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This is a study in the biblical theology of mission, the purpose of which is to
discover the essential motive-force of mission. The thesis is: "Love is the motive for

mission, and the essential nature of mission is found in the biblical concept of love."

Only two sections of the biblical materials are considered. In Part I the mission
of Israel is examined as it is set forth in the prophetic materials of the Old Testament,
specifically in terms of the topic, love as a motive for mission. It is stated here
that mission is central to the message of the prophets and that the concepts, election,
covenant, and service, provide the basic structure for a theology of mission.

In Part II the mission of Jesus is examined as it is revealed by a critical analysis
of the Synoptic materials, specifically in terms of love as a motive for mission. It is
stated here that the central issue of Jesus' ministry, considered from the perspective
of the historical Jesus, is the radical demand of God's Rule. Thus Jesus called all men
to repentance, faith, and obedience, and tnus he gave himself in his mission. It is
also suggested here that the traditional interpretations of Jesus' ministry, which are
based on the uniqueness of the time and/or his person, are incorrect with regard to the
mind of Jesus. His mission was not based on his own uniqueness; it was an expression of
obedience to God's will. Thus he gave himself, even in rejection, suffering, and death,
not in the hope of future vindication and personal glory but in the self-denial and self-
giving with which he challenged others. Because of the resurrection we know that he
perfectly fulfilled God's will, and with the early church we acclaim him as the Servant-
Messiah, the Son of God. In Jesus' life and ministry, considered from the perspective
of the actual ministry but in the light of the resurrectxon, we find the full meaning of
mission, the content for a theology of mission.

In both parts of this study it is evident not only tnat love is the motive for
mission but that the essential nature of mission is found in the concept of love.
"Mission" refers to the purpose or will of God, in which men are called to participate.
"Love" refers to the inner and total response of the person, which is the essential
nature of true obedience to God's will.

The results of this study in the biblical theology of mission are significant for
the church's theology of mission, for the church, as the people of God, has inherited
Israel's mission, and her mission, as the body of Christ, is based on Jesus' mission.
It is evident that the meaning of the church's existence is found in its mission, that
its whole life is bound up with the purpose and love of God, and tnat the essential
nature of its mission is self-denial and self-giving, i.e. love.

Use other side if necessary.
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INTRODUCTION—An Approach to the Biblical Theology of mission

The title, "Love as a Motive for Mission," indicates the topic of this

study, and the sub-title, "An Approach to the Biblical Theology of Mission,"

indicates its field, methodology, and limitations. The thesis to be proved is;

"Love is the motive for mission, and the essential nature of mission is to be

found in the biblical concept of love." The following introductory psragrapho

will state briefly the purpose for which this topic is pursued, the method by

which it will be developed, and a definition of the thesis which is being set

forth.

The purpose of this study is to be seen against the background of the

vital and widespread contemporary discussion of the mission of the church.

Since the great missionary conference at Edinburgh in 1910 there have been

profound changes in the shape and understanding of the church's mission. In

the period after World War II "foreign missions" have been increasingly in¬

corporated into what is called the "ecumenical mission."^ Recently at New-

Delhi the International Missionary Council and the World Council of Churches

were integrated, uniting the world-wide missionary movement and the movement

toward Christian unity. The realisation that the esse of the church is to be

missionary has often been expressed in terms s uch as "the church is mission"

and "the church lives for its mission." The enlarged meeting of the Committee

of the International Missionary Council at Willingen in 1952 worked toward a

2
theology of mission. " W» Andersen wrote after this conference;

1
"Ecumenical mission is the church in the whole world releasing its whole

life in dynamic mission, with the pur-pose of entering directly and vitally into
an encounter with the world in the name of Jesus Christ." From the statement
of the Kohonk Consultation, ¥. R. Hogg, New Day Dawning (New York; World Horizons,
1957), p. 100.

^The report on "The Theological Basis of the Missionary Obligation" was
received but not formally adopted. N. Goodeli, ed., "issicns under the Cross
(London; Edinburgh House Press, 1953), pp. 238-245.
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We are moving towards the discovery of a theology of the missionary
enterprise. This is the gain that 'mo accrued through the meeting
of missions on the one hand and the church and theology on the other.
The course followed by the world missionary conferences in the past
has made it clear that the meeting of mission with church is destined
to reach fulfillment, and that the encounter of the missionary enter-
prise with theology has reached its climax. The time has corns when
it is essential to experience, to recognize, and to express the signifi¬
cance of this meeting for missions arid for the church, and the nature
of the mutual service which missions and theology can and should render
to one another.

It lias become evident that one of the greatest needs of the church today is to

realize her missionary nature, and it lias also become evident that an important

means toward that realization is the setting forth of a theology of mission.

The present world situation accentuates the urgency of this discussion

about the church's mission and indicates the direction which a theology of

2
mission should take. In the midst of increasing secularization, the popula¬

tion explosion, the rising of new peoples, the tension between Sast and West,

and many other factors, "God calls his church to be an organ of his cosmic

redemptive purpose. This sovereign call demands the total response of the

3
whole church." In our frightfully divided world and even in our shamefully

4
divided churches tne particular need is for reconciliation. The ecumenical

W. Andersen, Towards a Theology of Mission (London; SCM Press, 1936),
pp. 11, 12. Mors recently Andersen has carried the same theme forward in
"Further toward a Theology of Mission," The Theology of the Christian Mission.
ed. G. H. Anderson (London; SCM Press, 1961), pp. 300-313. It may be rioted
that the first main section of this volume, which is a collection of essays
by different authors, is entirely inadequate for its title, "The Biblical
Basis," i.e. for the biblical basis for a theology of mission.

2
"Some have spoken of this as a "post-Christian" era, and it is widely

recognized that we have seen the irrevocable breakup of the Corpus Christ-
ianua. The dissolution of the so-called Christian culture or civilization
of the past should awaken the church to the fact and urgency of its mission
in every environment, in every place and in every aspect of life.

3
"Missionary Vocation and Training," Missions under the Cross, p. 208.

4
P. W. Dillistone, "The Dispensation of tne Spirit," Missions under the

Cross, p. 87; "The great need which the Spirit is exposing in our day in every
area of the world's life is the need for reconciliation." L. Hewbigir*, On®
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movement is thus pursuing unity for mission and suasion for unity; it calls

for the church to realise its nature as a reconciled and a reconciling fellow¬

ship. "What the church must aim at is dynamic catholicity. The whole church,

corporately and individually, must be concerned about world-wide Christian

unity, and, at the same time, be committed to missionary action on a world

front.

The purpose of the present study is to contribute to this important,

urgent discussion, to probe into the biblical understanding of mission,

particularly to analyse the basic motive-force of mission. Leaders in the

2
study of the theology of mission have called for more biblical groundwork.

But this does not mean that we should seek to establish set forms for the

church—in any case the Bible does not provide 3ueh for®8, Bather, according

to H. Kraemer, "Biblical self-understanding mean® to eeiao tho dominant intention

and grasp the motives, the power and the spirit, by which the church is moved

3
and in which it has its real being." This is the purpose underlying the

Body. One Gospel, One World (London: IMC, 1959), pp. H» 12: "We should under¬
take the costly but exciting task of finding out what is the pattern for the
church's mission in the new day in which God has been pleased to put us. This
is not, first, a matter of organization—though questions of organization neces¬
sarily arise in their proper place. It is a matter of fundamental theolagical
thinking, of Bible study, arid of discerning the signs of the times. Perhaps
what we need above all—and only God can give it to us—is a vision, a symbol,
a myth—if you like—which will evoke frua the ordinary Christian th® response
which God wants of us in our generation.... It ia already present in the think¬
ing and speaking of missionaries and churchmen during the last decade or so. It
could be briefly stated as 'The whole church, with one Gospel of reconciliation
for the whole world.'"

*lJ. A. Mackay, "The Great Commission and the Church Today," Missions under
the Cross, p. 140.

2
Andersen, Towards a Theology of Mission, p. 60s "In reality, the mission¬

ary enterprise should find its place first and foremost in the development of
the program of biblical exegesis; for the material with the interpretation of
which the exegeta is concerned is the Word of God spoken to, and sent forth
into, the world."

-2

H. Kraemer, A Theology of the Laity (Philadelphia; Westminster Press,
1938), p. 129.
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present study; tills is the reason for considering the topic, "Love as a

Motive for Mission."

This study is "An Approach to the Biblical Theology of Mission." It

seeks to set forth "the biblical theology of mission." Biblical theology is

concerned with the scientific exposition of the religious ideas of the biblical

materials. These materials nave to do with the relationship between God and

aaa; therefore to be scientific hero means not only to sot forth "objectively"

the thoughts expressed in them but also to become "subjectively" concerned

with these thoughts.1 Only in this way can the biblical materials be rightly

understood. Biblical theology holds a particular place in the larger field of

biblical studies. It utilizes,, but does not repeat, the work of linguists,

lower and higher criticism, history, and comparative religion. It provides

the groundwork for, but does not replace, the work of dogmatics. Finally,

biblical theology seeks to set forth the ideas contained in the biblical

materials not by imposing an alien system but by revealing their inner structure

and unity, not by forming a synthesis of the whole but by considering the in-

2
dividual authors and movements separately. The present study lies within the

field of biblical theology, for it is concerned particularly with the thaology of

mission set forth in the biblical materials.

^This concept is set forth by T. F. Torrance in his lectures on "Scientific
Method and Theology," which, unfortunately, have not yet been published. He sur¬
mounts the futile antithesis between revelation and reason, faith and fact, or
theology and history by pointing out that the basic axiom of acionce ia "conform¬
ity to the nature of the object." As any object is known by the knower'3 being
reconciled to it, so God ia known by being reconciled to him in the full theologic¬
al sense. Thus to understand God's word, particularly in the Bible, wo must submit
to him in faith and obedience.

2
On the method of biblical theology cf. the introduction to B. Weiss,

Biblical Theology of the Mew Testament, vol. I, 3rd revised ed., trans. D. Saton
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1862), which is still perhaps the best statement on
the subject.
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This study is "an approach" to ths biblical theology of mission in

two senses. First, it is limited in the sense that it is concerned with

one particular aspect of mission; it seeks to analyze the motive for mission

in the biblical materials. Therefore other aspects, such as the scope and

pattern of mission, which are important in themselves and which involve their

own problems, need not be dealt with directly. It is important to note at the

outset, however, that this study is not concerned with psychological motivation^"
2

but with the dynamic of mission theologically conceived. It seeks by this

line of inquiry to examine an Important element in the biblical theology of

mission. The second limitation of this study is that it deals with only the

first two levels or segments of the biblical materials, viz. the Old Testament

and the Synoptic Gospels. Part I analyzes "The Mission of Israel" as it is

revealed in the Old Testament prophets, and Part II deals with "The Mission

of Jesus" as it is revealed in the Synoptic materials. A hypotnetical Part Ills

"The Mission of the Church," covering the rest of the Mew Testament, lias been

That motive is a basic part of the psychology of the Hebrews and later
the Jews is indicated especially by J. Pedersen, Israel; Its Life and Culture,
vols. I-II, trans. A. Mpller (London; Oxford University Press, 1926), pp. 99-
181. That this mentality is found in the use of ths Hebrew (and Aramaic)
language is evident in F. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs, A Hebrew and
English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford; Clarendon Press, 193?), pp. 659-
661. These two aspects are important as background materials, but they will
not be dealt with directly in this study.

2
Although the tens "motive" is generally thought of psychologically and

is generally avoided in the theological disciplines for that reason, it is
used here as a theological concept, and it is used because it expresses moat
precisely the area of concern of this study. As ws examine the nature of man's
participation in God's reconciling purpose for the world, it will become
evident that God's will is obeyed by heart response, by inner and total
response of the person, by changing the basic orientation of the person from
self-centered to other-centered, fue term "motive" is used throughout this
study in this far-reaching theological sense.
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omitted because it could not be bandied within a reasonable scope." Neverthe¬

less there is a certain completeness to this outline, for Part I provides the

2
structure and Part II the content for a "biDlieal" taeology of mission—

specifically with regard to the question of motive.

Finally we come to the tnesis itself; "Love is the motive for mission,

and the essential nature of mission is to be found in the biblical concept of

love." In the course of this study the two terms, "mission" and "love," will

be defined in relation to each other. Mission has to do with purpose; it is

the purpose or will of God, whicn men are called to obey. Love has to do wita

motive; it is the inner and total response of the person. These two concepts

3
have been studied frequently and In various ways, but they are boot understood

1
It ®ay be suggested at this point that it is these materials which best

reveal a theology of mission, particularly with regard to love as the motive.
Paul 3peaks of love as the basic element of the church's life (l Cor. 13), as
the motive for mission (2 Cor. 3:14); the Johannine materials dwell on love as
the essence of God's relationship to the world (Jn. 3:16) and of the church's
life (l Jn. 4:7-21); in Acts the picture of tho early church and its universal
expansion may be described in terms of sacrificial love. It is evident that
these and other Hew Testament materials contain or imply a profound theology
of mission. But it is also evident that they would require a work far more
extensive than the present one, or else several works.

^Biblical theology, as we have noted, analyzes the theology set forth
in the 'biblical materials; It is the scientific representation of tnat theology
according to its own content and form within the several divisions and even
within the various books of the Bible. The term is frequently, though wrongly,
used to refer to any theology which purports to b© constructed on the basis of
the Bible, but every theology claims, or at least should claim, to do that;
this is the field of dogmatics, nevertheless the proper function of biblical
theology is to provide the basis for theological construction co that theology
may be "biblical" in this aense. Thus in the present study when we refer to
the application of the results of this study in biblical theology to theology
we shall apeak of "biblical" theology as distinct from biblical theology.

"'Works on mission are too numerous and varied to cits here. Some important
works on love are: J. Moffatt, Love in the Hew Testament (London; Hodder &
Stoughton, 1929); G. Quell and S. Stauffer, Love, trans, from WT by J. R.
Coatas (London: Ada's -4b Charles Black, 1958); A. Nygren, A "ape and Bros, trans.
P. 3. v/atson (London: SFCK, 1953); V. Jarnack, Agape: Die Liebe als Grundmotiv
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when they are brought together. Thus the thesis to be proved here is that

love is the motive for mission. In examining this thesis, however, m find

that what is involved is nothing less than & theological exposition of the

whole concept of mission. Thus the thesis statoa further that the essential

nature of mission is to be found in the biblical concept of love.

Although this thesis has not previously boon developed in a systematic,

2
biblical exposition, references to this topic are not wanting. T. F. Torrance

has written, "The iaterponotration of being and mission constitutes the nature

of the church, so that tha church ia church as it participates in the active

3
operation of the divine love." H. H. Rowley concludes nis study of the

mission of Israel witn tnese words: "We do not merely proclaim the love of God
I

in Christ objectively; we enter into that lov®, and know ita eager yearning of

spirit, and feel the pangs of God's rejected love.... It becomes a part of our

very life, laying upon us its imperious constraint, and filling our heart with

der neutestamentlichen Theologis (Mssoldorfs Fatmos-Verlag, 1951); <1® Mclntyre,
On the Love of God (London: Collins, 1962); G. Spicq, Agape dans le Nouveau
Testament: analyse des Textes, 3 vols. (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1958, 1959)•

*The great missionary apootle, speaking of our participation in God's
'.fork of reconciling tne world to himself, says, "The love of Christ constraineth
us." (2 Cor. 5:14, SJ?) Apart from fchiu oignificant passage, however, thora
are few explicit references in the Bible to love for thooc outside the people
of God. This is probably why love has not always been directly related to
mission, particularly in biblical studies. Love is usually expounded in term©
of the relationship of Christians to each other and to God in Christ. Mission
is usually seen in terms of tne church's relationship to the world. The
present study seeks to bring together these two important concepts.

'"There is a thesis by J. Van Ben Berg under the title, Cone.trained by
Jesus' Love (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1956), but tuis is "An Inquiry into the Motives
of the Missionary Awakening in Great Britain in the Period between 1698 and 1015."

F. 'Torrance, Royal Priesthood (iSdinburghs Oliver & Boyd, 1955),
P • 30.
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an eager paooion that fails not."3" In connection with Jn. 37;?fi P. S, Minear

has written, "¥herever God's love animates the ministry of Christ's people,

there Christ himself is at work. The love of God incarnate in Christ and

embodied in Christ's community—-this love is the way God ha3 chosen to make

2
his name known to all men." These insights all point to the proposition

that love is the motive for mission and that the essential nature of mission

is to be found in the biblical concept of love.

As we have noted already, the following study contains two parts.

In Part I "The Mission of Israel" will be examined as it is set forth in the

prophetic materials of the Old Testament, for these materials are the pre¬

dominant factor in the Old Tootamont as a whole and they reveal a comprehensive

theology of mission. Because mission is so central and so general in these

materials and because the relevant concepts have previously been set forth

extensively, this section will be rather brief. According to the message of

the prophets, the entire life of Israel is involved in her calling to be the

people of God and to do his will, and the essential nature of her obedient

service lies in the concept of love. The prophetic materials provide the

basic structure for a "biblical" theology of mission, in which the fact,

extent, and dynamic of lovs as a motive for mission is revealed. In Part II

"The Mission of Jesus" will be examined as it is set forth in the Synoptic

materials. Because of the critical problem raised by the dual nature of these

materials, i.e. because they represent not only the perspectives of Jesus'

H. Rowley, The Missionary Message* of the Old Tostanont (London; Carey
Press, 1944), p. 82.

3. Minear, Jesus and his People (London; Lutterworth Fress, 1957),
p. 38.
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ministry but also the perspective of the early church after the resurrection,

and because of the need, for a reexamination of the life of Jesus, specifically

in terms of his mission, this section will take up the major part of the study.

The materials from Jesus' ministry, as they are examined here, reveal that

Jesus* understanding of obedience was essentially a matter of self-denial and

self-givingj they reveal that his life was wholly given in response to God's

Rule, in obedience to God's will. Thus the ministry of Jesus provides the

basic content for a "biblical" theology of mission, in which the full mean¬

ing and expression of love as a motive for mission are revealed.



PART I: THE MISSION OP ISRAEL

t



Part I provides the historical background for the mission of the

church. In the Old Testament we find not only that Israel is the prede¬

cessor of the church as God's people but also that a theology of mission

is already emerging. The task will be to define this mission and the

extant to which love is involved by taking a cross-section of the crucial Old

Testament materials. This study will contribute the framework for a"biblical"

theology of mission. A further statement of the method of Old Testament

theology will be given first.

Old Testament theology goes beyond the phenomenology of Israel's

history and the Religlonsgescnichte of her faith; it studies the Old Testament

as "the literary deposit of the action of God"* in the history of the people

of Israel. It approaches these writings by accepting their position of faith,

the Mew Testament as the culmination of that faith, and the Christian church

as the heir to its revelation. The Bible is a unity: "The unity is not the

unity of the spirit of Israel and of the Church, but the unity of the Divine

revelation given in the context of history and through the medium of human

2
personality." In this revelation God makes himself known to his people and

3
through them to the world. With this presupposition the Old Testament the¬

ologian grasps the nature of Ms material, the unity running throughout the

Bible, and the ultimate reference point in Jesus Christ. He then analyses

*E.C. Blacknsan, "The Task of Exegesis," The Background of the New
Testament and its Bschatolo,<<y. ed. W. D. Davies and D. DaubeTcansbridge:
University Press, 1955), p. 19: "The Bible ia not itself revelation but
is the record of revelation, that revelation being understood as a series
of divine interventions for man's benefit, the 'saving acts' of God."

Rowley, The Unity of tae Bible (London: Carey Press, 1S53), p. 16.

"'T.C. Vriesen. An Outline of Old Testament Theology, trans. S. Neuijen
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1958)> p. 17.
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and brings together the meaning of the message of the Old Testament.

The Old Testament itself is the field of study." The message of the

Old Testament lias bean described as "the confessional recital of the redemp-

2
tive acts of God in a particular history." This message running through

the Old Testament is a history with a moaning? it is God's dealings with Israel,

Therefore the task of Old Testament theology is to understand the meaning of

this history as set forth by the writers themselves. It has often been pointed

out that the Old Testament does not contain abstract theology; nevertheless it

does set forth its own theological interpretation of history in tarns of God's

saving acts and Israel's decisive role. The Old Testament theologian should

revise his understanding of tneology to deal fairly with the materials, but he

3
may also give theological explication to non-theological materials.

In his analysis and synthesis of the message of the Old Testament, the

4
theologian derives both content and for® from his object. "What is important

for theology is to arrive at a supramundane meaning in history, its goal, what

5
God intended and did with history." The task of Old Testament theology is

"'"Ibid., p. 121s "Old Testament theology is a form of scholarship differing
from the history of Israel's religion in its object as well as in its method.
In its object because its object is not the religion of Israel but the Old Testa-
sent; in its method because it is a study of the message of the Old Testament
both in itself and in its relation to the Kew Testament."

2
G. E. Wright, God Who Acts; Biblical Theology as Recital (London;

8® Press, 1956), p. 13»
3
G. Staling, "The Meaning of 'Biblical Theology,•" Journal of Theological

Studies, vi (1955). p. 223.

4A. B. Davidson, The Theology of the Old Testament (Edinburgh; T. & T.
Clark, 1904), p. 1; "In biblical theology the Bible is the source of the
knowledge, and also supplies the for® in which the knowledge is presented."

5
S. Mowinkel, The Old Testament as Word of God, trans. R. B. Bjornard.

(Oxford; Basil Slackwell, I960), p. 47.
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"to define the characteristic features of the message of the Old Testament."''"
A general pattern may be discerned in the Heilegaschichte'» "this ia not a dog¬

matic scheme imposed upon the Bible, but a central core of the biblical testi—

2
ffiony itself." ' The task is to tako "a eroso-oeetion of the realm of Old Testa¬

ment thought," determine what is essential and expose "the total structure of

3the system and the basic principles on which it rests."

The purpose of Part I is to present the background of the mission of the

church as it is found in the theological framework of the mission of Israel.

It utilizes the findings of Old Testament theology in describing the purpose

and love by which God's people were to carry out their mission.^ It does not

recount the historical events themselves, though obviously these are essential

to the total picture, but analyses the interpretative side in so far as the
I

topic is concerned. Since the concepts involved in this study are so familiar,

they can be 3et forth generally and briefly. The centrality of these concepts

indicates the importance of this study.

Because we are concerned with the Old Testament interpretation of Israel's

"Sriezen, op. eft., p. 122.

2
Blackmail, oj>. cit., p. 19.

3
W, Sichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament, vol. I, trans. J. A. Baker

(London: SCM Press, 196l), p. 27.

^Tlio following worku in Old Testament theology set forth the major ideas of
this sections H. H. Rowley, Th« Hi hi leal Doctrine of Sleet, inn (London; Lutter¬
worth Preoo, 1950)5 H. H. Smith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament
(London: fipworth Press, 1944) 5 E. Jacob, Theology of tho Old Teotamant., trans.
A.W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1958)? Vriezen,
op. cit. What has remained for the present study is to set forth these ideas
and tho uiaburialu upon which they ore baood according to their inner logic and
therewith to provide a pattern or structure for a"biblical" theology of mission.
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role in history, we will direct our attention to the prophetic materials. The

prophetic movement really began with Moses, but its height was from 750 to

500 B.C. Because of the catastrophic events of the latter period, the words

of the prophets finally triumphed. The Torah and the Hebiim Righonim as well

as the Major and Minor Prophets were dominated by the prophetic movement. It

is therefore tne foundation of the entire Old Testament. "*"

The importance of the prophetic viewpoint for this topic cannot be over-

2
stressed, because "they saw the true role which Israel was meant to play.""

Their message was concerned "with the creation of a divinely ruled society—

3
on® which acknowledged and obeyed the revealed will of its Lord." The

prophets proclaimed the will of Yahweh, which defined Israel's mission; they

proclaimed Yahweh's love and mercy, which defined her motivation.

As a prophetic testimony the Old Testament is the authentic record of
the history of salvation thai God gave to Israel; it snakes it possible
as it were, to look into the documents that deal with the work of God
in Israel, his concern with man, his deeds in history and his revelation
to the prophets through the Word; in the struggle between the prophets
and the people it illustrates how he was engaged in bringing his people
to the place that he had chosen, by his work, word, and Spirit; thus
it reveals God's loyalty and majesty, his love and justice, his holiness
and his desire for man's salvation. In a word, it shows God making his
way through Israel to the whole world of mankind.^

Vriezen, oj>. cit.» pp. 39ff; W. J. Phythian-Adams, The Call of Israel
(London: Oxford University Press, 1934), p. 22: "They were its mainspring, its
creative impulse: their inspiration was the breath which gave it life; which
knit together the ancient legends of the Patriarchs, the triumph and solemnity
of the Sxodus, the struggles of the growing Nation, its glories and its tragedy,
into one coherent Form, and revealed Israel to the hearts of tfte Faithful as
the Chosen Servant, the foreordained Ambassador of God."

2
G. S. Wright, The Challenge of Israel's Faith (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1944), p. 63.

"Ibid., p. 68.
4
Vriezen, og_. cit., p. 91*
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The Old Testament interpretation, nf fkod • ?=i saving acts is often analysed

in terms of God and Israel, God and history, God and the world, God and

nature. This is a movement from God downwards and then upwards. In the

present cross-section the pattern which emerges in connection with Israel's

mission and which seems to be central to the prophetic materials is a move¬

ment from God through Israel to the world. Though not expressed fully from

the beginning, thero io an organic development of this understanding through

three of the most important concepts of the Old Testaments ©lection, covenant,

and service. These three are inherently related, and together tney define

Israel's mission, the purpose underlying her whole existence as the people of

God. Each of these concepts is essential to the prophetic interpretation of

Israel's mission, although the modern tendency is to consider the last of

X
these as more important or more relevant. In each of these phases love is

the basic dynamic force essential to the carrying out of this mission.

This three-fold movement from God through Israel to the world does not

lessen the importance of the existential relationship between God and his

people. Rather it sees the whole life of Israel as being caught up in the

one movement of God in his loving purpose for the world, his giving himself
2

in revelation and redemption. This was *1ready implied in Israel's election,

when she was delivered from bondage in Egypt. It became possible in the

"It is absolutely essential to note here that the term "phase" is used
throughout Part I in a purely logical, non-temporal sense. It must be
emphasised—as the succeeding discussion seeks to do—that the three concepts
are a unity and that the logic of thoir integration is essential to the under¬
standing of mission.

%owinkel, op,, ext., p. 45s "The revelation of God is God's own self-
giving activity and the religious-moral life and the religious-moral insight
that is created by it. It unfolds itself through history in the widest sense
of this term? that which actually happens. History in both tho ooanio and the
earthly sense is the great drama played for the salvation of the world; it is
in this drama that God 'makes himself known.9"
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covenant relationship, which was established at Sinai. And its fulfillment

was clearly described in the Servant passages of Oeutero-Isaiah.

It has already been stated that the peak of the prophetic movement and

its interpretation of Israel's history came in 750-500 B.C. It should also

be mentioned that the roots of the prophetic faith, as the prophets them¬

selves continually affirmed,"'' lay in the deliverance and exodus, when Israel

was created as God's people. Of central importance in the overall Mslory of
2

Israel's faith are the work of Moses and the events of his period. Also

important, aa recent scholarship has pointed out, is the even more remote age

3
of the patriarchs. Israel's God had been working throughout her pastj he

made his greatest deliverance in tho days of Mooesj and he gave the clearest

revelation of Israel's mission through the great prophets.

The following study defines Israel's mission and motive as the people

of God in terms of the three basic theological concepts of the prophetic

interpretation, election, covenant, and service. The tendency in biblical

theology has been to emphasize the lexicographical method and to overweight

^Vriezen, 0£. cit.a p. 70j "The prophetic message is entirely focused
on the miraculous deliverance from Egypt and the desert."

2
H. H. Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament (London;

Carey Press, 1944), The Biblical Doctrine of Election; The Unity of the
Bible, p. 112; "At the time of the Exodus, in the deliverance from Egypt
and in all that preceded and followed it, there was given',1 revelation of God,
and there lay the foundation of Old Testament religion as it was established
by Moses." Cf. J. Bright, A History of Israel (London; 3CM Press, I960),
p. 132; "The evidence obliges us to trace /Israel's faith7 in all its major
lines back to the desert and to Moses—who stands, as the Bible depicts him,
as the great founder of Israel."

3
Cf. W. P. Albright, Tho Biblical Period (Pittsburgh; Presbyterian Board

of Colportage of Western Pennsylvania), pp. 3-6. See further Albright's Prom
the Stone Ap» tp_ Christianity (New York; Doubleday Sc. Company, 1957).
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particular words with theological content.1 The aethGd used here is to trace

the double strand, mission and love, in terms of several related words and

larger syntactical units and also in terms of the literary figures and the

theology of the writers.

Finally, it must be remembered that the prophets presented their call

to Israel as the word of Cod; they did not derive their ideas by looking at

the achievements of the people. They were themselves the ones who came

closest to fulfilling the will of Yahweh even as they tried to persuade

their people. They were eventually forced to look for a future fulfillment

because their message was always rejected.

1J. Barr,. The Semantics of Biblical Language (London; Oxford University
Press, 1961).
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A. ELECTION

The understanding of the mission of Israel as it is presented by the

Old Testament prophets can begin at no other point than election. Hot only

ie election "one of the central realities of the Old Testament"} it is also

"the initial act toy which Yahweh comes into relation with his people and

the permanent reality which assures the constancy of that bond."'*' It is

historically and theologically the foundation of Israel's existence as the

people of God. Historically it describes the beginning of Israel as a

people, primarily in terms of her miraculous deliverance from Egypt. The*

ologiealiy it affirms that God himself created Israel for his own purpose

out of his own love. This concept of election, therefore, is the first

essential phase of the prophetic interpretation of Israel's mission,

A survay of the strands of the Pentateuch and the books of the prophets
2

reveals the prevalence and centrality of the theme of election. In the

Urgeschichta of Gen. 2-11, whose author is spiritually related to J and a

disciple of the great prophets, election "dominates the narrative,"

although it is not explicitly stated. J is founded on Israel's calling as

the people of God. Stretching from Gen. 12 to Judg. 2, it describes

Israel's election in terms of the call to the patriarens, the deliverance

from Egypt, and the development of the nation tnat received the promised

land. "Thus the dominating idea of 3J's teaching proves to be Israel's call

to to® the people of God, and the fulfillment of this call by the wonderful

*"3. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament, trans. A.W. Heathcote and
F. J. Allcock (London? Hodder & Stoughton, 195®), p. 201.

%his survey is based on. T. C. Vriezon, An Outline of Old Testament
Theology, trans. S. Heuijen (Oxfords Basil Blackwell, 1958), pp. 39-78.
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grace of God alone, who gave this people his promise and himself fulfilled

this promise."^ S, the first enlarged edition of J, stresses the separation

of Israel in her vocation. It concentrates, perhaps dangerously, on the

people and her leaders as elect. D, a re-editing of Gen. 2 to 2 Kings 25,

also centers in Israel1s calling as the chosen people of God and calls the

people back to obedience. Although it had been previously presupposed, in

Deuteronomy the idea of election is for the first time clearly associated with

the people; it becomes the basis for their cultic and social life. "In a pe¬

culiar manner Deuteronomy accentuates bota Israel's calling and its election;

because Israel is the chosen people it is called to realize theocracy.

Election mUut find expression in the knowledge of roopoanibility, otherwise it
2

brings judgment." Finally, P is also concerned with Israel as the people of

God. The priestly writers of the return were concerned primarily with the re-

establishment of the temple and the cult, e.g. the liturgical manuals in

Leviticus and Numbers. But they also worked out a systematic, theological

conception of history, with creation and three covenants as the main points

of history and genealogical registers as links. Their God is universal, yet

has a peculiar relationship with Israel. Therefore election is basic hers,

too, but it ia seen in tormo of man's moating God's standards, especially in

the cult but also in the moral and religious life. All the writings of the

Torah. which represent at least 400 years and widely varying viewpoints,

agree that election is essential to Israel's life.

In the books of the Major and Minor Prophets there is an even greater

^Ibid., p. 46. Cf. J. Bright, A History of Israel (London? SCM press,
I960),' p. 133'.

2
Vriezen, op. cit.c p. 48.
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prevalence and centrality of election. These men were the spokesmen for God

during the catastrophic events around 722, 586, and 539 B.C. It was their

interpretation of Israel's rule in nistory which case through these crises

and dominated the Torafa and remains in their own words. The calamity of

Israel's situation and the urgency of God's word forced them to reiterate

continually the essentials of Israel's existence as the people of God, and

the first essential, upon which Israel's survival and service depended, was

election. Therefore they referred back endlessly to God's great deeds in

making her his people, delivering her from bondage and from her enemies,

forbearing her continual rebellion, warning of the judgment and disaster

of her ways, over calling ner back to his purpose and love. The teaching

of the prophets, therefore, "links up as do the links of a chain,passing

on the proclamation of God* s word to Israel. And for them election was not

only the foundation of Israel's mission but also the basis for their own

ministry.

In this survey of the Torah and the Hebiiat it is clear that election is

the first basic phase of Israel's mission. The next step is to consider

oevoral important passages which bring out the meaning of this election and

its {activation.

The prophets are united in their constant reference to the enactment
2

of election in Israel's past history. There are, however, two major ems

to which they point; 1. the patriarchs, especially Abraham; 2. the exodus,

^Ibid., p. 54.

W. J. Phythiaa-Adams, The Call of Israel (London; Oxford University
Press, 1934), p. 23s "The prophets were one and all convinced and fervant
believers in the Call of Israel"; p. 24; "Down through the centuries these
voices swell and unite into one single heart-stirring cry, 'RememberI'"
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under Moses. The former is represented by Gen. 12:1-3 (with possible

parallels in Amos 3:2 and Jer. 4:2):

How the Lord said to Abram, "Go from your country and your kindred
and your father's house to the land that I will show you. And I
will make of you a great nation, and I will bless you, and make
your naae great, so that you will be a blessing. I will bless those
who bless you, and him who curses you I will curse; and by you all
tha families of the earth will bless themselves."

Abraham was called out and was promised a groat inheritance which would

be a source of blessing to the whole earth. This election waa actually

fulfilled in the days of Moses, who more than any other ran was the

founder of the Israelite people.1 Sis calling was to lead the people out

of Egypt and establish them as the people of Gods

"Come, I will send you to Pharaoh jjhat you nay bring forth ray people,
the sons of Israel, out of Egypt.""

The extent to which the references to the patriarchs are a projection of

Israel's history backward is debatable. Nevertheless, the importance her©

lies in the prophetic belief in God's creation of a people to be called by
3

his name. Although Tahweh was the God of their fathers, Abraham, Isaac,

and Jacob, the prophets dwelt primarily upon the deliverance in the days

of Moses. In any case—in his dealings with both Abraham and Moses—-God

■Ml. H. Howl-ay, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament (London,
Carey Press, 1944), p. 27: "In him were the foundations laid, and not least
the foundations of the missionary massage of Israel, and the missionary
activity of the Christian Church."

2Sx. 3:10.

3
H. U. Rowley, foe Biblical Doctrine of Ejection (London: Lutterworth

Press, 1950), p. 31: "the election in Abraham and tha election through
Loses." Jacob, oj>. cit.. pp. 205, 206: "with Abraham, Tahweh declares tha
existence of the people.... For Moses on the other hand, what matters is
the accomplishment of a work for which the existence of the people was
indispensable."
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was miraculously creating a people which was no people to be his chosen people.

The great prophets at the decline and fall of th8 Northern Kingdom pro¬

claimed the election of Israel; in the light of election they exposed her sina—

cultiCj politicals and oocial- and oought repentance. The message of Amos was

one of impending judgment. He proclaimed God's mighty acts in Israel's past

(Amos 2:9-ll); he saw the evil of Israel's present sins; and he expected the

judgment of their righteous God to be more severe toward them than upon the

nations.'*" The keynote of his message is sounded in Amos 3:1, 2:

Hear this word that the Lord has spoken against you, 0 people of
Israel, against the whole family which I brought up out of the
land of Egypts "You only have I known of all the families of the
earth; therefore I will punish you for all your iniquities."

It is clear that election was the basis of Israel's life and that, because

of her election, Israel lived to fulfill the purpose of God. In her sins,

primarily those of social injustice, she disobeyed God's purpose and faced

destruction. Even the cultic worship was useless (Amos 5:21-23). God's

purpose in Israel's election must be fulfilled in justice (v. 24).

The meaning o? election and its underlying motivation are developed

further by the prophet Hosea. "To Amos God is righteous, and conduct is

the nation's supreme concern; to Hosea God is love, and everything depends
2

on Israel's relation to him." Hosea's contribution to the interpretation

of Israel's mission as the people of God is that he gave the first and

greatest expression of love as the motivation for this mission—primarily

God's unfailing love for Israel, calling her to be his people and continuing

^Phythian-Adams, oj>. ext., p. 24.

'"A. S. Peake, The Religion of Israel (London: T. C. & S. C. Jack, 1908),
p. 64.
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to woo her in spite of her sinful harlotry, but also the love which Israel

was ideally to return to God.1 This insight of Hosea was gained in his own

experience as the husband of an unfaithful wife and was expressed most vividly

in two metaphors; 1. Yahweh as Israel's loving father; 2. Yahweh as Israel's

persevering husband. In these metaphors, which are found frequently in the

prophets, election is the foundation of Israel's life, and love is the motive.

"'jfnen Israel was a child, I loved him,
and out of Egypt I called my son.

The more X called them,
the more they went from me;

they kept sacrificing to the Baals,
and burning incense to idols.

Yet it was I who taught Sphraira to walk,
I took them up in my arras;
but they did not know that I healed them.

I led them with cords of compassion,
with the bands of lovs,

and I became to tnem as one

who eases the yoke on their jaws, ^
and I bent down to them and fed them."

Election is seen in the deliverance from Egypt (Hos. 13s4-5), and love ('ahabah)
3

is God's motive in calling Israel. Israel was turning from his father, his

creator and provider, upon whose loving care he was dependent.

An even more tragic expression of God's love and Israel's sin is found

in the metaphor of marriage. God called Israel and lavished his love upon

G. Quell and E. Stauffer, hove, trans, from TWHT by J. R. Coatss
(London; Adam and Charles Black, 1958). p. 17; "Hosea is the first, so far
as we know, to have realised and set forth love as the fundamental motive
in Yahweh's treatment of his people.... Hosea clearly recognises the flowing
forth of divine love at the heart of the election of Israel and the Covenant»"

'Tbs. 11; 1-4.

3
Phythian-Adams, op. cit., pp. 25» 26; "This is the refrain which runs

throughout his prophecies, the thought which for Hosea enfolds past, present,
and future."
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her in her innocence in the wilderness. What he sought from her was not her

goodness or her sacrifices (Mos. 6:6) but love. Although she has turned away

in unfaithfulness, God will not forsake her. The keynote of Hosea's message

is one of tender pleading (Hos. 11:8); "How can I give up, 0 iSphraimi" God

will call Israel back to the wilderness (Hos. 2:14-15)» and betroth her anew

(w, 16-20).

The prophets of the period of Judah's fall continued the witness to

Israel's election as they sought to interpret Israel's mission as the people

of God. They, too, saw that God's will was to be reflected in Israel's life,

his love by her faithfulness. But they faced the same rebellious sin and the

approaching disaster of their people.

The book of Deuteronomy lies within the prophetic movement of this

period. It is especially significant for the topic because of its nature

and its message. It was composed as a speech of Moses to the people and

was meant to interpret the law to the lay community. Coming as it does in

this crucial period, it does not set forth new laws but sets forth a homi-

letic, authoritative understanding of the will of God for his people." Its

message is founded on election, and it stresses the themes of the bondage

in Sgypt, th9 great redemption, the Covenant at Horeb, and the gift of the

land. Again, its purpose is not to present new truths, but to proclaim the

mighty acts of God as tne guarantees of his election and of his power to

bless or to curse.4*

*G. von Had, Studies in Deuteronomy, trans. D. Stalker (London: SCM
Press, 1953), pp. 11-23.

2
Phythian-Adams, 033, cit., pp. 30-32.
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Deuteronomy also explores the reason or motivation, for God's election

of Israel. The reason is nor found in any virtus or greatness found in

Israel; these are explicitly denied (Deut. 9s4, 5, 1x11 Q)» The reason

must be found on God's side. It is because of his promise to tneir fathers—

but this is only to push the problem further back. Tne real explanation of

God's call to Israel is found in his love.

"For you are a people holy to the Lord your God; the Lord your God
has chosen you to be a people for his own possession, out of all the
peoples that are on the face of the earth. It was not because you
were more in number than any other people that the Lord set his love
upon .you and chose you, for you were |he fewest of all peoples; but
it is because the Lord loves you...."

And not only is God motivated by love in nis election of Israel; they also

2
are to love him in return as his people. It is love which underlies the

commandments and tne fulfillment of God's will.

"Sear, 0 Israels Tne Lord our God is one Lord; and you shall love
the Lord your God with all your heart, ana with all your soul, and
with all your sight. And these words which I command you this day
shall be upon your heart.

In election God creates Israel to be nis own people out of love, and in

election, also, Israel is called upon to yield him her love completely

in carrying out his purpose. By this time—at least—election means that

God's purpose and love are the source of Israel's mission, her purpose and

motive. By this time, also, monotheism is explicit, and this has important

implications for Israel's mission.

XDeut. 1%5-8.

2
Rowley, Tne Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 43s "To the Deuteronomist,

the love of God as manifested in his choice of Israel laid upon Israel the
3acred obligation to respond to that love by love, and to express her love in
obedience."

3
Deut. 6s4-6.
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The message of Jeremiah, like that of his predecessors, is based on

election. Although they, too, were called to proclaim the word of God,

Jeremiah gives the greatest insight into his own struggle as God's chosen

instrument.

Bow the word of the Lord came to me saying, "Before I formed you in
the womb I knew you, and before you were bom I consecrated you; I
appointed you a prophet to the nations.

But whereas in his own experience Jeremiah felt compelled to obey God as

his prophet, his great burden was that Israel did not obey God as his

people. The reform of Josiah was soon lost as the people returned to their

3ins. Even the threat of Babylon did not shake them out of their false

security. To them God's presence in Jerusalem and Ms election of Israel

ensured their safety; to Jeremiah tne very fact that they presumed upon their

election ensured their destruction.

Jeremiah saw in election Israel's call to serve God by her life, and

he saw that her service must come from the heart. God searches the heart

and finds it deceitful and corrupt (Jer. 17:9, 10). Judah saw her sister

Israel play the harlot and God divorce her. Yet Judah did not return to

her Lord; she, too, played the harlot. Though Jeremiah's call for repentance

went unheaded and destruction was inevitable, God pointed beyond. H© would

give a new heart to a remnant (Jer. 24:7, 32s39)? he would establish a new

covenant in their hearts (Jer. 31s31-34, 32s40, 41). And in this new age

the will of God would be reflected in the life of his people as God's love

is reflected in their love—with the whole heart. In Jeremiah this goes
2

beyond the national level to the individual.

1
Jer. 1:4, 5.
2
Peake, ojd. cit., p. 102.
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The destruction of Jerusalem and the ex.il® brought the groatoat challenge

to Israel's faith. In this experience the teaching of the prophets was the

chain which carried Israel on toward the fulfillment of her mission. In

Doutero-Iaaiah we find another great link which continues the tradition and

brings it to its highest expression. It prepares the people for the return

by proclaiming Israel's mission as the Servant of Yahweh. Hero again election

is the foundation of Israel's existence as the people of God and her survival

among the nations.

But you, Israel, my servant,
Jacob, whom I have chosen,
the offspring of Abraham, my friend;

You whom I took from the ends of the earth,
and called from its farthest corners,

saying to you, "You are my servant,
I have chosen you and not cast you off";

fear not, for I am with you,
be not dismayed, for I am your God;

I will strengthen you, I will help you, 1
I will uphold you with my victorious right hand."

In these writings which are so important for tne prophetic interpretation

of Israel's mission election is primary and foundational. Israel is chosen

to be God's servant; because she is chosen 3he lives to fulfill the purpose

of God. God is the sovereign creator of the earth and Lord over the

"Is. 41:8-10. Jacob, 0£. cit., p. 208s "The exile was needed to set
free all the potentialities that were implicit in the idea of election. For
the first time, no doubt, the election itself was called in question. That
Yahweh had forsaken his people (is. 40:27, 42:18, 49sl4) must have been the
state of mind of the majority of the exiles. To restore the certainty of
divine election to the people was the message of Second Isaiah. The election
stands, for Israel is always the servant; of Yahweh, that is to say, the object
of a privilege that a restoration more wonderful than past times will show,
but this privilege is accompanied by an obligation and it is this second aspect
that the prophet brings to complete expression. Since the light of Tahweh is
risen upon it, Israel in its turn must be a light to the nations and must not
be content to let the nations come to itself."
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nations; Israel is to be his humble, obedient servant among the nations.

God has redeemed Israel that she might render to aim her life in service.

And once again love is the motive (is. 43:4, 48:14). The extent to which

this lofty picture of Israel's service was rejected by the people and then

projected onto a future individual is debatable. What is important for

the present is that the message of Deutero-Isaiah brings the prophetic

"theology of mission" to its highest point and that its foundation is ©lection.

The final step in this consideration of election is to present its

theological implications. Here is the meaning of election^" as the first

phase of an Old Testament theology of mission based on the prophetic

materials. The two basic aspects are those of the double strand of the topic.

First, election must be viewed in terms of purpose, teleolcgically. It

means that God has a purpose for Israel and that she exists to fulfill that

purpose. God created Israel when she was no people, fulfilling a promise to

Abraham their father; he delivered Israel when she was in hopeless bondage in

Egypt; he defeated her enemies and gave her a land and defended her; he

resurrected her when she was destroyed and exiled. In Israel's origin and

throughout her history it was God's election which gave her life. Therefore

she owed him the service of her life; she lived to fulfill his will.

Even by the fact of her being the passive object of God's choice Israel

*"The lexicographical roots of election include not only the words for
to choose (in D)» to call (H ~1 (> ), and to know (/ _T ^) but also various
related concepts. The theological roots of election lie not only in the
meaning of these words but in the whole Israelite historiography and in the
whole of prophetic thought—their faith, teachings, figures, and actions—
and in the whole life of the people as far as it was a reflection of their
historiography and the prophetic message.
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served his purpose. The fact that she was no people made her a suitable

instrument for God's service, a fitting object of his election. Even in

1
this way she was God's witness to the nations.

But God called Israel in order to reveal himself to her. By his

choice he committed himself to her and gave her his name. She was to be

his people, and he was to be her God. Her service, therefore, was to be

based on her x-esponse to him; it was to receive his revelation of himself

by yielding herself to Mm. God chose Israel so that she would choose hira.

His sovereign choice must therefore be reflected in the humble allegiance

of his people, her worship, her trust and obedience. Just as God's purpose

was carried out in his self-revelation to Israel, Israel's mission must be

to give herself completely to him. Here lies the significance of the first

commandment (Sx. 20:3), and here lies the seriousness of Israel's idolatry.

Here lies the apostasy of interpreting election as security and self-righteous¬

ness rather than dependence and gratitude. Israel's allegiance was to be a

witness to the nations; to the extent that she turned from lahweh she rejected

the ground of her existence.

When God called Israel to be his people, he chose to reveal his will to

her. Therefore Israel's service was to be a conscious service, a response to

his will. His purpose was to become her purpose, Ms will her will. At this

point lies further possibility for rebellion, for not carrying out God's will,

and Israel's history, even during the first years in the wilderness, is

astonishingly full of rebellion. Horn lies the apostasy of interpreting election

''"Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 42.
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ao privilege rather than vocation." But in refusing to give willing service,

Israel renounced her election ao God's people and deserved destruction. Thore-

fore, both in willing service and in punished disobedience she was a witness to

the nations.

God's will for his people was that she would reflect his naturef his

2
nature determined her response to hinij, her obedience to nis will. Here lies

the whole ethical system as it developed from the days of Moses, and here

lay much of Israel's disobedience, Israel ifas to live as God's people,

carrying out his will by being a living witness to him.

Finally, it was revealed to Israel that though Yanweh was the God of

Israel, he was also the God of the nations, the God of creation, the one

God of heaven and earth. It was implicit in God's call to Moses that he

could make himself lord over other nations, even if monotheism was then

3
only in its nascent stages. And it was explicit from the time of Moses that

Ibid., p. 43: "Election is for service. This is not to ignore the fact
that it carries with it privilege. For in the service of God is man's supreme
privilege ana honour. Yet, as will appear, the measure of the privilege varies
widely according to the glory of the service. Some are chosen for involuntary
service, and there is little honour or privilege for them. In its highest form,
however—election to be the recipient of the divine revelation and the medium
of revelation to others—so great a privilege is involved that all who are
granted it must be filled with humble wonder in the moment of their realization
of its greatness. To those who willingly and consciously accept the task to
which they are called, the resources of God are open for the fulfilment of
their mission, and here again is nigh privilege. Yet it is never primarily
for the privilege but for the service that the elect are chosen."

2
Ibid., p. 39: "The uniqueness of his choice of Israel was the uniqueness

of the degree in which he chose to reveal his character and his will through
her."

3
Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament;, pp. 26, 27s

J. Bright,op. cit., pp. 139» 140.
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Yahweh was not tied to Israel by blood or land but by choice., In her subse¬

quent history and in the teaching of the prophets it became clear that Yahweh

was the sovereign lord of all nations. Ee ruled the nations, but his self-

revelation was through Israel by his election of her to be his peoplee His

use of others, such as Balaam and Cyrus, was a different kind of election,

because it was not election for willing service; even his use of Assyria and

Babylon to destroy Israel and Judah did not change this. These examples merely

confirm that Yahweh is God over all the nations and that his conscious

purpose is to be fulfilled in the mission of Israel. But this further indicates

the scope of Israel's mission—to the nations.

The other aspect of election, besides purpose, is its motivation. This

dynamic aspect runs parallel to the teleological and is integral to it. When

1
God created Israel from nothing to be h±3 people, he was motivated by love.

There was no virtu® or greatness, which gave her any priority over thu pooplco

"'"According to N.H. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament
(London; The Spworth Press, 1944), pp. 131-142, the root H 77 ft is the key to
understanding election and is to be translated "election-love." In his
analysis, "we can lay down three main elements for the understanding of the
Hebrew 'ahabah (love). First, God's love for Israel is an unconditioned,
sovereign love. Second, Israel's love for God is a conditioned, dutiful love,
showing itself in the proper fulfilment of God's requirements as laid down
in the Covenant. Third, Israel must obey, not only because he must, but also
because he must 'love the Lord his God with all his heart, and witn all his
will (nephesh. desire, self), and with all his strength."* God's love is
manifested in the Old Testament not only in election (-"J 71 ft>), but also in
covenant (iDD), which will be considered in Section B. "The love which
chose Israel in the first place is also the love which preserved the Israel
that had been chosen. God's che3ed for chosen Israel is also His 'ahabah
through which he chose Israel. Chased is God's love as Israel experienced
it, whilst 'ahabah is God's love which first enabled Israel to experience it."
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of the eartho On the contrary the lack of these point to the spontaneity

of God's love, his gracious action on her behalf.

When God called Israel, hia self-revelation to her was motivated by

love| in it he gave himself to her to be her God, Therefore she was to be

2
his people by receiving his love and returning that love. Love was the motive

of God's commitment to Israel and of Israel's commitment to God, though the

latter was only derived from the former. Here lies the foundation for the

covenantal marriage and the whole relationship between Yahweh and Israel, and

here lie the ingratitude and infidelity of Israel's seeking after other gods.

The prophets even castigated the cult of Yahweh when its worship became mere

form and not an expression of the heart. The experience of 586 cut off the

cult and the other secondary securities so that Israel was forced to realise

3
her utter dependence on God. Even here God's action was moved by love? and

Ibid., p. 135: "The one thing of which all Old Testament writers are
certain is that God's love for Israel was not because of anything that Israel
had done or was." T. F. Torrance, The Doctrine of Grace in the Apostolic
Fathers (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1948), p. 10s "The dominant thought
throughout is the amazing choice of Israel by God as grounded only in his
free and unlimited love and as creating a community in fellowship with God
who bestows himself upon them as Father and Savior for ever."

2
Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament, pp. 38, 39: "As

all the prophets declared, his past mercies laid upon Israel the constraint
of love, and called for loyalty, and without loyalty she renounced her
covenant and repudiated her Deliverer.... Only by such loyalty could Israel
sake possible God's continued revelation of ais character in his dealings
with her, and so through her declare himself to the nations." Gf. Jacob,
op. cit., p. 209.

3
Jacob, op. cit., p. Ill: The prophets "were all firmly persuaded that

the motives of the divine action were inspired by its ultimate purpose. God
loves his people in order to achieve his aim with them, that is to say the
establishment of his kingship over the world."
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it sought only love in response.

Israel's call to live by the will of God meant teat her service was

an expression of his love and must spring from her obedient love," The call

to service was itself her greatest privilege and therein ne showed his love*

Israel's service must come from the heart. Her disobedience to his will was

an offense against his love, but his punishment of her sin was a further

manifestation of his love.

Israel's reflection of Yahweh's nature was to be seen primarily in her

motivation by love. Thus love underlies the ethical system, and the root

of Israel's sinful conduct lay in her sinful heart.

Finally, as it was revealed that God's rule and purpose included the

nations, this meant also that his love would extend beyond Israel through her

service. Here, too, God's love was to become her love, even in suffering for

her adversaries. This is the culminating interpretation of Israel's mission.

The conclusions that derive from this brief study of election are very

significant for the Old Testament theology of mission. 2ven such a general

survey indicates the importance of election in the prophetic interpretation

of Israel's mission and the importance of mission in Israel's life. In

election is found the first phase of the mission in terms of purpose and love.

First, in election God creates and calls Israel for his own purpose.

Therefore Israel's life must be seen in terms of the mission defined by God's

will. Second, God's motive in election is love. Therefore Israel's calling

can only be fulfilled by responsive love. Third, purpose and love are one in

God's self-revelation. Therefore Israel's whole life is to be given in her

"^Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 166s "Loyalty to God always
involves the discharge of the task which is the corollary of election."
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mission, as her purpose and love carry out God's purpose and love.

This study of election has also pointed tne way toward the rest of

the interpretation of Israel's mission. In election God calls Israel

into a peculiar relationship to himself, the covenant, and his election

is fulfilled in service. Election is the source of Israel's mission,

the first phase of her purpose and love. The next phase, the covenant,

is the relationship of Israel's mission. It will be followed by the

final phase, service, the goal of Israel's mission.
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B. COVENANT:

If election is the primary concept for the prophetic interpretation

of Israel's role in history, then covenant must be called the central concept.

In the covenant idea is found the whole understanding of God's relationship

with his people, which was created by election. In fact it can be said that

"Yahwism and covenant are coterminous."For the Old Testament foundations

of the Church the moat important subject is the covenant (berith)." It is

fundamental to the life and mission of Israel as the people of God.

The covenant is not an isolated entity but arises out of election,

although it is considered separately here for the purposes of analysis. The

importance of the covenant and its organic relationship to election are

5
stated historically and theologically in the prophetic materials. When God

delivered Israel from Egyptian bondage, he brought them to Sinai. When God

created Israel as his own people, he entered into a covenant with them.

Election defines the source of Israel's life, arid covenant defines the basic

relationship of that life.

1J. Bright, A History of Israel (London: SCM Press, I960), p. 146.
2
H. 3. Gehman, "The Covenant—The Old Testament Foundation of the Church,"

Theology Today. VIl/l, p. 26. Cf. W. Sichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament,
vol. I, trails. J.A. Baker (London: SCM Press, 1961), passim.

3
Bright, oj>. ext., p. 137: "These features—election and covenant, the

stipulation of covenant and its promises—were of the structure of Israel's
faith from tins beginning, and so remained throughout all her history. Though
the passing years brought many developments, Israel's faith never essentially
changed character."
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The importance of covenant is seen by its dominant position in the
1

Old Testament. A survey of the Torah and the Hebiim indicates the

— 2
centrality and prevalence of j~l ~ "i 3*The J materials,, including

Gen. 2-11, give the history of God's acts as "a chain of blessings." The

knowledge of the name of Xahweh goes back to Seta (Gen. 4s26). There is a

development from the propitiating sacrifice of Noah to the covenant sacri¬

fice of Abraham. "Abraham and his posterity are set apart in the divine

purpose (cf. 8;20-22, 15:7ff., 26s24, 27:29a)."'' The covenant with Moses

is sealed by a sacrificial meal at Sinai (Ex. 24:1, 2, 9-11). According

to 2 it is to Moses that Xahweh reveals his name in connection with the

deliverance from Egypt (Ex. 3:14), and it is with the Israelite confeder¬

ation that the covenant is made (Ex. 19:4, 5) at Horeb. D uses the idea

4
of the covenant with a particular emphasis and preference," because of its

concern for the teaching of the law. Deuteronomy is concerned with the

historical event of the covenant (Deut. 5:2, 3), i.e. with Moses at Horeb,

but also with the continuing relationship of the covenant. Yahweh's relation¬

ship with Israel is unique, and in this relationship are the obligations

(the commandments, statutes, and judgments) which guide the life of Israel.

In P it is important that the covenant goes back to Abraham because this

source is post-exilic and stresses the everlasting nature of God's relation-

~G. 2. Wright, The Challenge of Israel's Faith (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1948), p. 74: "In the background of practically all Israelite
writing was the conception of the covenanted community."

'"This survey is based on Gehman, 0£» cit.„ pp. 26-41.
3
Ibid.. p. 31.

4
Ibid., p. 32.
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snip with Israel; its origin is found in God's grace even before the ceremonial

law was established (Gen. 17:1, 2). Sinai, with its detailed ceremonial law, is

only a renewal or development of this covenant. And p takes the divine cove¬

nant back beyond Abraham. A universal outlook is found in God's covenant with

Hoah (Gen, 9:8-17), in which all humanity ntanda in an everlasting relationship

to 'God. Another high point in the priestly writings is found further back, in

the creation narrative of Gen. Is "The whole world and all mankind are brought

into an intimate relationship with the glorious, loving God of Israel.This

universal outlook does not, however, eliminate the place of Israel; all others

can approach God only by becoming a part of Israel. In any case it can be

2
stated that the covenant is of central importance in P and in the Pentateuch

as a whole.

A survey of the Nebiim substantiates the importance of the covenant

concept. The very reality of the word of God to Israel upon which the

ministry of the prophets was based and with which tneir message was wholly

concerned implies the covenantal relationship between God and Israel, even

3
though the prophets did not all use the tern berith. These men saw the

*T. C. Vriezen, An Outline of Old Testament Theology, trans. S. Keuijen
(Oxfords Basil Blackwell, 1958), pp. 52, 53*

2
Gehsnan, op. cit., p. 34s "In the document p the berith is of central

importance; the whole religion is comprehended in berith. All the emphasis
lies upon the act of God in making himself known; 'I will be your God' (cf.
Gen. 17s7b)."

3
See R. Young, Analytical Concordance to the Holy Bible, 8th ad. (London;

Lutterworth Press, 1958), pp. 207, 208. E. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testa¬
ment, trans. A. W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1958), pp. 213, 214, points out that the event of the covenant is less
prevalent in some prophetic writings because the faith of Israel is not bound
"to the historical events themselves but to th® objective ronlitioo created by
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seriousness of Israel's plight historically (the powers of tne Horth) and

theologically (the sins of the people) and called Israel back to her

foundation in the covenant, back to covenant obedience, Israel was the

people of God, and her role in history was interpreted in terms of her

relationship to God. Because of Israel's continual breaking of the covenant

and the coming disasters, the prophets were forced to look anead to a new

covenant, a remnant, a new age.

This survey of the Law and the Propnets indicates that the covenant is

of central importance in the prophetic interpretation of Israel's role. It

follows election as the second pnase of her mission. The next step is to

look at several important passages wnicn set forth the meaning of the cov¬

enant and its motivation.

It has already been mentioned that tnere are several events in Israel's

history which are referred to as covenants. It is generally agreed, however,

that the basic covenant in prophetic thought was the covenant established

in the days of Moses."*"

On the third new moon after the people of Israel had gone forth out
of the land of Egypt, ori that day they came into the wilderness of
Sinai.... And Moses went up to God, and tne Lord called him out of
the mountain, saying, "Thus you shall say to Israel: You have seen
what I did to the Egyptians, and how I bore you on eagles' wings and
brought you to myself. Sow therefore, if you will obey my voice and
keep ray covenant, you shall be my own possession among all peoples;

those events." It is the close relationship which is important. Also, the
Sinai theme was eclipsed by and included within the exodus theme. Bright,
op. cit., p. 153, and Gehman, op. cit., pp. 31, 32, indicate that the term
may have been avoided at times because of certain connotations, e.g. juridical,
but that the very existence of Israel was certainly considered to have been
founded on the covenant at Sinai, even by those who did not refer to it.

"*\J. 0. Cobiiara, "Covenant," A Theological Wordbook of the Bible, ed.
A. Richardson (hew York: The M&cmillan Company, 1957), p. 55s "It is difficult
to avoid the conclusion that the Horeb-Sinai covenant was the original as it
was certainly in the minds of the prophets the fundamental covenant."
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for all the earth is mia®, and you shall ba to is® a kingdom of priests
and a noly nation.

fhe deliverance from Sgypt was brought to completion at Sinai when Qod

established a bond of personal relationship with his people. It was this

covenant which bound Israel to her Lord; it was this bond which was held to

have united the heterogeneous tribal elements; together in the wilderness;

and it was the memory of this experience which provided the foundation of
2

the new nation in the promised land.

Prom this primary event the covenant idea was extended forward and

backward in Israel's history. "The covenant idea, acted as a history™

molding force; the inner dynamic of tae covenant idea set the unorganised

"3
traditions of prehistory under the ideological thought of divine election."

It was extended back especially to Abraham and the patriarchs, and also to

Noah, and its influence can be seen in the concept of man's creation in the

image of Qod. It was extended forward to Joshua (Josh. 24s23) and renewed

many times in Israel's subsequent history.

The basic elemente of the covenant are found already in the eighth

4
century prophets. The message of Amos appears to be mostly negative,

"fx. 19;1, 3~6a.

2
Bright, 0£. cit., p. 134: "As the memory of these events was brought

to Palestine by the group experiencing the®, and as the amphictyony was
formed about Yahwistic faith, exodus and Sinai became the normative tradition
of all Israels" Cf. H. B, I. Scott, The itel3var.ee of the Prophets (New York?
The Macraillan Company, 1947), p. 120.

3
Lehman, eg. eit., p. 31.

*K. H. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament (London: The
Bpworth Press, 1944), p. 106$ "The seeds of all subsequent developments of
the ideas of both chased and covenant are to be found in Amos and losea,
each representing one strand in the double cord, the on® dealing with the
requirements of God in the covenant, and the other more particularly with
God's persistent lava towards his covenant people."
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concerned with pronouncing judgment against the Northern Kingdom. In fact

he held out almost no hope for Israel. But all these words of judgment

reflect the requirements of the covenant.

Thus says the Lords
"For three transgressions of Israel,
and for four, I will not revoke the punishment;

because they sell the righteous for silver,
and the needy for a pair of shoes—

they that trample the head of the poor into the dust of the earth,
and turn aside the way of the afflicted;

a man and his father go in to the same maiden,
so that my holy name is profaned;

they lay themselves down beside every altar
upon garments taken in pledge;

and in the house of their God they drink^
the wine of those who have been fined.

Amos stands in the great ethical tradition of Israelis faith; he condemns

the widespread injustice, the shameless immorality, and the wanton sacri¬

lege of the people. For Amoo and his successors the standard was not merely

an ethical code, however, but what they knew of God's nature. "It was be¬

cause they were so passionately religious that they were so insistently

ethical. Knowledge of God cams first, and the understanding of ethical

action second."2 Religion was a reflection of the God whose mighty acts

delivered and established Israel; it was to hate evil and seek good "so

3
that the Lord, the God of hosts, will be with you." It was probably because

of dead and corrupt formalism of religion that Amos emphasised the require¬

ments of the relationship with God and his judgment upon disobedience rather

than the covenant itself.

^"Amos 2 j 6-8

2
Snaith, op. cit., p. 60.

"'Amos 5sl4s 15.
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Hosee-p li^e Amos, feared the destruction of the Northern Kingdom, but,

unlike Affioa, he himself came from the North, Periiaps because this was his

own people, he stressed the other main aspect of the Covenant, God's stead¬

fast love, and showed great compassion throughout his message, Hosea's

teaching on the covenant also reflects his experience with Gomer; he uses the

marriage figure to portray not only God's choice of Israel but also his

enduring relationship with his people. The ideal upon which he looks back

and for which he seeks a renewal is Israel's marriage in the wilderness.

What shall I do with you, 0 Sphraim?
What shall I do with you, 0 Judah?

Your love is like a morning cloud,
like the dew that goes early away.

Therefore I have hewn them by the prophets,
I have slain them by the words of my mouth,
and my judgment goes forth as the light.

For I desire steadfast love and not sacrifice,
the knowledge of God, rather than burnt offerings.

But at Adam they transgressed the covenant;
there they dealt faithlessly with me.

But Hosea believes that God will not give up his people though they have

forsaken him. Just as his covenant is founded on his gracious love (nZlDV"S),

so it is maintained by his steadfast love ( ~7 p f ]). And in the continuance of

this covenant God Beeks loving loyalty ("J OH) in response. In the covenant

the binding motive of God toward Israel (Eos. 2sl9), of Israel toward God

(Hos. 6j6), and of the people among themselves (Eos. 4;l) is love (che3ed).

But even when God's steadfast love is answered by Israel's harlotry, it remains

Hos. 6j4-7.

2
Jacob, op. cit., p. 105.
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steadfast.^ This relationship is the primary concern of Rosea's religion.

The covenant is central in the book of Deuteronomy, which states that

Israel's existence and prosperity are dependent on the maintenance of the

covenant.

Know therefore that the Lord your God is God, the faithful God who
keeps covenant and steadfast love with those who love him and keep
Ms commandments, to a thousand generations, and requites to their
face those who hate nim, by destroying them; he will not be slack
with him who hates him, he will requite him to his face. You shall
therefore be careful to do the commandment, and the statutes, and
the ordinances, which I command you this day. And because you hearken
to these ordinances, and keep and do them, the Lord your God will keep
with you the covenant and the steadfast love which he swore to your
fathers to keep; he will love you, bless you, and multiply you; he
will also bless the fruit of your body and the fruit of your ground....^

Because this relationship is the basic factor of Israel's life, it is

essential that they fulfill their obligations to Yahweh in the covenant.

Deuteronomy brings together a wide range of traditions, including "all the

departments of Israel's life" in its comprehensive, theological statement

3
of the covenant. The whole life of the people is to be regulated in terms

of the covenant relationship with lahweh. Although presented as tne farewell

speech of Moses, Deuteronomy stresses the existential offer of salvation and

the challenge to obedience. It does tend toward a legal and conditional

presentation of the covenant. But it must be remembered that the covenant's

Snaith, op. cit., p. Ill; "Hosea's own domestic experience taught him
what chesed could mean to Jehovah. Because of his own attitude to his way¬
ward wife, h® came to know that the chesed of God meant God's steadfast
determination to be true to his share of the covenant obligation whatever
Israel did on her part. Hosea's love for Gomer-bath-Diblaim was so strong
and sure that not all her adulteries could kill it. He realized that
Jehovah's love for Israel was at least as sure and strong as his own love
for his wife. Jehovah's love was both a 'sure love' and a 'love unswerving.'"

2Deut. 7:9-13a.

G» von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, trans. D. Stalker (LondontSCM Press,
1953), p. 71.
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foundation in God's election and love are presented not merely as God's offer

to the people in the wilderness but also as his present offer to the people

of the disintegrating kingdom after six centuries of sin and apostasy,1
God's covenant is founded in 'ahabah and chesed% here lies Israel's hope

and her true response.

The prophet Jeremiah was probably associated with the Deuteronomic

reform under Josiah in his concern for repentance and reform. His message

was also similar to Hosea's in its compassion ana its emphasis on God's

steadfast love? he, too, used the figures of father-son (Jer, 31:20) and

husband-wife (Jer. 2:1-2, 3:1-13) to describe God's relationship to his

people. Throughout his ministry, which he disclosed in all its anguish,

Jeremiah entered into God's love and purpose for Israel by his utter

devotion to his people; he felt the pain of their rejection of himself
2

along with their rejection of God, He brings out in personal terms the

relation between God and man; for him the essence of religion is "the humble

3
walk with God," "the fellowship of prayer," "the soul's intercourse with God."

Therefore he thinks of covenant not only in terms of God's steadfast love and

Israel's rebellion but in terms of a New Covenant, in which God's people,

individually, will be given new hearts with which to respond and obey.

Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will make a new
covenant with the house of Israel ana the house of Judah, not like

1Ibid., pp. 71-73,

H. T. Kuist, Jeremiah (London: SCM Press, I960), pp. 8, 17, etc,

%. H. Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of election (London: Lutterworth
Press, I960), p. 59. Kuist, 033. cit., p. 27: "No book of the Bible illumin¬
ates more clearly how and why God converses with man than this Book of Joromiah."
Cf* ft. Kittcl, The. Religion of the People of Israel, trans, R.C. Kicfclem (London:
George Allen & Onwin Ltd., 1925), pp. 152, 153.
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the covenant which I made with their fathers when I took them by
the hand to bring them out of toe land of Egypt, ay covenant which
they broke, though I was their husband, says the Lord. But this is
the covenant which I will make with the house of Israel after those

days, says the Lord: I will put my law within them, and I will
write it upon their hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall
be my people. And no longer shall each man. teach his neighbor and
each his brother, saying, "Know the Lord," for they shall all know
me, from the least of them to the greatest, says the Lord; for I
will forgive their iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more.A

"It is in the Second Isaiah, however, that the prophetic significance
2

of the covenant idea receives its greatest deepening." As in Jeremiah,

the fulfillment of the divine plan of salvation is an everlasting covenant

of the future in which God's people will be restored to their land and his

rule (Is. 54:10, 55:3)• In. this consummation of the covenant Israel not only

receives and reflects God's revelation; as his servant she embodies his will

and her life is his revelation. The responsibility rests on both the individual

and the nation; its scope reaches out to the nations. And in the Servant Songs

(is. 42:1-4, 49:1-6, 50:4-9, 52:13-53:12) there is revealed a new development

in the idea of the covenant. Its full meaning is brought out in a person wno

is himself the Servant, the embodiment of the covenant. It is in the Servant

that Israel's mission is completed—in his perfect obedience to God and in hio

self-sacrifice for all men. But the fact that these songs identify the

Servant as an individual does not take away the service of Israel; it merely

brings it to completion.-5
1Jer. 31:31-34.
2
Gahrrtan, oj>. cit.p. 35.

3
The problem of the identity of the Servant nay never be solved altogether,

but a general solution may be found in th® fluidity of Hebrew thought between the
group and the individual. H.H. Rowley, The Missionary Messago of the Old Testa¬
ment (London: Carey Press, 1944), p. 53: "The Servant is Israel, the whole
community called to be a missionary community; the Servant is also the individual
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"It is too light a thing that you should be my servant
to raise up the tribes of Jacob
and to restore the preserved of Israel;

I will give you as a light to the nations,
that my salvation may reach to the end of the aarth."2-

In the whole of Seutero-Isaiah the service of God is based on the close

relationship of the ooveiiant. This rclationohip onableo Israel, ita raombora,

and the future Servant to carry out God's mission of redemption throughout

the world. This relationship is necessary to any service of God, and it

necessarily leads to service.

2
The final step in this study of the covenant ia to present its

theological implications. Because this concept is so central in the prophetic

materials and so important for Israel's role in history, it is crucial for any

Old Testament theology of mission. The purpose here is to gather together and

set in order some of the basic elements, following the double strand of the

topic. These theological implications carry those of election one step further.

First, the covenant, like election, must be viewed teleologicaliy.

Throughout tne prophetic materials it is clear that God established this bond

with his people so that they might serve him; the prophets continually called

for repentance and obedience so that Israel might fulfill the purposes of God.

and since this relationship was historically and theologically the center of

Jew who is called to make that mission his own, that through him it might be
fulfilled; the Servant is also, and especially, One Who should supremely in
Himself embody that mission, and who should carry it to a point no other should
reach." For the Hebrew concept of corporate and individual personality cf.
A. II. Johnson, The One and the Many in the IsrasXite Conception of God. 2nd ed.
(Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1961). For a discussion of the theories
of the identity of the Servant cf. H. H. Rowley, The Servant of the Lord and
Other Essays on the Old Testament (London: Lutterworth Press, 1952), pp. 1-57.

iIs. 49s6.

7
"The meaning of the covenant is not limited to references to I-)"1"! Ill it is

found in all the terms, figures, and discussions which describe the relationship
between God and Israel.
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Israel's life,"*" her whole life was to be involved in God's service. This is

the meaning of Israel's existence as the people of God.

The relationship between Israel and Yahweh was founded on God's gracious

election, and it was offered by him as salvation. It was a relationship of

God's choice, not of kinship or locality. It was never meant to be merely a

2
legal, contractual bargain. It was not a relationship of equals but the

relationship of the sovereign God and a small, helpless, dependent people.

This was clear in the story of the wilderness wanderings, and it became

especially clear in the events of 722 and 586; to the prophets it was always

clear. The covenant was primarily God's condescension to Israel, enabling

her to become his people and bear his name.

3
Nevertheless this relationship was not one of coercion but of cooperation.

God brought Israel to Sinai and there offered himself as their God. If they

would be his people, they must of their own volition worship him and have no

other gods. The fact that they often rejected him proves that the worship of

Yahweh was one of free response. When they worshiped Yahweh with their whole

neart they were truly his people, a witness to the nations. But when their

worship became impure and when tney sought other gods, they turned from the

source of their life; they had no witness among the nations. God's purpose

in the covenant was to be seen in Israel's response to him.

"^Bright, 0£. cit., p. 133: "There can scarcely be any doubt that Israel's
very existence was founded on the belief that her ancestors had at Sinai
covenanted with Yahweh to be his people."

'""Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 46.
*2

H. H. Rowley, The Unity of the Bible (London: Carey Press, 1953), p. 102:
The covenant bond "was not an Inevitable one, but one willingly accepted. It
began in constraint laid upon man by the grace of God, but it was in the free
response to that constraint and. in the freely pledged loyalty of the heart that
it was sealed." Cf. Scott, 0£. cit., pp. 120, 121.
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God's purpose in the covenant was to be seen also in Israel's obedience

to his will. Much ox the prophetic materials is given to the fact that God
1

has a purpose for Israel, that Israel must fulfill his will. The covenant

is the framework in which we so® the struggle of a stubborn and stiff-nocked

people, who are continually called upon to obey and follow the Lord and who

continually disobey and follow their own way. The cycle of fellow3hip-

disobedienee-punishment-repentance-fellowship, e.g. in Judges, indicates that

the covenant relationship was supposed to bring Israel's will into line with

God's purpose so that she might serve him. Obedience to the covenant was

righteouness; transgression was sin.

The extent and nature of this willing service are given in all the

prophetic writings, though not with unanimity. The law of God was the rule

2
of Israel's life from the time of Roses; the Torah had great significance.

But various traditions emphasised cultic practices, legal codes, the festivals,

corporate and individual piety, political and social integrity and justice,

etc. Some of tne prophets seemingly opposed the cult altogether, and there

were other conflicts. But the basic reality toward which they all point is

that there is a covenant relationship between God and his people and that

Israel's willing service is to be carried out in every aspect of her life.

Since it gradually became clear that God's purpose included all the

nations, it also became certain that Israel'o acrvioo muofc extend beyond her

own people. The fact that there was a unique relationship between God and

"Gehman, op. cit., p. 28; 'The authority of the divine covenant-will
subordinated the whole national life to its purposes."

2
Wright, op. cit.„ p. 42: 'The law is the revelation of God's will for

man. It is exceedingly important, for it is the divine constitution for the
regulation of society. Man's duty is to obey it; and if he does not, he
rebels against God."
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Israel often tended towards a particularism in which foreigners were doopiood.

The strict requirements of Israel's separation during the occupation of Canaan

under Joshua and the return from exile under iSzra seem to militate against

Israel's mission to the nations. Similarly the attitudo toward other nations

at times assumed the character of imperialism. The true meaning of the covenants

however, as this has been revealed by the New Testament heirs of the covenant,

was that God's unique relationship with Israel should issue in her unique

service for him in the world. Qeutaro-Isaiah provides the oulmination of this

realization in the concept of the Servant of Yahweh, who gives himself so that

the heathen, too, might know the salvation of God.

The other aspect of this consideration of tne covenant, besides purpose,

1
is its motivation. At this level, as well as in election, love is the motive

by which God and his people are moved in mission. As God chose Israel out of

love, he also entered into the unique relationsnip of the covenant by love.

2
The covenant was created and maintained by God's steadfast love.

Because God gave himself and nis name to Israel in love, her privilege

and her obligation was to respond out of love—in her worship and devotion.

XIn addition to nilHtj. (qqg p.j/ ) tho word t O I "', is important for the
understanding of love in the covenant. Snaith, op. cit., p. 104, translates
chesed as "eovsnant-lovs" because it is especially used of "faithfulness in
the covenant between Jehovah and Israel, both of the firm faithfulness of God,
and of the fitful faithfulness of Israel." P. 123: "The content of the word
chesed developed side by side with that of the idea of the covenant." Rowley,
The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 22, prefers "loyalty." According to Jacob,
££• nit.. p. 104, chesed is "the power which guarantees a covenant and makes it
otrong and durable." In any case it is the key term for the binding force of
the covenant, and it falls within our conception of love.

2
Gehraan, op. cit.. p. 30: "Yet out of love he remained faithful to the

covenant." G. Quell and S. Stauffer, Love, trans, from TWNT by J. R. Coates
(London: Adam and Charles Black, 1S58), p. 11: "The wnole covenant theory is
based on the idea of love."
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Tiie prophets used marriage as the best image to describe this relationship,

and the sins of the people were best described as adultery® The loyalty of

Israel, whether aenotheism or monotheism, and the devotion of her people,

whether ao a nation or m individuals, expressed tne true nature of the people

of tahvah. And this was not a marriage of convenience by which Israel gained

advantages or a hold on God 5 it was "a call to unreserved devotion or surrender

to God ®w When the prophets eventually realised that the nation would not

respond aright, they looked for a remnant or an individual who would fulfill

the covenant®

Israel's loyalty to God was to be seen by her obedience to his will® But

this obedience was never meant to lead to strict legalism or mere formalism®

The prophets opposed this kind of sham and called for a true heart, obedience
2

motivated by love.

Therefore love was trie foundation underlying all the ethical and

3
religious requirements; love was to permeate the life of th© covenant people®

In this way Israel's life was to be a reflection of the nature of lahweh®

Gehrcait, aj>. cit®. p. 30. Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election®
p. 46; "Again and again the thought is expressed that by hie deliverance of
Israel God had a claim on. bar loyalty, and that an© who was his people, bound
to Mm by a sacred covenant, was pledged to give hia that loyalty."

bright, 0£. cit®, pp. 73, 74s "The obligations which the covenant
imposes on the contracting parties are expressed in various ways® let they
are summed up in the word cheeed."

3
Quell and Stauffer, 0£» cit®, p. as"The dominant position given to the

idea of love constitutes the great glory of Old Testament ethics® Love is re¬
garded as inseparable fro® humanity, and therefore set forth as the nor® of
social relationship and included within the scopo anil shelter of the divine law."
J. Pederaen, Israel; Xta Life and Culture® I-IX, trans. A® Kbller (London?
Oxford University Frees, 1926), describes the psychological background for lav®
in Israel, calling it the natural expression of the soul in relation to others
of the family, tribe, and nation (p. 310). Love is th© cement which binds
Israelite society together. The law of love (Lev® 19sIS) leads to unity and peace.
Sin kills love because it prevents this normal interrelationship (p. 414}®



50

When it finally became clear tnat Israel's mission would extend out to

the nations, the meaning of the fellowship of God's love was expanded to

include all people.

It. is interesting to not© that these insights into the mission and motive

of Israel as the covenant community were given by the great prophets, who

themselves experienced the reality of which they spoke. Unlike their early

predecessors who were gripped by ecstasy, these men spoke out of conviction

and compassion.''" As spokesmen for God they were so united to him that they

reflected his purpose and love by their words and their lives.

The conclusions that derive from this study of the covenant are similar

to those derived from election, although they are here brought one step further.

It is clear that the covenant relationship between God and his people is

central in the prophetic interpretation of Israel's role in history and the

foundation upon which her service is built. The purpose and love of God are

revealed in the covenant, which is the second phase of Israel's mission.

First, in the covenant God enters into a personal relationship with Israel

so that she might willingly follow him. Therefore Israel's life is to be a

conscious fulfillment of God's purpose. Second, God's purpose toward Israel

in the covenant is motivated by lav®. Therefore Israel's true response must

be out of love. Third, God's purpose and love are one in his commitment to

Israel. Thoroforo Israel'a purpose and love rauot oxproso hor total commit¬

ment to God.

The election of Israel leads to the covenant relationship and ends in

*N. H. Snaith, Mercy and Sacrifice; A Study of the Book of Hosea (London;
SCK Press, 1953}» p. IBs "The new type of prophet, exemplified first in Hosea
and Amos, was then definitely and fully aware of what he said and did. He said
and did it deliberately and out of settled conviction. The man speaks out of
that which he is certain is God's Word in and through him. It is that of which
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service. It remains to consider the final, phase of this Old Testament

theology of mission, service, the goal of election and covenant.

he is certain in his own heart." Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election.
p. Ill: The true prophet is thought of as ons who stands in so close and
intimate a relationship with God that his personality becomes the vehicle
of God's word. In a real sense he becomes one with God, or an extension of
God's personality."



52

C. SERVICE;

4a election is primary and the covenant central in the prophetic inter¬

pretation ox" Israel's role in history, service is the final concept, which

brings this interpretation to completion. From all that has been said above,

it should be clear that the end of election and covenant is service; the

prophetic call to service was based on election and covenant. Sod's people

are called to serve Mm—to receive his revelation, to reflect that revelation

in their life, and finally to share it with all men.'*" This section proposes

to show the place and importance of service, its completion of election end

covenant, and its later eschatological projection.

The fact and importance of Israel's vocation, in the service of God ars

seen throughout the prophetic materials. The international scope of Israel's

mission is found already in J, which presents the election of Abraham "as an

episode which, standing out against the plan of universal history, is to

2
pour forth as a blessing upon it." The miraculous acts of God in Israel's

history are set within a universal framework. Th® rule of God ovor the nationo

is seen in the deliverance from Egypt, and Israel's vocation is exhibited

3
negatively in her constant disloyalty and unbelief. E tends toward religious

nationalism in its emphasis on separation, but it does show a positive side
4

of Israel's vocation in the piety of her national figures.' D is primarily

H. H. Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election (Londons Lutterworth
Press, 1950), pp. 59, 68, 94, 113.

2
E. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament, trans, A. >«'. Heathcote and P. J.

Allcock (London; Rodder & Stoughton, 1958), p. 217.
-fy, C. Vriezea, An Outline of Old Testament Theology. trans. 3. Heuijen

(Oxford? Basil Blackwell, 1958), pp. 45, 46.

4Ibid.. p. 47.
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concerned with Israel's service as God's chosen people by faithful obedience

to his commandments. But here again, as ia J, there is a wider perspectivej

a centripetal kind of mission can be seen in the admission of proselytes

(Deut. 25:3-8) and in the story of Hassan.^ This viewpoint is found also

in P, which sets the world in relation to God in so far as the world comes

to Israel, But for p the role of Israel is set more definitely in the universal

purpose and rule of God in the Noahic covenant and the creation narrative.

Election and covenant are part of a religion of revelation which includes a

2
universal plan of salvation. Although tne strands of the Pentateuch never

actively related Israel's mission to this universal framework, her service to

God was a dominant element throughout and the universal context was never

forgotten.

The Books of the prophets themselves are thoroughly concerned with Iorael'o

service as the people of God and are always mindful of the international context

of Israel's history. These men saw that election ana covenant must lead to

service and that unless this service were forthcoming Israel would be destroyed.

By failing to give service Israel broke her covenant and renounced her election.

But the prophets knew that it was God's sovereign purpose which was the basis of

Israel's life and service, and they cams to sec that even though he would

destroy her he would yet enable her to fulfill her service in a new way. The

people often took Israel's unique position as a sign of their superiority and

privilege} this distortion led to dispair in 722 and 586. The prophets

^Jacob, o£. ext., p. 21$.

*Tt. 8. Gehsan, "The Covenant—The Old Toctamorit Foundation of the Church,"
Theology Today. VIl/l, p. 54.
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interpreted Israel's role among the nations in terms of her service as God's

people; their faith carried on through catastropii/ toward an esehatological

fulfillment.

Throughout the prophetic materials election, covenant, and service are

fundamental to Israel's role as the people of God. Service is the final phase

of her mission. The next step is to consider some important passages which

illuminate the nature and motivation of this service.

As with election and covenant there is here, too, some question as to the

significance of the patriarchal period. At least it should he noted that

several important references (j) indicate that in God's call to Abraham (and

Isaac and Jacob) "all the families of the earth will bles3 themselves.*1^ The

meaning is that Israel's calling shall bring her such blessing that the other

2
nations will seek a like blessing. Admittedly this is only a rudimentary

stage in the development of Israel's mission to the world, but it is signifi¬

cant that the election and covenant of Israel are already linked so closely

with the well-being of the nations.

It is important to see that the call to service goes back to the foundation

of Israel's life in election and covenant. In Hoses we find the foundation for

all three, which are organically related in Israel's history and theology of

^Qen. 12:3b; "By you all the families of the earth will bless themselves."
Cf. Gen. 18:18, 22:18, 26:4, 28:14. The RSV translates all of these passages
similarly, giving sis an alternate reading in the margin "be blessed," which is
used by the KJV. The former rendering is generally accepted today. See H. H.
Howley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament (London: The Carey Press,
1944), pp. 24-27; The Biblical Doctrine of Election, pp. 65, 66.

2
Ib-d. Jacob, op. cit.. p. 217, however, goes furthers "The solemnity of

the formula and especially trie general plan of the Yahwist's book provoke us
rather to see between Abraham and the peoples a relationship of cause and effect
and the assertion of the -universal mission of the people of Israel."
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history, Moses w&3 called to proclaim Israel's calling as the people of God;

his mission was to bring them out of bondage so that they might serve God."

The deliverance was an expression of God's grace toward the helpless which

claimed their loyalty, and it was an expression of his concern, for justice

which determined the ethical nature of Israel's service. Moses brought the

people out of Egypt; they were united with Yahwuh at Sinai; and a theocratic

way of life was established for God's service. And again the universal context

2
is in view. Therefore Moucu stands at the head of the prophetic movement and

of the prophetic interpretation of Israel's mission. He was himself the first

3 .

missionary.

The eighth century prophets take up the work of Moses, stressing the

service which Israel must give on tne basis of election and covenant. Amos

is especially concerned for social justice as the necessary reflection of God's

revelation; for him the ethical behavior of his people is an imperative based

4
on the nature of God himself. Where God's will is not carried out, he speaks

God's election of Israel through tho deliverance under Moaos (Ex. 3slQ,
see p. zi above) is coupled with her service (v. 12b): "When you have brought
forth the people out of Egypt you shall serve God upon this mountain." Cf.
the introduction to the Decalogue (Ex. 20:2). This service is carried out
through the covenant (Ex. 19:1-6, see p. 5© above).

Ex. 19:5b, 6a» "You shall be my own possession among all peoples; for
all the earth is mine, and you shall bw to me a kingdom of priests and a holy
nation."

3
Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament, pp. 14, 15; The

Biblical Doctrine of Election.,, p. 31. Jacob, oj). ext., p. 217, calls Moses
a missionary to his own people first and then also to the Egyptians.

4
Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 57: "The standards laid

down for men were set by the character of God himself. That is why the
religion of the Old Testament is described as an ethical religion."
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in judgment. And this ethical rule and judgment of God extend abroad to the

surrounding nations. Because Israel's unique place has not issued in unique
1

service* her punishment will be especially severe. Amos emphasizes the

international context and the ethical character of Israel's service. God's

purpose in both is emphasized negatively by the harshness of his judgment.

In Hosea, as has been seen* the emphasis is on the relationship between

God and Israel, which underlies true service. The service of God is primarily

the reception of and response to God's love. Hosea does not vitiate the moral

urgency of this service; rather he goes beneath cult and conduct and finds the

motivation for true service in 'anaban and chased. With Amos he expects

terrible punishment to come upon Israel, but his faith is in the love of God

which motivates his purposes arid in the sovereignty of that love which is able

2
to go beyond Israel's faithlessness.

The book of Deuteronomy lays special emphasis on all three phases of

Israel's mission. There is a logical connection between its emphasis on

election and covenant and its insistence on obedience to the commandments of

3
God. Since Israel bae received God's grace in her deliverance and lives in

personal relationship with him, her calling is to give faithful loyalty to

^Amoa 5:1, 2. These two verses contain the three elements, election,
covenant (j/ ~T J), and service (negatively).

H. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament (London; The
Epworth Press, 1944), p. 115, deprecates the tendency to consider all mention
of restoration in Amos and Hosea as later additions. 8. K. Gottweld, A Light
to the nations (Hew forks Harper & Brothers, 1959), p. 303, points out that
Hcsea sees God's judgment as the obverse side of God's love, as redemptive
rather than retributive.

>T

^Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 43.
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God which will be seen throughout the life of her people. It is this

continuing response and service which fulfill Israel's mission, rather than

an automatic status of election. The absolute service and the absolute moti¬

vation which are central in Deuteronomy are seen together in Deut. 10;12;

"to love him, to serve the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your

soul." The whole life of the people of God is bound to give him service—

in worship and in all the social, political, and economic life. Israel's life

lay in obedience5 her blessing lay in service—in receiving and reflecting

God's revelation. Although there is some admission of foreigners (Deut. 23:7,

8), the relationship towards the nations is generally particularistic.

Jeremiah's contribution in his concern for personal religion has been

considered in terms of his own election (jer. Is5)*" and in the eschatological

fulfillment of the covenant (Jer. 31;31-34). Like Hosea he realized the

importance of genuine motivation in Israel's response to God; true service

must come from the heart. He knew that Israel was given her unique position

for the service of God and that service was the necessary result of her election

2
and covenant. The context is the nations. Jeremiah was himself appointed to

be a "prophet t.n the nations." In hie prophooinn Israel is God's chosen people,

but God rules the nations. Therefore oven Sabuchadnezzar serves God in punish-

S?his verse links election ("I formed you"), covenant ("I knew you"), and
service ("I appointed you a prophet") in God's call to Jeremiah.

2
Jer. 7s23s "But this command I gave them, 'Obey my voice, and I will

be your God, and you shall be ray people; and walk in all the way that I command
you, that it raay be well with you."
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iag Israel (jer. 25:9)S therefore the word of the Lord is pronounced over all

the nations (Jer. 46-51).

Up to this point much is found in the prophetic materials concerning

Israel's service, the fulfillment of election and covenant. Although there is

so far no direct turning of the people out toward the nations in mission, the

foundation for such a mission has already been laid. It is clear that Israel

is called to give her entire life in service to God and that love is the basic

motive for this service. The unique place of Israel among the nations is

obvious throughout, It only remains to make the connection between Israel,

2
the servant of God, and the nations whom she must serve.

In the Old Testament the most important material for a biblical theology

3of mission comes from Deutero-Isaiah 5 the greatest confluence and climax of

election, covenant, and service are found here. This unknown writer of the

exile lays the greatest 3tresa on monotheism and its corollary, universalism.

Likewise—and in obvious parallel—he emphasises election and its corollary,

service. In the Servant Songs, whatever their origin, Israel's calling and

4
the world-wide scope are finally connected in active mission.

Cf. Jer. 27:6, 43:10. This kind of election for service lies outside
the covenant and therefore is different altogether from Israel's election-
covenant-service. It does not involve entering into the purpose and love of
God but is aii involuntary service and has no honor or reward. Cf. Rowley,
The Biblical Doctrine of Election, pp. 121-138.

2
""Ibid.- pp. 59, 60: "Israel's election was not merely for herself and

God. It was not simply that she might reflect the will of God in all her own
life and delight his heart by so doing. Her election was for service to the
world. For she had a mission to the nations."

x

'Gehman, oj>. cit., p. 36.
4
Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. o2: "It is by no accident

that it is the prophet who most stresses monotheism and its corollary of
universalis® who also most stresses the tnought of Israel's election and the
corollary of that election in her world mission."
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Behold my servant, whom I uphold,
my chosen, in whom ay soul delights;

I have put my spirit upon him,
he will bring forth justice to the nations*

He will not fail or be discouraged
till he has established justice in the earth;
and the coastlands wait for his law.^

The development of the prophetic interpretation of Israel's role in history

culminates in these passages, in which Israel's service is orientated positively

toward the world. Israel's calling is not merely to receive and cherish the

2
revelation of God, but to share that revelation, true religion, with all men.

These songs also express, with the greatest insight of the prophetic

movement and in sharp contrast to the world and to popular Israelite thought,

the manner in which this mission is to be carried out.

The Lord God nas opened my ear,
and I was not rebellious,
I turned not backward.

1 gave my back to the smiters,
and my cheeks to those who pulled out the beard;

I hid not my face
from shame and spitting.-

It is through suffering that Israel's service is to be fulfilled. Out of her

close communion with Yahweh Israel learns to withstand blows and insults. This

1Is. 42:1, 4.

Tlowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 117s IJ 0 W Dnormally means
judgment, justice, or custom, but her© it probably means true religion; The
Servant of tne Lord and Other Essays on the Old Testament (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1952), pp. 14, 15: "The thought here is then in harmony with that else¬
where in these songs, and the general conception behind the songs ia of a
mission of the Servant through suffering to bring the nations into a right
relationship with God"; The Missionary Message of the Old Testament, p. 119s
"The mission of the Servant is directed to the achievement of the world mission
of Israel, whereby she should snare with all men the glory of her heritage."

5Is. 50:5, 6.
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fulfillment of the covenant in willing, suffering service is directly opposite

to Israel's proud rebellion and self-righteous aloofness, it is contrary to

worldly concern for power and privilege.^
Finally, the Servant Songs point toward an eschatological fulfillment in

the One who in himself carries out the mission, vicariously, for Israel and for

all men. This One is himself the Servant.

Surely he has borne our griefs
and carried our sorrows5

yet we esteemed him stricken,
smitten by God, and afflicted.

But he was wounded for our transgressions,
he was bruised for our iniquities5

upon him was the chastisement that made us whole,
and with his stripes we are healed.

All we like 3he©p have gone astray;
we have turned every one to his own way;

and the Lord has laid on Jjim
the iniquity of us all.

Hot only is Israel's mission fulfilled in service to the nations and that

service carried out by suffering; the Servant gives himself for those at

whose hand he dies. By his sacrifice he brings salvation from sin; the

aria of the Lord is revealed in him. The purpose and love of God become his

3
mission and motive as he gives himself in service. In these passages the

^"Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament, p. 60: "The thought
here is centered on suffering and shame as the organ of service."

2
Is. 53s4—6» Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament,

p. 6J: "In this fourth Song, the prophet's primary thought is of a future
individual who snail uniquely fulfill Israel's mission in unique sufferings,
borne in unique love."

3
Ibid., p. 61: "In this Song we have the great creative idea of a

suffering which is redemptive. It redeems not tne sufferer, but those who
inflict it on him; and it redeems not only by its own virtue, merely 'because
it is suffering, but because of the spirit in which it is endured. The
Servant fulfills his mission to the world by suffering at the world's hands, and
by yielding his life without struggle or complaint to be a sacrifice for those
who slay him."
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Old Testament stands on the verge of the Mew, but these words are also the

culmination of a great stream in the prophetic movement.

Although Dautero-Isaiah is the high point, of the prophetic interpretation

of Israel's mission, this study would not be complete without reference to

the book of Jonahj "the importance for the missionary ideal of the book of

Jonah cannot be overstressed.Jonah is, however, dissimilar from the other

prophetic books, taking the form of a parable. The message is that Israel's

election is fulfilled in mission. Prom the beginning the prophets had realized

the superiority of their religion. That the people made the wrong deduction

from this fact is illustrated by Jonah, who was angered at the thought of

2
others outside the covenant benefitting from their faith. The fact of Israel's

mission to the nations is made certain by the repentance of Nineveh. Finally

Jonah, who probably stood for Israel, was made to see that election and

covenant must lead to service and that this service reaches out to the world.

Israel's mission was to be fulfilled by her entrance into tne purpose and

3
love of God, which include the nations. And here it is clear that the nations

^Jacob, op. cit., p. 221.

'"Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Flection, pp. 67 , 68; "It is probable
that in /the author's/ thought Jonah stood for the nation, and his mission to
Nineveh ?or Israel's'missian to the world. And if so, then unless and until
she undertook that mission, she was denying the very purpose of her election, as
Jonah was when he turned from Nineveh towards Tarshish."

3
Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament, p. 68; "I think the

author is describing in the form of his story his own spiritual experience. He
was most reluctant to believe that God's love embraced alien peoples, and even
oppressors like the Assyrians, and he strove hard to resist it as a disgusting
idea, until he was lifted into the divine heart, and shared the glory of its
compassion." Jacob, op. cit., pp. 221, 222s "The nations will know in their
turn that Israel's God is not only the master of universal history, but that
he is merciful and compassionate and that his kingship is fulfilled in his love."
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need not come to Jerusalem, for Israel is to go out into the world.

Th8 final stop of this study of service, a conoidoration of tho theological

implications, can be abbreviated because these implications have already been

inferred in connection with election and covenant and in this section. It has

been shown throughout that the election of Israel led to her covenant with

Yahweh and was to be fulfilled in serviced Israel's service was to receive

the revelation of God, to reflect it in her life, and finally to convey it

to the nations. Israel's complete giving of herself in service was taught

throughout the prophetic movement, although tnis service was only directed

toward the nations late in the movement. Throughout the prophetic materials

service is a dominant motif and is the completion of election and covenant.

First, service is the completion of the purpose underlying Israel's life.

At first passively in her deliverance from Egypt and then actively in her

worship and social life and at last externally in overt mission to the nations,

Israel was called to serve the purposes of God. The uniqueness of her position

in election and covenant was for the purpose of unique, willing service. The

completeness of her creation by God's hand and the completeness of her relation¬

ship to him define the completeness of her vocation in his service.

Service is also the completion of the motive underlying Israel's life.

As God revealed himself to Israel in unconditional love and committed himself

to her in love, so Israel was supposed to roccivo and respond to that love by

love, to share that love as it bound her people together, and finally to enter

^Jacob., njT, nit,. pp. 203, 204, shown that the link between election, uiul
service is evident in the association of the termo "elect" and "servant" and in
the use of the pronoun "my" with "servant." "To be the 'am of lahweh involves
being his 1eded.».. To bo a servant necessarily implies a mission to fulfill."
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explicit reference in the Old Testament to God's love for the world, the two

places where the mission to the world is explicit (Deutero-Isaiah and Jonah)

amply show that it is love which motivates both God and Israel in this mission

The love in service is an extension of the love in election and covenant, and

it is supremely exemplified and expressed in the self-sacrifice of the Servant

These theological implications of service come from the greatest

insights of the prophetic materials regarding Israel's role in history, and

they are given against the background of Israel's constant failure to carry

them out. The prophets proclaimed God's purpose and love and called Israel to

serve him in purpose and love commensurate with their position as his people.

As they saw Israel fail to give service, break the covenant, and forfeit her

election, they nevertheless looked for God himself to fulfill Israel's mission

In their search for this fulfillment they turned toward a future remnant or

individual. They became eschatological in their interpretation of Israel's

role. Here the Old Testament converges upon the Hew; the mission of Israel

ultimately points toward the mission of Jesus Christ and of his body, the

Church, the Hew Israel.

The conclusions of this final phase of Israel's mission are similar and

complementary to those for election and covenant, for service is the end of

election and covenant. First, God's purpose is that Israel serve him, There¬

fore the only legitimate goal of Israel's life is to give willing service to

God. Second, God's purpose is motivated by love. Therefore Israel's service

^"Rowley, The Missionary Message of the Old Testament, p. 63s "The people
of God are called to reflect his character, This is the constant call of the
prophets..,. Israel then was called to be the extension of the divine person¬
ality, to enter into the divine love and suffering."
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must be carried out in love. Finally, God's purpose and love are revealed

by his self-giving to Israel. Therefore Israel's service must be the

complete giving of herself—to God and to the world.
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31MMAHY:

In summarizing and evaluating Part I, "The Mission of Israel," we find

that the results of this study are significant for a"biblical" theology of

mission. Pro® this historical background for the mission of the church, as

it is found in the prophetic materials of the Old Testament, there emerges

an essential pattern of mission.

Some comments may first be made concerning methodology. The materials

used in this study are necessarily selective and limited; nevertheless they

©re sufficiently central to reveal a general pattern in the prophetic

interpretation of Israel's role. They also indicate tiiat this interpretation

stag at the heart of Israel's faith; it was implicit in the work of Moses, and

it fully emerged in the great prophetic period of 750-501 B.C. Although

technical problems have been avoided and although conflicting viewpoints

have been omitted, the results are of great importance nevertheless. By

means of a cross-section an essential unity of thought has been found over

a broad amount of material; it can be said to represent the prophetic move¬

ment as a whole. This unity expresses the greatest insight into God's

revelation in the Old Testament period as this revelation was further

illuminated by the events of the Mew Testament. The importance of the study

lies in the integration of familiar materials rather than in the exposure of

new materials.

Several important conclusions regarding the form and content of a

"biblical theology of mission can be derived from this study. First, with

regard to form, mission is an all-embracing aspect of the relationship be¬

tween God and his people. The way in which Israel is involved in mission

is defined in terms of three phases which belong in an essential, noa-temperal
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sequence. Election is primary; it expresses the fact that God's sovereign

purpose and love underlie the entire mission without reference to Israel's

response. It defines the source of Israel's life and mission. Covenant

is central; it indicates that Clod's purpose and love are to be worked out

through the response of his people. It defines the basic rslationsip of

Israel's life and mission. Service is final; it brings to completion God's

purpose and love. It defines the goal of Israel's life and mission. The

necessity and unity of all three phases is evidenced by the failure of the

mission when part is lacking. The organic relationship between the concepts

is seen in the emergence of one out of another and in the overlapping of

materials. The sequence expresses the inner logic of the mission. The

totality of the mission is evident at each level; the entire life of Israel

is involved in its mission. The sufficiency of this structure is certain

because nothing further of significance can be added. It is here argued

that this prophetic interpretation of Israel's mission provides the

essential pattern for a"biblical' theology of mission.

Second, with regard to the content of mission, certain conclusions can

be derived from the study of the mission of Israel. It is evident throughout

the prophetic materials that Israel's mission must be wholly based on the

purpose of 'God. This purpose was interpreted in terms of the worship and

conduct of the people and eventually in terms of her mission to the world.

It is also evident that the motivation necessary for the fulfillment of the

mission was love and that this love was based on God's love. God's love

was described in terras of his spontaneous choosing and self-giving and

calling of Israel; Israel's love was described as loving response—in utter

loyalty and in willing service. These two elements, purpose (mission) and
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love (motive), express toe reality of God's self-giving to Israel and the

ideal of Israel's self-giving in God's service. The cumulative testimony

of the prophetic materials is, however, that Israel did not in fact fulfill

her mission in this way. The realised content for a"biblical" theology of

mission is not found in the Old Testament.

The question therefore arises as to when and now God's purpose and

love were fulfilled. At this point the biblical theologian views the whole

record of God's saving acts and finds that the mission of Israel was fulfilled

in Jesus Christ, the true Servant of Yahweh. He alone fully embodied the love

and purpose of God, In the midst of Israel's rejection of her mission he

fulfilled that mission by giving himself throughout his life and death.

Through nis mission a remnant was born to Israel which carried out her

mission as God's people in a new election, a new covenant, and a new service.

The final conclusion of this study of the mission of Israel is that

the pattern for a"biblieal" theology of mission is found in tne Old Testament

propnetic materials and that the content must be found in the New Testament.

A study of the prophets reveals that love is the motive for mission, that

the whole life of the people of God is involved in mission, and that mission

and love :nu3t be seen in this perspective. But the full realization of the

love and purpose of God in the mission of his people is found only in Jesus

Christ.



PART II: TEE MISSION OF JESUS
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Part II provides the theological, basis for the mission of the church,

particularly with regard to love ao the motive for mission, as it is found

in the mission of Jesus. In Part I the study of the mission of Israel yielded

a definite structure for a theology of mission, and this structure indicated

the fact, extent, and dynamic of love as the motive for mission. The present

study seeks to provide the content for a "biblical" theology of mission, for

the life and ministry of Jesus are the supreme expression of love as the

motive for mission. A statement of the method of New Testament theology, as

it is here applied to the study of Jesus, is necessary by way of introduction.

New Testament theology, like Old Testament theology, utilises and super¬

sedes the literary and historical study of its materials. Taking the position

of faith, it is able to penetrate further into the meaning of the documents

because it operates on the same level as the men who wrote them, the communities

who preserved and lived by their traditions, and the people who participated
1

in the events with which they are concerned. The biblical theologian is con¬

cerned with the Heilsgeschichte presented in the Bible, with theologically

significant historical events, with the relationship between God and man

contained therein. The center of this history which is revelation is the life

B. Weiss, Biblical Theology of the Hew Testament, vol. X, 3rd
revised ed., trans. D. Eaton (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1862), p. 3s
"It is only on the assumption taat the perfect revelation of God is given
in the manifestation of Christ, i.e. in his person and work, as it was
commenced during his earthly life and continued after his exaltation, and
that, in the oldest and most original monuments of the religious conscious¬
ness and life which that manifestation produced, there is secured a
documentary attestation of that revelation of God as it ought to be under¬
stood and in its full saving value—an attestation which is normative for
all time; it is only on this assumption that the representation of the
religious ideas and doctrines which are found in the writings can be a

special subject of theological science."
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of Jesus of Nazareth, Therefore the content for a "biblical" theology of

mission suet be drawn, primarily and essentially, from the mission of Jesus.

The writings of the New Testament and the traditions underlying them

all agree that the events of Jesus* life, death, and resurrection are the

decisive manifestation of the purpose and love of God.^" This is evident

in the preaching and tsacking, confessions and Chriotologioal titles, theology

and ethics, worship and life of the early church. The present study will b®

directed toward the primary source of tae actual mission of Jesus, the Synoptic

Gospels. The purpose of this study will be to determine the mission and

motive of Jesus during his ministry.

The Synoptic materials present a peculiarly complex field of study.

The first problem is that they represent not only the historical records of

the life and ministry of Jesus but also the church's confession of faith in

Jesus as the Messiah, the Son of God, etc. They describe the Jesus of history

as the Christ of faith. Therefore, although we seek to analyze the mission of

the historical Jesus, ws must deal with source materials in waich historical

2 3
event and theological interpretation are integrally bound up together.

0. Cullaaan, Tho Chrietolo,xv of the Mew Testament. trans. 3. C. Guthrie
and C. A. K. Hall (London? SCM Press, 1959), pp. 2, 3s "We can therefore say
that early Christian theology is in reality almost exclusively Chrietology."
Cf. V. Taylor, The Person of Christ (London? Macmillan & Co., 1958), p. viii.
8. Schweizer, Lordship and Discipleship (London? SCM Press, I960), p. 94s
'"Jesus Christ is the solo content of the Christian aessaga. This is true in
the most stringent sense." "To the primitive church Christology is the center
of her message.5*

^Throughout this section "historical event" refers to the historical Jesus
of the ministry, who of course had hi# own theology, and "theological interpre¬
tation" refers to tne viewpoint of the early church, which of course gives
important historical insight into the primitive church. What we are seeking
to determine is the theological outlook of the historical Jesus over against
the theological outlook of the early church, which was influenced by subsequent
events and dominated by Christological considerations.

3
G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth,, trans. X. and P. KeLuskey with J. M»

Robinson (London? Hodder & Stoughton, I960), p. 14s "We possess no single word
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Moreover, in seeking to understand the historical Jesus we must also explain

the church's faith iu Jesus as the Christ." The second problem has to do with

the growth and development of the Synoptic tradition. It is now generally

agreed that the structure of the Synoptic Gospels does not provide a historical

2
chronicle of Jesus' life, but it is stated on the other hand that the materials

which make up the Gospels contain in themselves a view of the vnole ministry of

3
Jesusc literary eriticiasa has clarified the nature of toe development of these

individual units in the written period of the tradition and has established the

4
priority of Mark's Gospel. Form criticism has provided an analysis of the forms

of Jesus and no single story of Jesus, no matter how incontestably genuine they
may be, which do not contain at the same time the confession of the believing
congregation or at least are embedded (sic.) therein." Cf. ¥. Hanson, Jesus
the Messiah (London: Modeler & Stoughton, 1944), p. 94.

^"G. 8. Duncan, Jesus, Son of Han (London: Hisbet & Co., 1947), pp. 3-6,
speaks of the twenty year gap between the Jesus of history and the Christ of
faith aa a tunnel, in which the interpreter who works at one end must keep in
mind the other also. In particular the historian who leaves unexplained the
church's faith increases rather than narrows the gap, and thereby his work
stands condemned.

e starting point for contemporary discussion of this problem in this
country is C. H. Dodd, "The Framework of the Gospel Narrative," Expository
Times, xliii (June, 1932), pp. 396-400. Cf. D. 3. Hinaham, "The Order of
Events in St. Mark's Gospel—an Examination of Dr. Dodd's Hypothesis,"
Studies in the Gospels; Essays in Memory of JU Hj. Lightfoot, ed. D. E. Nine-
bam (Oxfords Basil Blackwell, 1955), pp. 223-239.

¥. Manson, The Servant-Messiah (Cambridge: University Press, 1953),
pp. 66, 67: "It is impossible to exaggerate the closeness of the tie between
the teaching of Jesus and nis acts. Secondly, there is the principle that
a single story or saying may contain the whole Gospel in miniature." Manson
cites K. L. Schmidt, Le Problems du Christianiame primitif, p. 25; "Caaque
acts et chaque parole de JSaus contient in nuce ce Kerygsa." Bomkamm, o£. cit.8
p. 25s "These story scenes give his history not only when pieced together, but
each one in itself contains th© poroon and history of Jesus in their entirety."

4
The epitome of the school of literary criticism is found in the four-

source hypothesis of B. II. Streeter, The Four Gospels; A Study of Origins
(London: Macmillan & Co., 1924).
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of these units and has further explained the rationale behind their development
1

in the oral period. Therefore, any study of the historical Jesus must do

justice to the results of critical analysis of the source materials. Finally,

there is the problem of setting forth a coherent picture of the ministry of

Jesus. It is not enough to recognize that there was a Jesus of history who

became the Christ of faith, and it is not enough to recognize that the Synoptic

2
materials are colored by the faith of the early church. We must find a con¬

sistent, meaningful view of the historical Jesus underlying these materials.

The present study takes a particular approach to the life and ministry of

Jesus in the light of these factors. First, it will concentrate on tho nature

3
of Jesus1 mission in the strict sense because the Synoptic materials represent,

besides historical reminiscence, specifically the early enured'e witness to

Jesus as the Messiah. As far as possible a deliberate attempt will be made to

avoid tha two difficult quootiono of Ghristology and asch&tology because on the

one hand they tend to dominate exogenic whilo on the other hand they introduce

4
a problematical element into the interpretation of Jesus' ministry. Second,

The "Big Three" of tnis movement are K. L. Schmidt, Per Rahmen der
Geachichte Jesu (Berlins Trowitsch & Soha, 1919); M. Sibelius, From Tradition to
Gospel, trans. B. Lee isfoolf (London; Nicholson & Watson, 1934); and Bultmann,
Pis Geschichte der aynoptischon Tradition, 2nd od. (GOttingen: yanaenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1957).

2
Duncan, op. cit.» pp. 17-25, notes that taa failure to go back to the

historical Jesus is found in such widely divergent positions a3 Barth and
Bultiaann and rests upon theological reasons as well as historical scepticism.
J. M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (.London; 3® Prose, 1959),
pp. 85-92, snows that what he calls a "new" quest of the historical Jesus is
both legitimate and necessary, not because we need facto to support our faith
but simply because we have the means.

3
"'In this study the terms "mission," "mission in the strict sense" are used

in contrast to the traditional affirmation or assumption that Jesus' mission was
bound up with his consciousness of his own uniqueness.

^That these two areas or approaches are difficult and problematical is
evident both from the nature of the Synoptic tradition and from the breadth of
disagreement in contemporary discussion. They are similar in that they are both
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because critical analysis of the materials shows that the record has been

enhanced particularly at those points which bear witness to the uniqueness of

Jesus, the present study will give an extended analysis of the more general

materials before passing on to these materials, the former providing a basis

for the interpretation of the latter. If in the general materials the essential

content of Jwwua' uvswage «ud the essential nature of his mission can be defined

apart from reference to his person or the time, then the particular materialo

which seem to depend on these two questions may perhaps be explained in the

same way. Finally, in order to present a coherent, consistent picture of the

historical Jesus this study will seek to find at each point the perspective

of the actual ministry over against the perspective of the early church." Tne

perspective of the ministry is that of a man seeking to do God's will. Here

the question of motive is particularly relevant. If Jesus offered his hearers

a unique opportunity because of the time or because of nis person, would not

2
this introduce an ambivalence into his mission and message with regard to them?

dependent upon Jesus' consciousness of his own uniqueness during hi® ministry;
to say tnat Jesus saw in his own ministry the Hew Age or the Dawn of the Kingdom
is tantamount to saying that he considered himself to be the Messiah, the fulfill¬
ment of Israel's hope. At any rate this nas been the traditional argument; W. Han¬
son, op. ext., p. 66s "If Jesus saw the kingdom of God to be foreshadowed, in his
work, he cannot but, sooner or later, have thought of the Son of Man as foreshadow¬
ed in himself."

^C. B. Dodd, The parables of the Kingdom. revised (Glasgow; William Collins
Sono, 1961), and othorn havo eucoossfully showed the need for rediscovering the
original Sits ira Lebca Jesu over against the setting of the early church with
regard to the parables. This proccoo is carried forward extensively in this
study in other materials as well as the parables.

2
Certainly the problem of rewards arises in the words of Jesus. According

to the traditional Interpretation of these sayings, Jesus spoke of the reward of
heavenly treasure and the threat of judgment, both of which appoal to a baoically
selfish motive. As they are interpreted here, however, these sayings reveal the
radical nature of Jesus' teaching, in which the motive is self-denial.
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Similarly, if Jesus as a man claimed to be, or thought of himself as, the

Messiah or the fulfillment of the end time, would not this introduce an

1
ambivalence into his mission and message with regard to himself?

The present study thus seeks to take & position which is historically

and theologically preferable to traditional interpretations of Joeue' lii®

and ministry. The crux of this position is the fact of the resurrection,

although the resurrection itself falls outside the scope of this study.

The early church believed that Jesus was the Messiah and tha fulfillment or

inauguration of the e-v^rov, and they naturally proclaimed, recited, and

wrote down the events and sayings of Jesus* ministry in terms of this belief,

but the belief itself was based on, above all, the resurrection of Jesus.

Certainly the followers of Jesus had no real comprehension of, or faith in,

2
Jesus as the Messiah before the resurrection. How the resurrection certainly

does indicate that Jesus was the Messiah-Son of God and the fulfillment of

God*s will, but it does not necessarily indicate that he considered himself

3
as such during hi© ministry. Moreover, although tha Synoptic accounts of

This problem is usually not considered, because it is assumed-—wrongly,
we believe—that Jesus would not have had the outlook of an ordinary man.
According to the traditional interpretation, Joous thought of himself as ths
Messiah, not just a Jew, a rabbi, or even a prophet, proclaimed a kingdom
which was in some sense his own, and went through suffering ao a prelude or
even means to the exalted glory of the apocalyptic Son of Man. According t o
the approach taken here, however, Jesus was a man of humble obedience who
would not have made such claims or expected such rewards.

2
If they had really believed in Jesus as trie Messiah, they would not

have run away in utter failure at the final test. After the resurrection,
when they did believe, they endured persecution, suffering, and martyrdom
many times over.

3
'This is an important distinction. Cullmann, oj>. cat., p. 3, and others

argue that if we are to claim the same faith as the early church we must
affirm the "Messianic consciousness" of Jesus and his self-designation by
Messianic titles. The present study argues that with the early church we
must affirm the Hessiahship of Jesus on the basis of the resurrection but
that there is no necessity to affirm the "Messianic consciousness" of Jesus.
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the ministry of Jesus indicate that Jesus knew he was the Messiah-Son of God

and that he sought to fulfill God's will, the former is, as we have already

noted, historically problematical. The stable element, both from the viewpoint

of historical criticism and from the viewpoint of theological necessity, is the

fact tnat Jesus was a man who lived in obedience to God.

This study will, therefore, analyse the mission and motive of Jesus

as they are revealed in the Synoptic materials critically considered. In

the general materials which ai*e treated first (Section A) it is evident that

Jesus' ministry was wholly concerned with God's Rule, to which he sought to

challenge men to respond in repentance, faith, and obedience. Therefore, by

implication, Jesus' mission must be understood as response to God's Rule and

obedience to God's will. In the subsequent treatment of the particular

materials which deal more directly with Jesus himself (Section B), it becomes

evident that even here Jesus did not think of his own uniqueness or the

uniqueness of the time but simply sought to carry out God's will. Throughout

theoo material©—tho gonorol and tho particular--the oooontial nature of God'o

will in the understanding of Jesus, i.e. the essential natui'e of Jesus'

mission, is best defined as self-denial and self-giving or, to be more

concise, as lov®. Therefore the consistent picture of the historical Jesus

which emerges is that of a man who gave himself completely in obedience to

God's will. The life and death of Jesus reveal that love is the motive for

mission and that the essential nature of mission is found in the concept of

love."^"

What is meant by the terms, "mission," "motive," "love," will become
evident in the discussion. Mission refers to purpose; it is God's Rule
and will, to which men were called to respond and obey and to which Jesus
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did respond and obey fully. In other words Jesus' mission is found in
his understanding of obedience. Love refers to the inner arid total
response of the person, which is the essence of obedience and which was
the essence of Jesus' mission. Here (even more than in Part i) we are not
dependent on the use of the words for "love," since they are not used
frequently in the Synoptic materials, but this is the best term to describe
Jesus' understanding of obedience. The term is, however, found at
two strategic points in the general materials (Lk. 6s27-36/Vit. 5s39-48 and
8k. 12j28-34 par.), and, as we shall see, its use at these points is exactly
parallel to Jesus8 teachings elsewhere. Moreover, it is hardly to be ex¬
pected that Jesus would say much about his love for others. The terra
"motive" refers to the relationship between mission and love; it is this
inner and total response of the person in loving obedience.
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A. THE MISSION AND MESSAGE OF JSSUS (GE8ERAL);

It is evident in the Synoptic accounts tnat tn© mission and. message

of Jesus were focused upon the Kingdom of God.1 Much study of the

in relation to Jesus has centered upon the questions of esehatology and

Christology, i.e. on the time question and the question of Jesus' Messianic

consciousness. These may be important, but, as the following study will

indicates they should not be given a dominant position. Even if these

questions can be decided with some certainty, it is atiil true to say that the

first concern of Jesus' ministry was to proclaim and perform God's will—

whether he thought of the Kingdom as present, inaugurated, or future and

whether he considered himself to be the Messiah or not.

The following discussion analyzes the mission of Jesus in terms of his

obedience to God's will. It is generally agreed that the primary meaning of

2
the term q A&>u Q(Co is God's rule or reign, although the secondary

'

K. L. Schmidt, at ai., Basileia, trans, from TWHT by H. P. Kingdon
(London: Adam & Charles Black, 1957), p. 41: "In the Kingdom of God we are con¬
cerned with the entire preaching of Jesus Christ and his apostles." A. Richard¬
son, "Kingdom of God," A Theological Word Book of trie Bible, ©d. A. Richardson
(Hew York: The Macmillan Co., 1957), p. 119: "'The Kingdom of God' is the central
theme of tho teaching of Jesus, and it involves his whole understanding of' his own
person and work** Of* A* M. Hunter, Introducing- Haw feotamant Theoloi-g (London:
SCM Press, 1957), p. 13; J. Bright, The Kingdom of God (hew York; Abingdon Press,
1953), p. 17; R. Bultraann, Theology of the lew Testament, vol. I, trans. K. Grobal
(London; S® Press, 1952), p. 4; G. Bornkamm, Jeoua of Maaareta, trails. I, and. F.
McLuskey with J. M« Robinson (London: ilodder & Stoughton, I960), pp. 64—69.

2
C.. I, Oodd, The parables of tha Kingdom, revised (Glasgow: William Collins

Sons & Co., 1961), p. 29* "In sense, though not in grammatical form, the substan¬
tive conception in the phrase 'the Kingdom of God' is th® idea of God, and the
term 'kingdom' indicates that specific aspect, attribute, or activity of God in
which he is revealed as King or Sovereign Lord of his people, or of the universe
which he created," Cf. Schmidt, 0£. cit., p. 32; Richardson, oj>. sit.t p. 119;
T. W. Sanson, The Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge: University Press, 1943), pp. 142-
170; R. H, Flew, Jesus and his Church* 2nd ed. (London: Epworfch Press, 1938),
pp. 20-24; Bornkam, op. cit., p. 67.
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meaning, realm, is an important corollary. It must also be agreed that what

Jeauc did and what ho taught were cloaely related; his proclamation of the

Kingdom of God and his performance of his mission ware consistently parallel.

Thus Jesus5 ministry in general reveals his understanding of the will of God,

and his understanding of the will of God reveals the nature of hia mission.

More particularly the concern of this study is the motive of Jesus'

mission. At first glance it appears as if this approach should be even more

suspect than the Messianic-consciousness approach. It must be remembered,

however, that the Old Testament prophets were deeply concerned with the heart

2
response or motivation behind true obedience to God. And later Judaism was

3
not merely a religion of formal obedience, as is too often believed. So,

too, the Gospel materials reveal that the question of motivation was an

important issue in Jesus* dealings with his disciples and with his opponents;

it arises in his ministry of preaching and healing among the people. A general

study of these encounters will reflect light upon Jesus* own motivation and

T. tf. Hanson, The Teaching of Jesus, p. 171: "The kingship of God has its
manifestation on earth in the existence of a people whose King he is." ¥. Taylor,
•The Gospel According to St. Hark (London: MacaJillan & Co., 1959), p. 114: "While
the Rule of God is the primary idea, that of a domain or community is also neces¬
sarily implied." Cf. Flew, ojj. ext., pp. 24-29.

2
See Part I above.

"'T. ¥. Hanson, Ethics and the Gospel (London: SCK Press, I960), p. 52:
"The Jewish ethic is just aa much aware of the motives of conduct as wo are."
But this statement must be qualified. The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 307, 308:
"Th© difference between the ethic of Jesus and that of Judaism is again simply
this, that with Jesus the fact that the good heart is fundamental is accepted
and carried to its logical conclusion wnile in Judaism the whole apparatus of
Law and Tradition is still maintained beside the moral principle which renders
it obsolete."
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lead to a consideration of those passages whicn point more directly toward

his mission and motive (Section B).

The source Mark is the logical starting point. It is particularly

important for Jesus' encounter with the people because at this point tne

mighty deeds of Jesus will be considered. The sayings in Matthew and Luke

are especially important, along with Mark, with regard to Jesus' encounter

with the disciples. It was primarily to them that Jesus gave his teachings

about the way of obedience. The encounter with the Pharisees will also

utilise the two basic Synoptic sources. The other Gospel materials, includ¬

ing John, may also be referred to throughout, however. A careful analysis of

1
the Synoptic materials into tnese three catagoriea is not necessary for this

study because there is basic agreement in them all on the point at issue.

Nevertheless these groups serve to give the same answer from different

angles and to show its importance.

According to T. ¥. Hanson, The Teaching of Jesus, p. 17, "there are
three distinct and readily distinguishable streams" in the teaching of Jesus.
"Jesus has one way of dealing with the Scribes and Pharisees, another for the
multitudes, and yet another for his intimate disciples."
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Is Jesus and the Peoples

A convenient starting point is Jesus' encounter with the people. Here

we are concerned with the historical fact and the theological interpretation

of Jesus' mission in relation to the general Jewish population in first

century Palestine, This encounter was inevitable booauoc Jeaua was a religious

leader whose preaching and teaching gathered a hearing whether he was known ao

a scribe, a prophet, or a Messianic figure? it was a presupposition of his

execution at the hands of the Jewish and Roman authorities, Wo arc concerned

here with the nature of Jesus' ministry ana witn the question of motivation.

It is to be expected that these materials will not to the same degree explain

the meaning of mission and motive as those concerned witn the disciples and

the Pharisees, but they do raise the problem.

It is impossible to doubt taat Jesus' mission brought him into contact

with the people and that his ministry included preaching and teaching, healings

and exorcisms, A large segment of trio Synoptic accounts is concerned with this
1

general ministry of Jesus, Mark's opening summary statement states that

Jesus came into Galilee preaching about the Kingdom of God (Mk. 1:14, 15).
2

Another important summary of Mark describes Jesus' nealing ministry and the

great multitudes who came fro© outlying regions and pressed upon him (Mk, 3:7-12).
3

Reside these and other general descriptioao of the ministry there are numerous

1
Ibid., p. 28, gives the amounts of general teaching, according to the

four source hypothesis, as follows: Mark—23.0/5, Q—36.9$, M—6.4%, L—34*9!$

^Taylor, o£. cit., p. 85,

3
Ibid., lists 47 summary statements in Mark, which either introduce or

conclude groups of narratives or single narratives.
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accounts of specific acts of healing and public teaching,. Jesus' attraction

of multitudes was a natural consequence of his marvelous works and words. The

although allowance must be made for hyperbole. .Testis dealt with largo crowds

and smaller groups and individuale as he appeared in the Synagogues and about

the countryside and in homes. Out of these crowds 3ome became disciples.

An important characteristic of Jesua' ministry among the people—the one

which is especially relevant to the topic—is that it brought help to the

2
needy. Jesus* preaching about the Kingdom was Good News, and it showed that

3
God's Rule was one of love and forgiveness. A major part of Jesus' ministry

4
was the healing of tne sick and the deliverance of tne possessed from demons.

Although the accounts show Jesus in the company of all elements of Jewish

society, it is clear that he had particular concern for the outcast and dowi>-

trodden, the poor and the despised, the weak and the helpless. He was at times

^"Matthew has 42, Mark 15, Luke 12. Some of these references are
editorial, but others are an integral part of the materials.

2
It appears from the Gospel records that Jesus himself first used the

expression Xi CV f (Wij of his own proclamation and that its
background was Isaianic (is. 40:9, 41:27, 52:7, 60:6, 61:1? cf. Nah. 1:15,
Ps, 40;9). J. V. Bowman, "The Term Gospel and its Cognates in tho Palestinian
Syriac," New Testament assays: Studies in Memory of T^ jsh Hanson, ed. A. J. B,
Higgins (Manchester: University Press, 1959), p. 58; A. Richardson, "Gospel,"
A Theological Jord Book of the Bible, p. 100.

3
S. g. the parables of tne Lost Sheep, Lost Coin, and Prodigal Son.

Cf. Dodd, op. cit., pp. 89, 90; J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, trans,
S. H. Hooke (London: 3CM Press, 1958), pp. 99-120.

4C. g. B. Cranfield, The Gospel According to St. Mark (Cambridge; University
Press, 1959), p. 82: "The importance of tne miracles for Mark is indicated by
the fact that 47$ of the verses of the first ten chapters deal directly or in¬
directly with them," Taylor, 0£. cit.. p. 80, lists 17 miracle stories, 12 of
which are healings and exorcisms.

references to the multitudes numerous and are not mere invanLion
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surrounded by the sick and maimed; ne was confronted by the unclean j he sat

and ate with the despised publicans; he called the children to himself, Whether

or not they were actually quoted by Jesus, the prophecies of Isaiah did aptly

describe his ministry? "The blind receive tneir sight and the lame walk, lepers

are cleansed and the deaf hear, and the dead are raised up, and the poor have

2
good news preached to them."

In summary we can say that Jesus' mission involved an encounter with the

Jewish people in which he ministered to their needs. This is one aspect of

his mission as obedience to God's will; it is one significant way in which the

Rule of God was expressed in nis life. Our main concern now is to discover

any clues to Jesus' motives as he dealt with the people and their motivation

in response to him. The latter will augment the former.

It might be argued that the Gospels state Jesus' motives during his

ministry; in any case there are many references to his compassion ana pity.

In the narrative introducing the feeding of the !j>000 Mark says that Jesus had

It is interesting to note that Jesus never shrank from contact with the
unclean and the resultant defilement to his own person. The adulterous were
unclean (Lev, 18), but he talked with the Samaritan woman (Jn. 4:7-42) and
defended the woman taken in adultery (Jn. 7:53-8:11). Contact with lepers
was forbidden (Lev. 13, 14), but he touched and healed at least one leper
(Mk. 1:40-45). Dead bodies defiled (Hum. 19), but Jesus touched the bier of
the widow's son at Bain (Lk. 7:11-17) and took the hand of Jairus' daughter
when he raised her (Mk. 5:21-24, 35-43). Issues from tne body conveyed unclean-
ness (Lev. 15), but tne woman with a flow touched Jesus' clothes, and he com¬
mended her faith (Mk. 5:25-34). K, Grayston, "Unclean," A Theological Word
Book of the Bible, p. 272. A Richardson, The Miracle-Stories of the Gospels
(London: 3CM Press, 1959), p. 62, overotresses the use of those miracle-stories
"to convey spiritual teaching concerning salvation" and the symbolic interpre¬
tation of these details.

2Mt. ll:5/Lk. 7:22, cf. Is. 29:18, 19, 35:5, 6, 61:1; also Lk. 4:18, 19,
cf. Is. 61:1, 2.
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compassion (i-n on the multitude because they were like sheep

without a shepherd (Kk. 6s34)® At the feeding of the 4000 Jesus is made to

says "I have compassion on the crowd,," but this time the reason given is his

concern for their hunger (Mk. 8s2). Jesus was moved with compassion when he

saw the widow of Nain weeping for her son, and he restored him to her (Lk. 7s13)®

After healing the Gerasene demoniac Jesus sent him home "to tell how much the

Lord has done and how he has had mercy (qA^Qcr^v) on you." (Kk. 5? 19)^ In

other instances it was the ones in need to wnose request for compassion or

mercy Jesus responded. The father of the epileptic boy said5 "If you can do

anything, have pity (cr-rrAotA/v.'cr^Js) on us and help us." (Mk. 9s22) Blind

Bartimaeus cried out; "Jesus, Son of David, have mercy (*Aeq<ro\) on me!"

(Mk. 10s48) When the rich man came to ask about eternal life, Jesus loved

(i) fanq o-ev) him .and showed him what he should do (?Ik.l0s2l). Sven the Gospel

of John, which seems to avoid any reference to Jesus' compassion because of

its use of miracles as signs, contains the moving passage (at the raising of

Lazarus); "He was deeply moved in spirit ana troubled.... Jesus wept. So

the Jews said, 'See how he loved him',(jn. 11:33-56)

1Although the anatomical reference is different, the meaning corresponds
to our usage of the inner source of emotions and actions in the heart. The
noun (<ymX%XVOv')» which is used mostly in the plural refers both to the literal
entrails and the figurative seat of the emotions. From the bowels proceed
affection and sympathy, pity mid compassion, love. Mercy (fheo <;) is a synonym,
which does not to the same extent express the inwardness of feeling. 'J. P.
Arndt and F. W. Gingrich, A Greek-Saglisfa Lexicon of the Mew Testament (Cambridge:
University Press, 1957)> pp. 770, 249.

2
Jesus' feeling in the situation is not mitigated by his reference to tho

Lord's (meaning God's) mercy. The fact that he was performing the cure as God's
instrument implies that he also felt compassion as he told of God's compassion.
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These references suggest that Jesus experienced the same feelings

generally as h® ministered to the people, both the masses and individuals,

in their need.1 It is clear then that his anger when confronted by the

2
leper in Mk. 1:40-45 could not possibly have been directed at the man

for intruding but on the contrary was expressive of his genuine concern

for the man. Anger at the sight of the Satanic working of the disease

in. the man* s body was a natural corollary of his compassion. In the same

way Jesus rebuked the demons (Mk. 9:25) and delivered those possessed by

them. So also must we interpret the pronouncement of woes against the

cities of Galilee, not as condemnation but pain and compassion (Mi. 11:20-

24/hkc 10:15-15).' This same compassion of Jesus for the people is seen

right up to the end. When he cams finally to Jerusalem, he expressed

The presentation of these miracles a3 the breaking in of the power
of God and as 3igns of the Messianic Age must not be allowed to obscure
this note, which is a dominant motif in the Synoptics. Cranfield, 0£. cit.»
p. 85: "To belittle their significance as the response of Christ's compassion
to particular need is to give a seriously wrong impression." Richardson,
The Miracle-Stories of the Gospels, p. 31, states that the Synoptists and
St. John were not interested iri "the motive of compassion" but in the evi¬
dence of the miracles as to who Jesus is. He thus plays down this motif
(and the evidence). But if the Gospel writers were not interested in this
point, these references are all the more significant because of their
historical priority.

2Read of(\ trQ/is instead of orrX^vt cQeii against Heatle, the British
and Foreign Bible Society text, and Souter. The K3S are divided (though in
favor of or, s) and the Matthean and Lukan parallels have neither.
The decisive argument is that GrrAo'X'rfvwQf IS can easily be explained as an
insertion to replace the difficult reading cpftttrQels, but not vice versa.
Cf. Taylor, oj). cit., p. 187? Cranfield, op. cit,t p. 92; Richardson, The
Hiracle-Stories of the Gospels, p. 33? R« H. Lightfoot, The- Gospel Message
of St. Mark (Oxfords Clarendon Press, 1950), pp. 25, 26.

3 > /
oue\c would better be translated "alas" hers. Cf. T. W. Manson, The

Sayings of Jesus (London: 3CK Press, 1949), p. 77? Arndt and Gingrich, op. cit.,
p. 595. C. J. Cadoux, The Historic Mission of Jesus (London: Lutterworth press,
1941), p. 191, speaks of "Jesus' lamentation over those Galilean towns which
did not repeat."
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his compassion over the city and for the nation it represented: "0 Jerusalem,

Jerusalem..., How often would I have gathered your children together as a

hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you would not I" (Mt. 25s57/

Iik. 13:34) Jesus wept over the city because of its present disobedience

and corning tragedy (Lk. 19:41-44). Bven when he was being led away to be

crucified, he turned back the pity of the women of Jerusalem upon themselves

(Lk. 23?27-31)• Jesus* love and compassion for his people was part of his

entire ministry and of his death.

Surely all these passages give some insight into Jesus' mission and

motive. He was moved with compassion as he brought help to those in need,^
Even if this should be considered hi3 emotional reaction in the situation—

and it would be incorrect just to treat tnis psychologically and in modern,

analytical terms—it points to a deeper motivation, For Jesus was proclaim¬

ing the Rule of God as the Good News of his grace, and he was bringing

deliverance from the powers of evil and the rule of Satan. At that time

there could have been no consideration of nis compassion as mere sentiment

or of his healings as merely mental or even mental and physical. The fact

that in the process of this ministry, or rather in its completion, Jesus

gave nis life also points to the meaning of his mission and the nature and

depth of his motivation,

The next consideration is the motivation of the people in their

encounter with Jesus, The validity of this inquiry is seen throughout,

Jesus' proclamation of the Kingdom was a call to repentance 5 his teaching

Hanson, Jesus the Messiah (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1944)»
p. 50: "The message of Jesus /as "well as his acts/, so far from invoking
a negation of all humanitarian sentiment in religion, had its deep roots
in compassion for men and developed side by side with it."
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was not understood by the people because of their hard-heartedness; nis

healingo ovokod faith; and Ms public ministry included a call to diseipleship.

1.) "Jesus came into Galilee preaching the gospel of God, and saying,

'The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand; repent, and

believe the gospel.'" (Mk. 1:14) With these words Mark describes the opening

of Jesus' public ministry and the content of nis message. When Jesus sent out

the twelve, they too "preached that men should repent." (Mk. 6:12) Jesus'

proclamation of the Kingdom of God was a call to repentance"; this means that

it challenged the hearts of the people. Jesus and John tne Baptist stand in

the prophetic lino in thoir use of /.at-^vac^ /urr*Vc>M ; its meaning is found
. 2

in the Old Testament term 3 •) fUJ ." Repentance involves the turning and

response of the whole being to God in obedience and trust, the turning away

from evil and from all other loyalties. It is a religio-etMcal conversion

that goes to the source or motive of action. The fruit of repentance is new

conduct which springs from a transformed heart (Mt. 3:8/Lk. 3:8). That this

was an essential element in Jesus' mission is obvious not only in his encounter

with the people, but also in relation to the disciples, who left everything to

seek the Kingdom and follow Je3us, and the Pharisees, who would not repent

Hit. 11:20, 2l/lsk. 10:13, Mt. 12s4l/Lk. 11:32, Lk. 15:7, 10, 24:47. In
Mk. 2:17/Mt. 9:13/Lk. 5:32 Luke interprets aright when he adds tne last two
words tothe saying of Josuoi "I novo como not to call the righteous, but sinners
to repentance." Taylor, 0£. cit., p. 207: "On the whole, it is best to con¬
clude that Jesus is speaking of the call to repentance."

2
Cranfield, ojj. cit., pp. 44-46; Taylor, op,, ext., pp. 154, 155; J. W. Bow¬

man, The Intention of Jesus (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1943), pp. 29-32.
A. Richardson, "Repent." A Theological Word Book of the Bible, pp. 191, 192: "la
the Hew Testament the prophetic requirement that repentance should bo sincere is
deepened and made a sine qua non of entry into the Kingdom of God in the teaching
of our Lord."
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(Kto 21;32— ci'je/.ure/^eXn0rfze, cf. Lk. 7:29, 30) but sought to destroy Jesus,

2.) Jesus' challenge to the heart is also basic to his public teaching;

it is found in the difficult passage Hark 4:11, 12. Literary analysis of

Mk. 4 isolates these two vereec as a Harlcan insertion into the context of the

parable of the Sower and its later allegorical interpretation, between the

question of the disciples in v. 10 and Jesus' reply in v. 13.^ The saying

in vs. 11, 12 must therefore be interpreted apart from the context, although

2
it can still be considered authentic. Hark entered, the logion here because

of the word but the underlying Hebrew and Aramaic can mean

3
"riddles" and apply more generally to Jesus' spoken ministry. With this

Jerenias, pp. cit., pp. 11, 12: "V. llf. is a logion belonging to
a wholly independent tradition, which was adapted by Hark to the word

oy3c>Aow (vs. 10, 11), and must therefore be interpreted without reference
to it3 present context." Cf. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 255, 256.

'The principal argument in favor of its authenticity is its correspondence
with the Palestinian Targum over against the Hebrew and LXX, which speaks for
its Palestinian origin. T. W. Kanson, The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 77, 78;
Taylor, pp. cit.. p. 257; Jeremias, pp. cit., pp. 12, 13.

3
Jeremias, pp. cit., pp. 13, 14, states that this is "the usual meaning"

and that the antithesis here "requires" this interpretation. Cf. R. Otto,
The Kingdom of God, trans. P. V. Filson and B. Lee-Woolf (London; Lutterworth
press, 1943), pp. 141-1435 Taylor, pp. ext., p. 256. The parable itself was a
common form of teaching, and its purpose was not to obscure but to clarify.
B. H. Branscomb, The Gospel of Hark (London; Hodder & Stoughton, 1937), p. 78;
"A parable, no matter in what form it be, is to illustrate and make clear the
thought, and Jesus' parables do this to a remarkable degree." Bornkamm, op. cit.,
p. 69; "Jesus' parables aim, as all parables do, at making things clear."
Therofo.ro thio use of the word "parable" does not provide the necessary antithesis
in Mk. 4:11, 12- Furthermore, why would Jesus bother to give veiled esoteric
teaching in public whon ho could touch hio diociples unambiguously in private?
A third meaning of the term "parable," which is neither "riddle" nor pictorial
explanation, appears in Hernias: "an enigmatic presentation that is something
seen in a vision, something expressed in words, but in any case is in need of
detailed interpretation." Arndt and Gingrich, op. cit.. p. 618. This last use
is esoteric and veiled; it does not apply to the teacning of Jesus. Surely we
must not undo the valuable, recent work on the parables of Jesus and return to
allegorical interpretations.
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translation the antithetic parallel is complete* The secret of the Kingdom

is given (or is revealed) to the disciples? everything comes in riddles (or

is hidden) to those who are outside* The contrast, which lies in the openness

✓ 1
of the jucriTX^/ov to the followers of Jesus and its hiddenness to the out-

</

siders, is explained by the "infamous" / va clause, which quotes parts of

Is. 6:9, 10* In the latter passage it is clear that the failure to understand

is explained as due to the hard-heartedne3e of the people. They see and hear,

and yet they are blind and deaf—because they will not turn and receive forgive-

2
ness. It appears as if Jesus saw that his own situation was similar to

Isaiah's and made this reference. If the teleological framework in Mark

()vo4. ..*/iqTcrt) goes back to Jesus, the can be taken as an abbreviation

of i'vo< and the /.ignore as "unless," following the Targum dilema.^
In this way Jesus would be explaining that it was God's will that the mystery

of the Kingdom be revealed only on the basis of repentance and faith, of which

hardness of heart is the direct antithesis. There was no ambiguity in. God's

gracious Rule as Jesus presented it (it "is given"), but there were antithetic

""Taylor, op. cit., p. 255: "In the New Testament, and especially
in the Pauline Hlpistles, it means an 'open secret' made known by God....
There is no case in whicn it connotes secret rites or esoteric knowledge
communicated to 'initiates.'" Cf. Jn. 18:19, 20, wnere Jesus testifies
before the High Priest on this question of his teaching and his disciples:
"1 have spoken openly to the world...I have said nothing secretly."

2
Ibid., p. 256: Is. 6:9, 10 "in the font of a command ironically

describes what in fact would be the result of Isaiah's ministry." "This
use of a command to express a result is typically Semitic."

3
Jeremias, o£. cit., p. 15. According to M. black, An Aramaic

Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon press, 1954),
pp. 153-158, however, the harshness of the saying was a deliberate work of
Mark and cannot be eased merely by reference to the underlying Aramaic.
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responses to the challenge, which were rooted in the heart."

It is quite possible tiiat Mark, on the other hand, inserted the logion

at this point in his narrative in order to explain the obscurity of ths

parables according to a theological belief of the early church, i.e. in the

2
providance of God the Jews were hardened bo that the Gontiloo might be saved.

It is, however, impossible to reconcile this interpretation, which, it must

be admitted, is the plain meaning of the syntax as it stands, with Jesus*

ministry as a whole. "That /j@sus/ desired not to be understood by tne

people in general and therefore clothed his teaching in unintelligible forms

3
cannot be made credible on any reasonable reading of the Gospels." If,

however, the original use of the logion as explained above is accepted, it

fits not only the Synoptic presentation of Jesus' public ministry, but also

Cranfield, op. cit., pp. 156-158, discusses this passage in terms of the
"Messianic Secret," interpreting it in terms of Jesus' parson: "This secret of
the Kingdom of God is the secret of Jesus' Messiahsnip and the secret of his
divine Sonship." Jeremias, ojd. cit., pp. 13, 16, relates it to the time
questions "The one 'secret of the Kingdom of God' /is/ the secret of its
contemporary irruption in the word and work of Jesus." But we must rather
interpret the saying in terms of Jesus' mission, which is obviously the original
Site ira Lcbcn. Hothing in the passage itself warrants its application to Jesus'
person or his eschatology, which implies a veilaness in Jesus' mission. On the
contrary the hiddenness lies in the hearers who refuse to understand and turn;
the mystery is given openly.

^Taylor, op. cit., p. 257; Black, 0£. cit., p. 156.
3
Dodd, 0£* cit.. p. 15, and others consider the saying to be unauthentic

on this basin. P. Carringtoa, According to Hark (Cambridge: University Press,
I960), pp. 103-106, maintains, however, that this may be left as a hard, para¬
doxical, Hebraic ("the Hebrew tradition is full of this sort of thing") saying
from Jesus and still refer to "the spiritual and mental condition of such persona,
not the intention of Jesus in speaking in pai'ables." It is even cogent, on this
basis, to argue that Nark also understood ths saying in this sense, for in both
the parable of the Sower, which precedes it, and in the later interpretation,
which follows, the sower and the seed are non-discriminatory and no failure to
produce is attributed to thsm.
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his encounter with the disciples and with the Pharisees« Jesus' teaching—

as his entire ministry—was a challenge to the hearts of his followers;

without a basic inward change there could be no understanding and no obedience .

3.) The idea of motive is also found in Jesus' healing ministry in the

concept of faith. The account of the paralytic (Mk. 2:1-12) draws attention

1
to the faith of the four carriers and presumably that of the invalid also.

The woman with a flow of blood, apparently like many other sick people who

came to Jesus, thought that if she could even touch his garments she would

become well. When this did in fact happen, Jesus said, "lour faith has made

you well." He said the same thing to Bartimaeus, who received nis sight and

followed Jesus (Kk. 10:52). When the household of Jairus gave up hope because

they thought his child was already dead, Jesus exhorted, "Do not fear, only

believe." (Mk. 5:35, 36) In the case of the dumb spirit (Mt. 9:14-29)

Jesus answered the inability of his disciples to heal with the expression:

"0 faithless generation," and he replied to the doubting query of the father

emphatically: "All things are possible to him who believes." The father

cried out, "I believe; help ray unbelief!" When the Centurion came to Jesus

on behalf of his servant, Jesus marveled at his faith, commended him for it,

and said, "Go; be it done for you as you have believed." (Mt. 8:5-13/Lk. 7:1-12)

On the other naad, when Jesus came to Nazareth, his lack or paucity of mighty

works was linked to the unbelief of tne people (Mk. 6:5, 6). It is evident

Taylor, oj>. cit., p. 194.
O

Cf. Mk. 7:24-30/Mt. 15:21-26. In Matthew's account Jesus says to the
Canaanit® woman, "0 woman, great is your faith! Be it done for you as you
desire."
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fro® these instances that an essential factor in Jesus' healing ministry

was faith, not only Jesus' faith, but also the faith of the people concerned."
2

The object of faith for Jesus and for them—as for all Jews—was God. This

faith in God which Jesus had and which ha evoked from people was the inner

3
response of trust. It is not separate from repentancej the woes on the

cities of Galilee were spoken because the mighty works were done in their

midst and they did not repent (Mt. lls20-24/Lk. 10;13-15). And the locus

of faith, like repentance, is the heart (Kk. 11;23). Therefore we find the

same inward challenge in the healing ministry of Jesus that we found in his

T. W. Sanson, "Realized Esehatology and the Messianic Secret,"
Studies in the Gospels; Essays in Memory of L L Lightfoot, ed. D. E.
Nineham (Oxford; Basil Blackball, 1955)» p» 213s "It would seem that
the normal picture of a healing miracle presents it as an act of co¬
operation between Jesus and the patient, a confluence of love and faith."

2
Cf. Mk. 11:22: Jesus tells his disciples, "Have faith in God."

Cranfield, oj>. cit., pp. 83-85, and Richardson, The Hiracle-S tories of
The Gospels, passim, speak of a veiled self-revelation of God in Jesus,
particularly in his miracles, which implies that Jesus wanted people to
believe in hi® as the Messianic object of faith, not just as God's instrument.
According to R. Bultmann (and A. Weiaer), Faith, trans, from TWBT by D. M.
Barton (London; Adam A Charles Black, 1961), p. 62, however, it is only in
the Johannine Gospel that faith was directed specifically toward Jesue and
his word. Considering the Mew Testament materials as a whole, it is best
to assume that Jesus directed the faith of others, as he directed his own
faith (even in St. John), toward God and that in the early church faith in
God (rightly) became identified with faith in the risen Christ. Although
this development was bound to affect the Synoptic accounts (obviously less
than John) there is not sufficient evidence to state that Jesus called for
a new orientation of faith toward himself during his early ministry. Light-
foot, op. cit.a p. 27; "We may say with some confidence that to St. Mark and
his readers these mighty acts of benevolence are certainly evidences of the
Lord's Hessiahship; but the evangelist is careful to make clear that they
were not thus regarded at the time when they were actually performed."

2
Bultaann, Faith, pp. 64, 65: "In general 'faith' in the synoptists

denotes trust in the miraculous help of God, indeed in one's own power
to perform miracles."
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preaching and teaching,

4.) That Jesus intended to bring about a deep change in tnose who caiae

to him is also found in his call to discipleship, which rose directly out

of his public ministry. Besides the calling of the Twelve (which will be

considered later) there are several passages wnich suggest the nature of

this challenge. The story ox the so-called Rich Young Ruler (a young man

in Matthew, a ruler in Luke, neither in Mark) indicates the depth of Jesus'

challenge (f4k. 10sl7-22/Mt. 19?lb-22/Lk. 18s 16-23)« 'This man ran eagerly

1
up to Jesus to ask, "Good Teacher, what must 1 do to inherit eternal life?"

Jesus directed the man's attention toward God by referring to the word "good"

and to the Commandments. When the rich man stated that he had kept the

Commandments, Jesus went to the crux of the matter with a particular, concrete

demand; he must give away ni3 riches and. follow Jesus. The rich man, like

Jesus, was serious about doing God's will, and both, like all Jews, found

God's will expressed in the Commandmenta. But the contrast between Jesus

and the rich man was so great that although Jesus loved him he could not

accept his way and although the rich man was at first eager to follow he

went away disappointed. What is the significance of tine on9 thing lacking?

Obviously it was not something beyond or above the law, yet without it the

keeping of the law was entirely inadequate. Hor was the problem possessions

as such. The rich man's wealth was the symptom of his problem, and the call

to give it up was a challenge to redirect his life expressed in concrete,

"Cranfield, op. cit., p. 327, says that the man at least asked the right
question. It can"on the contrary, be considered the exact opposite. What
is the difference between holding onto an earthly inheritance and seeking a
heavenly one? That they are the same in being self-centered is certainly
true in this case.
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relevant terms. The man's response indicated that he would not follow Jesus

because his possessions, his life, and even his keeping of the Commandments

were wrongly oriented—toward himself. When Jesus told him to give away his

possessions, m was asking him to give himself—to God and to the poor® This

is the true keeping of the Commandments"*"} this is Jesus' understanding of

obedience to God} this is the meaning of his call, "follow me."

A similar story with a different ending is the encounter between Jesus

and 2aechaeus (Lk. ISsl-lO). Zacchaeus was also a rich man, and because he

was a chief tar collector we can assume that he collaborated with the Romans

and stole from his own people for personal gain. But before Jesus' visit

was over Zacchaeua I'evarsed the direction of his life from taking to giving?

"Behold, Lord, the half of my goods I give to the poor, and if I have

defrauded anyone of anything, I restore it fourfold." In contrast to the

other rich man Zacchasus was saved: "Today salvation has come to this house."

He had made the inner—and outward—response of obedience which Jesus demanded.

Another passage in which Jesus presented his challenge to those who

followed is St. S;19-22/Lk. 9:57-62. Here Jesus' "follow me" is a serious

demand to count the cost, presented to would-be disciples in terras of the

hopelessness of the Son of Mam, the leaving of the dead to bury their own

dead, and the plowman in the field. The call of the Kingdom of God which
2

Jesus presents to his disciples permits no turning back. "Jesus assumes

*Ibid.. p. 330: "The one thing lacking is the all-important thing,
a single-hearted devotion to God, obedience to the first of the Ten
Commandments." The man's possessions can be considered an idol, a breaking
of this basic commandment.

^This turning or looking back might be considered the antithesis of
repentance, which is turning to God with the whole heart and life.
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oa the part of his followers a readiness to make a complete surrender.

One further example of Jesus' call to discipleship is found in

2
Kt. 11:28-30: "Come to me, all.... Take my yoke upon you...." With

this wide open invitation Jesus offered and challenged all men to take

on themselves the yoke of the Kingdom of Cod, In his understanding God'3

3
Rule called forth a response of obedience to His will, and he sought

to enlist others to follow him in the way of obedience: "Learn from me."

And once again we find the element of inner disposition or motive in

responding to that will: "For I am gentle and lowly in heart." 'This

call, which is a challenge to give, to redirect the life, and to surrender

to Cod's Rule in obedience to his will, coincides with and completes Jesus'

call to repentance and faith, ana it is evident throughout that this

4
challenge goes to the heart.

Passing reference must be made to one further problem which arises

in Jesus' public ministry, the so-called Messianic Secret. This question

"^Jeremias, oj). cit., p. 137. T. tf. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus,
p. 73s "Those, therefore, who would attach themselves to Jesus must count
the cost of their allegiance; they must be prepared to endure naxdsnip;
they must be willing to sacrifice their own feelings; they must give
absolute priority to the work of the Kingdom and give themselves to it
with perfect singleness of purpose."

'The similarity of this saying with certain wisdom sayings is no
adequate reason to dispute its authenticity. Cf. T. W. Hanson, The
Sayings of Jesus. p. 186.

3
Ibid. "To take upon oneself the yoke of the Kingdom is to accept the

sovereignty of God and to give oneself to his service."

4
This challenge to discipleship and such basic references as

Hk. 8:34-36 will be taken up in a more comprehensive manner below.
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concerns much of the Synoptic materials, and it is important for our

understanding- of Jesus8 mission. In many of the miracle stories Jesus

2
silenced the acclamation of the demons or enjoined the cured to secrecy.

These references lend themselves to a concentration of attention upon Jesus'

person."5 But there are some passages in which it appears as if it was Jesus'

obedience to the will of God (his mission) and his endeavor to get others to

take up this same obedience (their mission) that led him to discourage popular

attention to himself. When he was told on one occasion, following some heal¬

ings, that everyone was looking for "aim, he pressed on to the next towns to

Taylor, oj). cit., p. 123: "The Messianic Secret lies behind almost
every narrative in Mark." It must be admitted, however, with T. W. Manson,
"Realised Sschatology and the Messianic Secret," p. 212, tnat there is no
a priori necessity to interpret all passages normally grouped under this
heading in the same way or by the same principle.

S(k. 1:25/Lk. 4:35, Mk. 1:34/Lk. 4:41, Mk. l:42-44/Mt. 8;4/Lk. 5:14,
Kt. 9:30, Mk. 3:12/Mt. 12:16, Mk. 5:43/Lk. 8:56, Mk. 7:36, Mk. 8:26.
According to T. */. Manson, "Realized Sschatology and the Messianic Secret,"
p. 212, citing K. Bibelius, Die Forageschichte des Svangeliums. 2nd ed.,
pp» 69, 70, three of these commands of silence (Mk. 5:43, 7:36, 8:26) refer
to the means rather than the fact of the cure, which would lessen their
significance in the argument concerning Jesus' person.

a question of the Messianic Soerat and the Messianic Conociouanoon
approach will be considered further in Section B. The method of approach
used here is to stay strictly on the question of Jesus' mission, which is
less problematical and—we believe—more significant as well as more in
keeping with the Sits itn heben Jesu over against the early church. Jesus
was concerned with obedience to God's will both in himself and in others;
tae early church, Mark specifically, was concerned particularly with Jesus'
identity or person. It is quite possible that this bias affected the
Synoptic traditions and editions in such a way as to mislead later investi¬
gation into the "Messianic Secret." This is not by any means to say that
Jesus was nob the Messiah; nor is it to say that tho oarly church was wrong
in stressing, on the basis of the resurrection, that Jesus was God's Son and
Messiah. It is merely, in keeping with the adopted method, to take a
position which is historically (because of the evidence in the Synoptics)
and theologically (because of the nature of Jesus' mission and message)
more basic.
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carry on his preaching; "For that is why I came out." {Mk, 1%35-38) The

Gospel of John interprets the withdrawal of Jesus after feeding the multi¬

tude in the wilderness as a deliberate avoidance of popular demand to make

him king (jn. 6;15, of, Mk. 6;45-52, SslO).^" Luke records an incident in

which Jesus answered a woman's flattery with a demand for obedience to God's

will (Lk. 11;27, 28). The same theme is found in Jesus' response to his

family in Mk. 3s34s "Whoever does the will of God is my brother, and sister,

and mother," and it occurs at Mt. 7s2l/Lk. 6;46; "Not everyone who says to

me, 'Lord, Lord,5 shall enter the Kingdom of heaven, but he who does the

will of my Father who is in heaven." One Important element in the "Messianic

Secret" which is evident here is that Jesus was not just attracting men to

himself and that he was not just ministering to their needs. The Synoptic

accounts as a whole show that Jesus rejected the popular, outward response

to his mission and message and that the people soon rejected him. The fact

that he rejected this popularity while at the same time calling men to

discipleship points again to his basic challenge to the hearts and lives

of men. Jesus' purpose in his public ministry was to bring about a decisive

response to God's Rule. The purity of his motives and the impurity of theirs
2

lay behind the so-called Messianic Secret.

The first conclusion that arises from this last discussion and from

V. Taylor, The Life and Ministry of Jesus (London; Macmillan & Co.,
1354), P« 123; "Although Mark does not make this statement his account is
fully in harmony with it."

""This conclusion agrees exactly with the discussion of Mk. 4;11, 12
above. Jesus made an open challenge to all men to respond with him to God's
Rule. The veil or secret or misunderstanding with regard to his mission as
well as his meaongo was only in their willful, hard-hearted rejection of God's
will as Jeeus presented it. (On the injunctions to secrecy and tho "Messianic
Secret" see further pp. 2/y-.2//, 254rZ38 below.)
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this study of Jesus' public ministry as a whole is that to find the full

meaning and motive of Jasus9 mission we must go on to consider his dealings

with the disciples® To those who responded to his call Jesus taught the

way of obedience® Only on the basis of repentance and faith could Jesus'

teachings be understood®

But there are other, significant, positive conclusions® We have

seen that throughout his public ministry Jesus presented a challenge to

the people—in his preaching with its call to repentance and faith, in

his teaching with its challenge to the hard-hearted, in his healings and

exorcisms with their evocation of faith, and in his "follow me" with its

call to committed discipleship. This challenge was inner, involving the

heart, and it was total, encompassing the whole life® And what Jesus

challenged the people to do and be he did and was himself. His compassion,

which van found in all his ministry, was not mere sentiment but the expression

of a life given in mission—to God and to men®
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2. Jesus and the Disciples,

This study of Jesus' encounter with his disciples arises from and

assumes the background of the previous study. It can be assumed, for

instance, that Jesus loved his disciples2" and that he led them to

2
disciplined obedience through repentance and faith. Our purpose here

is not to attempt to separate and dissect carefully all the materials

on Jesus' dealings with the disciples, but to see the essential nature

of his way of obedience as he taught it to them. It is important to

remember that the method of approach is to concentrate on mission both

for Jesus himself and for his followers in response to God's Rule,

i.e. to avoid specifically the questions of Christology (Jesus' person)

and eschatology (time), which seem to precondition exegesis. As could

be expected, the materials on discipleship best reveal the meaning and

motive of mission—with regard to the disciples directly .arid with regard

to Jesus himself indirectly. The challenge which Jesus presented to these

followers is the same inner and total challenge which he presented in the

public ministry, but it is here laid out more clearly and completely.

The Synoptics contain much material on Jesus* relationship with and

^An extreme example of Jesus' feeling for his disciples is his
"Woe to that man by whom the Son of Kan is betrayed" (Mk. 14:21), which
"is not a curse, but a cry of sorrow and of anguish" for Judas. V. Taylor,
The Gospel According to St. Mark (London: Macmillan & Co., 1953), p. 542.
Cf. J. Jeremiaa, The Suchariatic Words of Jesus, trans. A. Shrhardt (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1955), p. 153.

2
See above, pp. G. Bornkaam, Jesus of Nazareth, trans.

I. and F. McLuskey with J. M. Robinson (London: Hodder & Stoughton, I960),
p. 147: "What he demands from them does not in fact differ from what he ask3
of everybody: to repent in light of the coming Kingdom of God."
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teaching to the disciples, and these are primarily concerned with God's

Bule and will.,

2
There is no reason to question the fact that Jesu3 had disciples,

although difficulties do arise regarding their names, delineations, and

3
exact roles* At least the Synoptic accounts make clear that Jesus'

"follow me" resulted in men becoming his disciples. In Mk. 1:12 he

called Simon and Andrew (6eui.(- onUo juoo), in Mk. Isl9 he called James

and John, and in Mk. 2:14 he called Levi (<x* <?)oU(9*» ^ and they followed

him. In Mk. 3:13, 14 we read that he "called to him those whom he desired"

and "appointed twelve," In Mk, 8:34 he called the multitude with his disciples

and said, "If any man would come after me, let him...follow me." We have

already seen this general call to diecipleship in Mt. 8:19~22/Lk„ 9:57-62 and

Mt„ 11:28-30 and noted that it was the logical result of the public ministry

as a whole. The disciples were obviously a major factor in Jesus' mission.

The characteristic of Jesus' call to discipleship which is of first

importance here is that it was a call to follow him in obedience to God.

^T. ¥. Kanoon, The Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge: University Press,, 1943),
p. 28, gives the amounts of teaching directed to the disciples as follows:
Mark—53.5$, 0—52.4$, K—66.3$, L—26.6$.

a. Schweiaer, Lordship and .Discipleship (London: SOKE Press, I960), p. lit
"There can be no doubt about the fact that Jesus called disciples to follow him."

3
For instance, it is difficult to determine the exact relationship between

the Twelve, the other disciples, and the crowd or to define the discipleship
instituted by Jesus over against that of the scribes, John the Baptist, and
the Jewish sects.

"^Taylor, ag. cit., p. 169: "In all the Gospels k<c)\ovQtt<> is -used freely,
sometimes absolutely, but generally with the dative, to describe attachment to
th® person of Jesus, personal surrender to his summons, and acceptance of his
leadership."
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It is evident throughout the Synoptics that God is the object of Jesus'
and his disciples' obedience. It must be remembered first of all that the

call is issued under the over-all theme of the Kingdom or Rule of God.'*"
Thus Jesus told his followers, "Whoever receives me, receives not me but

him who sent me." (Mk. 9;37, cf. Mt. 10;40/Lk. 10:16) He told them to

"seek first £God's/ Kingdom" (Mt. 6s33/Lk. 12;31)? i.e. "to make the doing
2

of His will the supreme aim." He taught them to prays "Our Father who art

in heaven, hallowed be thy name. Thy Kingdom come, thy will be done, on

earth as it is in heaven." (Mt. 6:9, 10; Lk. 11:2 has, "Father, hallowed

be thy name. Thy Kingdom come.") It is the Father in heaven who is addressed

in prayer; it is his name that is blessed; his Kingdom is coming; his will

3
must be done on earth. The Sermon on the Mount and other teachings are

concerned with God's will wnich the disciples are to obey. Howhore is there

any hint that Jesus would disrupt the monotheism of his people; on the

contrary he confessed with the 3hema that there is but one God (Kk. 12s29).

It is God alone who is to be served (Mt. 6:24/Lk. 16;13). It is equally

clear, however, that this obedience to God which Jesus called for normally

^Bornkamro, op. cit.. p. 148: "The Kingdom of God la the cole foundation
of Jesus' call to follow him."

o
C. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, revised (Glasgow; William

Collins Sons & Co., 1961)» p« 35.

3
Much has been made of the filial consciousness of Jesus in his unique

use of abba and of the eschatological significance of the two phrases, "thy
Kingdom come, thy will be done." But in this prayer, as in Jesus' prayer at
Gothoomane (Mk. 14:36), an important element is the hutoan response to God's
will, i.e. obedience. T. i». Hanson, The Sayings of Josua (London: 3CM Press,
1949)? p» 169; "There, is a sense in which the Kingdom comes whenever and wher¬
ever God's will is acknowledged and obeyed on earth. And the prayer, if it is
to be sincerely prayed, must have a reference to him who prays it."
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took the form of following Jesus.^ He commanded or exhorted: "Follow me I"

The disciples literally followed Jesus about the countryside, probably in

everything he did*—this is included in the verb "to follow" and in the

2
vocation of a disciple. But far more is meant here. The disciples were

called to take Jesus' yoke and learn from him (Mt. 11:29). He explained

4
the will of God to them. They were to do as tneir master and teacher

(it, 10:24, 25a/Lk. 6:40). Those who obeyed God's will he called his

brethren (Mk. 3:35). He shared not only his understanding of God's will

The saying, "For he that is not against us is for us" (Kk. 9:40/
Lk. 9s50), suggests tnat obedience to God was not bound up exclusively
with allegiance to Jesus. The saying, "He who is not with me is against
me, and he who does not gather with me scatters" (Mt. 12:30/Lk. 11:30),
appears to be, but is not necessarily, contradictory. If Jesus was really
concerned with obedience to God, both statements can be true. Jesus called
unconditionally for response in obedience to God; anyone who refused to obey
God was opposed to Jesus. In his ministry Jesus left many people behind
without excluding them from God's Rule. It is only with the introduction
of the question of Jesus' person that problems arise. Cf. T» W. Hanson,
The Sayings of Jesus, p. 87; Taylor, op. cit., p. 408; Bomkamia, op. cit.,
p. 209.

"Bornkamm, op. cit., p. 146: Discipleship "consists, in actual fact,
in the determination to abandon everything and, in the first instance quite
literally, to follow Joouc from place to place and to accept the fate of the
wanderer with all its privations." Cf. W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich,
A Greek-English Lexicon of the Hew Testament (Cambridge; University Press,
1957f, p. 30.

J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, trans. 3. H. Hooke (London;
SCK Press, 1958), p. 136: "The yoke is not an additional burden, but a
device intended to lighten the burden by adjustment and distribution of
the weight. To take up the yoke of Jesus means actually becoming one of
his followers."

4
E.g. in Mt. 5:17-48 Jesus expounds the law and the prophets, about

which he says, "I have come not to abolish them but to fulfil, them," His
"but I say unto you" with regard to certain laws need not be taken as self-
revelation or authoritative pronouncement. Jesus was pointing out the real
purpose of the laws and calling for real obedience to God. Cf. F. C. Grant,
Ancient Judiasn and the New Testament (Edinburgh; Oliver & Boyd, I960), p. 140.
(On Mt. 5:17'"see further p. ziz below.)
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but the actual way of obedience which he took, i.e. his mission; "The cup

that I drink you will drink; and with the baptism with which I am baptised,

you will be baptised." (ilk, 10; 39) Jesus thus led them to Jerusalem

(Mk. 10;32-34) and the cross. The disciples were called by Jesus to join

him in response to God's Rule, i.e. in obedience to God's will.

The other important characteristic of discipleship, which is implied

in the former and which suggests its particular meaning as developed below,

is the abandonment of all things. When Simon and Andrew were called, they

2
left their nets. James and John left their father and the hired man in

the boat. Levi presumably left the tax office (Mk. 2:14/Mt. 9:9/Lk. 5i2d—

Luke says "he left everything"), peter said at one point, speaking for the

Twelve, "Lo, we have left everything and followed you." (Kk. 10;28)"
4

"Following Jesus entails severing old ties." 3ut this leaving all was

not just a natural corollary of discipleship; it was a direct command of

The Gospel of John works out extensively this whole matter of Jesus'
obedience to God and the disciples' obedience to God as followers of Je3us.
It tends, of course, to identify Jesus and God because following Jesus is
the way of obedience to God-—and because of the Chri3tological concern of
the Gospel. Schweizer, op, cit.„ p. 68; "The picture of Christ in the
Fourth Gospel is entirely determined by the idea of obedience."

^Taylor, oj3. cit.. p. 169; is frequently used in Mark in
the sense of 'leave,' 'abandon,' some 15 times in all."

3
The absoluteness of the response is by no means as sure as the

absoluteness of the demand. That this saying contains "a characteristic
touch of exaggeration" is suggested by references to the boat (Mk. 3;9,
4;1, 36, etc.) and Peter's house (Mk. Is29). Taylor, op. cit., p. 433.
It should be noted also that the tenses of the verbs indicate a "decisive
renunciation" and a "permanent following." A better translation would
therefore be, "Lo, we left everything and have followed you."

4
Schweizer, 0£. cit., p. 15.
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Jesus. He told the rich man to give away Ms possessions (Mk. 10s 21). He

told would-be followers to "leave the dead to bury their own dead and to

leave their families behind (Mt. 8:22/Lk. 9:60-62). He told them, "If any¬

one comes to me and does not hate his own father and mother ana wife and

cnildren and brothers arid sisters, yes, and even Ms own life, he cannot be

2
my disciple." (Lk. 14:26/Kt. 10:37) He gave the same challenge in the

3
parables of the Hidden Treasure and the Costly Pearl (Mt. 13:44-46). Every¬

thing is left behind or given up in response to God's Rule, in obedience to

Jesus' call, in the way of disciplasMp. Jesus not only presented this

challenge; he was himself the supreme example. He left Ms family (Mk. 3:31-

35); he knew the rejection of friends and relatives in Nasarsth (Mk. 6:1-6

par.); he had no place to lay Ms head (Mt. 8:20/Lk. 9:58)^; he had no money

"Ibid., p. 16: These words "underline almost more neavily than any
other saying the absoluteness with which diocipleohip excludes all other ties."
The practical implications of the saying may need clarification, but tne
urgency of the challenge is obvious.

^T. ¥. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 131: This is "One of the most
uncompromising statements of the claims of the Kingdom in the hew Testament."
Cf. The Teaching of Jesus, p. 309. Matthew uses a correct but less literal—
and less striking—translation of the underlying Aramaic: "He who loves father
£etc_j7 more than me is not worthy of me." In the Semitic idiom to hate means
to love less. Nevertheless the saying is "uncompromising," because it is based
on the demand of Jesus to leave all things behind, including family, in order
to follow him.

3
Dodd, op. ext., p. 85: These parables "are not intended to illustrate

any general maxim, but to enforce an appeal then and there."

4
The Messianic title in tills saying can be considered a periphrasis for

"I" or an insertion. R. Otto, The Kingdom of 'God and the Son of Man, revised,
trans. F. V. Filson and B. Lee-Woolf (London: Lutterworth Press, 1943), p. 234,
considers it an insertions "Here the mysterious designation, 3on of Man, is of
course unnecessary and pointless." ?. W. Hanson, The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 217,
218, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 70-73, takes the periphrasis position at Mt. 11:19/
Liu 7:34 but rejects it here with the weak arguments that the man already knew
Jeeus 'was a wanderer and that the foxes and birds must have specific points of
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of nis own (Mk. 12;15); and. of course he finally left behind his most

intimate followers and his beloved people and gave up his own life.

This concept of leaving all, which is characteristic of Jesus'

encounter with the disciples, the obverse side of following, leads to

our study of certain sayings scattered throughout the Synoptics waich

1
profoundly and concisely state the nature of disciples'hip.

If any man would come after me, let him deny himself ami take
up his cross and follow me. (Mk. 8:34, Mt. 10:38, 16:24, Lk. 9:23,
14:27)

For whoever would save his life will lose it; and whoever loses
his life for my sake and the gospel's will save it. (Mk. 8;33,
Mt. 10:39, 16:25, Lk. 9:24, 17:33, Jn. 12:25)

Whoever exalts himself will be humbled, and whoever humbles
himself will be exalted. (Mt. 23:12, 18:4, Lk. 14:11, 18:14)

Whoever would be great among you must be your servant, and
whoever would be first among you must be slave of all. (Mk. 10:43,
44, 9:35, 10:31, Mt. 19:30, 20:16, 26, 27, 23:11, Lk. 9:43, 13:30,
22:26)

Truly, I say to you, whoever does not receive the kingdom of
God like a child shall not enter it. (Kk. 10:15, Mt. 18:3,
Lk. 18:17)

What does it profit a man, to gain the whole world and forfeit
hie life? (Mk. 8:36, Mt. 16:26, Lk. 9:25)

From these sayings and from this background summary of diseipleship

in the Synoptic Gospels we may conclude that the topic of this study, the

reference. The point of this saying is the challenge to discipleship,
and no Christological significance is necessary in its original setting,
Jesus' ministry.

xIt is surprising that these sayings have not previously boon collected
and analysed systematically and that their provalenee and importance has not
been fully recognized, for they carry the crux of Jesus' message to his disciples
and provide, indirectly, invaluable insight into his own mission.
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nature and motive of mission, is of central importance. Trie disciples

were called to follow Jesus in his way of obedience to God, and they

were called to leave all tilings behind. The abandonment of everything

to follow Jesus, in its radical form of self-denial, suggests that the

true nature of mission must be found in it3 motive, i.e. in the inner

and complete orientation of the life of the disciple. The following

study, centered mainly around the key passages listed above will indicate

that tnis was in fact the nature of Jesus' way of obedience as he taught

it to his followers. That this challenge of Jesus was basically an inner

one—tnough expressed in outgoing life and in concrete action—is found

also in the puolic ministry (above) and in the conflict with the Pharisees

(below). This analysis, which agrees in all three phases of the ministry,

must lead to important conclusions with regard to the mission of Jesus

himself.

1.) The natural starting-point in tnis exposition of Jesus'

challenge in discipleship is the saying, "If any man would come after

me, let him deny himself and take up his cross and follow me." (kk. 8s34/
Mt. 16:24/Lk. 9:23, Mt. 10:38/Lk. 14s27).1 Certain difficulties must be

considered first. Kk. 8s34-9:1 is a group of oayingo or. tno common theme

"She shorter form in Mt. 10;38/Lk. 14:27 is, "He who does not take
his cross and follow me is not worthy of me." Schweizer, op. cit., p. 17,
suggests that this may be the original form of the saying, that Mark then
is the first to interpret taking up the cross as self-denial, and that in
this case the saying would not go back to Jesus. On the other hand he
suggests also that Jesus nay have spoken of self-denial, that the Church may
have added the "Christian" idea of the cross, and that Q (the shorter version)
kept only the more "devotional" term.
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of discipleship or loyalty to Jesus. Although the first four logia

(8:34-37) may have been together in Mark's sources, they can be dealt

with as individual units in the teaching of Jesus.'1' Since each saying

is complete in itself, the question of their original proximity is not

especially pertinent. Likewise the location of the group of sayings

after the confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi and the first pre¬

diction of suffering by Jesus, though vary apt, is not historically

necessary or verifiable. Furthermore, although the addressees are

defined in Mk. 8s34 as "the multitude with his disciples" and in Lk. 9s23

as "all," it is probable that these sayings were originally given primarily

to the disciples—as in Mt. 10:39, 16s24, Lk. 17:33—and later applied by

2
the church to all who would follow Christ. At Mk. 8:34 specifically the

question arises as to the origin of the phrase c<>) rov <rr<*a<?<5V <xo ro o.

The natural impulse is to consider at least this part of the saying as

vaticinium ex eventu. Over against this suggestion is the fact that this

is the sole use of the language of the cross in Mark before the actual

event in ch. 15, where it appears 10 times. And in 8s34 it refers not to

3
Jesus but his followers. Admittedly there are no contemporary or earlier

^Taylor, og. cit., p. 380; C. S. B. Cranfisld, The Gospel According
to St. Mark (Cambridge: University Press, 1959), p. 281.

2
W. Manson, The Coopal of Luke (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1930),

p. 110. In any case the important point here is the nature of obedience
in discipleship, which remains the same whether the call is for outsiders
to join in or for insiders to consider the nature of their calling.

•*

B. E. Lightfoot, T'no Soopol Moooagu of St. Mark (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1950), p. 38, points out that the theme of Mark's Gospel is "the
crucified Messiah," and yet the Lord's Msssiahship and coming crucifixion,
only become apparent to both followers and opponents in the narrative at
the final crisis iteelf. Although the paooion prodiotionc may bo considered
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parallels to the idea of cross-bearing, but it is certainly possible that

Jesus could have created this vivid imagery to describe the way of diaciple-

ship. The people of Palestine knew exactly what the ugly word "cross" meant

2
through bitter experience, and the idea of obedience unto death was by no

means new® In Luke's account, however, the addition of ia*@ tyuipdv ("daily"
or "day after day") reflects spiritualizing by the early church or by Luke

3
himself.

How the content of the saying itself may be considered, accepting

for the purposes of this analysis the full reading of Mk» 8:34 as dominical.

What is the meaning of the challenge which Jesus made to his disciples as it

is presented here? It should be noted first, of all that the basic challenge

to have post-resurrection expansion of detail, Mark's historicity at 8:34
specifically is evident in that even these contain no word of the cross.
Cf. T. W. Sanson, "Realized Eschatology and the Messianic Secret," Studies
in the Gospels; Essays in Memory of R. n. Lightfoot, ed. D. S. Nineham
(Oxford: Basil Black-well, 1955)» p. 214.

~Cf. H. L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Koamentar zua Ueuen Testament
aua Talmud und Kidrasch, Band I (Mncnen: Oskar Beck, 1922), p. 587.

*T. Carrington, According to Mark (Cambridge: University Press, I960),
p. 184: "Previous popular movements in the Galilean mountains had ended in
wholesale crucifixions." Schweizer, og. cit.. p. 17: "Crucifixion, it is
true, was the most general form of execution." Taylor, oj>. cit.. p. 381:
"Death by crucifixion under the Romans was a sufficiently familiar sight
in Palestine to be the basis of the saying."

3
V. Hanson, The Gospel of Luke, p. 110. Schweizer, op. cit.. p. 79,

is certainly correct, moreover, that the early cnurcn understood the manning
of cross-bearing "in a new sense" after txie crucifixion. Also, Cranfield,
op. cit., p. 282, and Taylor, 0£. cit., p. 381, note Paul's mystical use of
the concept in Gal. 2:20, Rom. 6:1-11. These developments do not necessarily
rule out the historicity of Mk. 8:34, for similar phenomena were typical in
the early church and understandably so. If they have a legitimate point of
reference in the ministry of Jesus, they are all the more meaningful.
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or condition of following Jesus is that a raan be willing? kt rts PeXeh

"It is only in the case of the man who consciously wills discipleship that

the demands are relevant."^ The nature of discipleship, or being willing to

go after Jesus, i3 given in the following three imperatives, two aorists and

on© present. The first is "let him deny himself." The basic meaning of the

verb ccrra^v/qA'c< in this type of construction is "deny, repudiate, disown,"
and in this case it means "act in a wholly selfless manner, give up his

2
personality." The disciple must first of all utterly disown himself in

3
response to God's Rule, and the tense indicates that this is a decisive act.

This first aspect of the demand of Jesus reflects and summarises porfoctly tho

picture of disciplsship in the Synoptic accounts. That it is not, however, a

general maxim but an urgent call in Jesus' ministry is also evident in the

total picture and specifically here in the second imperative? "let him take up

his cros3." Talcing this expression on its own merits, without getting involved

in Jesus' consciousness of his coming doom or his estimation of a possible

Taylor, op. cit., p. 381. This saying vindicates the approach of
this thesis; the basic question we are concerned with is mission or purpose,
i.e. man's will in response to God. Although the use of the verb QeXu does
not in itself necessarily imply all this, the rest of the saying shows that
the deepest involvement of the will is in fact implied here and therefor© in
Jesus' teaching on discipleship and therefore in Jesus' understanding of the
way of obedience. Through this indirect process we find invaluable insight
into the mission of Jesus himself.

2
Aradt and Gingrich, ojs. cit.. pp. 80, 107. This is, of course, a

theological concept, for its context is the Rule of God.

3
Cranfield, op. cit.. p. 281s "To deny oneself is to disown, not jugt

one's sins, but one's self, to turn away from tho idolatry of oolf-canteredneaa."
T. W» Manson, Tho Toaohing of Joouo, p. 19Qi "Tho firot ococntial of diooiplc-
ship is to say 'ho' to self, that is, to every private and personal interest
that might interfere with one's complete devotion to the Kingdom."
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clash with the forces around him, we must see in it tne challenge of commit¬

ment unto death. Since there was no precedent for the concept and since

crucifixion was the common means of execution and since Hark uses the

terminology elsewhere only in that sense (ch. 15), we must accept the concrete

meaning. "The disciples must not only forswear selfish interests, but they

must be prepared to suffer on crosses, if need be, like coiidemned slaves at

the hands of tne Soman soldiery.The third imperative, which in contrast

to the other two is in the present, i.e. linear, tense, is the familiar

"follow me." Besides the decisive acts of denying the self and taking the

cross, or rather incorporating them, the call to discipleship is an enduring

relationship to Jesus in the path of obedience.

Mk. 8:34 thus gives a comprehensive picture of the way of obedience

to which Jesus called his followers. Severe analysis of the saying tends

to mar its unity and distort the simple, striking challenge of Jesus.

Nevertheless we can see that the appeal to the will involves the wnole

person and purpose of the man confronted; it is inner (self) and total (cross);

it is the way of Jesus himself (follow me). The mission of Jesus and the

disciples can only be understood in terms of the basic orientation of life,

i.e. motive. Although this definition of discipleship agrees with the nature

of Jesus' challenge throughout, it appears as if Mark has correctly placed

it toward the end of the ministry in the march of events toward the final

crisis. These words, especially the reference to the cross, were then an

imminent possibility as well as an ultimate challenge.

"Si. Hanson, The Gospel of Luke, p. 110. He adds, "In the original
sense the demand of Jesus is equivalent to a raan's putting of the hangman's
rope about his neck." Cf. T. ¥. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 131;
Taylor, 0£. ext., p. 381.
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2.) Our attention is next drawn to the paradoxical statement wnich

follows the previous saying in both Hark (Mk. 8:35/Kt. 16; 25/Lk. 9s24) and

"Q" (Mt. 1Q:39/Lk, 17;33) and is found also in John (jn. 12;25}5 it is on©

of the best attested sayings in the Gospels. "For whoever would save his

life will lose it; and whoever loses his life for my sake and the gospel's

will save it." The topical connection with the previous saying is evident;

it can be assumed that the early church or the disciples or even Jesus hira-

self put them together because they speak of the same thing.^ Here again

we have an important key to the meaning of obedience as Jesus taught it to

his disciples. The phrase "and the gospel's," which is found in Mark, has

2
been interpolated for explanation or universalization. The phrase "for ray

sake," which is lacking only in Lk. 17;33 and Jn. 12;25 and in some MSS of

3
Mk. 8;35, is probably original and is roughly equivalent to "follow se."

4
There are other variations in the wording of the saying, but its message

is essentially unchanged.

The meaning of this logion is found in the challenge of total commit-

ATha connective is found in Mark and parallels.

2
Schweizer, oj>. cit.. p. 18, says it "makes the saying universally

applicable beyond the time of the earthly Jesus."

3
Ibid., p. 18; "Even if the words 'for my sake' did not originally

belong to this phrase, there could be no possible doubt that on the lips
of Jesus it signifies the man who listens to him and walks in a new way
for the sake of his calling."

4
M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 2nd ed.

(Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1954)^ p. 272, considers Qth {?/f<?Vo and
cu^eiv /irtfcfroi ^<Tc*<r1&i/$tJo\ovr\azi. as "translation-variants" of a common
Aramaic source and the other variations in Mt. 10:39 and Jn. 12:25 as

"targuralzings" of the saying. It should be noted that John gives the saying
a definitely eschatological structure and that this leads to, according to
our interpretation, a serious distortion of the challenge of Jesus.



Ill

meat5 Jesus' followers are called to "lose" their lives in discipiaship,

i.e. in response to God's Rule, The term UJu/n can mean "life in its

external, physical aspects," "the soul as seat arid center of the inner life

of man," or "the soul as seat and center of life that transcends the earthly."^
2

The second usage must be accepted here. If this saying is thus read without

reference to earth and heaven (earthly life contrasted with heavenly) or the

present and the future (temporal life contrasted with eternal life or the

life to come), the challenge of Jecuo here is exactly the same as in MR. 8; 34.

If the (Mo/r) ia "the soul as seat and center of the inner life of man," then

the loss of it in this statement of Jesus about discipleship corresponds

exactly with his command to deny the self and follow him. Likewise the

alternative, "whoever would save his life," represents the antithesis of

discipleship as self-preservation. And this inner challenge does not exclude

the sacrifice of physical life in the path of discipleship (which is the first

meaning of the term and another element also in Kk. 8:34); rather the former

underlies and includes the latter, and the latter gives clarity and urgency

to the former. The losing of life in botn the physical, external sense and

the inner sense is not mere passive acceptance of hardship and death as

necessary concomitants of discipleship; it is of the very essence of

J'Arndt and Gingrich, 0£. ext., pp. 901, 902.

CT. J. Taylor, "Life," A Theological Word Book of the Bible, ed.
A. Richardson (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1957), p. 128: "Soul stands
for the inmost life, the real ego." <po)(*{ here corresponds with "self" in
Kk. 8:34, and both should be understood in terras of the Hebrew word U.) fp ],
which means "soul, living being, life, self, person, desire, appetite, emotion,
and passion." F. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C, A. Briggs, A Hebrew and Hnglish
Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1952), pp. 659-661.
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following Jesus. The nature of true obedience^" is found in motive, i.e.

life-losing or self-giving; it involves the whole person ( <fo)'n ). Surely

this is the meaning of Jesus' words here.

Alternative interpretations bring in structures of time and space

which are not (except in John) explicitly warranted by the passage and which

can play havoc with the concept of motivation, wherein lies the true meaning

of the saying. The acceptance of sacrifice in a lower realm (earthly or

temporal life) for a higher gain (heavenly or eternal life) can be cynically

described as "a good deal" because it is basically selfish; this is no real
/

challenge at all, and it io incongrous with our analysis of Jesus' ministry
y\

2
thus far. Mk. 8s35 does, however, present acutely the problem of rewards

and punishments, which arises frequently in the teaching of Jesus. Here we

read that the disciple who loses his life will save it and that the one who

seeks to preserve his life will lose it. Similarly we find elsewhere the

1 </ A f \
The words oi eav b6A>? provide a further correspondence with Mk. 8i34

(eV r*5 iQebt-i ) not just verbally but in the nature of the challenge involved
in discipleship, with which both sayings are concerned. Hers again, although
it is explicit only in the negative side of the parallelism;, Jesus challenges
the will to the depth and extent of the life.

2
It is amazing to see how many commentators do not even realize the

antinomy which is involved in their interpretations of this saying. V. Taylor,
op. cit., p. 382, speaks of "the supreme value of the and the "last risk"
that is involved in gaining the "true self." Cranfield, op. cit., pp. 282, 283,
speaks of "the incomparable value of one's j-v/fo" and of gaining "eternal life."
Harrington, op. cit., pp. 184, 185, speaks of "the conflict" in which "the stakes
were colossal; nothing short of the eternal destiny of the soul." "We are be¬
tween time and eternity, balancing present losses with future gains, and
present gains with future losses; w© take death on our way to glory." W» Manoon,
The Goapel of Luke, p. Ill, contracts "the competing issues—between earthly
safety and the future prize of the Kingdom." Cf» B. H. Branscomb, The gospel of
Mark (London; Hodder & Stoughton, 1937), p. 155; A. 3. J. Rawlinson, St. Mark
(London; Methuen & Co., 1925), p. 115; Arndt and Gingrich, ojs. cit., p. 902.
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exhortation to lay up treasurea in heaven rather than 011 earth because they

are safer there (it. 6:19-2l/Lk. 12:33, 34) and alternatively to cut off &

hand or foot or eye in order to escape hell fire (Kk» 9:43-48). There

appears to be a motive of gain in the offer of treasure in heaven (Mk. 10;21)

and a motive of fear in the threat of hell (Mt. 10;28/Lk. 12:5). Many other

references^ appear to support this conception, including the present eaying

as interpreted by John; "He who hates his life in this world will keep it for

eternal life." (Jn. 12:25)

Over against all these, putting them in true perspective, there are

other words of Jesus wnich speak specifically to the problem of motives.

Servants of God's Kingdom are not to crave rewards but to say, when all is

done, "We are unworthy servants." (Lk. 17:10) Those who work in God's

vineyard, are not given wages relative to their work but what seems good

to Him (Mt. 20:1-15)» Although rewards, or rather God's gifts, havo an

important place in Jesus' teachings, they are promised "precisely to those

who obey not for the sake of reward." (Of. Mt. 25:31-46) Thus Mk. 3:35

does not state the goal or even the result but the nature of true obedience,

1Mk. 9:41, 10:23-30, Mt. 5:12/Lk. 6:23, Mt. 5:20, 22, 6:1, 23:33,
Lk. 6:35, 10:20, 14:14.

2
H. Bultmann, Theology of the Hew Testament, vol. I, trans. K. Grobel

(London: SCM Press, 1952), pp. 14, 15. He loses the point of this insight,
however, when he goes on to say, specifically with regard to the saying on
losing the life, "The motive of reward is only a primitive oxprocoion for tho
idea that in what a man does his own real being is at stake—that self which
he not already is, but is to become. To achieve that self is the legitimate
motive of his ethical dealing and of his true obedience, in which he becomes
aware of the paradoxical truth that in order to arrive at himself he must
surrender to the demand of God—or, in other words, that in such surrender
he wins himself."
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life-losing, which is itself the way of life, for it i3 the way of God's Rule.

To say that the disciple obeys in order to gain ("Eave")^ life of any kind is

as incorrect as to say that the disobedient seeks death. The point of this

saying, which is a statement about the nature of obedience, is the challenge

of Jesus to his followers to obey, i.e. to deny themselves utterly and to lose

their lives completely in response to the Kingdom (Rule) of God. Furthermore,

it should be noted that it is the same which the disciple loses that is

saved, and it is the very life that others hold onto that they loses there

is no necessity or justification for inserting a dualism of (jiujn. The life
of a man in its totality is oriented one way or the other, inward or outwards

he is life-saving or life-losing, selfish or self-giving; lie serves himself or

God. In this short, profound saying Jesus taught his disciples the nature of

3
true obedience, the motive for mission in the service of God.

Although Mk. 8:35 says, "he will save it," it cannot mean "to gain" or
"achieve" life. The point of the saying is the opposite of this; whoever wants
to save it will lose it. In response to the question, "Then who can be saved?"
Jesus answered unequivocally, "With men it is impossible." (Hk. 10:26, 2?)

. 8:35 and Jesus' references to rewards must be understood in terms of
the radical demand of God's Rule. It was God's Rule to which Jesus called men

to respond, and it was an inner and total response of the person which he demand¬
ed of them. When Jesus spoke of life, heavenly treasure, or the Kingdom, he was
not speaking of something which was received apart from or as a result of response
to God's Rule but of God's Rule itself. This, too, must be a present reality.
Therefore, we can and must maintain a consistent position with regard to motive;
to lose oneself in response to God's Rule is to receive God's Rule. If we must
speak of eschatology at this point, we should speak of "existential," not real¬
ized or futurist eschatology.

3
In the process of this discussion a consistent position has been main¬

tained with regard to motive in this particular saying and in the face of the
difficult passages on rewards. Mk. 8:35 is thus seen to agree perfectly with
Mk. 8:34. The motive, which is given in these sayings—at least as interpreted
here—as the key to true obedience, has been thus far defined as self-denial and
life-losing. It is, stated positively, self-giving, The real meaning of these
concepts, as the succeeding discussion will eventually reveal, is love.
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3.) Our third consideration of discipleship involves a group of three

sayings which contain this same understanding of the way of obedience and

which clarify further the position taken with regard to the last sayings

These logia, which are attached to various materials, are prolific in the

Synoptic Gospels, so they must have been important to the early church as

well as to Jesus' teaching. They are all concerned with pride and humility,

as their present contexts indicate. The first of these, which has the same

paradoxical^ and antithetical structure as the previous saying, is given

in connection with the instruction to th® disciples concerning titles (Mt. 23s

12), the question on greatness (Mt. 18:4), the parable of the Places at the

Banquet (Lk. 14:11), and the parable of the Pharisee and the Publican

(lk. 18:14). "Whoever exalts himself will be numbled, and wnoever humbles

himself will be exalted." The second saying, whicn has the same paradoxical

form (without being antithetical), is found in the context of the teaching

on riches and entrance into the Kingdom (Mk. 10:51/Mt. 19:30), the question

on greatness (Mk. 9:35/Lk. 9:48), the story of the ambition of James and

John (Mk. 10:43, 44/Kt. 20:26, 27/Lk. 22:26), the parable of the Laborers

in the Vineyard (Mt. 20:16), the instruction concerning titles (Mt. 23:11),

and the teaching about the narrow way (Lk. 13:30). "Whoever would be great

among you must be your servant, and whoever would be first among you must

be slave of all." The third saying is found only in one place, the incident

of Jesus and the children (Mk. 10:15/Mt. 18:3/lk. 18:17), but its contexts

'The term "paradoxical" is applied to these sayings only in the
superficial, conventional sense. As the exposition has already made clear,
there is nothing enigmatic or contradictory or paradoxical (in the deeper
sense) in the teaching which they convey.
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and content are related to the other two saying's. "Truly, I say to you,

whoever does not receive the kingdom of God like a child shall not enter

it." Although all the context materials are relevant to some degree, it

is both impossible and unnecessary to evaluate and examine them all here

in arriving at the meaning of Jesus' words in these sayings.

It is feasible to start with the second of the three sayings, which

appears most frequently and which is the most readily understood. As

the two contexts, Mk. 9:35-37 and Mk. 10:35-45 (and their parallels),

suggest, the presence of pride and personal ambition among his closest

followers provide the best background and probably the original setting

for these words of Jesus. In Mk. 9:33-37, which is a loose Markan con¬

struction," Jesu3 asked his disciples what they were discussing on the

way, and they were silent, out of shame, for "they had discussed who was

2
the greatest." Mk. 10:55-45, which is fraught with critical problems,

Taylor, op. cit., pp. 403, 404, considers it a Markan compilation
of "fragments loosely connected at 55 and 56." But "the genuineness of the
traditions, and particularly that of the sayings, is not affected by this
uncertainty."

'The story of James and John (vs. 35-40) is especially trustworthy
because it presents the disciples in a bad light and Jesus' authority as
definitely limited. The question of the later martyrdom of James and John
i3 irrelevant here because tne same challenge was given to all the disciples
elsewhere (e.g. Mk. 8:34, 35). Indeed, Jesus' promise to them to share his
cup and baptism can be considered further evidence for the historicity of
tho story because it belongs with those predictive elements which did not
occur as Jesus expected, for he naturally expected his followers to die with
him. J. Jereiaias (arid W. Zimmerli), The Servant of God, trans, from TwKT by
H. Knight» etc. (London: SCH Press, 1957), p. 101. The following paragraph
(vs. 41-45) may be a Markan construction, cf. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 442, 443,
but it certainly fits well here (rather than, e.g., after the Last Supper as
in Lk# 22:24-27), and again itu historicity io supported by tho negative pre¬
sentation of the disciples. V. 45 will be considered under Section B below.



117

portrays a similar situation. According to vs. 35-40, James and John requested

of Jesus high positions "in your glory.His reply, which is in the form of a

2
question, is the challenge of service, i.e. to share his mission and fate.*

Jesus did not avoid their request ("to sit at my right hand or at my left is

not mine to grant"), nor did he leave then in the attitude it implied. He

sought in his- teaching to show thorn tho nature of true obedience and to direct

them away from self-seeking (positions of honor) to self-giving (obedience in

suffering). His words do not merely correct certain ideas about the pressab

task and the future glory; thay imply the same challenge as Kk. 8:34 (self-

denial and cross-bearing) and Mk. 3:35 (life—losing). This same teaching is

also given in Mk. 10:41-45, where the other ten disciples are pictured as

guilty of the same pride and ambition as Jamas and John, at whom they were

indignant. They were angry "not because James and John wanted the chief places,

4
but because they had jumped the qusuel" Jesus again made use of the situation

whether the glory and the chief seats refer to tne Parousia, the coming
Kingdom, or tha Messianic Feast, it is clear that James and John wanted position
and privilege. The point is that they sought their own glory; their motives
were wrong.

o share one cup is to have the same destiny, whether it be good or bad.
Likewise baptism refers here to self-committal, as it meant for Jewish proselytes
at the time. T. W. Hanson, "Realised Ssehatology and the Messianic Secret,"
p. 219. These concepts of themselves include the giving of one's life. That
Jesus' challenge here means just that is suggested by the whole tenor of the
latter part of the ministry. Cf. Lk. 12:50, Mk. 14:36.

Jl1k. 10:35-40 has the same elements as Mk. 8:34 and 35: the will (5kA<j«ev),
the contrast or reverse of wills ("we want you to do for us" and "you will drink...
you will be baptised"), the challenge to the life (cup and baptism), and "follow
me" ("that I drink...with which I am baptised").

^T. ¥. Hanson, Bthics and the Gospel (London: SCM Press, I960), p. 88.
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to teach them, contrasting his way with the way of the world—and, by

implication, of themselves at that moment* And his words are not merely

statement of fact or description of an ideal; they imply a challenge to

a certain kind of obedience.

Whether or not these two narratives give the exact setting for Jesus*

saying on being servant and slave of all, they certainly provide its general

setting and indicate its meaning.^" Instead of seeking to be great and to

hold positions of prestige and authority the disciples are to be servants.

"If anyone would be first, he must be last of all and servant of all."

(Mk. 9s35) "Whoever would be great among you must be your servant, and

whoever would be first among you must be slave of all." (Mk. 10:43, 44)

The meaning of Jesus* words is certainly not that greatness is to be sought

through humility or that humble service in this life is to be pursued for

2
greatness in the life to come. This again would be an impossible antinomy;

humility which seeks inward satisfaction or future vindication is really

"Besides these contexts the saying is found in connection with Jesus'
teaching to the disciples two more times (at Mk, 10;3l/Mt. 19:30, concern¬
ing riches, and at Mt. 23:11, concerning titles) and twice to the Pharisees
(at St. 20:16, after the parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard, and at
Lk. 13:30, in the teaching about the narrow way). It most likely arose out
of the former contexts, although the teaching and challenge are the same
throughout. Probably the saying, or at least similar teaching, was given
more than once.

e words, "if anyone would be first" or "whoever would be great
among you," might suggest that greatness is the goal to be achieved, but
the rest of the saying shows that the opposite is the case. This form is
typical of Jesus' teaching in many of these sayings, and. it gives them their
paradoxical appearance. James and John came seeking something of Jesus, and
his answer was not a new object to be sought so much as a challenge to the
reversal of their wills (from seeking to giving). Likewise, if the disciples
would truly become last or servant, they would lose all concern for being
first or great—both in this life and in the life to come.
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disguised pride. That outlook was exactly what Jesus opposed in James and

2
John. Jesus rather taught the way of true obedience in terms of self-

emptying humility (th© antithesis of proud ambition) and self-giving service

3(the opposite of position and authority).*' He presented the challenge of God's

Rulep in which men humble themselves and God is exalted.

We come now to the first saying on humility listed above. "Whoever

exalts himself will be humbled, and whoever humbles himself will be exalted."

It has the same general background as the previous saying, and in two places,
4

Mt. 18s4 and Mt. 23:12, it has the same specific context. In Luke, on the

other hand, it is located at the parable of the Places at the Banquet (Lk. 14s

311) and the parable of the Pharisee and the Publican (Lk. 18:14). This saying

^Ae Jn. 12:25 seems to put Kk. 8:35 in the wrong light with regard, to
motive, so here Lk. 13:22-30, 22:24-30 give this saying in close proximity
with the future state (cf. Kk. 10; 23-3l/Mt. 19:23-30). To the extent that
this promise of future glory is brought in as the goal of service it is a
weakening of the challenge and a perversion of Jesus' teaching.

~T. W. Hanson, "Realized Eschatology and the Messianic Secret," p. 219:
"James and John are prepared to accept hardships now as a prelude to better
things to follow—and to follow quickly. They are willing to postpone the
glory and humble themselves to the role of the servant in the meantime. They
are not ready or willing to find the supreme glory in the role of the servant."
To be more exact, they were not willing to do God's will alone for his glory
alone.

Cranfield, op. cit., p. 341, calls this a "transvaluation of values,"
borrowing the phrase (originally from Nietzsche) from 3. G. Selwyn, The First
Bpistle of 3t. Peter, p. 139. Taylor, ojj. cit.. p. 444, notes the penetration
of this concept into primitive Christianity, citing 1 Cor. 9:19, 2 Cor. 4:5,
and Gal. 5:13, the last of which speaks of love (^w) as the motive.

Mt. 18:1-5 is a curious combination of Mk. 9:33-37, 10:15, and this
saying, which is somewhat altered: "Whoever humbles himself like this child,
he is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven." On the other hand, since Mk.
9:33-37 is only a loose construction, it may b© that Matthew has the better
version of the narrative.

5
T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 312, suggests that the attachment

of the saying to this parable "only serves to weaken the conclusion in v. 14a."
In general, however, the saying is equally applicable as a critique of man's
basic egotism, which is epitomized in Jesus' opponents, the Pharisees, and it
is certainly relevant at this point.
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of Jesus presents the same radical teaching on pride and humility. The paradox,

here stated in antithetic parallelism, brings out the depth and totality of the

challenge it implies. Once again (as with Mk. 8:35) the point lies in the

nature of God's Rule, not in the matter of time."*" When men humble themselves

God is exalted; thus Jesus challenges his followers to humble themselves. Yet

it is in God's Rule that men are truly exalted; thus Jesus was presenting a

gift as well as a demand. Both the gift and the demand are, however, God's Rule,

i.e. they are one; the gift is not the goal or the result of response to the

demand. In this saying Jesus revealed the nature of God's Rule and the nature
2

of true reoporioe to God'o Rule, he challenged men to oolf-abaoemont before God.

It should bo romemborod that this concept, though comprehensive in its signi¬

ficance and application, was doubtless given in and for a concrete situation

and was a succinct presentation of the basic challenge of Jesus in that

situation.

The third saying on numility explicitly relates this concept to the

Kingdom of God. "Truly, I say to you, whoever does not receive the kingdom

of God like a cnild shall not enter it." (Mk. 10:15, Mt. 18:3, Lk. 18:17)
/ > / s

The saying implies a challenge, and the language i3 emphatic \ aa u n ).

"'"The position of futurist eschatology, which states tnat the change
will come at the Last Day, and the position of realized eschatology, which
finds spiritual realization on earth and after death, are both in danger of
obscuring the very real challenge to humble service. If we must speak of
oochatology, we ohould opeak of "existential" eechatology, for the point lies
in the present encounter of God with man in which man submits to God's Rule.

*"T. ¥. Kanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 279s "Pride and self-assertion
in ordinary human society may be bad manners and bad policy. In the Kingdom
of God such things are a contradiction of the fundamental principle of God's
Rule.... There is only one kind of dignity, the kind that attaches itself to
those who seek it not, but are content to serve God and man in love and
humility."
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Mark arid Luke place it in the incident of Jesus and the children, and that

incident, especially in Luke, is located in the narrative close to the

teaching on humility. Matthew, by placing the saying between the question on

greatness and the saying on humbling oneself, interprets it in terms of

humility. Whatever its original context, the meaning of the saying is to be

found in the challenge of Jesus. Whatever the particular interpretation
f c ' 1

given to ws n&c <vov, it is clear that Jesus' challenge is given here not

in terms of any virtue but as self-emptying, the opposite of virtue. Here

the paradoxical element occurs again, for the Kingdom is received, not

p
attained. This concept of obedience fits perfectly the analysis of humility

found in the other two sayings above. The understanding of the true response

to God's Rule which is found in all three sayings obviously does not mean

passive submission but dynamic mission, i.e. self-giving. God's demand, which

Jesus presented to his disciples, was inner and total5 it involved a reorient"
x

ation of life, a change in the basic motivation of the person.'

^According to Taylor, op. cit., p. 423, the nost natural meaning of the
phrase is "simply and naturally, without making any claims." Cranfield, op. cit..
p. 324, rightly shows, however, that the point is not subjective qualities but
the lack of any claim or merit. Bultmann, op. cit., p. 14s Man must be "willing
simply to be given a gift." Jeremias, The Farables of Jesus, p. 134, finds the
clue in Jesus' childlike confidence in God (abba). W. Kanson, The Gospel of Luke,
p. 203, following the Moffatt translation "submit to" for "receive," finds here
that men must surrender completely "to the absolute away of God in the heart."
Cf. Kt. lis 25/lk. 10s21.

2
It should be noted that the Kingdom is received in the present and

entrance into it is clearly not something separate and future. This suggests
that the same type of interpretation siiould be given to the sayings on humbling
the self, being tne servant, and losing the life.

3
The emphasis of this study has been upon the absolute or radical demand

of Jesus. It has become increasingly clear, however, that God's demand is in¬
separable from his gift—and his gift inseparable from his demand. It is
evident, moreover, that precisely because the challenge to deny the self, lose
the life, and humble the self is total, God's Rule is absolutely gracious.
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4.) The fourth analysis of obedience concerns the topic of possessions,

which occurs widely in the Synoptic Gospels. Here the same basic challenge

is found in Jesus1 teaching with regard to a particular aspect of life.

Once again there are certain brief sayings which state the issues clearly,

concisely, and profoundly. "What does it profit a man, to gain the whole

world and forfeit his life?" (Mk. 8s56/Mt. 16s2o/Lk. 9s25) "It is easier

for a camel to go tnrough the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter

the kingdom of God." (Kk. 10s25/Kt. 19s24/Lk. 18s25) "For where your

treasure is, there will your heart be also." (Mt. 6s2l/Lk. 12s34) "You

cannot serve God and mammon." (Mt. 6;24/Lk. 16s13) "Blessed are you poor,

for yours is the kingdom of God." (Lk. 6$20/Mt. 5s3) Also relevant in this

connection are tne incident of the widow's gift at the treasury (Kk. 12:41-

44/Lk. 21s1-4), the case of inheritance and the parable of the Rich Fool

(Lk. 12sl3-2l), and the parable of the Rich Man arid Lazarus (Lk. 16$19-3l).

The first saying, on gaining the world and forfeiting one's life, can

be understood in terms of the saying on saving and losing one's life (Mk. 8s

35), which immediately precedes it.^" Once again the basic question is

motive, not time. The challenge of Jesus was to submit one's self to God's

Rule; personal gain of all kinds is the antithesis of true obedience. The

same point is brought out in the teaching on riches in Mk. 10:23-27, and

here the reference to entrance into the kingdom, and being saved emphasizes

"She paradoxical element, gaining and forfeiting (Mk. 8:36), corresponds
to saving and losing (Kk. 8s35), and herein lies the real point of the saying.
It is concerned with the orientation of life, the self, specifically with
regard to material goods. The demand of Jesus implied in this saying, as
elsewhere, was specific as well as pervasive, just as his call to respond
to God's Rule was objectified in his "follow me."
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its importance. Obviously this teaching is more than a superficial

condemnation of the ownership of property; it concerns the inner and total

life of a man. The hyperbolic metaphor of the camel and the needle's eye

pictures vividly, if absurdly, the antithesis between the acquisitive rich

man and the obedient disciple. The proof of the teaching was not far

distant; the incident of the rich nan seeking eternal life, which immediately

precefefdjs it in the narrative (Mk. 10sl7-22) and is its most likely context,

was a case in point.^ The paradox in Jesus' teaching is present here in his

reply to the astonished disciples' question about who can be saved. "With

men it is impossible, but not with God; for all things are possible with

2
God." The basic question with regard to riches is motive, and motive here

is clearly theological. It refers to the relationship between God and man,

God's Rule and man's response, 'God's will and man's obedience. Thus Jesus*

teaching concerning obedience is basically a challenge to men to empty them¬

selves of all they have or want, to give themselves to God's Rule, to live

according to his will, This is the meaning of following Jesus.

This interpretation applies equally well to the other sayings listed

above. "For where your treasure is, there will your heart be also."

(Mt. 6:2l/iik. 12s34) The commitment of the heart, motive, is the point at

issue, and the challenge of Jesus to respond to God's Kingdom is the context,

The comparison between worldly goods and heavenly treasure in Mt. 6s19, 20/

""See pp. izt above.

"This saying (Mk. 10;27) corresponds to and confirms the position taken
with regard to the results of obedience in Mk. 8;35, 10:43, 44, etc. Not
only are these results not the goal of obedience; they are impossible for
men to achieve or earn. God gives life, exaltation, the Kingdom to those
who seek nothing for themselves.
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Lko 12s 33'" appears to bring in the question of values and tm rsotive of

reward, but it is best understood in terse of paradox and antithesis* Em

who build up wealth face only loss; those who seek God's Rule cannot know

2
loss* The challenge of Jesus, as Luke records it, is: "Sell your possessions,

and give alms*" (Cf. Mk. 10:21) This challenge is specific and concrete, but

it is. also basic. Thus Jesus said, "lou cannot serve God and maaraoiu" (Kt. 6s 24/

Lk. 16:13) The opposition is between the selfishness of cm: and trie Rule of

God. On the other hand, the poor are blessed. "Blessed are you poor, for

yours is the kingdom of God." (Lko 6:20/Kt. St3} The proof of this saying

It is difficult to determine which version is more likely to be the
original. Luke is specific and concrete, and B. H. Straeter, The Four Gospels;
A Study of Origins (London: Macmilian & Co., 1924), p. 284, considers it to be
tb» reproduction of Q. J. M* Creed, The. Gospel Accord-iri^ to St. Luke (London:
&c®illan ft Co., 1930), p. 175, pointo out Matthew'a rhythm and parallolina,
which, h© says, Luke breaks.

^The interpretation which hinges on the comparison of values and the
surpassing worth of treasure in heaven, e.g. T. ¥. Manson, The Sayings of
Jesus, p. 114, fails to account for the inner contradiction of replacing
one kind of selfishness with another. On the other hand the interpretation
given her© remains consistent with regard to motive by interpreting the
heavenly treasure as the gift of God's Rule, i.e. as God's Rule itself.
Therefore the real comparison is between selfishness and commitment to
God. Cf. Lk. 12:21: "So is h® who lays up treasure for himself, and is not
rich toward God." Hanson himself in Sthics and' the Gospel, p. 39, citing
C. 0. Hontefiore and SI. Loewa, A Rabbinic .Anthology, p. 272, quotes a rabbi
who equates the direction of the heart toward heaven with the direction of
the mind toward God.

3
Matthew's version of this beatitude probably represents later

spirituaiisation: "Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the
kingdom of heaven." In so far as this generalisation is kept within the
contest of Jesus' challenge and is not divorced from the concrete and
specific, it is a true representation of Jesus' words. ¥. Manson, The
Gospel of Luke, p. 65: "The terra 'poor' therefore has a religious aa
well as an economic significance." Cf. Is. 34:6, 40:17, 69:29-36, 72:
2-4, 12-14, Is. 61:1.
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is found in the fact that throughout Jesus' ministry it was the outcast

and impoverished who responded to his message. The paradox is that those

who have nothing are given the Kingdom, while those who have much in life

1
lose this which is the only real treasure. Response to Jesus' call meant

to leave all things behind, both outwardly ("sell your possessions, and

give alms") and inwardly ("you cannot serve God and mammon"); response to

God's Rule, according to Jesus, meant inner and complete obedience to his

will.

The incident of the widow's gift at the treasury (Mk. 12s41-44/Lk. 21s

1-4) enforces the radical nature of Jesus' teaching on riches. In that

situation, in the matter of giving offerings to God, Jesus pointed out the

woman as an example of true obedience. "For they all contributed out of their

abundance; but she out of her poverty has put in everything she had, her whole

living." Her giving represented her whole living, i.e. herself; it was inner

and total. Similarly when an inheritance dispute was brought to Jesus (Lk. 12s

15-21), he went to the crux of the matter, covetousness (Ti)\£ove^(<* ), i.e.
2

selfishness. The parable of the Rich Fool, wnich follows, teaches not only

This saying (Lk. os20/Mt« 5s3) corresponds with the saying on becoming
like a child (Kk. 10:15), and this interpretation, of Jesus' teaching on riohco
corresponds with the concept of obedience maintained throughout the previous
analyses. In the beatitudes Jesus refers to the disciples' present state (their
poverty, hunger, reproach, etc.); he calls them "blessed" (which means in the
present); and he says that theirs is the Kingdom. The point is that these men
who are poor respond and receive God's Rule, not, as is usually supposed, that
their present poverty will be replaced by future riches.

2
According to Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, pp. 77, 123, the parable

and the introductory dialogue have belonged together "from the first." Un¬
fortunately, here and elsewhere Jeremias makes time the central issue and
obscures the basic ethical (in the widest sense) demand. Therefore he finds at
v. 15 "that the possession of property is irrelevant to the life of the Age to
come" and in the parable "why Jesus regards* earthly wealth as wholly negligible."
As a matter of fact, however, there is no hint about the Age to come in v. 15,
and the matter of wealth is the central point of the parable.
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the folly of oovotouoncoa, but seta it over against obedience. The antithesis,

which, is brought out clearly in the concluding statement, lies between selfish¬

ness and obedience to God."5" "So is he who lays up treasure for himself, and is

2
not ricn toward God." Therefore the point of Jesus' teaching was not to

frighten men with the thought of coming judgment, nor to show the irrelevance

or inconsequence of property, but rather to indicate that God alone is to be

trusted and served and to challenge men to leave all things in response to His

Rule. This is the point also in the parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus

(l»k. 16; 19-31) * On the surface this parable seems to present a picture of

retribution; the selfish rich man enters into torment, and the poor man goes

to Abraham's bosom; v. 25 explicitly associates good things done in life with

future comfort and bad with anguish. The picture itself was familiar to

3
Jesus' hearers, but as in all parables the details do not hold any importance

in themselves. On the weight of Jesus' teaching on riches as a whole we may

Although the future state is riot mentioned in the introductory dialogue,
it definitely arises in the parable. It is evident, however, that the central
issue, in the parable as well as in the introduction, ia covetousaess, which
is selfishness. The death of the rich fool is intended as a description of
the nature of sin, not as an appeal to the motive of fear (to escape judgment)
or of reason (to trust in God rather than riches because he is more secure).
These motives are only more subtle forms of selfishness. The challenge of
Jesus, on the contrary, is to self-giving or commitment to God, which is the
opposite of selfishness.

2
Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, p. 82, finds that v. 21 "must be an

addition; it gives a moralizing meaning to the parable, which blunts tue
sharp edge of its warning." Rather his interpretation blunts the sharp edge
and compromises the clear challenge of Jesus' radical demand. It is here
argued that v. 21 rightly interprets the parable, whether it was original or
not. It is not a mere moralizing, general maxim, any more than e.g. Kk. 8:36,
10s25, Mt. 6s2l/Lk. 12s34, Kt. 6s24/Lk. 16:13, Lk. 6:20/Mt. 5:3.

•'Ibid., p. 129.
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conclude that here again the central issue is the moral demand of Jesus, and

the contrasting figures (Lazarus and heaven, the rich man and Hades) represent

the familiar element of paradox and antithesis.^" To all whom Jesus encountered

he held out the challenge of utter obedience to God's Rule, opooifically, in

these references, with regard to possessions.

Jesus' teaching on riches is both concrete and inner, specific and

general. It reflects the same basic challenge as the materials considered

previously. It presents the same call to an obedience which demands the

reorientation of life. It is given in the same form of paradox and antithesis.

The central issue is motive.

5.) One further analysis of obedience remains. Beginning with Mk. 8s34,

we have considered several short sayings and other passages in the Synoptics,

gradually broadening the scope of inquiry. Although it is impracticable to

consider all the relevant material, this final analysis will look at the

2
general, so-called ethical teaching of Jesus, particularly as it is represent¬

ed by the Sermon on the Mount (Mt. 5-7) suid the Sermon on the Plain (hk. 6:20-

49). The conception of obedience in terms of aiotive, which has been found

"It is noteworthy that just as the rich man did not intend to go to
Hades, Lazarus is not presented as making heaven his goal. Hades and heaven
were the results of the orientation of their lives, ana thoy were not intended
to influence the motives of Jesus' hearers. Again wa are confronted with the
familiar pattern of paradox and antithesis.

e term "ethical" is used here merely as a convenient term for a
traditional grouping of materials. It is, of course, impossible and
illegitimate to make any essential distinction between Jesus' "ethical"
teaching and that which is "religious," "theological," or "eschatological."
His entire mission ana message were concerned with the Rule of God, and the
Rule of God was always presented in terms of challenge to response.



128

consistently at the center of Jesus' teaching, is present in these ethical

teachings and is here given its positive content. The positive side of

Jesus' challenge to his followers to deny themselves, lose their lives,

humble themselves, and give up all their riches has thus far been defined

as the call to give themselves in response to God's Rule. Obedience to

God's will is here presented as the sthic of love. Study of this ethic

reveals that self-giving is the essence of love1 and that love for God and

2
neighbor is the content of true obedience. It becomes increasingly clear

that love is the motive for true obedience as Jesus taught it to his followers

3
and indirectly, therefore, that love was the motive of Jesus' mission.

Because Luke's version of the Great Sermon is much the shorter, it aerveo

as a useful narrowing do™ of the ethical material to be considered here.^
Most likely these teachings were given to Jesus' followers, as the opening

beatitudes (Lk. 6:20/Mt. 5s3-12) and the concluding section (Lk. 6:47-49/

*T. W. Manson, Ethics and the Gospel, p. 63: "This total self-giving
is the characteristic feature of the ethic of Jesus."

2
Bultmann, o£. cit.. p. 18s "What, positively, is the will of God?

The demand for love."

3
Consideration of the Great Commandment will be deferred until the

study of the Pharisees below.

4
A. K. Farrer, "On Dispensing with Q," Studies in the Gospels; Essays

in Memory of R. d. Lightfoot. ed. D. S. Nineham (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1953)»
p. 74, says Luke "extracts a single essence from the wide range of the
Katthaean sermon." Apart from the critical question of sources, it could be
argued that Luke has given in his sermon the essence of Jesus' ethical teach¬
ing as a whole. This is, of course, the law of love, which W. Manson, Jesus the
Messiah (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1944), p. 79, calls "the central command¬
ment of Jesus." Similarly, according to Bornkamm, op. ext., p. 117, the Golden
Rule "can be called the essence of the whole law."
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Ht. 7:24-27) suggest. The context of these teachings was the Kingdom of God

(Lk. 6:20/Mt. 5s3)s1 which indeed was the context of Jesus' ministry as a

whole. And also here, as elsewhere, the call of the Kingdom takes the form

of a call to discipleship. Thus Jesus* closing remark, "Everyone who comes

to me and hears my words and does them," was not only a call to ethical

2
action but a call to obedience to God's will and a call to "follow rae„"

The main body of the material, therefore, has to do with the basic challenge

of Jesus, When the Kingdom is conceived primarily as uod'o Rulo, the unity

of the ethical and eschatological message of Jesus is revealed. The ethic

presented in the Sermon and elsewhere is not merely preparation for the

Kingdom, an "Interim-Bthic," "but the principle which, on the inner side,

3
constitutes the Kingdom." Indeed, It is not a matter of principle or

ideals but a present demand for radical obedience, for inner and total

^Matthew's Sermon has seven other references to the Kingdom; Mt. 5:10,
19 (2), 20, 6:10, 33, 7:21.

Lk. 6:46/Mt. 7:21 makes it especially clear that Jesus' ethic is
neither abstract nor timeless but existential demand in his confrontation
with the disciples, Luke's version is brief and poignant; "Why do you call
m® 'Lord, Lord,' arid not do what I tell you?" Matthew's is fuller and less
direct: "Not everyone who says to me, 'Lord, Lord,' shall enter the kingdom
of heaven, but he who does tne will of my Father who is in heaven."

3
W. Hanson, Christ's View of the Kingdom of God (London: James Clarke

& Co., 1918), p. 116. The ethic of Jesus demands this judgment because it
is concerned with motive. Thus Hanson says, p. 114, "'When Christ states the
motivation of his ethical precepts it is for the most part on grounds dis¬
connected with even this general influence of eschatology /i.e. the end of
the world/ on his mind." Bultmann, op. cit., p. 20: "Rather, these imperatives
are clearly meant radically as absolute demand with a validity independent of
the temporal situation. Neither the demands of the Sermon on the Mount nor
Jesus' attacks against legalistic morality are motivated by reference to the
impending end of the world." This interpretation of tho ethic of Jesus confirms
the position taken with regard to time in the previous materials.
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1
response of the person to God's Rule.

There .is only one word which adequately denotes the ethio of Jqquo, the

verb to love (ofl(o(,fioCtj)f and this is the topic of the main section of Luke's

Sermon (Lk. 6s27-36/Fit. 5*39-42, 44-48). According to the first half of this

section (vs. 27-31), Jesus commanded his followers, "Love your* enemies, do

good to those who hate you, bless those who curse you, pray for those who

abuse you." He told them to turn the other cheek and to give to those who

ask or take even more than is necessary. "And as you wish that men would do

to you, do so to them." It has been noted that the context for Josuo' worda

on loving the enemy included, besides the usual personal animosities and

sectarian conflicts, "Rabbinic fundamentalism on the one hand, and, on the

other, ...the very natural resentment and hatred of the Gentile, engendered

2
by centuries of foreign oppression." The acceptance of insulting blows with

the opposite of retaliation and the giving in excess to him who steals and

3
to him who begs or borrows are nothing short of revolutionary. Finally, the

A
Golden Rule puts the other person where the self normally is.' This ethic is

^Bultmann, op_. cit.0 p. 14s "That the idea of obedience is taken radically
by Jesus follows from the whole context of his ethical utterances."

S?. W. Hanson, The Hayings of Jesus, p. 51. W. flanson, The Gospel of Luke.
p. 68: "This in a society which legitimated the extremist hatred of the Roman
power and sought to bring in the Kingdom by force of arms is sufficiently
remarkable."

3
T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 51, suggests that the right cheek

(specified only in Matthew) would be struck by the back of the right hand, "a
particularly insulting assault," and that the giving of the cloak as well as
the coat (in Matthew as a legal case) would result in "nudism." Rather than
call these "extreme" cases which present "a certain spirit," nowever, we should
consider them specific representations of the radical demand of Jesus.

4
It is far more important to place this saying in the context of Jesus'

challenge to his disciples than to compare it with the words of Tobit 4:15 or
Hillel. The Golden Rule conveys the essence of Jesus' ethical teaching just as
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clearly radical; it is inner, involving the self and its basic motivation,

and it is total, involving the whole person. It coincides perfectly with

Jesus* teachings on obedience elsewhere; it cannot be understood as anything

but self-denial and self-giving. Jesus' commandment of love, maae radical by

reference to one's enemy and epitomized in the Golden Rule, is a demand for

the reorientation of life from being self-centered to other-centered—in the

theological sense of mission.

'The second half of Luke's main section (vs. 33-36) further explains

the nature of this love, specifically in terms of motive, and indicates its

source. Love which expects return is nothing, "for even sinners love those

who love them." The distinctive nature of true love is that it nas no external

or selfish motive such as reward. Therefore the mention of reward ) in

v* 36 must be considered in terms of the paradoxical manner of Joaus; those who

give without hope of reward receive the great reward* let this reward, sonship,

must not be regarded in the usual sense of personal gain, for it is life under

the Rule of God. Thus the conclusion of this section is, "Be merciful

/^Matthew: perfect/, even as your Father is merciful.Sonship is not—at least

Mk. 8:34, 35, 36, 10:43, 44, etc. give the essence of obedience. The words, "as
you wish that men would do to you," are a radical challenge to deny and give
yourself, not a goal, criterion, or principle of action. (Cf. Kk. 10s43s "Who¬
ever would be great among you.*..") The challenge is to put yourself in the
other man's position, i.e. to respond to him so that he, rather than yourself,
is the center of your action. Thus the challenge of obedienuu to God and the
challenge of the ethic of love are one.

""T. V. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus* p. 55, argues for Luke's version on
the grounds that in the Old Testament "merciful" is rarely applied to man. and
"perfect" never to God. "As God is the standard of comparison, we expect a
recognized Divine attribute to be mentioned." Also, the singularity of the
occurrence of c't*rtp/nJv in the New Testament is in favor of ita authenticity
here.
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not here—a matter of position or satisfaction in the Kingdom, whether it

be present or future; it is a mission of love for one's neighbor."^ Just as

elsewhere Jesus3 call to respond to God's Rule was essentially a call to

obedience, here his ethic is a call to service. The content of this

obedience and this ethic is essentially and distinctively the same. Further¬

more the objective reference of obedience and love is here specified as all
2

men, including pointedly one's enemy.

Although this teaching is profound and universal in its application,

for it challenges the life (self) of the disciple in all his social relation¬

ships, it is given here in specific terms. It calls for good deeds to those

who hate you, blessing on those who curse you, prayer for those who abuse you.

These are concrete demands, and they must "stand the test of being brought

3
into the presence of God in prayer." It includes physical harm and property

loss. In Lk. 6:37-42/Mt. 7:1-5 this teaching is applied to the matter of

4
judging. In this passage the saying, "For the measure you give will be the

measure you get back," appears to be retributive and to distort the Golden Rule

V. 36 thus not only gives the source of ethical action but expresses
concisely and profoundly Jesus' theology of mission in his ethic. Kan's
obedience to God issues in the living out of God's merciful will toward men.
Far more than an external imitation of God, it is an entering into God's will
with one's life, i.e. self-denial and self-giving.

2
It is characteristic that this "universal" law of love should be stated

in concrete terms—here as "your enemy" and at Mk. 12:31 par. as "your neighbor."

3
T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 50.
4
W. Hanson, The Gospel of Luke, p. 71, calls this section "a particular

application of the principle of love." In Luke's Sermon it immediately follows
the saying on being merciful. T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 56, explains
the illustrations taken from "the law-"court and the markot-place" and argues for
Luke's priority.
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to read, "Do good to others so that they (or God) will do good to you.

Rather it should be read in the light of Jesus® paradoxical method and

radical demand„ The meaning is that in God®a Rule self-giving results in—
2

or is one with—receiving. In any case the particular challenge here is

to "judge not," to "take the log out of your own eyes," In keeping with the

motive of love, the legitimate object of concern in all these matters is the

other man.

Finally, Luke's Sermon includes one more section, Lk. 6:43-46/

Mt. 7:16-21, which again brings out the distinctive nature of Jesus® ethic.

The disciples are called to produce fruit, and fruit is determined by the

kind of tree* The context is, of course, the Kingdom, i.e. God's Rule.

This interpretation is moralistic and self-centered; it fails to do
justice to the ethic of Jesus. Rather, in tonus of radical demand, the
saying is a challenge to put the other person in your place, to judge not
as you would not be judged. By thus obeying God's will the disciple is beyond
judgment himself, because he is not acting for himself but for God and his
neighbor. It is in forgiving and giving that God's Rule is given and wo are
freed from ourselves; it is in judging our brother that we assert ourselves
and incur the judgment not only of sins but of the basic sin of self-centered¬
ness, which opposes God's Rule. T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 56:
"He who will not forgive closes his own heart against God's forgiveness, lie
who despises and hates Ms fellow-man closes his own heart against God's love."
A® in th® previous verse, Lk. 6:36/l4t. 5:48, the relationship between God and
his servants is essentially a unity in mission.

2
A similar example of this concept is found in the fourth petition of

the Lord's Frayer, which connects God®3 forgivene33 of us and our forgiveness
of others (Mt. 6:12/Lk. 11:4, cf. Mk. ll;25/Mt. 6:14-15, Mt. 5:7, 23, 24, 18:18,
19, 23-35). The latter is not the ground upon which God gives or even the
condition of receiving. It is the essential nature of God's Rule in and through
the disciple, the reorientation of life in radical obedience. In this under¬
standing a consistent position is maintained with regard to Jesus' challenge
and the motive of self-giving. Furthermore, this interpretation agrees with
Mk. 8:35, 10:43, 44, 8:36, as thay are analyzed above, and with the actual
situation of Jesus' ministry, especially in confrontation with thn Pharianoo
(see below).



134

Jesus calls for specific, outward action (fruit) based on total (tree),

inner (heart) response to God's will. "The good man out of the good treasure

of his heart produces good." (Lk, 6s45/Kt» 12s35)"*" This teaching is not

merely a proverb or an insight into life; it expresses the ethic of Jesus,

which was a radical demand upon his disciples.

On the basis of this brief analysis of the ethical teaching of Jesus

as it is represented by the Great Sermon, we may conclude that the same

basic challenge which has been found elsewhere lies at the center, and that

2
love here denotes inner and total involvement in God's will. The meaning of

obedience to God's Rule, to which Jeaus called his followers, is found once

again in the radical demand for self-denial and self-giving. The consistent

This saying fits well in this context. Matthew's parallel does not
include it, but at Kt. 12:35 it is found in the context of a similar saying
on fruit and trees, and its meaning is the same. W. Hanson, The Gospel of
Luke, p. 72: "Only if the heart is loving and merciful and purified by
active desire for the highest good of others will it promote the purposes
for which Jesus calls his disciples."

2
It must be noted here, as in the previous sections of this study of

Jesus* teachings to his disciples, that the eschatological question may
obscure the issue and nullify the challenge of Jesus. T. ¥. Hanson, The
Sayings of Jesus, p. 37, points this out by using an analogy. "If, in the
belief that the whole monetary system of the world is going to be abolished
next week, someone advises me to withdraw all my money from the bank and
distribute it in charity, he may be giving me the host advice in the circum¬
stances; but to dignify Mo advie© with the name of 'ethic* or even 'interim-
ethic' is to make a virtue of necessity with a vengeance." But this criticism
applies not only to the position of futurist eschatology but also to the
interpretation known as realized eschatology, for here again the main point,
the present demand, is undermined or by-passed. Rather, with W. Manaon,
Jesus the Messiah, p. 83, we should speak of th© othic of Jeoua as "existential.
It demands a man's total life for God." AM this applies not only to Jesus'
ethic but also to his mission and message as a whole. The answer to the
question of time, which we have been avoiding but wMch has inevitably been
arising throughout this study, is neither futurist nor realized but "existential"
eschatology. (See further pp. //*, J20 above, jfo,l30 below.)



135

motive is love, which shows through the paradox of giving and receiving. With

the definition of the external reference1 or goal of obedience, the nei^ibor,

we have a complete picture of mission as Jesus conceived it.

In order to complete this study of Jesus' encounter with the disciples,

it is necessary to consider the final test, in which it was revealed that the

disciples did not take up their crosses and follow Jssus .and it became clear

that the radical demand of God's Rule was carried out—if at all—only by one

man, Jesus himself. What we are concerned with hare is more than a "Messianic

Secret"; it is the matter of obedience to God's will. The disciples' failure

at this point shows up their basic failure throughout. Jesus' consistency in

spite of their failure, more particularly in the midst of it, further indicates

the nature and motive of his mission.

It has already been pointed out that Jooua nought to bring his disciples

to a basic commitment of their lives in response to God's Rule, which included

2
with increasing imminence the possibility of death. According to the accounts

This external context, which has been largely assumed in the previous
analyses of discipleship, must be considered to have been present at all times,
for Jesus' dealings with the dicciploo woro never fully divorced from his public
ministry. The disciples wore called not only to follow Jesus in obedience to
God; they were called to be "fishers of men." (Mk. 1:17) They were with Jesus
and were sent out in the work of his ministry.

2
Jeremias, The Servant of God, pp. 100, 101s "The assertion of the Gospels

that Jesus reckoned with the possibility of a violent death has the strongest
historical probability behind, it." Jeretaias goes on to list considerable
evidence, Including the argument that Jesus expected his disciples to die with
him (Mk. 10:32-40, Lk. 14:25-33). This could not have been created by tradition
contrary to known fact. The disciples themselves "clearly expected indeed
suffering and martyrdom both for Jesus and themselves (Mk. 10:39 par., 14:29
par,)."
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in the Gospels, opposition to Joouo* ministry wan present from the beginning,

and the situation in Palestine at that time provided adequate circumstances

for the destruction of both Jesus and his followers.. Especially after the

great "turning point," Caesarea Philippi, Jesus warned his disciples that-

suffering lay ahead (Mk. 8:31, 9:12, 31* 10s32-34* Lk. 12:50* 17s25). He

pressed on to Jerusalem (Kk. 10:32* etc.), and he called his disciples to

face this eventuality. They were called to take up their crosses and

follow him (Mk. 8:34), to lose their lives (Kk. 8:35). They who had left

everything were expected also to lay down their lives if need be. They

were given to share Jesus1 cup and baptism (Kk. 10s39). At the Passover*

men they partook of the Last Supper* the disciples saw clearly how Jesus

had resolved to carry out this radical obedience* for he spoke of death

(Kk. 14:22-24). It only remained for them to go with him to the cros3.

On the Kount of Olives Peter, with the others* saw the challenge plainly.

"He said vehemently* 'If I must die with you* I will not deny you.' And

they all said the same." (Kk. 14:31) The whole meaning of disciplesnip"

and the basic challenge of obedience as Jesus had taught it demanded this

conclusion.

Yet the striking fact in the crucifixion accounts is that the

disciples all failed miserably. First of all Judas betrayed his master—

"Shat disciples were to do and be as the master is inherent in
the concept of discipleship, and it is expressed clearly in Kt. 10s24*
25a: "A disciple is not above his teacher, nor a servant above his
master? it is enough for the disciple to be like his teacher* and the
servant like his master." (Gf. Lk. 6:40, Jn. 13:16, 15:20) Bornkaram,
op. cit.. p. 145* points out that this "does not mean the promotion of
the disciples to the rank of their teacher, but refers to the readiness
to bear the same abuse which the teacher and master encountered."
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after being a disciple for so long, after hearing Jesus' words and seeing

his works, after sharing the same table fellowship.^ When the crowd came

with swoids and clubs to arrest Jesus, the others of the Twelve, who had

2
just partaken of the Passover meal with him, "all forsook him and fled."

(Mk. 14:50) Peter, who had previously confessed Jesus to be the Messiah,

who had just staked his life in loyalty, denied his master before a servant

girl. James and John, who with Peter constituted the inner circle of the

Twelve, who had professed to accept the same cup and baptism, ran and hid

like the rest. The disciples all failed. But Jesus went to the cross.

Why did the disciples fail in this final test? The answer, which

is hinted at throughout the Gospels, is that they failed to make the basic

response of self-giving in obedience. It was suggested above that Peter's

statement, "we have left everything to follow you," (Mk. 10:28) was an

exaggeration. It should be added that Peter, speaking for the group,

3
revealed in these words the false, selfish motive of reward, which is the

opposite of self-denial. Similarly it was pointed out that James and John,

Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, p. 153: "This table
fellowship is religious, and therein rest its obligations: its violation
is a particularly heinous crime (Ps. 41:10), and hence the deep grief felt
by Jesus, Mk. 14:20 par."

2
Ibid., passim, presents the case for the definition of the Last

Supper as a Passover meal. The commitment of the disciples to their
master is expressed in the religious character of the ordinary table
fellowship with Jesus the Paterfamilias (p. 154), the particular signi¬
ficance of a farewell meal (p. 158), and the soteriological meaning of
the Passover (p. 174). Hence, they, too, were guilty of heinous disloyalty
at the final test.

3 /
Cranfield, 0£. cit.. p. 333: "Mt. at this point adds ti o<po< wravt

nJUV ; which quite probably expresses the thought behind Peter's question
correctly."
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while professing to suffer the same fats as Jesus, were looking for self-

glorification (Hk. IOj35-40). To that extent their following was not true

obedience, according to Jesus* definition. This was Peter's underlying

failure when he refused to accept Jesus* prediction of suffering (Mk. 3s32),

when he at first refused Jesus* slavish servitude in washing his feet (Jn. 13s

8),"*" even when he said he would defend his master to the death. This basic

failure of the disciples is found more generally in their lack of understanding

throughout Jesus' ministry, for "their hearts were hardened." (Mk. 6i52,

4:13, 40, 41, 7:18, 8:16-21) They did not realize—in the sense that they

would not accept—that Jesus' mission in response to God' kule meant, if any¬

thing, the giving of nis life and that their discipleship meant, if anything,

the giving of their lives. Therefore, when the final test came, the disciples

refused to follow Jesus; when the crisis was upon them, they refused to give

themselves to God's Rule; finally and ultimately they were not obedient to

God's will.5

T. W. Hanson, athics and the Gospel, p. 62s "Why was Peter unwilling
that Jesus should wash his feet? He...wanted Jesus to keep his dignity.
This utter self-giving shocked him."

2
Jeremia3, The Servant of God, p. 77, notes, "the disciples' failure to

understand...runs like a motif through the whole of Mark's Gospel," "in Luke
the motif is still more distinct," and "finally, the Gospel of John broadens
the motif into a constant misunderstanding of the most far-reaching extent."
Moreover, the veil of their understanding was in their hearts, as Mark states
it, not in Jesus. Cf. Mk. 4:11, 12, pp. g7-fo above and the "Messianic Secret,"
pp. 94--9i> above.

3
To say that the disciples failed to recognize who Jesus wao or to uridez<-

stand his interpretation of Messiahship is not sufficient. Belief itself, to
the Jews, was not a matter of mental cognizance alono. Tho underlying reason
for the failure of the disciples, aa well as the people, was their refusal to
respond completely to the radical demand of God in the challenge of Je3us.
This is the answer to Wrede's "Messianic Secret." It is a secret, as T. W.
Hanson, "Realized Eschatology and the Messianic Secret," pp. 220, 221, rightly
shows, "simply because no secret is ever so well kept as that which no one is
willing to discover."



The first conclusion that must be drawn from this final test and from

this whole study of Jesus® encounter with the disciples is, on the one hand,

that the disciples failed in the basic challenge of obedience, in the basic

response to the Rule of God. On the other hand, this same material clearly

points up the fact that Jesus® mission was one of radical obedience and that

the final events were for him the completion of his self-giving in response

to God's Rule.

Other important conclusions arise from this study. It can now be

stated with certainty that the question of motive lies at the center of

mission, which has here been dealt with primarily in terms of obedience.

The nature of true obedience, as it is found in Jesus' teachings, is bast

defined as self-denial and self-giving. In the terms of this thesis, love

is the motive for mission.
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3. Jesus and. the Pharisees.

The third major element of Jesus' general mission is his encounter with

the leaders of the Jews—the Pharisees, scribes, Sadduceea, and priests, who

are her© considered together (under the title, "the Pharisees") because of

their common opposition to Jesu3. Some of the material that has been coxisidsred

in the previous section could have fallen under this heading and vice versa.

Indeed, it is difficult to draw a clear line between the two groups of material

because Jesus presented the same challenge in both, as the following discussion

will indicate. Moreover, he spoke from within his Jewish heritage and used the

Pharisaic approach to religion as a negative comparison or foil in teaching the

way of obedience to his followers and to the Pharisees themselves."" Some of

his teachings can be considered as either exhortation to followers or exposure

2
of opponents or both. The facts of the encounter, especially its culmination

in Jesus' death, bear out not only the seriousness of tne conflict but also the

nature of the antithesis between Jesus and his opponents. Therefore this study

may be expected to reveal the same understanding of the way of obedience on the

part of Jesus, although it is here presented in a different context and from a

different perspective. At the heart of the conflict we find the same basic

challenge of Jesus.

^An example of the former is Kt. 6s1-18} the outstanding example of the
latter is the parable of the Pharisee and the Publican.

2
Furthermore, the development of the Synoptic tradition included changes

in context and application; this was natural and not altogether unjustifiable,
although some of these changes distorted the original meaning and intention.
In particular, some sayings and parables intended for the people and the
opposition were made to apply to the disciples and thus to the primitive
church.
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The fact of the encounter between Jaeuo and the Pharisees"*" need not be

questioned, both because the nature of the situation and of Jesus* mission

made it inevitable and because the primary materials of Jesus' mission, the

Synoptic Gospels, give abundant evidence of it. A large segment of the

2
materials in the Gospels is concentrated on this encounter. An outstanding

example is the group of conflict stories in Kk. 2:1-3:6. In this series

several issues are raised: the forgiveness of sins, association with tax

collectors and sinners, fasting, plucking grain on the 'nbhath, and healing

on the Sabbath. The thems of conflict continues throughout Mark's Gospel.

3
In Mk. 3:22-30 the scribes sent down from Joruoalcm accuse Jesus of healing

Although the opposition to Joouo ovontunliy oprend much wider than the
sect of the Pharisees, these naturally led the attack as the leading exponents
of the religious life. A. T. Robertson, The Pharisees and Jesus (London:
Duckworth & Co., 1920), pp. 17-27: By the first century A.D. "they had won
the sympathy and support of the masses of the people." The "spiritual
ancestor of the Pharisees" wao Esra, and their predecessors were the Hasidim.
At the time of Jesus they numbered about 6000, centered in Jerusalem, and were
scattered all over the country. "Pharisaism after 70 A.D. may be said to be
the religion of official Judaism, and it has remained so ever since." The
Pharisees were very important in the ministry of Jesus both because they led
the opposition against Mm and because they set the norm of religion.

^T. W. Sanson, The Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge: University Fress, 1949),
p. 28, gives the amounts of "polemical" teaching in the Synoptics as follows:
Mark—23.5& Q—10.7/i, M—25.3a L—33.5$. R. H. Lightfoot, The Gospel Message
of St. Mark (Oxford: Clarendon press, 195P),_pp. 37, 38: "Another principal
theme which occupies a great part...of /(Mark/ throughout is the opposition wMch
the Lord encountered and the unworthy causes of it." Robertson, op. cit., p. Is
"The short earthly ministry of our Lord...fairly bristles with the struggle
made by the pharioooo to brook the power of Christ'o popularity with tn® people."

3
Robertson, op. cit.. p. 19: "The scribes so ofton mentioned in connection

with the Pharisees in the Gospels were a profession, not a party or sect.
They were nearly all Pharisees, though 3ome of them were oadducees. So the
scribes (copyists of the law, then students, teachers, exponents of the law,
doctors or lawyers) taught the law from the Pharisaic standpoint, and helped
to make Pharisaism popular and powerful." Cf. T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of
Jesus (London: SCSI Press, 1949), p. 97j G. P. Moore, Judaism, vol. I (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1927), p. 66.
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by the power of Satan* In Mk. 7:1-23 there is a debate betweon Jesus and the

Pharisees and scribes concerning the tradition of the ciders and the matter of

purification. At Mk. 8:15 Jesus warns against "the leaven of the Pharisees

and the leaven of Herod." In Kk. 10:2-9 the Pharisees raise the question

of divorce. In Mk. 11:15-19 Jesus cleanses the temple, and in vs. 27-33

the chief priests and the scribes and the elders question Jesus about his

authority. Mk. 12:13-37 contains a series of debates (with Pharisees, Eerod-

ians, Sadducees, and a scribe) on several matters: paying taxes to Caesar,

marriage in the resurrection, the greatest commandment, and David and Messiah.

Finally, the leaders of the Jews play a major role in the final crisis in

Kk. 14, 15. All these materials indicate that the encounter between Jesus and

"the Pharisees" wa3 an important part of his ministry.

Two basic characteristics of this encounter or conflict, which arose

also in the other aspects of Jesus* ministry and which correspond with the

topic of this study, may be noted. The first obvious characteristic is that

the disputes between Jesus and the Pharisees concerned the will of God. It

has already been stated that the predominant note of Jesus' mission and

message was the Kingdom of God, i.e. God's Rule, to which men were called to

respond in repentance, faith, and obedience. The religious leaders of the

Jews during this period, above all the sect of the Pharisees, were likewise

concerned with the understanding and doing of God's will.^ Indeed, the

T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 36: To the Jews (especially the
Pharisees) the revelation of the will of God and therefore of God himself was
the Law (however much it became embellished in the growth of tradition).
"Jesus stands in this tradition, and where ho amends the existing Law it is in
order to express more adequately what is for him the will of God." The point
here is that the conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees concerned the will
of God| this was the all-important question for both sides.
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Pharisees were accepted by the people "as the orthodox interpreters of

Judaism."'*' In the Synoptics the disputes between Jesus and his opponents

concern this matter of the will of God, as the Markan material listed in

the previous paragraph suggests. The scribes and Pharisees, as guardians

and performers of God's will to the last syllable of the Law, questioned

Jesus on his and his disciples' purity, about their piety, concerning their

obedience to the commandments. On the other hand, Jesus questioned the

righteousness of the Pharisees, challenging their whole attitude toward God'a

will, even disputing their place in the Kingdom. He told them, "Truly, I say

to you, the tax collectors and harlots go into the kingdom of God before you."

2(Mt. 21;3l) And he told his followers, "For I tell you, unless your righteous¬

ness exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees, you will never enter the kingdom

of heavon." (fit. 5s20) This conflict was obviously very serious, for it ended

with the destruction of one party by the other.

The other characteristic of this encounter, which arises out of the

former and is equally apparent in the Synoptic materials, is that Jesus'

interpretation of God's will and his challenge to the Pharisees wore concerned

with motive, the inner orientation of the person. Thus when the Pharisees

^Robertson, op. cit.„ p. 21. It should be noted that the Pharisees wore
chiefly concerned with the strict observance of the law, i.e. the practice of
God's will. Although the scribes of tiie Pharisees were learned scholars of
the Scriptures and authorities of the interpretation of the law, they were
only a small group. Moore, oj>. cit., p. 67; "The historical importance of
the Pharisees" is that "they mediated to the people the knowledge of the Lav;,
improoeed upon thorn by precopt its authority, and act the example of punctil¬
ious observance of its minutiae."

""According to J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, trans. 3. H. Hooke
(London: 3CM Press, 1958), p. 101, "the meaning of 1r/»o in it/joefycuowv is
not temporal but exclusive," which would make the saying even more shocking.
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opposed his healing on the Sabbath, Jesus was "grieved at their hardness

of heart." (Mk. 3s5}1 When they were quick and cutting in their accusations

against him, Jesus noted that their evil hearts made them say these things

(Kt. 12s34, cf. Lk» 6:45). In the matter of purification ha pointed out

plainly the contrast between the outward appearance and the inward nature,

using the imagery of dishes and graves (Kt. 23:25-27/Lk. 11:39, 40, 44)«~

It would be hard to find a simpler, mora commonplace, or more understandable

picture than the former; it would be hard to imagine a more vivid and incisive

picture than the latter. Jesus thus put his finger on the real issue in the

conflict, the real issue in obedience to God: "So you also outwardly appear

righteous to men, but within you are full of hypocrisy and iniquity." (Mt. 23:

28) Ho told tho Pharicooo that their righteousness was "an abomination in the

sight of God" and warned them that "God knows your hearts." (Lk. 16:15) He

In the Synoptics references to the heart as the locus of true and false
responses to God (and to Jesus) are numerous, and hard-heartedueeE ia not only
expressive of the Pharisees. The term "heart" refers to the inner source of
life and action; it concerns "motive" as it is used in this study. W. P. Arndt
and J.tf. Gingrich, A Greek-Snglish Lexicon of the New Testament (Cambridge:
University Press, 1957), p. 404: kcsociM means "the seat of physical, spiritual,
and mental life."

2
It is argued against Matthew's version of the second metaphor that the

tombs were whitened in order to draw attention to Shera and to warn people lest
they become defiled, not to conceal pollution. Cf. I. Abrahams, Studies in
Pharisaism and the Gospels. 2nd series (Cambridge: University Press, 1924),
pp. 29-32. This fact does not necessarily destroy the historicity or the
meaning of the saying, however. The point of both saying and application in
Matthew is the contrast between outward appearance and inward reality—as ia
the caoe in the term "hypocrites" in thio saying, as in the saying on cleansing
the cup and plate, which precedes it, and as in Jesus' challenge to the Phari¬
sees in general. Ken see the whitewash but not the decay arid uncleanness; so
the Pharisees appear as righteous men, but within they are hypocrites and
sinners. The fact that the purpose of marking the graves was to prevent
defilement is irrelevant, and it is not mentioned; since this is a parabolic
saying, it should not be brought in. Luke's version of the saying, on the
other hand, fails to convey this striking contrast, for there the tombs are
not seen.
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taught that purity and defilement concern inner reality, not outward appear¬

ance: "There is nothing outside a man which by going into him can defile him?

but the things which come out of a man are what defile him," (Mk. 7:14-23/

St, 15:10-20) He thus exposed the outward, pretentious obedience of the

Pharisees, which displayed itself in meticulous tithing and zealous proselytiz¬

ing, conspicuous seats in the Synagogues and salutations in the market places,

ostentatious prayers and fastings and alms-giving and clothes (Mk. 12:38-40,

Mt. 23:5-7, 23, Lk. 11:42, 43, 20:46, 47), and called them hypocrites.1 Ho

accordingly taught hio followers bo "beware of practicing your piety before

men in order to be seen by them," particularly with regard to alms, prayer,

and fasting (Kt. 6:1-18). In this encounter with the Pharisees Jesus pointed

to the inner nature of true obedience, showing up the failure of the Pharisees,

often as the antithesis of true obedience, and teaching how men should live in

God's will.

However severe Jesus' critique of Pharisaic religion was—or, to be

more correct, because of its severity—it must be understood in terms of the

2
radical demand of the Rulo of Cod. For the sake of the Pharisees themselves

lc /-

uffOtpio~ts is used by Jesus at Mt. 23:28, Mk. 12:15, Lk. 12sl and
inGtcpirk at Mt. 6:2, 5, 16 , 7:5, 15:7 , 22:18, 23:13, 15, 26, 27 , 29, 24:51,
Mk. 7:6, Lk. 6:42, 12:5o, 13:15. According to Arndt and Gingrich, o£. clt.„
pp. 852, 853, the former means "hypocrisy, pretense, outward show," and the
latter means "hypocrite, pretender, dissembler." These terms are directed
toward the discrepancy between outward appearance and inner reality.

is study does not intend to enter the debate over the comparative
value of the teaching of Jesus over against the Pharisees, and it io not con¬
cerned with the justice or moral Tightness of one side against the other in
the conflict. This polemic, which is pursued on both aides by both Christians
and Jews, is not directed toward the central issue of the Synoptic materials.
These materials should be read primarily in terms of the mission and message
of Jesus—to the Pharisees and to all men.
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as well as for the people whom they deceived and kept from the Kingdom,

Jesus had to expose their pretense and false obedience. As in nis public

ministry and in his teaching to the disciples Jesus presented to the Pharisees

his challenge of repentance, faith, and inner and total obedience. To carry

out his mission and present his message, Jesus had to be severe to the

Pharisees above all. As long as they continued in an obedience which was

self-centered, a righteousness which was self-righteous (iik. 16;15, 18:9),

they could not 3ee the Kingdom of God (cf. Jn. 3;3). Therefore, despite

appearances to the contrary, Jesus was not implacably opposed to the Jewish

leaders, as they were to him. The criticism that Jesus had "only denunciation

and bitter words" towards his opponents^ is simply not true. When he debated

with them, when he exposed and censored them, when he pronounced woes upon

2
them, and when he was judged, condemned, and executed by them, he sought

their inner transformation and reconciliation. In this way the radical

C. G. Montefiore, Rabbinic Literature and Gospel Teachings (London^
Kacmillan and Co., 1930), pp. 103, 104? cited by T. W. Manson, The Sayings
of Jesus, pp. 52, 53. Manson replies to this accusation with peripheral
arguments concerning the collection of the Gospel materials (at a time of
hostility between the Jewish religious leaders and the church), the prophetic
indignation of Jesus, his concern for another class of people (puhlicans and
sinners), two occasions of "friendly" action (Mk. 12;28-34, Lk. 13:15-17),
and two sayings which show "the real feelings of Jesus in the face of
opposition and enmity" (Lk. 13:34, 19:41-44). These arguments may be valid,
but the real need is to understand the conflict itself and the purpose of
Jesu3 in that conflict.

2_
T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 29, lists the woes in Jesus'

sayings according to sources: Mark (13:17, 14:21), Q (Lk. 6s24-26, X0sl3»
11:39-52, 17:1), M (Kt. 23:15-16). He interprets the (beatitudes and) woes
as followss "It is important to remember that these exclamations are not
blessings and curses. A great deal of nonsense is written and spoken about
Jesus cursing the Pharisees. A blessing or a curse in the proper sense of
the words implies a wish that good or evil may come upon the person blessed
or cursed. The beatitude and the woe are highly emotional statements of
fact, and not wishes at all? and it would be more accurate to say, 'Alas
for you Pharisees...' than 'Woe unto you Pharisees...' as a translation
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dear-arid of God's Rule was presented to the Pnarisees." In this way it was

obeyed in Jesus' ministry. In this way Jesus' exhortation, "love your

2
anemiasj" was given practical and profound expression in nis own life.

On the basis of these two characteristics (the conflict over God's

will and the centrality of the question of motive) and the two preceding

studies (Jesus' public ministry ana his teaching to the disciples) we may

consider certain materi&lG from thio encounter which express further Jesus'

understanding of obedience. It is sufficiently clear by now that this

obedience must be understood in terms of motive. It is also clear that

there are two essential points of reference, or rather persons, involved

in obedience, God and otner people. Just as the "righteousness" of the

Pharisees was an affront to God and a hindrance to others, so Jesus' teach¬

ing in this material reveals the true orientation of the obedient person

of the words of Jesus in these passages." It would be absurd to state that
Jesus' ouixi in Mk. 13:17, e.g., was a curse "for those who are with child
and for those who give suck" at the coming tribulation; on the contrary, it
was a moving expression of concern. It is possible to see Jesus' Quou to
the Pharisees, also, as concern for them. See also Hanson's Ethics and the
Gospel (London: SCM Press, I960), p. 51®

^T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, at several points suggests that
Jesus was only condemning the bad Pharisees, not all of them and not their
ideal and system. If, however, Jesus was not condemning but calling the
Pharisees to humble themselves before God, his message would apply to all of
them. If Jesus was not describing the Pharisees but challenging them to true
obedience, it is not necessary to defend or condemn Jesus or the Pharisees or
to determine the extent to which these hard words were an accurate description
of the Pharioeos. The important thing is to understand the challenge that Jesus
presented.

2
It is surprising that a consistent, positive study of Jesus'

purpose in the conflict has not previously been worked out, for such a
position arises naturally out of the materials when they are interpreted
in terms of the radical demand of God's Rule.
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toward God and his neighbor. Once again there are certain pithy sayings

of Jesus which present his challenge concisely and profoundly. Here, too,

lie the parables of God's mercy.Above all we meet here the greatest

formulation of the will of God, the Great Commandment. Finally, we must

consider the relationship between the radical demand of God and his love

in the teaching of Jesus, j/hen these materials are considered in tormo of

Jesus' challenge to the Pharisees, they shed new light on the conflict

and complement our understanding of Jesus' mission and message. When they

are added to the ones already considered, we will have a fairly comprehensive

picture of Jesus' understanding of God's will. Altogether, they form an

excellent definition of the topic, "Love as a Motive for Mission."

1.) A natural starting point for this exposition of Jesus' challenge

to the Pharisees is Mk. 2s17 par.! "Those who are well have no need of a

physician, but those who are sick; I came not to call the righteous, but

sinners." Similar in content is Jesus* teaching that the Father has "hidden

these things from the wise and understanding and revealed them to babes."

(Mt. Ils25/Lk. 10:21) The same contrast is expressed in the parable of

^Jeremias, op. cit.. p. 100s "The parables which have as their subject
the gospel message in its narrower sense are, apparently without exception,
addressed, not to the poor, but to opponents." Jereaias interprets the
purpose of these parables as follows: "Their main object is not the presentation
of the gospel, but defense and vindication of the gospel; they are controversial
weapons against the critics and foes of the gospel." This interpretation clear-
ly presents a problera, for the message and its purpose are made to contradict
each other. In the discussion below an alternative approach is given which—
we believe—makes more sense of both Jesus' message and his mission to the
Pharisees.

2Cf. 1 Cor. 1:26-29.
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the Pharisee and the Publican (Lk. 18:9-14). That Jesus* mission showed

particular concern for the poor, the outcast, and the sinner was evident

in his public ministry,* and that his message was for the lost is evident

in the parables of the Lost Sheep, the Lost Coin, and the prodigal Son.

But the very fact that these materials are found in the context of Jesus*

encounter with the Pharisees suggests that his real purpose was to challenge

them to obedience, to show them the true response to God's Rule.

According to Mark's somewhat obscure narrative (hk. 2:15-17),'" Jesus

after calling Levi, a tax collector, to follow him, "sat at table in his

house with sinners and tax collectors." This behavior—and there must have

been many similar incidents—naturally brought condemnation from the

scribes and Pharisees, "Why do you do these things?" and the scathing epithet,

5
"a friend of tax collectors and sinners!" (Mt. ll:19/Lk, 7:54) To associ-

1Cf. Mt. 15:24.

Taylor, The Gospel According to 3t. Mark (London: Kacsiillan & Co.,
1959), p. 203, admits that "there can be no doubt that much is obscure" but
also points out that this argument is two-edged. It indicates that not much
can be known of the actual event, but it also suggests Mark's recurve in the
face of incompleteness. In any case the correspondence of this narrative with
a particular historical event is not particularly important. It is enough to
know that the situation about which it speaks was very real and that these say¬
ings most probably arose out of that situation.

B. H. Branscomb, Jesus and the Law of Moses (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1930), pp. 132-135: "Pharisaism...acted on the principle of avoiding contact
with the wicked, and Jesus na the friend of publicans and sinners became notor¬
ious." Robertson, 0£. cit., pp. 76-81, suggests that the Pharisees "probably
gave a sinister meaning to 'friend* (<j)t \ 05 ) as boon-companion and sharer in
their vices." At least they implied that he was no better than those around
him. The publicans were, of course, despised by the pious S3 no better than
robbers and as ceremonially unclean. Their money was not even accepted for
public alms. The sinners were the openly immoral, the Gentiles, heretics,
publicans, and even the 'Ara-ha-'arets, who did not maintain the ceremonial
purity and legal righteousness of the Pharisees. The terra was applied to
Jesus himself (Jn. 9:24).
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ate with such people was bad enough, but to eat with them was "unthinkable"—

for religious reasonsIA On the contrary, Jesus* reply was that this act was

in accord with his purpose (mission)—his obedience to God's Rule! "I came

not to call the righteous, but sinners." This saying and the accompanying

proverb about the well and the sick present an important insight into Jesus'

mission, behind the apparent difficulty. One interpretation of this section

takes Jesus* saying about his mission as irony; he did not come to call those

2
who think themselves righteous. Another takes the aaying as a defense of hio

right to associate with the disreputable, the negative aspect merely support-

3
ing the positive. A third takes the final statement as a later, allegorical

4
expansion of the original parabolic saying on the sick and the healthy, All

of these interpretations are inadequate for the setting and for the mission

"P. Carrington, According to Mark (Cambridge: University Press, I960),
p. 64: "All household meals were sacred meals among the Jews," and to the
Pharisees, with their emphasis on purity and impurity, the admission of an
unclean person to a meal "would destroy its holy character and therefore its
standing with God," Branscomb, op. cit., pp. 133, 134s "To eat in the house
of such a person would probably entail consumption of food upon which the
tithes had not been paid or food improperly killed, prepared, or served. Xt
would also probably involve personal defilement through contact with garmantn,
dishes, or articles of furniture ceremonially unclean." There was the further
danger of being drawn to accept their way of life. Cf. Lk. 7:34, 15:2.

^Taylor, op. cit., p. 207.
3
C. B. B. Cranfield, The Gospel According to St. Mark (Cambridge:

University Press, 1959)» pp. 106, 107; Jeremias, op. cit., p. 100.

^C. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, revised (Glasgow: William
Collins Sons & Co., 1961), pp. 88-90. To label tnis saying as a "moral"
and an allegorical interpretation is, however, a facile way of ruling it
out of serious consideration. If it is read unallegorically, it remains
a valid application of the previous saying and an apt word of Jesus for the
situation. 3ven if the saying was not given at exactly the same time, it
addresses the same situation and interprets the parabolic saying aright.
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of Jesus.

First of all, it must be admitted that Jesus' words are directed toward

the Pharisees; the "righteous" ones are the object of the saying, not the

tax collectors and sinners and not Jesus himself. (Cf. the parable of the

Children in the Market-place,* which is directed toward "you," i.e. tnose

who criticise Jesus.) Secondly, we must consider Luke's addition, "to repent¬

ance," as an early interpretation of the saying, and it is by no means far¬

fetched. Luke's version merely relates to the saying the fact that Jesus'

message was a call to repentance. Thirdly, a large amount of Jesus' teachings

to the Pharisees emphasizes that the Gospel is for the lost, kith these

factors in mind we may suppose rnat Jesus' primary ooncorn horc and oloowhoro

in this encounter wao not to exclude the Pharisees from his call or pour scorn

2
upon them, not to explain or defend his mission to the outcast. .Rather, the

Pharisees themselves were his primary concern, just as they were the object of

3
these teachings. The contrast between the healthy and the sick, the righteous

Ibid., p. 25, aocoptu this parable and its interpretation ao originally
from the situation of Jesus' ministry, disclaiming any allegorical equivalence
of terms. There is no reason why the aarno approach may not be uood at Kk. 2s 17.

o exclude or scorn the Pharisees would be incompatible with Jesus'
mission under God's Rule and his message of God's love and mercy. Likewise
vindication of his mission to the lost is insufficient explanation for the
extant and content of the material directed toward the Pharisees. Although
Jesus did expose the Pharisees and explain his mission, we must look further
for the real explanation of those mniuriuio. The answer arises naturally out
of the concept of the Rule of God, which is the predominant theme of Jesus'
ministry as a whole and which he presented as radical demand.

3
'The terms "righteous" and "sinner" are obviously directed toward the

Pharisees. Robertson, op. cit.. p.22: "From the Pharisaic standpoint there
vera two great classes of society, the righteous and the sinners." Therefore
we must determine what Jesus' purpose was with regard to the Fhariseas them¬
selves.
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and the sinner, must be interpreted in terms of Jesus' call to repentance,

faith, and obedience. The self-righteousness of the Pharisees was the

opposite of repentance j their self-sufficiency, especially in the religious

center of life, was the opposite of faith; and their self-centered obedience

was the opposite of true obedience. Jesus showed them this in order to

challenge them to the true, inner and total response to God's Rule. He

called them, as he called all mon, particularly hie followers, to give thorn™

selver. in obedience. This interpretation makes sense of the saying in the

context of Jesus' ministry, and it does justice to the nature of his mission.

It corroborates our analysis of Jesus' understanding of God's will.^"
The saying on God's revelation to babes and not to the wise (Mt. 11:25/

Lk. 10:21) conveys tne same teaching and the same challenge. The context

is Jesus* mission and message, to which some responded and others, notably

the Pharisees, did not, and the content is God's Rule. Although we read that

God "has hidden" these things from one group and "revealed" them to the

other, the whole tenor of Jesus' ministry was openness, which often met with

2
hard-hearted response, especially in his opponents. If he could be under¬

stood by "babes," why not by the wise? Surely this is another example of

Jesus' use of paradox and antithesis to show the response men make and to

challenge his hearers to make the true response. Therefore this saying is

best understood as a call to the Pharisees to become like babes. This very

^The saying as interpreted here corresponds exactly with the sayings
on discipleship analyzed above. In Kk. 8:35, e.g., Jesus contrasted those
who save their lives with those who lose their lives so that his followers
would give their lives (themselves) completely in obedience to God. Here
he contrasted the righteous with the sinners so that the Pharisees would
respond like sinners.

a same concept is involved in Kk. 4511, 12 (see pp. 87-90 above).
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challenge was in fact given explicitly (I4k. 10*15 par.),"" although, according

to the context, it was given to the followers of Jesus, The nature of Jesus'

challenge to both disciples and Pharisees can be defined as self-hurabling.

It is easy to see how pertinent this challenge was to the Pharisees and

2
scribes, and it is important to see that this was the real purpose of the

. 3
sayxng.

In the parable of the Pharisee and the Publican (Lk. 18:9-14) Jesus*

message to the Pharisees is more simple and his purpose more obvious; the

content is the same. Here the Rule of God is again the point of his teaching,

i.e. the reception of God's Poile. The contrast between the prayer of the

Pharisee and the prayer of the publican pictures very clearly the true

response to God. This true response is a matter of the heart and its moti-

4
vation; it concerns the basic orientation of the life in relation to God.

Jesus called for self-abasement (like the publican), the opposite of self-

^See pp. J20, /2/ above.

T. W. tfanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 79s "In. Palestine 'the wise'
means primarily the learned in the Law."

3
Once again alternative interpretations which explain the saying as

exclusion of the Pharisees or vindication of the mission to the lowly are

entirely inadequate. The danger is not only that Jesus' mission becomes
limited in scope, but also that his prayer here becomes the same as the
prayer of the Pharisee in the parable (Lk. 18:9-14)* "I thank thee, Father,
that thou hast hidden these things from them and revealed them to us."
Jesus would be combating Pharisaism with an "inverted Pharisaism" of the
religious proletariat.

4
This is clear enough in the story itself, and it is further indicated

by reference to Ps, 51, from which the publican's prayer quotes (v. la).
Cf. v. 10: "Create in me a clean heart, 0 God, and put a new and right
spirit within me"; v. 17: "The sacrifice acceptable to God is a. broken
spirit; a broken and contrite heart, 0 God, thou wilt not despise."
Jeremias, op. cit., p. 114.
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justification and self-confidence (as the Pharisee)It should be perfectly

clear that this parable was not jU3t a condemnation of the Pharisees but a

2
challenge to them to humble themselves before God.

3
According to Lk. 15, th© parables of the Lost Sheep, the Lost Coin, and

the Prodigal Son were addressed to the Pharisees and scribes, and their

contents support this conclusion. The subject of these parables is "the gospel

4
message in its narrower sense." 'The first two, which were probably twin

parables, express vividly God's concern for the lost—in the earnestness of

5
seeking and the joy of finding. The parable of the Prodigal 3on also portrays

God's love for the lost; it "might more correctly be called the parable of the
Father's Love.These parables also contain a contrast between the lost and

According to the introduction (v. 9), tnis parable was addressed "to
some who trusted in themselves that they were righteous." Jeremias, op. cat.,
p. Ill: These are the Pharisees, who allowed "the self-confidence which rested
on their piety to take the place of trust in God." Added at the end of the
parable (v. 14b) is the floating saying, "For everyone who exalts himself will
be humbled, but he who humbles himself will be exalted." (See above, pp. "9,
l?-n ) Although thio saying wao probably givon firot in Joouo' toaohing to his
followers, it applies equally well to the Pharisees and conveys the same
challenge as this parable.

o

"Unfortunately, the real purpose of this parable is not usually
recognised—e.g. T. W. Sanson, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 309-312; Eeremias,
op. cit., pp. 111-115.

3
Mt. 18:12-14 gives the parable of the Lost Sheep in a different setting

and with a different emphasis. Jeremias, op. cit., p. 29s "There can be no
doubt that Luke has preserved the original situation"; hatthew has adapted the
parable to the life of the community, making it "a call to faithful pastorship."

4
Ibid.. p. 100.

5
This teaching was not abstract, of course, for Jesus' public ministry was

one of help for the needy. Furthermore, the interpretation given here shows that
hia challenge to the Pharisees was thoroughly consistent with this message of
God's love.

6
Jereiaias, oj>. cit., p. 103.
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the not-lost * The first parable focuses upon uie one lost sheep over against

the 99 who are not lost. In the second parable there is one lost coin out of

the ten. In the third pax-able this contrast is especially important; the

second half of the story (vs. 25-32) sets the attitude of the elder brother

over against that of the returned pi*odigal. The contrast in all three

parables, especially the third, is evidently directed toward the Pharisees;

certainly it makes the content especially pertinent to the Pharisees. Since

the context of these parables was the opposition of the Pharisees, since the

teaching was directed, toward them, and since tne message concerns God's lovo,

we may conclude that Jesus' purpose here was to reach the Pharisees positively.

Once again Jesus' message is best understood as a challenge to repent-

2
ance, faith, and time obedience, as a call to respond to God's Rule. Vs. 7

and 10 interpret the first two parables in tanas of repentance; God rejoices

3
"over one sinner who repents." The not-lost, interpreted at v. 7 as "right-

Jesus' mission and message would be self-contradictory if they excluded
the Pharisees. The lost, as such, have no precedence over the not-lost, and
there is obviously no virtue in being a sinner. The parable of the Prodigal
Son, like the parable of the Pharisee and the Publican, points out not that
lostness merits love but that love is received by self-emptying. This is pre¬
cisely what the Pharisees needed to do in order to receive God's love; this is
■why Jesus challenged them, even with shocking exposure of their pretense and
egotism, to humble themselves. Par from despising the Pharisees, he sought to
enable them to see and receive God's love, to understand and submit to God's

Rule.^
G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, trans. I. and F. McLuskey with J. M.

Robinson (London: Hodder & Stoughton, I960), p. 85, notes that the parable
of the Prodigal Son (cf. also the parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard) ends
with words that, "far from sounding a noto of reproach and faultfinding, have a
note of questioning and of urgent persuasion. What becomes of the prodigal son,
we know; but what will become of the elder brother?"

3
Dodd, op. cit., pp. 89, 90, compares v. 7 with Kk. 2:17b and disparages

ite "ouggootion of allegory." To compare the worth of one repentant sinner over
against 99 righteous (or self-righteous) persons is, however, to miss the point
of both the parables and their conclusions. When vs. 7 and 10 are read unalle-
gorically, thay appropriately apply the parables to their hearers as challenge.
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eous persons who need no repentance," are therefore the unrepentant, the

self-righteous. This meaning is borne out in the third parable. The prodigal

repents, returns humbly to his father, and receives his bountiful love, but

the elder brother resents this turn of events because he holds his position

by right, Note that the father's love was upon both sons but that it was

properly received only by the former. Wa may conclude that the message of

God's love was given in order to be received by its hearers, tho Pharisees,

that the contrast between right and wrong responses, especially pertinent to

the Pharisees, was intended to show them the true response, and that the

purpose of these parables was to challenge the Pharisees themselves to

respond humbly as the lost.^" Jesus could only bring his message of God's love

to the Pharisees by exposing their self-righteousness, for God's lovo is

received by humble submission to his Hula. In these parables we see once

again that Jesus' mission and message must be understood in terms of his

challenge to radical obedience, the inner and total response of the person to

God,2

Certain conclusions may be drawn from the materials considered thus far.

First, Jesus' words to the Pharisees were not merely an exposure of their

pretense or an explanation of his mission to the lost; they were primarily a

■\jereraias, op. cit., p. 105, recognizes that the second half of the
parable of the Prodigal Son was added "because of the actual situation" and
that "the emphasis falls on the second half," but he concludes that its
meaning is "a vindication of the Good Hews in reply to its critics." This
interpretation fails to do justice to the message of the parable and the
purpose of Jesus,

o
"The purpose of these parables of God's love corresponds with the other

sayings considered in this section, and this suggests that Jesus' message to
the Pharisees in those other sayings and in general, as hero, was, in fact,
the message of God's love.
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challenge to the Pharisees to respond to God's Rule. Second, tnis challenge

is best defined in terns of Jesus5 call to repentance, faith, and obedience;

it is Jesus' presentation to the Pharisees of the radical demand of God's

Rule; it involves the basic orientation or motive of the life (self), Third,

Jesus' mission and message wore consistent; lie taught the Pharisees the

message of God's love and sought to enable them to receive and respond to

that love. Finally, the understanding of God's will in these materials

corresponds with J©3us' teaching to his disciples and his public ministry;

it is a call to self-emptying or self-denial

2.) The next step in this study of Jesus' encounter with the Pharisees

concerns the nature of sin. Here we may consider the major "outbursts" of

Jesus "against" the Pharisees (!'k. 7:1-23, 12:39-40, Mt. 23:1-36, l»k. 11:37-

12;l), in which we find not only his exposure of their sin but also, as in

the previous sub-section, his challenge to them to respond to God's Rule,

Since the Pharisees emphasized ceremonial purity and since they kept the Law

with great care, it was natural that their disputes with Jesus should deal

particularly with these ratters. Since Jesus was speaking to and challenging

these men who were considered—hv others and by themselves—-to be righteous,

it was necessary to deal with the question of sin, viz. their sin. These

'S'he structure of Jesus' teaching and the nature of Ms challenge
to the Pharisees correspond perfectly with what he said to his follower®.
The contrast between the righteous and sinners, wise and babes, proud and
humble, not-lost and lost is similar to the contrast between those who
save their lives and those who lose them (Ek. 8:35), those who exalt them¬
selves and those who humble themselves (Mk. 10:43, 44), etc. All these say¬
ings teach and call for the true response to the radical demand of God's
Rule.
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materials present Jesus' teaching on the basic failure of the Pharisees,

and they reveal his understanding of God's will. Once again this under¬

standing concerns the inner and total response of the person to God.

Mk. 7:1-8, Lk. 11:37-41, Mi. 23«25» 26 ail deal with the jaatter of

purification. !Ck. 7:1-8^ presents a typical debate from the encounter

between Jesus and the Pharisees, in which the Pharisees ask Jesus why his

disciples eat with unwashed (defiled) hands. Jesus' reply, in which he

calls them hypocrites, quotes Is. 29:13» and sets the commandment of God

over against the tradition of men, is not strictly an answer to their

question, nor is it merely a condemnation of the Pharisees. It is best

understood as a challenge to them. The term "hypocrites" suggests the con¬

trast between outward, appearance and inner reality; the quotation from Isaiah

contrasts lip-service and heart-commitment; and, correspondingly, v. 8 contrasts

Inner obedience to God's will and the external keeping of the traditions of

2
men. It is reasonable to suppose tnat Jesus' purpose was not to vindicate

his disciples nor to vilify his opponents so much as to call the Pharisees

and scribes to true obedience* The contrast between their outward appearance

"Taylor, 0£. cit., pp. 334-338, accepts these verses as a unity and
defines it as a pronouncement-story. He points out that the phrase -cour'
Iotlv oivirrrois in v. 2 and vs. 3 and 4 ara explanations for Gentile readers
inserted by Mark or a later redactor. He also suggests cogently that the dif¬
ficulty of Jesus* quotation following the LXX is only formal, for the Hebrew
also provides a basis for the charge of Jesus.

2
V. 8 is frequently interpreted in terms of priorities in the legal

system, the authority of the written Torah in relation to the oral law.
Cf. Robertson, 0£. cit.. p. 96; Cranfield, og. cit.. p. 236. But the Isaiah
quotation in vs. 6, 7, whether read in the Hebrew or LXX, makes it plain that
the point lies in heart response over against external performance. To
Isaiah and to Jesus obedience to "the commandment of God" meant inner commit¬
ment of the life to him.
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of good and inner failure was presented—even 3hockingly—to expose and

challenge thera.

2
A similar incident is found in Lk. Hi 37-41, and here we find that

Jesus explicitly presents a positive challenge to the Pharisees. In answer

to the implied question of the Pharisee with whom he was eating, Jesus spoke

of the contrast between the external purity of the Pharisees ("now you

Pharisees cleanse the outside of the cup and of the dish") and their inner

*5
failure or sin ("inside you are full of extortion and wickedness"). He

asked pointedly, "Did not he who made the outside make the inside also?"

Jesus exposed the Pharisees in order to call thera to inner response to God.

Thus his concluding challenge isj "But give for alms tnc3e things which are

Jesus* teaching on defilement in Mk. 7:14-25, which probably was also
given in conjunction with this dispute on purification, though perhaps at
another occasion, clearly sets forth the same dualism. Jesus describes
the locus of sin in concrete terms; it is what comes out of the heart, not
what enters the stomach. Cf. Mt. 12:35/Lk. 6:45.

*T?. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 94-96, 256, 257, 268-270,
suggests that Lk. 11:57-41, 11:55-12:1 is the L framework into which
Luke inserted the Q woes against scribes and Pharisees; it is "a complete
and self-contained story." Hanson prefers Luke'3 setting to Matthew's
parallel (Mt. 23:25, 26): "It is more likely that the woe has been
extracted out of the story than that the story has been constructed
round the woe." But he prefers Matthew's version of the content of
Jesus' saying, for Luke mixes the figure and its interpretation arid mis¬
translates the Aramaic in the final challenge.

3
Matthew's parallel maintains the figure of washing dishes: "inside

they are full of extortion and rapacity." The picture in both versions
is the absurd contrast between taking care of the outer cleanliness of
dishes and neglecting the inner poison. It was an apt reply and an urgent
challenge to the Pharisees. T. ¥. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 257:
"The scribes and Pharisees are very particular about ritual purity, not
only of vessels but also of their own persons. But just as a ritually
clean vessel may be full of poison, so a ritually clean person may be
full of 'extortion and excess.'"
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within; and behold, everything is clean for you.

The third reference to the debate on purity, Mt. 23s25, 26, is a

parallel version of Lk. lis39-41. It omits the narrative and presents

Jesus* words in the form of a woe ("alas"), but it makes the same contrast

between external and internal purity. Here the final challenge of Jesus

to the Pharisees, which again is explicit and positive, is: "First cleanse

the inside of the cup and of the plate, that the outoido may also be clean."

In this debate on purification Jesus contrasted outward and inner

purity in order to challenge the Pharisees to mako the true inner response

2
of the heart; revealed the nature of the Pharisees* sin and the nature of

this true response. As we have seen extensively in other teachings of Josua,

the inner response to God means self-denial and self-giving, the total

orientation of the life toward God and the submission of the will to his

will. The Pharisees evidently lacked this inner reality, and trierefore

their seeking after purity must have been basically selfish. They sought

M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Act3. 2nd ed.
(Oxfords Clarendon Press, 1954), p. 2, supports Wellhausen, Binleitung
in die drei ersten Evangelien. 2nd ed.r p. 27, in stating that Luke's
ho'Cc- t-Atnwctruv'rjVrests on a confusion of the Aramaic dakkau (correctly
preserved in Matthew's vuaQ&P(.srov) for zakkau. Although we must therefore
prefer Matthew's version of tnis saying, the theological point is the
same; Jesus calls for inner obedience.

"That Jesus presented a positive cnallenge is explicit in Lk. lis41
and Mt. 23s26. That his purpose in exposing and challenging the Pharisees
was to call them to purity of heart is the logical and necessary conclusion—
necessary because of the nature of his mission and because of the content of
his message throughout the Synoptic materials. Can we say, alternatively,
that Jesus did not want tne Pharisees to be clean inwardly as well as out¬
wardly?
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to appearg, or even to ba, righteous before God and men.1 Because they

were "righteous" in terras of their religion they were most in need of

exposure and radical challenge; they were in need of repentance, faith,

and inner obedience„ That this was Jesus' understanding ami purpose

in this conflict is confirmed by reference to others of his hard sayings

to the Pharisees»

The most blatant abuses of (some of) the Pharisees which Jeaus

exposed were their displays of piety and position in order to be seen and

praised by men (Mk. 12538-40, Ht. 23;5-7, 23, Lk» 11:42, 43).2 The

wearing of broad phylacteries and long fringes, the drawing attention to

prayers, alms, and fastings, the seeking of places of honor, the U3S of

salutations and titles were all obvious instances of inner corruption

under the guise of outer righteousness, for they were examples of self-

seeking in the name of giving to God, self-glorifying rather than

glorifying to God*

"It ia easy to see that seeking to appear righteous before men is
hypocritical and selfish; it is not so easy to see that seeking to be
righteous is also hypocritical and selfish. But the latter is only a
more subtle form of the same basic sin of self-seeking. When the message
of Jssus is understood in tortus of the radical demand of God's Rule
(utter self-denial), it becomes evident why Jesus' exposure of the Pharisees
was so sweeping; even the best and most sincere Pharisees needed to be
challenged.

2
In tnes® references it ie certain that Jesus was attacking their

motivation and that their motive was solf-enhancement« Gf. Kk. 12s40s
"for a pretense"; Kt. 23;5s "they do all their deeds to be seen by men."
In Ht. 6s1-18 Jesus says that those who give alssa, pray, and feet before
sen to be seen by them "have their reward." He exhorta his disciples to
practice their piety ia secret and promises that God will reward them.
The contrast here lies between giving true worship (the self) to God
over against enhancing the self before aen; it is not a matter of seeking
reward—at least not in any selfish sense—from God rather than from sen.
God's reward is his Rule, and his Rule is received through self-denial.
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But Jesus' teaching and challenge to the Pharisees went far deeper and

wider. He accused them of failing in justice aula love while pursuing a

rigorous system of tithing, of swallowing the camel while straining out the

gnat (Kt. 23:23s 24/Lk. 11:42); he accused them of rejecting the commandment of

God while keeping their traditions (Mk. 7:8, 9). He illustrated their ambiva¬

lence by referring to the matter of Corban (Mk. 7:9-13)^» They made a virtue

of oath-kooping cvon at the expense of the moot elementary expression of love

and justice, the care of parents; they gave their tradition precedence over the

Fifth Commandment. These sayings and this case in point indicate that Jesus'

challenge was meant not only for the Pharisees who were insincere and obviously

2 3
hypocritical, but also for the most "righteous." Jesus was specifically

calling the latter to do justice and love and to keep the commandment of God,

and this challenge must be understood radically/

"'"Note that Jesus' closing words here are: "And many such things you do."
This matter is only an illustration of a basic failure of the Pharisees.

/d. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 98, with regard to the saying on
tithing, suggests that Jesus was addressing only the few Pharisees vrhu went to
such length and that his purpose was to expose their sham. The interpretation
given here is that he was addressing all the Pharisees, for they all held the
ideal of strict obedience in tithing and in all matters, and that his purpose
was to expose the desire to be righteous, not merely the desire to appear righteous.

3
The conscientious keeping of tithes on minor items (the straining out of

the gnat) is evidence of sincerity, not the opposite, and there is no indication
that the weightier matters are neglected (the camel swallowed) deliberately. In
the matter of Corban it is the strict keeping of traditional law, not deliberate
deceit, which contravenes God's will. Nor can it be said that this tithing and
oath-keeping are mere sham, for the tithe on such minor items is far from osten¬
tatious and the care of parents is more obvious than the keeping of an oath.

4
The important question in interpreting these sayings is the purpose of

Jesus. It is evident that he was not merely ridiculing or condemning the
Pharisees, for he presented a positive challenge ("these you ought to have done");
it is evident that he was riot merely opposing their system, for ho did not rule
out their traditions ("without neglecting the others"). He drew a striking con¬
trast between the essentials of obedience and their non-easential (or even con¬

trary) rules in order to call them to true obedience. Because they were the
"righteous" ones, Jesus' challenge must be considered radically—in terms of
repentance, faith, and inner obedience.
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The importance of Jesus' challenge in these materials is indicated further

by his reference to the Rule of God, which was his chief concern throughout.

Jesus accused the scribes and Pharisees of not entering the Kingdom of God

and of hindering others from entering (Ht. 23sl3/Lk. 11:52)Once again his

accusations must be seen not merely as negative condemnation but as positive

challenge. The basic failure of the Pharisees was, first of all, their

refusal to enter the Rule of God. Their sin, as these materials indicate, was

their seeking to be (or to appear to be) righteous (depending on whether they

were sincere or insincere); they were self-centered—in their religion pre¬

eminently. The challenge of God's Rule, as Jesus made amply clear to the

2
Pharisees, was to empty themselves and to give themselves. Specifically with

regard to their encounter with Jesus, the Pharisees were satisfied with their

own righteousness; they refused to respond to Jesus' call to repentance, faith,

and radical obedience. The second aspect of the failure of the scribes and

Pharisees, according to this saying, was that they hindered others from enter¬

ing God's Rule. This accusation is reiterated in Lk. ll;46/Mt. 23s4: "Xou

load men with burdens hard to bear, and you yourselves do not touch the

burdens with one of your fingers." Here, too, we see that both the blatantly

hypocritical and the sincerely "righteous" prevented others from responding to

God. The former put the people beneath themselves and were concerned with them

^Matthew's version speaks of "the kingdom of heaven" and Luke's of "the
key of knowledge," but the point is the same. T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of
Jesus, p. 233: "In spite of the difference of wording, the sense in both versions
of the woe is the same." The kingdom is the Rule of God, and knowledge is know¬
ledge of God in the Old Testament 3ense.

'This is implied in these materials, for they show that the righteousness
of the Pharisees is antithetical to true obedience} it was brought out vividly
in the materials considered in the previous sub-sections and it is essential to
the meaning of God's Rule throughout the teaching of Jesus.
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only to gain their admiration; the latter oot ouch comprehensive requiremento

for righteousness that the people were left out by default.* Specifically in

terms of Jesus' ministry, the Pharisees tried to discredit him before the

people and to prevent them from turning to him arid receiving God's Rule which

he proclaimed. Jesu3 showed the scribes and Pharisees their basic failure

before God and men in order to call them to God's Rule and to his service.

2
The conclusions reached in these materials agree in substance with

the previous sub-section. Jesus' hardest sayings to the Pharisees were

intended to expose their sin and to challenge them to respond to God's Rule,

not merely to condemn. He taught that the true response to God is inner,

involving the self, and he presented his radical demand to them. Jesus'

mission and message are thus seen to be consistent, and his teaching here

3
corresponds with his message to the disciples and to the people. .In their

religious life generally and in their encounter with Joquo specifically the

Pharisees—in their virtues as well as their excesses—failed, basically,

because they did not give themselves to God and to others. This is the

^T. W. Kanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 101s "That this mass of
legislation formed a burden which few were able to boar cannot be disputed.
The insult was that in the days of Jesus there vac a sharp division between
those who were bearing the burden with more or less success and those who
failed, between the righteous and sinners." There was nothing malicious
or insincere about the scribes who promulgated those laws or taw phaiisewa
who kept them, and Jesus was not merely attacking them or their system. He
was calling them to help those in nood, just as he himself brought help to
the needy. Cf. Mk. 2:17, pp. J42 -above.

"Although not all of the sayings in Mk. 7:1-23, 12:38-40, Mt. 23:1-36,
Lk«. lis37-12:1 have been considered here, Jesus' teaching and purpose have
been set forth sufficiently in connection with the sayings treated.

3 7 /
"'According to this interpretation it is possible to say that Jesus' ouou

was really an expression of pity and that his strongest charges were in fact ex¬
pressions of concern.
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nature and essence of sin.

5.) The third analysis of Jesus' challenge to the Pharisees concerns

the Commandment—or Commandments-—of Love (Mk. 12:28-34/Kt. 22:34-40/Lk,

10:25-28).Here we find further confirmation that Jesus had a positive

purpose and a positive challenge for the scribes and Pharisees. Here we

find the finest expression of the content of his challenge to the Pharisees—

unsurpassed even in his teaching to the disciples. Here we find the essence

of true religion as Jesus understood it. The command to love expresses the

same radical demand of God's Rule which Jesus presented throughout his

ministry. Love for God and neighbor, when it is taken radically, summarizes

perfectly the whole conception of obedience to God's will in the teaching of

Jesus. It explains and defines Jesus' own mission and motive.

We may follow Mark's narrative and assume that Jesus himself set forth

2
this dual commandment in answer, to the question of the scribe. Whether the

The two commandments may be considered as one. They were given to¬
gether in answer to a question concerning "the first" or "greatest" command¬
ment } in Jesus' teaching as well as in Judaism and in the Old Testament tharo
can be .no separation between "religion" and "ethics"; although one commandment
is called "first" and the other "second," they are both essential. Bornkamm,
op. cit., p. Ill, points out thai the unity of this "twofold" or "double"
commandment is found "not in the similarity of those towards whom this love is
directed, but in the nature of this love itself."

*The chief argument in favor of Luke's version is that the tradition
would more readily have converted Jesus' approval of a scribe's saying into
an utterance of bis than vice versa. Cf» B. H. Branscomb, The Gospel of Mark
(London: liodder & Stoughton, 1937), p. 220. On the other hand, Taylor, op. cit..
p. 405, argues that Luke's version may have been "adapted to prepare the way for
tins parable of the Good Samaritan," that Hark'a version, describing a friendly
encounter, is less conventional than a controversy-story, and that Mark's con¬
text, a series of debates with the opposition, is more suited to conflict.
T. W. Sanson, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 259, 260, takes a third alternative,
that these accounts represent two separate incidents; "For the chief connecting
link, the conjunction of the great commandments, is precisely the sort of thing
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scribe's intention was polemical or not,1 Jesus' reply was clear and unambiguous*

it is certain that his purpose was positive. He answered the scribe's question

and challenged him to obedience. In Mark's version the incident ends with these

2
words of Jesus; "You are not far from the kingdom of God." We must conclude

that Jesus sought to bring the scribe to true obedience and thus to membership

3
in the Kingdom.

Jesus' teacning here sets forth the demand of the Rule of God. The

scribe's question provided a perfect opportunity for Jesus to present his

challenge, for it raised the issue of obedience to God, specifically in terms

4-
of what is most essential. "Which commandment is the first of all?" The

that could appear over and over again"; the scribe may have replied as he did
in Luke because he knew this was the opinion of Jesus and because he wanted to
raise the question regarding "neighbor." In. any case both accounts agree on
the essential point, that these two commandments represent, for Jesus, the
essence of obedience.

"'"In Matthew and Luke the scribe asks the question "to test him," "to
put him to the test." Furthermore, in Luke the scribe asks for a definition of
neighbor, "desiring to justify himself." Mark, however, gives no direct evidence
of polemic and seems to indicate the opposite. Thoro tho ooribo'o agreement with
Jesus and Jesus' final statement suggest that the scribe was genuinely seeking
after truth and obedience.

2
"In Luke's version Jesus concludes; "Do this, and you will live." The

meaning and significance are the same.

3
If this was, in fact, Jesus' purpose here and also in the sayings con¬

sidered in sub-sections 1.) and 2.) above, as we have argued, there can be no
question about the consistency of his mission and message. He presented the
same challenge to the people, the disciples, and the Paarisees, although the
nature of the situation called for a different form of presentation in each
cane,. The scribes and Pharisees, in particular, needed to be exposed in their
self—righteousness and to be brought to true, salf-giving obedience.

^Branscomb, The Gospel of Hark, pp. 220-222, notes that this question
was "a popular one in scribal circles. By it was meant not wnich commandment
men were most obligated to observe—for the scribal answer was that all the
commandments must be obeyed—but, rather, which one was fundamental to, or
provided a basic principle for, the rest."
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purpose of Jesus throughout his ministry was to proclaim the Rule of God

and to call men to true response to God's Rule; on this occasion, in answer

to this question, he set forth his challenge in the double command of love.

Jesus answered, "The first is, 'Hear, 0 Israels The Lord our God,
the Lord is one; and you shall love the Lord your God with all your
heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind, and with all
your strength.' The second is this, 'fou shall love your neighbor
as yourself.' There is no other commandment greater than these."*■

Although this double command is composed entirely of two Old Testament

quotations (Deut. 6s4, 5, Lev. 19s18) and although the first of these was

recited daily by the Jews as part of the Shema, they gain new urgency in

the context of Jesu3' ministry. In Jesus' challenge to his hearer(s) here

God's Rule and man's response are directly related. Thus when the scribe made

a tentative response ("he answered wisely") Jesus stated, as has already been

2
noted, that he was not far from the Kingdom of God. The implication is that

the true response is tantamount to entrance into the Kingdom; God's Rule comes

3
to those who respond in true obedience.

The nature of true obedience is best defined, according to Jesus' teach-

The opening monotheistic formula is omitted in Matthew and Luke, but
this difference is not important, since these words—or at least this concept-
would have been assumed if they were not stated.

'"Of. Mt. 23il3/Lk. 11:52 (see p. above), where Jesus describes the
Pharisees' failure to respond as failure or refusal to enter the Kingdom.
In these references the important thing is the present demand of God's Rule;
this is not a matter of realized or futurist but "existential" esch&tology.

«3t

We se© here again (see p. /J4 above) the essential unity between
Jesus* eschatological message (the proclamation of the Kingdom) and his
ethical demand (the demand of God's Rule). R. Bultmann, Theology of the
New Testament, vol. I, trans. K. Grobel (London: 3CK Press, 1952), p. 21s
"Both things...direct man to the fact that he is thereby brought before
God, that God stands before him; both direct him into his Now as the hour
of decision for God."



168

ing here, in the Commandment of Love,"*" which is essentially radical. The

command to love God calls for the inner and total response of the person.

The "heart," "soul," "mind," and "strength" express the inner source of life

and action, and they also emphasise the totality of the person—not different
2

faculties or powers." These two aspects (inwardness and totality), which are
3

underlined by the repeated use of "all,"' are really one, for they are both

concerned with the basic orientation or motivation of tne person. The radical

nature of the command to love "your neighbor," which is stated more simply but

just as profoundly, is expressed in the brief phrase "as yourself." This

command, like the Golden Rule, calls for the basic orientation of life and

4
action toward others. The key word in both of those commands is "love," and

It has frequently been pointed out that other Jewish answers to this
question were similar to Jesus's Hillel 3aid, "What is hateful to thyself,
do not to thy neighbor; this is the whole law, the rest is commentary"; Akiba
said, "Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself; this is the greatest general
principle of the Law"; in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (cf« Issachar
5:2, 7:6, Dan 5:3) love to God and love to man are associated. As we indicated
already, however, this study is not concerned to show the uniqueness of Jesus,
for Jesus was not trying to be unique. In this teaching, specifically, he
summarized the essence of obedience from the Torah.

'"Mark has icc^ocftevs", cWvouftS, tofiuos; Matthew omits the last;
Luke reverses the last two; the LAX has cWv'clcti, ipu'^hs, 6i>V<f/xec^s\ and the

L- Hebrew has 3 jjjQJt "Vtn 0° Ve have already noted that "heart" and
"soul" ("life," "self")' express the inner source of life and the totality of
the person. Similarly "mind" and "otrongth" express the wholeness of the person.
Taylor, oj>. cit.. p. 486: "The intention is not to distinguish faculties and
powers, but to insist on a complete response."

3 c
xAmdt and Gingrich, og. cite, p. 5o7s oAos means "whole, entire, complete

^It was suggested (see p. /30 above) that the clause in the Golden Rule,
"as you wish that men would do to you," does not indicate the goal or even
the criterion or principle of ethical action; it presents the radical challenge
to put the other person, rather than your "self," at the center of your life and
action. Similarly here, to love your neighbor "as yourself" is not a principle
of action based on a recognition of natural self-love; it is a challenge to the
reorientation of life from self-centeredaeso to othsr»ccnteredne3s; it is a call
to self-denial and self-giving. Bornkamra, op. cit., p. 113» speaks of "completely
reversing our natural will which is directed towards our own self."
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it is evident that love here means nothing less than complete self-giving.

So conceived, love is the essence of true obedience, the motive for mission.

The command to love God corresponds with the other sayings of Jesus to

the Pharisees which have been considered, and it incorporates other teachings

on obedience. As we have noted, Jesus contrasted the righteous and sinners

to show that the true response to God was self-emptying, and he contrasted

outward purity and inner corruption in order to 3how that the true response

to God was inner self-giving. This radical demand is the key to other teach¬

ings of Jesus on obedience. Thus with regard to the question of divorce

(Mk. 10s2-S), which the Pharisees brought up "in order to test him," Jesus*

teaching should not be taken as a more strict interpretation of the law but

as an indication of the inner reality of marriage and a challenge to radical

obedience."'' The same can be said of his teachings on murder, adultery, and

2
swearing (Mt. 5:21-30, 33-37), which are also clearly concerned with motive.

With regard to alms-giving, prayer, and fasting (Mt. 6:1-8), as we nave already

noted, Jesus enjoined secrecy in order to show the inner nature of true piety.

In all of these matters the demand is far greater when it is taken radically,

for it challenges the person internally and completely. But it is entirely

^Taylor, oj). cit., p. 415: "Jesus does not question the validity of
Deut. 24:1 but claims that it was written because of the hardness of men*s
hearts. He then lifts the issue to a nigher plane by relating it to the
purpose of God in creating man as indicated in Gen. 1:27 and 2:24." Jesus
moved from the legal question to the real purpose of God. He indicated that
motive was the central issue (by referring to "your hardness of heart'®) and
challenged the Pharisees to radical obedience ("What therefore God has joined
together, let not man put asunder").

*T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 155-159s In these teachings
Jesus contrasts "the outward act" and "the inward disposition, which may or
may not produce the act." He goes beyond the legal question to the person,
presenting the challenge of radical obedience.
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different from the legalism of the scribes arid Pharisees! it is certainly

not an extended, more rigid legalism. 'God's will is summed up in the law

of love. The basis of all true obedience is self-giving.

The best commentary on the command to "love your neighbor as yourself™

is found in the parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk. 10:29-37), which was

uttered in the midst of a similar, if not the same, discussion. In response

to a lawyer's question, "And who is my neighbor?" Jesus portrayed vividly

the meaning of true neighborliness, i.e. love for one's neighbor.He

switched from the legal question, the definition of neighbors, to the real

issue, motive. He contrasted different responses to the man in need in

order to show the true response! his purpose was clearly to challenge his

interrogator to make this true response. Thus, when he had finished the

parable, he asked which of the three "proved neighbor" and said, "Go and

do likewise." The nature of the teaching and the challenge is radical!

loving your neighbor as yourself means giving to him according to his need,

2
making him the center of your action (the opposite of self-centeredness)

Jeremias, on. cit.» p. 142, draws attention to the inconsistency
between the scribe's question in v. 29 ("about the object of love") and
Jesus' question in v. 36 ("about the subject of love"). But this is pre¬
cisely the point here and throughout Jesus' conflict with the Pharisees.
They kept the law strictly, rigidly, conscientiously! Jesus called them
to radical obedience. They wanted to know what was right and to be right¬
eous! Jesus challenged them to give themselves in love (cf. Mt. 23s23, 24/
Lk. 11:42, Kk. 7s8, 9 above p,/bz). T. ¥. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus,
pp. 261, 262s "Failure in the observance of the great commandment comes not
from lack of precise information about the application of it, but from lack
of love. The point of the parable is that if a man has love in his heart,
it will tell him who his neighbor is! and this is the only possible answer
to the lawyer's question." "The conclusion implicit in the whole parables
it is wrong to construe Lev. 19:18 in terms of 'neighbor'f you must construe
it in terms of 'love.' For it is love that is fundamental, not neighborhood."

2
a. Stauffer (and G. Quell), Love, trans, from T¥NT by J. H. Coates

(London: Adam & Charles Black, 1958), p. 47: "Jesus destroyed the old centri¬
petal grading system in which the center was 'I,' but retained the idea of the
neighbor as organising principle and founded a new system, in which the center
was 'Thou.•" tfe say question whether Jesus "founded a new system," but certain¬
ly he did call for the basic reorientation of the person in love.
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It should be noted that the teaching and challenge of this parable

are directed especially toward the Pharisees. According to the introduction,

the scribe raised the question because he wanted "to justify himself." In

the parable itself the illustration of true love for one's neighbor becomes

vital because it crosses the traditional line of hate and mutual exclusion

between Jews and Samaritans. But since it is from a Samaritan that love

goes out to a Jew—rather than vice versa—and since this response is con¬

trasted with the failure of a priest and a Levite, two representatives of

Judaism, "ministers of God,"'*' we must conclude that Jesus was deliberately

bringing his challenge to bear upon the scrioes and pnarisees, in particular

2
this lawyer who asked tne question. He was calling them to give themselves

in love, even as the Samaritan in the story. To ask a learned Jewish scribe

or a righteous Pharisee to learn from a Samaritan, even though this was only

It is usually pointed out that the priest and Levite would have avoided
contact with the apparently dead man "on Levitical grounds," the priest because
of the prohibition in Lov. 21:1 and the Lovite "possibly because he was on his
way to perform his Temple service." Jeremias, op. cit.t p. 141. If this is so,
it in another illustration of the religion or obedience of men opposing the
purpose and love of God (cf. Mk. 7:9-13 above p./^z }, The pax-able makes no
explicit reference to this point, however.

2
The choice of characters in the parable was certainly deliberate, but its

purpose has sometimes been misinterpreted. Thus J. Hoffatt, Love in the Hew
Testament (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1929), p. 121, says that tne parable
"extends 'neighbor' to cover an outsider." Cf» Jeremias, op. cit., p. 142$
Sornkas-a, op. cat., p. 111. This inference is, at most, only a by-product,
for Jesus' real purpose was to snow true love of neighbor, not to define neigh¬
bor. If he had merely wanted to oxtond the concept of "neighbor" to include
outsiders, we would expect him to describe a Jew loving a Samaritan, for thon
the issue would not be confused. No, once again we have a share contrast, like
that between the righteous and the sinner (Mk. 2:17) and tno Phariooo and tho
publican (,Lk. 18:9-14), which is intended to expose—even shock—Jesus' "right¬
eous" hearers and to challenge them, particularly, with his radical demand.
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a parable, was shocking—but no more so than other sayings of Jesus which

we have considered already. Here again we see that the form of Jesus'

teaching is especially suited to his hearers and that it drives home tne

radical nature of his demand.

We may conclude this discussion by suggesting that the Commandment

of Love summarizes and epitomizes Jesus' ministry as a whole. In answer

to the question, "Which commandment is the first of all?" Jesus presented

his radical demand; he called for complete self-giving in love for God

and neighbor. Under the Commandment of Love we may subsume all that has

been analyzed of Jesus' mission and message (general): his call to the

people to "repent," "believe," and "follow me"; nis teaching to the

disciples to deny and give themselves in obedience; his exposure of and

challenge to the Pharisees. With this two-fold orientation of the person

in obedience we arrive at a comprehensive theology of mission. Finally,

in this teaching we find not only Jesus* challenge to others but also,

indirectly but undeniably, his own mission and motive.

4.) The fourth and final analysis of Jesus' challenge to the Pharisees

concerns a theological problem, the relationship between God's gift and his

demand. It has been noted that Jesus' sayings to the Pharisees included

the parables of mercy with their message of God's love, and it has been

suggested that these should be understood as challenge to the Pharisees.

Jesus* hardest saying3 to the rhariaeeo have here boon interpreted in terms

of a positive purpose and a positive challenge toward them. In the Command¬

ment of Love and elsewhere it is certain that Jesus did challenge the Phari-
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sees and scribes with the radical demand of God's Rule and sought to bring

them into the Kingdom. We shall consider here certain materials which

will define further what has been implied throughout, the unity of God's

gift and his demand, of man's response to God's Rule and his receipt of

God's love, of God's Rule and man's response.

First there is the incident of the woman with the ointment and the

parable of the Two Debtors (Lk. 7 s 36-50).'*' It has been suggested that this

incident followed upon and was occasioned by a sermon by Jesus in the Syna-

2
gogue j in any case its general context was Jesus' proclamation of the

Kingdom and his challenge to men to respond. The woman who was a sinner

made an unusual, demonstrative response to Jesus, and Simon the Pharisee

took exception to this—that Jesus should allow such a thing to happen.

In this situation Jesus explained to the Pharisee the woman's behavior

with the help of a parable; more than that he used this opportunity to

teach him concerning the nature of true response to God's Rule and to bring

3
home his challenge to the Pharisee himself. With regard to the parable of

the Two Debtors the Pharisee admitted that the man who had been forgiven a

^"Gf. Mk. 14:3-9/Nt. 26:6-13, Jn. 12:1-8. The question of the relation¬
ship between these accounts is too complex to be considered here.

2
Jeroraias, oj). ext., p. 101: "Since it was a meritorious act. to invite

traveling teachers, especially if they had preached in the synagogue, to a
sabbath meal, we may at all events infer that before the episode which the
story relates took place, Jesu3 had preached a sermon which had impressed
them all, the host, the guests, and an iminvitod guest, the woman."

3
Ibid., p. 102, states that Jesus was merely explaining why he had

allowed this woman to touch him. But this interpretation is inadequate,
for Jesus' teaching was obviously directed toward the Pharisee. Since Jesus*
message was always concerned with God's Rule and since it is here concerned
with God's love, his purpose must have been to reach, not to exclude, the
Pharisee.
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great debt would be store grateful ("will love aim more") than the man

released from a small debt, In the subsequent explanation he was told

that the sins of this woman, "which are many, are forgiven, for she loved

much.Jesus thus revealed that the true response to God's Rule is genuine

2
and complete gratitude or love. He contrasted this woman's response with

the Pharisee's failure in common household courtesy not in order to embarrass

or condemn him, not merely to explain her behavior, but to call him to respond

3
humbly, as this sinful woman, to God's Rule.

The point which is of particular interest here is the question of the

relationship between God's gift and nis demand. Was tnis woman forgiven

The temptation is to concentrate on the size of the debts. But surely
Jesus did not intend to tell the Pharisees that they had less debt or lees sin
before God; on the contrary hs spent himself trying to show them that they were
misguided because of their "virtue," that their "righteousness" was of the
essence of sin. Furttier-more, in the parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard,
which has the same message, the amounts concerned (vtages) are equal. The
point raust lie in the response.

7
The parable and the explanation do not teach that God loves the sinner

more because (sjne is a sinner and the Pharisee less because he is a Pharisee,
for this would be self-contradictory. Hor do they teach, as Jeremiaa, op, cit.,
p. 102, states, that "Only the poor can fathom the full meaning of God's good¬
ness"—for the same reason. Since the point io not concerned with the direction
of God's love or the relative amounts of debt, it must be concerned with the
nature of true response. Jesus was not telling the Pharisee that this woman
knows more of God's love than he because she is a sinner but that she, a "sinner,"
responds and receives forgiveness while he, a "righteous" man, does not respond
and does not receive. Gf. especially the parable of the Pharisee and the Publi¬
can and the parable of the Prodigal Son.

3
The method and form of Jesus' teaching h«x-e correspond with what wo have

seen frequently in his sayings and parables to the Pharisees. He contrasts
different responses to God's Rule in order to reveal the right response. He
directs the contrast particularly toward the Pharisees, often shockingly, in
order to bring home the radical nature of his challenge. Thus he asks Simon
tike Pharisee to see in this sinful woman's scandalous behavior the true response
to God's Rule and asks him to follow her example.
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because she loved such, or did she love much because she was forgiven?"'' The

parable would seem to require the latter interpretation, for there forgiveness

obviously preceded gratitude. But it is quite possible that neither alternative

is fully correct and that the point lias elsewhere. With regard to the sinful

woman, the point, does not concern the sequence or causal connection between

receiving forgiveness and showing love; rather they are one experience. She

responded to Jesus (i.e. to his message), and he recognised that she was for¬

given. He told her, "lour sins are forgiven." With regard to the Pharisee,

we have already suggested that Jesus' purpose was to challenge him. The point

once again is not that he was already forgiven and therefore should show his

gratitude; rather he should respond humbly as this woman arid receive forgiveness.

2
What is involved here is an existential encounter between God and man. God's

love comes as demand, and a man receives God's love by submission to his Rule.

The parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard (fit. 20:1-16) also presents

Jesus' challenge to the Pharisees and deals with the problem at hand. The

setting of this parable was the scribes' and Pharisees' criticism of Jesus'

5
ministry to "publicans and sinners." The message of the parable speaks to

V Eanson, The Gospel of Luke (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1950),
pp. 84, 35, states the two traditional positions. According to one interpretation
ine woman's action "is primarily one of confession," on which ground forgiveness
is bestowed. In the other interpretation, which Manson prefers, ner act is "one
of unbounded gratitude for a forgiveness already bestowed, of which her love is
the result and proof."

2
Response to God's Rule is not the condition of receiving forgiveness, fox-

in the parable of the Two Debtors forgiveness precedes gratitude. But neither
is the response merely the result or proof of forgiveness, for Josus was here
calling tile Pharisee to respond and to receive, we must conclude that the
meaning of Jesus' teaching is found in the radical, existential demand of God's
Rule.

3
Dodd, o£. ext., p. 92; Jereaias, oj>. cit., p. 27.
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this situation arid answers tnis criticism. The employer generously gives

as much to those who have worked only one hour as to those who have worked

all day. This is a parable of mercy, for it portrays God's goodness toward

the undeserving. But the point really lies not in the giving out of equal

wages but in the response this action receives,^" The important thing is to

decide what Jesus' purpose was at this point. Was he merely rebuking the

2
Pharisees or vindicating his ministry to the lost? Or did he have a more

positive purpose; was he in fact calling the Pharisees themselves to repent¬

ance, faith, and obedience? This last alternative, which usually is not even

considered, is the most likely, since it makes far more sense out of Joauo'

3
mission in general and nere specifically. Thus the contrast between the last

workers, who gladly receive their denarius, and the first ones, who grumble on

receiving theiro, wno meant to show the Pharisees their ingratitude and to call

theai to respond like the others. The radical nature of God's Rule is seen not

only in the fact that it is given without reference to merit but also in

tnat it is rightly received without reference to merit. It is once again

brought tome to the Pharisees in suoeking form, for they, the "righteous" ones,

^If Jesus had wanted merely to portray God'a mercy, he would nave stopped
with vs. 1-8. The latter half of the parable, which draws attention to the
reaction to or rocniving of God'a morny, clearly becomes tlx® dominant interest.

2
Jeremias, op. cit., p. 27, points out that tnis is a "double-edged"

par-able, that the emphasis is therefore on the second half, and that "Jesus
was minded to snow /the Pharisees^ how unjustified, hateful, loveless and un¬
merciful was their criticism." Ho than concluded—quite erroneously we believe-
that Jesus' purpose was to vindicate the gospel against the critics.. Cf« Dodd,
op. cite, p. 92.

3
The basic argument for this interpretation ha® boon given several times

already. It may be stated simply in the form of a questions Would—or could—
Jesus have spoken to the Pharisees repeatedly of God's lovo and mercy without
offering it to them?
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are told to follow the example of these unworthy sinners.

It is evident that the theological problem, the relationship between

God's gift and his demand, lies at the center of this parable also. It is

particularly clear here that the question cannot be po3ed in terms of sequence

and causal connection, for here the work is done first and then the wages are

paid. Ko, Jesus' purpose was to present the gift and the demand of God's Rule

as one existential reality. The poor and the sinners responded and received;

the Pharisees asserted themselves, their rights, their righteousness. Jesus

called the latter, specifically, to respond and receive humbly as those whom

they criticized.*"
Other parables from Jesus' encounter with the Pharisees contain the same

challenge and maintain the same unity of God's love and his demand. The parable

2
of the Prodigal Son (Lk. 15:11-3?), which we have already considered," contrasts

the repentant return of the lost son with the resentful attitude of the older

son in order to challenge the scribes and Pharisees, who were like the latter,

to respond like the former. Here the giving and receiving of God's love are

essentially one, for, although the father loves both sons, only the one who

1
Bote that hare and throughout this encounter it io the Pharisees' virtue,

not just their pretense, which makes humble response so difficult. Having work¬
ed all day, for twelve hours, through the neat of the sun, they have every right
to expect more than those who worked only one hour. But Jesus taught that the
demand of God's Rule is essentially radical; it, is not a matter of rights but of
self-denial and self-giving. This was his challenge to the Pharisees—and to
the disciples and to the people. Because it was radical, it was so hard on the
Pharisees and yet so open to all the people, even publicans and sinners. Be¬
cause it was inner and total, it was intended to free the Pharisees as well as
the sinner's from themselves and to reconcile them to God. Therefore we must
conclude that God's gift and his demand are one, for they are both no more and
no less than God's Rule.

2
See pp. /54-/5'(> above.
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responds really receives it. The parable of the Great Supper (Mi. 22s1-10/

Lk. 14s16-24) contrasts the respectable guests, who decline the invitation,

and the unnotables, who come and partake of the banquet, in order that the

Pharisees, who ware like the former, might respond like the latter.1 Here

it is self-evident that God's demand and his gift are one, that to respond

to his demand is to receive his gift. The parable of the Wicked Husbandmen

(Kk. 12:1-11 par.) speaks of the tenants' refusal to give the Lord his due

and of his giving the vineyard to others, but Jesus' purpose was not to

2
condemn or exclude but to challenge the Pharisees. Here God's Rule and man's

response are again united; those who refuse to respond exclude tnemselves.

These parables, like the two previous ones, are concerned above all with

the existential encounter between God and man in which God calls men to respond

to his Rule.

The simple and profound solution to the theological problem which we have

considered here is that God's gift and his demand are one. Jesus not only

offered a positive challenge to the Pharisees; he also offered in that challenge

God's love and mercy. This is the meaning of these materials and also of Jesus'

Dodd, 0£, cit.. p. 91, points out that the invitation ("Come, for all is
ready") corresponds to Jesus' call to repentance ("Repeat, for the Kingdom of
God has come") but fails to see that this challenge was deliberately and peculiar¬
ly directed toward the Pharisees. Similarly, Jeremias, oj5. cit., p. 36, states
that the parable was "applied by Jesus to his critico and opponents in order to
vindicate the good news against them."

2
Dodd, 0£. cit.. p. 94, suggests that the parable originally closed, "as a

parable should," with a question such as v. 9: "What will the owner of the vine¬
yard do?" or "What did these men deserve?" We must conclude, against both Dodd
and Jeremias, that Jesus showed the Pharisees that they were excluding themselves
from God's Rule in order to call them to respond aright-—not to pronounce judg¬
ment on them or to vindicate his mission to the lost.
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challenge to the Pharisees throughout the Synoptic materials, even where

there is no hint of God's love.'*' When Jesus spoke of his mission to sinners

and the lost, when he pronounced harsh woes, when he taught the Great Command¬

ment, and when he told the parables of mercy, he sought to reach the Pharisees,

2
specifically, with God's love and His demand. He challenged them to give

themselves to and to receive God's Rule. Therefore we can say unequivocally

that Jesus' mission was one of love—even in the midst of his conflict with

the Pharisees.

This conclusion (that God's gift and his demand are one) applies not only

to Jesus' challenge to tne Pharisees but also to tne ofcher aspects of his

ministry. To the people Jesus proclaimed Good News, but this was a call to

3
repentance. To the disciples he taught the way of obedience, but this was

4
also the way of entrance into the Kingdom. So also Jesus exposed and

challenged the Pharisees in order that they might not refuse to respond and

Cf. the parable of tne Two Sons (Mt. 21:26-31) and the sayings on the
salt losing its savor (j*k. 9:50, Ft. 5:13, Lk. 14:34, 35), the raote and the
beam (Mt. 7:3-5/Lk. 6:41, 42), the blind leading the blind (Mt. 15:14/Lk. 6:39)«
Probably all of these ware originally addressed to the Pharisees, and they all
gain new significance when they are read in terms of the positive challenge of
Jesus, the radical demand of God's Rule.

Cf. especially Ft. 23:13/Lk. 11:62 (see p./45 above), where Jesus
spoke of the Pharisees' refusal to respond as failure to enter the Kingdom,
and Kk. 12:34 (see above p./4h ), where Jesus told the scribe who responded
tentatively that he was not far from the Kingdom.

3
In the study of Jesus' public ministry we noted that not only his

preaching but also his teaching, healing, and calling disciples contained
at the center this element of challenge or demand.

4
In the study of Jesus' encounter with the disciples we concentrated

on Jesus' concept of obedience, but we also emphasised that true obedience
was response to God's Rule, i.e. the way of entrance into the Kingdom. E.g.
Mk. 10:15 (see p. /40 above) states explicitly that to fail to respond is to
fail to enter the Kingdom.
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receive God's Rule. Throughout his ministry Jssug sought to bring men to an

existential, personal encounter with God the King, that giving themselves to

1
hia they might receive his Rule.

We come now to the end of the conflict, which was the logical con¬

clusion of Jesus' encounter with the Pharisees, in which the antithesis between

them was completed and they both fulfilled their chosen courses of action. The

"righteous" Pharisees carried out their opposition to tho ultimate extent, the

destruction of their enemy. Jesus lived out his message and carried out his

mission of self-giving with the ultimate sacrifice of his life, specifically
2

for those who destroyed him. The end of the conflict was only the culmination

of the basic factors which were present from the beginning.

It was noted at the outset of this study that a large segment of the

Synoptic materials is concerned with this conflict5 theoe materials convey not

only the prevalence of the opposition to Jesus but also its seriousness. Jesus

3
was accused of breaking the Sabbath, and the penality for this was death by

Once again because we are speaking of God's Rule we must refer to the
question of time, and because we are dealing with the important matter of motive
we must come out against tae positions of both futurist and realized escoatology.
Surely what Jesus was concerned 'with was present submission to God's Rule. Be¬
cause God's Rule is both gift and deiaanu, it is, as we have noted througnout all
three aspects of his ministry, an existential reality.

2
According to the interpretation given in this study Jesus pursued the

Pharisees in order to reach them with the Gospel of the Kingdom of God. There¬
fore we must conclude that he died not only at their hand but also far them.
The word from the cross. "Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do"
(Lk. 23;34), if historical, only confirms what has become eviSont throughout,
that Jesus was seeking to win his opponents to God and that he was giving himself
for them.

^Hk. 2:23-23 par., 3:1-3 par., Lk. 13:10-17, 14:1-6, Jn. 5:1-18, 9:12.
Note that in every case the issue for Jeaus was doing good on the Sabbath and
for the Pharisees it was simply a legal question.
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stoning (Ex. 31:14, 15, 55:2). He was accused of forgiving sins,*" which is

2 \

blasphemy, and this, too, was punishable by death (Lev, 24:16). Finally, at

his trial before the Sanhedrin Jesus was accused of threatening to destroy the

3
Temple and of posing as Messiah, and he was condemned to death. Besides these

excerpts from the ministry, the narrative and structure of the Gospels, particu¬

larly Mark, portray the impending doom from the beginning. At the conclusion

of the first group of conflict stories we road, The Pharisees went out, and

immediately held counsel with the Serodians against him, how to destroy him."

(Kk. 3:6) At Mk. 6:14-29 the execution of John the Baptist is described—with

4
obvious portent for John's greatest "convert." The introduction to one of the

debates indicates that the purpose of Jesus' opponents was "to entrap him in

his talk." (Mk. 12:13) We read that after Jesus cleansed the Temple the chief

priest and the scribes "sought a way to destroy him" (Mk. 11:18) and that as

the fateful Passover drew near they "were seeking how to arrest aim by stealth,

Mk. 2:1-13 par. Ths difficulties in this passage are manifold. Vs. 5b-
10a may well have been inserted, but they are not necessarily non-dominical.
The passive voice in ths clause "Your sins are forgiven" suggests that it is
God who forgives, for the passive was frequently used in place of the divine
name. V. 10a reads like an explanation added by later tradition. It is probable
that Jesus did not actually claim to forgive sins but that the scribes were eager
to bring this charge against him.

o forgive sins was regarded as blasphemy because this was the prerogative
of God. Cf. Taylor, 0£. cit., p. 198.

3
Mk. .14:53-65 par,, cf. Jn. 10:22-39. It is apparent that Jesus never

really threatened to destroy the Temple, and it is quite possible that he never
really made Messianic claims for himself—although he was the Messiah. (On this
whole question see Section B.)

4
Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 38: "We scarcely need to learn from a remark of

the Lord Inter in this gospel (Mk. 9:13) that in the death of the forerunner
is to be seen clearly enough a picture of the fate reserved for himself."
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and kill him." (Mk. 14:l) Thus the theme of conflict runs throughout the

ministry of Jesus and reaches its climax with the final plot, the trial, and

the execution.

Why did the Pharisees oppose and finally destroy Jesus? It must be

admitted that, whether sincere or not, whether superficially antipathetic or

deeply concerned, the Pharisees opposed Jesus on religious grounds, i.e. in

obedience to God's will as they held it. Doubtless tuere were other factors,

such as jealousy of Jesus' popularity and anger at his apparent disrespect

for and relentless attacks against til© religious establishment. But the

central issue was far more serious; it was a question of the will of God.

The scribes taught and the Pharisees kept the haw, and they were committed

to its preservation. Therefore, because, to tneir minds, Jesus was not from

God, because his example and teachings went against 'God's revealed will,

because he was usurping the true way of obedience and misleading the people,

they carried on their opposition to the end. As they were taught to do in

the Law, they killed him.^"
Jesus' ministry to the Pharisees was primarily one of conflict. The

Synoptic materials are not entirely devoid of "friendly" encounters.

Jesus healed the daughter of Jairus, a Synagogue ruler (Mk. 3s21-24, 35-43);

he ate with Pharisees as well as with publicans ana sinners (uk. 7:36, 11:37,

14:l); he loved the sealous rich man wno came seeking eternal life (&k. 10:17-

T. Herford, Pharisaism: Its Aim and Methods, p. 143, quoted by
Robertson, ojj. cit.. p. 70: "Jesus was condemned and executed on a more or
less political charge, for whicn the question of Messiahship provided a useful
basis; but was really rejected, so far at all events as the Pharisees were
concerned, because he undermined the authority of the Torah, and endangered
the religion founded upon it." (On the accusation that Jesus claimed to be
the Messiah see pp. 25J-254- below.)
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22); he gave his challenge to the scribe who asked about the Great Conmandment

(Sk. 12j 23-34); he probably even had some followers among the scribes and

Pharir.oon.''* But certainly the encounter with the Fha.ri.aees was essentially one

of conflict, and it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Jesus himself

deliberately pursued the scribes and Pharisees. He castigated their pretense

and criticized their traditions. He continually debated with them on all kinds

2
of questions. He told them repeatedly that they were failing to do God's will.

He went straight into Jerusalem in the face of the mounting opposition, knowing

full well that they might destroy him. He incurred the wrath of the priests by

cleansing the temple. He steadfastly met his betrayal, trial, and crucifixion.

Why did Jesus choose this course of action; why was his ministry to the

Phariooco one of conflict? The answer that has arisen throughout the course

of this study lies in his understanding of the will of God. It has bean

pointed out time and again that the Rule of God was the central concern of

Jesus' message and of bis mission and that God's Hule was presented in hie

ministry in terms of radical demand. It was a call to repentance, faith, and

radical obedience. Thus when he encountered the scribes and Pharisees Jesus

was impelled to present his challenge in the form of exposure and condemnation.

Because they were so "righteous" they had to be humbled, i.e. to be challenged

1Cf. Kt. 8:19, Lk. 7:3, Jn. 3:1-15, 7:50, 8:31, 10:19-21, 12:42, 43, 19:38-
40, Rote that the story of Nicodemus, if historical, provides a clear example of
Jesus' positive (and successful) challenge to the Pharisees.

2
Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 38, points out two cases particularly in which

"the Lord seems to take an nltnoot aggroooivo attitude towards thorn." In Mk« 7:1-
13 "they aro sovoroly attacked for their excessive devotion to tradition," and in
Hk. 8:11-13 Jesus' refusal of their request for a sign is "extremely abrupt." We
have already considered in this connection the major "outbursts" of Jeaua "against"
the Pharisees in Mk. 7:1-23, 12:38-40, Mt. 23:1-36, Lk. 11:37-12:1 (above, pp. /57-
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to humble themselves. Although they were rigorouely obedient tc tho Law, thoy

had to be called to true obedience, i.e. to sell-giving.A It was only because

his mission was so earnest and his concern for the Pharisees so great that

2
Jesus pursued them so relentlessly and uncompromisingly. Ho thua chose the

way of tho cross, giving himself, even as he was "opposing" thorn and challeng¬

ing them to give themselves, in radical obedience.

We must conclude, therefore, that at the center of the conflict between

Jesus and the Pharisees was an essential antithesis over the will of God.

The Pharisees, who sought to be ooediant tnrough strict legalism, meticulous

purity, and meritorious piety, opposed ana finally destroyed Jesus. Jesus,

who sough- to ooey and to call others to obey as he understood God's will,

3
pursued the Pharisees and accepted his fate at their hands. The Pharisees

Jesus certainly recognized toe achievements and virtues of the Pharisees.
He called them righteous and wise; ho described them as the dutiful son and
rightful heir, as laborers who spent all day in the vineyard; he spoke of their
dilligenee in the law. But he also recognized that these very things were pre¬

venting the Pharisees from turning to God in repentance, faith, and true obedi¬
ence, aa these same materials indicate so vividly. Finally, Jesus recognized
that the Pliariaees werw in dinger uf rejecLxug God's love and refusing God's
Rule. Therefore he used no restraint in exposing and challenging them. An
analogy to this situation can be seen in the extreme right-wing political
groups in the U.S. today; in their vigorous and no doubt sincere defense of
democracy (especially against communism^ they proceed to destroy it. So also
the Pharisees of Jesus' day were, they thought, wholly committed to God's will,
but in reality they refused God's Rule and hindered others. They destroyed the
one man who lived in perfect obedience.

2
As it was suggested at the outset, it is not; strictly relevant to see

whether Joouo* cayingo arc a fair dcaoriptxon of tho Fhariaoao, to dotormino
whether they applied to the majority or just the bad ones, or to consider
whether his teachings rise above the best of the rabbinic teachings. Jesus
deliberately caricatured and chose harsh language in order to drive home his
point. He was not trying to condemn but to challenge. He did not come to
change the law but to fulfill it and to call others, including the Pharisees,
to fulfill it.

""Although we may say that Jesus "accepted nxs fate at their hands," it is
abundantly clear that this was not passive resignation but dynamic, active solf-
giving in the fulfillment of his mission.
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refused to accept Jesus' deraand; they would not repent along with the

sinners, believe or trust God humbly apart from all their religious

attainments, and give themselves simply in radical obedience.'*' Jesus

refused to accept their pretense or their virtue, to withdraw his challenge

and his offer, to avoid the ultimate demands of his understanding of obedience

for them and for himself. The end and logical conclusion of the conflict was

2
the cross.

The concept of obedience which Jesus revealed in this conflict is the

same as that revealed in his dealings with the disciples, although it is here

seen from a different perspective. Once again true obedience is essentially

a matter of motive. At the center of Jesus' message to the Pharisees is a

challenge to radical self-emptying and self-giving. Jesus' mission, specifically

in relation to hie opponents, is best understood in terms of radical self-giving.

Once again we may conclude that love is the motive for mission—thus Jesus

taught and thus he lived and died.

This is not to say that the Pharisees had no repentance, faith, and
obedience, for these very things were central to Judaistic religion, Nor
is it to say that they had no concept of tne inner and total nature of true
response to God. It is simply to state the undeniable fact that the Phari¬
sees failed to respond to Jesus' call. This failure reveals the basic
failure of the Pharisees in their religion as a whole.

2
On the basis of the resurrection we must conclude, of course, that

the Pharisees were totally wrong and that Jesus perfectly fulfilled God's
will. By raising Jesus from the dead God vindicated his mission and judged
his adversaries. But thio moano that God'o judgment on the Pharisees was love
and forgiveness, for that wa3 Jesus' mission and message to them and that wao
the meaning of his death.
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SUMMARY:

It will be necessary to draw together the results that have accrued

from this study of "The Mission and Message of Jesus (General)" before

passing on to those events and sayings in the Synoptics which point

more directly toward Jesus himself. The purpose of this general study

has been to analyze Jesus• understanding of the will of God as he

revealed it to the people, the disciples, and the Pharisees, i.e. in

the three major aspects of his ministry as they are set forth in the

Synoptic materials. The general study cf Jesus' mission end message

yields important insight into Jesus' understanding of his own mission,

for in teaching others how to respond and obey he revealed how he himself

sought to fulfill God's will. Although these materials and conclusions

are more or lees indirect with regard to Jesus himself, their combined

witness is broadly based and far-reaching in significance. Indeed, because

they are indirect they ere less problematical with regard to Jesus. More¬

over, this general study gives some indication as to how the other, more

particular materials (Section B) should be approached.

The first conclusion that must be drawn fro® this study is that

the concept of the Rule of God lies at the center of Jesus' mission and

message and that this concept must be understood in terms of radical

demand. Although it was assumed from the beginning that the Kingdom or

Rule of God was the central concern of Jesus' ministry, this assumption

has been validated throughout this study—at every point, not just where

the term y&*cr/Xet«< appears. It is God's Rule which Jesus proclaimed, and

it is God's Rule to which he called men to respond. He presented God's
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Rule as radical demand. In the public ministry Jesus proclaimed the

Gospel of the Kingdom of God and brought help to the needy, but throughout

this ministry, at the center, was a radical challenge. He called the

people to repentance, faith, and discipleship. Jesus' teachings to the

disciples were concerned primarily with the way of obedience. He taught

them the radical nature of true obedience in order tc challenge them to

follow him in radical obedience to God, In hie conflict with the Pharisees

Jesus spoke of God's love and mercy and of their pride and &elf-righteouoneaa

in order to challenge them. He called the Pharisees, too, tc respond

radically. Throughout his ministry Jesus presented one basic message,

the radical demand of God's Rule. He challenged all men to respond to

and to receive God's Rule.

The second conclusion, which arises out of the former, i3 that these

general materials from Jesus' ministry reveal a comprehensive theology

of mission in which mission is essentially a matter of motive. Jesus sought

to bring men to a radical response to God's will. His call to repentance

and faith was a call to the basic reorientation of the person in response

to God. His teaching on obedience was a challenge to inner and total

response of the person to God; he called for self-denial, life-losing,

self-humbling, and self-giving. Those who came to Jesus were told to

give up everything and follow him. The disciples, who had left all things

behind, were told to expect suffering and were challenged to lay down

their lives. The Pharisees, who were the righteous ones of their day, were

told to give up their virtue as well as their pretense, to empty themselves

and respond humbly like those who had nothing. Jesus called all men to
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only by self-giving (motive). This obedience also involves radical response

to one's neighbor, as Jesus' whole ministry implies and as his so-eslled

ethical teachings specify. Therefore it has been suggested that the Great

Commandment sums up Jesus' mission and message aa a whole and that it

expresses a comprehensive theology of mission. Throughout his ministry

Jesus called men to give themselves in love to God and man. Ris under¬

standing of God's will was that men's lives should be given in obedience,

that love is the motive for mission.

The third conclusion, which arises from the two previous ones, is

that these general materials reveal the mission and motive of Jesus

himself. In the radical demand of God's Rule, which was the essence of

Jesus' challenge to ethers, and in the theology of mission, which is

expressed in this challenge, Jesus revealed his understanding of God's

will and thus, indirectly, the nature of his own mission. The inevitable

conclusion of this study as a whole is that Jesus gave himself in love.

His public ministry was marked by compassion—in his challenge as well as

his deeds of mercy. Although the multitudes scon rejected his way of

radical obedience, Jesus gave up his popularity in order to remain constant

in his mission—for God ana for them. His challenge to hie followers,

which involved receiving or entering God's Rule, was motivated by love for

them (and for those whom they would reach with the Gospel) as well s.s by

love for God. Although his mnull bond of disciples followed Mm to Jerusalem

up to the final test, he alone went on to the cross—for God and for them,

his exposure of end challenge to the Pharisees were part of the same mission
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of love, for when he spoke of God's demand he included at the same time

His gift. Although they continually opposed and finally destroyed him,

Jesus pursued them with his challenge ail the way to the end—for their

own sake and for God. The basic materials of Jesus' ministry all agree

that Jesus gave himself in mission, that his motive was love.

The proof of the validity of these conclusions is the way in which

they provide the key to and unify Jesus* mission end message throughout

the Synoptic materials. They explain why his message was Good News and at

the same time a challenge, why his challenge was so complete and yet so

simple, why his ministry was so open to "sinners" and yet so hard on the

"righteous." Most notable is the way in which they open up an entirely

new perspective for the whole section of the Synoptic materials dealing

with Jesus' encounter with the Pharisees. It is now clear that Jesus'

message to the people, to the disciples, and to the Pharisees was

essentially the same, that his mission was to reach the scribes and Pharisees

as well as the publicans and sinners with God's gift and His demand, i.e.

with God's Rule. The unifying center of Jesus' ministry as a whole-—at

least as it is set forth in the general materials—is this concept of

obedience or "mission."

The importance of these conclusions must be emphasised, for in showing

that mission (radical obedience to God) is the central issue in Jesus'

ministry they bring into perspective the two questions which have deliberately

been avoided, viz. eschstology and Christolcgy. It must be noted here that

this study as a whole and these conclusions in particular are concerned

specifically with the mission and message of Jesus from the perspective of
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the actual ministry. From the perspective of the early church after the

resurrection, from which perspective the Synoptic tradition was preserved

and developed, it was perfectly clear that Jesus was the Messiah and that

the end time had come. But according to the perspective of the ministry

itself, which is the original Sitz im Leben of these materials, the basic

facts of Jesus' ministry-—his encounters with the people, the disciples, and

the Pharisees and the culmination of these encounters in his death—can be

adequately explained apart from reference to the Time or to Jesus' Person.

Certainly Jesus proclaimed God's Rule as a present reality, but not because

the time was unique or the Sschston had arrived or he himself was inaugurating

the New Age, rather because God's .Rule is an existential reality; God's Rule

always confronts man in the present moment of his existence. Certainly Jesus

called men to follow him, but not because he thought he was unique, rather

because he was proclaiming God's Rule. The consistent picture which hss

emerged is that of a man who proclaimed God's Rule and gave himself completely

in obedience to God's will.

These conclusions with regard to Jesus' mission and with regard to the

questions of esch&tology and Christology may not be considered final until the

particular materials in which Jesus is apparently revealed as Messiah end tho

bringer of the Sschaton have been dealt with, but they do provide a foundation

for the consideration of those materials, the former materials being less

problematical then the latter. Moreover, it may be pointed out here that a

significant point is gained in the present interpretation with regard to the

question of motive. Since Jesus proclaimed God's Rule as a present,

existential reality in which God's gift end his demand are one, there is no
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the time was propitious, i.e. because God's Rule was uniquely available or

because it would soon be too late or because of the threat of judgment; they

were tc respond because Gob comes to rule. Since Jesus proclaimed God's

Rule apart from any consideration of his own person, there is no ambivalence

with regard to himself. He was not seeking his own Kingdom or his own

position as s present leader or Messiah or as s. future glorious figure. Jesus

simply challenged men to respond and give themselves to God's Rule, and he

simply responded and gave himself to God's Rule. Moreover, since God's Rule

is a present, existential reality and since His gift and His demand are one,

there is no antinomy with regard to motive; God's Rule is its own reward, so

that there is no compromise of the radical nature of the demand; to respond

to God's Rule is to receive God's Rule, not en inward realization of or hope

for future entrance into the Kingdom as a personal goal or state of bliss.

Thus, according to this interpretation, the whole of life is focused in

response to God's Rule and obedience to God's will (i.e. mission), and the

motive for mission is unmitigated self-denial and. self-giving (i.e. love).
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3. TfiS MISSION AND HE3SAGE OF JESUS (PAKCICOLM);

Tbw re regain to k# stud iwd Iboee Syvupt \ e taterials which speak more or

less directly concerning Jesus himself. It is readily apparent that there are

oaay iupox'tant incidents and fron Jesus1 ministry which are concerned

primarily with Jesus himself. Consideration of these materials has been

deferred until now because the difficult questions of Christology and. escha-

tology emerge in them. The previous general study has, however-, provided a

foundation from which to approach these materials and * perspective fro® which

to consider these questions. It should be noted that these materials do not

form a separata strand of materials or another aspect of Jesus* ministry but

the same ministry as it is sot forth in bore particular materials. It is

important to remember, filially, that too purpose of this study is to analyze

the purpose (mission) and motive of Jesus during his ministry.

In the materials to be considered here the questions of Christology and

eachatology are particularly acute. It is evident, for instance, that the

Gospels seek to show not just how Jesus fulfilled God's will but above all that

1
he was the Messiah, the Son of God. Almost all the materials that make up toe

Gospels, OS they now stand, seem to hear witness to Jeans* person, not just his

This is brought out especially in the introductory materials to all four
Gospels. The clearest statement of purpose is found at Jn. 20:31: "These are
written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that
believing you may nave life in his name." C. F. D. Fouls, "The Intentions of
the Evangelists,* Hew Testament Essays; Studies in Memory of T. W. Hanson.
ed. A. J. B. Higgles (Manchester: University Press, 1959), p. 166; "These Gospel
traditions, accordingly, were doubtless framed within the context of Christian
faith, so that no Christian writings are mere dispassionate narratives but are
documents of faith, springing from such an estimate of the person of Jesus as
belongs not to a sceptic but to an already convinced believer." Moule is certain¬
ly correct in arguing that the intentions behind the writing of the Gospels, via.
apolo@9t.io and witnooo to outoidero, and instruction and worship in the church,
should not be taken as denial of their historicity. On the contrary, the under¬
lying purpose was to "tell the story," to set forth the actual facts of Jesus*
ministry and death as well as his resurrection.
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mission in the strict sense. His whole life, from his oirtn to his death, is

presented as unique and "supernatural"; the record of his ministry is full of

signs and mighty works; his sayings are set forth ao authoritative pronouncements.

Moreover the question of Jesus' identity, particularly in connection with con¬

temporary Messianism, nust have arisen during his ministry as well as after the

resurrection, and it is almost certain that Jesus was executed as "King of the

Jews," i.e. as a Messianic pretender. Under the weight of all this evidence the

ministry of Jesus as a whole and the individual sayings and events from it have

traditionally been interpreted in terms of the "Messianic" and/or "filial"5" conscious¬

ness" of Jesus.

Recent scholarship has, however, brought into question this whole approach.

Literary comparison among the Gospels reveals that the record of Jesus' ministry

2
has been enhanced especially at taose points which reveal his person. It is

now recognized that even Mark, the earliest evangelist, was, as his title indi¬

cates, bearing witness to "Jesus Christ, tae Son of God," (Mk. ljl), not writing

a history or a biography."' It has become increasingly clear that not only the

1
G. 3. Duncan, Jesus. Son of ".an (London: Nisbet & Co., 1947), takes a

Hlial-ouasciouaness approach over against fcho Moooiaaio-conociousaess approach,
but he still remains in the dilemma of making Jesus' consciousness of his own

person, i.e., his claims to uniqueness, the foundation of his ministry.

*T?his will be seen in the discussion of the materials, beginning at the
baptism, where it is especially noticeable.

3
K. il. Lightfoot, history and Interpretation in tne Goapols (London: Hodder &

atougnton, 1935), p. 61: "The primary interest of our earliest evangelist is in the
significance of the person of Christ." The opening title (Mk. 1:1) and the intro¬
duction as a whole (Mk. 1:1-13) are meant to provide the key to all tnat follows.
In 'The Gospel Message of St. Mark (Oxford: Clarenden Press, 1950), p. 47, Lightfoot
says, "Probably we shall best understand his book and his purpose, if we regard
both it and the little sections by means of which it is so largely built up, as an
illustration, exposition and demonstration of the Church's Gospel." But onca
again this insight oust not lead to anti-historical conclusions. As J. M. Robin¬
son, The Problem of History in Mark (London: SCh Press, 1957), p. 12, points out,
we oust "recognise tho bauiu fact that Mark finds meaning and divine action in
history, and therefore intends to he recording history."
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written but also the oral traditions of Jesus' ministry all the way back to the

time of the resurrection itself nave boon preserved and developed as witness to

Jesus' person.^" This further confirms the importance of studying Jesus' ministry,

even in those materials wnich speak about his person, in terms of his mission in

the strict sense.

The difficult but necessary task as to weigh at every point in the accounts

the tension between the actual historical ministry of Jesus and the witness of

the early church after the resurrection. It is perfectly understandable that

the Gospel writers, the early preachers, and even the Apostles themselves re¬

ferred back to the actual works and words of Jesus in the light of the resurrection

and found in all of them his unique person. It is also understandable that the

perspective of Jesus during his actual ministry was entirely different from the

perspective of the early cnurch; he was wholly taken up in the carrying out of

his mission. This is not to say that the church was wrong in calling Jesus the

2
Messiah, the Son of God. The resurrection was ample proof that he was. Nor

ia it to say that they wars wrong in interpreting the materials from hiu ministry

W. Ranson, Jesus the Hessian, p. 94s "There is no smallest unit of this
tradition which is not instinct with Christological significance. And this is
because the motive which from the start led to th© preservation of nistorical
material in the tradition was a Christological motive." To say that these oral
and written traditions bear 'witness to Christ is not to say that they are aati-
or non-historical. It is merely to affirm that they are theological as well as
historical and that justice must be done to both these characteristics. It used
to be argued that since Mark, the earliest Gospel, is relatively primitive it
must he historical. Now we can see that the presence of development after Mark
should lead us to expect the same tendency in and prior to Mark, ©specially in
the matter of Christoiogy.

2
Although the resurrection itself lies outcida tha aoopo of taxes prooont

study, the assumption taken throughout is that it was an actual historical event
as well as a unious redemptive act of God. In fact the approacn taken in this
section lays more, not loco, weight on the resurrection as historic©-theological
event than the traditional interpretation.



195

in terms of his person. Their task was* after all, to proclaim Jesus as

Messiah and Lord. It is, however, to say that if we are to discover the

nature and motive of Jesus' mission we must consider the Synoptic materials

from the perspective of his actual ministry, not merely in terms of their

present form.

There is an important theological issue involved here, especially when

the question of motive is raised. If we are to study the works arid words of

Jesus from the perspective of the actual ministry, we must take seriously the

fact that he was a man. Traditional orthodoxy, on the basis of the witness of

the primitive church and the creeds of the ecumenical councils of the fourth

and fifth centuries A.D. has generally read the life of Jesus in terms of his

unique person, mid this has inevitably led to tne concept of nis "Messianic

consciousness." But wo may question whether it ia possible to take seriously

Jesus* humanity while maintaining that he knew he was the Son of God, whether

he really suffered and humbled nimself if he knew he would be vindicated personally

in the end, whether he really gave himself in his obedience if he knew his kingdom

was just around the corner.1 Thus, in order to define more adequately the

nature and motive of Jesus' mission, we shall challenge the traditional Meooionio-

consciousnsss approach.

The following study will, therefore, consider those Synoptic materials

which speak more or leoo dirootly concerning Jeaua himself with these factors in

^Surely there is an essential antiftpiiy in tne traditional position which io
summarized by this statement of tf. Hanson, Jesus The Messiah, p. Ills "He who is
called to be the Messiah-Son of God sees the way marked out for him by the
praotioo of the Servant, and teaches also thai only through the Humiliation and
self-sacrifice of the Servant is the glory of the Son of Man to be attained."
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*sind. On tne basis of til© previous study of the general '.materials from the

ministry it will find in God's Rule the central factor of Jesus' mission and

message, and it will interpret God's Rule as radical demand. Because of the

central critical problem of the tension between the Slla itu Leben Jssu and the

setting of the early church, specifically with regard to the matter of Jesus'

uniqueness and his person, it will seek to interpret the materials in terms

of Jesus' mission in the strict sense. In the light of the important theological

question of motive it will take as its starting point the fact that Jesus was a

man. These important materials from Jesus' ministry, beginning with the story

of his baptism at the hand of John and andlog with the account of his death at

the hands of the religious'political rulers of first century Palestine, may thusA

be expected to reveal Josus' mission and motive, and the results of this study

may be expected to confirm and extend those derived from the previous general

study.
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1. The Opening of the Ministry.

Certain materials naturally group themselves around the opening of the

ministry. Although present opinion as to the temporal and geographical

structure of the Gospel narratives is generally far more radical than the

traditional view of the past, it is hardly to bo questioned that Jesus' ministry

began in the context of the work of John the Baptist.^" Closely associated with

Jesus' baptism is his temptation in the wilderness. These two narratives are

not only sat at the outsat of the ministry; they &i%> also taken as foundations

for the ministry, ia shall attempt to see what they reveal concerning the

nature and motive of Jesus' mission.

a. The baptis. of Jesus by John is of great importance. "The fact that

Jesus let himself be baptised by John belongs to the data of his life which

cannot be doubted. Nor can the fact that the meeting with John was and continued

2
to be of the highest importance for his own understanding of his mission." The

baptism may be considered as historical fact because of the problem it presented

to the early church. John's mission was, to be sure, useful and meaningful to
the early church, for it provided the background and starting point for Jeous'

ministry. John was understood as the forerunner, Elijah, the voice crying in

3
the wilderness and preparing the way of the Lord." But Jasus* submission to

*This is affirmed by all four Gospels and also by the kerygna as it is
set forth at Acts 1:22, 10:37, 13s34.

2
"G. Borakassa, Jesus of Nazareth. ;rans. I. and if. McLuskey with J. E.

Robinson (London: Hodcior & Stoughton, 1S»60), p. 49.

*W. 1:2-8, Kt. 3:1-12, Lk. 3:1-17. Mark quotes Mai. 3:1 and Is. 40:3;
Matthew quotes Is. 40:3; Luke quotes Is. 40:3-5. Li&htfoot, Tho Coopal Mocoago
of St, Mark- p. 19, makes the interesting observation that John's Appearance is
described, although Janus' is not, in order to draw the parallel to Elijah (cf.
2 Kings 1?8), In History and Interpretation in. the Gospels, pp. 63, 64, Lightfoot



193

John's baptism, a "baptism for the remission of sins, was a difficult problem in

the fact- of the church'a belief in Jesus as the Messiah, the Son of God.^" A

comparison of the Gospel sources reveals successive attempts to handle tnis

2
problem, Therefore we must conclude that the baptism was an historical ovont

and that the record of tnis event was developed in keeping with the church'0

interpretation of Jesus' person,"' We are thus led to consider Jesus' encounter

states, "The baptism and preaching of John were regarded in the primitive church
ao the immediate prelude of what we may call the divine message or action of
salvation," and argues that tnis is "why St. Mark connects the proclamation of
the divine sonship of Jesus with the moment of his baptism by John."

1
Mo Dibalius, The Messages of Jesus Christ, 1939, p. 133, cited by J, W. Bow¬

man, The Intention of Jesus (Philadelphia* Westminster Press, 1943), P» 13s "No
Christian would have invented, in Jesus' honor, a tale in which the Master himself
was a recipient of Jonn's baptism."

""Mark'a account (Mk. 1:9-11) states that Jesus came from Nazareth and was

baptized by John, that when he cane up out of the water he saw the heavens opened
and the Spirit descending upon him like a dove, and that a voice came from heaven,
"Thou art my beloved Son; with Thee I am well pleased." Luke's account (Lk. 3s21,
22) makes the reference to the baptism less direct ("And when Jesus also had been
baptized") and the reference to the heavens opening more direct ("the heaven was
opened") and describes true descent of tne Spirit as "in bodily form." Matthew's
account (Mt. 3:12-17) interpolates a remonstrance on the part of John ("1 need to
be baptized by you, and do you come to me?") and a reply "by Jesus ("Let it be so
now; for thus it is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness") and puts the
voice from heaven into the third person ("this is my beloved Son"). John's
account (Jn. 1*29-34) omits all reference to the baptism itself, puts into the
mouth of John the witness (of the church) to Jesus, "Behold, the Lamb of God, who
takes away the sin. of the world," makes John identify Jesus ae the Coming One whom
he nad foretold, and has John experience and bear witness to the descent of tae
Spirit and a 30mewhat different message from heaven ("lie on whom you see tne Spirit
descend and remain, this is he who baptizes with the Holy Spirit"), This develop¬
ment can, of course, be traced further in the Apocryphal Gospels. In the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, Jesus says, "In what have I sinned that I should go and
be baptized by him? Unless, perhaps, what I have just said is a sin of ignorance."
The Gospel of the Ebionites adds to the words from heaven, speaks of a great light
and of a fire kindled in the Jordan, and makes John fall before Jesus and ask to
be baptized himself.

3
We may note one point in particular concerning which there is evidence

elsewhere in the Gospels themselves that the theology of the Church has here
glossed over—and apparently contradicted—the historical event. According to
Matthew and John, Jesus was recognized by the Baptist; but it is evident from
Mt. 3t7-I2/L''c. -9, 16, 17, that John's Messiah differed substantially from
Jesus, and it in .dent from Kk. 2*18 par., Mt. lisp/Lk. 7*19, Jn. 3:23 (cf.
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with John, his baptism in particular, in terms of his mission rather than in

terms of his person.

Whatever affinities John may have had with the sects and movements of his

day it appears as if he was a solitary voice calling the nation to repentance.

He was not a political revolutionary, although he oecame embroiled with the

1
rulers and was executed by Herod Antipas as a troublemaker (Mk. 6:17-29).

His purpose was not to found a sect or to gain followers for an existing group,

2
although he did in fact acquire disciples and start a movement. He did not

establish a new code or a new piety, although his own food and clothing were

those of an ascetic (Mk. 1:6, Mt. ll:8/Lk. 7:25). He was not an apocalypticist,

although his message wa3 proclaimed with the urgency of impending judgment (Mt. 3s

J7-12/Lk. 3:7-18). He did not claim to be the Messiah but proclaimed the coming

4of the Mightier One (Mk. 1:7, 8). John's mission was prophetic; he called his

Acts 19:1-7) that John continued his work apart from Jesus. It is most likely
that John did not recognize Jesus at the baptism but that he was made a witness
to Jesus in the subsequent development of the tradition. Cf. Bornkaram, op. eft.,
p. 49.

"Cf. Josephus, Antiquities, xviii, 5, 2, (par. 116-119).

2Cf. Mk. 2:18, 6:29, Mt. ll:2/Lk. 7:19, Jn. 1:35, 3:25, 4:1, Acts 19:1-7.

'T. W. Hanson, The Savings of Jesus (London: 3CM Press, 1949), pp. 40, 41,
suggests that John contrasted his own baptism of water with the coming baptism of
fire ("with the Holy Spirit" being the interpretation of the early church on the
basis of their experience), i.e. judgment. "When the reference to the Spirit is
dropped, the nature of the saying is apparent. It falls into line with the rest
of John's preaching. The baptism with fire is parallel to the other references to
fire and to be understood in the same way. The sense of the saying is not that
John's baptism is the preliminary to sometning better, but it is the last chance
of escaping something very much worse, namely the coming judgment." Cf. V. Taylor,
The Gospel According to St. Mark (London: Maemillan & Co., 1959), p. 157.

4
T. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 41, argues that John wa3 referring

to the Messiah (cf. Is. 9:6/Ps. Sol. 17:44) and that he was describing not a
supernatural being but a man endowed with supernatural power and authority.
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people to repentance and obedience, In the tradition of the prophets he looked

for a visitation of God's judgment on his people, and he challenged them to turn

from their sinful ways and produce the fruits of true repentance. He warned

them not to count on their natural descent from Abraham, and he called them to

1 2
be baptized, even as pagan proselytes into the true Israel.

Why then did Jesus come to John for baptism, and what does this event

3
reveal concerning his mission? Other people who were baptized by John probacly

came for various reasons—under the burden of sin, in response to God's voice,

with nationalistic fervor, in the hope that this was the dawning of the Messianic

Age. Je3us evidently saw in John the working of God and came in response to God's

4
call. His purpose must have been to fulfill God's will as it was revealed through

H. H. Kowley, "The Baptism of John and the Quaran Sect," Hew Testament Ss3aya:
Studies in Memory of Hanson, pp. 218-229, snows that there is no real evidence
to link John or his baptism with the Ss3enes and that his baptism has far more in
common with proselyte baptism than with anytning practiced by any of the sects at
that time.

*T?. W. Manson, The Savings of Jesus, p. 41; "The preaching of John as a
whole belongs to the same strain as the preaching of the greatest Old Testament
prophets. Like thera he has his message of doom for a sinful nation. But he
goes farther. His task is not merely to proclaim the coming wrath, but also
(again in the words of Amos) to prepare Israel to meet her God, to show a way of
repentance and amendment whereby some at least may be delivered before it is too
late. In this setting the baptism of John can perhaps be most readily understood
by reference to the Jewish baptism of proselytes. As the baptism of the proselyte
was part of the ceremony of dedication by wiiich a Gentile was incorporated into
Israel, so John's baptism is an act of rededication by waich Israelites, who
through sin have lost their right to the name, may be incorporated afresh into
the true Israel." Cf. Hanson's The Servant-Messiah (Cambridge; University Press,
1953), p. 44, where he argues that the point of "John's procedure is that he
deliberately invites the children of Abraham to submit to a rite which has been
devised for the benefit of pagans."

3
It should be noted that the question of Jesus' purpose in submitting to

John's baptism is prior to the question of what happened at the baptism and
remains whatever view is taken of the latter.

4
Cf. T. W. Hanson, The Servant-Messiah, pp. 46, 47.
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John; his motive must have been to give himself in obedience. So he entered

1
into John's baptism "to fulfil all righteousness." Note that Jesus came and

submitted to John's baptism in response to God—as, indeed, all who came were

called to do. He did not become a disciple of John but carried out his own

mission apart from John. But Jesus never refuted John's work. On the contrary

he spoke of John's greatness (Mt. Ils7~ll/Lk. 7:24-28). lie linked together

John's mission and his own in the parable of the Children in the Market Place

(Mt. Il;l6/Lk» 7331-35), indicating that they both represented the call of God.

He indirectly reaffirmed John's baptism in his shrewd reply to those who

questioned his ova authority (f'k. 11:27-33) implying that "the decision con¬

cerning John and his baptism of repentance is also the decision concerning

2
Jesus and his mission." All these materials confirm that Jesua camo to John

in response to God's call and gave himself in obedience.

Concerning what actually happened at Jesus' baptism, the problems are

manifold. It has already been pointed out that comparison of the Gospels

i-9veals different attempts to interpret this event in terms of the church's

Christology. According to the earliest account, Mk. 1:9-11, Jesus himself

"saw the heavens opened and the Spirit descending upon him like a dove; and a

voice came from the heaven, 'Thou art my beloved Son; with thee I am well

pleased.'" Even here difficult questions arise. If this phenomenon appeared

^Matthew's account (Mt. 3:14, 15) of John's remonstrance ("I need to be
baptised by you, and do you come to me?") and Jesus* reply ("Let it be so now;
for thus it is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness") are no doubt later
interpolation, but Jesus certainly did submit to baptism in obedience or "to ful¬
fill all righteousness." Hero we oee the tonaion between the actual historical
event and the resurrection faith of the church. It is questionable whether John
made such a statement or recognized Jesus at all at his baptism, but it is not
questionable that Jesus came in obedience.

^Bornkamm, o£. cit.» p. 50.
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to Jesus alone, what was its nature? When and why was it communicated to

1 2
others? What is the exact meaning of the words from heaven? Since theae

words seem to be taken from Ps. 2:7 and/or Is* 42:1, is it not possible that

they were inserted into this account as the reminiscences of Jesus' ministry

3
were circulated along with the testimonia from the Old Testament?

These important questions are far from being answered with any unanimity

of opinion or certainty. 'The traditional position has been to see in Jesus'

baptism a clear presentation of his calling and anointing a3 the unique Son of

God and Messiah, but this interpretation does not deal adequately with the

theological influence of the early church on the records. Radical criticism

treats the baptism accounts as myth or legend but this interpretation tends

to depreciate the historical Importance of the event. The approach suggested

by this present study is to leave open the question of what happened to Jonun

at the baptism and return to tne more definite conclusion which nas already

been reached concerning Jesus' purpose in coming to baptism.

1
If Jesus related this experience, as we have it in Mark, to others, he

must have made for himself the claims it implies. This point is often completely
missed. Thus, 11. II. Puller, Tho Hiooion and Achievement of Jesus (London: SGK
Press, 1956), p. 84, states: "It is tne voice from heaven which proclaims him as
such, not a claim of his own."

2
Do they recall both Ps. 2:7 and Is. 42:1? Are they intended to indicate

"the enthronement of the King" and "the ordination of the Servant"? Are they
meant to be the first declaration or the confirmation of Jooua' Meaoiaruc calling?

3
Certainly these Old Testament passages belonged to the testimonia of the

early church. Cf. C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures (London: Nisbet & Co.,
1952), pp. 31, 32, 89.
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This conclusion, that Jesus came to John and submitted to baptism in

]_
order to give himself in obedience to God, should not be underrated. It

explains his actions here, and it corresponds perfectly with the concept

2
of obedience to which he called others. Tne question of the sinlessnese of

3
Jesus need not arise. In any case that question, from the perspective of

the life and ministry of Jesus, can only be argued from silence, for the

4
Synoptic materials do not speak of Jesus' sin or sinlesaness. It is sufficient

to realize that Jesus came in response to John's message and gave himself to

God's Rule. He responded in radical obedience, in self-denial and self-giving,

just as later he called others to respond and give themselves. This was the

nature of Jesus' mission as it is revealed at his baptism; this was the purpose

"As, e.g., Borakamm, op. cit.. p. 54, does, lie states that the baptism is
"one of the most certainly verified occurrences of /JssusJ life," but he adds,
"Tradition, however, lias altogether transformed the story into a testimony to the
Christ, so that we cannot gather from it what baptism meant for Jesus himself,
for his decisions and for his inner development."

2
See Section A above, especially the concluding Summary.

3
"T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 130: "The question is not whether

Jesus has or lias not sins to confess, but whether he is to obey the call of God
which comes through the last and greatest of the prophets." Bowman, op. cit.,
pp. 29-35, emphasizocs the linguistic argument that John's call to repentance
(yuec<*voc<k) must have been the same as that of the Old Testament prophets, which
was a call to moral decision (ZL')UJ)t not a statement of emotional attitude to¬
wards one's sins (Q f~j ] ); it was a matter of responding to God's call, of taking-
one's stand for the God "of Israel. B. Wrtwein, ''/xecauot-uj, /it-ravo"*,"
Theologiaches bflrterbueh gum ileuen Testament. 3d. I¥, ed. G. Kittel (Stuttgart:
W. hoiiihaonBer, 194$ p. 981: "Qo lflsst aich alu Czuudotruktur dor prophetiechen
Utnkehr, wie sie von Hob bis Jeremia verkftndet worden iat, festhalten, dass ca in
ihr daruia goht, sich rnit seiner ganzen Bxistanz Jahwe zuzuwandon und iha ala Israels
Gott in alien Entscheidungen unbedingt ernst zu nehaen."

^Only from tne perspective of the resurrection is this quootion relevant
and from this perspective w« must conclude with the early church (ef. 2 Cor. 5»
21, Heb. 4:15, 1 3:5, 1 Pet. 2:22) that Jesus lived without sin.
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b. The temptation of Jesus in the wilderness is closely associated with

his baptism; like the former this narrative is important for tao understanding

of Jesus' mission; and also like the former it raises the question of Jesus'

person. In Mark's Gospel the temptation of Jesus is simply stated. "The

Spirit immediately drove him out into the wilderness. And he was in the wilder¬

ness forty days, taapted by Satan; and he was with the wild beasts; and the

angels ministered to hi®." (Mk. 1:12, 13) In Matthew ana Luke, however, there

in an extended, vivid account of the nature of the temptation, and this account

gives very significant insight into Jesus' ministry as a whole. As with the

matter of Jesus' baptism it is almost certain that the story of the temptation

goes back to the ministry of Jesun, for it is difficult to imagine or explain

2
its creation by early Christians. If, however, the account does go back to

In this analysis of Jesus' baptism we have demonstrated the validity and
significance of our method of study. The question of Jesus' purpose or mission
is historically and theologically prior to the question of his person. With
regard to his mission it is perfectly clear from the historical perspective of
his actual ministry that Jesus gave himself in obedience; this is confirmed by
the theological perspective of the resurrection, in which Jesus was vindicated
by God as the perfect fulfillment of His will. With regard to Jesus' person it
is certainly true on the basis of the resurrection that he was God's Son and
Keeeiah (but not necessarily that he knew it all along and that this so-called
"Messianic consciousness" was the basis of his ministry!); from the perspective
of the actual ministry, however, it is. still problematical whether Jeous was
conscious of being the Messiah at his baptism. Moreover, since Jesua' mission
was one of self-denial and self-giving, it may be questioned whether he would
have made such claims for himself as are implied in the voice from heaven and
are asserted by the Kassianic-consciousness approach. (The difficulty is not
that such a voice should have come from heaven so much as that Jesua, if he alone
heard it, should have told others about it during his ministry.)

2
It has been pointed out that this story contains symbolic language and Old

Testament correspondences (the wild beasts, the angels, the 40 days), that it has
catechetical value (the now believer must be ready to face temptations), and above
all that it provides an important key to Jesus' ministry (he rejected worldly king-
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the actual ministry of Jesus, its origin is wholly dependent on Jeouo himoelf;

sincu he is presented as alone in the wilderness, he must havo been the one to

report chc expericnco lator to others. Therefore we are facod not only with tne

question of what the temptation meant to Jesus but also with the question of why

he told it to othera.1 The answers to both of these questions have traditionally

hinged upon the "Messianic consciousness" of Jooug^; the hypercritical consider

the whole thing a myth or a legend; the present analysis will pursue a third

alternative which will leave open the question of Jesus* unique Eolf-coneciouo-

ness and yet reveal the purpose and motive of his mission.

The assumption that Jesus told the story of the temptation is tne logical

starting-point; the 3tory must have been told first of all by Jesus, probably

to his disciples. The nature of the account (Mt. 4:1-ll/Lk. 4:1-13) is para¬

bolical, and its meaning lies not so much in external, literal events as in

3
"searching spiritual struggle." Aa with the parables we must find the original

ship and did not desire recognition as Messiah as a result, of his mighty works)
and serves an important function in the prefac® of the (Jospel (as a prelude to
Jesus' victory over evil, the demons, and Satan). But these observations do not
necessarily speak against, much less disprove, dominical origin.

1
T. W. Kanson, The Servant-Messiah, p. 55: "We must also assume that he deed¬

ed his experience relevant to the hopes and desires of his disciples. Otherwise
why should he have told it to them?"

p
"As in the record of Joous* baptism it ia certain that the early church under¬

stood this story in terms of the uniqueness of Jesus, and it is easy to see how the
story has generally been interpreted in the same way ever since then. A simple
reading of the text seems only too clearly to show that Jesus was tempted because
he was conscious of his unique calling and his unique power. Similarly it seems
reasonable to suppose that lie would have told the story to his disciples after
Caesarea Philippi in order to explain his road to the cross.

K. Hunter, The fork and Words of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1950), p« 38;
"The temptation story describes inward experiences, not external events. It is
the story of a searching spiritual struggle—a real, not a sham fight—told in the
language of parable." T. J. flanson, The Servant-Messiah, p. 55: "V«'e should regard
it as spiritual experience of Jesus thrown into parabolic narrative form for the
instruction of his disciples."
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sotting and define the central message in teres of the actual ministry. It

is most likely that Jesus told this story to his followers in order to teach

them something, not merely to relate an experience of his."6 A glance at the

three replies of Jesus to the devil in the story, in which ha quotes from

Deut. 8:"3, 6:13, and 6:16, reveals that he was teaching them about the will

of God. As he did throughout his ministry, he was here showing them the way

of obedience and challenging them to follow airs.

Therefore the three temptations, as they were related to the disciples,

are concerned with the nature of obedience. They bring out, negatively, Jesus'

understanding of God's Rule over against the popular Messianic hopes which he

confronted not only among the people but also among his own disciples. The

first temptation, to command the stone (Matthew: stones) to become bread,

corresponds with "the current belief that the Messianic Age would be narked by

2
a miraculous abundance of material goods." Doubtless the disciples felt the

pressure of the people's need and wanted to respond, or wanted Jesus to respond,

3
with supernatural means. But Jesus said, "Man snail not live by Dread alone."

The second temptation (in Luke's order), to worship the devil and gain power

over all the kingdoms of the world, corresponds with the popular political

ambitions of contemporary Messianism. And there is evidence taat the disciples

AT. W. fiausou, The Servant-Messiah, p. 35s The important question is not
whether it is an exact record of events that happened at precise tir.ae in places
that could be indicated on a map of Judah, but rather what Jeaua meant to convoy
to his followers when he told them the story."

'T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 43«

3
Matthew adds, "but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God."
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were in fact moved by this ambition.1 But Jesus replied, "You shall worship

the Lord your God* and him only 3hall you serve." The third temptation, to

perform a spectacle at the temple, also corresponds with contemporary Messianic
2

expectations. Jesus was often faced with requests or demands for a sign, and

no doubt the disciples also wanted to have visible proof or vindication of their

cause.'' Jesus' reply here was, "You shall not tempt /test/ the Lord your God."

It is evident that these three temptations are essentially one and that they

represent the opposite of true obedience in the teaching of Jesus. To want

4
supernatural provision of bread is to presume on the prerogative of God ; to

seek worldly power is the opposite of humble service; to ask God to prove his

power is to disbelieve (not trust) him. The one basic temptation which these

examples portray is to assert self in the place of God, even in the name of

service to God, rather than to submit oneself humbly and completely to God's

Rule. Jesus' response in each case was to reassert God's place as King. When

Cf. Mk. 8:31-33 (Peter's reply to the announcement of suffering), 10:35-45
(the request of James ana John and its effect on the others), Acts 1:6 (the in¬
quiry of the Eleven). It is quite possible that Judas finally betrayed Jesus
because of his disillusionment with regard to this ambition.

2
T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 44, refers to "the Jewish tradition

that the Messiah would appear on the roof of the Temple and there proclaim deliver¬
ance to the people" but dismisses it as irrelevant because it makee no mention of
leaping from the roof. This tradition is certainly relevant, however, for in both
the third temptation and in this tradition the point lies in the demonstrative
appearance at the Temple; the leap from the roof in the third temptation is merely
an addition to or a variation of the same basic idea.

3
""Of. Lk. 9s54 (the request of James and John for fire from heaven to consume

the inhospitable Samaritans).
4
The context of the words in Jesus' quotation speaks of the 40 years in the

wilderness as a testing in which Israel was to learn that her life was from God,
not from bread (Deut. 8:1-4). In making this reference Jesus showed that to
demand bread from stones is the opposite of waiting upon God for his provision.
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he told this story to his disciples, he was presenting to them the challenge

of God'3 Rule; he was teaching them the nature of true response, the way of

true obedience, vis. self-denial and self-giving.

Before it can be stated finally that this is the answer to the question

of why Jesus told this story to hio disciples, consideration must be given to

the other question of what the temptation meant to Jesus himself. As we have

already suggested, the traditional interpretation of this narrative is baaed

upon his so-called Messianic consciousness; it is usually stated that tne

temptations are meaningless except as derivative of Jesus8 knowledge that he

was himself the Messiah, Son of God. But this is not necessarily the easel To

be sure the story follows the narrative of Jesus' baptism in the Synoptic Gospels,^
but it can be argued that the order of events is not a legitimate category of

judgment, at least not at this point, and that the baptism does not necessarily

2
indicate a Messianic self-consciousness. Moreover two of the temptations begin

with the words, "If you are the Son of God," but this protasis may be taken as

part of the temptation itself and the use of this title for Messiah is "curiously

rare in Hebrew and Jewish literature"''; as in the story of the baptism it may

4
reflect the theology of the church rather than the words of Jesus. Furthermore

the fact that these temptations have Messianic connotations is not particularly

"^Luke inserts his genealogy between these two accounts.

2
See above pp,/97-jo4-.

3
T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 43.

^Even W. Hanson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 106, admits, with regard to the use
of the term "Son of God" in the baptism and temptation narratives, "it; is always
possible that we have the language of the church speaking in its own terms."
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significantj Jewish hopes and ambitions wore generally couched in Messianic

terms at the time, so it wan natural that the temptations which ease to Jesus

and his disciples should have been presented in this form. Finally the tempta¬

tions seem to imply that Jesus could have turned stones into bread, gained

authority over the nations, and performed a fantastic spectacle at the Temple,

but that is not necessarily so,^" nor do these assumptions necessarily lead to

the traditional conclusion that the temptations were based on and are fully

intelligible only on the basis of Jesus' unique self-consciousness. On the

contrary it is possible and reasonable to find the meaning of these temptations

for Jesus himself, as well as for those to whom he told the story, in the

concept of God's Bule and in the area of obedience or mission.

It should be affirmed, first of all, that the temptation story recounts

the genuine experience of the historical Jesus. Although Jesus told the story

for the benefit of the disciples, as we have already suggested, it no doubt
2

represents his own outlook during his ministry. This is all the more evident

when we take seriously the fact that Jesus was a man, a Jew, one who responded

to Joan's prophetic call, submitted to baptism, and gave himself for the ful-

fillteeni of God'o will. As Jesus took up hio ministry thcoo temptations would

naturally have presented themselves? to supply all the needs of the people

■^Certainly it is possible to be tempted by the impossible; history is full
of examples of men who have sought after the unattainable. Furthermore, when,
it is perceived that the problem here concerns the relationship between God and
man, it becomes questionable whether Jesus could have performed these miracles
in response to the devil's tempting, although he could have yielded to the tempta¬
tion to try, for it is impossible to use God's power against His will.

2
It is not unlikely that thio experience came to Joouc in a particular

way during one of his periods of solitary meditation in a deserted place and
that when he told the 3tory he had in mind, or even referred to, a particular
experience which occurred to him just after his baptism.
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miraculously,1 to take up the latent—and sporadically active—political power
2 3

of revolution, to produce a conclusive sign of God's power. These temptations

arose not because Jesus thought he was unique but because he earnestly wanted

God's Rule to be realized, not because he thought ha had a unique calling but

because he earnestly sought to bring God's Rule to men, not because he thought

he had unique power but because he was so conscious of God's power. In short

Jesus was tempted to force God's Rule. But this course of action is, as we

have already suggested, the opposite of true faith and humble obedience, for

it is the way of self-assertion. Moreover, to take this course of action

would be to try to thrust God's Rule upon the people. In rejecting the way

of overt power and demonstrative sign Jesus revealed his understanding of the

This temptation was not merely to use supernatural means to help people
in their need, which is certainly legitimate and which Jesus certainly did; nor
is it a matter of producing a sign, which is the third temptation; it ia rather
to try to bring in God's Rule by miracles as such. Therefore it is important
to note, as we have done (see pp. 2', ?o above), that Jesus performed his heal¬
ings and exorcisms in response to need, out of compassion, not to bring in the
Kingdom forthwith, and that he evoked faith at the same time. In other words
his miracles were in accord with, not contrary to, his message of God's Rule as
gift and demand and his mission under God's Rule as love and challenge.

ZT. it, Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 45, 46s "The whole history of the
Jewish people from 200 B.C. to A.B. 130 is solid testimony to the fact that if
Jesus had wished to raise a revolt against Gentile domination, ha would have
found a following without difficulty." See p. 46 above.

"Z

Jesus faced repeated demands for a sign during his ministry (Mk. 8s11-13,
15s32, Mt. 12s38-42/Lk. 11:29-32, 12:54-56, 23»Q), but this temptation had a
much broader application than the specific requooto and demands for proof that
God was with him. Throughout his ministry, in so far as he wanted men to respond
to God's Rule, this temptation was relevant; Wouldn't the multitude repent and
believe, wouldn't the disciples lose all their doubts and hesitations, wouldn't
even the Pharisees give up their opposition, if they could but see God's power
and presence openly? It should be noted, in confirmation of the fact that
Jesus rejected this temptation, that he performed hie mighty works in response
to need, not as proof of God's power; he deliberately and explicitly avoided any
use of the miracles as signs. (On the question of signs see further pp. z/Z -
2/7 below.)
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nature of God's Rule and the nature of true response to God's Rule; God rules

by love, and true obedience to God's Rule is a matter of self-denial and self-

1
giving.

Therefore we may conclude, first, that Jesus told the story of hia tempta¬

tion in the wilderness in order to teach the disciples the nature of true

obedience and, second, that thi3 story reveals the nature and motive of Jesus'

mission during his ministry. The key to this analysis is, once again, the Rule

of God, which here, as elsewhere in the Synoptic materials, muot bo understood

as radical demand. According to thi3 interpretation the basis of the temptation—

and the foundation of Jesus' ministry as a whole—was not his consciousness of his

own person but his concern for God's will, i.e. his mission. Although the story

of the temptation is negative in character, it confirms the "theology of mission"

2
which underlies the general materials from Jesus' ministry. Jesus revealed in

this narrative, as in his baptism, that his purpose was to submit to God's Rule

and to do God's will and that his motive was to give himself in obedience.''

^Note that in this narrative, which is a crucial text for the interpretation
of Jesus' ministry as a whole, the central issue is motive.

"Vne subsequent analyses of materials from Jesus' ministry will indicate that
the outlook portrayed in this narrative was not just the product of a momentary ex¬
perience but a reflection of a consistent theology of mission. Since it is here
aet over against the way of self-assertion, it has been defined as self-denial and
self-giving. Since it has here implications with regard to both God and man, it
can be stated as the way of love for God and men.

3
As in the treatment of the baptism narrative above we may point out that this

insight into the mission of Jesus is historically and theologically prior to the
question of Jesus' Messianic consciousness, With regard to mission it is evident
from the perspective of the ministry itself that Jesus told the story in order to
teach the nature of obedience and revealed his own outlook on the way of obedience;
the resurrection confirms that his understanding of obedience was correct and that
he was himself fully obedient to God's will. With regard to person it is evident
on the basis of the resurrection that Jesus was Messiah, Son of God, but not neces¬
sarily that consciousness of that fact was the basis of his actual ministry and
its temptations; from the perspective of the ministry itself we must again state
that this "Messianic consciousness" is problematic.
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2. Sayings of Jesus about himself.

Although it would be impossible to deal with all the available materials,

it will be necessary to give some account of the oayings of Jesus about himself.

In order to show the importance and meaning of these sayings with regard to

Jesus* mission it will be necessary to challenge their traditional interpreta¬

tion in terras of his person, Therefore we shall consider first some sayings

which deal with the matter of signs, then some which contain titles, and

finally some which simply state Jesus' mission. In dealing with all of these

materials the purpose will be to discover the mission and motive of Jesus.

a. With regard to signs, it has just been suggested in the preceding

discussion of toe temptation narrative that Jesus rejected the use of super¬

natural means to demonstrate the validity of his mission and message or to

prove the power and presence of God—not just to prove his Mesaiahship. This

raises the question of Jesus' .airaeles and the so-called Messianic Secret. The

traditional interpretation, which finds oonoidorable support in the Synoptic,

materials and which corresponds with the belief of tne early church, is that

these miracles are proof that Jeeue was the Messiah and that his injunctions to

silence are proof that he knew he was the Messiah. On the other hand it has

'seen pointed out that the injunctions to silence or secrecy are a part of the

theology of the evangelists and of the traditions which have preserved the records.1

^Cf. w. a rede, Das Messiasgeheisnia in den hvaa^elian (Gdttingen: Varwlen-
hoeck & Bupreuht, 1901). B. U. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1935), pp. 57-96, states that "St. Mark's gospel is
built upon the 'basis of a definite doctrine," that "its foundation is that Jesus
is the Messiah or Christ," and that the remarkable feature of this doctrine "is
that this is a secret," which explains the lack of recognition and the rejection
of Jesus as Messiah. Although recognition of the theological interest in the
evangelists and of the early church does not contradict the historical basis of
the records, it does raise questions about it.
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Therefore we are led to consider the matter of signs anew, taking seriously

the nistorieo-theological nature of the materials.

Important insight into the question of signs is to be gained from Jesus'

sayings on the matter. According to Mk. 8:11-13 the Pharisees asked for a

sign from Jesus in order to test him. His reply was abrupt and unequivocal?

"Why does this generation seek a sign? Truly, I say to you, no sign snail be

given to this generation." According to Kt. 12:3&-4Q/lik. 11:29, 30 Jesus

spoke out even sore strongly against sign-seekers, calling them "evil and

2
adulterous." But then he added, "«o sign shall be given to it except the

sign of Jonah." Moicover, Luke continues, "For ao Jonah bocar.-.a a sign to the

sen of Hineveh, so will the Son of man be to this generation." Matthew has

here, "For as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of the whale,

so will the Son of man be three days and three nights in the heart of the

earth." The further material in Mt. 12:41, 42/Lk. 11:31, 32 is also relevant.

According to this saying Jesus compared the quean of the South and the men of

3
Nineveh with "this generation," and nxs concluding words were, "Something

greater than Solomon...something greater than Jonah is here."

"Matthew's parallel (Mt. 16:1-4) adds "excerpt the sign of Jonah," but this
is probably taken over from the "Q" saying which is considered next. V* Taylor,
The Gospel According to St. Mark (London: Macaillan Co., 1959), p. 361, suggests
that Mark's shorter saying "reflects Mark's belief that the Gospel is hidden
from hostile Jews," but this is an unnecessary conjecture.

2
T. ■. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1949), p. 89, points

out that Luke may nave dropped the word "adulterous" because its distinct moaning
would be unfamiliar to Gentile readers. As it is often used in Old Testament

prophecy, the tax® means "unfaithful to God," "apostate"—which fits in with the
interpretation of these vorses given here. To demand a sign or proof of God's
power is to be unbelieving or untrusting or unfaithful to God.

3
Matthew has probably reversed the chronological order, which is found in

Luke, in order to bring together the two references to Jonah.
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llow are these sayings to be reconciled? Je may begin with the assumption

that Jesus refused, as the temptation story teaches, to present any miraculous

sign as proof of his mission or message. This position is well supported by

the saying in Mark; when asked for a sign Jesus simply refused to give one.

The question therefore arisen whether the other saterials, Waxen arc found in

the other basic source of the Synoptics ("Q"), contradict or modify this

position. Without making an extended analysis of these materials, a simple

solution may be offered. There is no reason to doubt that Jesus referred to

Jonah, and it is evident (in Luke) that the point of this reference is that

when Jonah preached the Gentiles of Maeveh repented. So Jesus tells his

hearers, especially those who look for signs, that they will be given no sign

"except the sign of Jonah." This is, in fact, not a sign at all"" but a call to

2
repentance. Thus Jesus goes on to compare Jonah and the Jinevitas with himself

**

("Son of san" meaning «i»)'' and his generation—not as a claim, veiled or other¬

wise, but as a call to repentance. The same point is made in the final saying

about the queen of the South and the men of Nineveh. Those who were far removed

from Ood responded when they heard his voice through the wisdom of Solomon and

the preaching of Jonah, but the people of Israel, the Jews, who should know

God's voice, to whom the challenge of God's Rule is being presented even now,

"""Therefore there is no contradiction or compromise between this saying
and the one in Mark.

2
The uigiiificuacu of Jeuuu' position on eigne may be stated theologically:

there is no revelation without reconciliation. This position corresponds with
Jesuo' message in general, for he presented God's gift and demand as one, i.e.
as God's Rule. God ia known and his love is received by submission to his Rule.
(See above pp. /7Z-/^0. )

3
T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 90.
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do not repent. And something greater than Solomon, something greater than

2
Jonah is her®! God's Rule.

This interpretation of Jesus' sayings on signs is important because it

corresponds with his message in the general materials of hio ministry (Section

A). He called all men, even those who challenged him, to repentance, faith,

and obedience in response to God's Rule. This interpretation is feasible

because it allows for the tension between the historical Jesus of the ministry

and the Christ of the church's faith. Whereas Jesus meant to give not a sign

but a call to repentance, the church naturally took his words here as self-

proclamation; whereas Jesus compared himself to Jonah in order to show the

people their need of repentance, the church soon drew the comparison between

Jesus' descent into the heart of the earth and Jonah's duration in the belly

of the whale; whereas Jesus proclaimed God's Rule as something greater than

Solomon or Jonah, the church must naturally have thought that he spoke about

himself. Finally this interpretation is helpful in the matter of signs because

it confirms the fact that Jesus refused to do any signs and also because it

shows tnat his refusal to do signs is not necessarily based on his '•Messianic

consciousness*n As in the story of the temptation it was Jesus' understanding

Ibxd.s pp. yl, 92; "The neuter adjective here and in Mt. 12s6
refers not to Jesus personally, but to that which is manifested in him, the
Kingdom of God." In his interpretation of these verses Hanson states that
Jesus' "ministry is the manifestation of the Kingdom of God," that "in him
the Kingdom is self-authenticating," etc., which is certainly true on the
basis of the resurrection but is problematic if it is based on the "Messianic
consciousness" of Jesus. Fxvra the perspective of the actual ministry we must
say rather that Jesus proclaimed the Kingdom of God as a call to repentance
over against the demand for a sign. His reply to the Pharisees was, "The king¬
dom of God is not coming with signs to be observed,...for behold, the kingdom
of God is in the midst of you." (Lk. 17s20, 21, see p. Z30 below.)

2
Here as elsewhere in Jesus' ministry his message was God's Rul®, and

God'a Rule was presented as an existential encounter and a radical demand.
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of God's Rule and of the nature of true rooponee to God, not consciousness of

nis own unicueness, which led him to take this position.

On the basis of these insights wa my return briefly to the miracles of

1
Jesus and the "Messianic Secret." There is abundant evidence that Jesus'

ministry included mighty acts of healing. This in itself bears witness to

his compassion for those in need and to God's power working through him, but

not necessarily to his "Messianic consciousness." There ic also considerable

evidence that Jesus silenced the demons and asked those whom ho cured not to

2
tell others. sfhen the early church recounted the mighty deeds of Jesus,

knowing that h® had rejected all acclamation, believing that he was the Messiah,

and wishing to explain why he had not been recognised as such, naturally assumed

that Jesus made these injunctions to silence during his ministry in order to

conceal his Messiahship. It appears likely, however, that the basis upon

which Jesus silenced the demons and the healed was not this "Messianic conscious¬

ness" but, as he revealed in his teaching on signs, his understanding of the

nature of God's Rule and of true response to God's Rule.

Therefore we must conclude once again that Jesus' ministry, particularly

in the matter of signs, is to be understood primarily in terms of his mission,

his purpose, ills obedience to God's will; therefore we can sea that his motive

^"See above pp. 94-<tb .

^Lightfoot, history and Intarpretation in trie Gospels, pp. 70-74, almost
rules out any historical basis for these prohibitions in his desire to explain
the purpose of the evangelists—particularly Mark. It may be admitted that
some references are later generalized summaries (Mk. 1:34, 3sll, 12) or stereo¬
typed additions and that the proclamations of the demons have been affected by
the church's Christology. Rut certainly in curing demons Jesus must have
silenced them; with his opposition to eigne ho must have carried out healings
privately and with injunctions to secrecy; in his consistent setting forth of
God's Rule aa a call to repentance ho must 'nave avoided rumors and publicity
from his miracles.
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was self-denial and self-giving; therefore we can take seriously his humanity

and his humility; therefore we must continue to question the Messianic-

consciousness approach to the historical Jesus.

b. The sayings of Jesus which contain titles raise some of the most

difficult problems, and yet unfortunately they must be dealt with most

cursorily. It has been argued traditionally that these titles go back to the

person (i.e. self-consciououeab and self-revelation) ao well as th@ work of

Jesus. But the titles themselves must be challenged on the historical basis of

the Christological interest of the early church and on the theological basis

of the claims they apparently attribute to Jesus. Therefore the present

analysis, following the procedure and precedence of the previous sections of

this study, will seek to discover the setting of these materials in the actual

ministry of Jesus oy considering them in terms of Jesus' mission in the strict

sense. Once again it must be reiterated that this approach does not challenge

the fact that Jesus was the Messiah but the supposition that he claimed or

revealed from his inner consciousness that he was the Hessian. The value of

this approach is teat it yields new insight into Jesus' mission and motive,

which is, of course, the topic of this study.

Although only one title is found consistently in the sayings of Jesus,

"Son of Kan," there are others which make great claims for Jesus, and their

"'"To consider all the arguments would, be far beyond the scope of this
study, and yet the question of titles is obviously cooontial to the mission
and motive of Jesus. Therefore the basic arguments will be sketched, and the
question of motive will be pressed home. It is this question of motive and
this approach to Jesus' ministry as a whole which is offered as an important
and perhaps decisive element in the debate over the titles of Jesus. Would
Jesus, as a man, have made such claims for himself, outwardly or inwardly,
openly or secretly, as are implied in tnsse titles?
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usage in the Synoptic materials is instructive. Of the latter we may mention,

first, the term "Christ" or "Messiah." It is abundantly evident that the

primitive church identified Jesus as the Messiah, so much so as to make this

title into a proper name for him. This explains its occurrence in the title

of Mark's Gospel (Mk. 1:1) and at Mk. 9:41.Of the two strategic uses of the

title, at Caesarea Philippi (Mk. 8:29) and at the trial before the Sanhedrin

(Kk. 14:61), in the first instance Jesus does not accept (or reject) it, and

2
in the second his acceptance of it is questionable. Finally, in the one case

3in which Jesus himself used the terra, Kk. 12:35-37, it is evident that he

thought of Christos as a title predicable not of an earthly figure, but of one

4
exalted to the right hand of God." Therefore we must conclude that it is quite

The original form of the saying in Mk. 9:41 is probably found in Mt. 10:42
where instead of "because you bear the name of Christ" we read "because he is a

disciple." Cf. R. H. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus (London: SCM
Press, 1956), p. 110. Therefore Mk. 9:41 is one example of the insertion of a
Christological title into a saying of Jesus. Probably the same thing has occurred
at Mt. 23:10. Cf. G. 3. Duncan, Jesus. Son of Man (London; Bisbet & Co., 1947),
p. 126.

^Fhese two important passages will be considered separately below, pp. 2J4-
Z5/, Z5/-2.54- . It say be noted here, however, that these two "strategic" uses of
the term are important points in the theology and structure of Mark's Gospel and
that these two incidents may have provided suitable occasions for the witness of
Jesus as the Christ without that witness going back to the mind of Jesus at all.

3
"And as Jesus taught in the temple, he said, 'How can the scribes say that

the Christ is the son of David? David himself, inspired by the Holy Spirit, declar¬
ed, "The Lord said to my Lord, sit at my right hand, till I put thy enemies under
thy feet." David calls him Lord; so how is he his son?'" The authenticity of
this passage has been challenged, but in its favor is the fact that it does not
make any explicit connection between the titles and Jesus. If Mk. 13:21,22, which
contains the title "Christ," is to be taken ae a genuine saying of Jesus, it should
be understood as a similar reference by him to a glorious figure otner than himself.

4
Fuller, op. cit.. p. 110. Fuller states further that Jesus "does not claim

the title for himself in his earthly life" but "shelves it for future reference."
Similarly, Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 492, argues that "certainly
a secret of J'eeus concerning himself is implied." There is, however, no explicit
evidence for these inferences. Rather it may be argued that in bo far as Jesus
spoke Of an exalted one he divorced himself from that one, for his mission and
message as a whole indicate that he humbled himself and sought God's glory alone.
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possible that the application of the title "Christ" or "Messiah" to Jesus is

based not on Jesus® self-consciousness or self-designation but on the resurrection

faith of the early church; certainly the resurrection of Jesus, as the vindication

of his mission under, and message of, God's Rule, would havo provided a sufficient

foundation for tne belief and witness that Jesus was the Christ.

A similar position may be taken with regard to the title "Lord." "It

was the belief of the early church that after his resurrection Jesus wan exalted

to the right hand of God as tupcus (Acts 2:56, Phil. 2:9~ll)» In other words

1
his dignity as Eyrioa dates specifically from his exaltation." The widespread

use of Ps. 110:1 as an Old Testament witness to Jesus as Lord is evidence of the

2
importance of the term as a theological title. This Christian usage may well

go back to "an honorific title by which Jesus was addressed during his earthly

^ 3
life and which is reproduced in our gospels by the vocative tup >. (■ In any

case we are led to conclude that "Lord," as a Christological title, represents

the confession of the church and that it does not represent any claim which

""Fuller, oj3. cit., p. 111.

3Cf. Mk. 12:36, 14:62, (16:19), Acts 2:34, 7:53, Rom. 8:34, 1 Cor. 15:25,
Sph. 1:20, Col. 3:1, Heb. 1:3, 13, 8:1, 10:12, 13, 12:2, 1 Pet. 3:22. C» H. Dodd,
According to the Scriptures (London: Nisbet & Co., 1952), p. 35: "It seems clear,
therefore, that this particular verse /ps. 110:l7 was one of the fundamental texts
of the kerygna, underlying almost ail the various developments of it, and cited
independently in Mark, Acts, Paul, Hebrews, and 1 Peter."

3
"Fuller, op. cit.. p. 112. Thus at Mk. 7:28 the Syrophoenieian woman address¬

ed Jesus. "Lord," "Sir," and at Fit. 7i2l/Lk. 6:46 Josua refers to his being called
£/ "Lord, Lord." The occurrences of tuptt and t6/xcs in the Synoptic materials

are too numerous to cite, but they supply ample explanation and evidence of the
development within the tradition of the application of titles to Jesus where he
himself made no claims. Doubtless the early church read even the original untheo-
logical references to Jesus as fc6p>cos in terms of their full-blown confession
of Jesus as Lord.
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Jesus made for himself.

A third, title which is found in tne Synoptic materials is "Son of God."

It must be admitted that this term, also, has an important place in the theology

of the early church, as the title of Mark's Gospel (Mk. l:l)A and the use of

2
Ps. 2:7 in the testimonia" indicate. Therefore it is not unlikely that the

occurrence of the title in the Synoptic materials is at least to some extent

dependent upon the church's theology rather than historical reminiscence of

Justus' ministry. It is certainly noteworthy that it always appears at moments

of supreme revelation—in the accounts of the baptism (Mk. 1:11), temptation

(Mt. 4:3, 6/Lk. 4:3, 9), exorcisms (Mk. 3:11, 5:7), transfiguration (Mk. 9:7),

and Crucifixion (Mk. 15*39)'*—and that these witnesses or confessions are made

by a voice from heaven, the devil, demons, and only in one exceptional instance

by a raau.H' On the other hand there is considerable evidence that Jesus' atti-

5
tude toward God was like that of a son to a father and that he emphasized the

^Taylor, The Gospel Accoriin. to St. Mark, pp. 120, 152, gives the argu¬
ments for the retention of o'c oa Q&ov at Hk. 1:1 and emphasizes the importance
of this title for Mark: "Beyond question this title represents the most fundamental
element in Mark's Christology."

2Cf. Mk. 1:11, 9:7, Acts 13:33, Hob. 1:5, 5:5, 2 Pet. 1:17. Doda, op. cit..
p. 32: "It is fairly clear that these authors at least employ Ps. 2:7 as a
testimonium to the wuoaiahship of Jesus; that io, aa documentation of on® of the
main themes of the kcrygroa. In all probability they do so without literary
dependence upon one another, and wo may resouably infer a pro-canonical employ¬
ment of the passage in that sense."

3
The question of the High Priest, "Are you the Christ, the Son of the Bless¬

ed?" and Jesus' reply (Mk. 14:61, 62) will bo considered separately below, pp.
Z5/-254.

4
In the previous discussion of Jesus' baptism it wao suggested that the voice

from heaven is historically problematical, especially since it coincides with pop¬
ular Old Testament testimonia. and the same could be said of the transfiguration
story. The use of the title in the temptation narrative and in the exorcisms has
also been challenged above. The witness of the centurion may have boon originally
a spontaneous recognition of the greatness ("Truly this tnan wao a Son of God I") or
innocence (as in Luke: "Certainly this man was innocent I") of Jesus, although Mark
no doubt regarded it "as a confession of the deity of Jesus in the full Christian
sense"—Taylor, 'The Gospel Message of St. Mark, p. 597.

"Cf. Mk. 14:36, Kt. 11:25, 26/Lk. 10:21, Lk. 23:34, 46.
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fatherhood of God in his teachings. When these two factors are taken together,

they point toward a reasonable explanation of the presence of the title Son of

God in the Synoptic materials. On the basis of the resurrection the church

believed that Jesus was the Son of 'God, and on the basis of Jesus' numerous

references to God as father they assumed (wrongly) that he had been revealing1

2
his own unique sonship. Safe must conclude, therefore, that the evidence that

Jeouo thought he was tho Son of God ie inconclusive. Moreover the probability

3
that he would have made such a claim is small.

4
The next title, "Servant of the Lord," even more than the previous ones,

1Cf. Kk. 11:25, Mt. 5*45, 48/'Lk. 5:'35, 36, Mt. 6:9/Lk. 11:2, Mt. 6:2S/Lk.
12:24, Kt. 6:32/Lk. 12:30, Mt. 7:ll/Lk. 11:13, Mt. 10:29/hk. 12:6, Mt. 23;9,
Lk. 12:32. T. W. Hanson, The Teaching of Joour (Cambridge; University Press,
1943), pp. 89-115, gives these statistics for the use of the name "Father" for
God by Jesus: "Kk.—4; Q—8 or 9; K—23 at the outside; L—0; John—107." It
is evident that the fatherhood of God is theologically important to the evangelists
a.nd that its usage in John and Matthew is not to be taken as historically certain,
but it is also evident that Jesua himself must have referred frequently to God as
Father. It is also evident (cf. Hebrew and Jewish thought), finally, that "when
Jesus spoke of God as Father he was not presenting a new and revolutionary
doctrine for men's acceptance."

p
'Evan the difficult passages, Kk. 13:32 and Mt. ll:27,/Lk. 10:22, may be

explained in this way. Jesus was simply referring lo God as father and himself
as a Son.

3
'Fuller, op. cit.. p. 84, states, "Jesus did not 'claim' to be the Jon of

God, or directly call himself such, but he did know that be stood in a unique
relationship of donship to God." But if we take seriously the setting of the
actual ministry and grant that Jesua was a man, auch "knowledge" would anount to
the greatest possible claim! Furthermore, if Jesus did not call himself the
Son of God, what proof is there that "he did know that ue stood in a unique
relationship of Sonship to God"?

4
It is evident that the early church used the concept of the Servant in its

Christology, as the widespread use of testimonia from Deutero-Isaiah indicates.
Dodd, op. cit., pp. 88-96, traces in detail the citations, allusions, and echoes
of the later chapters of Isaiah in the Hew Testament and conclude0 that at least
Is. 42:1-44', 49:1-13, 50:4-11, 52:13-53:12, 61:1-2 were definite bodies of
Scripture 'which had wide influence 011 Christian thought from the earliest period.
Of the Synoptic references note especially Mk. 9:12, Mt. ll;2-o/Lk. 7:19-23,
Mt. 8:17, 12:17-21, Lk. 4:17-21, 22:37, where it is stated more or less explicit¬
ly that the prophecies of Iaaian are fulfilled in Jesus.
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lends itself to an interpretation—in so far as the ministry itself is con¬

cerned—=in terms of Jesus' purpose or mission rather than his person or self-

consciousness. It has been pointed out that "Jesus never once designates

himself as the Servant or speaks in his name."* Certainly, however, there are

references or allusions, or at least similarities, to the Old Testament Servant
2

in Jesus' sayings about nis work and in his actions. The simple explanation of

this fact is that Jesus saw in humiliation, suffering, and even death the way of

true obedience to God's will; it is not necessary to assume anything more, via.

3
that he thought he was in some unique sense the Servant of Deutero-Isaiah.

Finally, we come to the one title which is found frequently—and solely—

in the sayings of Jesus: "Son of Man." Jesus' use of this term can hardly be

doubted, and yet the traditional Meaoianic-consciousnesa interpretation must

be challenged even here. It is evident, first of all, that some of Jesus'

references to the Son of Man were not meant to refer to himself; those sayings

4
which speak of future glory refer not to himself but to an apocalyptic figure.

Hf. Hanson, Jesus the Messiah (London? Hodder & Stoughton, 1944), p. 111.

notable are those oayingc and actions which are associated with the
passion; these will be considered below, pp*Z3#'24-Z, Mt. 11;2-o/Lk. 7:19-23 and
Lk. 4:17-21 will also be considered below, pp.2.27-219*

3
W. Hanson, Jesus the Messiah, p. Ill, observes that "the spirit, the

example, the obedience, and the self-renunciation of the Isaianic Servant
possessed a high significance for him and exercised a profoundly formative in¬
fluence on his interpretation of his work and destiny." He alao notes that Jesus
never refers to himself as the Servant but, even when the influence of this figure
is'evident, uses the term Son of man. These observations lead most naturally, how¬
ever, to a conclusion which Hanson does not even consider: Jesus saw in the servant
passages the way of true obedience; he described his mission in similar terms; he
substituted the term Son of man to avoid the title or claim of the term Servant.
Thus the church inevitably (and legitimately) acclaimed Jesus as the Servant after
the resurrection.

4Cf. Mk. 8s38, 13:26, 14:62, Mt. 24:27/Lk. 17:24, Mt. 24:37/Lk. 17:26, Mt. 24:
44/Lk. 12:40. Jesus is evidently speaking of the apocalyptic Son of Man of Daniel;
in none of these instances does he explicitly designate himself as such. If we
begin with the fact that Jesus was a man, we must question whether ha did or would
make such claims for himself as he here associates with the heavenly Son of man.
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1

"I," and involved no claim at all. It is certain, also, that the early church

extended the use of the term as a title of self-proclamation in the sayings of

2
Jesus. It is almost certain, finally, that two of the important statements in

3
which the title appears are creations of the early church.' All that remain are

4
those Son of Man sayings which speak of suffering. Therefore the question arises,

0. Cullman.) Christology of the Kew Testament, trans. S. C. Guthrie and C. A. M.
Hall (London; SCK Press, 1959), p. 156, taking the traditional position, doesn't
seem to be bothered by this problem; "By means of this title Jeouo thus ascribes
to himself the highest imaginable role in the eschatological drama."

^Mt. 8:20/Lk. 9:58: "The Son of raan has nowhere to lay his head"? Mt. 11:19/
Lk. 7:34s "The Son of man came eating and drinking"; Lk. 11:30 (cf. Mt. 12:40);
"As Jonah became a sign to the men of Nineveh, so will the Son of raan be to this
generation." (if it is not a version of the similar saving in Mk. 3:38 /which
would exclude it from the Son of man sayings altogether/, we should include hero
Mt. 12:32/Lk« 12:10: "Whoever 3aya a word against the Son of man will be forgiven.")
In these cases the underlying Aramaic "bar nasha should most probably be taken simply
as a periphrasis for "I." Cf. T. W. Hanson.The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 216-218;
V. Manson, Jesus the Messiah, pp. 116, 117; R. Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son
of Man, revised, trans. F. V. Filson and B. Lee-Woolf (London: Lutterworth Press,
1943), pp. 230-234; fi. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament^04 ferans. K. Srohel
(London: SCK Pres3, 1952), p. 30.

'"Some examples are Lk. 6:22 (cf. Mt. 5:ll), Lk. 12:8 (cf. Mt. 10:32), Mt. 16:
13 (of. Mk. 8:27), Mt. 16:28 (cf. Mk. 9:l) which insert "Son of Man" for an
original "I" or "Kingdom of God" and Mt. 12:32/Lk. 12:10 (cf. Mk. 3:28) which
changes the original saying to read "Son of Man." (it rau3t be conjectured that
there are other cases which we cannot detect because we cannot compare them with
earlier sources.) The references in the previous category, in which "Son of Man"
is a periphrasis for "1," must be included here also, for certainly after the res-
surectxon they took on the full sense of the church's witaooo tc Josue as Messiah.
Similarly Jesus' sayings about the future Son of Man wore naturally taken as self-
proclamation.

3
Kk. 2:10: "The Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins"; Mk. 2:28s

"The Son of Han is Lord even of the Sabbath." <L Manson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 116,
says of these passages, albeit with some reservations, "The voice of the church is
to be discerned rather than the voice of Jesus. The statements are official state¬
ments about the church's Lord. They are fragments of early Christian preaching."
Thus these two references, along with all the previous ones, are evidence of Christ-
ological development in the Synoptic traditions.

4Kk. 8:31, 9:12, 31, 10:33, 45, 14:21, 41. These sayings will be considered
below, see pp. 25$- £4£. It may be noted here, however, that, since these sayings
refer to humiliation, suffering, and death, they should not be taken as evidence of
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on the basis of these observations and on the basis of the pattern of the

emergence of the other titles in the Synoptic materials, whether Jesus did

not refuse, even with regard to the title Son of Man, tc make any kind of

personal claim. Should we not, even here, look solely for Jesus' mission

in obedience to God's will rather than his "Messianic consciousness"?^" It

may even be argued with some cogency that when Jesus did refer to himself

as "son of man" he used this term specifically to avoid all titles rather than

2
to appropriate one from Jewish apocalyptic or coin a new one.

We shall conclude this discussion of the titles of Jesus by restating the

position to which we have been led and indicating the importance of this position

for the mission and motive of Jesus. It must be emphasized, first of all, that,

especially in this matter of titles, we must take seriously the theological as

well as the historical nature of the materials and acknowledge the contrast be¬

tween their setting in the life of the early church and their setting in the

actual ministry of Jesus. The early cnurch, which believed that God had raised

Jesus' "Messianic consciousness," which is a claim in direct contradiction of
the content of the sayings. Rather, as was suggested above, Jesus saw in the
way of the Old Testament Servant the way he as a servant of God should obey
God's will.

"'"If we leave out those which refer to future glory, we are left with two
groups of Son of Man sayings, those which refer to Jesus himself ("I") and those
which refer to suffering. All of these sayings, i.e. tne ones Which Jesus describes M/
himself, fit in with the concept of obedience which we have found throughout hie
ministry, viz. self-denial and self-giving; they need not imply any claim or
"Messianic consciousness."

2
'"Once again there is abundant evidence that the church's confession of

Jesus as Messiah has been read back into the accounts of his ministry, and once
again there is a simple explanation of this phenomenon in the words of Jesus him¬
self (his use of the periphrasis for "1" and his references to the apocalyptic Son
of Kan). The crux of the argument is the resurrection, the impact of which brought
forth this faith in Jesus and this record of his life and words. Once again we are
forced to conclude that Jesus did not claim to be the Messiah, the Son of Man.
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Jesus from the dead and exalted him to His own right hand, applied to Jesus

the highest possible titles,, As early Christians passed on the traditions

and wrote the Gospels, their witness to Jesus a3 the Christ was naturally-

expressed in these materials.* Jesus' message of the present demand of God's

Rule became the message of the hidden presence of the Messiah in the person of

Jesus; his filial attitude toward God became his unique Sonship; his humble

service, suffering, and death became the fulfillment of the mission of the

Servant? the "son of man" became the glorious "Son of Man." But Joaus himself,

during his ministry, as a man who proclaimed the Rule of God and called all men

to humble themselves in radical obedience, would hardly have claimed for himself

2
a Messianic title or kingdom or inheritance. Therefore it is both historically

questionable and theologically improbable that Jesus made such claims as are

implied in these titles or that his so-called Messianic consciousness lies

3
behind them.

Although this conclusion is negative in that it challenges the traditional

The previous discussion of the titles has shown ample evidence of the
presence of the church's witness to Jesus where he made no self-proclamation
and also of numerous points at which this witness naturally attached itself.

'Tiere we must come out definitely against the Messianio-ooneciousness
approach. Apparently this point has not been considered in the wide-spread
discussion on the matter, but for Jesus the man to think he was the Messiah,
whether he proclaimed it openly or revealed it secretly or kept it to himself,
would amount to the greatest possible personal claim any Jew could make!
Similarly for Jesus to take the course of action he did, even to suffer and die,
in order to attain his own kingdom and glory as the heavenly Son of Man would
seem to contradict his understanding of true obedience as self-denial and self-
giving!

3
Again we must state that this conclusion does not in the loaet challenge

the fact that Jesus was, himself, even during the ministry, the Messiah, the
Son of God, the Servant of the Lord. The resurrection—and only the resurrection-
was sufficient proof to the early church that he was, and it is sufficient proof
for us today. Rather we should say that Jesus fulfilled all these concepts by
his radical response to God's Rule.
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interpretation of these materials, it has important positive implications.

It indicates that the Synoptic materials should be read, according to their

original setting in the ministry of Jesus, in terms of his mission in obedience

to God's will rather than his unique person or self-consciousness. Jesus nought

to bring God's Ruls to men, not to be the Messiah; he chose to obey God's will

as it was revealed in the Xsaianic Servant, not to be the Servant; he deliberate¬

ly humbled himself, suffered, and died, not as a means to his own glory but for

the glory of God. In short we are dealing with a real man who lived by faith

and gave himself in obedience to God; we can and must find and understand this

historical Jesus.

c. There remain to be considered certain sayings of Jesus in which he

explains his mission directly, but even these are not free fro® the problem of

Jesus' person. They have all boon uood as cvidonoo of Joouo* "Moooianic conaciouo-

ness." And yet, as they are interpreted here, they should be used to define

Jesus* mission rather than his person. In this way they also explain the develop¬

ment of the church's Messianic-consciousness approach and confirm the pooition

taken with regard to the "signs" and "titles" of Jesus.

The background for these sayings is found in the general materials on the

mission and message of Jesus, which have already been considered. In the latter

Jesus' message is concerned with the Rule of God, and his mission is to challenge

man to reapond to God's Rule in repentance, faith, and obedience. Some sayings

which were considered in this connection present, more or less directly, Jesus'

description of His own mission. At Mk. 4s11, 12 Jasus describee hie preaching

1Section A above.
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or teaching to the people a3 "the secret of the Kingdom of God"; but the hidden-

ness of his message was, to Jesus, the hard-heartednesa of the hearers, not a

"Messianic Secret" known only to himself and a few followers*" At Mk. 9:37

Jesus speaks of his challenge to and through his disciples as receiving "me"

and thus receiving "him who sent me"; he was not, however, thinking of himself

2
as unique but of the importance of responding to God. At Mk. 2:17 Jesus defines

his mission a® a call to sinneraj but he was speaking here to the righteous ones,

3
and he was challenging them specifically to radical response. In Jesus' message

generally and in these examples particularly it is evident that after the resur¬

rection Jesus' words should naturally have been interpreted in terms of his

unique person and his "self-revelation," but in tneir original setting in the

ministry, i.e. in the intention of Jesus, their significance lay in the proclamation

and challenge of God's Rule. With these examples in mind and against this back¬

ground w® shall consider some other important sayings of Jesus in which he dcocribeo

4
his mission.

We say consider, first, the narrative of John the Baptist's challenge to

Jesus, Mt. lls2-6/Lk. 7s18-23. At the center of John's preaching was his prophecy

of a Coning Mighty One (lit. Jill/tk. 3»10), and apparently newts of Juuuy' mighty

"'"See pp. 87~<?o above.
2
See p. /oo above.

3
See pp. /4-9/5Z above.

4
Jesus' sayings about his coming suffering will be considered in the

following sub-section.
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works led him to send messengers with the urgent question, "Are you he who is

to come, or shall we look for another?" Jesus' reply was a description of his

ministry "in terras reminiscent of the great promises of Isaiah."1 He said, "Go

and tell John what you hear and see"; he mentioned some of the mighty acts of

God, including the preaching of good news to the poor; and he concluded, "blessed

is he who takes no offense at me."

Does this incident necessarily imply the "Messianic consciousness" of

Jesus? Ho. Of course in the context of the early church it would have been

taken naturally as evidence of Jesus' personal fulfillment of Old Testament

prophecy, and in the traditional interpretation since then it lias been under¬

stood as evidence of his "Messianic consciousness." But in its original setting

in the ministry of Jesus this saying represents, most likely, Jesus' description

of God's work in his ministry and no more. It i3 unlikely that he would have

2
claimed to be the expected Messiah of John's prophecy, and yet he certainly

believed that God was present in his ministry. Furthermore, although he did

not himself become a disciple of John and although John did not follow his,

Jesus did not want John to take offense at him. So he sent back this description
*2T

of what ma happening,' Although this description should not be taken as evidence

of Jesus* "Messianic consciousness," it does provide an important statement of his

^T. W. Hanson, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 67. Gf. Is. 26;19, 29:18, 19,
35:5, 6, 61:1.

traditional interpretation explains Jesus' reply as a qualified yea.
T. #f. Gannon, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 67: "Jesus thus in effect answers John's
question by sayings Too—but not the kind you expected,'" But this explanation
does not face the basic problem of the claim it attributes to Jesus.

3
Surely Jesus was saying "God is at work," not "I am doing great things."
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purpose or mission. Jasue saw in these acts of mercy the nature of God's Rule,

and he sought in this way to fulfill God's will3
Another important narrative involves the accusation against Jesus in the

?
matter of demon possession, Mk. 3:2G-27/Mt. 12:22-29/Lk. 11:14-22." Mo doubt

Jesus did exorcise demons, for tills was the ground of the charge against him*

His enemies, seeing the impact of these mighty works and wanting to challenge

Jesus, accused hira of acting by the power of Beelzebul. Jesus refuted this

challenge with a simple syllogism; it is foolish to argue that Satan would cast

out Satan. He turned the charge back 011 them, asking, "By whom do your sons

cast /the demons/ out?" He indicated that this was done by the power of Gods

"But if it is by tho finger of God that I cast out demons, then the kingdom of

God has corse upon you." And he told the parable of the Strong Kan Despoiled.

Here again we are confronted not with evidence of Jesus' "Messianic

consciousness" but his description of his ministry in terras of the Kingdom

Attention may be drawn here to Lk. 4:16-30 (cf. Mk. 6:l-6/Kt. 13:53-58),
Jesus' preaching at Nazareth. According to this narrative Jesus read in the
Synagogue Is. 61:1, 2 and declared, "Today this scripture .has been fulfilled
in your hearing." It is evident however by its position (at the outset of the
ministry), by its contrast with the parallel Marker: narrative, and by its con¬
tent—that tnis account reflects the theology of Luke. J. M. Creed, The Gospel
According to St. Luke (London: Hacmillan & Co., 1S5Q), pp. 65, 66s "Luke makes
the recorded fact of the sermon an opportunity of announcing the programme of
the Gospel." "This is, in effect, a subslilate fur the Sarkan summary of the
pleaching of Jesus (Mk. 1:15) which Luke has omitted, probably because he felt
that it failed to express more important aspects of the Gospel." "Its real
function is to introduce the main motifs which are to recur throughout the
gospel and the Acts, and this it does with great effect: the gospel to the poor-
is preached by Jesus in his own home and rejected. The rejection by Nazareth
foreshadows the rejection by the Jewish people and the subsequent universal
mission of the church."

2
Although these verses represent a collection of separate sayings, tney

are topically related, and they can be considered together. Mark lacks the
question of Jesus, "By whom do your sons cast them out?" and his statement,
"But if it is by the finger of God...."
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or Rule of God* To be sure the early church read this narrative as evidence

of Jesus' Kessiahship and reasoned that his Kessiahship was the basis of his

power and of his works. But in their original setting these sayings of Jesus

were simply explanation and proclamation of God's power over demons. Sven

the saying^ "If it is by tne finger of God that I cast out demons.../' was

not meant as a claim to personal uniqueness or power, for Jesus was simply

explaining his own actions. The important thing was to recognize God's Rules

"...then the kingdom of God has come upon you.""'' Similarly in the concluding

parable Jesus did not speak of himself as binding Satan, but he believed that,

because God rules, Satan is bound and his possessions, i.e. the domon-possessed,
2

can be plundered, i.e. released.

We may consider, thirdly, some sayiiigo of Joauo about the time. According

to Mark's Gospel Jesus' message was, "The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of

God is at hand; repent, and believe in the Gospel." (Mk. Isl5) Jesus himself

said, at one point, "The kingdom of God is not coming with signs to be observed;

J
...for behold, the kingdom of God is in the midst of> you." (Lk. 17s20, 21)

That this was Jesus' purpose, viz* to confront men with the challenge of
God's Rule, is particularly clear in his encounter with the Pharisees, which we
have considered above. In his parables and other sayings—and in this dispute
over the exorcisms--Jesus tried to show his antagonists that thay were oppooing
God, not just him; he tried to get then to submit to God's Rule, not assei't
themselves in opposition.

2
At this point we may mention Lk. 10s18j when the seventy return from their

mission, Jesus says, "I saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven." As in the case
Of Lk. 4:16-30 (see above p.^xy) it is evident that this narrative reflects Luke's
peculiar interests, notably the universal (reprcoonted by the seventy) application
of the Gospel, but it is possible that this saying goes back to Jesus* If so, it
means that Jesus considered Satan to be defeated, and it corresponds with the
parable of the Strong Kan Despoiled.

3 >
Much linguistic and theological argument has focused on the word cvro.s ,

wmch can be translated "among" or "within," but surely the point lies not in the
locus or time of the Kingdom but the present, radical demand of God's Rule which
Jesus is here and throughout his ministry presenting to his hearers*
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On another occasion he drew his hearers* attention to their inability "to

interpret the present time." (Kt. 16;2, 3/l»k. 12;54-56) lie said to his

followers, "Blessed are your eyes, for they see, and your ears, for they hear.

Truly, I say to you, many prophets and righteous men longed to see what you

see, and did not see it, and to hear what you hear, and did not hear it."

(Kt. 13:16, 17/Lkc 10;23, 24)

Those and other sayings of Jesus about the time have traditionally bean

used as support for his "Messianic consciousness," and recently they have

become the focua of strong debates over the eschatological problem. Certainly

to the early church those sayings meant the fulfillment of all things in the

person of the Messiah. But when we consider these sayings in their original

setting a more simple explanation arises. The point lies neither in Jesus'

consciousness of himself nor in Ms schematiaatiou of time but in the radical,

present demand of God's Rule. This, after all, was the purpose of Jesus'

message and of his mission; to confront men with the existential"1" challenge

of God's Rule. Therefore he called all men to repentance, faith, and

2
obedience; ha told those who responded that in this response they were "blessed" ;

Here and elsewhere in this study (see p. /?/ above) we use the term
"existential" to characterize Jesus* osehatology over against the emphnoea of
"realized," "inaugurated," and "futurist" eschatology, for it is more in keeping
with the emphasis of Jesus on the present demand of God's Rule. Certainly Jesus
referred to the time, and his sayings indicate certain views of the end time, but
time itself was not of the essence of his message. He did not call for decision
on the basis of the time factor, i.e. because the Kingdom is now hare in some
unique way or because it will soon be too late. When the time question is made
central it is in danger of compromising the motives of those who are being
challenged. Rather Jesus called men to present decision because God comes to
rule, and the nature of true rooponoo to Coo io, throughout bin teachings, self-
denial and self-giving.

2
"Cf. the Beatitudes, Mt„ 5i3-12/Lk. 6:20-23. These should not be construed

as present or future personal rewards or realization, but as expressions of the
encounter between God and aen in which his gift and his demand are one (His Rule)
and in wuich their receiving is bound up with self-giving. God's Rule is radical
and existential. (See p. /Z5 above.)
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ne tried to make the Pharisees see that they, too, must submit to God's Rule,

which was "in the midst of you."

Finally we may look at three sayings of Jesus in which he makes explicit

statements of his purpose. At Mk. 5:17 Jesus says, "Think not that I have come

to abolish the law and the prophets; I have corns not to abolish them but to

fulfill them." At Lk. 12:49, 50 Jesus says, "I came to cast firs upon the earth;

arid would that it were already kindled I I have a bap tism to be baptized with;

and how I am constrained until it is accomplished!" And at Mt« 10:34-36/lk. 12:

51-53 Jesus says, "I have not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I have come

to set^man against his father," etc.

Here, too, it is obvious that the early church interpreted Jesus' words

in terms of his person, but here again it is most likely that their original

setting and significance was quite different. In stating that he came to fulfill

the law and the prophets Jesus did not regard his person or even his work as

unique; he simply defined his purpose, viz. to do God's will as he understood it

in tha law and the prophets.* In the second and third sayings, similarly, Jesus

was not speaking of Ms own imports now; ha was merely describing the nature of

his mission. In pressing home the challenge of God's Rule h® must necessarily—

not in spite of, but because of, hio concern and compassion—cast fire on the

*Although it cart be argued that Matthew intended his 3ormon on the Mount to
be a setting forth of a now law on a par with the Torah by a now Moses, Josua
Christ, Jesus himself during his ministry was simply setting forth in these
materials his teaching about tha law, hio understanding of truo obodionoo to
God's will. D. Daube, The Mew Testament and Rabbinic Judaism (London: Atnlone
Press, 1956), pp. 55-62, compares Kt. 5:17 and the following exposition of the
law ("You have heard...but I say to you") with Rabbinic teachings and finds that
the differences are more apparent than essential. The form is closely parallel,
although tho tone of Jeouo is prophetic and of the Rabbis academic or expositions!.
Furthermore the Hebrew underlying Jesus' statement, "I came to fulfill the law
and the prophets," means "to uphold."
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earth and create strife among men; in pursuing this mission he foresaw for

himself not victory and glory but a baptism of suffering in which he must

give himself even for those who opposed and eventually destroyed hira.^"
All of these sayings of Jesus—his reply to John the Baptist, his defense

in the matter of exorcisms, his words on time, and his "I came" saying—should
P.

be understood, from the perspective of their original setting, in terms of

Jesus' mission in the strict sens®. And yet all of them, from the perspective

of the post-resurrection church, have understandably been taken as evidence of

Jesus' unique person and his "Messianic consciousness." Therefore they coincide

with the material on the "signs" and the "titles" of Jesus. They provide

further evidence of the Christological development of the Synoptic materials,

and they give further explanation of how tnia development took place. The

resurrection naturally led to the conclusion that Jesus was the Messiah, the

Son of God, and this belief was proclaimed throughout the accounts of Jesus'

ministry. But Jesus, for his part, was a man who, claiming nothing for him¬

self, carried out his mission with complete faith in God's Rule and gave

himself in humble obedience to God's will. Jesus' sayings about himself,

like Ms general words and works, reveal thai his mission was to do God's

will and that his motive was self-giving love.

Here m may refer back to the earlier exposition of Jesus' encounter with
the Pharisees. It was found there that even Jesus' harshest words in the midst
of the conflict were spoken out of concern, in order to challenge hia opponents
to respond and receive God's Rule. Thus Jacus deliberately prodded thn Phari¬
sees out of their proud, self-righteous religion, causing strife, to be sure,
but also giving himself for them. Similarly in the case of the rich man
(Mk. 10;17-22) it was pointed out that in Ms love for tMs man Jesus offered
Mm not just a gift but the radical demand of God's Rule.
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3. The Pinal Crisis.

Without doubt the Synoptic materials center around the final crisis.A

The crucifixion wa3 not only the end but also the culmination of Jesus1

ministry. This was the heart of the kerygma. the key to the Gospel, the

center of the faith and theology of the early cnurcn. And nere, too, we

find the full and final expression of tne mission and motive of Jesus.

Therefore we shall consider here Caesarea Philippi and the predictions of

suffering, the Last Supper and Gethsemaae, the trial and she crucifixion.

a. The incident at Caesarea Philippi has traditionally been interpreted

as the turning point in the ministry of Jesus, and, being followed by the

predictions of suffering, it does appear to hold a particularly important

place in the Synoptic Gospels. Up to this point, according to Mark, only

the demons have recognized Jesus as the Son of God, but now the disciples,

under the leadership of Peter, bear witness that "you are the Christ." On the

basis of this recognition, it has traditionally been argued, Jesus began to

reveal the way in which he, as Messiah, would fulfill his unique calling, viz.

by suffering, rejection, and sacrificial death, i.e. in the form of the Servant.

This is especially true in the earliest Gospel, which provides the basic
framework for Matthew and Luke as well. C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic preaching
and its Developments (London: fiodder & Stoughton, I960), p. 49# refers to Mark
as "pre-eminently a Gospel of the Passion" and notes that "rather more than
half the Gospel, from the beginning of chapter 8, is dominated by the thought
of the approaching Passion." R. H. Lightfoot, The Gospel Message of St. Mark
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950), pp. 35, 36, indicates that "the chief theme
of this Gospel may be rightly described as that of the crucified Messiah" and
suggests that "even in the first half of the book this thought is never long
absent from the mind of the evangelist." C. E. B. Cranfield, The Gospel Accord¬
ing to St. Mark (Cambridge: University Press, 1959), p. 14; "Not only the second
half but the whole of the gospel is dominated by its climax."
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Against this arrangement and interpretation, aowovor, certain questions muot

be raised in keeping with the previous investigations into the Synoptic

materials.

First of ail we must ask what happened at Caesarea Fhilippi (Mk. 8s 27-

30/Mt. 16:13-20/Lk. 9:18-21).According to Mark's narrative Jesus asked

his followers, "Who do men say that I am?" and tney replied, "John the Baptist,

and others say, Slijah; and others one of the prophets." Then Jesus asked

them, "But who do you say that I am?" and Peter replied, "You are the Christ."

And Jesus "charged them to tell no one about him." It will not do to dismiss

2
this story as a legend ; nor may we accept it unquestioningly as it stands.

It is evident that the narrative was important to the evangelists and to

the early church as witness to the Messiahship of Jesus, and it may he noted

that Matthew and Luke show some enhancement in this direction.^ But on the

other hand, tners is a definite reserve in this witness, for in the narrative

Jesus does not—at least not openly—acknowledge Peter's confession, Further¬

more we again meet Jesus command to silence. It is likely, therefore, that

AMt. 16s17-19 will not be dealt with in this discussion.

^V. Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark (London: Macmillan & Co.,
1959), pp. 374* 575, gives these arguments for the historicity (and the Petrine
basis) of the narrative: "the natural reference to Caesarea Philippi, the life¬
like pictux-e of Peter who speaks for the rest and remonstrates with Jesus, the
fact that Jesus does not forthwith confirm the truth of his confession, but
sternly rebukes him." It is not unlikely that the disciples suspected and
suggested that Jesus was the Messiah, and it is almost certain that Jesus fore¬
saw suffering (cf. Mk. 8:34-36, 9:12, 10:38, 39, Lk. 12:50). Moreover it is
improbable that such a scathing rebuke of Peter ("Get behind me, SatanI For
you are not on the side of God, but of men") could have been created by and
gained wide acceptance in the early cnurch.

3
Luke enlarges Peter's answer to read, "The Christ of God"! Hattnew

enlarges Peter's reply to read, "You are the Christ, the Son of the living
God," and also Jesus' first question to read, "Who do men say that the Son of
man is?"



236

we are dealing with an historical incident with theological expansion.

An explanation may readily be found along these lines. Let us start

with Jesus' failure to accept or acknowledge Peter's ascription of the title

"Christ," "Messiah." Note, first of all, that this corresponds with the one

certain reference by Jesus to the Messiah, Kk. 12s35-37, in which he speaks

not of himself but of a heavenly figure."'' On this score alone it is unlikely

that Jesus would have claimed here to be (or thought of himself as) Messiah.

Note, secondly, that this refusal to accept or acknowledge the title Messiah

corresponds also with Jesus* teaching and example of humility. It is unlikely

2 3
that one who challenged his followers and his opponents to humble themselves

in response to God's Rule would assert himself with the supremo self-designation

of Messiahship. Mote, thirdly, that the command to secrecy did not necessarily

refer to Jesus' person (his "Messianic Secret"). As in the case of the healings

and exorcisms it could have been simply a deliberate rejection of rumor and the

4
wrong kind of popular following. Mote, fourthly, that much weight should not

be placed on the chronology of the Gospels. Although Mark's structure indicates

a major turning-point at Caesarea Philippi—-from complete non-recognition of

Jesus (except by the demons) to recognition by the disciples, from public ministry

"'"See p.2/3 above.

2
See pp. /J5~/z/ above.

3
See the section, "Jesus and the Pharisees," above.

4
See the brief discussion of the "Messianic Secret" on pp. and the

matter of signs on pp.Z/Z ~Z/7 above. Jesus was calling men to respond to God's
Rule, not to submit to himself as such, and what lies behind his injunctions to
secrecy is the radical demand of God's Rule, not a Mesoianic Socret-X If Jesus
had thought of himself as Messiah, why shouldn't he have told his disciples? Why
is it that we have no single instance in which he told thea of hia Hoseiahship—
for it certainly would have been remembered, spread widely, and included in Mark's
Gospel?
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to private instruction, from works of power to teaching on sufferings—it is

quite possible thai this scheme ma not an exact reflection of the ministry

itself. Note, finally, that if this incident did occur not on the basis of

Jesus' "Messianic consciousness" but simply as a refusal by Jesus to accept

the title Messiah, the telling of the narrative in the early church would

very naturally have taken on its procent form. As wo have suggested already

in connection with the matter of signs, Jesus' commands to secrecy would, on

the basis of the resurrection, almost inevitably have been taken as indications

of his Messiahship, and thus they would have led to the "Messianic Secret."

Therefore we are led to conclude that the story of Caesarea Philippi is an

historical incident in which the question of Jesus' Messiahship was raised

and a theological witness of the early church in which his Messiahship is
2

proclaimed. This conclusion should not be taken as negative and destructive,

however, for, if we conclude, with the early church, on the basis of the

resurrection, that Jesus was in fact the Messiah, we can see here (in the

narrative of the Caesarea Philippi incident and in the succeeding predictions

of suffering) that during his ministry Jesus was a real man, that he had no

Lightfoot, The Gospel Message of St. Mark, p. 34, notes that Matthew
does not completely fall in with this scheme, for at Mt, 14s33 the disciples
worship Jesus as the Son of God before Gaesarea Philippi. Furthermore (by way
of example) against the historicity of Mark's structure, or rather as an indica¬
tion of its purposeful arrangement, Lightfoot, p. 45, suggests that Mark may
have omitted other references to Jesus in Jerusalem in order to emphasize the
final visit, for "this coming of the Lord to the capital is an event of supreme
importance in Mark."

2
"Iblu., p. 110 (in the later addenda to his book), quotes with approval

these words from a review by T. W. Mansonj "As the aequsl^fco Mk. 8; 27-327 shown,
all that Peter does is to identify Jesus with the kind of Messiah portrayed in
the 17th and 18th of the Psalms of Solomon. The kind of messianic task depict¬
ed in the Son of man sayings in Mk. 8-10 has not even crossed his mind; and
when it is put to hira he rejects it with norror and indignation."
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thought of his own uniqueness or personal vindication or future glory, and that

he humbly gave himself in radical obedience to God's will.

We must consider now the predictions of suffering. After Caessroa Philippi,

according to Mark, Jesus "began to teach /hia disciples/ that the Son of man must

suffer many things, and be rejected by the elders and the chief priests and the

scribes, and be killed, and after three days rise again." (Kk. 8:31-33) He spoke

of what had happened to John the Baptist ("Glijan") and indicated that he^ too

2must "suffer many things and be treated with contempt." (Mk. 9:11-13) He said,

"The Son of man will be delivered into the hands of men, and they will kill him;

and when he is killed, after three days he will rise." (Kk. 9:30-32) Again he

said, "Behold, we are going up to Jerusalem; and the Son of man will be delivered

to t he chief priests and the scribes, and they will condemn him to death, and

deliver him to the Gentiles; and they will mock him, and spit upon him, and

scourge him, and kill him; and after three days he will rise." (Mk. 10:32-34)
He declared, "For the Son of man also came not to be served but to serve, and to

give his life as a ransom for many." (Kt. 10:45) At the Last Supper he told

Jesus is obviously referring to himself in these sayings, and on the basis of
earlier discussion of the titles of Jesus we may consider "Son of man" here as a
substitute for "I"—either by Jesus without any thought of a title or claim or by
the church with its Christology in mind. Jesus was thinking of humiliation, not
glory, of death, not life. And to introduce into the mind of Jesus at this point
the thought of glory through or after humiliation io to rob his mission and motive
of their fullest depth of meaning, viz. self-denial and utter self-giving.

2
xhe historicity of this narrative is, of course, challenged, but it is not

unlikely that in speaking to his disciples about the coming suffering Jesus should
refer to what happened to John. The details could easily have been enhanced as in
the other predictions of suffering.

3
Luke's parallel at this point (Lk. 22:27) roads, "For which is the greater,

one who sits at table or one who serves? Is it not the one who sits at table? But
I am among you as one who serves." Cf. Lk. 19:10: "For the Son of man came to
seek and to save the lost."



239

his disciples, "One of you will betray ae.... For the Son of man goes as it is

written of him, but woe to that man by whom the Son of man is betrayed!" (Mk. 14s

17-21) Finally in Gethseraane he said, "The hour has come; the Son of man is

betrayed into the hands of sinners." (Mk. 14:41, 42)"

How are these passages to be taken? It is evident that we cannot simply

rule thera out of serious consideration as creations of the early church; nor

can we simply accept them as historical record. They are certainly of great

2
importance for the theology of the early church and of the evangelists, and

it is generally agreed that they contain, at least in some of the details,

3
vaticinia ex eventu. And yet, on the other hand, it is highly unlikely that

the church—or Mark—would have invented all these sayings. Therefore we must

once again sort out the most likely solution in terms of historical reminiscence

plus later expansion, in terms of the tension between the original Sits in heben

Jesu and the later setting of the early church.

»e may begin with the assumption that Jesus expected and predicted for him-

^Cf. also Mk. 14:8/Mt. 25:12, Ht. 26:2, Lk. 13s33, 17:25. These passages all
reflect later development.

^Lightfoot, The Gospel Message of 3t. Mark, p. 35, points out that a crucified
Messiah was "the supreme paradox of Christian faith," "a stumbling block to Jews
and a folly to Gentiles" (l Cor. 1:23), and a major concern of Mark. These pro¬
phecies answer this problem and show how Jesus wag the fulfillment of Jewish and
of all man's hope3. Cf. Lightfoot's History and Interpretation in the Gospels
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1935), pp. 66, 80.

W. Manson, Jesus the Messiah (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1944), pp. 112
116, 129, admits that "wo have hero to some extent a language formulated by the
church," specifically with regard to "ex poat facto featare" Once we omit the
"ex post facto features," however, we are open to a totally different interpretation
of the sgyings. If we leave out the reference to "three days, rising again, the
Gentiles, being mocked and scourged and spit upon, we are le d to conclude, as the
above discussion will show, that Jesus expected suffering and death and no more,
God's glory and no more.
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self and perhaps for his followers suffering- and even death. This oxpectation

has been noted already at two points. At Mk. 10s38* 39 Jesus offered James and

John, instead of positions of glory, the challenge to share his "cup" and his

"baptism,and at Lk. 12:49, 50 he spoke of the strife which he was stirring up

2
and of the "baptism'5 toward which he was "constrained." Moreover violence to

himself was the natural conclusion of the situation which he faced and tne

3
natural outworking of his concept of obedience. Certainly he was aware of the

opposition, which must have mounted a3 time went on, and certainly he knew what

4
to expect when in the face of this mounting opposition ho went down to Jerusalem.

There is no question that he taught his disciples to give themselves, including

5
their physical lives, completely in response to God's Rule, and there can be no

question that he was prepared to give himself, his life, in carrying out his

mission. Finally it appears as if Jesus was profoundly influenced by the Isaianic

figure of the Servant.^ This is not to say that he thought he was himself the

above, pp. //b-//2 .

2
'See above, p. Z3Z*

"Z
v

T. W. Kanson, The Servant-Messiah (Cambridge: University press, 1953), p. 80:
"The sacrifice of the Son of man is the logical issue of his service." This is true
whether we hold to the "Messianic consciousness" of Jesus or not.

4
Moreover there is the further tremendous factor of Jeouo' prophetic insight.

5
In the earlier discussion of Jesus' encounter with the disciples we concluded

that the essence of his teaching was self-denial and self-giving and that his
challenge, e.g. at Mk. 8:34, 35, included, with increasing imminence, the possibility
of physical suffering and death.

^J. Jeremias (and Zimmerli), The Servant of God, trans, from TWNT by
H. Knight, etc. (London; SCM Press, 1957), pp. 79-104, argues that Jesus thought
of himself as the Servant and suggests that the evidence is limited (and absent
from the logia peculiar to Matthew and Luke) because Jesus only revealed this in
his "esoteric" teaching. M. D. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant (London; 3PCK, 1959),
pp. 147-163, argues that the evidence will only admit the conclusion that Jesus
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Servant or the fulfillment of these prophecies in some unique way but that he

saw in the way of suffering, sacrificial service the way of true obedience to

God, Therefore we are led to conclude that the predictions of suffering are

only partially the product of the early church, being enhanced by its knowledge

of the subsequent events and of the person of the Messiah, and that they are

basically from Jesus himself, expressions of his mission and motive.

This interpretation of th® incident of Caesarea Philippi and the predictions

of suffering is not less but far more meaningful than the traditional interpreta¬

tion"''; it reveals the depth and the extent of Jesus' self-giving as he

approached tne end of his ministry. He was a man who proclaimed the Rule of God

and challenged all men to radical response to God'3 Rule; in proclaiming this

message and carrying out this mission he was impelled to face the ultimate

consequences for himself, complete self-denial and self-giving, in obedience

to God and in response to tne needs of men, even for those who reacted so

violently as to threaten his life. Jesus "came not to be served but to serve,

may well have seen in Is. 53, along with the whole pattern of suffering and
exaltation running throughout Jewish literature, the description of Israel's
and his own sufferings and concludes that he thought of himself as the apocalyptic
Son of man in Daniel, This present study leads to the conclusion that the Servant
prophecies of Deutero-Isaiah must have been an important element in Jesus'
ministry and death, not because he considered himself to be the Servant but
because the concept of self-denial and self-giving was central to his understand¬
ing of true response to God's Rule and obedience to God's will.

"'"The traditional interpretation of Jesus as the Servant is, to begin with,
superficial; it suggests that, because Jesus was conscious of being the Servant
foretold in Deutero-Isaiah, he proceded to carry out in detail these prophecies.
(Cf. the traditional interpretation of the triumphal entry, Hk. 11:1-10, which
suggests that Jesus arranged to ride on a colt in order to fulfill the prophecy
of Zech. 9:9) But this interpretation is also incongruous; it otatco that Jeoua
was taking a path of humiliation and also that he thought he was this great,
unique figure, the Servant. Finally, this position is intolerable witn regard
to motive; it suggests that Jesus chose or accepted thio suffering and humiliation
as the path to glory.
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1 2
and to give his life as a ransom for many." Tills was the motive of Jesus'

missions self-jiving love.

b. Two events of the night in which Jesus was betrayed, the Last Supper

and Gethfflemarie, are particularly important for this study because of their

historical value and because of their insight into the miud of Jesus as he

faced the final crisis of his ministry. Perhaps the most important words of

Jasus and the best attested were delivered at the Last Supper. And his prayer

in the Garden of Gsthsemans is also of profound significance. Those two

incidents are indispensable for ths understanding of Jesus* mission and motive.

We shall consider first the words of Jesus at the Last Supper. "And as

they were eating, /Jesus/ took bread, and blessed, and broke it, and gave it

to them and said, 'Take, this is ray body.' And he took a cup, and when he had

given thanks he gave it to them, and they all drank of it. And he said to them,

. hot® that this was precisely what Jesus demanded of his followers
in Mk. 8:35. (3es p. /// above.)

"Ik. 10:43 presents a thorny critical problem, particularly because it
apparently convoys a well developed theology of atonement and because its
parallel in Luke apparently provides a simple non-theological alternative.
Wo cannot hope to calve thio problem hero except to suggest that the saying ia
placed in a new light when taken, from the perspective of the ministry, as a
statement of Jesus' purpose or mission without any claim far his person: Jesus
came ta serve and to give his life for others. Thus Mark's saying really goes
no further than ths other sayings in the same context, for Jesus had just spoken
to James and John about his "cup" and "baptism," and Jesus' purpose for himself
goes no further than his chatVang* to his disciples at fchia point and elsewhere.
Luke's saying, on the other hand, should hot be taken as wholly different, for
it is found in the context of the Last Supper, at which Jesus again spoke ox his
death. In both cases wo must conclude that Jesus came to serve and giva his life
for others. On the background for this concept of eorviea, which is found not
only in Is. 53 and elsewhere in the Old Testament but also in the writings of
late Judaism opooificully in the form of redemptive, substitutionary martyr-
suffaring, cf. C. K. Barrett, "The Background of Mark 10:45#" New Testament
Kesavs: Studio? in i-'oror-. of T. \h Sanson, «rt. A. J. D. Higgles (Manchester:
University Press, 1959)# pp. 1-18.
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'This is my blood of the covenant? which is poured out for many.'" (Kk. 14:

22-25/Mt. 26:26-29, Lk. 22:19-20/ 1 Cor. 11:25-25) These words held a unique

place in the faith and liturgy of the church from the beginning, and their

dominical authorship is beyond question, fat their significance—and to some

extant their fora—was transformed when they ware transplanted from their

original setting to their hallowed place in the fellowship and worship of the

early church, i.e. after and because of the resurrection. We must consider in

this light what Jesus actually said and what he intended when he spoke of his

body and blood.

Comparison of Mark's account with the other sources, evaluation of the

liturgical element, and a certain amount of conjecture help us to arrive with

2
some certainty at the actual words of Jesus. Matthew very closely parallels

Hark; Luke evidently follows another source; and Paul, whose account is the

3
earliest written source, is passing on what he himself received.' The intro-

We must accept the longer version of Luke's account on the basis of the
(decisive) textual evidence (all the Greek M3S except 0). J. Jeremias, The
i&tcharistic tfords of Jesus, 2nd ed., trans. A. fihrhardt (Oxford: Basil Blackball,
1955), p. 91: "To regard the shorter text as original would mean accepting the
greatest improbability, for it would involve aoouming that an identical addition
had been made tot he Luean text in every MS with the exception of D a b d c ff^
i 1 aycur sin." Jarnmins, pp. 103-106, suggests that the shortened form of Luke
was deliberately introduced by a western copyist early in the second century in
order "to keep the Eucharist from profanation."

^The material in the next two paragraphs is based on the,work of Jeremias,
The iSttcharistic Words of Jesus, pp. 106-135, although the contusion arrived at <~(
is very different.

3
'1 Cor. 11:23a: "For I received of tho Lord what I also delivered to you."

(Cf. the same formula at 1 Cor. 15:3, where Paul refers to the karygasa.)
Jeremias, The Eucharistie aords of Jesus, p. 129: Paul's preface to the account
"says nothing other than that the chain of tradition goes back unbroken to the

words of Jesus himself."
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ductory words before the actual aaying3 of Joaua over the bread, and the win®

in both cases strongly reflect liturgical usage1; this element explains the

stylination of the narratives but also suggests the careful preservation of

2
the institution from earliest times. The common words in the saying over

the bread are "This is my body," to which we may add the opening injunction

"Take.""' The common words in the saying over the cup are "This is my blood

of the covenant," to which we may add "which is poured out for many" and perhaps
4

omit "of the covenant." We thus arrive at what tnust be substantially the words

ibid., pp. 106-112, suggests the following evidence of liturgical usage
in the introduction to the words over the breads Paul's use of the title, "the
Lord Jesus," his addition of "on the night 'when he was betrayed," and his three
verbs (like a rubric) describing the rite (itcrcf>V is a "Graecising" of

«r?v ); Mark's "and as they were eating," which is a "resumptive insertion"
following Hk. 14x18, his four verbs describing the rite (the three of Paul plus
(6oc: <? v) 5 Matthew's insertion of "Jesus" and "the disciples," his emphasis on
th© breaking of the bread. In the other introduction Jeremias not©ex in Paul
and Luke <l><rd6coz at*c, "which reads like a short liturgical rubric," and the
definite article before "cup"; in Mark and Matthew the detailed description and
its similarity to the introduction before the bread. Strict historicity may
demand the removal of these aspects from the accounts, and yet it is hardly to
be questioned as a matter of history that Jesus "on the night when he was betrayed,"
"as they were eating," "took bread, and blessed, and broke it, and gave it to"
"the disciples" and that "in the same manner also" he took "the cup" (i.e. the
one which he blessed and gave to tiiera), "and when he had given thanks he gave it
to them, and they all drank of it."

2
Ibid., p. 69, notes that all the sources revert—and had to revert—at this

point to a liturgical formula, "the wording of which had been fixed long before
and had become common property through its use in the cult." When we are thus
forced back beyond even Paul, m must admit "its independent existence and its
great antiquity."

3
Ibid., pp. 109, 110, makou thooo obcorvationaj "Take" in Mark and Matthew

may be retained, because it is not really omitted in Luke (Lk» 22s17), but "eat"
in Matthew is a (natural) liturgical addition; "for you" in Paul is secondary,
for it cannot be translated back into Aramaic, and it may have developed from the
word over the wine; this latter explains Luke's "which is given for you"; The
command to repeat the rite is probably secondary "because its insertion is more
easily explained than its omission."

'ibid.. pp. 112-114s Matthew's command to drink is a (typical) emendation
from Mark's narrative introduction; Matthew's jby> , made necessary by arid laying
stress on Ms command, reflects liturgical development; "this" (cup) and "new"
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which Jesus himself uttered: "Take; this is my body. This is my blood which

is poured out for many."

What then did Jesus mean by his words and actions at the Last Supper?

Certain background observations may be noted to begin with. Pirst£. the idea

that Jesus should willingly give his life in service to God and for others

is not only acceptable but central to his concept of obedience.^ Second, Jesus1

words at the Supper fallow a whole series of sayings and events in his ministry

2
in which he foresaw and accepted a coming baptism of suffering. Third, what¬

ever its exact date the Last Supper took place in the context of the Poaot of

3
the Passover. Sext certain observations may be noted with regard to the Supper

itself, first, the terms "body" and "blood" refer to "the two component parts

of the body, especially of a sacrificial victim, which are separated when it is

(covenant) in Paul and Luke are explanatory; the command to repeat the rite is
again secondary. The important words, "which is poured out for many," can be
found in all four sources: it is present in Mark, Matthew (with the addition
"for the forgiveness of sins"), and Luke ("for you"), and Paul's account has it
("for you") in the saying over the broad, where j^Yuvve/cevoi; had to be omitted
even though it left an awkward construction; "for many," a Semitism, is to be
preferred over "for you," a reflection of liturgical usage. On the exclusion of
"of the covenant" Jereaias, pp. 133-155, points out that this axpreaoion io diffi¬
cult in Greek and impossible in Aramaic and that in late Judaism "the blood of
the covenant" meant "the blood of circumcision"; he suggests that it may be "an
early exegetical gloss, which (with the help of fix. 24:8 and Jer. 31:31-34) ex¬
plains Jesus' atoning death aa the covenant sacrifice to inaugurate the eschato-
logical order of redemption."

This entire study of the mission and message of Jesus leads to tai3 con¬
clusion.

2
See pp. 232-24-2above.

*2

According to the Syaoptists the Last Supper was a Passover meal (Mk. 14:12-
16 par., Lk. 22:15), but according to the Gospel of John it took place on the day
of preparation (Jn. 18:20, 13:14). Jeremian, Thy Gucharietic Words of Jesus, pp.
177-183, gives an extended list of those who do and taooo who do not hold that
the Supper was a Passover meal—being himself the leading exponent of the former
view.



246

killed"; they belong to the language of sacrifice and, in view of the

expression, "which is poured out," must ha taken as such.A Second, the broken

2
bread, and the red wine are a double parable of the death of a victim. Third,

if this was a Paooover, Jesus may woll have compared himself with tha paschal

lamb in the Passover devotions; at least—and this applies even if it was the

3
previous night—-the correspondence would have been self-evident. Fourth, that

Jesus should speak of dying "for others" ia only to be expected; "every death

has atoning power," and "an innocent death offered to God has power to atone

4
vicariously for others." At this point certain possible inferences may be

mentioned. First, it has been suggested that Jesus indicated the eechatologieal

fulfillment of the Passover sacrifice by himself. Second, the similarity of his

5
words with Is. 53 lias been taken as evidence that he thought he was the Servant.

■""Jereaias, The Eucharistic Jords of Jesus, p. 144. V. Taylor, Jesus and his
Sacrifice (London; Kacmillan & Co., 1955), p. 74s "Whatever explanation of the
death of Jesus we may give today, there can be no doubt at all that Jesus himself
understood its meaning in terms of sacrifice."

2
'Jeremias, The gucharistic Words of Jesus, pp. 145, 146.
3
Taylor, Jesus and his Sacrifice, pp. 101, 183, states that, even if the

Supper was not the Passover meal, "Paschal associations dominated the mind of
Jesus."

4
Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, pp. 151, 152. Jeremias gives

evidence for numerous means of atonement in the thought of Jsouo' contoraporarioo
of which the moat pertinent ic the vicarious suffering of the righteous and of
tne martyrs; he concludes "it is unthinkable for Jesus not to have thought about
the atoning effect of his death." Cf. 2 Macc. 7:37, 38, 4 Macc. 6:27-29, 17:22,
18:4.

5
With Mk. 14:24: "which is poured out for many" cf. Is. 53:12: "because he

poured out hia ooul to doath, and wac numbored with tha tranogroooorc; yet he
bore the oin of many, and mado intercession for the traaagresuoro." Certainly
the early church made thia connection; Matthew adds to the words over the wine
"for the forgiveness of sins," and Luke makes Jesus say, "For I tell you that
the scripture must be fulfilled in me, 'and he was reckoned with transgressors';
for what is written about me has its fulfillment." (Lk. 22:37)
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Third, it has been suggested that in offering to iiis disciples the bread

("my body") and. the wine ("ray blood") Jesus was giving tnem "a share in the

redemptive power of his death.""

The conclusion wnich arises from the perspective of this present study

is that at the last Supper Jesus told his disciples, in the language of sacri¬

fice and with direct allusion to the Passover, that he was about to give his

life in obedience to God's will and "for many." The above observations demand

this conclusion. They do not, however, demand the conclusion that Jesus

thought of his mission or of himself as unique, as the fulfillment of Old

Testament prophecy, as the eschatological realisation of the Kingdom, and,

because these suppositions involve such claims on the part of Jesus, we may

reject them. Rather, as Jesus came to the end of his ministry, he described

the completion of his mission—his public ministry, his teachixig to the disciples,

and his challenge to the Pharisees—in the words over the bread and wine at the

Last Supper. To the disciples, i.e. to tnose who had responded to nis call and

accepted his challenge, he explained that his body would be broken and his blood

poured out—like the sacrifice of the paschal lamb. And he was giving his life

2 3not only for them but also for many, even for those who took it from him. Thus

"'"Jeremias, The Sucharistic Words of Jesus, pp. 159, 174. Jeremias and others
strongly believe these last three points, which fit in with the "Messianic-conscious¬
ness" approach. If, however, we challenge that approach in general, we are led to¬
ward an important, meaningful, alternative conclusion in thase particular rantorials,
in which Jesus' words and actions are determined not by hia conception of the unique¬
ness of the time or of his person but by his understanding of the radical demand of
God's Rule.

2
Cf. Kk. 10s 45. It is hardly possible—although it is frequently done—to

argue that the term "many" included, in the mind of Jesus, all the Gentiles. Since
—as we have argued—Jesus was not conscious of his own uniqueness, this possibility
would not have occurred to him; nevertheless he was giving himnclf for all those
whom he did know. Moreover, in the two outstanding cages in which Jesus refers ex¬
plicitly to the extent of his mission, Fit. 10;5, 6 and Mt. 15:24, he excludes the
Gentiles.

3
The earlier study of "Jesus and the Pharisees" indicated that Jesus' messages

was definitely directed toward the Pharisees, who led the opposition, that his
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in the midat of the final crisis of hia ministry Jesus provided this, the greatest

insight into nis mission and motive? he gave himself completely, even his very

life, his body and Ms blood. Self-giving love—for God and for men—was tho

motive of Jesus' mission.^"

At this point we may consider briefly Jesus' prayer in the Garden of

Gethsemana. After the Last Supper, on the same night, Jesus and his disciples

went to the Mount of Olives to a place called Gethsemane. We read that Jesus

was "greatly distressed ana troubled. And he said to them, 'My soul is very

sorrowful, even to death; remain here arid watch.' And going a little farther,

he fell on the ground and prayed that, if it were possible, the hour might

pass from him. And he said, 'Abba, Father, all things are possible to thee;

remove this cup from me; yet not what I will, but what thou wilt.'" (Kk. 14:33-36)

This narrative contains certain historical and theological problems: e.g. did

the sleepy disciples overhear Jesus' prayer; why did Je3us ask for the "cup"

to be removed? But these difficulties only confirm its authenticity: it is un¬

likely that the early church would have created this negative description of

mission to them was the same as his mission to the poor and the outcast, and
that his motive was concern and compassion, and that his death was the logical
conclusion of his mission aud motive specifically with regard to the Pharisees.

^"3ome reference must be made to the statement of Jesus that he would not
drink again of the fruit of the vine "until that day when I drink it new in the
kingdom of God." (Mk. 14:25; Matthew's parallel adds "with you"; Luke says "until
the kingdom of God comes.") Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, pp. 543»
547, says this "eschatological saying" is "loosely attached" to the narrative of
the Last Supper, Jeremias, The Sucharistic Words of Jesus, pp. 165-172, empha¬
sises its character as an oath. Both Taylor (cf. also Jesus and his Sacrifice,
pp. 133-144) and Jeremias hold to the traditional interpretation that Josue here
demonstrates his expectation of a coming Messianic Banquet with himself &a Messiah.
If, however, wo remove tho proouppooition of Jo true' "Messianic consciousness," wa
see in these words simply a vow of dedication to his mission in obedienco to God'a
will and in response to God's Rule—-plus the influence of the sschatology of tho
early church.
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the disciples or this unusual picture of Jesus, Therefore we are given here

another important insight into the mind of Jesus at the crucial climax of his

ministry.

Nothing is more natural than that Jesus should go apart for prayer at this

time. That he should be "greatly distressed and troubledf !i "sorrowful, even to

death," is also understandable. Not only was there the mounting threat of

personal danger—for this he was prepared and willing; but there was also the

2
depressing knowledge that one of his own disciples had betrayed him," that

they all failed to comprehend the meaning of true obedience and the challenge

of the present hour,' that the people and their leaders, notably the Pharisees,

had largely rejected his ministry. Thus Jseus agonized in the Garden, believing

that in rejecting him men were rejecting the challenge of God's Rule and that in

4
rejecting God's Rule they were excluding themselves from His love. He prayed

Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 957• "Both in the descriptive
element and in the wordo of Joouo, wo receive the impression of standing very
close to the original facts, by implications which carry us far beyond the record
itself." Cranfield, op. cit.a p. 430s "It is inconceivable that the early church
would ever have created such a picture of the Lord it worshiped or an episode so
discreditable to its leading apostles." B. H. Branscomb, The Gospel of Mark
(London; dodder & Stoughton, 1937), p. 267, notes that this picture of Jesus
stands out in striking contrast with hie "complete calm" throughout the ministry,
both before this and in the succeeding arrest, trial, and execution; "this
tradition of a period of anguish and inner struggle before he was able to accept
the impending tragedy as the will of God can scarcely be due to anything other
than a recollection by certain of the disciples to this effect."

*T5k. 14s 10, 11, 17-21.
3
It wa3 suggested earlier (pp. /33-/3S ) that Jesus' teachings to his

disciples included specifically the challenge to lay down their lives and
that they should have gone with him all the way to the cross. As the final
hour approached, however, Jesus saw that they would all fall away (Mk. 14;26-31).

4
Here again we must refer back to the earlier analysis of Jesus' encounter

with "the Pharisees," in which we concluded that Jesus' deliberate pursuit of his
opponents led him to the cross and that he thus endured his rejection, suffering,
and death for their sakes as well as for the people and the disciples.
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that this bitter cup might be removed from him-—not in pity for nis own fate

but in deep concern and compassion for others, for his followers, for the

people, and for his opponentsFinally, and above all, he prayed, "not what

2
I will, but what thou wilt." He approacned the end of his ministry, as ho

had begun at the baptism, in humble submission to God's Rule, in willing

obedience to His will, The essential nature or motive of Jesus' mission was,

as his prayer at Gethsemane reveals so vividly, self-denial and self-giving.

c. tfe come finally to the trial and crucifixion of Jesus. As we have

already seen in the predictions of suffering, in the words over tne bread

and wine at the Last Supper, and in the prayer at Gethsemane, Jesus willingly

met the final crisis of his ministry, even suffering and death. Two points

of particular importance arise in connection with the trial and the crucifixion.

First, there is the matter of the question of tho High Priest and the charge

of the Sanhedrin that Jesus claimed to be the Messiah. Second, there is the

It is frequently pointed out that this cup cannot refer only to Jesus' personal
misfortune, for this would make a very poor comparison with the brave and even trium¬
phant sacrifice of many martyrs. It is suggested, alternatively, that Jesus was fac¬
ing the awesome burden of the sin and estrangement of humanity which he took upon
himself vicariously, but this interpretation, also, would infer that Jesus was think¬
ing of himself. The combined witness of the passion materials leads to the conclus¬
ion that Jesus was not agonizing for himself but for others; In his prophecy of the
betrayal Jesus had only pity ("woe") for the one concernedj at the Last Supper he
revealed his intention to give his life "for many"? his prophecy of the disciples'
defection and of Peter's denial indicates his concern for them; in tho Gethsemane
narrative he is concerned lest the disciples ontar into tomptation; at the trials he
makes no complaint, self-defense, or counter-accusation; on tho road to Golgotha he
turns back the pity of the "daughters of Jerusalem" upon themselves; and so he final¬
ly gives up his life for others.

2
'As Jesus taught his disciples to pray (Mt. 6s10: "thy will be done") he prays

here in the agony of this hour ("what thou wilt"). As he challenged them to the
reversal of their wills and the giving of their lives in obedience (Mk. 8;34, 35)»
he here submits nimself to God's will and offers himself in obedience. In these
crucial words of Jesus we see again that his mission was essentially s matter of
obedience to God's will, that his mission or obedience was essentially a matter of
motive (the inner and total orientation of the person), and that his motive was, in
tho profound senoo act forth by this thesis, love (self-denial and self-giving).
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problem of the cry of dereliction from the cross. At these points we again

face the basic question of the "Messianic consciousness" of Jesus; here again

we gain profound insight into Jesus' mission and motive.

According to Mark's account of the trial, when Jesus had been taken

captive and "all the chief priests and the elders and the scribes" had been

assembled, the High Priest asked Jesus, "Are you the Christ, the Son of the

Blessed?" Jesus replied, "I am; and you will see the Son of man sitting at

the right hand, of Power, and coming -with the clouds of heaven." This reply

evoked the judgment "blasphemy" and the condemnation "deserving death."

(Mk. 14;5*5-64) According to this account Jesus made a clear and unequivocal

claim to Hessiahship. The traditional interpretation is that Jesus did admit

that he was the Messiah, though perhaps not so directly as Mark indicates, for,

it is said, he certainly was conscious of being the Messiah.* A number of

factors lead toward a different conclusion, however.

There are, on the one hand, certain historical difficulties. First, the

reports of what happened at the trial must have been second-hand, for none of
2

the disciples were present. Second, questions have been raised concerning the

procedure of the trial, which suggest that this was not, ac Mark seems to imply,

1
It may be noted here that the Messianic-consciousness approach is forced

to say that Jesus did not deny this charge, if it was raised, for, if he was
"conscious" of being the Messiah, he could hardly have lied to the contrary.

2
Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, pp. 563, 564; "ho disciple was

present at the trial, and for his information the Evangelist was dependent upon
hearsay." This does not necessarily iiacredit the account, but it does indicate
the necessity for caution. It may also be noted at this point, with Taylor, that
some of the details of the narrative "recall" (arid reflect?) the Isianie prophecies
of the suffering Servant.
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a full court session of the Sanhedrin. Third, even if Jesus was accused of

2
claiming to oe the Messiah, this does not prove that he did make this claim,

Fourth, elements in the accounts of the trial in all three Gospels seem to

3
suggoot that Joaus did not—at least not openly—profess Keosiahship." Fifth,

it was only natural for the early church to assume that Jesus confessed his

Messiahship at this point, especially if they thought this charge had bean made

1
G. Borhkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, trans, I. and ¥. KcLuskey with J. M,

Robinson (London: Rodder <& Stoughton, I960), pp. 163, 164, points out that
"capital crimes should be tried during daytime only, certainly not during
festival times, and not be dealt with at a sitting of one day only" and that
"there is not one single instance of a person's ever being accused of blasphemy
and sentenced to death by the Jewish authorities because he claimed to be the
Messiah." There is also the further point that the Sanhsdrin had power to con¬
demn and execute men on religious grounds (cf. Acts 6:8-7:60), although this point
is questioned by Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 646. It is not un¬
likely thai the Jewish authorities quickly and informally gathered and determined
a charge against Jesus and than forced Pilate to paiao sentence and execute him.
(Cf. the account in the Gospel of John, which has no meeting of the Sanhedrin.)

2
In general the charges against Jesus are not to be trusted. He was accused

of forgiving sins, but he simply told people their sins were forgiven (by God)*
He was accused of breaking the Sabbath, but he merely did good deeds on the
Sabbath. He was accused of casting out demons by the prince of demons, but he
really did it by the power of God. In particular the charges at the trial are
not to be trusted. Jesus was accused of threatening to destroy the temple, but
this was not true (cf. Hk. 15:29, Jn. 2:19, Acts 6:14). Thus the charge that
Jesus claimed to be the Messiah may well have been a deliberate twisting of Jesus'
words or a fabrication of false witnesses? certainly it was well suited, because
of ito political connotations, to bring about Jesus' condemnation by the Roman
authorities; and to get Pilate to do the "dirty work" was admirably ouitod to the
position of the Jewish authorities in the face of possible adverse popular reaction.

3
With regard to the accounts of the trial before the priests, Mark and

Matthew indicate that Jesus"was silent and made no answer" to the charge that ha
said he would destroy the temple? in both Matthew and Luke and in a variant read¬
ing of Mark Jesus gives a circuitous answer to the question whether he is the
Messiah (Matthew: "You have said so"; Luke: "If I tell you, you will not believe;
and if I ask you, you will not answer," "You say that I as"; Mark's variant: "You
say that I am"). With regard to the trial before Pilate, in all three accounts
Jesus gives an indirect answer to the charge, "Are you the King of the Jews?"
(he replies, "You have said so") and then remains silent. In the Gospel of John
there is no account of the former trial, as we have notad, and before Pilate
Jesus makes an indirect reply.
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against hia, but also since they knew he had bean crucified as "King of the

Jews" and believed, on the basis of the resurrection, that ha was the Messiah.,

Sixth, there are definite indications that Mark wanted to show that Jesus'

claim to Sessiahship was the cause of his condemnation*- and that this open

2
declaration provided for him the climax of his Gospel of the Crucified Messiah.. "

To begin with, in tho ones plaoo wn&re Jecus spoke about the Messiah (Mk. 12;35-

37), as we have noted already, ho referred not to himself but to an exalted

heavenly figure. Moreover, since Jesus refused to admit or claim that he was

the Messiah before his disciples (Mk. 8s27-30), as we have suggested, it is

unlikely that he would do so at this time, for here more than anywhere else he

3
would have been misunderstood. Finally, we must again raise the important

"Lightfoot, The Gospel Message of St. Mark, p. 47: "3t. Mark seeks to prove
that the Lord met his death, not because his thought or his life ran counter to
til© law, but because he claimed to be the Messiah"; "he shows that the Lord is
innocent of any just charge, except the charge--immediately boforo tho end—that
he claimed to be Messiah." Lightfoot, history and Interpretation in tae Gospels,
pp. 150, 1519 also draws attention to the growing tendency in the early church,
evident in the accounts, to exonerate Pilate and to lay full blame upon the Jews
for tne death of Jesus.

which is recognized only by supernatural powers in Mk. 1:1-8:26 and
by the disciples in Mk. 8s27-14:61, that which lias been kept secret throughout
the ministry, is now openly declared to the Jewish nation by Jesus himself, viz.
his Kesssiahship.

x

"'Can we say that Jesus deliberately aided the Jewish loaders in what would
be the greatest possible crime, the murder of their Messiah? This is what the
traditional interpretation comes to, for it must have been obvious to Jesus that
the question of the High Priest was not merely a question but a charge on which
to condemn him. Nor ia this difficulty cased if we take the secondary reading
of Mark (and Matthew and Luke) with Taylor, The 'Gospel According to St. Marka
p. 560: "The reply is affirmative, but it registers a difference of interpretation:
•the word is yours,' Tea, if you like'; as if the speaker lias his own ideas about
Messiahshlp." For any kind of an affirmative would be sufficient for the priests
to carry their charge. (Whether this charge wao a legitimate on© is a different
matter.) If because of his "Messianic consciousness" Jesus could not have denied
the charge, at least Sis could have remained silent.
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question whether Jesus as a man would have made, or even thought, such an

exalted claim for himself, for here and elsewhere he speaks of the glorious,

apocalyptic Son of Man at the right hand of God.

Therefore we are led to conclude once again that the claim that Jesus was

the Messiah rests not on his self-designation or his "'Messianic consciousness"

but on the fact of the resurrection and on the development of the tradition in

the early church. Jesus himself may well have been asked at his trial if he

were the Messiah; he may well have been charged with this claim1; he may well

2
have spoken here as elsewhere of the glorious Son of Man. But he probably

did not make any such claims for himself; he simply faced his accusers and his

judges in humble obedience, in the fulfillment of his mission, to the glory of

God. And so he was sent to the cross.

In the accounts of the crucifixion itself we have several difforent "words'*

of Jesus, but the one which is the most difficult and the most profound is the

cry of dereliction. "And at the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, 'Sloi,

Eloi, lama sabachtoani?1 which means, 'My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?'"

And then he died. (Mk. 15:34—37/Kl. 27:46-50) Although this saying comes from

^Branscomb, op. cit., p. 279: "Sines /Jesus' claim to Messiahshi/7 was
evidently the basis of the charge which was pressed before Pilate, it is more
than likely that the question was addressed to Jesus during the examination."

p
It may be suggested that in reply to the question about the Messiah Jesus

referred to the apocalyptic Son of Man, certainly not in order to oxalt himself
beyond their judgment, not to confront them with his "real" identity, not merely
to give his conception of the Messiah, but in order again to challenge his
opponents to seek God's glory, to respond to God's Rule. This could have been
twisted by his accusers into a charge of blasphemy, a& though Jesus had made him¬
self God, and it would naturally have been taken by the early churcn as an admission
or confession by Jesus of his own exalted nature.
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the favorite "Passion Psalm" of the early church (Ps. 22:1)/" its authenticity

here need not be denied, for it must have presented a tremendous enigma to their

2
faith and theology,, Its historicity is further supported by the reminiscence

of its being misunderstood by some of the bystanders, as though Jesus had called

for Elijah. It is likely, therefore, that these words were uttered by Jecua

3
himself,' ana, since they were spoken at this final hour, they are of profound

4
significance for our understanding of Jesus' mission and passion. '

"It has frequently been pointed out that elements from Ps. 22, 31, and 69
and Is. 53 (etc.) have affected the passion narratives at various points, but
this is only to be expected, for before the gospels were written the best
authorities which could be used in telling the story were these Old Testament
scriptures. Of. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels, p. 156;
C. H. Doad, According to the Scriptures (London: Nisbet & Co., 1952), pp. 92-98.

^Thus Luke omits this saying, although he has an alternative final saying,
"Father, into thy hands I commit my spirit." (Lk. 23s46) Similarly John's two
final sayings are "I thirst" and "It is finished." (jn. 19:28, 30) Following
this line of reasoning, Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 594, argues
for "the great improbability that tradition would have assigned to Jesus such a

saying except under the warrant of the best testimony."
3
The question whether Jesus actually uttered these words involvoc numerous

and extended arguments, and perhaps it cannot be decided conclusively on the
basis of the available evidence. It is argued that the early church would never
put these particular words into the mouth of Jcouo (rather than others in the
same Psalm, for instance), but against this it is suggested that they were in¬
tended to be taken in connection with the following versos or tho Poala as a
whole (which speaks not of despair as such but of the righteous in adversity).
It is argued that the reference to tho mioundorstandiag of the bystanders is evi¬
dence of historicity, but against this it is suggested that this reference re¬
flects rather Mark's emphasis on the saying (a device used in Jn. 3:3-15, 4:10-
15, 32-34, 11:23-27, 14:4-7). it is argued that the saying's omission from or
transformation in Luke and John ahowu its offenaiveneaa and thuo ito historical

priority, but against this it is suggested that the offensiveness of the saying
to some traditions or periods does not prove that it was always taken ae ouch.
On the whole, however, it seems more likely that Jesus did utter these words
than that the wanly church would have incorporated them, as has been suggested,
in order to interpret the last cry of Jesus (Mk. 15:37).

4
If Jesus did in fact quote these words from Ps. 22, this must have been an

important factor behind the use of this and otiior Old Testament writings «a
testimonia in the early church.
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What then did Jesus mean by this so-called "cry of dereliction"? On the

one hand this saying expresses his agony and desolation."1" Not only was he a

man forsaken by his close friends and disciples, rejected by his people and

condemned by the religious and political authorities of the land. Not only

was he suffering terrible pain and approaching death. But, as one who had

proclaimed God's Rule and had sought to challenge men to respond to God's

Rule and was even then giving hi3 life for the fulfillment of God's Rule,

he could see only utter rejection of himself and of God and complete failure

of his mission and of God's will. And so he cried out, "My God, my God, why

hast thou forsaken rae?" But on the other hand and at the same time this say-

2
ing expresses the faith and obedience of Jesus. Although all men had apparent¬

ly rejected him and his message, Jesus still called out from his agony in trust

in God. Although hi3 life's work and even his death seemed useless and fruit¬

less, he yet committed himself in his agony to God. And so he cried out,

"My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?"

Taylor, Jesus and his Sacrifice, pp. 159-163, rightly objects to the
traditional interpretation as too "theological," for Jesus must have experienced
real desolation, not Just "vicarious," "substitutionary" endurance of man's lost
condition. E© explains this desolation as due to "preoccupation by Jesus with
the fact and burden of 3in," but this too is theologically removed from the mind
of Jesus. He was not thinking of himself as lost vicariously or individually,
but of his mission as unrealised and his people unreached.

2
'Ibid., p. 160, rightly rejects the view waich sees in this cry "an utter¬

ance of unbroken trust" based on Ps. 22 as a whole, for this interpretation
glosses over the fact that the saying itself is obviously an expression of
desolation. Moreover, there is no proof that Jesus had the whole Psalm in
mind. G. Dalman, Jesus-Jeshua. trans. P. P, Levertoff (Londons SPCK, 1929),
p. 207, speaks of the saying both as a "cry of anxiety" and as "an act of
obedience,* but also suggests that Jesus saw himself as the fulfillment of the
prophecies of Ph. 22 and Is. 53. Once again we must ask whether Jesus thought
of himself as unique and, if he thought of himself as the Servant-Messiah—Son
of Kan, whether he could have known real desolation, real agony, real self-denial.
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Therefore here at the end of the life and ministry of Jesus we have a

final, pregnant expression of his mission and motive, for we see here that

he gave himself completely and selflessly—without any hope of personal

vindication, without any assurance of accomplishment, but in utter desolation,

in complete agony—on the crass. In these last words of Jesus before he died

we have a final, profound glimpse into the mind of the one man whose life was

given in obedience, in love for God and men, for he gave not only his body

to be broken and his blood to be poured out but himself.
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SUMMARY:

This summary will serve to draw together the results of this study of

"The Mission and Message of Jesus (Particular)" and to confirm the results of

the previous study of the general materials from Jesus' ministry. The purpose

throughout Part II has been to analyze the mission and motive of Jesus during

hi3 ministry as they are discernible in the Synoptic materials. Because the

resurrection has revealed that Jesus' life was the perfect fulfillment of God's

will, the full meaning of man's mission in obedience to God's will is to be

found in his ministry. This study thus provides the content for a "biblical"

theology of mission.

Although this study has taken the position of faith in the uniqueness of

Jesus, it has arrived et a position definitely removed from traditional

interpretations of Jesus' ministry. We have been led to this position for

historical reasons, i.e. in the light of a critical evaluation of the sources,

and for theological reasons, i.e. in the light of theological necessity.

Although the resurrection, which is the decisive point joining the Jesus of

history and the Christ of faith, demands that we acclaim Jesus as the Servant-

Messiah, the Son of Man-Son of God, the Kyrios Cfaristos. it does not demand

that we affirm Jesus' self-understanding in these terms during his ministry.

Although the Synoptic accounts indicate that Jesus was acknowledged as Messiah

and indeed that he confessed his Messiahship and Sonship, it is at these

points that we must be most critical. Thus the present study has taken as

its starting point the fact that Jesus was a man who proclaimed and responded

to God's Rule; it has posed the question of motive, i.e. whether Jesus would

have made such claims for himself as are implied in these materials as they
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stand; and it has cone out against the traditional Messianic-consciousness

interpretation, yet with an important positive understanding of Jesus' mission.

It may be useful to reiterate some of the points which have been considered,

noting that a definite pattern emerges. At the beginning of his ministry

Jesus was baptized by John; since John had proclaimed a Coning Mighty One, the

early church later applied this proclamation directly to Jesus, making John a

witness to his Messishship; the meaning of the baptism to Jesus, however, was

his response to God's call and self-commitment to God's will. In the baptism

and transfiguration stories a voice from heaven declares that Jeeus is the Son

of God; since these words correspond to important testimonia of the early church,

it is quite possible that they were inserted into the accounts; therefore we

dare not depend upon them for insight into the mind of Jesus. According to

the temptation narrative Jeeus was tempted by the devil to use power for his

own ends; the church naturally interpreted these temptations on the basis of

Jesus' Messiahship; to Jesus, however, they indicated the nature of God's Rule

and the nature of true response to God's Rule. In the matter of signs Jesus

likened himself to Jonah; the early church drew the parallel between Jonah in

the belly of the whale and Jesus in the belly of the earth; but Jesus had

intended not to give a sign but to call men to repentance as Jonah had done.

Again in the matter of signs Jesus silenced the demono end exhorted the cured

not to speak out? the early church naturally interpreted this in terms of the

"Messianic Secret"; but Jesus had simply tried to avoid rumors and the wrong

kind of response to his ministry. In the matter of titles Jooue cpok© of himself

as 'oar nasha; the church read this in tanas of the apocalyptic Son of Man; but

Jesus had used this expression as a periphrasis for "X" without nny claim for
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himself. On other occasions Jesus spoke of the apocalyptic Son of Fan; the

church made the natural connection of these words with Jesus himself; but

Jesus would hardly have made such an assertion during hie ministry., At Caesarea

Philippi and at the trial before the high pries! Jesus was accused of claiming

to be the Messiah; the early church naturally assumed he did make this claim;

but again Jesus probably did not think of himself this way. What is involved

in the final judgment of the question of Jesus1 "Messianic consciousness" is

not just the possibility that the early church could have made this kind of

development in the tradition but the evidence that they did so at numerous

pointsj not just the certainty that they did so at these points but the natural

expectation that they should have done so in general and specifically at the

points which are unverifiable, not just the probability of each case but the

cumulative evidence of this whole pattern.

The results of this analysis, though negative with regard to the traditional

interpretation, are in fact positive. Jfothing significant has been lost, for

the witness to Jesus as the Son of God has merely been shifted back to the

resurrection, where its real weight must lie in any case. Moreover none of the

materials have been dismissed summarily; they have been accepted as the witness

of the church, which is certainly true to their nature and which must to some

degree be taken over against their true historicity. What then is the net

result of this investigation; what was the outlook of Jesus during his ministry?

We must conclude that he was a man who carried out his mission in response to

God's Rule and gave himself in obedience to God's will.

Thus Jesus came to John's baptism in repentance, i.e. in self-commitment.

He had such faith in God's power that he healed the sick and exorcised the
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demons; yet he refused the t emptation to assert himself in the work of his

ministry with signs or acts of power or popular aggrandisement. Taking no

titles and making no claims for himself, he humbly pursued his mission in utter

obedience to God—with the prospect and then the fact of Buffering, in the face

of rejection by his people, condemnation by their leaders, and desertion by

his own intimate followers, finally in the agony and desolation of the cross.

This is the picture which has emerged f roza this study; it is the picture of a

man who gave himself completely in love for God and men.

These particular materials from Jesus' ministry thus agree with the general

materials which were considered previously, and these conclusions confirm and

complement those reached in Section A. As Jesus proclaimed the message of

God's Rule, he himself lived in response to God's Rule. As he challenged others

to a radical response of repentance, faith, and obedience, so he himself

responded in repentance, faith, end obedience. His ministry was not based on

a conception of the uniqueness of the time or of his own uniqueness; far from

looking beyond present humiliation and suffering to future vindication and

glory he gave himself completely in mission, even in the worst imaginable

extremities. In this picture of the Jesus of history we see what is the essence

of obedience; here love is the motive for mission and the essential nature of

mission is found in the concept of love. This is the content for a "biblical"

theology of mission.



CONCLUSION—Love as a Motive for Mission

"Love is the motive for mission, and the essential nature of mission

is to be found in the biblical concept of love." This thesis, which was set

forth at the beginning of this study, must now be declared proved—at least

with regard to the mission of Israel and the mission of Jesus. What remains

is to point out the implications of this thesis. It was stated in the intro¬

duction that the purpose underlying this study was to probe into the biblical

understanding of mission, particularly the motive-force of mission, in order

to provide a basis for the church's theology of mission. It was also noted

in the introduction that this is a study in biblical theology and that biblical

theology does not replace, but provides the groundwork for, dogmatics. There¬

fore, although we may not here construct a theology of mission upon the results

of this study, we may veil suggest the implications of this study in biblical

theology for a "biblical" theology of mission.

Part I: "The Mission of Israel" reveals that a comprehensive theology of

mission is found in the prophetic materials of the Old Testament and that

these materials provide the structure for a theology of mission, specifically

in terms of love as a motive for mission. According to the central concepts

of the message of the prophets, vis. election, covenant, and service, Israel

was created to be the people of God, which means net that she was to have

special primilege but that she was called to special service. Therefore Israel's

whole life was bound up with her mission. 3ut God's call to Israel was based

on his love for her. Therefore the nature of her true service was also love.

Here it is evident that God's people are called to participate in hie purpose

and love, that the whole life of God's people is involved in this mission,

and that love is the motive for mission.
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Part II: "The Mission of Jesus" reveals that the central issue of Jesus'

ministry was response to God's Rule and obedience to God's will end that

Jesus' ministry, considered in the light of the resurrection but from the

perspective of the historical Jesus, provides the content for a theology of

mission, specifically in terms of love as a motive for mission. Jesus presented

the message of God's Rule as a radical demand, in which he called men to

repentance, faith, and obedience. He taught that the nature of true obedience

is self-denial and self-giving. The record of his ministry in the Synoptic

materials, as they have been interpreted here, indicates that Jesus thus gave

himself' in love for God and men, and the resurrection reveals that he thus

perfectlyfulfilled the will of God. Here it is evident that love is the motive

for mission snd that the essential nature of mission is found in this concept

of love.

On the basis of these two studies in the biblical theology of mission we

may point out certain directives for the church's theology of mission, for it

is evident that the church, as the people of God, has inherited Israel's

mission and that the church's mission as the body of Christ is based on Jesus'

mission. First we may indicate the essential structure—the fact, extent, and

dynamic—of the mission. It is evident from this study that the raison a'gtre

of God's people is the purpose and love of God; they are called not to

privilege but to service. The extent of their involvement in mission is the

extent of their involvement in God's love and purpose; their whole life as

God's people, i.e. their whole life, is to be expressed in mission. The dynamic

of this mission is found in the logic of their involvement in God's love and

purpose; as God has given himself to them in his love and purpose, so they are
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to respond by giving themselves in the extension of that love and purpose in

the world. Second we may indicate the basic content—the nature and essence—

of the mission. The distinctive nature of obedience to God's will is the

inner and total response of the person. To be sure there is a message to be

proclaimed, but this message is concerned with reconciliation between God and

men in purpose and love. Therefore the essence of mission is the complete

giving of the self in love for God and men, whereby this reconciliation is

both proclaimed and realized.

What emerges from these directives is a total view of the church in which

the church is mission. The chief problem at this point is that to speak in

such generalities may in fact obliterate the far-reaching, vital insight which

has been gained and thereby blunt the sharp point of the stimulating demand

which that insight implies. This insight and demand say perhaps be stated

more strikingly in these terms: the Great Commission and the Great, Commandment

are one?, It was suggested in the introduction that this study is concerned

particularly with the relationship between the concept of mission and the

concept of love. It has been stated throughout this study that love is the

motive, the essential nature of mission. When these tv;o concepts are so related

they bothtake on new meaning and importance. The church's mission is not just

to tell the Gospel; it is to give itself—and thus its message—in love to the

world. The church's command to love God end neighbor is not just e duty, that

which is right; it is en all-encompassing demand in which the whole church

becomes a ministry of reconciliation in the world. Thus the Great Commission

and the Great Commandment are really one. Thus the church is mission in the

vital sense that its entire life, corporately and individually, in every aspect
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and activity, participates in God's purpose and love in the world.

In this analysis of the missionary nature of the church ve have an

important criterion by which we may evaluate the church's life as a whole;

sore particularly v:e ind here a deep and wide indictment of the church's

failure—-past and present. We must challenge, for example, the church's

history, ever since the Constantinisn Revolution, as en institution of wealth
«

and power, and we must point out that even today throughout the historic

branches of the church not one member in a hundred gives of his time or his

possessions, his position or his prestige to the point of sacrifice. We must

challenge the devolution of the church's mission, almost universally in

practice and also often even in theory, upon that small fraction of its total

membership, the clergy, and ve must point out that even today this terrible

fault is little less evident in protectant than in Roman Catholic contexts.

¥e must challenge the church's obsession, from the early centuries, with sin

and salvation, particularly the traditional egocentric form of these doctrines

and derivative practices in which the chief end of man, either openly or more

subtly, is his own salvation, end we must question here particularly the

missionary expression of this mentality, especially in the sects and in mass

evangelism today, which offers to "outsiders" the gift of salvation in a way

which almost inevitably suggests self-realization or self-betterment. We

must challenge every self-understanding of the church which is essentially

or even apparently self-centered, for the meaning of the church's existence

and its witness to the world are essentially self-denial and self-giving,

i.e. love.

How then, positively, may we apply this analysis of the missionary
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nature of the church to the church's life? An important step in the right

direction has been made among those who have participated in the discussion

of the ecumenical mission of the church and have brought about the integration

of the movement toward Christian unity and the movement toward world mission,

i.e. the World Council of Churches and the International missionary Council.

It is generally agreed at this level that, idealistically, the church itself

is mission, that the church is a reconciled and a reconciling community. But

the practical outworking of this understanding, in which the whole life of the

church is poured out in dynamic mission, is hardly evident at all. It is—

and this too is understood by those who are a part of the ecumenical discussion

—at the level where the church really lives in its widest extent that this

theology of mission must take hold end this practical effect be achieved.

Members of Christian communities, in cities and villages, in industry, agri¬

culture, professions, and government, in every social environment throughout the

globe, must comprehend that their life, their whole life, is a missionary

vocation and that the essential nature of that-vocation is love. They must

not only understand but act, denying themselves and giving themselves in love

for God and men. When this occurs—and it has happened and will happen through¬

out history in various degrees and in various forms—the purpose and love of

God are expressed in and through his people, but the potential dynamic force

of this mission can only be imagined.
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