of Satan in the Old Testament, must
even to-day be recognised by every earnest ethical and
religious thinker.

[P (" el

§ 9. THE INNER RELATION OF GoD TO THE WORLD

‘What, then, is the relation of God to this world, in which
what is opposed to Him, that is, moral evil, thus exists, nay
is dominant ? It is just what we would expect from His
heavenly fatherliness, from the idea of holy love. He is
related to the world so closely,and is as present and operative
in it a8 He can be without denying His absolute goodness,
His holy perfection, and without interfering with the funda-
mental condition of all development of good in the world,
the freedom of the creature. Though the world in its
present condition, as aldv odtos (Luke xvi 8),is far from
being God’s kingdom, it yet remains His work and workshop.
If the Judaism of that time separated God and the world
from each other almost deistically, if Sadduceeism viewed the
earth as the mere playground of human caprice, and Pharisa-
ism but feebly raised itself above this by the assumption of
a divine fate, or law of destiny,® Jesus, on the other hand,
conceives the relation of His Father to the world as one

1 Cf. my Leben Jesu, i. p. 303.
* Cf. Josephus, Antdg. xviii. 3. 1, xiii. 5. 9.
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thoroughly instinet with life; the Father is to Him really
what He calls Him in Matt. xi. 25, Lord of heaven and
earth.  First, He treats the thought of God as Creator
seriously. Everything created by God is in itself innocent
and pure. With absolute consistency He disclaims, in
doctrine and example, the ascetic anxiety and embarrassment
in the use of things natural, which dualistic influences at
that time were forcing even into Judaism (cf. Matt. xi. 19,
xv. 11). 'And God has by no means withdrawn Himself
from the world once created. It is He who makes His sun
to rise, and the fertilising rain to fall, who feeds the fowls
of the heavens, and clothes the lilies of the field fairer than
Solomon in all his glory (Matt. v. 45, vi. 26). Jesus cer-
tainly does not, as we have seen, trace back to His heavenly
Father the evil and pernicious in nature, as He does the
beautiful and salutary; but even with regard to the evil He
thinks of Him as the Almighty Ruler of the world, without
whose will nothing, not even the smallest event, can take
place. “ Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing? and one
of them shall not fall on the ground without your Father.
But the very hairs of your head are all numbered ” (Matt. x.
29). That is, not & hair will be injured without the will of
your Father in heaven. The temptations also which lie in
the path of the children of men do not indeed proceed from
God, but yet are somehow in His hand. He can lead into
temptation ; He can also lead us not into temptation, as is
attested by the sixth petition of the Lord’s Prayer. He can
also shorten temptations, lest they should overcome His elect
(Matt. xxiv. 22). In like manner, God is in no way pre-
vented by the permanence of nature from hearing prayer or
working miracles. Though prayer, in the sense of Jesus, as
the Lord’s Prayer shows, is not in the first instance directed
to things earthly and finite, yet these are not excluded from
it. Of course the common saying: “ All things are possible
with God” (Mark x. 27), admits of the exception, which is
self-evident and expressly recognised by Jesus in Gethsemane,
that whatever contradicts His higher aims, the purpose of His
eternal wisdom and love, is not possible with God. But that
does not hinder God from being at all times able and willing
to give good gifts to His praying children, in virtue of the
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mutual relation which exists between fatherly love and
childlike trust (Matt. vii. 7-11; Mark xi. 23, 24). In
particular, He has given His Son power to remove at times
the natural trouble which harasses man, as a sign of the near
approach of God’s kingdom (Matt. xi. 4, xii. 28), and this
power is also to be transferred to those who, as His
messengers, are to carry the glad news to all the world
(Mat‘,x 8). But, finally, the heavenly Father is not satis-
fied with keeping the world mainly as it is, and cheering it
with an abundance of helps and favours. He guides the
whole world onwards towards an ideal goal of perfection.
Behind the dark night of the aldw oSros, the present im-
perfect and evil condition of the world, shines the dawn of
an aldv pé\\wv, in which a new, perfect, and imperishable
order of the world will appear, a mwa\yyevecia of heaven
and earth which will abolish the contrast of the two in
a completed kingdom of God (Matt. xix. 28; Luke xx.
34-36).

§ 10. THE DIVINE RIGHTEOUSNESS

As to the relation of God to sinful man in particular, it
may be said that in the teaching of Jesus it is righteousness
and mercy or grace going hand in hand. Without expressing
the idea of the divine righteousness in this sense, Jesus prefers
to present the divine procedure as a suum cuique, an appoint-
ing of fit recompenses. “ He who exalteth himself shall be
abased ; and he who humbleth himself will be exalted ” (Luke
xviii, 14), “To him that hath shall be given, and he shall
have abundance ; but from him that hath not shall be taken
away even that which he hath” (Mark iv. 25; Matt. xxv.
29). “If ye forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly
Father will also forgive your trespasses; but if ye forgive not
men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your
trespasses ” (Matt. vi. 14, 15). But that is not the suum
cuique of the cold rule of justice; the rule of justice is never
generous, forgiving, loving. It is the righteousness of holy
love which is here described,—a righteousness which is merci-
ful towards the poor because he is poor, which recognises in
every susceptibility and turning towards itself a claim on its

BEYSCHLAG.—1. 7
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favour, and only denies itself in judgment to the unsuscept-
ible and obdurate. This is the point from which alone we
can understand Jesus’ conception of God’s punishments and
rewards. The love of God is to Him as an all-surrounding
atmosphere, which penetrates wherever it can find an entrance,
creating and exalting life wherever it comes. The praying
publican has only to open his guilt-burdened heart in a “ God
be merciful to me a sinner,” and grace and forgiveness enter
into it. But the human heart in its selfishness and sin stops
all openings against this atmosphere, and so keeps life out
and death in. And the wrath of God, His penalties and
judgments, mean simply His denying Himself to those who
deny themselves to Him, and leaving them to the death and
self-condemnation which necessarily rule where access to the
true eternal life is closed. Accordingly, in the holy order of
the world all evil punishes and condemns itself, and yet only
the absolute evil, the completed break with eternal love, falls
under the irrevocable final judgment. An immeasurable
series of relative judgments proceeds throughout this world,
in which everything is intended for developing to a fimal goal,
for growing towards a day of harvest, and these are at length
summed up just as in the history of Israel the sentences are
summed up in the approaching destruction of Jerusalem
(Matt. xxiii. 35). And yet through all these judgments
again runs an unexhausted goodness, & mercy that never
grows weary 8o long as there is any possibility of deliverance.
God is righteous, and in this righteousness just, good, and
merciful towards His adversaries. He gives them what they
will take from Him, His rain and His sunshine (Matt. v. 45).
He also distinguishes between weakness and wickedness,
between sins of ignorance and sins of wilfulness. ¢ The
servant who knew his lord’s will and did it not shall be
beaten with many stripes; but he who knew it not and hath
done what is worthy of stripes shall be beaten with few
stripes,” an idea from which Jesus infers a specially mild
judgment of God about the heathen. “If such deeds (of
revelation) had been done in Sidon or even in Sodom, they
had repented long ago in sackcloth and ashes; but it will be
more tolerable for Sidon and Sodom in the day of judgment
than for you” (Matt. xi. 20—24). Most remarkable is that
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passage which speaks of the pardonableness of all sin except
the sin against the Holy Ghost (Mark iii. 28 ; Matt. xii. 31f.;
Luke xii. 10). It not only opens up the possibility of sin
being forgiven (and therefore also of conversion) in the world
to come, but contains the idea that every sin which admits of
fuller knowledge, and so of conversion, is also capable of
forgiveness; and only that obstinacy is excluded which shuts
out both learning and conversion, and even the eternal truth
and love inwardly felt and experienced. The same idea of the
divine righteousness of love lies at the basis of Jesus’ doctrine
of reward. The reward of which Jesus mostly speaks (cf.
Matt. v. 12, vi. 1-16, x. 41, 42, xx. 1-16), has nothing to
do with a legal merit. In the teaching of Jesus there is no
such thing in the usual sense of the word as merit in the
presence of God ; for when we have doue all things which God
requires, we have only done what was our duty (Luke xvii.
7-10)! On the contrary, when, in Matt. Vi. 6, the heavenly
Father rewards the prayer which is offered from a sincere
heart,—prayer which in no way establishes a claim of
right,—it is clear that here again rules the suum cuique
of merciful love, to which the prayer of poverty is sufficient
claim to the communication of love’s riches. We shall have
to come back in another later conmnection to this idea of
reward, to which an unreasonable objection has sometimes
been taken. In its relation to God, it simply means that in
all the good he thinks and does man has to do, not with an
impotent abstract idea, but with an almighty living reality
of good, in which there is reward for all that is thought and
done within its sphere. That is the manifest blessing of the
Christian faith in God, that with every act in which we
surrender ourselves to the eternal holy love, and for it sacri-
fice our temporal welfare and selfish nature, we are enriched
by gaining “a treasure in the heavens” (Matt. xix. 21).

§ 11. THE GRACE AND MERCY OF GoOD

If Jesus conceives the righteousness of God as merciful
and gracious, so, on the other hand, He regards grace and

1 The unprofitable servant is he who brings to his lord no more than
he costs him for his daily bread.
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mercy as righteous, that is, morally conditioned.! That at
once appears in the most obvious expression of God’s pitying,
fatherly love towards sinful man, the forgiveness of sin. Sin
in relation to the eternal rights of God is arrears of payment
due. It is debt, and this debt cannot be discharged by any
human performance, but can only be cancelled by divine
forgiveness. Jesus proclaims this forgiveness richly, portrays
it in the most moving pictures, such as the Parable of the
Prodigal Son, that no sum, though it were ten thousand talents
(Matt. xviii. 24), is too great for it to cancel. But it is
throughout morally conditioned, and that not merely by the
preceding, but also by the succeeding conduct of the man.
"Thus, Jesus in the Lord’s Prayer teaches His disciples to pray
for the forgiveness of their debts, but at the same time, that
they must show God's forgiveness to their debtors, for God
forgives only on this presupposition; and where this does not
take place, the remission of debt already made is, according
to the Parable of the Unfaithful Steward, revoked, and the
divine mercy gives place to righteous judicial wrath (Matt.
xviii. 23-35). But the connection between mercy and
righteousness lies still deeper, and is a more radical one.
Mere forgiveness is not the one enmtire work of grace. The
grace of God has a more comprehensive aim, within which
forgiveness is only one element, a means to an end—the aim
of delivering the lost (Luke xv., xix. 10). That the sinner
become a new man, that he be converted and live, is the aim
of the divine grace (Matt. xviil. 12-14); and when this aim
is attained in & man, when—in the language of the parable—
the lost lamb is found, God can righteously forgive, for the lost
is now found. The man has been converted, has broken with
sin, and therefore the heavenly Father can pass over the sins
of the past, just as the father in the parable makes no more
mention of his son’s way of death, from the moment when he
sees that the lost is found, the dead alive. This relation of

1 The idea of divine grace is just as little formally present in the
synoptic teaching of Jesus as that of the divine righteousness, but both
ideas are really all the more richly present. The grace of God is presented
by Jesus chiefly under the image of compassionate love, of mercy (cf. Matt.
xviii. 27 ; Luke xv. 20), but it lies at the basis of the whole message of the
kingdom of heaven coming near to sinners.
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affinity between grace and righteousness, righteousness and
mercy, in the view of Jesus, corrects an error into which the
doctrinal development of the Church has fallen, and which,
up to this moment, throws a painful shadow on the under-
standing of the gospel. By detaching both ideas, that of
righteousness and that of grace, from their root, the idea of
holy love, and by conceiving righteousness in a juristic legal
sense and grace in an antinomian sense, a contradiction arose
between the two attributes in God, which had to be reconciled
by a historical fact, by the sacrifice on Golgotha. The grace
and mercy of God should urge to the pardon of the sinner,
the forgiveness of sin. Yet these conflict with the righteous-
ness of God in itself, and can therefore take place only on
condition of an atonement satisfying the claims of righteous-
ness. This theory cannot appeal with reason even to the
Old Testament, to say nothing of the teaching of Jesus.
Though the forgiveness of sin appears in the Mosaic law to
be, in certain circumstances, conditioned by a sacrifice, yet
the teaching of the psalms and prophets already sets aside
the idea that God has not inner freedom to remit debt with-
out getting payment of it in some other way. The sacrifices
with which God is well pleased are a broken and a contrite
spirit, that is, a penitent heart. Wherever that is, there is
forgiveness (Ps. cxxx. 4, 7) without any other satisfaction.
The teaching of Jesus goes further on this track. He shows
His Father's heart not narrower, but still wider than in the
Old Testament; He teaches that God not only forgives the
man who turns to Him without more ado, but that He wishes
to convert even the unconverted, in order tc be able to for-
give them—that He seeks the lost until He finds it. In the
Parable of the Pharisee and the Publican, the penitent invokes
the grace of God, and without any reservation or reference to
a future sacrifice, it is said, “ he went down to his house justi-
fied” (Luke xviii. 14). In the Parable of the Unfaithful
Steward the relation of God to the sinner is compared with
the position of a king to whom one of his servants owed ten
thousand talents; the servant prays for mercy, and his lord
sets him free, and remits the debt, without any mention of a
vicarious payment (Matt. viii. 23). The prodigal son trusts
to an unbroken love and goodness of his father, and finds it
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without any innocent brother having to make amends for the
guilty. The father, like a true father, receives him to favour,
and restores him to all his filial rights. How should he not ?
He has the best satisfaction he could desire : “ This my son was
dead and is alive again, was lost and is found ”; he has begun
a new life, and will continue it. Jesus never taught other-
wise, when speaking of divine mercy or forgiveness of sin.
He never represented His Father's heart as being inwardly
hindered in freely forgiving. We shall show in its proper
place that even that which He afterwards said of a ransom
for many, of a relation of His death to the forgiveness of sins,
neither adds nor takes anything from this. The righteous-
ness and grace of God appear apart in His teaching, only in
so far as from the former are deduced essential holy require-
ments of God with which His blessed fellowship is connected,
from the latter gracious grants, which make the fulfilment of
those requirements possible to man—Ilaw and gospel. But
both holy requirement and gracious grant flow equally from
the idea of the els dyafos, from God’s essential goodness, in
virtue of which He must be the holy original of all actual
goodness, as well as the power, rich in love and help, for all
growth in goodness. But for human thought and experience,
and therefore in the teaching of Jesus, the two sides necessarily
appear apart. And therefore we have now to take a closer
view of them in succession.

CHAPTER V
THE WAY OF RIGHTEOUSNESS

§ 1. THE CoNCEPT OF RIGHTEOUSNESS

Although the teaching of Jesus is essentially gospel and
not law, yet His gospel embodies the law of God. If the
God and Father of Jesus Christ is Té\etos in the ethical sense
(Matt. v. 48), or if the kingdom of heaven is fellowship with
Him, then the preaching of the kingdom of heaven must,
above all, require the being perfect, as the Father in heaven
is perfect, that is,~—to use an expression of Jesus Himself,—
it is a preaching of the way of righteousness (Matt. xxi. 32).
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In point of fact this exacting side of His gospel appears to be
more fully and studiously developed in the teaching of Jesus
than even the apnouncement of grace. We have it at once
in the peravoeire; then it forms the essential content of the
Sermon on the Mount, which plainly, whatever circumstances
led to its complete formation, in its main content belongs to
the earlier period of Jesus’ ministry and His, formally, most
developed teaching. We are strictly ifollowing the Sermon
on the Mount when we comprehend the religious and moral
demands of the gospel in the idea of righteousness, for that
sermon itself repeatedly comprehends in this Old Testament
watchword the claims which the kingdom of God makes on
all its citizens (Matt. v. 6, 20, vi 1, and especially vi. 33).
Of course, righteousness is not spoken of here as one particular
virtue alongside of others, but as a summary of all that is
just before God, which is also the fundamental biblical concep-
tion of righteousness. What is just, that is, right (originally
straight), is that which corresponds to a standard. The
standard here spoken of is God's holy nature and will. He
who conforms to that is right in God’s sight. In this sense
Matt. v. 20, vi. 33 set forth righteousness as the essential
aim of the efforts of those who wish to belong to the kingdom
of God. “Except your righteousness exceed the righteousness
of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall not enter into the kingdom
of heaven.” “ Seek first the kingdom of God and His righteous-
ness, and all these things shall be added unto you.”! The
consonance of the dicaioaivn Beod, proposed as the goal of
the seeking in the latter passage, with the well-known funda-
mental conception of the Epistle to the Romans (Rom. i. 17,
iii. 21), should not mislead us into the supposition that Jesus
bad in His mind a righteousness to be bestowed by God,
imputed to faith. The 8icatocivn Oeod has rather the same
meaning here as in Jas. 1. 20 : dpy) ydp dvdpos Sikatoavvny Beod
ovx éprydleras, that is, does not what is right in God’s sight.
The idea of a righteousness to be done is not only verbally in
the passage Matt. vi. 1, but runs through the whole Sermon on

! This passage, according to the best witnesses, should be read : {nreizs
3i xparos T4y Paorrsinr xasi THY dixaiostyny airov (that is, deed). It speaks,
therefore, of a righteousness of God, and not, as one often hears, of a
righteousness of the kingdom of God.
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the Mount. The righteousness which is required in v. 20
for the kingdom of heaven is, according to the whole further
course of the chapter, not one to be laid hold of by faith, but
one to be acquired by a right doing of the divine command:
ments, as is abundantly confirmed by the exclusion of the
épyalopevor ™y dvouiav in the closing exhortations of the
Sermon on the Mount (vil. 16-~19, 20, 21, 23, 24). There
can be no doubt at all about the fact that Jesus taught a
doing of righteousness as the condition of an interest in the
future kingdom of God. To the scribe who asked about
eternal life He answered : “ Do that, and you will live” (Luke
x. 28). He referred the rich young man in all earnestness
to the ten commandments when he came to Him with the
same question (Mark x. 19). He declared those who did the
Oenijpara of His Father in heaven to be His brothers and
sisters (Mark iii. 35). Consequently, this righteousness is
that moral condition of man which corresponds to the divine
law. It is indispensable to sharing in the future kingdom of
heaven, because the full and blessed communion with the holy
"God cannot be conceived without a character conformed to
God. That is pictorially set forth in the Parable of the
Marriage of the King’s Son. There is a wedding garment, a
habitus fit for God's presence, without which & man may
indeed force his way into the heavenly palace, but cannot
take part in the king’s marriage feast, and must expect rather
to be cast forth from it.

1 An interpretation, as persistent as it is baseless, imports into this
parable the idea that it was a custom in Israel to present the marriage
guests with a festal garment on their entrance to the festal chamber, and
that this free gift is to be thought of as despised by that unworthy guest.
Thus men arbitrarily introduce Pauline notions into the teaching of Jesus ;
but all appeals to Paul cannot subvert the statement of the Saviour : “ Not
everyone that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, will enter into the kingdom of
heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father in heaven.” That alleged
custom cannot be proved archmologically; and even if it could, the parable
would not simply leave a feature on which so much depends to be read
between the lines. The teaching of Paul is not contradicted; but the point
in question is not how one may obtain possession of the righteousness
demanded, but is simply to emphasise the demand for it.

-w
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§ 2. POSITION TOWARDS THE CURRENT TEACHING AND PRACTICE
OF RIGHTEOUSNESS

The people among whom Jesus appeared had not now for
the first time, and as something entirely new, to receive the
divine demand for righteousness. Israel had Moses and the
prophets (Luke xvi. 29). Through Moses, God had given
them His law, which, as a holy order, comprehended and
governed the whole life of the people; and through the pro-
phets He had again and again enjoined it on them, and
expounded it to them in its depth and inwardness. The
scribes and Pharisees, indeed, now sat in Moses’ seat, and
explained the law to the people in a way that was opposed
to the prophetic mode of thought. They externalised the
divine commandments, and led the people away from demands
on the heart, into an enormous amount of external observances
which they wished to draw as “a hedge around the law,” as
a second law orally transmitted for the securing and carrying
out of the first (Matt. xxiii. 2, 4). Jesus therefore had to
develop His idea of righteousness so as to make its relation
to the idea current among the people understood. What then
is the position He takes up towards the doctrine and practice
of righteousness that prevail among the people? He declares,
above all, that they are insufficient to give one an interest in
the kingdom of God. “Except your righteousness exceed
the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall not
enter into the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. v. 20). But He
further distinguishes between commandments of God and
ordinances of man, between law and prophets on the one
hand,! and the traditions of the elders on the other, that is,
the additional commandmeunts of the scribes and Pharisees.
The latter He at once rejects, and, indeed, for the sake of the
former? Commandments of men have in His estimation no
right and no place beside the commandments of God in

ams® In this comparison the prophets are always (Matt. v. 17, vii. 13;
Meark xxiifg 40 ; Luke xvi. 29) taken into consideration only as the God-
sent preachers of righteousness, not as predictors of the Messianic future.
1 Jesus seems in Matt. xxiii. 3 to recommend the people to-observe
also the Pharisaic ordinances ; but immediately (ver. 4) contradicts that.
Either the saying is inaccurately transmitted, or in it He merely wishes to
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matters pertaining to God’s righteousness. They have a
parasitic existence at the cost of the commandments of God,
as He proves in a thorough Protestant way to the scribes and
Pharisees by reference to the harm they have done in the
case of the fourth commandment, and therefore the terse
sentence applies to them: “ Every plant which My heavenly
Father hath not planted must be rooted out” (cf. Mark vii.
1ff; Matt. xv. 1ff). This presupposes the imperishable-
ness and full sufficiency of the divine commandments; and
the same is implied in the great fundamental declaration of
the Sermon on the Mount: “ Think not that I am come to
destroy the law and the prophets: I am not come to destroy,
but to fulfil” (Matt. v. 17). To annul, that would be to do
away with them, to declare them transitory, and not binding;
how could God’s perfect messenger do that with what God has
revealed respecting His holy will through His former messen-
gers? Yet nothing is more certain than the fact that Jesus was
not content with rejecting the Pharisaic and Rabbinic ampli-
fications or expositions of the law, but that He also amended
the Mosaic law. In the examples of His doctrine of righteous-
ness that follow in Matthew, He puts His “but I say unto
you” twice against the rules hitherto gathered from Moses
and his interpreters, and four times against the very words of
Moses. And when He explains the words “thou shalt not
kill” to the effect that unbrotherly anger is a violation of the
sixth commandment; when He goes beyond “thou shalt not
forswear thyself, but shalt perform unto the Lord thine oaths,”
and says “ swear not at all”; when He puts in place of “an
eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth,” the rule, reward not
like with like, but evil with good,—He has in all these cases
undeniably and consciously annulled the Mosaic letter as such.
We have a still more remarkable example of how little He
felt Himself bound by that letter: the Mosaic permission of
divorce by means of a letter of divorce. He opposes with
His own verdict, and refutes the appeal to that positive per-
mission, not by quoting another Mosaic authority, but by the
divine idea of marriage, and so puts the ideal law of nature
apply the proverb: “Do according to their words, but not according to

their works.” There can be no doubt about the protesting attitude of
Jesus towards the additions of the elders (Mark vii., Matt. xv.).
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in the place of the imperfect positive law (Mark x. 2-12;
Matt. xix. 3, 9). The principle of this notable way of
dealing with the Mosaic law must be contained in the
wAppooas (Matt. v. 17). That this word cannot mean here
the actual fulfilment of the law nor the fulfilment of the
prophets as announcers of future things, follows, as already
noted, from the whole connection. For the whole argument
that follows does not discuss the actual performance of the
law or the realisation of the Messianic predictions, but the
development of the Mosaic commandments to the fulness of
the divine meaning lying at their basis. But the word cannot
signify in one and the same breath an actual and a didactic
fulfilling, but only the latter; and this is what Jesus (from
ver. 21) does with a whole series of legal precepts. He frees
them from the imperfection of the letter and reveals the
fulness of the divine intention, and so fulfils them, that is,
makes them complete or perfect.! Only thus can we explain
how Jesus is able to say that He does not annul even the
least requirement of the law (Matt. v. 18), though He breaks
the letter of the law in so many places. The full develop-
ment necessarily bursts open the imperfect forms in which the
divine will was still enclosed in the law of Moses, just as the
fulfilment which the bud gains as a blossom inevitably bursts
the sheath in which it was enclosed. But that is no annul-
ment in the sense of ver. 17, no doing away with or rejection
of any commandment of God as though it were of no further use.
It is to give its right value to the law’s deepest meaning.

§ 3. RELATION TO THE RITUAL Law

If we now endeavour to follow up this principle of Jesus
in its applications, we are met by the difficulty of its relation
to the ritual part of the law. For although this very aspect
of the law was the most prominent in the life of the people,

1 That Dr. Weiss, in his revision of Meyer's Commentary on Matthew,
wishes to replace this exposition of the best expositors by that deduced
from Rom. xiii. 8, is certainly no improvement. The intepretation of
TAnpobs, 88 making full something incomplete, or imperfect, that is, bring-
ing to perfection, is indisputable and frequent. Cf. Matt. xxiii. 32 ; Mark
i. 15; John iii. 20 ; 2 Cor. x. 6, etc.
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Jesus has not expressed Himself in detail about it, nor has
He illustrated what He means by fulfilment by any example
taken from it. It has been disputed whether Jesus makes
any distinction at all between ritual and moral command-
ments ;! but neither is that altogether correct, nor does it solve
the question how He thought of the fulfilment of ritual law.
Certainly our formal distinction of moral and ritual law is not
to be sought for in His teaching. But He has distinguished
great and little, and even least commandments in the law
(Matt. xxii. 38, v. 19), and the inward and spiritual character
of the greatest commandments allows us to draw a safe
inference as to the opposite character of the least. That He
regards the ritual commandments as belonging to the latter
can scarcely need any proof: “ Go and be reconciled to thy
brother, and then come and offer thy gift,” marks a plain order
of rank (Matt. v. 24; cf. Luke xi. 42). Though Jesus, as
was natural, lived with His people in observance of their
venerable customs and usages, and left His disciples, and
much more the people, undisturbed in them (Mark v. 24,
i 44, xiv. 12; Luke xvii. 14), yet there is no mistaking
the fact that these forms had no longer any binding power
upon His conscience. He has expressed Himself most exhaust-
ively about the Sabbath—always and everywhere in the sense
of freedom of conscience. Though the saying: “ The Sabbath
was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath ” (Mark ii. 27),
allowed this chief outward ordinance a value as a benefit to
man, yet the inference that it need not, on that account, bind
man to his hurt, is the keynote, and the telling words follow:
“The Son of Man is Lord also of the Sabbath” (ver. 28).2
Other evidences of conscious inner freedom with regard to
the outward observances are not wanting. Thus Jesus can
accompany the rule of love to one’s neighbour (Matt. vii. 12)
with “this is the law and the prophets.” The ritual com-

1 Cf. Weiss, N. T. Theol. i. p. 110 [Trans. T. & T. Clark].

% That this does not simply mean, as Weiss will have it, that He has
the right to explain the Sabbath commandment, a right which the scribes
also had, but that He has the right to put Himself above the Sabbath, and
release His disciples from its observance, is sufficiently clear from the con-
text. Jesus does mot justify Himself by an exposition of the law, but, as

the argument from David’s eating of the shewbread proves, He frankly
admits the violation of the letter of the law.
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mandments are to Him so unessential that He treats them in
this expression as though they had no existence. Fasting,
which is quietly presupposed in the Sermon on the Mount as
a pious exercise of the people (Matt. vi. 16, 18), is expressly
left an open question to the disciples to be treated according
to their spiritual needs (Mark ii. 18).! When the temple tax
is demanded of Him, and Peter at once recognises the obligation,
Jesus makes clear to him that no king taxes his own son. He
bids him pay it, not because He did not know Himself to be
inwardly free from such imposts, but only “lest we offend ”
(give offence to the Jews), (Matt. xvii. 27). When He preaches:
“ Not that which goeth into a man (food and drink) defileth
him ” (Mark vii. 15 ; Matt. xv. 11), He is certainly in the first
place opposing Pharisaic ordinances. But in so doing, how
could Jesus possibly avoid disturbing people with reference to
all Mosaic distinctions of clean and unclean food ? Finally, as
to the value of sacrificial commandments, we have from the
lips of Jesus the great prophetic quotation: “ I will have mercy,
and not sacrifice” (Hos. vi. 6 ; Matt. ix. 13, xii. 7), a saying which
attests not only the clear distinction of the ethical and ritual
part of the law in the mind of Jesus, but also that He traced
that distinction to the nature of God, and saw that for Him
the ethical had importance, but the ritual had none. But
how does all this square with the saying (Matt. v. 18) in which
Jesus seems to put His general declaration, not to destroy but
to fulfil, in the strongest way, so as to secure the preservation
of the ritual commandments: “Till heaven and earth pass,
one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law till all

1 Weiss, N. T. Theol. i. p. 111, says, “that from the historical point
of view it is inconceivable and incapable of proof that Jesus considered
the legal order of life and worship as defective in itself, or ascribed to
Himself in principle freedom to deal with it as He pleased.” The proof
that He really did so has been adduced above. And as to the conceiv-
ability, I for my part could not conceive, just from a historical point of
view, Jesus as inwardly contented with Mosaic ceremonial, or bound by
His own feeling to things which did not follow from the love of God
as such. But Weiss appears to me to contradict himself in this matter.
For when, as he recognises, Jesus expected the speedy destruction of the
temple, and with it of the sacrificial worship, and held the perfected theo-
cracy no longer bound to the Old Testament ritual, He must have seen
the latter to be defective, and have ascribed to Himself in principle free-
dom to deal with it as He pleased.
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be fulfilled”?! The saying which immediately follows, in
which the least commandments are manifestly an exposition
of the jot and tittle, gives the explanation. If he who “ breaks
one of these least commandments, and teaches men 8o, shall be
called the least in the kingdom of heaven,” then the doing
away with the ritual commandments seems at first to be a
proceeding which does only a subordinate service to the king-
dom of God, and therefore confers only a subordinate rank in
that kingdom, but yet is not in itself incompatible with parti-
cipation in the kingdom of heaven. Still more significant is
the following statement : “ But whosoever shall do and teach
them, shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.” There
it is manifest that the doing and teaching of the least com-
mandments which is spoken of, must be altogether of a
different nature from that pursued by the Pharisees ; for they
with their doing and teaching of the least things in the law
are not only not great in the kingdom of heaven, but, as the
following verse shows, do not get within the kingdom at all.
Not therefore a literal, but only a spiritual doing of the least
commandments can be meant here. In other words, Jesus
must have acknowledged an inner content even in the most
external and least things in the law,—an idea which only is to
attain its true value, its fulfilment, in His kingdom. And He
can only have done so with regard to the ritual commandments
by conceiving them symbolically, by applying circumecision to
the circumecision of the heart, sacrifice to the sacrifice of the
heart, etc.,, as He had already done in particular construc-
tions of the Old Testament. Thus, for example, in Luke xxii.
16, He has spoken of a fulfilling of the Passover in the king-
dom of God, undoubtedly in the sense of a living communion
of His people with Him who was slain for them, which He
found foreshadowed in the eating (taking into themselves)
of the paschal lamb. And in what other way than this—
the opponents of this explanation might be asked—can
Jesus bave at all conceived the fulfilling promised in Matt. v.
17, even in the case of the ritual commandments? Thus the

1 The first fwg is to be taken in the sense of “sooner may,” which does
not, like the other at the end of the sentence, apply to a temporal aim
(cf. Bleek, Synoptiker, i. p. 249). The word is paraphrased in this sense
in Luke xvi. 17.

S
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seemingly so anti-Pauline statement (Matt. v. 18) explains
itself in a sense which the Apostle Paul could have uncon-
ditionally accepted. The &ws &v wdvra yévnrae at the close of
the verse is manifestly related in meaning to the “shall do”
in ver. 19. It is the spiritual fulfilment, the true perform-
ance of the ritual commandments. And only till this doing
is in every sense complete (éws) shall the axiom hold good,
that not one jot or tittle shall pass away from the law.
Nothing should pass away till it was done, or fulfilled. But
when they have found the highest realisation, the jot and
tittle may perish, just as the breaking of the least command-
ment in ver. 19 is not in itself incompatible with the king-
dom of heaven. Accordingly, the positive teaching of Jesus
about the ritual law is, that even among these least command-
ments there is no mere empty vain husk without a kernel to
be thrown away. In each there is a divine thought, an im-
perishable idea, which must come to its rights before the husk
of the letter be allowed to perish. Again, what other view of
the ritual law is consistent with His free inwardness on the
one hand, and His belief in the divine origin of the whole
Mosaic law on the other ??

§ 4. THE FUNDAMENTAL COMMANDMENTS AS STARTING-POINT
OF THE FULFILMENT

How, then, does Jesus, in consonance with this principle
of fulfilment, develop His doctrine of righteousness from the
Old Testament law? Above all, by setting a view of the law,
as a living whole, against the prevailing piecemeal view. The

1 The hasty judgment which conceives the passage (Matt. v. 18) in the
extreme Judaic sense, and rejects it from the series of genuine words of
Jesus, is indeed regarded in many places as the only scientific judgment.
But it can neither answer the above question, nor explain the fw¢ &»
Tdrsre yivnras, nor give us any information as to how such an extreme
Judaic saying could find acceptance in the Pauline Gospel of Luke. But
even the puzzling explanation of Ritschl, which Wendt (Lehre Jesu, ii
p- 341) has again revived, that in Matt. v. 18 Jesus does not mean the
0ld Testament written law, but that which He fulfilled in a New Testa-
ment way, is quite impossible. Nixog cannot mean anything else in ver.
18 than what it meant in ver. 17, and we can only speak of jot or tittle
in the case of a positive written law, not of an unwritten ideal law.
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scribes and Pharisees conceived the law as consisting of a
thousand individual commandments, about whose greater or
less importance there might be differences of opinion; and
the actual state of the records of the law to some extent
justified this, Jesus, on the other hand, finds in the law one
principle with two aspects, which unites the whole, two funda-
mental commandments, on which the entire thousandfold
legislation rests. Questioned as to the greatest command-
ment (Mark xii. 28; Matt. xxii. 34), He selects from the
immense number of individual precepts, and from entirely
different parts of the law-book, two great commandments, and
designates them as the poles, the very summary of the law
and the prophets: “ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all
thy heart; and thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself”!
These are, in point of fact, the two pillars on which a religious
ethic, ideally conceived, rests. The formally unreconciled
dualism might seem strange; but there can be no doubt that
this dualism was reduced to unity in the mind of Jesus, that
the two commandments were to Him only the religious and
the moral sides of one single idea of righteousness. When
He teaches the man at the altar who has injured his brother
(Matt. v. 23, 24)2 to be first reconciled to his brother, and
then offer his gift, He does not wish to rank the brother
before the heavenly Father, but to remind us of the fact that
the Father above all desires to be loved in His visible image,
in man (cf. 1 John iv. 20). Again, when He bases the duty
of loving our enemy on the imitation of the divine original
(Matt. v. 45—48), He thereby indicates that its motive is to

1 The novelty in the expression of Jesus lies not only, as Weiss will
have it, in the fact that He adds to the recognised first commandment the
second, but still more in the fact that He designates these two command-
ments as the pivots of the whole law (Matt. xxii. 39 ; cf. vii. 12). A scribe
had indeed already (Luke x.) met Jesus with the combination of these two
commandments as the sum of the law. But the scribe either got this from
the teaching of Jesus, or the tradition which Luke follows has here mixed
up two different events, the first of which is more correctly given in
Matt. xii. 28.

3 The #xs¢ 71 xard oot does not mean merely (a8 Wendt, Lehre Jesu, p.
278, assumes from the German expression to have something against one)
that the brother is angry with him who is about to sacrifice, but that he is
justly angry, and has a complaint and grievance against him which pre-
vents God from being satistied with his offering. Cf. Rev. ii. 4, 14, 20, etc.
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be found in filial love to God. And thus His fulfilment of
the law consists in the fact that He places the detailed prac-
tical commandments in the light of these two inseparable
commandments, and so discloses all their height and depth.
The six examples of His exposition of the law which. the
Gospel of Matthew records in succession (v. 21-48), the
discussion of murder and adultery, of divorce and swearing,
of reward and the treatment of enemies, all concern individual
precepts, which, though in themselves moral, become in the
theocratic commonwealth more or less legal commandments,
and therefore do not contain a full exhibition of those great
fundamental commandments ; they simply give a rough indica-
tion of their application. But He transforms them from legal
back to moral; He leads them back from the sphere of com-
mission or omission into what is the original moral sphere,
the sphere of disposition, in order thus to make it evident
that the gross transgression is the final outcome of a develop-
ment in evil, and that the right doing He has required is
simply the most elementary inclination to do the will of God.
The disposition on which He falls back is everywhere love to
God and our neighbour, which excludes malevolent wrath and
the unchaste look, which makes marriage indissoluble, and
the simple yea or nay as good as an oath, which does not
reward like with like, but overcomes evil with good, and
includes, in the notion of neighbour, not only friends and
brethren, but even enemies. But in reference to the ritual
commandments, it was impossible for Jesus to give such
examples of His fulfilment of the law as He has given in this
series of great moral and judicial precepts, without actually
anticipating the abrogation of these commandments. In order
to illustrate the fulfilment here He would have been com-
pelled to anticipate a process of development which He fore-
saw in connection with the entrance of the heathen world
into His community, and with the judgment of God on Jeru-
salem, the approaching destruction of the temple and its
worship, and by so doing He would have prepared for His
disciples a situation outwardly and inwardly impossible; He
would have made them strangers among their own people,
without being able as yet to communicate to them His own
inner freedom (cf. John xvi. 12). He therefore satisfied
BEYSCHLAG.—I. 8
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Himself with making them feel, both through His teaching
and His example, the relative worth of mercy and sacrifice,
and thus prepared them for that inner freedom with which
He Himself opposed everything that was not worship of God
in spirit and in truth. It is abundantly clear, however, from
two important sayings, one of which we owe to His friends,
the other to His enemies, that He did intend and desire for
His future community this very freedom: the saying about
the new wine which should not be put into old skins (Mark
ii. 22), and the prediction of the new temple not made with
hands whith He will set up in place of the old, which is to
be broken down (Mark xiv. 58). In the first, He has expressed
the impossibility of comprehending in the old customary
forms of piety the new religious life which He has to com-
municate to His own. In the second, He has expressed the
certainty that through Him will spring up, in place of the
worship of God that has hitherto prevailed, one that is more
inward in its nature—a worship in spirit and in truth.!

1 When Weiss understands both parables in Mark ii. 18-22, that of the
New Cloth on the Old Garment, and that of the New Wine in the Old Skins,
as a justification of the disciples of John in their fasting according to the
law, the old error is simply reversed by which earlier exegetes explained
both parables as a justification of the freedom from fasting of the disciples
of Jesus. The first parable justifies the procedure of the Baptist with his
disciples, the second that of Jesus with His. One cannot put a patch
of New Testament freedom on the garment of a view that is still essen-
tially pre-Messianic, but just as little can one enclose the new wine of the
Messianic spirit in the old defective forms of Judaism. Cf. my Easter
Programme, Die Fastengleichnisse Jesu, 1875. Weiss declares this antithetic
interpretation of the two parables to be impossible on account of the con-
necting “and,” and because the justification of the disciples had already
been given—in the image of the children of the bride-chamber. But quite
apart from the fact that that “and ” might be attributed to a tradition that
was not clear about the meaning, an antithesis is made by a mere “and »
elsewhere (for example, Matt. xii. 35). Certainly Jesus justified His dis-
ciples in the image of the children of the bride-chamber, but in the Parable
of the Wine and the Skins He justifies Himself. How improbable it is that
instead of doing this He should have applied to the Baptist a superfluous
double justification, and indeed a most unsuitable second after a fitting
first. For the comparison of a ritual freedom with new wine, and the dis-
ciples of John with old skins, would have been in the worst possible taste.
Asto the saying about pulling down and rebuilding the temple, Stephen at
least understood it as referring to the break up of the Old Testament forms
of worship in favour of the new (Acts vi. 14); and certainly this interpre-
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§ 5. THE LOoVE OF OUR NEIGHBOUR

It is a necessary consequence of the practical character
of Jesug’ teaching, and His position of conflict with a pro-
fessed zeal for God which lacked the simplest moral fruits in
life, that in the closer statement of His doctrine of righteous-
ness He should give the first place to love of our neighbour.
But He has a twofold question to answer with regard to this.
First, Who is my neighbour ? and then, What have I to do
to him? The first question was laid before Him by a scribe
(Luke x. 29), who considered it a difficult one—probably
because he had in his mind all kinds of narrow-hearted
limitations for the idea of neighbour. Jesus answers with
the story of the Good Samaritan; that is, He sets a picture
of pure human compassion over against the picture of a man
in need,—a compassion which does not ask: Who is he? a
countryman, or a stranger and enemy ? but simply sets about
relieving his distress. And then, in making the application,
He does not ask which of those three, the priest, the Levite,
and the Samaritan, was neighbour, but which of them became
neighbour to him who fell among murderers? By so doing
He undoubtedly means to say, Do not stand asking who is
thy neighbour, but be on the outlook for him to whom thou
canst be neighbour, that is, canst show goodness and mercy
(Luke x, 23-37). What is here just indicated is directly
expressed in Matt, v. 43—48: that the idea of neighbour
includes even enemies, those by whom we are hated and
persecuted. If the standpoint of righteousness hitherto has
opposed neighbour and enemy to one another, and has there-
fore deduced from “thou shalt love thy neighbour” its
converse, “ and hate thine enemy ” (ver. 43), the righteousness
of the kingdom of heaven is to love even enemies, and, in
case they make all other proofs of love impossible, at least to
pray for those who despitefully use and persecute us! This
is demanded by the example of God the ever-merciful, who
makes His sun to shine upon the evil and the good, and

tation has more in its favour than that of the evangelist John (ii. 19), who
referred the words typologically to the death and resurrection of Jesus,

1 This is the true reading in Matthew; the fuller form of the saying
is in Luke vi. 27, 28.
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sendeth rain upon the just and the unjust, The other
question, What have I to do to my neighbour? Jesus
answers most concisely, Matt. vii. 12: “ All that ye would
that men should do to you, do ye also so to them.” The
human heart is so conditioned that it knows very well at all
times what is due to it from others according to the law of
love, while its own charitable duty is obscured by its natural
selfishness, It has only therefore to change places, and ask
itself what it would desire from others in a like case, in order
to know what it should do in any instance. As this practical
rule in a sense comprehends everything, so that He can add,
“ that is the law and the prophets,” Jesus enters further into
the meaning of the moral action. He does not proceed
systematically, and with the intention of including every-
thing, but by selection, and as the occasion required; He
presupposes the Ten Commandments as constantly valid, and
it i8 quite enough for Him to illustrate by individual examples
what He meant by this continuous authority. Love to one's
neighbour displays itself to Him above all in simple goodness,
in doing good, and communicating, in giving without second
thoughts, without counting on benefit or reward. “Give to
him that asketh of thee; and from him that would borrow of
thee turn thou not away” (Matt. v. 42; Luke vi 34, 35).
A speech at table, which must be taken as a parable (Luke
xiv. 13, 14), exhorts: “ When thou makest a feast, invite not
thy friends, relations, and rich neighbours; lest they also bid
thee, and a recompense be made thee. But rather invite the
poor, the maimed, the lame, and the blind, who cannot
recompense thee: and thou shalt be blessed.” A picture
which reminds us of those words of Jesus preserved by Paul,
Acts xx. 35: “It is more blessed to give than to receive.”
To spend our earthly goods on the poor is to Him the best
and most faithful management of them, to make to ourselves,
as it is said in Luke xvi. 9, friends with the unrighteous
Mammon. By the side of giving appears, with special
emphasis, the duty of forgiving. The forgiveness of wrong
is to be granted not only seven times, as Peter wished, but
seventy times seven—that is, without limits (Matt. xviii. 21;
Luke xvii. 3, 4). For, as stated in the fifth petition of the
Lord’s Prayer, and illustrated in the Parable of the Unfaithful
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Servant (Matt. xviii. 23), the divine forgiveness which we so
much need is conditioned by the human forgiveness which
we exercise. He only belongs to the kingdom of love as a
recipient, who also wishes to belong to it as an agent; he
who proceeds according to cold justice has only strict justice
to expect. Not that this duty of placability and forgiveness
excludes the duty of “rebuke” (é\éyyew), that is, of urging
to improvement. In fact, it goes hand in hand with forgive-
ness, especially when a brother in the narrower sense, a
fellow-member in the Church of Christ, is concerned, in
whose case such a step has most likelihood of success (Luke
xvii, 3 ff; Matt. xviii 15-21). But the duty of love to
forgive sincerely, and to remove every feeling of wrath and
revenge, remains, even where there is no apology or change
of mind, as is shown by the exhortation to the love of all
enemies (Luke vi. 37, 38). On the other hand, there is a
zeal for improvement which is not the best, for nothing but
true love is able to reform. Jesus therefore, above all, warns
men against judging and condemning, that is, against all
loveless sentences on the defects of our neighbour, invading
the functions of the eternal Judge (Matt. vii. 1 £ ; Luke vi.
37). And because to reform, or rather to save a neighbour,
to win him for the kingdom of God (Matt. xviii. 15), is
certainly the last and highest aim of love, so love begins in
personal reformation, in putting away all causes of offence;
and love knows no more serious fault against a neighbour
than to provoke him, that is, to give him offence, to make
him stumble, and go astray on the way to God. “ Thou
hypocrite,” cries our Lord therefore to the loveless and self-
righteous man who judges his neighbour, “ first cast out the
beam (the beam of heartless pride) from thine own eye, and
then thou shalt see clearly to cast out the mote out of thy
brother’s eye” (Matt. vii. 3—5; Luke vi. 41). And in this
world full of offences He warns, in the strongest words,
against giving offence even to the least, hurting or endanger-
ing one soul, whose angel, on that account, carries a complaint
before God’s presence: “ It were better for that man that a
millstone were hung about his neck, and he were cast into
the depths of the sea” (Matt. xviii. 6, 7, 10). Finally, the
means by which love may hope most surely to win a neigh-
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bour for the cause of God are self-denying service on the one
hand, and a goodness of heart on the other, which is not ex-
tinguished by the evil it meets with, but burns the brighter.
It lies in the nature of the case that Jesus has to commend
the first chiefly with regard to the intercourse of the members
of the kingdom with one another, and the second especially
with regard to the world and enemies. His rule for the
mutual intercourse of His friends is that none of them should
exalt himself above the other, or wish at all to rule, but that
their one ambition should be as to who should perform the
greatest service of love (Matt. xx. 26, 27). To those, how-
ever, who do not know this spirit of love, it is to be made the
more apparent, by rewarding evil with good, cursing with
blessing, persecution with beneficence and intercession, for in
this way the evil is actually to be overcome by the good;
because such conduct is the true divine stamp on a human
character which no heart at all susceptible to the divine can
in the long run withstand (Matt. v. 38—48; Luke vi. 28-31;
cf. Rom. xii. 19-21).

§ 6. LovE TOwARDS GoOD

All these duties of love towards our neighbour must be
discharged as a matter of course, in virtue of a love to God,
who alone is absolutely worthy of love; as indeed Jesus
Himself completed His life’s work of love through the love
of the Father. Though His formal teaching about the love
of God was not as exhaustive as that about the practical
love of our neighbour, yet it is the great unspoken pre-
supposition of His whole doctrine of righteousness, and, like
it, is treated on many sides in substance if not in form.
Although He nowhere gives a general exposition of the love
of God, He lets it be seen throughout that He places it not
in any special sensibility, but in those features of disposition
which correspond to the relation of the child to his heavenly
Father. The first of these features is sincerity, truthfulness
with respect to God. God sees in secret, looks on the heart,
and love is a matter of the heart. All worship of God which
does not come from the heart, which is not directed to God
from the heart, is vain and hypocritical ; and nothing gave
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Jesus greater offence in the case of the Pharisees than the
want of inward truth in their piety, with all their fancy that
it was real (cf. Matt. vi. 1-6, vi. 16—18, xxiii. 13 f). With
this sincerity is further connected humility, in virtue of which
the genuine child makes no further claim for himself than the
free love and goodness of the Father grants him. It is so
important, because on it the full accessibility of the child to
the love of the Father wholly depends; “for God resisteth
the proud, but giveth grace to the humble ;” that is, to such
as are poor in spirit, who, needing love and susceptible to
love, are ever ready to receive it. Jesus delineates this
humility as springing from the feeling of deep indebtedness,
in contrast with self - complacent righteousness and pride
parading before God, in the Parable of the Pharisee and the
Publican (Luke xviii 9-14). But even where there is and
can be no such feeling of guilt as that of the publican,
humility must spring from the consciousness that we can
neither perform anything towards God, nor deserve any-
thing from Him, that when our legal relation towards
Him is considered, we are only servants obliged to serve
Him, and, moreover, unprofitable servants, who, when they
have done all, have only done their duty, and have scarcely
repaid that which their Lord has laid out on them (Luke xvii.
7-10f). The fear of God, therefore, which indeed is more
an Old Testament idea, but has its place also in the new
covenant, as a preparatory stage, at least, of the love of God,
borders on humility. The true earnest, pious, filial love can
only unfold itself on the basis of a holy awe before Him who
is our Father, and at the same time our Lord and eternal
Judge. Jesus exhorted men to the fear of God on one occa-
sion at least. *Fear not them which kill the body, but are
not able to kill the soul: but rather fear Him who is able
to destroy both soul and body in hell ” (Matt. x. 28). He is
there led to this conception by the fear of man and the fear
of death, which are to be expelled by the fear of God; else-
where He prefers to set the more pleasing duty of trust, in
opposition to the natural anxiety and care of the human heart.
Trust, faith (wioris Geod, trust in God, Mark xi, 22), is indeed
the natural expression, not of the slavish, but of the filial
relation to God into which He brings His own people. Con-
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sequently, even in that passage which treats of the fear of
God (Matt. x. 29 f.), He at once proceeds to treat of faith,
and repeatedly rebukes the little faith of His disciples—as,
for instance, in the case in which they feared (Mark iv. 40)
that the heavenly Father could permit the little ship which
bore them along with Him to be swallowed up by the waves,
and cries out to them, Mark xi. 22: &yere mloTw Geod. In
this wioris Geod, anxious care about earthly things, and even
necessary things, disappears; the troubled questions, What
shall we eat ? What shall we drink ? Wherewith shall we be
clothed ? must be left by the child of God to the heathen,
who know not of any heavenly Father. For he has indeed
a rich Father, who feeds the fowls of the heaven and clothes
the lilies of the field, who knows what His children need
before they ask Him (Matt. vi. 25 f.; Luke xii. 22). On the
other hand, deeds in the name of God are to spring from this
wlaTes, a holy courage which in His service will remove even
mountains, for trust or faith draws down miraculous powers
from heaven to earth (Mark xi. 23, 24; Matt. xvii. 20).
This carries us onward to prayer, that blessed childlike duty
of love to which Jesus so urgently exhorts and encourages
His own (Matt. vii. 7-21; Luke xi 5-13). That is to
spring from faith or trust in God (Mark xi, 22, 24), and this
trust shall not be deceived: “Ask, and it shall be given
you; seek, and ye shall find ; knock, and it shall be opened
unto you.” But this does not mean that the filial relation
and childlike right of prayer should be an encouragement to
selfish wishes. If Jesus does not expressly guard His promise
of being heard against such a misunderstanding, that is owing
to the fact that to Him it is quite a matter of course that
filial trust cannot exist without obedience and submission ;
that it lies in the nature of the childlike converse with the
heavenly Father to come to an understanding with Him and
meet His thoughts of love; that true prayer is not at all in
the first instance an asking for particular finite blessings, but
an opening of the heart to the eternal good. And this is the
only sense in which His own prayer in Gethsemane was
heard (Heb. v. 7),—and in this sense no true prayer remains
unanswered. The best proof of this is the model prayer
which He Himself taught His disciples (Matt. vi. 9-13;
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Luke xi. 1-4). It, above all, lifts the child of God above
the earth and its little cares and needs; makes the human
heart forget itself, and rise to the great cares of the heavenly
Father’s heart, in which, however, its own truest good is hid;
it seeks that the name of God, His holy and gracious revela-
tion to the world, be truly appreciated, received, and sarictified
even in this world; that, in consequence of this, the king-
dom of God, the holy and blessed fellowship with God, may
come ever more completely, and so the glorious goal of the
union of heaven and earth be brought ever nearer; that the
will of God be done on earth as in heaven, done in the pray-
ing child of God and through him. Only after the child of
God has thus given expression three times to the great eternal
concerns, does he come to his own little temporal concerns in
a way as truthful as sufficient, and ends with asking for the
removal of the hindrances which ever and again seek to
thrust themselves between him and his heavenly Father,
the indebtedness ever again emerging, the temptation still
threatening his weakness, the manifold world-powers of evil.
That is everything; it is a kind of paraphrase and embodi-
ment of the great words of the Sermon on the Mount:
“Seek first the kingdom of God and His righteousness, and
all these things (the necessary earthly) will be added unto
you” And this brings us to what is probably the tersest
practical explanation of love to God in the sense of Jesus.
It consists in this: to bring together in one all that has been
said ; that to us God is really the highest good and the only
absolute good; that we steadfastly and undividedly resign
ourselves to this eternal good, and that in pursuing this aim
no finite weal or woe disturbs us,

§ 7. LovE OF GOD AND APPRAISING OF THE WORLD

It is an old objection, which is ever being repeated, that
this spiritual standpoint of Jesus, however its sublimity may
be recognised, is onesided, and tends to renunciation of the
world. However applicable this objection may be to much in
the subsequent history of Christianity, there is no ground for
bringing it against Jesus’ own doctrine of righteousness. The
God and Father of Jesus Christ is too great, too magnanimous,
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to rob the earthly things and ordinances of that glory which
He Himself, as Creator, has given to them. To Jesus nature
is not a thing indifferent or undivine. He lovingly contem-
plated it, and drank from its cup of blameless joy in a spirit
opposed to monasticism. He pointed His disciples to the rain
and sunshine, to the fowls of heaven and the lilies of the field,
a8 imaging the goodness of His heavenly Father's heart. The
life of man in all its various details, from the labour of the
sower and the housewife at her baking, up to the cares of a
king waging war, or the feelings of a father’s heart swelling
towards a son who had been lost, engaged His thoughts.
Human life was sometimes to Him a symbol of the laws of
the growth of the kingdom of God, and sometimes a mirror of
the good or evil ruling in the human heart. It is true that
He did not didactically enlarge upon the whole circle of social
duties. That was not His mission. His mission was to put
right the highest and most inward relation of human life, the
relation to God and eternity, not to interfere in the way of
remodelling the several finite relations of earth. He could
leave that to the new and abiding spirit which He was certain
to establish among men. He knew that His kingdom was a
leaven mighty enough to leaven the whole life of the world
with new powers of development. And He expressly acknow-
ledged the right and honour of the most important relations
of the world. Marriage is an arrangement for this earth alone;
in that other world they neither marry nor are given in
marriage (Mark xii. 25; Matt. xx. 30 ; Luke xx. 35); yet to
Him it was holy as it had never been before Him; He pro-
posed the most ideal view of it, the idea of an indissoluble
divine institution. Moses allowed the bill of divorcement only
because of the hardness of the hearts of Israel; but from the
beginning, that is, from the creation, it was not so, and among
those who desire to belong to the kingdom of God it shall not
be so henceforth (Matt. v. 32, xix. 16 ; Mark x. 9). The civil
commonweal, the State, came into contact with Him only in
the form of the heathen domination of Rome over His people,
yet He gave to it what was its own. In His answer to the
question about tribute He ended the confusion of religion and
politics in the old covenant, due to the theocratic theories of
the Jews, and thereby pronounced the State to be a kingdom
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of this world. But while His great saying, “ Give to Caesar the
things that are Ceesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s,”
recognises civil and religious duty as two separate things
existing peacefully side by side, it preserves to the State its
independent sphere of right which is not to be encroached upon
even in the name of God (that is, of religion, Mark xii. 13—-17;
Matt. xxii. 15—-22 ; Luke xx. 20—26). A false contempt for
the world might be more readily found in His treatment of
that which then as now rules the world, viz. mammon.
Among all the good things which God has made He regarded
as least of all that which we call without disguise earthly
good, because it is the material foundation of our whole out-
ward condition. He contrasts the “ unrighteous mammon,” the
conscienceless seductive idol of the world, with the dAnfuwdy,
the true, that is, the spiritual moral good (Luke xvi. 11).
And, in order to discourage men from clinging to it, He points
out that this unrighteous mammon is in its nature so foreign
to and so incommensurate with the God related soul that it
cannot be its actual property. Spiritual blessings are bestowed
by God on man as a gift; they become a part of him, an
element of his inner life ; money God gives to man only for a
time, intrusts him with it only as a steward in order to take
it back in the hour of death at latest (Luke xii. 16—20).
There always remains—says Jesus to His disciples (Luke xvi.
10-12)—an aA\dtpeov, in contrast to the Juérepor which
God has bestowed on you. And yet the divine reasonable-
ness of the teaching of Jesus is preserved even here. In the
same saying (Luke xvi. 10—12) this least and meanest of the
blessings God bestows is also morally estimated, and its manage-
ment characterised as a school of faithfulness (toward God),
without which the true and permanent good would not have
been intrusted to us.! And in the Parable of the Unrighteous
Steward which precedes these sayings in Luke, Jesus teaches
1 We must not, however, in this saying bring the fidelity into connec-
tion with the unfaithfulness of the unrighteous steward. The grouping
of Luke xvi. 1-9 and 10-12 must be attributed to the evangelist, and is
accounted for by the one theme, money. But in treating of this theme
the saying and the parable employ entirely different images. Of the
latter, in which not the faithfulness or unfaithfulness, but the initial
foolishness and (subsequent) wisdom of the steward forms the tertsum
comparationis, I have spoken in my Leben Jesy, ii. pp. 386-389.
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how even the unrighteous mammon may be placed at the ser-
vice of the highest task in life, and employed by us to secure
for ourselves a welcome into the eternal habitations. The
teaching of Jesus about love towards God does not therefore
exclude, but includes the healthy moral estimate of the visible
world, the using of all its God-given goods. But it must be
a healthy moral estimate, which recognises that every temporal
good has its measure, and has only a qualified worth. The
whole world as the sum of the finite and conditioned good
must be subordinate and subject to the infinite and uncon-
ditioned good. The inalienable law and commandment to love
God with all the heart, means, that the heart be not divided
between God and any of His creatures; that it love no finite
good beside Him, and at the cost of fidelity to Him, but that
it be prepared, on the contrary, in case of collision, to sacrifice
every such good for Him. And Jesus has taught and urged
that with not less inexorable earnestness. When He saw that
the heart of the rich young man, with all its noble enthusiasm,
was clinging to earthly good, He demanded of him that he
give all his riches to the poor and follow Him in apostolic
poverty ; and in the same sense He gave a general warning
against all mistaken attempts to serve two masters at one and
the same time, God and mammon. He uttered these warnings,
not against possessing, but against amassing treasure on earth,
against the seeking for riches as though there lay in them a
real treasure: for where your treasure is,—it may be on earth
or it may be in heaven,—there your heart is also (Matt. vi. 21).
But the love of God may also require larger sacrifices than
wealth. For though Jesus regarded marriage as holy and
of divine institution, He yet suggested the idea to His disciples
that it might be their duty for the sake of the kingdom of
God, that is, for their individual calling in that kingdom, to
renounce marriage and pass through this world alone (Matt.
xix. 12). In a metaphorical address on offences He tells His
disciples : “ If thy right eye offend thee, pluck it out; if thy
right hand offend thee, cut it off;” that is, if the dearest and
best, that which is as precious to thy heart as eye and hand
are to the outer man, draw thee away from the love of God
and seduce thee to sin, pluck it out of thy heart, cut it off in
pain from thy life (Mark ix. 43-48; Matt. xviii. 7-9). In



THE WAY OF RIGHTEOUSNESS 125

the same connection, too, we have: “ He that loveth father or
mother more than Me, is not worthy of Me; and he that
hateth not children, and brothers, and sisters, yea, and his
own life (that is, puts them into the background, and esteems
them less than Me),' cannot be My disciple ” (Matt. x. 37,38 ;
Luke xiv. 26). That which He here demands in His own
name, surrender on an emergency of the noblest earthly
Ppossessions, or even of life itself, He demands indeed in the
name of God whose cause He represented in the world up to
the surrender of His own life, that is, as a sacrifice from love
to God.

§ 8. Love FOR GOD AND SELF-PERFECTION

It might, however, appear as though in all this a religious
demand, carried through with sublime onesidedness, were
opposed to the free moral development of the human per-
sonality, as if, according to this teaching, God, with the
absolute demand to love Him above all, required, as it were,
the life of man as a sacrifice for Himself. The very opposite
of that is the case. In the God of Jesus Christ whom man
is to love above all else, he loves nothing foreign in which he
might lose himself, and nothing selfish to which he could fall
a sacrifice, but his own eternal prototype, in whose masterful
liberality alone he can realise his own idea; it is the heavenly
Father who comes to meet him with arms of love, and in whose
heart he first truly finds himself and “ gains himself ” for ever.
And therefore the unqualified love for God which Jesus
demands coincides rather with that moral self-love which is
already presupposed as legitimate and self-evident in the
command : “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” By
making the love of God the fundamental law of his life a man
procures his own true and lasting good, he helps his own
personality to its free development and eternal perfection.
That is not a point of view which we obtain from the gospel
of Jesus by subtle modern trains of thought, but one which
Jesus Himself has offered, and has indeed developed con amore,

1 According to the relative meaning of the Greek guotiv, which the

comparison of Luke xiv. 26 with the parallel passage Matt. x. 37 plainly
yields, and which also Gen. xxv. 32, Septuagint, and Rom. ix. 13 attest.
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and with the advancement of it we shall therefore most
fittingly conclude our study of His doctrine of righteousness,
especially as we have here no kind of connection with words
of the Old Testament law, but with the most free and
independent ethical train of thought. “ What is & man
advantaged,” cries Jesus to His disciples (Matt. xvi. 26), “if
he should gain the whole world and lose his own soul”?!
To preserve his soul and save it throughout his earthly exist-
ence is here recognised to be, as a matter of course, the highest
business of man’s life, the “one thing needful” (Luke x.
38-42). He can only fulfil this one unqualified task by
surrender, not to the world, but to God. The human per-
sonality, with its capacities for the supersensuous and eternal,
can only preserve and perfect itself by growing up into the
supersensuous and eternal (by being rich in God, laying up
treasure in heaven, as it is expressed, Luke xii, 20 ; Matt
vi 20). If, on the other hand, it throws itself away on the
world, the summary of all that is sensuous and finite, then it
loses itself indeed, even though it has gained the whole world.
It pines and dies inwardly, and this inward dying becomes
—as in the case of the rich man in the parable—manifest in
it as soon as death removes it from the world of sense. The
foolishness of the natural man, as Jesus depicts it in that
rich master (Luke xii. 16 £.), does not, of course, recognise
this, it supposes that life consists in the abundance of its
goods. It seeks life in the sensible and finite, because these
satisfy for the moment the natural selfishness. Because of
this natural selfishness, which is just the opposite of moral
self-love, the way to the true life for every man passes through
a death struggle. The perverted selfish I must die, in order
that the true I, the man created for God, may live in the
love of God, in the atmosphere of the eternal life. Jesus
expresses this in words which have their occasion in the
approaching summons to His first disciples to accompany Him,
at the risk of their life, on His last journey to Jerusalem, and
which turn this very occasion to account for making inward

" and universal the duty of imitation that is here exemplified.

1 For the original text does not speak of a mere injury to the soul, as
it seems from the Lutheran translation, but a condemnation, a damnum
accipere antme, as is clear especially from the parallels of Mark and Luke.



THE | WAY OF RIGHTEOUSNESS 127

He who loveth his life (egoistically) will lose it (in the eternal
sense), but he who loses it for my sake—surrenders it in self-
denial—will find it, or, as it is in Mark and Luke, will save
it (Mark viii. 34, 35; Matt. x. 39; Luke ix. 23, 24)! And
because it is difficult for the natural man to yield thus to the
death of self-demial, and because it is not finished by.one
great self-denial, but rather is followed by an infinite series
of continuous acts of self-denial for God’s sake, the gate is
certainly strait, and the way steep, which, from the door of
entrance, leadeth up to life, and few there be that find it.
On the other hand, wide is the gate and broad the way that
leadeth to destruction, and many there be which go in thereat
(Matt. vii. 13, 14; Luke xiii 24). For nothing is easier
and more comfortable than to remain as we are by nature,
and give free course to the sensuous selfish instincts; but the
end of the way %ere is the abyss, there the clear heights on
which the earthly pilgrim surveys the world and breathes
the air of heaven. Human life now first gains a worthy
content and an actual aim; it gains—to speak in the language
of the labourers in the vineyard, Matt. xx. 1—15—its labour
and its reward. A complete and noble conception of life
may be developed from this parable, though it was first
applied to the relation of labour and reward in the kingdom
of God. The true work of life begins with the call of the
heavenly householder, who draws a man into the service of
His kingdom. As it is said in the parable of those whom
that call had not reached, “ Why stand ye here all the day
idle ?” so is it in point of fact with the life of him who has
not yet learned to serve the heavenly Father. His life, how-
ever full of toil and labour it may be, is in the highest sense
of existence a busy idleness, a bestirring of himself for nothing,
a toil and trouble without any true abiding fruit. It is quite
different when a man places himself in God’s service, and
labours in love for Him and for his brethren. His labour
then, however modest it may be in itself, gains, for the first
time, & moral consecration, and procures an actual blessing.
And though its results should be outwardly imperceptible to
others, its moral fruit, its blessing, ripens in himself, by
becoming to him & school of personal confirmation in the love
1 Or to preserve it alive, {aoyorsuus, 88 it is in Luke xvii. 38.

et~ Am &
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of God, a school of self-denial, of sanctification and fidelity.
And a view of the world which does not regard the human
soul as existing mainly for the purpose of revolving as a useful
driving wheel in human society, but in order to develop and
perfect itself in the image of God according to its God-given
rights, lays the main stress on this very thing. This is the
thought in all those parables in which Jesus treats of labour
in the service of the kingdom of God—there are a whole
series of them for refuting the illusion that an idle faith
satisfied Him—the Parable of the Servants who watch far
into the night for the return of their Lord from the Marriage
(Luke xii. 36—48); or that of their Lord journeying into a far
Country, delivering unto them hundredweights or pounds of
money (talents or mine of his goods), wherewith in his
absence they might increase his wealth (Matt. xxv. 14—-30;
Luke xix.11-27); and not least in that Parable of the Labourers
in the Vineyard, where it manifestly makes no difference to
the householder to get so much work done, but to occupy idle
people, and apply his beneficence, not to beggars, but to
workers. Everywhere here the worth of labour is not
measured by the amount of work done,—which is dependent
on individual gifts (Matt. xxv. 15), or on outer circumstances
(Matt. xx. 6),—but by the fidelity displayed in it. “ Well
done, thou good and faithful servant; thou hast been faithful
over a few things, I will make thee ruler over many things:
enter thou into the joy of thy Lord.” And, lastly, there appears
in this connection also the idea of the reward which is pro-
mised to such labour. The reward grows, as it were, naturally
out of the labour, in order to crown it at its close. 'We have
already alluded to the idea of reward in so far as it springs
out of Jesus’ idea of God: here it comes into consideration
in its significance for the life of man. It is not necessary to
confine it everywhere to the future world. Jesus, in His idea
of the kingdom, does not so separate this world from that
which is to come as to make the divine reward everywhere
begin only after death. Once, at any rate, He reckons as
part of the reward which He promises to His disciples the
compensating brotherly love which is to make good to them
an hundredfold, though with persecutions (therefore still on
earth in the Christian community), for all sacrifices which
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they will have to make for God (Mark x. 30 ; Matt. xix. 29).
Eternal life is, however, the prevailing idea of the heavenly
reward, and, in this very passage, is characterised as the
more essential. The whole gospel of Jesus attests that no
Mohammedan paradise is therewith meant, but that perfect
communion with God for which the soul is destined, and for
which it waits in hope here below, the perfection of the per-
sonality in God—not in a blessed idleness, but in an exalted
kingly work and activity (Luke xix. 17). How foolish then
to take offence at this idea, and prefer a view of the world
in which human labour, though done in God, would not be
eternally rewarded or have any abiding issue. Is it the
standpoint of a lower morality to seek after the perfection of
our personality in God, and the standpoint of a higher to
fight but not to conquer, to strive but not to reach that for
which we were striving? That even in such a representation
as the Parable of the Day Labourers there is no mention of
merit with God, is clear from the fact that the same reward
is given for unequal work. If, elsewhere, mention is made
of special and therefore unequal reward (cf. Luke xix.
17-19), that simply means that the blessed perfection shall
be for each the individual crowning of individual work, and
yet be for all the equally full satisfaction (the whole penny,
Matt. xx. 9). But the contract at the beginning of the
parable which gives an appearance of legal desert is onmly
stated in order to be confounded, for the meaning of the parable
is that there is indeed a divine reward, but that it is not good
to ask, with Peter, “ What shall we have therefore?” but to
leave payment, like those hired late in the day, to the free
goodness of the householder’s heart. The reward is thus a
reward of work, and yet a reward of grace; for if the labour
to be crowned in eternity did not stand under the sign-manual
of grace, would not the child of God despair of being able
to perform such an infinite task as “be ye perfect, even as
your Father in heaven is perfect”? The teaching of Jesus
about reward, however,—and that is not its least excellence,
—gives the promise, the assurance, that, however infinite the
task which His doctrine of righteousness imposes, yet with
God’s help His own shall not fail to gain the victory and the
Crown.
BEYSCHLAG.—I. 9
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CHAPTER VI
THE MESSIANIC SALVATION

§ 1. TEE FAcT OF A DOCTRINE OF SALVATION

. The closing consideration just offered brings us now to
the fact that it was necessary for Jesus to draw from the
nature of the eternally Good, whom He calls Father, a further
deduction than the demand for holiness; besides His ideal of
righteousness He must present a not less exalted and perfect
doctrine of grace or salvation. Certainly, in the not distant
past, there was a mode of thought which refused to recognise,
alongside of the doctrine of righteousness, any independent
doctrine of salvation in the Gospels. Rationalism, ih turning
back from the doctrine of the Church, which was based essen-
tially on Paul, to Jesus’ own plainer gospel, received the
impression that this gospel is essentially a system of ethics,
and so is the highest and purest development of the demand
made upon us by the will of God; and that, on the other
hand, the awards bestowed by the will of God consist solely
in the benefits of creation, the fatherly providence of God,
and His recompense in the world to come. Such an impres-
sion can be easily understood, inasmuch as there is no such
connected development of the doctrine of salvation in the
synoptic Gospels as there is of the doctrine of righteousness
in the Sermon on the Mount. For all that, the obliquity
and defectiveness of that conception is evident. If it were
as this onesidedly ethical mode of thought supposed, then
the teaching of Jesus would be no gospel at all, but essentially
law; and the higher this law rose above the Old Testament,
the more perfect it was in its demands for the purest feelings,
and in its penetrating into the inmost depths of the sinful
heart, the more cheerless and startling would be a proclama-
tion which connected a share in the kingdom of heaven with
this better righteousness (Matt. v. 20). The commands of
Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount, however admirable as
commandments they might be, would, in point of fact, repre-
sent “no easy yoke and no light burden” (Matt. xi. 30),
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but burdens to be borne by sinful men, far heavier than the
commandments of Moses and the scribes. But there is
nothing more certain than that Jesus had no wish to be
another and a stricter Moses, but a consoler of the weary and
heavy laden, a saviour of the poor in spirit, a deliverer of the
lost. His preaching from beginning to end is a gospel, a
glad message, a proclamation of salvation; and therefore His
doctrine of righteousness, however large the space it occupies,
can only be conceived as part of a doctrine of grace and
salvation, which underlies and pervades it throughout. Even
the Sermon on the Mount, this great summary of the doctrine
of righteousness, rests on the basis of a preaching of salvation ;
for those are called blessed who are poor in spirit, or mourners,
or hungering for righteousness, and to them the kingdom
of heaven, with its gifts, is promised. Nay, the very first
preaching of Jesus presents in living unity the divine demands
and offers of salvation. For if the call, “ Repent: for the king-
dom of heaven is at hand,” might perhaps mean, in the mind
of the Baptist, repent: for the day of judgment, the day of
separating the chaff from the wheat, is near, it did mean, in
the case of Jesus at anyrate, repent: for the Father’s arms
are open to receive all His lost children, and draw them to
His heart. And therefore we can only ascribe it to a one-
sided and imperfect understanding of Jesus’ thoughts of the
kingdom of heaven, if the wood has not been seen here for
the trees. The whole of Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom of
heaven is a proclamation of grace, a doctrine of salvation, and
it is united with the doctrine of righteousness in the manner
of the Augustinian “ Domine, da quod jubes, et jube quod vis.”
Not as though Jesus had deprived man of moral freedom.
On the contrary,—and the ethical conception of His doctrine
just rejected is quite right in this,—the presupposition that
man is incapable of doing the will of God on account of sin
is unknown to Jesus. He demands of men throughout the
doing of His commandments, the doing of the divine will.
He credits them throughout with the power to repent, that
is, to change their mind, and become of that mind, in virtue
of which one can only truly do the commandments of God in
detail. And He not only credits them with this freedom, on
the authority of His word and gospel, but also on the authority
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of the words of the Old Testament, the law and the prophets.
It is by no means meant ironically when He directs the scribes
to the two great commandments (Luke x. 23 f), “ Do this,
and you will live”; or the rich young man (Matt. xix. 17),
“ If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments.” It
is said of the brethren of the rich man, Luke xvi. 29 : “ They
. have Moses and the prophets, let them hear them ” (viz. in the
interest of their own conversion). The poor Lazarus, in the
same parable, has heard Moses and the prophets, and in their
school has developed an inner life which could bear him at
death on angel's wings into paradise; and Abraham, the
patriarchs, the prophets, according to Luke xvi. 22, Matt.
viii. 12, have arrived there. But we would completely mis-
understand Jesus if, because of this judgment, we put Him
in contradiction with the knowledge and experience of the
great Apostle to the Gentiles, that no man is justified by the
works of the law, that is, if we would credit Him with the
idea that any man can convert himself to God, or fulfil His
commandments of his own power, in the Judaic-Pharisaic
sense, 80 that he should earn merit in the sight of God. The
idea that anyone can come to God except through God, that
anyone can love God without first knowing that he was
loved by God—this genuinely Pharisaic idea is so repugnant
to a true religious standpoint, that Jesus did not even find it
necessary to reject it. He could only ascribe to an Old Testa-
ment man the power of turning to God and of keeping His
commandments, because even in the old covenant there was
for him a saving grace which drew men to itself from pure
goodness ;1 because He undoubtedly did not contemplate the
law from the point of view of a power which merely exacts
and judges, but as the outflow of the divine goodness of the
Father (cf. Mark ii. 27),—how much more would He find
everywhere in the history of Israel and the predictions of the
prophets, the gracious and merciful, the good and faithful
One, who, with His prevenient love, knocks for an entrance
at the human heart, and leads it from the way of death to
that of life. If He found the utterance of this eternal love
itself in nature, in God’s making the sun to shine, and the

1 Even Paul has admitted such an Old Testament grace, at least for
Abraham (Rom. iv.).
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rain to fall on the just and the unjust, how much more would
He find it in the features and experiences of the inner life
(cf. John vi. 44, 45). The prodigal son could arise and go
to his father, only because the memory of his father's house,
with its riches and its goodness, revived in him; and the
publican could beat his breast and cry, “ God, be merciful to
me a sinner,” only because he knew of a gracious God, with
whom there is forgiveness (Ps. exxx. 7). There prevails,
therefore, even in the Old Testament, the same law of pre-
venient grace which in the New Testament speaks to a power
of freedom unlost and a susceptibility for God, in order to
hasten it heavenwards. Only, this grace is now first revealed
in its whole height and depth, and therefore in its full saving
power. “All the prophets and the law have prophesied until
John: from that time the glad message of the kingdom of God
is preached” (Matt. xi. 13 ; Luke xvi. 16). Those earlier
revelations of God were only of a preparatory and predictive
nature. They did not help humanity as a whole, they did not
entirely help any man ; even the best have still remained bad
(mwovnpoi, Matt. vii. 11), and the world as a whole has fallen
ever deeper into the power of evil But now has come the
day of the great change, when Satan falls like lightning from
heaven (Luke x. 18). Now the fulness of the time has come,
the time when God is to visit His people (Luke x. 44), the
acceptable year of the Lord, when He has anointed and sent
His servant with a glad message to the poor, freedom to the
captives, forgiveness to the broken-hearted (Luke iv. 18).
And though the heavenly Father has at all times received
the penitent sinner, and given strength to those who walk
aright, yet the idea of salvation is only now truly and com-
pletely realised, when the Shepherd Himself, in His eternal
love and faithfulness, has gone forth to seek and save the lost
(Matt. xviii. 11 f.; Luke xv. 3 £, xix. 10).

§ 2. THE KiNGDOM OF HEAVEN A8 SALVATION

‘We may therefore say, that the kingdom of heaven which
Jesus preaches and brings is itself essentially salvation, is
salvation in its objective reality, and in the mode of its accom-
plishment in time. This perception to which we have been
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led by our former discussion of the idea of the kingdom, would
indeed be worthless if the view attached to the introductory
satz‘ikngs of the Sermon on the Mount by a celebrated scholar
Wag- correct, viz. that the fundamental thought of Jesus was
directed solely to the awakening of a pious frame of mind,
which in its humility before God attains of itself the highest
satisfaction, and to such extent, that a mind of this nature as
being poor in spirit already possesses the kingdom of heaven,
the eternal riches! This would make the kingdom of heaven
solely the subjective product of humility, of being poor in
spirit. But this idea is in itself impossible. Poverty does
not produce riches ; hunger and thirst, even hunger and thirst
for righteousness, do not of themselves suddenly change into
satisfaction; there must be presented to them an objective
reality which satisfies them. Nor is it difficult to refute that
misconception of words of Jesus, which are certainly of the
nature of a programme, by a reference to the words themselves,
—a misconception which proceeds from the point of view of
the pure immanence. We are not justified in taking the second
clause in the first beatitude in the sense of a real possession
already present, because the promises on which the succeeding
beatitudes are based are expressed in the future tense (kAnpo-
voprjcovaw, wapaxibricovras, yopracbicovras, xr\). The
kingdom of heaven, it is said, is theirs; it is destined for them,
is even in existence for them; but that does not mean that
being poor in spirit is in itself the eternal riches; it is the
susceptibility for such riches, and therefore they must be com-
municated to it by the free goodness of God. Moreover, in
many of His parables Jesus puts the nature of the kingdom
of heaven beyond all question as a blessing of salvation coming
to meet man in objective reality. It is like a hidden treasure
which one finds, a pearl of great price which one must pur-
chase ; it is a feast which the heavenly householder prepares
for the poor, the lame, the beggars from the streets; it is so
much a gift of grace, that he who will not receive it as a
child (Mark x. 15) will never obtain it. But the kingdom of

! Thus Baur in his Lectures on New Testament Theology, pp. 62-84. It
is here said in s0o many words that being poor in spirit is the pure feeling
of the need of redemption, which as such already contains all reality of
redemption.
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heaven is, as we have found above! a gift of salvation in the
twofold uniform sense, that it forms at one and the same time
the goal of the salvation that is to be sought, and the power
of salvation which quickens and qualifies for this seeking.
Here stands out in its full significance the development of His
first preaching of the kingdom of heaven as at hand, into the
double view of a kingdom that has come and one that is still
future, such as we have proved it at the beginning. The
kingdom of heaven itself must bring us into the kingdom of
heaven. The present growing kingdom brings on the future;
it is the means of attaining the perfected kingdom. As Jesus
says, in the maxim quoted several times already (Mark x. 15),
“ Whosoever shall not receive the kingdom of heaven (take it
into himself) as a little child, shall in no wise enter into it,” o0
pn eloénfp. But between the starting-point, in which any
one receives the kingdom that has come, and the final point
when he is to find acceptance on his part into the future
kingdom, lies, as it were, the whole of Jesus’ teaching of
righteousness, which thus proves itself to be an essential con-
stituent of His doctrine of grace and salvation. No attentive
reader of the Sermon on the Mount can fail to notice the
violent contradiction which apparently prevails between the
introduction and the progress of the address. In the intro-
duction, in particular, the kingdom is connected solely with a
childlike acceptance, with being poor in spirit, hungering and
thirsting after righteousness; but later in the sermon it is
connected with the highest moral conditions, the possession
of a better righteousness than the scribes and Pharisees can
show, with a being perfect as your Father in heaven is perfect
(Matt. y. 20, 48). The peculiarity of Jesus’ idea of the king-
dom just alluded to resolves this contradiction. The kingdom
in its future perfection naturally presupposes a perfectly
righteous people, for how could the eternally Good, the holy
God, enter into an uninterrupted blessed communion with any
other than such as were perfectly righteous? But the king-
dom now in process of growth, beginning as a grain of mustard
seed, can be satisfied with the lowest of all requirements, that
of pure susceptibility, for it is a living seed and a productive
power ; it will itself abundantly supply the righteousness for
1 See above, p. 49 ff.
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which the poor in spirit hunger and thirst. According to the
law of grace, that “to him who hath shall be given, and he
shall have abundance” (Mark iv. 25; Matt. xxv. 29), the
kingdom of heaven, received as a divine seed, a heavenly pro-
ductive power, will bring forth in the man the fruit of eternal
life, and raise him from one degree of righteousness to another,
until he become perfect as his Father in heaven is perfect.
Thus Jesus’ doctrine of righteousness, with all its strictness,
merges into His doctrine of salvation. It is only the negative
pole to the positive pole of the doctrine of grace. It is
nowhere law in contrast with gospel, but law in the gospel
itself. For even that most elementary fundamental demand
of the kingdom of heaven, without the fulfilment of which it
cannot be bestowed, the condition of being poor in spirit, is
not pure demand, but the gospel of the kingdom itself seeks
to call forth that longing and susceptibility by holding forth
the riches of heavenly love: “Repent: for the kingdom of
heaven is at hand.” Wonderful gospel of Jesus, admirable
not only in its height and depth, satisfying on all sides human
need, but also in its simplicity and perfect transparency !
The kingdom of heaven is simply the opening of communion
with the eternal love. No one acquires this love of himself,
still less does he beget it within himself through mere need
of love; it is bestowed upon him, it comes to him from
heaven, in order to raise him up to its own heaven of love.
Of course, it has moral conditions. It does not force itself
upon us, but gives itself only to the hearts which open to
receive it, and it cannot retain and increase communion with
them, unless they let themselves be formed and fashioned by
it into its own nature. But these holy conditions are con-
ditions of love, nay, are proofs of love. They not only aim
at the true best of the beloved, at the beatific perfection of
the communion of love, but the eternal love itself helps to
fulfil them. It works freely in those into whom it enters
both to will and to do. From what has been said it is clear
that in this chapter on Jesus’ doctrine of salvation we have
to do essentially with the kingdom in process of growth, as
already present and operative. And in order to estimate His
saving activity more precisely we have first to give attention
to the manner and results of the saving influences, that is, the
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way of salvation, then the several outward means by which
the kingdom becomes operative, that is, His doctrine of the
means of salvation.

§ 3. THE WAY OF SALVATION, CALLING AND ELECTION

If we look beyond the objective fact of the salvation that
is embodied in the manifested kingdom of God to the law of
its subjective realisation, it is evident that it will begin with
a divine offer or invitation, with the “ call,” as Jesus expressed
Himself in a metaphor which has also passed into apostolic
usage. It corresponds to the prevenient mercy which is
characteristic of the love of God, and not less does it suit the
strayed and lost condition of man that the divine salvation
does not wait till it.is sought. This is the glory of the time
of grace that began with the days of John the Baptist, that
God comes to meet man as He never did before, and invites
him to participate in His saving gifts. In the most beautiful
images, now that of a rich, kindly householder who invites
to his sumptuous table, first his own distinguished friends,
and then the beggars and strangers ; and now that of a faithful
shepherd, who goes to the furthest wilderness after the strayed
lost lamb,—Jesus represents the call of God’s grace, whose
instrument in Israel He knows Himself to be (Luke xiv.
16-24; Matt. xxii. 1-16 ; Luke xv. 1-7; Matt. xviii. 12 f.).
This call is, indeed, not addressed to all without distinction, “ I
am come to call sinners, not the righteous” (Mark ii 17);
nor do all those called reach the blessed goal to which they
are called, “ Many are called, but few are chosen” (Matt.
xxii. 16). This is not, however, a divine narrowness of heart
or caprice which grants salvation only to some, not to all, but
rests on that mutual relation of human freedom and divine
grace which we have just established as the presupposition
of Jesus' whole doctrine of salvation. If Jesus does not call
the righteous, the reason immediately follows: the whole,
that is, those who do not feel themselves sick, need not a
physician, they have only to recognise themselves as sick, and
He will be at their service also. And as to those in the
Parable of the Feast (Matt. xxii. 1 £.), who are called, indeed,
but not chosen, the parable itself illustrates most clearly that
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their not being chosen, that is, not admitted to the enjoyment
of the marriage feast, is not the fault of the inviting king, who
rather does everything to share the goods of his house with
as many as possible, but is entirely the fault of the invited,
who either do not accept the invitation, or do not observe the
necessary conventions of a king’s house. The notion of being
elected, therefore, does not contain the result of 'a onesided
decree of God, but a mutual working of human and divine
conduct. God chooses those who make it possible for Him
to choose them. The preliminary conditions of an effectual
call and final election are given in the introduction to the
Sermon on the Mount, as well as in the Parable of the Sower.
‘While the original introduction to the Sermon on the Mount,
with its beatitudes and woes, fixes the attractive and repellent
effect which the preaching of the kingdom of heaven has
hitherto had, it marks the members of the kingdom in the
poor in spirit, the sorrowing, those hungering for righteous-
ness and suffering for its sake, the quiet, hidden, true Israel'
These are the real characteristics of need and longing, in one
word, of susceptibility, to which the kingdom, with its gifts,
is promised. But this susceptibility must be an earnest one,
a hungering and thirsting for righteousness, a capacity for
suffering for righteousness’ sake, that is, a state of heart which
really puts the highest value on righteousness, this key to
the kingdom of God. The Parable of the Sower, in another
form, but in the same sense, describes this fundamental con-
dition of susceptibility. Not only must the heart be opened
to the divine, but it must be opened to its depths, to the

1 The original introduction of the Sermon on the Mount may beseen
more pure in Luke than in Matthew, who here also has attempted an
enlargement by similar expressions of Jesus from other quarters. Accord-
ing to this, the beatification of positive virtues, such as mercy, purity of
heart, and peace-making, is foreign to the original connection, and there
remains only the attribute of susceptibility for salvation. The mourning,
meek, hungering and thirsting are only different forms of the idea of
« poor in spirit.” As tb this fundamental idea, the @ #»sVxmrs, which, by
a true interpretation, answers the xraxoi of Luke from the purely secular
sphere, is not to be explained as poor in the Divine Spirit, for all men are
that by nature, and there is nothing blessed in that. But it means poor in
heart, inwardly poor, and is, according to Isa Ixi 1, Lxii. 2, synonymous
with contrite in spirit, that is, in need of, and longing for salvation.
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foundation of will underlying the surface of feeling; and it
must not merely half resign itself to the divine, but entirely,
and with singleness of mind. Then God can, not merely
begin, but accomplish His work in it; not merely call, but
also choose the man, and faithfully keep him as His chosen,
so that no power on earth can pluck him out of His hand
(cf. Matt, xxiv. 22, 24). All this does not mean that it is
a matter of man’s own power to set up in himself these pre-
conditions of being called and chosen, nor that where they are
wanting there is no further hope for the man. When Jesus
sorrowfully learns that the rich young man was not yet
sufficiently “ poor in spirit” to burst the bands of worldly
riches, that he was able to receive the seed of the word with
joy, but not to pluck the thorns of worldly pleasure from his
heart, He startles His disciples with the apparently hopeless
statement : “ Sooner may a camel go through the eye of a
needle, than a rich man enter into the kingdom of God.”
But He immediately modifies it with the weighty words:
“With man it is impossible, but with God all things are
possible” (Mark x. 27 ; Matt. xix. 26 ; Luke xviii. 27); that
is, man cannot break these fetters, but God can—not by an
irresistible operation of grace, but by life experiences, which
make these iron bands fall from him. The word has undoubt-
edly a significance reaching far beyond this particular case;
and even the disciples, in their “Who then can be saved ?”
have generalised the individual case. Jesus ascribes to His
heavenly Father a moral power overlapping the free human
self-determination,—a power of freely establishing in it the
conditions on which He can bestow His grace,—a power, as we
may see in the case of the rich young man, that is not con-
straining, but rather emancipating. Certainly Jesus presup-
poses an ascendency of grace, but neither here nor elsewhere a
determinism. Even the names of the disciples being written
in heaven (Luke x. 20) is no predestination. The expression
sprang from the custom of having in the cities a register of
citizens, in which the living citizens stood, but the dead were
blotted out; therefore, in Rev. iii. 5, mention is also made of
the possible blotting out of a name from the book of life. The
expression therefore, no doubt, signifies being entered on the
roll of heavenly citizens, that is a personal assurance of salva-
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tion, but not one that may not be lost, and therefore, also,
not one that, when gained, is beyond reach of question.
Again, when Jesus (Mark iv. 11, 12) passes judgment on the
opposite relation of His disciples and the multitude to the
word of God, “To you it is given to know the mysteries of
the kingdom of God ; but to them all things are communicated
in parables: that seeing they may see, and not perceive ; and
hearing they may hear, and not understand ; lest they may be
converted and forgiven,” He certainly establishes a twofold
influence of God; in the one case, an enlightening, in the
other a hardening one ; but even the latter is neither unmerited
nor irrevocable. The point in both cases here is rather the
applicability of the rule, expressed in the same connection, of
the mutual working between God and the human heart:
“ Whosoever hath, to him shall be given, and he shall have
abundance; but from him that hath not shall be taken away,
even that which he hath.” To the disciples it was given to
know the mysteries of the kingdom of God, because they had
sufficient susceptibility and spiritual sense to inquire about
the meaning of the parables (ver. 10). To the people it was
denied, because this spiritual mind and inquiry were wanting.
But that does not mean that the same might not yet arise in
them ; for at that very hour Jesus is training His disciples
to send them to this very people, in the assurance that a
great harvest of God is to be gathered from among them
(Matt. ix. 36—38).

§ 4. THE WAY OF SALVATION. CONVERSION AND
FORGIVENESS

In consonance with the same law of the reciprocal action
of freedom and grace which we see here, two further results
of the call, which condition one another, come into operation
in Jesus’ scheme of salvation: the change of mind and the
forgiveness of sin. The perdvoia is the first word in the
preaching of the kingdom of heaven, and remains, from
beginning to end of the gospel, the subjective fundamental
condition of sharing in the kingdom (Mark i. 15, vi. 13;
Matt. xi. 21 ; Luke xxiv. 47). It is not so much penance
in the judicial or old Church sense of the word, but, as the
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word says, change of mind, conversion (émiaTpédeaides, Matt.
xiii. 15). It is that thorough inward conversion, when the
man turns from the world and sin to God and His holy will,
a renewal from the bottom of the heart, which first creates a
right disposition, the root of all particular right actions, and
thus, as it were, in germ satisfies the righteous demands of
the kingdom of God. To this element of salvation on the
human side, corresponds the forgiveness of sins on the side of
God. Though in His early preaching, of which we have so
few verbal specimens, Jesus does not explicitly give such
prominence to the watchword of forgiveness as that of change
of mind, yet there can be no doubt that it formed an essential
and, as it were, self-evident element of His preaching. The
text of His sermon at Nazareth (Luke iv. 18) indicates it, and
His whole activity among publicans and sinners presupposes
it (cf. Luke vii. 47, 48). It is included in the refreshment
dvdmavows ) Yvyy, which He promises (Matt. xi. 28) to
the weary and heavy laden, that is, those vainly striving
after righteousness, and sighing under the burden of the law
and a sense of guilt. Nay, it is contained, as a matter of
course, in the glad message of the kingdom of heaven being at
hand. For not only was it a definite and standing promise
of the prophets that the Messianic kingdom would begin with
a great remission of guilt, granted by God to His people, but
this lay in the very nature of the coming kingdom itself.
How could the holy God have intercourse with His people
without at the same time bringing pardon to them for all that
had accumulated to separate between them? How then are
the two introductory conditions of the kingdom related to
one another? That a connection and mutual relation may
be looked for here is evident, not only from the first preach-

ing of Jesus (Matt. iv. ), “which at bottom comprehends
both the demand and the promise, but from the very nature
of the case, peravoua, the breaking in principle with sin and
the divine remission of it must be mutually conditioned. In
a certain sense this divine remission will, of course, necessarily
precede the human conversion. For, as sin surrounds man

not only morally, as a false tendency of the will, but also
religiously, as guilt before God, which makes him shun His
presence with the fear of an evil conscience, how could a true
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uerdvora—that is, a turning of the heart to God—take place,
unless met by a gracious offer of divine pardon? Therefore
Jesus (Mark i. 15) adds to His ueravoeire the xal miaTedere
év 7@ edaryyenip. Without the gospel of grace, and the trust
in God which it awakens, the people could not possibly be
converted to God. And there is confirmation here in the
perdvoia of what we said above of being poor in spirit, that
it is no mere legal demand, but is at the same time wrought
by the grant of salvation. From the relation of grace and
freedom that runs through His doctrine of salvatiom, Jesus
can consider it just as much an action of God on the sinner
a8 a decided act of the man himself. At one time it is set
forth as the act of the shepherd going after the sheep that
was lost, at another time it is set forth as the act of the lost
son who rises up and returns to his father, trusting in his
goodness of heart. But then it is well to note that this
forgiveness, announced and offered beforehand, is not as yet
one personally adjudged. It is offered and assured on the
part of God, but not yet received on the part of man, not yet
appropriated by him. That only takes place on the ground
of perdvora. The lost son must first come to himself and
return to his Father ere he can be certain of forgiveness, and
be a partaker thereof. The publican must first beat peni-
tently on his breast, and turn with all his heart from sin to
God, before he can go down to his house justified (Luke
xviii. 13, 14). And so, in virtue of Jesus’ direction, the
whole apostolic Church has preached werdvowav eis &deaiw
duapTuwy, repentance and conversion, as a precondition of the
actual personal forgiveness of sin (Luke xxiv. 47; Acts ii. 38;
cf. Mark i. 4). That God forgives the sinner who turns to
Him, but only him who turns, this unquestionable doctrine
of the prophets and the psalms, was at bottom self-evident to
Jesus. But, with the view of setting aside misconceptions,
and especially for the understanding of the subsequent Pauline
doctrine of justification, it is well to establish it here expressly.
The doctrine of the Apostle Paul is different in point of form.
He speaks of faith where Jesus speaks of conversion, and
instead of forgiveness of sin he speaks rather of justification,
—that is, a declaration of righteousness, an acquittal of the
sinner,—an idea and expression which Jesus only once applies
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in a similar way (Luke xviii. 14). The saving transaction,
however, described by both is essentially the same. It may
perhaps seem strange to us that the idea of faith, which the
apostolic preaching has made so familiar and so important to
us, does not stand out in the teaching of Jesus beside that
of repentance. Only once or twice in the Synoptics (Mark
ix. 42; Matt. xviii. 6) do we find the phrase “ believe in
me ”; and this isolation suggests the conjecture that it has
been introduced into the words of Jesus here from the later
phraseology of the Church. But yet this putting of the
demand for faith in the background, which is connected with
a historical circumstance to be alluded to immediately, the
circumstance that His person seems only gradually to the
Lord Himself to have come to the central place in His
doctrine of salvation, is only of a formal nature. Belief in
God’s grace is self-evidently the other side of repentance.
Jesus, as already mentioned, requires faith in the gospel as a
matter of course (Mark i. 15), without which the glad message
to men could have no effect at all. Jesus has further claimed
faith for His heavenly Father and His love (Mark ix. 42, xv.
32); and how would it have been possible to avoid extending
this trust to Him who was indeed the revelation of this
Father, and the personal surety of His love? The conduet of
those who sought His help, to whom He says so often “ thy
faith hath saved thee,” is at bottom a faith in Christ, though
in & most elementary form; and when Jesus afterwards pre-
supposes a combined confession of, and praying in, His name
on the part of the disciples (Matt. x. 32, xviii. 20), or when
He calls on men to receive Him, or come to Him in order to
learn of Him or allow themselves to be guided by Him (Matt.
xi. 28-30), it cannot be denied that the only thing wanting
here is the formal expression wiorevew els xpioTov, the idea
and requirement of a personal trustful attachment to Him
being present throughout. We have the clearest evidence of
the identity of repentance and faith in the narrative of the
woman who was a sinner (Luke vii. 36 f.), the forgiveness of
whose sin Jesus establishes and confirms with the words: “ Thy
faith hath saved thee.”!

1 That the forgiveness of sin in this narrative is not based on love, as
one constantly hears even from Protestant theologians, is evident. For
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§ 5. THE WAY OF SALVATION. SONSHIP AND SANCTIFICATION

The immediate fruit of forgiveness, received on the ground
of repentance and faith, is, according to the teaching of Jesus,
sonship with God. It represents, in some respects, a restora-
tion to an original but lost condition, such as is exemplified
in the Parable of the Prodigal Son. For God is in Him-
gelf Father, and therefore man is meant and fitted to be His
child ; but only he who from the heart has turned to God, and
received forgiveness, can know and feel himself to be His child.
Accordingly, Jesus does not ascribe to all men, or to all
Israelites, the divine adoption (or sonship, Matt. v. 45), but
only to His disciples. He does so by speaking to them again
and again of “your Father,” and giving them the right to
pray : “ Our Father in heaven.” In conformity with the two-
fold ground of this relation, which rests on change of mind
and on forgiveness, Jesus now deduces from it the most
blessed rights of children, as well as the most earnest obliga-
tions of children. As to the first: it relieves His disciples
from all earthly care, which their heavenly Father takes upon
Himself (Matt. vi. 25f). It places them in the least detail
of life under the fatherly providence of God, without whose
will not a hair of their head will be injured (Matt. x. 30).
It gives them the right to pray for the forgiveness of the
debts in which they are being constantly involved, and for
defence against the temptations which are ever afresh threaten-
ing them. It introduces them into the most cordial relation
of confidence and prayer to a Father in heaven, who—much
more faithful than an earthly father—will never give them a
stone instead of bread (Matt. vii 9f). But as these filial
rights, at the same time, pass of themselves into filial duties
—into the duty of not losing faith, but of continuing to pray,
seek, knock (Mark xi. 22 f.; Matt. vii. 7 £)—of not praying
if, according to ver. 4, the much or little love is the effect of the rich or
meagre forgiveness received, it cannot possibly at the same time be thought
of as the cause. According to this, the Adyw gos, dQiwrras miris i dumprisn:
al xoAA&i, 011 §yaanony xord, would have to be thus expounded. Hersins
must be forgiven her, for she can show the effects of that forgiveness. She
has shown Me much grateful love. The following words, ¢ 3 éafyor
d@lstai, dAiyor dyaxa, confirm this causal relation of forgiveness and
love.
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for forgiveness from God without promising forgiveness towards
our debtors (Matt. vi. 14, 15), of not praying for deliverance
from temptation without watching against falling into tempta-
tion (Matt. xxvi. 41); so He requires them to evince their
divine sonship by the moral imitation of their heavenly Father
(Matt. v. 45), and recognises no one as His brother or sister,
that is, as a child of God, save those who do the will of His
Father in heaven (Mark iii. 35; Luke xi. 28). Looked at
from this side, the divine sonship, which is on the one hand
a blessed possession, presents itself on the other as an ideal
which is yet to be realised, as the infinite task of being
perfect as the Father in heaven is perfect (6wws yévna Qe vioi,
.7 Matt. v. 45, 48); and so there is an absolute idea of
the divine sonship which is only realised in the completed
kingdom, in the resurrection and glorification of the perfected
righteous (Luke xx. 36). The work of salvation, therefore,
is by no means finished with the fundamental work of con-
version and forgiveness done once for all, but behind the
narrow gate of entrance lies the steep path of sanctification,
which leads to life only at the high goal of perfection (Matt.
vii, 14). It is to His disciples, to the children of God, that
Jesus unfolds those heights and depths of that new doctrine
of righteousness which estimates anger as murder, and the un-
chaste look as adultery. And no grace once received defends
a man against the constantly possible misuse of freedom, a
ruinous unfaithfulness, which by turning grace to licentious-
ness necessitates its recall (Matt. xviii. 23 f, xxv. 14-30;
Luke xix. 11-27). Yet Jesus could say of His training of His
own in righteousness: “ My yoke is easy, and My burden is
light.” Salvation when experienced is a power of God stirring
in the man, which makes its ever higher requirements easier
of fulfilment. If man, transformed inwardly by the renewing
of his mind, is changed from a corrupt into a good tree, he
will also naturally bear good fruit (Matt. vii. 18). He who
has received forgiveness has experienced a love that wins the
heart, and love experienced, kindles grateful love in return,
and in this is found the highest incitement to the fulfilling of
all divine commandments (Luke vii. 47). So that in keeping
with the law which we have observed throughout of the

co-operation of freedom and grace, human faithfulness is
BEYSCHLAG.—I. Io
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indeed claimed at every step towards perfection (Luke xii.
42), and yet the divine faithfulness has taken the lost but
recovered lamb upon its shoulders, and now bears it homeward
by its strength (Luke xv. 5).

§ 6. MEANS OF SALVATION, WORD AND MIRACLE

‘What then are Jesus’ means of salvation, the revealed
facts of the kingdom by which these effects are to be brought
about ? If all signs are not deceptive, a gradual development
of the teaching of Jesus in reference to this matter took place,
as He repeatedly brings new points of view to light in the
experience thrust upon Him in His public life! If we deny
this progress, as there is still a prevalent disposition to do,
owing to the force of dogmatic custom, and assume that from
the very first as at the last, with the same consciousness
throughout, He connected salvation with His person and His
death of sacrifice, then we make His preaching, as it lies
before us in the Synoptists, not only unintelligible but untrue,
for He would then have thought and taught differently. Not
that Jesus had ever to correct Himself in His doctrine of sal-
vation, or to give up a standpoint which He had taken, but
He had repeatedly to complete and merge the preceding view
in a higher and deeper. First and above all—and this cannot
be denied—He considered the word of glad tidings as the
essential means of salvation, and thankfully welcomed, in
connection with it, the miracles granted by the Father, as
supporting and confirming His preaching (Matt. xi. 2—-6), yet
without regarding them as absolutely necessary. The word, the
testimony of what was in Him, flowing from the depth of His
consciousness, was indeed the simplest form of the revelation,
and the most indispensable—since all revelations of God to
man must reckon on being understood ere they can be
operative, and cannot be at all believed without being under-
stood (Matt. xiii 11, xix. 51; Luke viii. 12). The prophets
who appeared before Him had been equipped with the word
as the one means of salvation, and He had something mightier
to say than Jonah or Solomon (Matt. xii 41, 42). He
appears therefore with the unmistakable assurance of being

1 Cf. my Leben Jesu, i. 231 and 351 ff.
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able to convert and save His people by the preaching of the
gospel. He knows Himself as anointed and sent to preach
(Luke iv. 18), and still at a later period of His public life He
demands of His contemporaries that they repent at His mere
preaching, without signs and wonders, as the people of Nineveh
repented at the preaching of Jonah (Matt. xii. 41f.; Luke xi.
291). And how should He not? His word was the word
of the living God, the glad tidings that the kingdom of heaven
had come near, the setting forth of the eternal love of the
Father in heaven ; and it was confirmed by its agreement with
the law and prophets, by the fulfilling of the deepest needs of
the human heart, and by the divine fruits which it produced
wherever it found a good lodgment. Above all, the Parable
of the Sower, the significant firstling of His parables of the
kingdom, unfolds to us the ideas of Jesus of the saving power
of the word. The word of the kingdom is like a good seed.
As there is a wonderful power of life latent in a seed, an
entire life development, so in the word of God there is the
creative power and development of the new life from God
which the human heart needs. It now, of course, depends on
the nature of the soil, that is, the heart, whether this seed is to
develop its nature and power or not. As the seed which fell
by the wayside, or on stony ground, or among thorns, did not
from the first, or at least in the end, come to anything, so
the productive power of the new life, wherever it is met by
stupidity, frivolity, or worldliness, is frustated from the first,
or after a transient effect, or even after a partial success. But
in some, at least, the divine word germinates, and not only
germinates, but throws out roots and forms ears, and so finally
brings forth the fruits of a life from God, thirty, sixty, and an
hundredfold (Mark iv. 3 f.; Matt. xiii. 3f,, 18 f.; Luke viii. 4£.).
The disciples were the living evidences of the truth of this
parable. In them germinated and grew a new life, which He
could compare with new wine which should not be put in old
bottles (Mark ii. 22), and so He could see in this disciple
community as He does in the further Parable of the Seed field
(Mark iv. 26-29), and of the Tares among the Wheat (Matt.
xiii. 34 f.), a planting of God from which will at last proceed
the great harvest of the completed kingdom of God. And on
this sowing of the word there came the miracles granted Him
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by God like the rain which blesses and the sunshine. They
certainly could not beget the change of mind and faith in the
heart which the word does. But they might awaken and
nourish the latent germ of the spiritual life, and so they were
vouchsafed to faith however weak, while the unbelief that
requires a sign was referred to Moses and the prophets (Luke
xvi. 31), or to the signs of the times, or the sign of the
prophet Jonas, that is, to the God-sent preacher of repentance
and judgment (Mark viil 12). Those miracles of Jesus were
works of love for His contemporaries, intended to make His
earnest prophetic words more impressive (Matt. xi. 20-24);
a condescension to the weakness of men who commonly felt
more deeply their sensuous than their spiritual need, but to
whom the sense of spiritual need and desire for help might
arise in the sensible experience of help and love. Still more
in their universally compassionate character, removing, through
the power of God, the manifold evil and misery of the world,
they were the dawning rays of that day when the kingdom of
God will dry up all tears, and glorify even the natural life,
and therefore they were a testimony in fact to the truth of
the kingdom as come near to those who still took offence at
the testimony of the word (Matt. xi. 5, xii. 28).

§ 7. THE PERSONAL MEDIATOR OF SALVATION

It lay in the nature of the case, however, that these
miraculous signs should not only attach men in trust and
gratitude to the person of Jesus, but that the effect of the word
should prove to depend upon a personal relation to Him. For,
as we have repeatedly urged, every guarantee for the truth of
the gospel lay in Him, in His personal certainty of God and
communion with God, and therefore He Himself as the real
mediator of salvation, stood behind the word as a means of
grace from the very first, though for a long time undeclared.
We get the impression that Jesus, wholly devoted to His
divine mission, and seeking only the glory of His heavenly
Father, for a long time allowed this saving significance of His
personality to prevail without any desire of His and without
reasoning about it, and that the full consciousness of the
degree in which participation in the kingdom of God depends
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upon surrender to Him, first came to Him through experience,
through the opposition of the world, If we are not mistaken,
this development of His consciousness of being Saviour comes
into prominence, above all, in the much-discussed passage,
Matt, xi. 25-30. Jesus has gained the new experience that
the glad message committed to Him is hidden from the wise
and prudent of His people, while it is revealed to the un-
educated, the babes. In taking thankfully from His Father’s
hands this experience, which, according to human ways of
thought, is so depressing, it dawns on Him what & mystery of
salvation the Father has prepared for the world in Him the
Son, and how all knowledge of the Father is bound up in
Him, and in His free revealing of it. “All things are
delivered unto Me of My Father: and no man knoweth the
Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any man the Father,
save the Son, and he to whomsoever He will reveal Him.”
Why was the new revelation of God hidden from the wise
and prudent, the scribes and teachers in Israel, and why was
it revealed to His babes of disciples, these Galilean fishermen
and peasants? Because the former took offence at Him, the
meek and lowly Son of Man, and could not place confidence
in Him; while, to the latter, love for Him became daily the
leading means of knowledge. From this hour, therefore, com-
mences a new tone in the teaching of Jesus, who, in a way
till then unusual, places Himself in the central point of His
doctrine of salvation: “ Come unto Me, all ye that labour and
are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take My yoke
upon you, and learn of Me; for I am meek and lowly of
heart: and ye shall find rest to your souls.” That is a tone
which is usually called the Johannine, because it certainly is
much more strongly emphasised in the Fourth Gospel from the
very beginning, but it also makes itself heard in the Synoptists
from this point. “He who receiveth you, receiveth Me; and
he who receiveth Me, receiveth Him that sent Me ” (Matt. x.
40). “Whosoever confesseth Me before men, him will I also
confess before My heavenly Father ” (Matt. x. 32; Luke xii.
8). “He that is not for Me is against Me; and he that
gathereth not with Me scattereth abroad” (Matt. xii. 30).
“Where two or three are gathered together in My name,
there am I in the midst of them” (Matt. xviii. 20). In
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these and like words already emerges, as Jesus' own idea, the
thought which afterwards ruled the whole apostolic teaching,
that the attitude of man to the person of Jesus absolutely
decides his relation to God. The decisive significance of His
personality, in the setting up of the kingdom of God, forces
itself on the Messiah from another side in that same middle
period of His public life. His Pharisaic opponents attempted
to destroy the impression of His healing the possessed, by
tracing it back to a covenant with Beelzebub, the prince of
demons. By so doing, they woke in Him the majestic con-
sciousness of being rather the personal conqueror of Satan,
the destroyer in principle of the kingdom of darkness. “How
can one enter into a strong man’s house, and spoil his goods,
except he first bind the strong man himself ?” (Mark iii. 27 ;
Matt. xii. 29 ; Luke xi 21). His power, therefore, of spoiling
the prince of darkness of his prey—the possessed—rests
upon His baving first overcome him in personal combat,—
without doubt an allusion to the conflict of temptation in the
wilderness, in which He had preferred the self-denying path
of absolute obedience to God to all the allurements of the
world-spirit, and so first obtained for Himself the power of
breaking the world-dominion of evil. The consciousness of
being the Conqueror and Dethroner of Satan comes into
prominence also on other occasions. “I saw Satan fall as
lightning from heaven.” “I have given you power to tread
on scorpions and serpents, and all the powers of the enemy:
and nothing shall injure you,” He declares to His disciples
(Luke x. 18, 19) when they had returned with rich results
from their mission. The destruction of the kingdom of Satan
is the necessary other side of the setting up of the kingdom
of God. Aund it is possible to others only through Him who
in a personal life-struggle defeats every onset of the old evil
enemy, and has indeed in principle overcome him from the
first.

§ 8. THE SAVING SIGNIFICANCE OF His DEATH

These very considerations, which are obscurely indicated
in the synoptic tradition, lead to a still more definite unfold-
ing of Jesus’ ideas of salvation, to the idea of the founding of
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salvation by means of His death. The personal Mediator of
salvation must crown His work by giving up His life for it.
That is an idea with which Jesus did not begin, an idea which
must have been hidden from Him so long as the possibility
of calling His people to repentance, by the word of the glad
tidings, was not actually disproved. It is an idea which He
reaches, too, through the experience from which, as in Matt.
xi. 25, He learns His Father’s will. That conflict and victory
at the gate of entrance to His Messiahship had probably been
decisive for Himself, but not yet quite decisive for His work.
Whatever powers and triumphs for the kingdom of God His
official life at its height might secure, the powers of darkness
gathered themselves together all the stronger against it, and
made it clear that the last, hardest, and decisive combat was
yet to come. An ever darker hatred was being developed in
the leading circles of the people against Him who brought
salvation. World - ruling selfishness with demoniac power
appeared against the divine love with its joyful message,
resolved in self-preservation to lay murderous hands on the
messenger of God. The great mass of Israel, however, held
by sensuous Messianic expectations, and not at all compre-
hending His spiritual ideas of salvation, wavered back and
forwards irresolutely between Him and His deadly enemies.
And even the few faithful ones whom He had gained, how
weak and dependent, and how bound up in those worldly and
selfish expectations they still were. Amid these impressions
and experiences, in the death which lay threateningly before
Him, in His situation as a man, Jesus prophetically laid hold
of, and ever more clearly perceived, a decree of His heavenly
Father—a decree that He should accomplish by dying what
He had only been permitted to prepare for by living; and
thus towards the end of His life we have declarations about
the saving significance of His death. He could not indeed
develop in formal teaching to His disciples an idea of God
after the understanding of which He had yet himself to strive,
and which again became doubtful on the threshold of its
realisation in Gethsemane. He could only utter it in hints
and presentiments like a prophet, and therefore it need not
surprise us that it lies before us only in a few short and
obscure sayings. It was written of the servant of Jehovah
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(Isa. liii.): “When he hath made his soul an offering for
sin, he shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days, and the
pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in his hands.” Corre-
spondingly, we meet, in the words of Jesus (Luke xii. 49, 50),
with the idea that He had to expect the full results of that
which He desired on earth only beyond His earthly life, after
a baptism of blood that is at hand: “I am come to send fire
on the earth (that is, a power of purifying separation ; cf. ver.
51f.); and what will I if it be already kindled? But I have
a baptism to be baptized with;! and how am I straitened
until it be accomplished!” That, however, expresses only
the fact of the necessity for dying, not the reason for it.
This reason is given in Mark x. 45; Matt. xx. 28: “The
Son of Man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister,
and to give His life & ransom for many "—>3oivac Thv vy
avrod Adtpov avri wolhwy. This solitary saying has, of course,
tormented many who seek to force upon it all their precon-
ceived doctrinal opinions about the death of Jesus. Simplicity
of interpretation, the analogy of Scripture, and especially the
agreement with Jesus’ mode of thought elsewhere, must decide.
The idea of ransom presupposes those who are not free, who
are captive or enslaved, and who are to be set free by means
of it. It may be asked, who or what is to be thought of as
the power which holds them captive or in bondage? On the
basis of Old Testament passages such as Ps. xlix. 9, Job
xxxiil. 24, redemption from death has been thought of, and
this has been brought into connection with Matt. xvi. 27, in
which Jesus represents the impossibility for a man who has
wasted his soul on the vain and transitory, of buying it back
even at the price of the whole world? But these passages
have nothing to do, either with each other, or with the one in
question. Those Old Testament passages speak (poetically) of
a ransom to be given to God, in order that a man may not
die—in the usual sense of the word die. But whenever the
New Testament considers the life or blood of Christ as a

1 Baptism a8 an image of dying—as sinking into a watery grave—is a
symbol bound up with the original form of immersion, which we have
also in Mark x. 38, 39 ; Rom. vi. 3-5.

? 80 Ritschl (Rechif. u. Versthnung, ii. 84), and after him Weiss (N. T.
Theol. p. 74).
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ransom, it does not think of a redemption from temporal
death, which has not been removed from us by the death of
Jesus, nor of a payment to God, as though we were to be
bought off from Him, but of a being purchased for God, that
is, of a being set free from the bonds of a power hostile to
God (1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23; 1 Pet. i. 18; Rev. i 5, v. 9).
And Jesus (Matt. xvi. 27) speaks of the inability of a man
whose life has been given up to the world regaining his freedom
at the last day (ver. 28). But for those who have selfishly
given themselves up to the world, and therefore appear at the
last day as lost, Jesus has not given His life a ransom. Such
learned combinations, as usual, overlook the simplest and most
natural interpretation. The New Testament, as well as the
Old, is familiar with the notion of bondage to sin, of being
sold into the slavery of sin (John viii. 34; Rom. vii. 14; cf.
1 Kings xxi. 20, 25; 1 Mace. i. 15), and also of the loosen-
ing of these slave bonds, and deliverance from the inherited
power of sinful behaviour, or the service of sin in all sorts
of unrighteousness. It repeatedly uses the word Avrpodofac
when it speaks of the saving operation of the death or blood
of Christ, 1 Pet. i. 18; Tit. ii. 14 (cf. dyopafew, Rev. i. 5,
v. 9). Jesus, when He promised, in order to complete His
service of self-denying love for the world, to give His life a
ransom for many, must also have thought of the worst and
most real misery and bondage in which man finds himself,
that is, not of death, nor even of mere guilt, but of the
bondage of sin. The context throughout favours this. While
the idea of bondage to guilt or to death is remote from the
special occasion of the words, the prayer of the sons of
Zebedee for the place of honour in His kingdom, Jesus must
have thought of the bonds of selfishness and worldly pleasure
which, as that desire of His favourites betrayed, still clung to
even the best and most pious, and He may have expressed
the hope that these bands would at length be broken by His
approaching death. The cords which still bound His own
to the world which was about to slay Him must be finally
broken by His death upon the cross, so that, in the words of
Paul, the world from that moment was crucified to them,
and they to the world. The traditional doctrine of vicarious
satisfaction, as may be readily conceived, is imported into



154 NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

these words the more confidently, that it for once finds here
the indispensable awri peculiar to it, which is wanting in
almost all the rest of the New Testament. That dvri is best
explained by the image of redemption from slavery needs no
discussion, as the ransom is surely given in place of those
whom the Master and Owner has to emancipate in return for

. it.  On the other hand, Jesus cannot have thought of paying
the debt of death due by others by enduring death for them,
because by the presupposition that God neither can nor will
be gracious or forgive without a Avrpor, He would have
destroyed everything He had up till then taught of the free
grace of God, and the forgiveness which depends only on the
sinner’s return.

§ 9. DOCTRINAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE INSTITUTION OF THE
Lorp’s SUPPER

The richest, most many-sided, and therefore, of course,
the most difficult utterance on the saving significance of His
death, was given by Jesus on the threshold of the death
itself in the institution of the Supper (Matt. xxvi. 26-28;
Mark xiv. 22-24; Luke xxii. 19, 20; 1 Cor. xi. 23-35).
In speaking here of His body being given or broken,! and
His blood shed for many (or as Paul and Luke have it, “ for
you”), He at anyrate characterises His death as something
for the advantage of His own. For His body, an image and
vessel of His life, and His blood, in the biblical view a seal
and bearer of His life, are simply the solemn double expres-
sion for the personal life which He surrenders to the death
of violence, and the imép moAA@Y or Uudv is no dvri, instead
of, but for the advantage, for the good of. Thus eis dpecww
duapridy, which is added by Matthew only, is an interpreta-
tion not incorrect,—as will be shown,—but to be referred
simply to the opinion of the evangelist. Jesus Himself
explains the asserted blessing of His death more comprehen-

1T do not believe that the xAdgsvor after dxip Sxar in 1 Cor. xi. 24 is
not genuine. The mere 76 aiua wov 76 J7ép Juar would be unnaturally
compressed ; and if the participle were a gloss, the copyist would have
supplemented from Luke the word 3:3éusvos, but would not have put the

original xadgusror.
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sively by a twofold allusion—first to the Passover meal
whose type appears specially in the breaking of bread and in
the words “this is my body,” then to the sacrifice of the
covenant at Sinai, to which reference is made in the words
uttered in handing the cup, “this is My blood of the coven-
ant” (or as Paul paraphrases, “this is the new covenant in
My blood”). Let us trace both references, not forgetting.
that as allusions and, at the same time, diverse allusions, for
the explanation of one and the same institution, they are not
to be pursued beyond the real outstanding points of compari-
son. The Passover signified exemption, that is, forgiveness
and deliverance for those who, though as worthy of death as
the Egyptians, had an atonement in the blood of the lamb of
sacrifice,—an atonement because they had eaten the body of
this lamb, and so appropriated the sacrifice. Jesus in offering
His body, about to be broken in the symbol of the unleavened
bread, as food to be appropriated by His disciples, expresses
the idea that His life given up to death (but not abiding in
death) must be inwardly appropriated and become food for
their inner life, and that thus His surrender to death may
serve for their reconciliation, their forgiveness and deliver-
ance. This symbolic action certainly ascribes a saving
significance to His death in itself as an actual surrender of
life. But it does so only because there is saving significance
in the life which passes through death, and which can only
become the spiritual food of the disciples, the bread of life to
be appropriated by them, if it does not perish in death. So
that alongside of the idea of death, we are to see here also
that of resurrection, the glorification of His life—which is
then to be inwardly communicated to His own. As to the
allusion to the sacrifice by which the covenant was ratified at
Sinai, we have to consider in it, first, the Mosaic ordinance
(Ex. xxiv.), and then also the prophecy of Jeremiah of a new
covenant (Jer. xxxi. 31-34). For it is clear that Jesus in
calling His blood, the blood of the covenant, thinks—even if
He does not use the words Tijs xawijs—of that predicted new
covenant which is to be ratified by the shedding of His blood,
just as the old covenant at Sinai by the blood of sacrifice
with which Moses sprinkled the people at the solemn close
of the act of institution. Now it should be noted that this




156 NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

blood sprinkling does not introduce but concludes the whole
founding of the covenant. It takes place only when God has
completed His revelation, and the people have made the
solemn declaration: “ All the words which the Lord hath
spoken we will do” (Ex. xxiv. 3). It is not, therefore, the
foundation or the possibility, but the ratification of the
Sinaitic covenant; and if ,it signified, as no doubt it did, a
purifying of the people as they entered into communion with
God,! this purifying stands in the same relation to the
people’s vow of obedience as the divine forgiveness in the
baptism of John, or the teaching of Jesus stands to the
human change of mind. If, then, Jesus compares His offering
of Himself with the sacrifice of the covenant, He cannot
mean that the new covenant of grace and forgiveness is first
founded or rendered possible by His dying, that the grace of
the Father in heaven is only now secured. He can only
mean that the new covenant is ratified by His dying; that is,
that for those who sincerely enter into the covenant the grace
of God the Father, and the forgiveness of sin which that
involves, is to be sealed by His death as the pledge. And
this certainly justifies Matthew’s els dpeow auaptidv, but
it does not express the full sense of Umép moAA@Y or Uudv.
For as the reference to the Passover in the first saying of
Jesus suggests that the sacrificial death of Christ was not

1 Wendt, Lehre Jesu, 519, denies, of course, to the sacrifice of the
covenant any relation to the sin of the people. But that is against all
biblical views and all biblical theology. Cf. Heb. ix. 19-22. Reihm,
Lehrbegriff des Hebreerbriefs, p. 500, and Oehler, 0. T. Theology, pp. 407, 408.
Wendt goes still further, and denies to the thought of Jesus about His
death, expressed in the institution of the Supper, any relation to purifica-
tion (Lehre Jesu, p. 522),—a somewhat daring contradiction to the exposition
which the apostolic age and the whole of Christendom to this day have
given to the words “for you.” What better has Wendt to put in place
of this exposition 7 “Jesus in the words at the Supper characterised in
so far the saving significance (of His death) by regarding His death as an
act noble in the sight of God and moving God, to maintain His promised
saving communion, and to confer His salvation on the disciples” (p. 520).
Thus the God and Father of Jesus Christ, who is the very eternal love
and faithfulness, after He had revealed His kingdom and salvation,
must, in the view of Jesus, be moved by a noble act to maintain and
confer that salvation. The doctrinal tradition of the Church is surely
not improved by such discoveries.
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merely for the purpose of reconciling the covenant people of
the New Testament, but chiefly for the purpose of helping
them to make their own the life which was to be given up
for them in order that it might become food of a new life,
and so might secure to them reconciliation and deliverance in
the day of judgment, so must it be also in the second words
of institution. For the new covenant, according to Jer.
xxxi. 31-34, is not merely a covenant of forgiveness, but
first and foremost it is & covenant of inward transformation,
of regeneration,—I will put my law in their heart, and write
it in their mind,—and only in the second place a covenant of
forgiveness and justification (ver. 34). And so Jesus also by
calling the blood that is to be shed, the blood of a covenant,
the sacrificial blood of a new covenant, found the saving
result of His dying first of all in the production of a new life
in God, and only in connection with that did He relate it to
the assurance of the forgiveness of sin. Whether in both
cases He desired to apply to the shedding of His blood, the
ideas of atonement that were certainly contained in the Old
Testament rites referred to, can hardly be made out, as no
express word points to ‘that. But even this element of
thought would be altogether compatible with what we have
already found. For if Jesus attributed to His sacrificial
death the power of breaking sin in many and begetting in
them a new life, and in connection with this the assurance of
divine forgiveness, then His offering of Himself was a true
atonement, that is, a reparation, an abolition of sin before
God in the objective as well as the subjective sense. In the
objective, by outweighing and removing the sin of many
before God ; not certainly in the legal sense of bearing the
punishment they deserved, but in the far better dynamic
sense of a power to remove sin in many, and thus efface it in
the eyes of God, who no longer imputes the broken and
uprooted sin. And in the subjective sense, by giving to the
converted man the perfect assurance that God does not
impute sin,—an assurance for which the Saviour’s life was
pledged, and which, as Paul says, filled him with the assur-
ance that, “ He who spared not His own Son, but gave Him
up to death for us all, how shall He not with Him also freely
give us all things ?” (Rom. viii. 32).
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§ 10. CoNCLUDING REMARKS

If, on the basis of all this, we bring together the ideas of
salvation which Jesus connects with His offering of Himself,
we find that He ascribes saving significance now to His death
in itself and now to His dying as a necessary passage to a
glorified life. The two are not only not contradictory, but
together they give a full, living, and satisfactory view, which
again is in harmony with all the former testimonies to His
idea of salvation. His death in itself will, according to Mark
x. 45, Matt. xx. 28, certainly burst the bands which still
hold captive in worldliness even the best, but it will only do
so for those in whom His life has already taken root, and only
after the completed break with the world will it freely unfold
itself. His death, according to Matt. xxvi. 28, will be the
seal of a divine forgiveness of sin which finally quiets all
doubt of the divine grace, arising from a consciousness of
guilt. But it will only be this to those who—as the whole
institution of the Supper expresses—allow Him who died for
them to live in them by their hearty acceptance of His life
which was given for them. Thus conceived His declarations
about His death harmonise with His whole preceding doctrine
of salvation, and are a supplement and completion with which
it cannot dispense. For, that the kingdom of heaven, that is,
communion with God, has come near, is already guaranteed by
the testimony of Jesus, much more so is it by His person, from
the inner life of which this testimony springs. And yet this
guarantee. is incomplete until He has shown and perfected by
His obedience to death His unity with God from which He
derives that testimony. Again, the redeeming power which is
at once a transforming and a justifying power lies in the
gospel and its bearer; that power exists and is operative from
the beginning. But it can only become effective and master
the world when He who bears it has proved Himself to be
absolute victor, even against the full muster of the powers of
darkness, and has, at the same time, in this perfecting of
victory, laid aside the limitations of space and time, and been
transfigured into a universal principle of victory, a spiritual
nature which can be communicated to men (1 Cor. xv. 45).
If, on the other hand, we were forced to explain the obscure
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utterances of Jesus in the traditional sense instead of this,
that is, if we said heaven was first opened by the abstract fact
of His death and forgiveness rendered possible, and the angry
God transformed into a heavenly Father, it would be as great
a contradiction of His whole preceding doctrine of salvation as
could possibly be conceived. By that doctrine of His death
everything would be given up of what He had before taught,
—that the kingdom of heaven had come near, that there is a
Father in heaven who forgives all the debts of His children,
that there is a new birth from the seed of His word and a
peace of soul under an easy yoke in following Him,—and that
they are not future possibilities, but present realities. ~Nay, it
would make His whole preceding active life worthless—and
at bottom also the succeeding glorified life, which would have
nothing further to contribute to salvation. There would then
remain to biblical theology no other course than to regard
those individual utterances of Jesus about His death as not
genuine, and only put in the mouth of Jesus at a later period
in opposition to the abundance of the contrary testimony. In
doing so, however, we would transform into an inscrutable
riddle the institution of the Supper, this most certain of all
certain things that have been transmitted to us, and likewise
the whole subsequent apostolic teaching about the Saviour’s
death.!

1 Weiss, even in the last edition of his New Testament Theology, vol.
i. p. 99, has sought to reconcile the fact that Jesus during His lifetime
imparted to His disciples the forgiveness of sins as a present possession,
with the doctrine that the redeeming death first procured it. Certainly
he says, p. 102 : “The members of the kingdom, from the very fact that
they are in the kingdom of God, are sure of the forgiving grace of God.
But if the life-work of Jesus was the founding of the kingdom of God, and
reached its climax in the surrender of His life, then this surrender was a
necessary though extreme means for bringing those who had proved
unsusceptible to the highest revelation of God’s grace into that new
relation to Himself which was to be set up in His kingdom.” I confess
that this solution of the riddle has remained obscure to me. Does it
mean that the death of Jesus was necessary, not for those who already
believed on Him in His lifetime, and therewith had already got forgive-
mness of sin (Mark ii. 5), but for the unbelieving multitude? But then
Jesus must have said in the institution of the Supper that He would let
His body be broken and His blood be shed for the unbelieving multitude,
and not vxip v !
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CHAPTER VII
THE CHURCH

§ 1. DiISCIPLESHIP

The salvation brought into the world by Jesus does not
act only on the individual man as such, but, as the funda-
mental watchword of the kingdom of God suggests, im-
mediately calls forth a communion of men, a society which
grows towards the likeness of the kingdom. For that which
unites men with God as their Father, unites them also as
brethren with one another, and that very thing which dis-
tinguishes them from the unredeemed world makes them also
as a community “salt of the earth and light of the world.”
These natural laws of the kingdom of heaven were during His
lifetime and in His hands realised in the simplest and freest
form. In imitation of the old schools of the prophets and the
schools of the scribes in His own day He gathered about Him
a circle of disciples, which as His life grew more unsettled
and homeless, assumed the character of a wandering family
(Matt. viii. 18—22, x. 25). And He did so in order partly to
confirm in their sense of citizenship those who had been won
for the kingdom, and partly to make them instruments in
spreading it, in order, as is said in Matt. xiii. 52, to make of
them “ scribes instructed in the kingdom of heaven.” He did
not impose this wandering life with Himself, and which the
disciples shared, as a condition of salvation on all who desired
to have part in the kingdom of heaven. Many of His friends,
like the family at Bethany and some true adherents in
Capernaum, He never called to follow Him, and in certain
circumstances He expressly declined men’s offers (Mark v.
18, 19); and in His later period of peril He advised all against
following Him (Luke xiv. 25 f.; cf. Matt. viii. 18—-20). But
because His preaching could only take the form of instruction
in daily and, as it were, domestic intercourse, supported by the
whole power of personal association and example, it was
certainly His desire to draw into His immediate society all
whom their duties permitted (cf. Matt. viii. 21, 22 ; Luke ix.
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59, 62; Mark x. 21). And just as His experience of the
unripeness of the people deepened (Matt. ix. 35, 38), and He
was able to look beyond the limits of His own day, this
discipleship seemed more and more important to Him for the
extension and continuance of His work. In order to have a
permanent basis in the ever changing company of followers,
He selected twelve to be ever with Him, so that their testi-
mony about Him might be complete; and He appointed them
from the very first, as it seems to find their life’s mission in
preaching the kingdom of heaven (Mark i. 17, iii. 14, 15).
The number twelve undoubtedly referred to the twelve tribes
of the nation, which they—either within His lifetime or after
it—were to call into the kingdom of God (Matt. xix. 28), and
accordingly the name apostles or messengers, by which the
early Church from the beginning distinguished them, is traced
back to Jesus Himself (Luke vi. 13). But in this choice and
commission Jesus did not found an office in the sense of a
legal institution with special authority. He did not even
intend an exclusive or privileged missionary office, much less
an office of teaching and guiding that should be authoritative
for the Church in all time to come, for according to an
undoubtedly trustworthy report He sent out during His life-
time seventy disciples (Luke x. 1-17), and charged all His
followers with the extension of His kingdom afterwards (Matt.
v. 13, 14). Without denying the distinctions of greater and
less among His disciples, and specially recognising, for example,
the ripened manhood and superiority and gifts of leadership
in Peter (Matt. xviii. 10 ; Mark x. 43 ; Luke xii. 42; John
xxi, 15 f£), we must yet allow that He deprived them of every
distinction of rank, and placed them solely in a relation of
brotherly equality (Matt. xxiii. 8). He excluded any claim to
rule as teacher or as patron within the community of His
disciples by forbidding them to assume the name Rabbi, and
saying to them, “ Ye shall call no man Master, and no man
father on earth: for one is your Father, who is in heaven,
and one i8 your Master, even Christ ” (Matt. xxiii. 8—10); He
also interdicted all selfish ambition and all desire for power
among them, and only permitted the emulation in self-denying
love and service in which, as we see from His comparison
with His own redeeming service of love, He saw, above all, the
BEYSCHLAG.—I. 1§
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power of helping one another on towards eternal well-being
(Matt. xx. 26, 27 ; Luke xxii. 25, 26).!

§ 2. TeE CHURCH

This preliminary society of teachers and scholars in which
the kingdom took its rise is followed by the community (or
Church), éexAnoia, which appears, from Matt. xvi 18, still in
the future. The term éxxkAnola appears seldom, and at a late
period in the sayings of Jesus. After the passage just quoted
the word appears only in Matt. xviii. 15-20, a paragraph
which is indeed important in a variety of ways, and stands
out as & Magna Charta of the Church. But there is no real
ground for disputing that the word is His, or for referring its
origin to a later period in the Church. For not only is
écxhqala (R or T, assembly or congregation in the original
sense in which Luther has used the word (Acts xix. 39) of an
assembly of citizens) an idea already found in the Old Testa-
ment, but it can easily be seen why Jesus only at a later
period, but then of necessity, made it His own. So long as
there was any hope of realising His work within the Old
Testament national community, He could have no thought of
founding a community of His own. But when this hope was
at an end, when the decisive breach between His kingdom and
the constituted national community of the Jews proved in-
evitable, and His rejection and crucifixion came clearly into
view, how could Jesus think of His disciples as represent-
ing the cause of His kingdom when He was dead except
in the form of a community distinct from the Jewish religious
community, and worshipping God in His name as Father?
But the two passages, Matt. xvi. 18, xviii. 15~20, let us all
see how the idea of a community grew in the mind of Jesus.
In the first—* On this rock will I build My Church, and the
gates of hell shall not prevail against it”—the idea still

1 The royalty which Jesus (Luke xxii. 28) promises to His disciples,
and which Wendt applies to their future working for the setting up of the
Messianic kingdom, applies rather to their position in the completed
kingdom (Luke xix. 17 f.; Matt. xx. 28), and is not at all a specific
promise to apostles, but a general promise to Christians ; cf. 1 Cor. iv. 8 ;
Rev. i. 6, v. 10.
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appears in an abstract form. The community is here the
one beside which there can be no second. At all times, and
in all places, the same, it has the guarantee of immortality,
the promise of not being mastered by the gates of the king-
dom of death, which so master and irrevocably close upon all
other appearances in history.! In the other passage—*Tell
it to the Church; and if he neglect to hear the Church, let
him be to thee as an heathen man and a publican”—it is
thought of rather in its outward appearance as the individual
Church dwelling in a definite place and assembling at a
definite time; for such only can have a matter laid before
it, and only by such can an obstinate sinner be exhorted and
excommunicated. But the saying which we find in the same
connection: “ Where two or three are gathered together in
My name I am in the midst of them,” harmonises to some
extent the visible and invisible nature of the Church. It
contains the whole of Jesus’ definition of the Church.
Wherever men, even in the smallest numbers, are found
together believing on Him; wherever they unite for the
worship of God, thinking on Jesus and trusting in Him,—there
is the Christian Church—in hundreds of places of the earth’s
circumference. As in Israel the thousand scattered syna-
gogues were embraced in one great community by the name
of Jehovah and His presence in the temple, so all these
Christian congregations become one through mutual participa-
tion in the name of Jesus and His universal presence. This
leads us to His personal relation to the community, and there-
fore still deeper into its nature and significance. According
to Matt. xvi. 18, He himself desires to build His Church in
the future (oixodomriocw), which, from the whole connection,
can only lie beyond His death (ver. 21). The words there-
fore attest His certainty of a life passing through death, and
capable of a continuous influence and creation on earth after
death, which death cannot interrupt. In a word, it is in the

1 For the xvaas &3v are not, as ignorance sometimes thinks, the gates
of the kingdom of the devil, for why its gates should fight is not obvious ;
they are the iron gates of the kingdom of the dead, the kingdom of the
perishable, which masters, that is, receives and shuts in, all earth-born
things. Luther has translated the two very different ideas—Hades and
Gehenna—with hell.
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certainty of the resurrection (already contained in His sayings
about death) that He spoke. And in spite of the present
eips, the saying, “ Where two or three are gathered together
in My name I am in the midst of them,” points to the same
future life. For that presupposes that it can be in a hundred
places at the same time, an existence no longer bound by the
limits of space and the conditions of an earthly life, a life
exalted like God’s own. And so we learn here—more plainly
perhaps than anywhere else—the idea which Jesus had of the
resurrection, it is closely bound up with His idea of death,
as He was convinced that death could not destroy, but must
further His work on earth. We learn especially how His
resurrection stood related in His thought to the continuance
and progress of His kingdom. By the power of His resur-
rection He will build His Church and will dwell in the midst
of it, just as Jehovah was thought of as dwelling in the temple,
in the midst of the Old Testament Church. And in His
Church He will continue to live and work on earth after His
death. He in the spirit, in a transfigured life, will be its
moving soul: and it will be, as the apostle afterwards says,
His body, the instrument by which He continues to work
among men. According to our usual way of thinking, the
middle term of the outpouring of the Spirit seems to be want-
ing here. And it is surprising that in the synoptic tradition
there is so little said of the Holy Spirit, which was thought
of in the Old Testament as the first gift of the Messianic
kingdom, and which was promised by the Baptist as the
Messianic counterpart to his baptism of water. This form of
the promise is only once faintly echoed in the symoptic
sayings of Jesus, in that passage in which He assures His
disciples that their Father’s Spirit will speak in them (Matt.
x. 20), so that they may perfectly do their work and defend
their cause. The riddle is read when we remember that even
in the farewell discourses in John, which supplement the
meagre synoptic tradition on this point, the promise of the
Paraclete, the Spirit to be sent to take His place, and the
promise of His own return to be with His people, are in
substance one and the same. Christ's saying about the sin
against the Holy Ghost (Matt. xii.) shows that in His lifetime
the Son of Man and the Holy Spirit were distinct, the earthly
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and half-concealed manifestation of the divine on the one
hand, and the divine essence living in Him and working
through Him on the other; but this distinction ceased with
the glorification of Jesus so far as His earthly presence and
activity are concerned. The Lord, just in virtue of His death
and resurrection, becomes—in the language of Paul—mveiua
Swomowdy (1 Cor. xv. 45), a quickening spirit. In the
synoptic tradition, however, the more personal conception of
the future spiritual communion and activity prevails—not
only in the two sayings already quoted, but also in the closing
words of the Gospel of Matthew, which coincide with the
promise of the Spirit at the close of Luke (xxiv. 49): “Lo I
am with you always, even to the end of the world” (Matt.
xxviii. 20).

§ 3. CHURCH ORDER: (@) GOVERNMENT OF THE SPIRIT, FAITH
AND PRAYER, BINDING AND LooSING

From this presupposition of the presence of Christ in
the Spirit springs what we may call the constitution of the
Church as fixed by Jesus, of which the clearest statement is
in Matt, xviii. 16-20, a constitution of the Spirit and of
freedom. No statute or visible government is found here,
such as the kingdoms of this world have as their indispensable
foundation. On the contrary, what was previously said to
the disciples in such sayings as Matt. xx. 25-27, xxiii, 8-11,
is in Matt. xviii. 15-20 made valid for the whole future
Church. “If thy brother sin against thee,” begins the
remarkable passage. His Church therefore is to be a com-
munity of brethren, as was already emphasised in the words,
“ One is your master, and all ye are brethren.” In this com-
munity of brethren all have the office of improving and
protecting one another. It rests on the universal right and
duty of a mutual cure of souls. “If thy brother sin against
thee, rebuke him; that is, tell him his fault between thee
and him alone, If he hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother
(won him back to God and His kingdom). But if he will
not hear thee, take with thee ome or two more,” etc. But
further, this community of brethren, as such, is in its own
affairs the highest deciding authority. “If he (the sinner)
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will not hear thee and the two or three more who have
exhorted him, tell it to the Church ; and if he neglect to hear
the Church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man and
a publican.” And it is to be so, not merely in the exercise
of discipline, to which we will shortly return. The “ye”
who have the authority to bind and loose, and whose united
prayer is heard, are not, as is often said, the apostles; the
whole context requires that we recognise in them all the
disciples of Jesus, all the members of the Church. For in
ver. 20 the foundation of that authority is thus expressed,
“ Where two or three are gathered together in my name, there
am I in the midst of them.” The authority rests in the
congregation of believers as such in the Church. Just
because He desires unseen to govern in the spirit those who
gather in His name, they can and must govern themselves in
the public acts of the Church’s life. The chief distinction
between the Churches of the new covenant and the old is
that the Spirit of the Lord is no longer the special endowment
of particular persons and officials, but is “poured out on all
flesh,” and therefore the possession of the Spirit by the whole
community will always be more rich and many-sided than its
possession by an individual member, however prominent.
‘What makes this rule in the Church of Jesus, the Lord, the
Spirit (2 Cor. iii. 17), both possible and perfect, is faith.
Though the word is not uttered, faith in Him as the Messiah
and as principle of the Church’s life is presupposed in the
gathering in His name, viz. to worship God as Father in this
name. His name (of Saviour) is therefore the proper object
of faith (Actsiv. 12), and in faith in this name men are
united with Him, the invisible and glorified Lord and Master,
as well as with one another. From this is explained, in the
first place, the acceptance of the Church’s prayers. “If two
or three of you will agree on earth as touching anything that
ye shall ask, it shall be done for you of My Father who is in
heaven” (ver. 19). The idea here, as the following verse
with its “in My name” shows, is the same as what John’s
Gospel designates prayer in the name of Jesus (John xiv.
13, 14). The presupposition is, that He in spirit is the
uniting element in virtue of which the two agree. It is He,
therefore, who prompts their prayer, and because it has been
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thus born from His mind and spirit, and has sprung from
faith in Him, it will also agree with the eternal thoughts of
God, and be heard in heaven. From the same point of view
of faith and spiritual communion with Him through faith, we -
obtain light on the preceding promise regarding binding and
loosing. What is meant by this binding and loosing (xvi. 19)
which appears in the promises to Peter? Traditionally it is
regarded as meaning the power of retaining or remitting sin
(John xx. 23), and thus brought into connection with the
foregoing authority to excommunicate. But then, as the
kingdom of heaven has to do with emancipating the conscience
rather than with fettering it, it is not clear why the binding
stands first, and why the object is in the neuter (8, 8ca) both
times, as the point in question was the inner binding and
loosing of man. But if we are to think, in the case of the
8, 8oa, not of man, but of sin, then the expression is more
than ever inconceivable and grammatically impossible, since
an idea such as duaptiuara could in no circumstance remain
unexpressed, and merely be added in thought. Even the
advocates of this exposition must admit that though Adew
duapriav might perhaps be intelligible=a remission of sin,
yet to explain 8éew in the sense of retaining sin, or declaring
the sinner to be forfeit to the judgment of God, is incredible
and inexplicable! On the other hand, Rabbinic and Talmudic
scholars have taught us that the phrase “ binding and loosing ”
was quite current in the speech of the scribes, in the sense
of declaring something to be binding or not binding, forbidden
or permitted ;2 and this is faintly echoed elsewhere in the
words of Jesus, in respect of the loosing, plainly in Matt. v. 19,
in respect of the binding, at least in the allusion, Matt. xxiii. 4.
It is not accurate to say that the context in Matt. xviii 18
decides against this exposition that is commended by language
and history, and in favour of the traditional® The order of
discipline set up in vers. 15-17 cannot possibly coincide

1 Cf. Cremer, p. 571.

% Thus Lightfoot, Schottchen, Wetstein. Only the accurate sense of
the common “ Schola Hilleliana solvit, Schammajana ligat” is not, that
permits, this forbids ; for the scribes have nothing to permit or forbid,
but that is declared to be not binding, this to be binding,

3 Thus Weiss, p. 108; p. 141, vol. i. Eng. trans.
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with the whole province of the Christian forgiveness of sin.
It can only refer to those sins which destroy & man’s position
as a Christian, and therefore are inconsistent with Church
fellowship, as may be seen from that “thou hast gained thy
brother ” (that is, preserved him from being lost, cf. Jas. v.
19, 20). But that destroys the supposed connection between
the exercise of discipline and absolution or retention (extending
to all defects). It is clear, on the other hand, that that judicial
procedure of the Church necessarily presupposes a legislative
procedure, defining what is consistent and what is inconsistent
with its fellowship; and if, in the case of Jesus, the whole
idea of the Church rested on the anticipation of a religious
separation of His own from Judaism, it is easily conceivable
why in both of the above passages He should emphasise this
legislative right of His future Church. Not everything that
He and His disciples still held of the Mosaic and traditional
law and commandments was to be binding on His future
Church, though everything was by no means to be given up.
Here, therefore, was a new moral legislation ; it was necessary
to discover what was consistent and what was inconsistent
with citizenship in the kingdom of God, and who could dis-
cover this but the community of believers? They must
determine what was morally permissible or not permissible
by the principle of faith in Him and spiritual communion
with Him, and thus they would discover thoughts of God
which He Himself could not utter beforehand in detail (John
xvi. 12); that is, they would bind and loose with heavenly
approbation, and this right of binding and loosing must be
the presupposition of their exercise of discipline and their
essential acts of excommunication.!

§ 4. CEURCH ORDER: (b) LOVE, DISCIPLINE, INFALLIBILITY

Along with faith, however, there prevails in the Church
of Jesus the love that springs from it and unites believers
with one another as brethren, as children of one Father and

1 Thus, for example, the apostolic Church loosed, that is, set free the
question of circumcision, but bound the woprsim, that is, the non-nuptial
intercourse of the sexes, that is, declared it forbidden, inconsistent with
the Christian profession, Cf. Acts xv. 19, 20.
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disciples of one Master. It begets a mutual interchange of
giving and receiving, in which the giving, as being the more
unselfish, is more blessed than the receiving (Acts xx. 35),
and it works so that “the little ones,” the simple and
humble, can allow themselves to be ministered to without
shame, and the great, the gifted, and the prominent, find
their greatness just in serving. Special tasks (offices) could
certainly arise here out of the general brotherly task, as, for
example, in a household the steward is set over the other
servants that he may give to each his portion in due season
(Luke xii. 41, 42). But these offices are, as the Greek word
Siaxoviar means, services, services of love which do not
abolish the essential equality of all, and he who is intrusted
with them humbles himself as much as he is exalted (Matt.
xx. 26, 27). In like manner forgiveness and brotherly
discipline proceed from love. Forgiveness must be rendered
so freely that if a brother wound a brother seven times a day,
and come seven times to say that he is sorry, he must always
be forgiven (Luke xvii. 3, 4). Still, no weak indulgence
passes here, no overlooking or sheltering of sin in others; for
a true and sanctified love desires the brother’s good, and
therefore it holds his sin before him in order to convert him
from the error of his ways; this is a duty especially where
the sin is not one of passing thoughtlessness, but clings to
him, where it is an error that calls his very position as a
child of God in question. And from this spiritual discipline,
from this practical care of brother for brother which is
exercised in privately winning back to God’s way the
wanderer, the judicial discipline, the official rebuke, and in
extreme cases even excommunication from the Church, may
be and is to be developed (Matt. xviii 15). For the un-
doubted and obstinate offence against the holy order of the
house of God cannot in the end be endured, because it would
overturn that order; and therefore Jesus commands that the
man who hardens himself in obstinate opposition to the
commandments of God be excommunicated from brotherly
communion, “if he will not hear the Church.”! This has

1 ¢ Let him he to thee asan heathen and a publican,” that is, let him be
regarded as the heathen or publican is in the Jewish synagogues from which
he is excluded, no doubt means, not merely the repudiation of brotherly
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sometimes been regarded as an element foreign to His teach-
ing, a limitation put upon the love that should be unlimited.
But this is to overlook the fact that the love of God, though
infinite, must, if it is to continue a holy love, set limits to the
obstinate and wilful sinner. There must be self-preservation
in the Church of God, making it impossible for her to treat
the incorrigible as a brother in Christ, or to allow this in-
corrigibility to appear as still consistent with the Christian
profession. Of course it is as evident to Jesus that the
seeking and pitying love for heathen and publicans does not
cease when the relation of brother in the faith has been re-
pudiated ; it now makes a fresh start, for that repudiation
meant no unkindness to the sinner, but the only sort of love
the circumstances would allow. The truly surprising thing
here is the wonderful idealism of that whole Church order of
Jesus, in which there breathes not the faintest suspicion that
the Church might act from other motives than the inspiration
of His holy presence in its midst; there is no hint that the
Church could ever be united in asking for what was ungodly,
or for what the heavenly Father could not grant, or that it
should desire to bind or loose anything that was not bound
or loosed in heaven, or finally, that it could ever abuse that
authoritative exercise of discipline against an innocent person,
an actual child of God. This idealism assures us, at anyrate,
of the authenticity of the sayings in question. For if, as
many suppose, they were of later ecclesiastical origin, they
would have arisen after experience of the difference between
idea and reality, and they would have been framed to meet
that difference. That idealism is absolutely true to Jesus,
and its reservations are already implied in it. Jesus, of
course, speaks throughout from a purely ideal point of view.
If the Church is met in His name, and as far as it is met in
His name, with His memory inspiring and uniting it, so that
He can truly be said to be in its midst, all will be as He
promises. Where this presupposition fails, the result will
also, as a matter of course, fail. Thus, a king gives his

communion on the part of the man who has vainly admonished him, but
a repudiation on the part of the Church as such. For Jesus would never
have endured, much less enjoined, individual repudiations of brotherhood
within the Church whilst that brotherhood continued to exist in public.
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officers and courts of justice authority to act in his name to
justify or condemn, and assures them of the royal confirma-
tion and execution of their decisions. But he does so, of
course, on the presupposition that they proceed according to
his laws and not in contradiction to them. Jesus gave
Himself up to no delusive idealism as to the future of His
Church, without any foreboding of error and degeneracy in it.
The Parable of the Tares among the Wheat and many other
passages attest the contrary. Only, He had the assurance
that as His Church should not be mastered by the gates of
Hades, so it would never abandon His name; that His image
and memory would ever again revive in it, and thus His
spirit, even through striving and conflict, would again and
again carry the day in it. And, in any tase, He knew no
other place of His abiding presence, and activity than the
Church. What depends on inward conditions, on His own
glorified and spiritual presence, must not be bound up with
any external institutions or authorities. The matter must
ever stand thus; the Church of believers as such, the Church
which is brought together and held together by His name, is
the instrument of His will, the place of His continuous
revelation on earth. And though its authority and infalli-
bility, depending as they do on what is spiritual, and being,
therefore, in a measure invisible, can never have a legal
definition, yet this Church in its own affairs remains the
only rightful and the highest court of appeal on earth, and
any outward judicial authority which would display itself in
it, or has done so, in order to rule over it and hold it in
tutelage, is false, illegal, and condemned by Him in advance.

§ 5. THE AUTHORITY OF PETER, MATT. XVL. 18, 19

All this would indeed fall to the ground if the well-
known Romish interpretation of Matt. xvi. 18, 19 were right.
According to it, Jesus must, of course, have given to His
Church an outward and perceptible authority, a law and govern-
ment of as thorough a nature as could be imagined. Before
there was an éxaxAnoia, and consequently before there was
any official authority, He had laid the firm foundation of such
an authority in Peter. Peter was the rock on which should
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depend the imperishableness of the Church against which the
gates of Hades should not prevail ; this official power was to
devolve upon the Romish bishops as the legal successors of
the prince apostle He constituted Peter His alter ego,
His vicegerent on earth, and delivered to him the keys of the
kingdom of heaven; and He only gave the power to bind and
loose to the other apostles as the predecessors of the other
bishops and priests, in such a way that Peter’s authority and
Peter’s legal successors should always remain the firm basis
on which they all with their rights and authorities must rest.
We can easily understand how the Papacy, honouring itself,
should like to write these words on the dome of St. Peter’s in
gigantic letters. It is easy to see how an unspiritual inter-
pretation should find here the legal title of the whole Romish
system. Undoubtedly the expositions of Protestants of this
text have not been happy. There can be no controversy
among reasonable men in view of the words, 3V el IIétpos,
xal émwi TavTy T méTpa oikodoprcw pov ™Y éxxAnaiav, that
Jesus, by the rock on which he will build His Church, did
not mean Himself nor the confession of Peter, nor even the
faith which Peter has just confessed, but the man himself to
whom He has given the name rock, and to whom He now
confirms it as deserved. And the words which immedi-
ately follow, xai ddow oot Tds x\eidas Ths Bacilelas TV
ovpavey, certainly appear to establish decisively the idea of a
representative and vicegerent of Christ on earth. For the
" image which lies at the basis of these words cannot be that of
a doorkeeper, for that would be one of the least services in
the house of God, while Jesus manifestly desires to award
to Peter a distinguished position. Nor—as we might
suppose from Luke xii. 42—is it a picture of a steward in a
private house, an upper servant intrusted with the keys of
the storeroom. For Jesus applies the same image at other
times, in things of the kingdom, not to the giving out of
stores, but to the admission or non-adwmission of persons (cf.
Matt. xxiii. 13; Luke xi. 52). It is rather the crown officer
of the kingdom of Judah, mentioned in Isa. xxii, to which
Jesus here alludes. The office of that mayor of the palace
of whom it is said: “I will lay upon his shoulder the keys
of the house of David, that he may shut and no man open,
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and open and no man shut.” Though expositors generally
interpret the symbol of the key with reference to judicial or
governing power, yet it is more natural and more correct to
think of entrance to the royal house and the king's person,
which the mayor of the palace could grant or deny without
any person’s being able to question his decisions. Accord-
ingly, in the new covenant and in the eternal Father's house
this office in relation to God belongs above all to Jesus Him-
self. He has the key of David it is said in Rev. iii. 7. He
opens and no man shuts, He shuts and no man opens. But
if we speak of the earthly existence of the kingdom of God
in the Church, and think of Jesus Himself as the King, the
anointed One, and both of these ideas are contained in our
passages, then Jesus can intrust another with that office.
He is about to leave the earth (Matt. xwi 21 ff), and will
soon cease personally to hold the keys of the kingdom of
heaven on earth; He needs, therefore, a representative and
chief officer such as was in Israel, who shall continue in His
name to open the kingdom of heaven to men, or close it as
the case requires (therefore the plural x)\eidas), and He
appoints Peter to this office of bearer of His keys. Now the
succession on the ground of which the Roman bishops claim
Peter’s authority is in all respects very doubtful But if
Jesus did appoint a vicegerent on earth with judicial
authority, there must always be a legal succession in this
office, and it would be difficult for any other bishop or
official of the Church to advance better claims than the
bishop of Rome. And if we add, that with the power of the
keys of the kingdom of heaven is given also the power of
binding and loosing, that is, of legislating in the kingdom of
God, and declaring what is and what is not permitted in the
Church, we seem to have, not merely the Papacy, but an
infallible Papacy established by Christ, and for that we have
better scriptural proofs than the Vatican Council were able to
get hold of. For He whose binding and loosing is always
found right in heaven is surely to be called infallibla But
this formidable chain of Romish proofs lacks just the first
member on which all the rest are to hang, the proof that
Jesus there founded an office at all, or conferred a judicial
authority and not simply an inward authority depending on
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the personal qualities of the man who was invested with it.
The more one considers the passage the more impossible it is
to hold that He intended to found an office. First, the occa-
sion of the saying is a purely personal one, the confession of
Peter. Jesus has disenchanted the Galileans by not fulfilling
their sensuous Messianic hopes. They still hold Him to be a
great prophet and forerunner, an Elias, but they no longer
hold Him to be the Christ, the Messiah, and Son of God, as
thousands at first had supposed, for the Baptist had pointed
them to a greater who should immediately appear.- But He
wishes to be recognised as Messiah in a higher and spiritual
sense, and His work on His disciples was directed to this end
that they, in spite of the want of earthly sensuous glory,
might yet recognise Him for what He was. And now that
He is about to set out on His last journey to Jerusalem He
seeks to discover by conversation with them whether He has
reached in them at least that for which He strove, and He has
reached it in the most mature among them, viz. Peter. To
the question, “ Whom say ye that I am ?” Peter can answer
from his inmost heart, “ Thou art the Christ (Messiah), the Son
of the living God.” That was a very different confession of
faith from that which they had made to each other in the
first days at the Jordan—* we have found the Messiah ” (John
i 45); a man, John the Baptist, had taught it to them, and
they had with purely sensuous expectations believed him.
That expectation had remained unfulfilled, but an inner ex-
perience, a divine testimony of the Spirit, had revealed it in
Peter’s heart and made him certain of it. He was the first
believer, in the New Testament sense, whom Jesus won. He
wasg, in a word, the first Christian, as he was able to utter,
not from a communication of flesh and blood, but from a
revelation of the heavenly Father, the confession, “ Thou art
the Christ.” And that accounts for the great and unique
words Jesus speaks to him. Setting, as it were, recognition
against recognition, He replies: “I say unto thee thou art
Peter, and on this mérpa will I build my Church”; that is,
you have to-day made good the name rock which I gave thee.
You are the rock, the first firm stone on which I can further
build. And if on leaving the earth I should leave behind
we no man with true faith and heart knowledge coming from
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God except thyself, I should have lived long enough; for I
should bhave laid the foundation on which I could then build
my Church from heaven. For the first living believer in
Christ is also the born preacher of Christ, who will call into
existence a whole community of believers in Christ, as Peter
did—not in Rome as its mythical bishop, but in Jerusalem
at Pentecost (Acts il 14). And that is just what the follow-
ing words mean : “I will give thee the keys of the kingdom of
heaven.” The keys of the kingdom of heaven are the truths
of the gospel, the fact of the coming of the kingdom of God;
by these Jesus Himself has hitherto opened the kingdom of
heaven to men, or closed it in the case of those who lacked
susceptibility. He now desires to bequeath them to_the first,
and, -as yet, the only one who has truly known Him; for He
only can use them according to His mind. And the same
believing knowledge which will enable Peter to preach Christ,
and sc to found the Church, will also enable him to dis-
tinguish what of the old order in Israel will remain binding
in the Church and what will not ; that is, it will enable him
to bind or loose with heavenly approbation. Thus every-
thing which is there awarded to Peter rests on a personal act
of faith, on a spiritual character which cannot be transferred
in any legal sense. The legal successors of Peter, so far as
we can speak of such, are not bishops or popes as such, but
believers in Christ like him, simple believers and all believers
in Christ. Thus only do we escape the contradiction that
Jesus grants the right to bind and loose in Matt. xviii 18 to
all the disciples, not to the apostles, but to all believers,
which in Matt. xvi. 19 He had granted to Peter alone.
That which belongs to the first, and, as yet, only believer in
Christ, belongs as a matter of course, as soon as there is a
Church of believers, to the Church. If, on the contrary,
Jesus, in Matt. xvi. 19, had spoken of the authority of an
organised office in or rather over the Church, the same could not
possibly be awarded in Matt. xviii. 18 to the Church herself.
Thus the passage Matt. xvi.19 rather confirms what we formerly
said of the Church, that it is based on no legal or official organ-
isation, but only on a spiritual relation to Him who is its
glorified head ; and since that relation of faith in Him as the
Messiah, which Peter confessed is common to all, the Church
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as such must also be the bearer of all the blessings of grace and
powers of the kingdom which Jesus bequeaths to His own.

§ 6. OBJEcTIVE POINTS OF SUPPORT FOR THE CHURCH LIFE
(BAPTISM AND THE LORD'S SUPPER)

The Church certainly needed protection against one danger
which lay in her very nature as thus portrayed, viz. the
danger of a onesided inwardness into which her free and
spiritual character might allure her. Since His presence in
the Church was spiritual, the enthusiasm of faith and love in
men, still weak, was threatened by the temptation to bring in
what was alien and arbitrary, and so to produce in themselves
a spirit different from that in which He could dwell. A
church life wholly without forms would plainly have helped
in this tendency, and would perhaps soon have made the
identity of the development with the original seem question-
able. Therefore we see Jesus taking care, along with the law
of the Spirit which He imparts to His own in faith and love,
to impress on them at the same time the historical aspect of
His life and work. It was not without a purpose that He
constituted the Twelve constant witnesses of this life and
work. It was not without a purpose that He imparted
formal instruction to His disciples (cf. Mark iv. 10f,
iv. 24 £); and though, with His divine tact, He was
careful not to impress on them any enslaving formuls, far
less to leave behind Him any writing which would forthwith
have paralysed the vitality of their faith, He yet reckoned
that the image of His person and the memory of His work
would continue to live truly in His Church. That is His
meaning when He speaks of their gathering in His name,
that is, in a living realisation of His personal life and work,
and the keys of the kingdom of heaven which He delivers to
them speak of the transmission of all that He has taught
them (Matt. xxviii, 20); and the intrusted talents and
pounds are the capital which He puts in their hands, in
order to test their fidelity and increase His po