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BOOK ONE


THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN CHRIST’S PREACHING
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PART I


THE ANTECEDENTS OF JESUS’ PREACHING OF THE KINGDOM





CHAPTER I


INTRODUCTION


1. JESUS was distinctive and unique, but without prejudice to his distinctive and unique character we may say that Jesus belonged to a general class. Of this class a few dim records have survived. He was an itinerant preacher, and indeed one of a class typical of Galilee. Persons of this type must have been familiar. Even the rabbis speak of the ‘ ‘ober gelila’ah’ (Galilean itinerant).




A wandering Galilean Rab and preacher was a common sight and specially known by the title of “Galilean itinerant.” … Like every other Rab or preacher he had a following of regular and casual disciples.—J. Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth, London, 1929, pp. 253 ff.





In particular he was an itinerant preacher of eschatology; indeed, this was, perhaps, the more usual case. If we may trust the testimony of Celsus (in Origen, Contra Celsum, vii. 9), preachers of this sort were to be found in Syria, and we must remember that Syria was adjacent to Palestine, and surrounded it. The frontiers were open, and, geographically, one country passed into the other. Celsus speaks of prophets who appeared with the message:




I am God, or the servant of God, or a divine spirit. But I am coming, for the world is already in the throes of destruction. And you will soon see me coming with the power of heaven (= God?).





Even if the terminology of these prophets has possibly been adapted by Celsus to Christian terminology for polemical reasons, yet, unless his assertions are sheer inventions for controversial purposes, his words would prove that the class of eschatological itinerant preacher still existed in his time in the region near Galilee.


Jesus’ message of the kingdom did not fall from the skies as a complete novelty, but had long been prepared for. In particular, Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom is manifestly connected with (and yet, as we shall see, in definite contrast to) an earlier historical phenomenon, i.e. the later Jewish eschatology and apocalyptic. These constitute an extraordinary feature in the history of religion, and Jesus’ preaching both reflects and transforms them. From the standpoint of the historical criticism of religion, his message must be described as one of their important forms.


2. But just for this reason, Jesus’ message was not purely Jewish. Jesus was a Jew and was descended from Jews. But the late Jewish apocalyptic was not purely Jewish, if one understands by that term something which derived and developed from purely Israelite traditions. Rather, being a late Jewish form, it was inherited from ancient Judaism, but with an intrusive element which came not from that source but from the Chaldean and Iranian east. Indeed, at first, it had a remoter origin, viz. in ancient Aryan sources, and these arose prior to the separation of Aryans into Iranians and Indians. The intrusive element was the great Aryan eschatology of Iran, vitalized by Chaldean features, in particular, as manifested in the doctrinal term, ‘the kingdom.’ Before ‘the kingdom’ was a definite technical term in Israel, it was used in this sense among Aryan priests and theologians.


As far as Israel was concerned, there is no doubt that the occasion when eastern influences of this sort made themselves felt was the captivity in Babylonia (and Media) a region where Persian and Chaldean ideas mingled. In detail, the eschatological systems such as were put together in the apocalyptic book of Enoch, and on which the eschatology of Jesus and his circle was largely dependent and modelled, ‘point to North Palestine’ (C. Beer) as their place of origin. Galilee was a land through which pilgrims journeyed on their way from the eastern Jewish diaspora in Babylonia. At the same time, Galilee was closely connected with Syria by highways and foreign residents, and by a Jewish diaspora which had spread out from Galilee as far as Tyre, Sidon, Damascus, and through Syria generally. Now if Celsus is to be trusted, even Syria had been stirred by eschatological preaching (and this, again, can scarcely be explained otherwise than by eastern influences). But in that case we must suppose not only that eastern eschatology penetrated into Galilee, through its contact with eastern Judaism, but that Jewish eschatology and apocalyptic perhaps formed part of a movement which in a more general way had stirred the Aramaic and Syrian world.


In any case, late Jewish eschatology was not purely Jewish. Likewise the strict differentiation usually made between Palestinian, Oriental, and Hellenistic is open to question. Even Jesus’ eschatology of the kingdom of God was not purely Palestinian. The apocalyptic teaching which has come to us from him had long contained elements which did not originate in Palestine. And to make ‘Palestinian’ a test of whether a certain word was or was not actually spoken by Jesus is a mistake from the start, because ‘Palestinian’ is itself an uncertain norm. Not even ‘Gnostic’ is a reliable canon of spuriousness. For as Gressmann correctly says (Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte, 1922, p. 179):




Gnosis is of the very spirit of apocalyptic teaching. And even as early as Enoch’s apocalypticism, on which Jesus was dependent, we find definite gnostic traits and terms…. Official Judaism turned away from Hellenistic religion and became a rigid legal religion, which found its final form in the Talmud. Another stream, which one can designate unofficial Judaism, led in a straight line to Jesus.





3. As a Galilean, Jesus belonged to unofficial Judaism, which was certainly not typically Jewish. W. Bauer has thrown light upon this fact.1 He shows Jesus in his specifically Galilean character. Of course, after the fall of the Israelite northern kingdom, Galilee was not a land of Gentiles in the sense that it had been emptied of its Israelite population (any more than was Samaria), and it is hardly true that the ancient Yahweh cult had completely vanished here.2 Nevertheless, it was not really ‘Judaized’ until scarcely more than a hundred years before Christ. It had to a great extent the character of the diaspora, and was relatively untouched by the strict doctrinal and scholastic training of Judea and Jerusalem. Presumably for that very reason it was more open to the influence of religious movements such as apocalyptic, which by its nature was out of line with official or typical Judaism.


At any rate, Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom contains elements which are certainly not of Palestinian origin, but point definitely to connections with the Aryan and Iranian east, and some of which are stressed by him in a manner not the case even in Enoch’s apocalyptic.


4. To this must be added a further observation: The ancient Israelite population was by no means taken into captivity in its entirety. Rather, the majority of the people remained where they were, as was also the case in Samaria. They were the ‘lost sheep of the house of Israel.’ It is, therefore, arbitrary to assume that at a later date the Church invented the idea that an ‘ ‘ober gelila’ah,’ a Galilean itinerant, extended his wanderings into these districts. The gospel records about the matter are on the contrary quite in keeping with the facts. When Jesus turned in this direction, he was not going ‘on the highways of the Gentiles’ but into the districts of the lost sheep of the house of Israel, districts which had long been penetrated by a veritable Jewish dispersion. Jesus’ answer to the Canaanite woman, Mt. xv. 22 ff., fits these circumstances. He was near to Tyre, yet he replied:




I am sent only to the lost sheep of Israel,





whom he was seeking there also. Naturally, his vocation as the ‘latent Son of Man’ directed him only to Israel. But through the conversion of Israel even the nations were some day to attain salvation. Thus it is intelligible that when Jesus was won over by the specially powerful faith of such non-Israelites as this woman and the centurion of Capernaum, he occasionally exercised his charismatic healing power even on non-Israelites, although he felt it should normally be restricted to the limits of his special mission. In their faith, he glimpsed a higher mandate. And he was helped to this attitude by the fact that he was a Galilean itinerant preacher and miraculous healer. W. Bauer has set these relationships once for all in the right light; on p. 27 of his essay he says:




Galileans grew up outside the jurisdiction of scribalism and Pharisaism, in considerable freedom from the Law and without the torturing anxiety that the proximity of the Gentiles would contaminate them. Jesus spent his childhood in Nazareth, scarcely five miles distant from the half-Gentile Sepphoris. One who at that time took up preaching in the open air on the sea of Gennesaret or elsewhere in Galilee was not in a position to exclude Gentile hearers…. [P. 29]: The Galilean Jesus represented Judaism in a form inclined to a universal outlook, or, if one prefers, in a form syncretistically weakened. He certainly felt himself to be a son of the theocracy and was conscious of being sent to his fellow-countrymen, but he did this somewhat in the way in which Paul conceived his apostolate to the Gentiles.





And it is for the same reason that Jesus as a Galilean itinerant had, as Lk. ix. 52 reports,1 no scruples about undertaking a journey through the Samaritan district.


That Jesus as a Galilean belonged to a land which was Judaized only at a late period, and which was always open to foreign influences; that in Capernaum and Bethsaida he necessarily preached and worked among a mixed public; that he travelled in regions which were not really Jewish; that he could also have planned to journey through Samaria; that at times he exercised his charismatic healing power on non-Jews; that as he travelled between Samaria and Galilee (in a border district with presumably a mixed population), he used his healing power without asking whether the patients were Jews, and even healed a Samaritan (who, being the only grateful one, was praised); that he could put forward a Samaritan as an example of neighbourly love—these traits combine to form the harmonious picture of a man who was not a Jew in the orthodox and one-sided sense. At the same time they correspond to the fact with which we shall become familiar, that his preaching was dependent upon apocalyptic, especially the apocalyptic of the books of Enoch. These, too, are Jewish. They are, however, neither orthodox nor typical Jewish books, but combine ideas from the east with Jewish ideas. Whence they originate and of what sort they are, we shall discuss in the following section.


1 Cp. his essay, dedicated to Jülicher, Jesus, der Galiläer.


2 The ancient Israelite northern kingdom extended, as the district of the tribes of Naphtali and Asher, to the Leontes, i.e. northward beyond the district of Tyre and of Caesarea Philippi.


1 This statement, again, has been regarded as a creation of the later church, on the grounds that the events of vv. 57 ff. could not have happened in Samaria, and that Luke assures us in xvii. 11 that Jesus travelled ‘through the midst of Samaria.’ In reality, Luke reports that Jesus wanted to journey through Samaria, but encountered resistance in a village near the Galilean border. Of necessity he then turned away and took the familiar alternative road to Jerusalem through the wady Galud (the very road that I have travelled in the reverse direction). Thus he journeyed literally ‘between Samaria and Galilee,’ went past Beth-Shan, crossed the Jordan, and reached Jericho via Perea.


Regarding the phrase διά μ∊́σον in Lk. xvii. 11 in the sense ‘between,’ my deceased friend Jakobsohn (all honour to his memory) once wrote me:




The best parallel to Lk. xvii. 11 is Xenophon, Anab. 1.4.4, where the River Carsus flows between two walls, which form the πυˆλαι τηˆς Κιλικίας καὶ τηˆς Συρίας, the borders between the two lands: διὰ μ∊́σον δ∊́ ῥ∊ˆι τουτωˆν πόταμος Κάρσος. The phrase διὰ μ∊́σου is to be understood in the sense in which, in classical usage, διὰ stands with the genitive in place names. The accusative in this connection is found only in Homer and in the poetry which is often dependent on him; but it was preserved in the Ionian dialect and crops up again in Hellenistic prose from the time of the early emperors. Accordingly, it is established that διὰ μ∊́σον = ‘between’ = μ∊ταξύ.








CHAPTER II


THE ARYAN LINE OF DEVELOPMENT: THE KINGDOM OF ASURA


IT is now generally accepted that the eschatology of late Jewish apocalyptic with its particular associations goes far beyond the Messianism of ancient Israel; that it developed under the interaction of, and by direct borrowings from, Iranian eschatology; and, in consequence, that Jesus’ message of the kingdom was affected by such influences. Its source is to be found in the religion of the great Aryan prophet Zoroaster of Bactria, a later form of it is enshrined in the Avesta. What I here desire to point out first of all is that the ultimate source of the idea of the kingdom lies still farther back in the prehistoric period of Aryan religion, viz. in the Asura religion. The latter arose before the separation of Iranians and Indians, whose oldest sacred documents exist interspersed in the Veda of India.


In my books: Gottheit und Gottheiten der Arier,1 pp. 92 ff., and Gefühl des Ueberweltlichen,2 chapter vi, ‘King Varuna, The Evolution of a God,’ pp. 125 ff., on the basis of the Veda, I sketched the great Aryan godhead, Varuna. On pp. 116 ff. and 307 ff. in GÜ I have translated a number of ancient Vedic hymns which show in detail the evolution and nature of this god. I shall now give a brief summary of the matters which are of importance for our present purpose.


1. The mythological and primitive category of ‘sickness-senders and sickness-averters’ rise, by means of seer-like vision, to the figure of the great Asura as the deity of certain Aryan tribes. These tribes were at the same time cult fellowships of a certain kind, and we call them Asurians after Asura, the name of their tribal deities. Their traditions, their rites, their hymns, were taken up into the later pantheon of the Indian deities and into the great syncretistic hymn-book of the Veda. Here their ‘asuras’ stand side by side with their rivals, Indra, Rudra, Vishnu, and others. In this association, the ‘asuras’ lost their original form, in the end being forced to yield place to their rivals. They became subordinate figures in the later Indian pantheon; deposed from their high place, they were eclipsed. The songs which I gathered together under the collective name of Vasishta hymns (GÜ, 306 ff.), are among those which testify to their former importance. Bhaga, Amša, Aryaman, Varuna, Mitra, and others are ‘asuras.’ One arrangement gathers them up in a cycle of six or of seven. In nature they are alike, and originally the names mentioned were probably nothing but words current in different tribes for essentially similar numina. Tribal relationship, perhaps political alliance of tribes and the inner agreement of the differently named but essentially similar numina of the ‘asuras,’ unite them in the cycle of the ‘seven adityas.’


(a) The most prominent figure among them, and the best drawn, is Varuna. A clearly perceptible tendency towards monotheism conjoins the seven firmly together. The heptad becomes a unity in Varuna, so that one can speak (GÜ, 120) of the heptad of Varuna, and Varuna says of himself:




I possess all ‘asuryam,’





i.e. the entire asurian being, i.e. all deity and lordship. He is the ‘asura’ par excellence, the Asura.


(b) ‘Asu-ra’ means he who possesses ‘asu.’ ‘Asu’ is vital power, the secret power which causes man and beast and gods and every living thing to move and live, to be healthy and sound, and in general to exist. It is numinous force and power. Thus ‘asura’ becomes a name for gods and for God. Thus also, starting from the meaning of what is numinously powerful, ‘asura’ becomes ‘Lord,’ and, therefore, this word, when secularized, may later designate lords in general, even earthly lords and princes. In itself, however, the term means numina and numinous beings as lords, divine lords; the divine Lord and Lord God.


(c) A chief characteristic of Lord Varuna is his wisdom. This is not human wisdom but secret divine wisdom. Thus he is called ‘kavi’ (he who possesses the magic wisdom of the seer) and ‘kavitama’ (he who possesses such wisdom in the highest degree), and ‘medhi-ra’ (possessor of wisdom, etymologically the same as the Iranian Mazda), ‘pracetas’ (wise). When later Zoroaster’s great God is called Ahura or Mazda, combined, as Ahura Mazda, or Ormuzd, all this had been foreshadowed long before in the ancient Aryan figure of Asura. Indeed, in the late Vedic tradition, the name Varuna is beginning to give place occasionally to the designation Pracetas, ‘the wise,’ which here, in the case of Mazda, is becoming almost a proper name.


(d) His most solemn title of majesty, however, is, as in the case of Yahweh, ‘the king,’ raja. This title clings to none of the other gods of the Veda as it does to him. Hymns are sung to this king, which are but littleinferior in royal splendour to the ‘royal psalms,’ xlvii,xciii,xcvi,xcvii,xcix, in our Psalter. He formerly won this royal splendour for himself, when he ‘led the attack and ascended to heaven’ (GÜ, 121). Now he sits enthroned above and, from his palace ‘under the waters (of heaven),’ rules heaven, earth, and the underworld. In addition, when making his ascent, he subdued all hostile demonic power and sorcery by his ‘foot of flame,’ i.e. by his fire, the holy fire, of hearth and altar, the consecrated symbol of all worshippers of Asura (down to the Zoroastrians, who worship the fire of Ormuzd). Having captured heaven, he became ‘divas asura’, the Lord of heaven (a ‘baal shamaim’).


(e) It is noteworthy that we also meet with similar traits in the descriptions of Yahweh as king. Gressmann notes them on p. 295 of his Ursprung der Israelitisch-jüdischen Eschatologie. Even Yahweh is described as once having become a king. We still have the echo of this in the praises of Ps. xciii, xcvii, xcix, etc. In his case, too, ascending the throne signifies that he has assumed world rule. Indeed, there is still an echo in Ps. xlvii. 5 which testifies of Yahweh’s ‘going up.’ Gressmann asks whence such traits can originate and seeks for historical borrowings. But the circumstance that similar traits are found far in the east, where there can be no talk of borrowings, seems to me to prove that such traits should not raise the question of borrowings. These elements belong to the logic of numinous emotion in general, and may, therefore, have originated independently of one another in different places and times.


(f) Varuna’s kingship differs from the rule of other gods, not only in quantity but, above all, in quality. He is king not only as all-powerful, but because he alone of all the gods rules by his ‘rita,’ by holy ordinance, by right and by that which is right, by the law. By the ‘rita,’ by holy divine ordinance, he establishes heaven and earth and all else in its place; he appoints fixed paths for the sun and stars; he orders the year and the seasons. Still more important than this cosmic ‘rita’ is that by which he establishes, arranges, and guards the moral order among men. Here he watches with searching eyes over justice, custom, holy rites, and moral law. Nothing which a man does or thinks is hidden from his eye, and the glorious psalm cxxxix. ‘O Lord, thou hast searched and known me,’ was similarly sung by ancient Aryan Asurians (GA, 135). Moreover, this king was already served by a religion developing a moral conscience, and men prayed to him for his pardon and guidance:




Thus will I serve him, the jealous God,


As a servant his lord,


To the fool, he, the faithful, gives insight,


The one who (through affliction of sin) has become wise he will lead to salvation,


He, the most wise (GÜ, 119).





(g) Therefore, this god is called ‘puta-daksha’: the ‘pure-minded.’ This purity can scarcely be translated otherwise than by ‘holiness,’ though this term is not quite accurate; at bottom it distinguishes the ancient Aryan divine type from the remaining Vedic figures. Connected with it, and not for the first time, is the strict exclusiveness of Zoroaster’s religion towards rival gods and cults; we find it even among the ancient Asurians (GÜ, 119). Here the ‘anyakas,’ the worshippers of other gods, are cursed with stern maledictions. That is not mere preference for the tribal god which they happen to possess. It expresses the feeling that one actually has a god qualitatively different from the others.


(h) As king, who orders the divine ‘rita,’ he is likewise the judge. He pursues the sinner with his fearful wrath. He strikes him with evils and binds him with cords. He seizes him as a hunter his game. He sees everything as though he were close at hand. His never-tiring spies throng everywhere between heaven and earth. With a thousand eyes they survey the whole earth:




What is between heaven and earth and what is above,


Everything Varuna, the king, sees clearly.


The very blinking of men’s eyes he numbers.


He who moves, he who stands, he who hides himself,


He who slips away or secretly steals into hiding,


That which two, sitting together, secretly debate,


That is known by Varuna, the king, as third (GÜ, 201).





(i) This king has his kingdom, his ‘kshatram.’ That a king should have a kingdom is self-evident. But the point of importance here is that the kingdom does not first acquire a special emphasis in Zoroaster, but has already done so in the ancient Asura. It becomes a definite term and plays its own rôle. Rig-Veda vii. 87 (GÜ, 306) describes how he extends his kingdom over the entire world:




A king over this entire world of existence,


He leads his kingdom to victory against all opposition.





It is the ‘kshatra varshishta,’ the most glorious kingdom (Zoroaster calls it the ‘chshathra vahishta’). It is ‘jyotishmat kshatram,’ the shining kingdom. It is ‘anapyam,’ i.e. the kingdom attainable by no other than himself. It is ‘avihritam,’ i.e. the kingdom which cannot be wrested from him. It is adorned, lofty, glorious. Occasionally it is even called a ‘yajata’ (Iranian ‘yazata’), ‘worthy of sacrifices,’ and thus it is on the very verge of being hypostatized. It is called ‘spiritual, truthful, and directed towards its goal.’ And the prayer is offered:




O, that we


In your far extended kingdom


Which protects many, may be made one.





(k) ‘Kshatra’ has for its primary meaning not kingdom as a province under sovereign control, in the sense of ruling a country, people, state, or area, but sovereignty in the sense of being a lord, prince, or king. He who possesses ‘kshatra’ is thereby designated as falling under the concept ‘lord.’ It is the essence of lordship. At the same time it signifies the dignity, the splendour, the glory of the one who possesses it, the majesty of the king. With this is also connected another connotation: ‘kshatra’ is likewise δύναμις, it is power and might, coercive ruling power, and especially victorious power, which conquers enemies and oppositions, which is capable of mighty working, and which, especially as divine power, can regulate, fashion, and create. The parallel and also subordinate meaning of ‘kshatra,’ as the power of the Lord, is immediately associated with that of the dignity of the ruler.


(l) But a ruler also implies something ruled, an object to which he is superior in dignity and which yields to his effective power, a realm over which the ‘kshatra’ extends and which it embraces because it is power; a sphere where the lordship is exercised and the dignity of the lord recognized, where his sovereign will is followed, and his sovereign might is operative. This meaning is clearly associated with the word in the verse last quoted, for one can only be united in something when it is conceived or implied as a comprehensive sphere.


In English the word empire, or kingdom, may best express it. The ‘Roman Empire of the German nation’ signifies the ‘imperium.’ ‘Imperium’ is firstly supreme authority with effective power of command and coercion, but it likewise possesses and contains the associated ideas of the Roman people, state, province. We keep it in mind, nevertheless, that the conception of province or sphere is not the meaning of the primitive root, but an added connotation: a connotation, however, which necessarily belongs to the complete conception embraced by the term. Where a ‘kshatra’ a ‘malkuth,’ a βασιλ∊ία, is meant, where it is to come or to be realized or is real, there also an empire or kingdom in the sense of a province is necessarily implied.


2. The ancient Asura religion succumbed in India. It gained the victory on Iranian soil among the related Aryan people. It did so through Zoroaster. He was the greatest of all Asurians.


(a) His god had not borne a proper name for a long time past. Here the process was completed which began in India, and the title ‘the wise’ began to take the place of a proper name. Zoroaster’s god was now called ‘Mazda,’ the Wise; or simply Asura (Ahura), which had long meant God or the Lord. Both designations are joined: Ahura Mazda = God, the Wise. And naturally there is only one Ahura, only one Lord and God.


(b) At the same time the differences in the religion of Zoroaster as compared with the earlier stage are significant. They do not consist mainly in Zoroaster’s peculiar theology of ‘hypostases,’ for this had already begun explicitly in the Vedic Asura; nor in the replacement of the seven ancient ‘adityas’ by the strange theological hypostases which Zoroaster ranges with the Lord, for this too was already being brought to pass in India (GÜ, 156). Even in Rig-Veda x. 92, the strange, hypostatic theological abstractions of ‘The Triumphant Justice,’ The Great Adoration,’ ‘The Glorious Piety,’ begin to enter into the old sevenfold scheme.


The essential differences are rather: (α) the incomparably profound idea of God’s warfare against God’s enemy, and (ß) the beginning of eschatology.


(α) Even Varuna at one time ascended victoriously to heaven, in warfare against ungodly abomination. But that idea was far from having the profound meaning of the struggle of Ormuzd against Ahriman, of the contest of the divine light with the demonic darkness of ungodliness. This, however, is the meaning of the doctrine of the conflict between the ‘holy spirit’ as implied1 by the name of Ormuzd, and the ‘evil spirit.’2


The struggle of the good against a terrible, single opposing evil, of truth against falsehood, of light against darkness, thus enters into the cosmic process in general; although this is the least important point. It becomes religion; it becomes the meaning of man’s existence and of his conduct of life. Man’s duty now is to take part in this strife, to oppose God’s enemy with an absolute decisiveness that determines life, to wage war against him on the side of the good spirit of the Lord, and so to become an ally in the great warfare of the very gods.


(ß) Furthermore, in the Indian Asura, one cannot yet speak of a real eschatology. Whether the preparation for, and development of real eschatology began in Iran before Zoroaster, we do not know. But for him eschatology is of the essence of the message. At the end, the great final battle is fought against God’s enemy, and he is decisively defeated; then comes the resurrection of the dead, the final judgment, and lastly the ‘wondrous new creation’ of the world.


(c) And with all this we must include the ‘chshathra’ (= kshatra) of the Lord.


‘Chshathra’ too signifies royal dignity. It connotes royal splendour, the glory, the δόξα, which streams forth in the brightness of the ‘hvarna.’1 Furthermore, ‘chshathra’ is also strength, δύναμις, royal power as victorious over God’s foe. The three synonyms which we are accustomed to use in the familiar conclusion of our Lord’s Prayer: ‘For thine is the kingdom (βασιλ∊ία) and the power (δύναμις) and the glory (δόξα),’ would also suit the ‘chshathra’ of Zoroaster. But, as the actual lordship established by combat and final victory, it likewise connotes the final condition of the world and mankind, though still to be attained, the condition of a community obedient to the Lord in purity, righteousness, and truth, in a miraculously created world. It carries this added connotation. Lommel says (p. 55):




As such a condition, or as a world in which such a condition exists, Asura’s lordship is the Kingdom of God. As such it is the eschatological blessing of salvation and is therefore called ‘varya.’





(d) This means two things.


(1) ‘Varya’ is a gerundive from the root ‘var,’ choose, synonymous with the root ‘vi-ci,’ decide. A ‘varyam’ is that which one should choose, for which one should decide. It is that which ‘places us in the situation that calls for an act of will,’ and this of an essential and complete kind. The decision is so fundamental that it actually constitutes man’s being and attitude of mind inasmuch as it is conceived—in a way similar to Kant’s act of will in a state of transcendental freedom—as a free, primordial act prior to the earthly life of man. It is not determination by a nature which is dualistically divided into good and evil, but because it is a ‘var’ and applies to a ‘varyam,’ it is a choice made freely and by one’s own decision.


(2) On the other hand the root ‘var’ also means ‘wish.’ Therefore, ‘varya’ is not only that which claims our decision, but also that which as a great and unique good awakens our desire and longing. The ‘chshathra’ is at the same time the sanctifying good of the final age, which is desired, longed for, and striven for on account of its salvation. Thus Zoroaster confesses:




I will be an open enemy to the heterodox, but to the orthodox a support, that according to my desire I may receive the reversion of the kingdom.





(e) From a purely etymological point of view, the primary meaning of ‘chshathra’ in Persian also is that of the dignity, power, and function of lordship. But even in ancient Persian the idea of kingdom was added, and this in the narrower sense of a governed district. A sphere of sovereign power, with an approach to the idea of a commonwealth organized by sovereign authority, with magistrates and subjects.




The word … signifies the area under sovereignty, the kingdom ruled, as well as governmental power, sovereign might, and regal dignity. Among these, the concrete meaning kingdom is the rarer and evidently emerged from the more abstract meaning [of lordship]. [But] it is found in Old Persian, when Darius says in the inscription of Suez: ‘Ahuramazda, who made Darius king, who gave him the great kingdom, which has excellent horses and men.’ In the later Avesta it is apparently a designation … of the district or estate of a free lord of the manor (Lommel).





The final kingdom of Ahura is conceived as an imperial sphere, when it is spoken of as the house of Ahura, e.g.:





He has promised us that, through truth and sound thought, we shall have in his kingdom health and immortality, in his house everlasting strength (Lommel, p. 56).





At the same time, through the emergence of the above-mentioned connotation of δύναμις, power, and strength, the connotation of ‘a power’ may be contained in it.




This is the case in Y.xxxiv. 15: ‘Through thy sovereignty, O Lord, make existence really marvellous according to thy will’ (Lommel, p. 56).





(f) Lommel rightly points to the fact that the conception of the ‘chshathra’ thus approaches the idea given us to-day by the term ‘kingdom of Heaven.’ The expression kingdom of heaven naturally signifies too that God will rule in it, that there His dignity, power, and glory will radiate, that His will shall be done. But in our use of the expression we place more emphasis on the kingdom of heaven, i.e. the higher, transcendent, holy, and blessed world in contrast to this world; the other-worldly and supramundane existence which awaits us as the wholly future state; heaven, the heavenly Jerusalem, Paradise, or whatever mythical images we may choose as ideograms for this wholly other existence and this wholly other realm of being. Here the conception appropriate to the original root no longer applies; rather we have to do with a complex of different connotations. Kingdom, now, is not royal dignity, royal sovereignty; it is not a district or realm, nor a people or a community, but all these together and intermingled. God’s might and holiness and glory, His throne and governing power, His angels and their ordinances, the redeemed holy ones by His throne, the fellowship of the righteous, the triumphant church, the new heaven and earth, the transfigured life and the heavenly salvation, the life of eternity and ‘God all in all’—these belong together here as a unified whole. And this kingdom is to ‘come’ some day and we are to ‘enter’ it. (Yet, somehow, it is already present in a mysterious way as foretaste and expectation; in faith and regeneration we are, properly speaking, already in it.) All this is meant, and for all this a Christian prays, when he prays: Thy kingdom come.


The ‘chshathra’ approximates to such an idea of the kingdom of heaven. Lommel says (p. 56):




The ‘chshathra’ appears in perfection, like a kingdom of heaven, when it is called the sunny kingdom; here the conception is similar to that of Y. xxxi. 7, where Ahura fills the spaces of Paradise with light.





Such expressions are, of course, far removed from perfection, but there is undoubtedly present the idea of a redemptive whole, in which the primitive root of ‘chshathra’ has long since lost the narrowness of the first concept, and has been enlarged to embrace various connotations and to signify the final state of a transfigured paradise and divine world.


(g) Even in the Veda, as we saw above, central conceptions of faith such as righteousness, reverence, piety, achieve a characteristically hypostatic form. This tendency reaches its goal in the seven hypostatic beings, which surround Ahura as his ‘immortal holy ones,’ the ‘yazatas,’ the spirits of the Lord. (We saw that in one passage in the Veda, the same feature occurred with the ‘kshatram,’ which even there is called a ‘yazata.’) For Zoroaster, the ‘chshathra’ has definitely become one of these hypostatically conceived ‘yazata’ beings. ‘Chshathra’ is one of the seven great genii or angels near Ahura. It is probably true to say that the royal power of the god is represented in personal form as such a genius. As genius, it is not conceived, generally speaking, in a specially eschatological manner, although eschatological associations cling even to this hypostatized form of the ‘chshathra.’




In the designation ‘chshathra varya,’ which is also customary at a later time for the genius ‘chshathra,’ it is the eschatological meaning of the concept ‘chshathra’ which is manifestly preserved (Lommel, p. 57).





Clearly so in Yasna xxx. 8 ff. (according to Darmesteter’s translation):




And on the day when vengeance comes upon sinners, O Mazdā, thou wilt give ‘chshathra’ with ‘Vohu Mano’ to those who according to thy instruction …





Or Yasna xl. 5 ff.:




… at the final revolution of the world … when thou wilt come with ‘chshathra’ and with ‘Vohu Mano’ …





(h) Zoroaster also anticipates as near at hand the End with the Judgment and the ‘wondrous new creation’ of the world. He thinks that he himself will live to experience it. Here, too, the eschatological perspective only became widespread among the later community of the Mazdayasnians. And further, here too the proclamation of the Judgment and the ‘placing in the situation which calls for decision’ is not the whole of the message: it is a necessary element of a message which as a whole purports to be a message of salvation.


(i) For the End is the ‘wondrous new creation’ of the world. We would say, the transfiguration of the world. The future state is for the most part only described as an improved continuation of the accustomed and familiar existence of the world. But one distinctly feels that something deeper is really in question, viz. the opposing of a completed and wholly other, a really supernatural existence, to the present one. The future place is at first conceived as this earth itself, freed of evil and disorder. But as Söderblom says in La vie future d’après le Mazdéisme, p. 269:




Already in our Avesta heaven is represented as the place to which pious men aspire. There is no longer any difference between heaven and earth. The earth extends to the sphere of the stars. And the Lord is coming on the earth.





These are attempts to symbolize something incomprehensible.


1 Deity and Deities of the Aryans. Published in 1932 in Aus der Welt der Religion, a series on the Science of Religion, volume vi, published by Töpelmann, Giessen; hereafter cited as GA.


2 The Consciousness of Supramundane Reality. Published by C. H. Beck, Munich, 1932; cited as GÜ.


1 ‘Speñta mainyu,’ the ‘holy spirit,’ often fused with Ormuzd himself in later times, but not in the very beginning (Cf. Hermann Lommel, Die Religion Zarathustras, 1930, p. 18). Here both spirits, the holy spirit as well as the evil spirit, stand not beside the Lord but subordinate to him. In close connection with the holy spirit stands the hypostasis of ‘vohu mano,’ ‘good thinking’ (Lommel, p. 36).


2 Opposed to ‘Speñta mainyu’ stands ‘Angra mainyu,’ from which Ahriman and Ariman evolve. In GÜ, 67 ff. and 85, I pointed out the relation between Ahriman and the chthonian dragon, the ‘ahi budhnya’ of the Veda. ‘Ahi budhnya’ is a being like Pluto. In Mithraic portrayal, Ahriman is represented as Pluto and Hades. Plutarch called Areimanius Hades, and says of him that he ‘is destroyed at the end.’ The ancient ‘ahi budhnya’ in the Veda has not quite reached the stage of the devil. He is a sinister demonic figure, a ‘numen’ of terror, but not in the first place either an adversary of the gods or a principle of evil. He only becomes this in the Asurian religion of Iran. Here first arises the important conception of a being who is by nature opposed to God, not only in the sense of a demonic abomination generally, but in the sense of an adversary of the holy spirit of the deity with which he is in fundamental conflict, and indeed in conflict from the beginning. This idea did not arise upon the soil of Israel, but came down from Aryan times.


As the early ‘ahi budhnya,’ Ahriman must himself have been at one time draconic. The warfare with the demonic abomination in the form of a serpent-dragon is likewise a primordial Aryan conception, and therefore several early mythical ideas of a warfare intermingle with that against ‘Angra mainyu.’ Thus the ancient Vedic serpent Dahaka appears as Azhi in Iran as a parallel being to ‘Angra mainyu.’ Indeed, at times, Dahaka becomes the chief figure, in so far as it swallows the ‘Angra mainyu’ and with him in its body carries on the final struggle until it is itself destroyed. Or it plays a rôle beside him in the struggle, is conquered or chained for a long time by the divine hero and ally Keresaspa or by Thraetaona athvya = Fretun. Thus in the Veda, Indra simply routed the ‘Vritra,’ i.e. ‘the enemy.’ Long before Indra, an ancient god ‘Trita aptya,’ who became a satellite of Indra, had routed an ancient serpent monster with three heads and seven tails: but afterwards he lost status and faded to a demi-god or hero. Cf. GÜ, 69. It is this very ‘Trita aptya’ that became the Iranian Thraetaona athvya (inasmuch as the adjective ‘aptya,’ when no longer understood, was assimilated by popular etymology to a patronymic form). His ancient three-headed opponent now received the name of the serpent ‘azhi dahaka.’


All these lines converge in the eschatological picture of the final victory of the Lord over the enemy of God. They are added together, they are interwoven, they mingle, and, in the mythological tradition, now one, now the other emerges again separately and more clearly. In the Christian ‘Book of Revelation’ we see in the apocalyptic monster a figure which is remarkably like the most ancient of these conceptions, viz. the monster which Trita once routed.


The original genesis of the myths of a primordial war was discussed by me in greater detail in GÜ. Here I would merely add that Gunkel’s thesis as to the reversal of beginning and end is confirmed. What in very ancient times was a myth of an aboriginal strife and victory on a mighty scale is turned into a myth of the final epoch. ‘The ancient dragon,’ whom Trita had already routed in the primordial era, returns only to be routed by the Lord and His warriors at the end of the world.


1 Such δόξα is found even in the ancient Asura, as Varunas’ ‘tvishi’ (GÜ, 321).





CHAPTER III


THE ISRAELITE AND JEWISH LINE OF DEVELOPMENT: THE ‘MALKUTH YAHWEH’


THIS has been traced so often that, for our present purpose, it is only necessary to give an account of the connotations of the term kingdom, and the extensions and changes of its meaning, and to do this as precisely as possible.


1. Yahweh is king, Yahweh became king—that, particularly in the above-mentioned royal psalms, is an expression of praise, which occurs exactly like a formal creed. It confesses Him as the highest, as most mighty and most glorious, and as unique in regard to exaltation, glory, and might. Instead of calling someone king, we can also say that the kingship = ‘malkuth’ or ‘mamlakah’ belongs to him. No special or technical meaning is thereby expressed. It is only a tautology. Hence, the ‘malkuth’ which, in this sense, belongs to Yahweh is synonymous with the dignity, function, and coercive power of lordship in general, as for example in Num. xxiv. 7. The various connotations which the word includes stand side by side in 1 Chron. xxix. 11 ff.:




Thine is the greatness and the power and the glory and the praise and the majesty. For everything which is in heaven and upon earth is thine. Thine is the kingship. Thou art ruler over all. In thy hand are power and might.





Obviously all else that is mentioned belongs to the kingship by way of connotation, even the sphere of sovereignty, which here is heaven and earth. They are the kingdom to which his kingship relates, and the latter cannot be conceived without the former. The primitive meaning of the root is immediately extended to cover this wider meaning.


In the same book of Chronicles the ‘malkuth’ then acquires the narrower and special meaning of Yahweh’s kingship and kingdom, as far as this is the kingdom of Israel. 1 Chron. xvii. 14:




I will place them (viz. David and his descendants) over my ‘malkuth’ for ever.





Here ‘malkuth’ is naturally not God’s own existence as king—including His royal power. Even here, one can still translate the word as my kingship, but only in the enlarged meaning in which kingship itself no longer signifies only being king together with the royal dignity or function, but actually at the same time a royal realm which is given in fee to a representative in order that in this realm he may exercise the kingship as the agent of the giver. To the ‘malkuth’ of Yahweh in this sense belong Israel and Israel’s land and people, its servants and warriors; and nothing of this signifies His kingly position and His sovereignty, but their object and sphere. This malkūth is not conceived along eschatological lines.


2. The conception of the king acquires a certain eschatological meaning in the context of the early prophetic expectations of the End. Although Yahweh is naturally always king, it is said that He will become so. Thus in Is. xxiv. 23:




For Yahweh will be king on Mount Zion and in Jerusalem.





Cf. Is. xxxiii. 22; Zeph. ii. 15; Zech. xiv. 16. Here Yahweh is king, especially as king of a future time. But it is striking that in such expressions the term ‘malkuth’ falls into the background. ‘Malkuth’ is manifestly not properly and emphatically an eschatological term. Nothing is said of a βασιλ∊ία θ∊ουˆ in a technical sense. Therefore the very definitely eschatological term βασιλ∊ία (kingdom), in the definite form that we find even in Christ’s preaching, has hardly sprung from the bare idea that Yahweh will one day be king.


3. Von Rad rightly remarks in the Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament, p. 569:




The sharp apocalyptic division between present and future age, first occurring in Daniel, brings with it for the first time a much sharper delineation (i.e. the technical character) of the kingdom of God.





Daniel’s world of thought, however, points to Persia. I should be inclined to assume that it was through eastern influence that ‘the kingdom’ first became a truly eschatological term.


4. In the sense in which we to-day speak of the kingdom of heaven, i.e. as the world above, the expression kingdom of God first appears in the Wisdom of Solomon, x. 10:




He led the righteous (Jacob), who had to flee before the wrath of his brother Esau, and showed to him the kingdom of God.





This passage refers to Jacob’s vision of the ladder reaching to heaven, the ascending and descending messengers of Yahweh, and the opened heaven. The kingdom of God is accordingly meant here, in the specific sense of the world above, the kingdom of heaven. And that world above, in contrast to the earthly one, is now the kingdom of God in the technical sense. In this passage it is not conceived eschatologically, but as something purely transcendent and other-worldly. It is the blessed and reserved beyond, from which the angels come and where the angels dwell, and where God, His throne, and His kingdom are to be found. It is the world above in complete antithesis to this world, and it has nothing more to do with the ‘malkuth’ of Yahweh as kingdom of Israel, nor with the dynasty of David and the Davidic-messianic king. It is precisely the kingdom of heaven. At the same time we must note that the original meaning of the old root ‘malkuth’ has here been long overshadowed, indeed forgotten. For naturally Jacob does not see the royal sovereignty, the function of God’s rule, but the world in which He rules, the world above, especially as the world of angels. It is idle to ask whether in so doing he saw a kingdom, and whether the kingdom had the meaning of the thing ruled or of the sphere of rule. The old root serves in this case only as a pedestal for the idea of a transcendent, glorious, divine, and miraculous world into which the elect person is permitted to look.


5. The apocalyptist wanders through this other world in his fantasies and dreams, measures its length and breadth, tells of the groups and activities of the angels who live there, rises from one heaven to another, and returns from them to earth. The simple man of religion knows nothing of such secrets. But he knows about the kingdom of God above, about a blessed heavenly world with God. When he learns that the kingdom of God is coming, then he knows not only that the time is near when God’s royal claim will be fulfilled, and judgment will be at hand, but also that the kingdom of heaven will descend from above, that the world will undergo a marvellous transformation. Such expectations are put into a concrete form in the later ideas of a Jerusalem that comes down from heaven; they form the inevitable connotations surrounding all preaching of the coming of the kingdom of God, and of every prayer for it.


6. That includes rather than excludes the fact that old associations remain alive and give birth to new expressions. One of them is to take upon one’s self the yoke of the kingdom of God or of heaven. The original meaning of ‘malkuth’ was royal dignity, royal sovereignty. As such, one can take upon one’s self the ‘malkuth’ when one bows to it in obedience and recognizes God’s command in will and action. This is another distinctive and new meaning for the realization of the ‘malkuth’ of Yahweh. It takes place now; not by defeat of enemies, nor by the exercise of coercive royal power, but where men confess the royal authority by obedience to it, and in as far as they carry out the king’s will. Lord and servant are reciprocal terms. Sovereignty may become effective where coercive power subjugates. But it may also become effective where men voluntarily subordinate themselves and, by their obedience, permit the other to become lord. This idea of a ‘malkuth’ established by taking the law of God upon one’s self was familiar to the rabbis. We also find a reminiscence of it occasionally in words of Jesus. But it would be turning everything upside down if one were to think that from such conceptions the idea of the kingdom of God and of its coming—an idea rich in associations—was to be interpreted essentially by Christ’s usage, or that the later petition for the manifestation of the kingdom of God meant this. Even when Jewish prayers of a later date ask for the revelation of this kingdom, they are not to be understood primarily as desiring that as soon as possible all men might take upon themselves the Torah, but that the marvellous entity called the kingdom of heaven might finally appear. And of course that is the case in the Christian Lord’s Prayer.


7. The Lord’s Prayer teaches men to pray:




Thy kingdom come.


Thy will be done in earth as it is in heaven.





These two petitions are mutually explanatory, but they are not simply synonymous. The earth in the second of these petitions is conceived as that which is earthly in contrast to that which is supramundane and heavenly. Upon it shall be found what is already found in heaven. That can only take place when that which is heavenly comes, i.e. if the kingdom descends from heaven. Where it comes, to that place comes also what is connected with it and what has long been realized in it, viz. that the will of God is fulfilled. The relation of the petitions is not an identity of meaning, nor a mere tautology, but a relation of foundation: the coming of the marvellous entity, the kingdom of God, makes it possible for that to take place upon earth which is not yet taking place, and cannot take place without that coming. Least of all can it take place by decisions on the side of men. They do not establish it by some sort of voluntary resolves, when they take upon themselves the sovereignty of God. It does not come by human decision, but, as Luther says, it ‘comes of itself.’ When it comes, then also the will of God is done by it and in it. As pure miracle coming from heaven, it transforms what is earthly and transforms it so that now the will of God is done also among men.


8. The characteristic elements of apocalyptic show themselves in these two petitions of the Lord’s Prayer. It is only against this background, and not by modernistic toning down, that one can grasp its concrete and strictly unique meaning. The features calling for discussion are the following:


(a) The new motives which are active in the eschatology of late Jewish apocalyptic are far from being absolutely and radically alien to ancient Israelite religious feeling, for in that case we should have to do with a syncretism in the sense of mechanical addition, and the eschatology of late Judaism would then be simply and solely an alien phenomenon, which is not the case. Rather they work upon germinal ideas found even in ancient Israel. Jacob at that early period sees Yahweh enthroned high above the earth; He lives in heaven. There is His throne, His divine court and His messengers, who descend thence and ascend thither. Even the prophets of ancient Israel, when they portray the Day of Yahweh and the time of salvation and peace which then begins, think of it as a definitive final condition and also attribute to it heavenly traits of a miraculous character. But the thing lacking in ancient Israel, and first beginning to develop with apocalyptic, was a dualistic sense of a world of God, which is by no means this world, but which, as the real world of God, is ever more strictly distinguished from and gradually opposed to it. Even if spatially conceived, particularly as localized in heaven and in the skies, even if now conceived with heightened earthly images, nevertheless we can feel, and know really for the first time, the clearer consciousness of a transcendent, unworldly supramundane existence, an existence which befits God and divine things. There is a world, a sphere of existence, which in the narrower sense is the sphere of God and where in the narrower sense also the will of God is real and where it is done. Holy men like Elijah, Enoch, Ezra, and others, can be transported into it, view it, and preach about it. Yet it is above, and quite distinct from, the mundane sphere. Such a removal and estrangement of God from the world has been regarded as dualistic, and rightly so. This dualism has been criticized as a breach in, and disturbance of, the ancient naïve connection between God and the world, but wrongly so. For it is only through some such a dualistic opposition between the entire present world and the ‘wholly other’ divine world that religion comes into its own. This dualism is essential to higher religion, and without it the latter cannot exist. It is characteristically and most appropriately described by the words of Enoch concerning the angels who left their home and descended to earth: they left ‘the high, eternal, and holy heaven.’ These words reveal an eschatology which has far outgrown all ancient Israelitish naïve folk eschatology. They contain at the same time a quite peculiar dogmatic theology and also something of the great developments and explanations of numinous apperception in the sphere of religious history. Heaven is on high. That was at first a concept due to an external and spatial standpoint. But this mere spatial view becomes the framework of an idea of value; the mere elevation becomes majesty and eminence—this too at first is only a spatial predicate; we no longer think at all of its spatial origin but only of a dignity and majesty which stoop down, win the heart, and constrain to veneration, almost to adoration. Heaven is eternal. At first this implies a temporal standpoint. Everything in the heavens changes and varies: the meteoric phenomena, the position of the heavenly bodies and their courses, the years, months, and days which are determined by the change of position of the heavenly bodies. But the sky remains immovable, without change, unchanging, ever unchanging, eternal. Thus dawns the idea of an existence which, compared with a temporal and changing existence, is a wholly other existence, removed from change and time, resting in itself, not only always—which would be mere extension of time—but eternal, removed from the category of time itself. Heaven is holy. The feeling of loftiness and eternity awakens numinous apperception, and with it a sense of value, which not only ontologically but also axiologically places its bearer in contrast to the wholly other, which in turn is utterly incomparable with all that otherwise claims to have value, meaning, and worth. Thus heaven, and existence in heaven, and the kingdom of heaven take on a sharp, dualistic opposition to everything which is not heaven, which is not above, and which does not come from above as the wholly other. It is the completely marvellous, and also that in which alone there can be righteousness and holiness. One must keep that in mind in listening to preaching about the Father in heaven, the heavenly Father, the kingdom of heaven, and ‘in earth as it is in heaven’ (cp. The Idea of the Holy, pp. 85 f.).


(b) At the same time, however, we grow aware of a change of feeling regarding this earthly world. It does not become entirely separated from God; it remains under His omnipotence. But administrative angelic powers step between Him and the world as intermediaries. They are not evil demons but powerful angels of God. They are, as it were, satraps of the great king. Similarly the world is God’s, but it is no longer God’s world in the real sense.


9. This removal of the world from the direct sphere of divine control has been traced back to the political conditions in late Judaism. There are no proofs. Rather it seems to me that the operative factor was an idea necessary to religion, and necessarily pressing its way more definitely into consciousness, viz. the idea of the transcendence of the divine over all that is of this world. It is the idea of the wholly other, the supramundane, which was first worked out in a mythical form in the contrasts between, and in the spatial superposition of, two spheres, that of earth and that of heaven.


10. Whether this had already come to pass under eastern influences may be questioned. But such influences cannot be questioned when the idea emerges that real demonic powers occupy an intermediate position, and when Iranian ideas of a real divine warfare begin to become operative. Traces of this are plain in the apocalyptic writings still extant, but scarcely one of them shows these traces in so decided and emphatic a way as does the preaching of Jesus himself. Here we encounter the very terminology of the eastern idea of this warfare, which as such was foreign to ancient Israel. We hear of the two kingdoms opposed to one another in war, of the victory of the already dawning kingdom of God over the kingdom and house of Satan, and of the fall of God’s defeated enemy from the heavenly heights. We then find this dualism brought into its sharpest form, sharper even than the east knew it, when the demonic powers are actually designated by Paul as the rulers of the world and Satan himself as the prince of this world.


11. It is in connection with such influences from the east that we must understand the two following facts:


First, we begin with the ancient accusing angel, known even to Israel. He was one of the sons of God, who as such belonged to the court of Yahweh Himself, and as such was neither a fallen angel nor the power of darkness. From him the actual devil developed, i.e. he took over in every respect the form of the Aryan Ahriman, the ancient Angramainyu of Zoroaster.


Secondly, we must note the immense power which the conception of the demonic won over men’s minds in that period. Persons possessed by evil spirits had long been known, at all times and in almost all parts of the world. But not all ages were beset by demons. Demonism is a phenomenon which moves in waves through history; it increases and subsides; and it may even appear as suddenly as an epidemic. Our gospel narratives show that in Jesus’ time a particularly strong wave of demonism had overflowed the world of Palestine. It does not admit of doubt that this wave was connected with the appearance of the above-mentioned ideas. At the same time its presence is important in interpreting a message—the message, indeed, of a typical exorcist—which ran:




The kingdom of God has come.





Such a message, when seen in these connections and brought by such a person, is something altogether different from a call to recognize a claim and make a decision. Since it was a message to a generation in which Satan’s kingdom was powerful, and since it was the message of an exorcist, it was in its essential nature and in every respect a message of salvation, an ∊ύαγγ∊́λιον. For it said: Satan’s kingdom is at an end, et tristitia cum eo abducetur, for God’s kingdom has come.


12. All interpretations of a term are necessarily false if they start from the mere root of the term, but leave out of account the associations, enrichments, and shifts of meaning which the root has received in the course of its history. All interpretations of the term βασιλ∊ία in Jesus’ mouth must be inadequate, if they fail to recognize that Jesus’ conception of the kingdom—let it in other respects mean for him what it may—includes in the most substantial and realistic manner the idea of a δύναμις (power) before which the βασιλ∊ία of Satan must yield. And it must necessarily be false to think we can take Jesus’ words as a thought complex complete in itself and separate from his personality. In understanding the meaning of the words, the character of the speaker is simply not a matter of indifference, and if his significance as a person is not comprehensible, the prime meaning of his words remains obscure; it becomes a subject of arbitrary interpretations made not from the standpoint of that person, but according to the fancy of the interpreter. To grasp what Jesus meant by the βασιλ∊ία it is necessary to know more concerning his character than that he drove out devils and performed miracles. To enter into an understanding of the sayings about the kingdom it is of immediate importance for us to know that they were spoken by one who did not belong to the category of a John but to that of a charismatic evangelist, and in particular an exorcist, who knew that the βασιλ∊ία θ∊ουˆ was operative in himself as a δύναμις against Satan and his βασιλ∊ία, and who as such was in every respect a redeemer.


13. In late Jewish apocalyptic the Iranian and the Israelitish expectations regarding the end meet and fuse. This fact may be best illustrated by examples drawn from the apocalypse of Enoch. But since this book is especially important for us in a later connection, I shall postpone its treatment in order to avoid a piecemeal discussion.





BOOK ONE


THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN CHRIST’S PREACHING
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PART II


THE KINGDOM OF GOD AS PREACHED BY JESUS





CHAPTER IV


CHARACTERISTICS OF JESUS’ PREACHING OF THE KINGDOM


1. SUPPOSE someone came to-day and stirred the world with words such as these: ‘O men, the kingdom of heaven is coming. It is at the door. It may break in at any moment.’ Perhaps we should consider him a fool (that happened to the first preacher of these words), but we should understand what he meant. We should not be aided in our understanding by an analysis of the concept of the kingdom. We would not say in our hearts: ‘Kingdom’ signifies a more or less political organism, a community organized according to laws of a πόλις or ‘civitas.’ Least of all should we think that the person concerned understood thereby—somewhat in Ritschl’s sense—a community bound together by the idea of the kingship of God, and developing according as its members fulfilled their moral calling and lived in mutual love. Nor would it be more helpful to consider the fact that kingdom originally signified lordship. Rather we should hear a long-familiar word, which would awaken a series of associated ideas.
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