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Introduction






At the ecumenical conference of Amsterdam (1948), it appeared that the knottiest of theological problems in regard to the reunion of the churches arose from the doctrinal opposition between Catholicism and Protestantism.1


The catholic position implies the continuity of the Church, its institutional character and the many consequences which result from that fact – a sacramental idea of the ministry, the value of tradition, the emphasis (no doubt under various forms) on apostolical succession.


The protestant position stresses, on the other hand, the liberty of the Holy Spirit, the ever-renewed initiatives by which God in His Word judges, corrects, sustains, recreates and consoles His Church, the universal priesthood and the charismatic nature of all forms of the ministry.


In the following study we would like to point to certain aspects of the New Testament witness which may make a useful contribution to this ecumenical debate. If the New Testament, along with the Old Testament of which it is the fulfilment, is the canon and rule of the Church, we shall try to consult it with so much the more objectivity, detachment and hope because the questions at stake are so much the more vital and controversial.


We have purposely refrained from exceeding the limits of a New Testament study. In our concluding section, we have confined ourselves to indicating the conditions under which the exegetical results arrived at would be valid for systematic theology and ecclesiology: we have not, however, developed those results dogmatically. Such dogmatic exposition, necessary as it is, can only be attempted on the basis of canonical testimony, from which it must stem. To prevent as far as possible the examination of the New Testament witness being disturbed by the desire or fear of ensuing consequences, it is of the highest importance to concentrate one’s attention, in the first place, upon the New Testament data themselves and upon them alone.


A further word about the bearing and the limitations of historical hypotheses for Biblical theology. With regard to Christology, the apostolate and the Church – theological subjects with which we shall be especially concerned – as with regard to the New Testament as a whole, certain New Testament data have often been considered to be the term of a process of development, or even the expression of a later theory very different from the original facts. In several concrete cases,2 we shall see that certain historical hypotheses sometimes raise more problems than they solve. But that is not the point, so far as Biblical theology is concerned. Ingenious, and probable or not, historical hypotheses belong to a different category from that of theological study. In exalting as its guide the Canon of Scripture, the early Church did not intend to canonize only the point of departure of ecclesiastical and theological development, but the entire trend of this development (including the later theories, attested by canonical texts, which might be an integral part of it) up to the close of the canonical period.3 No one will deny that historical study, with its inevitable and legitimate share of conjecture, is essential for the understanding of this development. But what the Church and the theologian will refuse to do is to trust in historical study for the decision as to what is canonical and what is no longer so. That decision has been made once for all. The Reformed Church above all, so justly proud of the Scriptural basis of its theology, will do well to remember it.












Part One



The Christ














Chapter 1

Christological Dualism










1. The Two Categories of Titles of Jesus: Institutional and Spiritual



If we review the various titles which Jesus bears in the New Testament, we discover that they are divisible into two groups. From the start, the evangelical “kerygma” is built up on the basis of a twofold affirmation: Jesus is the Son of David and He is also the Son of Man. Jesus is the Son of David. The sick sometimes call upon him by that title (Matt. 9:27, 15:22, 20:30-31 = Mark 10:47-48 = Luke 18:38-39). The crowd wonders whether He is not the Son of David (Matt. 12:23). It is by that title that He is greeted on His entry into Jerusalem (Matt. 21:9, 15) He is “born of the seed of David according to the flesh” (Rom. 1:3), sprung of the house of David (2 Tim. 2:8), of the stock of David (Acts 13:23). He is the (lawful) son of Joseph and Joseph is the son of David (Matt. 1:20), He is of the house of David (Luke 1:27, 69, 2:4). God will give him the throne of David His father (Luke 1:32).


Modern critics have tried to cast doubt upon the historicity of the Davidic origins of Jesus. Apart from their general suspicion of evangelical tradition, their arguments can be reduced to two: the silence of St. John’s Gospel at a point where we should have expected him to state with precision the Davidic origin of Jesus (John 7:41-42) and the synoptic passage: Matt. 22:41-46 = Mark 12:35-37 = Luke 20:41-44.


With regard to John 7:41-42, Goguel has posed the problem very well. “The idea of the Davidic descent of Jesus postulated by Jewish dogma was so widespread from the start and was considered so important that it cannot possibly have been unknown to John. Does the denial of that descent implied in effect by the passage 7:41-42, arise from the fact that he will have known an authentic tradition according to which Jesus was not the Son of David or must one explain it by the desire to detach Christians from Jewish ideas?”1 He decides in favour of the first hypothesis, basing his opinion on Matt. 22:41-46 where, according to the interpretation he considers most likely, “Jesus denies that the Messiah must descend from David”. For Goguel, “it is difficult to understand why it should not be made clear how the question of Jesus, Matt. 22:43-44 may be answered from the point of view of belief in Davidic descent.”2 If the matter stands thus, the objection of Bousset3 and of Bultmann,4 noted by Goguel himself,5 remains: “If Jesus had spoken as the Synoptics describe, the conception of the Davidic Messiah could not have arisen.”


Thus we should have to admit either, with Bousset and Bultmann, that this text is spurious and late, or else, with Goguel, that the Davidic descent, attested fairly early in Rom. 1:3, in spite of the Word of Jesus which denied it, “is a result of the influence exercised by Jewish Messianic dogmatics on the development of Christian Christology”.6 Since it certainly seems too easy a solution to doubt the authenticity of Matt. 22:41-46, it would be best to adopt the view of Goguel. But how are we validly to sustain it, when we recollect that Paul, in particular, did not make much use of the Davidic origin of Jesus? Why should he have included it in the greeting of Rom. 1:1-7, so pregnant with theological significance, if it had not already been an essential part of the primitive Gospel tradition? Moreover, if the Davidic descent of Jesus had been a debatable point, would not the Pharisees have attacked it, and would not Paul have given it a more secure foundation? The terseness of his notice is but the more significant.7


It is much more natural, with K.-L. Schmidt,8 not to see in Matt. 22:41-46 the negation of the Davidic origin of the Messiah. It is a question by which, according to His habit, Jesus wished to entangle His interlocutors who were not yet ready to enter into the secrets of God.


Furthermore, if Davidic Messianism is not mentioned in the Gospel of John, it is affirmed in Revelation (5:5, 22:16), admittedly in a somewhat different form but in one which leaves us in no doubt about the Davidic origin of Jesus. Granted the similarity of origin and at times identity of authorship which scholars once again – not without reason – have begun to recognize between the Gospel and the Revelation of John,9 we shall not be over-hasty to infer an absolute silence which, even if it were a fact, would not in any way disprove the positive witness of the Synoptics and of Paul. As for the silence of the Gospel of John itself, it will naturally be attributed to the tendency of this writing which emphasizes the discrepancy between the two categories of titles rather than the continuity which links them. It will, however, be noted that Jesus is called “the King of Israel” (1:49) and that the Fourth Gospel stresses, more even than the Synoptics, the title “King of the Jews” which was given to Jesus (John 19:19-22).


Jesus is the “Son of Man”, the Barnasha of Dan. 7:13. Let us remind ourselves that the title is found sixty-nine times in the Synoptics (thirty-eight after the pruning of Synoptic criticism), thirteen times in John and once in the Acts (7:56). In the Gospels, it always occurs on the lips of Jesus. Apart from a few passages where the context does not allow us to decide the exact bearing of the use of the term,10 we may group under three heads the Gospel texts concerning the Son of Man.


A. The heavenly origin and destiny of the Son of Man. Eschatological character of His Second Coming in judgment.


Matt. 10:23, 13:37, 41, 16:27 = Mark 8:38 = Luke 9:26


Matt. 16:28, 19:28, 25:31


Matt. 24:27 = Luke 17:24


Matt. 24:30 = Mark 13:26 = Luke 21:27


Matt. 24:37 = Luke 17:26


Matt. 24:39 = Luke 17:30


Matt. 24:44 = Luke 12:40


Matt. 26:64 = Mark 14:62 = Luke 22:69


Luke 12:8, 17:22, 18:8, 21:36


John 1:51, 3:13, 6:62, 3:14, 8:28, 12:34, 5:27, 6:27, 6:53, 12:23, 13:3111


B. Suffering, Death and (occasionally) the Resurrection of the Son of Man.


Matt. 12:40 = Luke 11:30


Matt. 17:9 = Mark 9:9


Matt. 17:12 = Mark 9:12


Matt. 17:22-23 = Mark 9:31 = Luke 9:44


Matt. 20:18-19 = Mark 10:33-34 = Luke 18:31-33


Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45


Matt. 26:2


Matt. 26:24 = Mark 14:21 = Luke 22:22


Matt. 26:45 = Mark 14:41


Mark 8:31 = Luke 9:22


Luke 19:10, 22:48, 24:7


C. The Present Power and Liberty of the Son of Man.


Matt. 8:20 = Luke 9:58


Matt. 9:6 = Mark 2:10 = Luke 5:24


Matt. 11:19 = Luke 7:34


Matt. 12:8 = Mark 2:28 = Luke 6:5


John 9:35


Thus primitive Christology seems to revolve around two essential titles: on the one hand, Jesus is the descendant and successor of David, on the other hand He is a heavenly transcendent man intervening suddenly in the life of Israel, of the nations and of the whole cosmos and accomplishing His eschatological work in the power of God and of the Spirit of God. From the very beginnings of New Testament Christology, two distinct lines of development emerge: one which we will call institutional and another which may be termed spiritual.




The Institutional Titles


As Son of David, Jesus shares in the royalty of David (Mark 11:10; Luke 1:32; Acts 13:23; Rev. 3:7). Consequently He is the King of the Jews (Matt. 2:2, 27:11, 29, 37; Mark 15:2, 9, 12; Luke 23:3, 37, 38; John 18:33, 39, 19:3, 14, 15, 19, 21) the King of Israel (Matt. 27:42; Mark 15:32; John 1:49, 12:13). He is the legal Heir, and the descendant “after the flesh” (Rom. 1:3) of the Davidic dynasty which was promised perpetuity (cf. 2 Sam. 7).


This same element of institutional continuity is seen in the use which the Synoptics make of the titles Christ and Son of God.


The Christ must be born at Bethlehem (Matt. 2:4-6; cf. John 7:42), city of Judah, the place from which the house of David springs (cf. 1 Sam. 16:1 ff.). He is Himself, as the Christ, a descendant of King David (Matt. 1:1, 6). The very existence of the Christ implies the Lordship of David (Matt. 22:42 = Mark 12:35 = Luke 20:41). He is the Christ, the King of Israel (Mark 15:32). Never do we find coupled together the Christ and the Son of Man. On the contrary, the title “the Christ” is clearly quite different from that of the Son of Man. When Peter confessed that Jesus is the Christ (Matt. 16:16 = Mark 8:29 = Luke 9:20) Jesus received and endorsed his confession (Matt. 16:17). But the immediate sequel to the story shows that this confession in no wise implied for Peter the recognition of the Son of Man who suffers and rises again (Mark 8:31-33 = Luke 9:22; cf. Matt. 16:21-23). We find the same absence of the title “Christ” in the second and third predictions of the Passion, which are concerned solely with the Son of Man (Matt. 17:22-23; Mark 9:30-32; Luke 9:43-45; Matt. 20:17-19 = Mark 10:32-34 = Luke 18:31-34). There is the same brusque transition from the Christ to the Son of Man in the Passion narratives as in the first prediction. In answering the question of the High Priest: “I adjure Thee by the living God, to tell us if Thou art the Christ, the Son of God” (Matt. 26:63; cf. Mark 14:61 and Luke 22:67), Jesus, after the ambiguous “Thou hast said”, comes at once to quite a different affirmation, relative to the Son of Man. To be sure, after the Resurrection, the title “Christ” will be linked with facts which are characteristic of the Son of Man: suffering, death and resurrection (cf. Luke 24:26, 46; Acts 2:31, 3:18, 17:3, 26:23; 1 Cor. 15:3-4). The fact is, as we shall see, that it will have been filled with a new content, richer than that of the former, purely institutional, title of the Christ, the Son of David. This new circle of ideas will mould the Christology of Paul. But it can be properly understood only by following, as we shall attempt to do, the series of divine events which gave birth to it and of which the receptacle was the purely institutional idea of the Christ the Son of David.


The title Son of God, before the Resurrection, may likewise be classified among the institutional titles, following that of the Christ. The association of the Christ with the Son of God is in fact of fairly frequent occurrence in the Gospels (cf. Matt. 16:16, 26:63 = Mark 14:61; Luke 22:67-70, Luke 4:41; John 11:27). The difference we have noted above between the Christ and the Son of Man thus brings about an identical difference between the Son of God and the Son of Man (cf. especially Matt. 16:16 and Matt. 16:21-23 which equally throws into relief the antithesis Son of God – Son of Man). We may also cite the association of Son of God and King of Israel (Matt. 27:42-43; John 1:49) and the identification of the Christ with the King of Israel, Mark 15:32. Like the title of the Christ, that of Son of God will receive after the Resurrection a new significance far richer than that which it possessed originally. It will reflect the eternal, heavenly, unique character of the Son of Man and of the Lord (cf. Rom. 8:3, 8:32; Col. 1:13, etc., and several passages of John which bear traces of the doctrinal implications of the Resurrection and its resultant Christology: John 1:18, 3:16, etc., 1 John 4:9-10, 4:14-15, etc.).







Spiritual Titles


The institutional titles which so far have been under discussion, all of them bear witness to a static and, as it were, dynastic conception of the Person of Jesus. Jesus is the descendant of David, the heir of a long and carefully prepared ancestry, of a royalty which He possesses by divine right.


We now come to three titles which characterize Jesus in quite a different way. They are: Son of Man, Kyrios (Lord) and Servant (of the Eternal).


We call them spiritual because all three of them suggest a conception of the Person of Jesus which attaches great importance to the ever renewed, transcendent and cataclysmic action of the Spirit of God.12


With regard to the title Son of Man, we may note as characteristic the fact that in the Gospels it always occurs on the lips of Jesus. This in itself implies that we have here not a static, generally accepted, official, notion, but a notion which is original, unforeseen, fraught with dynamic creative power. The three big categories of texts relative to the Son of Man confirm this observation.13 In them it is a question of the supreme manifestation of divine life and activity in the Person of Jesus, whether it be in the eschatological work of Jesus (texts A), whether it be by His suffering, death and resurrection (texts B), whether it be by His present power and freedom in regard to the contingencies of this world (texts C).


Further, the title “Kyrios” bears witness to the miraculous, transcendent character of the divine action at work in Jesus. “The Kyrios is He by whom God has intervened in the world with saving power.”14 This intervention is especially manifest in the Resurrection.15 The name Kyrios “conferred by God (see Phil. 2:5-11) indicates divine reality in its entirety, the divine person and being”.16 Hence it is quite understandable that such a title should have a far greater theological significance in the Epistles than in the Gospels; in other words, after the Resurrection rather than before it.17


The title Servant (of the Eternal) is much less frequent in the New Testament. It is found expressis verbis only in five passages: Matt. 12:18 (quoting Is. 42:1) Acts 3:13, 26, 4:27, 30. But the conception of the ministry of Jesus which it implies occupies a much larger place in the New Testament than the small number of passages in which it is explicitly used would lead us to suppose.18 This title too bears witness to the transcendent action of God in Jesus the Servant (Acts 3:13, 26) – an action which does not spring from the Person of the Servant Himself, but depends continuously upon the living initiative of God. That is why this title is set alongside that of prophet (Acts 3:22; cf. 7:37).19


Son of David, King of the Jews, King of Israel, Christ, Son of God, on the one hand, Son of Man, Kyrios and Servant on the other, do not exhaust the titles given to Jesus in the New Testament. But these are the titles which occur most frequently and are of the highest Christological significance. They express that Christological dualism which we shall explain later. The other titles given to Jesus could all be included in one or other of these two fundamental lines of development of the primitive Christological kerygma, if they do not imply that fusion of the two categories which we have already suggested in regard to the meaning which the titles Christ and the Son of God bear after the Resurrection. Thus the Pauline idea of the second Adam, the heavenly man, is very close to that of the Son of Man in the Gospels.20 The description of High Priest given to Jesus by the Epistle to the Hebrews may also be included among the spiritual titles. We have there the same sovereign intervention of God becoming manifest through the obedience of the Son (similar to the obedience of the Servant), the same importance attached to the action of the divine Spirit,21 the same non-temporal and heavenly character of Jesus (cf. Hebr. 7:1-3, 11-28). We may also bring under the same heading the title of Logos, the final term, in the New Testament, reached by the line Son of Man – Kyrios.22


On the other hand, the already stereotyped term ὁ ἐρχόμενος (He that cometh) (Matt. 11:3 = Luke 7:19-20; Matt. 21:9 = Mark 11:9 = Luke 19:38) would belong among the institutional titles, seeing that it is an equivalent of Messiah.23 Moreover it is clear that we must not without question consider as a genuine title every name applied to Jesus. Sometimes it is merely a question of a purely formal designation which as such does not imply any specific Christological content. A case in point is the description διδάσκαλος (master)24 so frequently to be found in the Gospels. The same applies to the name σωτήρ (Saviour which, originating doubtless in the Old Testament, would never have acquired any theological significance had it not been a welcome term with which to convey to the pagan world the salvation which God has wrought in Jesus Christ.25 All such designations – like the many images which the Johannine Christ applies to Himself – receive their meaning from the other Christological titles which denote not merely formally but essentially the Person and Work of Christ.


Would it not be appropriate to classify as Messianic those titles which we have called institutional? The latter are undoubtedly, in point of fact, Messianic titles26 and this confirms the classification which we have made solely on the basis of the New Testament. But it is not proved that some of the titles which we have called spiritual are not also, or were not, at one stage, Messianic in character.


That would certainly not be true of the title Kyrios. In the whole of Jewish literature the only passage which applies this title to the Messiah has for a long time been recognized to be a Christian interpolation.27


But the question is much more complicated and doubtful in regard to the titles Son of Man and Servant.


On the one hand, historians are not all in agreement about refusing Messianic dignity to the Son of Man of Jewish pre-Christian tradition.28 Nor, on the other hand, are they in agreement about the problem of the suffering Messiah29 more or less related to the Servant, at the time of late or even early Judaism.30 Whatever be the truth of the matter, the partisans of the suffering Messiah in Judaism must admit that the idea of the triumphant Messiah has become disjoined from that of the suffering Messiah. Originally one, these two notions have become divided.31 In the time of Jesus, they are clearly distinct. Thus the real question – one of history – is to discover whether the Christological dualism reflected in the New Testament has an analogy in the history of Jewish Messianism or whether the Person of Jesus merges two ideas which had always been kept distinct in Jewish tradition. But this question, which concerns the history of Judaism, has no decisive bearing on the theology of the New Testament since the testimony of the latter itself distinguishes, in order the more effectively to combine them, the two lines of development which we have noted and the existence of which will be confirmed by our theological enquiry. But in any case it will be well not to compromise from the start our exposition of New Testament Christology by systematically having recourse to the term “Messianic” in order to designate the institutional, as opposed to the spiritual, titles of Jesus. For the same reason it will be best to base the theological exposition of Christological dualism upon New Testament evidence itself rather than upon hypotheses relative to Jewish Messianism, though later we may take into account those elements of previous Jewish thought which can shed light on the New Testament witness, once the latter is securely established by means of internal exegesis.











2. Theology Of Christological Dualism



The dualism which we have noted in regard to the titles of Jesus has theological implications far beyond the simple nomenclature applied to Jesus. Without claiming to give a complete account of these theological foundations – an attempt which would disorganize the plan of our work – we think it possible to define the outlines of the subject as follows. The contrasting aspects of the institutional and spiritual titles (like the similar contrast with which later on we shall be concerned in regard to the apostolate and the Church) are in reality closely intertwined. Yet we shall be obliged to distinguish them for the sake of clarity of exposition. We ask the reader not to lose sight of the fact that they imply each other.





(i) Original Institution and Event



The institutional titles bear witness to the continuity of the divine work manifested in Jesus, and that from three points of view comparable to three concentric circles.


The Person of Jesus in the first place is embedded in the uninterrupted process of human history from Adam. That aspect of His Person (with all that it implies for the dimensions and the understanding of His Work) is brought out especially by Luke (cf. Luke 3:23-38). It is a question of natural continuity. The flesh of Christ is linked to the flesh of Adam.32


Secondly the Person of Christ is inwrought into the texture of Israel’s history from Abraham (cf. Matt. 1:1; Luke 1:55, 73; Matt. 1:2-17; Luke 3:23-33). It is a question of racial, national and Israelite continuity.


Finally the Person of Jesus is part and parcel of the house of David to which perpetual seed has been promised (cf. Matt. 1:1, 20; Luke 1:27, 69, 2:4; Acts 2:29-30, 13:22-23). As such He shares in the royalty of David (cf. Matt. 21:9, 15; Mark 11:10; Luke 1:32-33; Acts 1:6, 13:34, 15:16). Here we are concerned with dynastic and hereditary continuity. Jesus is the Son of David after the flesh (Rom. 1:3).


The witness borne to Jesus by the spiritual titles is the very opposite. Jesus is Kyrios, Son of Man, Servant not in virtue of His natural, racial, national, dynastic or hereditary roots. He is so in virtue of the sovereign initiative and power of God and His own obedience. If Jesus is Kyrios, it is because God has exalted Him to that rank, thus rewarding by the Resurrection His obedience unto death (Phil. 2:6-11;33 Acts 2:36;34 Hebr. 2:6 f.; Matt. 22:44 = Mark 12:36 = Luke 20:42). If He is Son of Man, it is because He is so, quite simply. Not the slightest allusion would enable us to deduce His dignity as “Barnasha” from His natural or dynastic roots. This moreover is in accordance with Jewish theology for which Barnasha is not a national Messiah but a being plunging at both ends, past and future, into eternity.35 As for the Servant, if He belongs to the line of prophets of Israel, it is not at all because of His roots that God has glorified Him (Acts 3:13) but because God has fulfilled the prophecies through Him (Acts 4:24-30).36


The difference between the two points of view may be interpreted as follows: on the one hand, immanent continuity; on the other, transcendent dynamic power. On the one hand, a divine work founded in the being of Jesus; on the other, a divine work ever bursting forth afresh in the initiatives which God constantly renews and Jesus constantly accepts in the spirit of obedience.37 On the one hand, we have the horizontality of a carnal, national, racial and dynastic tradition; on the other, the verticality of ever-new divine interventions, culminating in the Resurrection.


One might be tempted to see in this difference the suggestion of a contrast between the faithfulness and the sovereignty of God. The institutional titles would reflect the faithfulness of God, the spiritual titles His sovereignty. Such a systematization would do violence to the texts, for the institutional titles with their relevant contexts reveal also the sovereignty of God. For example, the genealogies of Matthew and Luke, with their so precise rhythmic patterns,38 show just as much the invincible certainty with which the divine plan will be accomplished, as God’s faithfulness to the work which He has begun in Israel. Again, the spiritual titles attest in their way the faithfulness, just as much as the sovereignty, of God. Scripture already bears witness to the Son of Man (Mark 9:12; Luke 18:31; Matt. 26:24 = Mark 14:21 = Luke 22:22). Here too there is a connection between the old and the new dispensations. In the same way the Servant is brought into relation with the prophets of the Israelite past (Acts 3:22-26) and especially with David the Servant (Luke 1:69; Acts 4:25).39


But if the institutional and spiritual groups of titles both attest the faithfulness and sovereignty of God, they do so in very different ways.


The sovereignty of God, from the point of view of the institutional titles, is envisaged in a linear, horizontal, manner. It is a sacred deposit which God has entrusted to man, then, more particularly to Israel, more particularly still to the house of David, then at last solely to Jesus.40 There is nothing of this kind in regard to the spiritual titles: here the sovereignty of God is an event arising exclusively from the divine initiative. The connection of Jesus with Adam is very different in Luke 3:23-38 from what it is in the Pauline conception of the second Adam (a conscious or unconscious renewal of the Barnasha idea plus a new dualism between the terrestrial and the celestial man).41 In the former case we have an immanent, fleshly, historical connection; in the latter, a transcendent, extra-temporal one.


Similarly the faithfulness of God as implied in the institutional titles is bound up with the idea of succession in a continuous line. But according to the spiritual titles, it is not dependent upon human nature, nor upon the national and dynastic institutions of Israel. It is manifested by the immediate action of God. God constantly confirms, by ever-renewed action, His fidelity to His promises.


To sum up, Jesus receives the Spirit of God in two ways: on the one hand, in virtue of His origin, because He is the Son of David and the Son of God. That is the meaning of the outpouring of the Spirit upon Him at His Baptism. (Matt. 3:16-17 = Mark 1:10-11 = Luke 3:22). On the other hand, He receives it, in virtue of His vocation, to enable Him to become the Servant, the Son of Man and the Kyrios (cf. Luke 4:14-19; Matt. 12:15-21, 28; Acts 10:38).42 This prophetic aspect of Jesus is found in several passages where the Spirit of God comes upon Him as it seized Saul and David with charismatic force (Matt. 4:1 = Mark 1:12 = Luke 4:1, 4:14, 10:21; cf. Luke 1:17).43 The dualism inherent in the titles of Jesus thus reproduces the dualism we have noted elsewhere44 in connection with David. Jesus has received the Spirit of God because He is the successor of David, the dynastic King of Judah. But, like David, King of Israel, He is Servant and prophet because ever anew He receives the Spirit of God.45








(ii) Particularism and Universalism



The institutional titles bear witness to the fact that the Person of Jesus, as Messiah, concerns in the first place the people of Israel according to the flesh.


The Son of David has been sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel (Matt. 15:21-28).46 Jesus sends His disciples only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel (Matt. 10:5-8, etc.).


He is the true King of Israel and as such makes His entry into Jerusalem (Matt. 21:1-9 = Mark 11:1-10 = Luke 19:28-38 = John 12:12-16; cf. also Luke 1:32 f., 1:54 f., 2:11, 19:27). He is the true Lord of the Temple (Matt. 21:12-13 = Mark 11:15-19 = Luke 19:45-46).47


The spiritual titles affirm immediately the universal scope of the salvation and judgment manifested in Jesus (cf. Phil. 2:9-11, etc.).


This difference does not mean that the passages concerned with the institutional titles would refuse salvation to the pagan world. But they present it in a different light, as is clear from the differing conceptions of faith presupposed in the two categories.


The story of the Canaanite woman (Matt. 15:21-28 = Mark 7:24-30) is very significant in this respect. Jesus does not eliminate the barrier between the pagans and Israel. If He grants the request of the Canaanite woman it is out of consideration for the greatness of her faith (Matt. 15:28). Thus faith overleaps the barrier which remains. We might say that the Canaanite woman, by her faith, is a member of the spiritual Israel without thereby causing the privileges of the carnal Israel to be in the slightest degree abolished, or alternatively we might say that she belongs to the “soul of the church” without implying that the rigour of ecclesiastical exclusion is thereby softened.48 There is the same conception of faith and of integration into Israel in the story of the healing of the centurion’s servant (Matt. 8:5-13 = Luke 7:1-10).


The passages bearing upon the spiritual titles do not conceive faith in this manner. Here, faith consists solely in direct self-committal to the Kyrios, to the Son of Man and to the Servant49 (cf. Luke 18:8, etc.).


It is never suggested in such passages that salvation might depend upon an integration into historical Israel.








(iii) Physical and Moral Aspects



Another equally significant difference appears in connection with the miracles. In the passages centring upon institutional titles, the miracles have a purely physical bearing. They are either cures or material marvels. Their whole significance resides in themselves. The obvious character of the miracle is sufficient to authenticate it.


In the passages centring upon spiritual titles, the miracles have from the start a moral bearing: they are the symbol and expression of the forgiveness of sins. The stories of miraculous cures wrought by the Son of David are never compatible with any mention of forgiveness of sins. The faith required (Matt. 9:27-31) is to believe that God can heal, nothing more. Similarly Matt. 20:29-34 = Mark 10:46-52 = Luke 18:35-43.50 Again (Matt. 12:23) if the crowd asks in astonishment: “Is not this the Son of David?” it is because Jesus has just healed the blind dumb demoniac.51


The works of the Christ as such are all purely physical. “The blind receive their sight”, etc., Matt. 11:5 = Luke 7:22. This last affirmation must not be understood in the sense of preaching the Gospel to the poor, but rather in the sense of their material profit.52 They are material miracles which may be seen and heard (cf. Matt. 11:4 and especially Luke 7:18, 21-22). The passages relating to the Son of God in the Synoptic Gospels evince equally the purely physical character of the miracles they relate. In the Temptation story (Matt. 4:3 = Luke 4:3; Matt. 4:6 = Luke 4:9) the devil admits justly that the fact of being the Son of God implies the possibility of performing miracles – turning stones into bread, casting oneself from the pinnacle of the Temple without being killed. But it is highly significant that the title “Son of God” is absent when Jesus is tempted to worship the devil (Matt. 4:8-10 = Luke 4:5-8). That is because this temptation is spiritual and as such has nothing to do with the Son of God. Similarly in Matt. 27:40 (Son of God) = Luke 23:37 (King of the Jews) the miracle required of Jesus is a physical one – let the Crucified come down from the Cross! (cf. Matt. 27:42-43, King of Israel and Son of God) = Mark 15:32 (Christ, King of Israel) = Luke 23:35 (Christ, elect of God), cf. again Luke 23:39 (Christ). Also it is always in connection with physical cures that the demons confess Jesus to be the Son of God (cf. Matt. 8:29 = Mark 5:7 = Luke 8:28; Mark 3:10-11; Luke 4:40-41).53 Impressed by the miracle in which first Jesus, then Peter, walks on the water, the disciples exclaim: “Truly thou art the Son of God!” (Matt. 14:33). Witnessing the earthquake and all that had happened (Matt. 27:51) the terror-struck centurion and guards declare: “Truly this was the Son of God” (Matt. 27:54).54


Only one miracle of healing in the Synoptics relates to the Son of Man – the passage Matt. 9:1-8 = Mark 2:1-12 = Luke 5:17-26. The difference between this story and those of the healings wrought by the Son of David is at once apparent: the healing of the paralytic is not a miracle the meaning of which resides in the action itself. It has a purpose – to show the power of the Son of Man to forgive sins (Matt. 9:6 = Mark 2:10 = Luke 5:24). The miracle is not purely physical in character. Its end is moral. It is integrally connected with the forgiveness of sins. We find the same connection in the Johannine story of the healing of the man born blind (John 9:1-41 – a text likewise concerned with the Son of Man; cf. John 9:35-38). The miracle has as its aim to manifest judgment, to call men to decision and to forgive their sins if they confess Him (John 9:39-41; cf. John 5:27). The same implication is seen in the cures effected by the Servant (Acts 3:1-26, 4:27-30) and by the Kyrios (Acts 9:32-35, 36-42, 14:3) in the miraculous deliverance of Paul and Silas (Acts 16:1-34). Here again the meaning of the miracle does not reside in the action itself: it is an invitation to repentance, conversion, salvation (Acts 3:19, 9:35, 9:42, 16:31) it confirms the message (Acts 4:29-30) the offer of pardon (Acts 14:3). It awakens the consciousness of sin and encourages the sinner to appropriate the offer of forgiveness.


This distinction between purely physical miracles and those with a moral purpose entails a corresponding distinction in the idea of evil, of the work of Jesus and the function of faith.


In the passages concerned with institutional titles, evil is primarily and decisively a physical malady of which man is the victim. In those concerned with spiritual titles, evil is primarily moral in character, a sin for which man is responsible. In the former case, the work of Jesus consists essentially in acts of power, opera operata which intervene directly and miraculously in the life of men and in elemental things. In the latter case, the work of Jesus is manifested in His word which miracles can but in due course confirm, and which calls men to repentance and faith. In the former, miracle is consequent upon faith, it is the response of the sovereign King to the petition of His imploring subjects. In the latter, miracle precedes faith: it is the confirmation by the prophet, the Servant, the Son of Man, the Kyrios of the Word which engenders faith, it is the outward sign of the Word.55








(iv) Plan and Content of the Drama of Redemption



Whatever be the truth of the unsolved problem of the “suffering Messiah” in earlier Judaism, do the institutional titles, before the Resurrection, on the basis of the internal exegesis of the New Testament itself, contain the idea of the suffering, death and resurrection of Jesus?


Some passages would seem at first to give a negative answer to this question. We have in mind, for example, Matt. 16:16 = Mark 8:29 = Luke 9:20 (cf. Matt. 16:21-23 = Mark 8:31-33 = Luke 9:22). But according to other passages, it seems that the suffering and death of Jesus are the consequence of the fact that He was the Christ, the King of Israel and the King of the Jews. Here are the relevant texts all contained in the Passion narratives: Matt. 26:63-66 = Mark 14:61-64 = Luke 22:67-71; Matt. 27:11-14 = Mark 15:2-5 = Luke 23:2-5 = John 18:33-37; Matt. 27:37 = Mark 15:26 = Luke 23:38 = John 19:19-22, 19:7. At first sight all these texts seem to represent the condemnation of Jesus as the result of His Messiahship. The most characteristic passages are Matt. 27:37 = Mark 15:26 = Luke 23:38 = John 19:19-22. The motive of the condemnation of Jesus, as indicated on the titulus, is expressed by means of a Messianic title. Similarly according to John 19:7, Jesus “must die because He has declared Himself the Son of God”. Hence it seems legitimate to identify the blasphemy (Matt. 26:65 = Mark 14:64) with the Messianic pretension of Jesus as such.


But this sweeping interpretation is not proof against a more searching scrutiny of the texts. First of all, it is not certain that the expression σὺ εἶπας (thou hast said) (Matt. 26:64) is not evasive, and the equivalent of a refusal to answer.56 Secondly, even if – as we believe – the reply of Jesus in Matt. 26:64a must be understood to be a categorical affirmative equally with Luke 22:70b and especially Mark 14:62a it is still true that it is followed by quite a different declaration relative to the Son of Man.57 In our opinion, Jesus admitted to being the Christ, the Son of God.58 But, if Jesus was condemned, it was not because of His Messianic pretensions but because He followed up the confession of His Messiahship by a declaration relative to the Son of Man, because He filled the traditional categories of the Messiah with a new meaning (new, at least, for the Jews of that time). Here we may cite Héring: “He, a simple mortal (and, we might add, a simple Messiah) identifies Himself with a heavenly Power seated at the right hand of God.”59 That is the blasphemy in the eyes of Caiaphas and the priests.60


In fact it is impossible to understand how the Messianic character of Jesus could form a main point of accusation, since a Messianic pretension in itself was not, in Judaism, tantamount to blasphemy.61 Everything is explained if the blasphemy of Jesus consisted in His having identified Himself with the Son of Man. Other passages in the Gospels support this interpretation. It is never considered a blasphemy that Jesus should have called Himself Son of David. But significantly enough this accusation emerges in the only healing miracle in which the Son of Man is concerned (Matt. 9:3 = Mark 2:7 = Luke 5:21).62


The true interpretation of the appearance before Pilate (Matt. 27:11-14 = Mark 15:2-5 = Luke 23:2-5 = John 18:33-37) and of the episode of the titulus (Matt. 27:37 = Mark 15:26 = Luke 23:38 = John 19:19-22) springs from these considerations. If the Messianic title King of Israel or King of the Jews constitutes the main point of the accusation, it is because Jesus, bringing it into vital connection with the Son of Man, imparted to it a blasphemous character which it did not possess in itself.63


The institutional titles as such do not imply the passion, death and resurrection of Jesus. Moreover, at this period at least, the idea of a suffering Messiah was unknown to the Jews, whether because it had never existed or because it had been forgotten or rejected.64 The following passages in the New Testament are sufficient proof of this: Matt. 16:21 f. = Mark 8:31 f. = Luke 9:22 f.; Matt. 17:22-23 = Mark 9:30-32 = Luke 9:43-45; Matt. 20:17-19 = Mark 10:32-34 = Luke 18:31-34; Luke 24:20 f.; Acts 17:3; 1 Cor. 1:23; Gal. 5:11.65


The spiritual titles are connected at once with the passion, death and resurrection of Jesus. Such is the position with regard to the Son of Man.66 For the Kyrios, the main texts are: Phil. 2:6-11 (cf. Rev. 5:12); Rom. 10:9; Acts 2:36; Hebr. 2:6 ff. For the Servant, we shall think of those passages which place the suffering of Jesus in the light of the suffering of the prophets of the old dispensation: Acts 3:12-26, 7:52; Matt. 23:34-35 = Luke 11:49-51; Matt. 23:37-39 = Luke 13:34-35. Just as God, under the old dispensation, upholds His Servant (Is. 52:13 – 53:12), He has raised Jesus His Servant (Acts 3:26) and glorified Him (Acts 3:13).67


Thus the institutional titles appear as fixing a framework within which the divine initiative works out the drama of salvation, attested by spiritual titles. Thus when Luke (Luke 24:26, 46; Acts 2:31, 2:36, 3:18, 17:3, 26:23) brings the title of Christ into connection with the death and resurrection of Jesus, we shall not suppose that those events have anything to do with the inherent meaning of the title. Moreover the way in which Luke 24:26 and 46 for example speak of the suffering, death and resurrection of the Christ shows clearly that there is something there which is utterly incomprehensible. Thus the title Christ receives a new content, richer, more dynamic and alive than the traditional Messianic idea. This content will form the substance of the evangelical kerygma (cf. 1 Cor. 15:3). The title Christ will assume in itself the whole meaning of Son of Man, Kyrios and Servant.68


Still more significant is the fact that the character of a framework which we have recognized in the title Christ subsists even at times after the Resurrection. As proof we may quote the astonishing text Acts 2:24: “Whom God hath raised up, having loosed the pains of death, because it was not possible that He should be holden of it.” Whatever may be the vicissitudes of His existence, the Messiah cannot eternally die. The death and resurrection certainly have the appearance of a drama but of one which is inserted into a framework that is as undramatic as possible – the fundamental indestructibility of the Messianic nature69 – an indestructibility attested by the Messianic Psalm which follows (Acts 2:25-28 = Ps. 16:8-11).70


A further aspect of the distinction between the framework and contents of the drama of redemption is the following: the institutional titles bear witness to the work which God accomplishes by means of the Christ, the spiritual titles emphasize rather the divine work which Jesus Himself accomplishes by His own intrinsic authority which is the reward of His obedience. The former imply a theocentric theology, the latter a Christocentric one.


Those passages which bear upon the Christ the Son of God reveal, if one may say so, an essentially passive Jesus, the docile instrument of the Will of God. He is conceived and born (Matt. 1:18-25; Luke 2:1-21) He is persecuted (Matt. 2:1-13) He is delivered (Matt. 2:14-15, 19-23) He is baptized (Matt. 3:13-17 = Mark 1:9-11 = Luke 3:21-22; cf. John 1:24-28) He is tempted (Matt. 4:1-11 = Mark 1:12-13 = Luke 4:1-13) transfigured (Matt. 17:1-8 = Mark 9:2-8 = Luke 9:28-36) acclaimed (Matt. 21:9 = Mark 11:9 = Luke 19:38) judged by the Jews (Matt. 26:63 = Mark 14:61 = Luke 22:67) and by the Gentiles (Matt. 27:11-14 = Mark 15:2-5 = Luke 23:2-5, cf. Luke 23:6-16)71 condemned (Matt. 27:15-26 = Mark 15:6-15 = Luke 23:17-25) evil entreated (Matt. 27:27-31 = Mark 15:16-20) crucified (Matt. 27:33-44 = Mark 15:22-32 = Luke 23:33-43) raised from the dead (Acts 2:30-32, 4:10, etc.). In Christ God accomplishes His work but in such a way that Jesus, the Christ, appears as the instrument used by the divine sovereignty, as the framework of the divine action.


What a difference when we come to consider the spiritual titles! From the moment of His resurrection, the Kyrios, the Servant, possesses power and exercises it Himself (cf. Phil. 2:11; Matt. 28:18-20;72 Acts 3:16). And even before His resurrection, the Son of Man is manifested as a power in itself divine and sovereign. His work and His person coincide. He bears sway over the world and its contingencies.73 His return is an absolute event, bearing its whole significance in itself.74








(v) Eschatological Institution and Event



In the Gospels, institutional titles are never used in connection with the Second Coming of Jesus. Yet there was no lack of opportunity. In the Synoptic apocalypses, for example (Matt. 24:4-36 = Mark 13:5-37 = Luke 21:8-36) Jesus speaks indeed of the appearance of false Christs (Matt. 24:5, 23-24 = Mark 13:21-22) but as soon as He announces His own coming, He has recourse to the title Son of Man (Matt. 24:27 (= Luke 17:24) Matt. 24:30 = Mark 13:26 = Luke 21:27; Matt. 24:37 (= Luke 17:26) Matt. 24:39 (= Luke 17:30) Matt. 24:44 (= Luke 12:40)).


On the other hand the spiritual titles serve at once to bear witness to the Return of Jesus. This is so in regard to a whole series of texts relative to the Son of Man.75 For the Kyrios, we may cite here Matt. 24:42-51; cf. Luke 12:36-47; Mark 13:35.76 As for the Servant, it will be noted that His action is eminently eschatological77 and that the return of Jesus the Christ (Acts 3:20) depends on the hearing granted to the prophet and Servant.


These differences are merely symptomatic of the distinction which the New Testament establishes between the eschatology of the Christos and that of the Kyrios Servant. A good example of this distinction will be seen if we compare78 Acts 1-2 and Acts 3-4.


According to Acts 2:1-41 (cf. Acts 1:1-26) Jesus, by the unique outpouring of His Spirit at Pentecost (Acts 2:1-13) finally establishes the foundation of His Church. By giving His Spirit once for all to the apostles and those who surround them, He renders the Church capable of continuing the task which He began on earth.79 In His name and place, the Church will accomplish the work of God. The apostles, having received the Spirit, will be the witnesses of Jesus in Jerusalem, in all Judaea and Samaria and to the ends of the earth.80 Having made this promise Jesus ascends into heaven, and, according to this Christological conception, will no longer intervene in the life of the Church until He restores the Kingdom of Israel at the Parousia (Acts 1:6).81 The Church itself constitutes the already existing eschatological community, to which the Lord adds every day such as are being saved (Acts 2:47). The Church is a living organism and institution which is growing gradually. Its history will coincide with that of the Christ on earth. As the Church progresses, the work of Christ will progress up to the moment when He will return to manifest His Kingship palpably. The eschatology proper to such ideas of the gift of the Spirit to the Church, the mission of the Church and the return of Christ is in harmony with the movement of time: there will be progress up to the point when, the Kingdom having ripened through the power of the Spirit once for all given to the Church, Christ will come to take possession of it, in a visible manner.


This idea of a single gift of the Spirit is expressed several times in Acts. Apart from the texts concerning Pentecost (Acts 1:5, 8, 2:4, 17, 18, 33, 38), we may quote Acts 10:44-47, 11:15-16 where the Spirit is given to the Gentiles as it has been to the Jews. This gift is presented as unique, as witness the close link between the Spirit and Baptism (Acts 10:47, cf. Acts 15:8). Notice also the significant expression: to lie to the Holy Ghost (Acts 5:3) or to tempt the Spirit of the Lord (Acts 5:9) by which is meant the lie of Ananias to Peter. It is because Peter is filled with the Holy Spirit that, in lying to him, Ananias is lying to God Himself (Acts 5:4).82 Similarly Peter and John appear as those who, possessing the Spirit once for all, can also impart it (Acts 8:15, 17, 18, 19).


According to Acts 3 and 4, although the Apostles are already filled with the Holy Spirit (cf. Acts 4:8) the Spirit is given them once again (Acts 4:31). Have we here a new Pentecost? Not at all, for the Spirit is given in answer to a special prayer (Acts 4:24-30) and with a special task in view – that of uttering the Word of God boldly (Acts 4:31). The Church here is no longer conceived as the already existing eschatological community. “It becomes an event and a reality only when God sets it up and creates it on the return of His Servant Jesus.”83 Until that time, it is led by the ever-renewed guidance of the Spirit. Through His Spirit the Kyrios Servant manifests in the Church His ever new initiatives. The eschatology proper to these ideas of the gift of the Spirit to the Church, the mission of the Church and the return of the Lord, moves in a direction contrary to that of time: the Lord, already seated on the throne of His eschatological glory, intervenes ever anew to rouse His Church and enable it to bear witness to Him. In this view of things, the Church does not act of itself, it bears witness to the already completed work of the Kyrios. Its life stems utterly from the Parousia whence it receives its strength and soul by ever recurrent anticipations of spiritual plenitude. In this circle of ideas the Parousia will be less a fulfilment than a revelation: it will at last manifest the existence, hidden until then, of the eschatological Church of the Lord. This idea of ever-renewed gifts of the Spirit is likewise attested in Acts. Ceaselessly the Spirit is at work, manifesting itself by new initiatives: Acts 13:4, 16:6, 7, 19:21, etc.


It would not be incorrect to say that broadly speaking the first theory, that of the eschatological Church as institution, will be characteristic of Judaic Christianity, while the second – that of the eschatological Church as event – will be characteristic of Gentile Christianity. But it should be noted that the idea of the eschatological Church as event is already to be found in texts like those of Acts 3 and 4 which reflect Judaic Christianity. Our conclusion will be that in this respect certain characteristics of Gentile Christianity are foreshadowed in pristine Judaic Christianity. It is the same with the problem of pneumaticism. When Goguel maintains that pneumaticism played in Jerusalemite Christianity only a very limited and virtually ineffective part,84 he underestimates the difference between Acts 1 and 2, on the one hand, Acts 3 and 4 on the other. It is certainly correct to observe with him that the manifestations of the Spirit will be much more frequent on Gentile Christian ground. But it would be wrong to limit pneumaticism to palpable interventions of the Spirit in the life of the Church. There is another sort of pneumaticism, as we have seen, horizontal not vertical: the Spirit active in the Church not in the form of ever-recurrent interventions, but through the immanence of the spiritual foundations laid in it once for all at Pentecost. In other words, side by side with the pneumaticism of the Kyrios it will be well to admit a very different sort of pneumaticism: that of the Christos.85


The difference between the Christos and the Kyrios, between the eschatological institutional Church already fully constituted and in possession of the Spirit, and on the other hand the eschatological community which is ever being constituted afresh by the initiatives of the Spirit and which will be fully revealed only at the Parousia, is supported by the difference between the two ideas of the Kingdom of God contained in the New Testament. According to certain texts, the Kingdom is a present fact, summoned to develop its life in conformity with the immanent laws of its being. According to other texts the Kingdom is clearly a future event, casting at the present moment its light upon human destiny.86 Evolution and revolution – such is the fundamental dualism of the New Testament in this respect. Both of them are eschatological but are so in different ways: the first taking its point of departure in the present and stretching out towards the future, the second starting from the goal and projecting itself upon the present.87


As we have deduced it from the titles of Jesus, this Christological dualism shows itself to lie at the root of the whole New Testament message. This message is inscribed in the framework prepared by God Himself of the elect people with its race, history and institutions. At the same time the newness of the message bursts the framework without entirely superseding it. The New Testament has not done away with the old. It has confirmed it while surpassing it. It has surpassed it while confirming it. The fundamental character of Christian theology springs from the unity of Biblical revelation. This unity is attested by the most ancient creed of the Church88 which declares: Kyrios Christos.
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An Exegetical Enquiry into the
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