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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Through most of its long history, the Christian Church
has understood the name "Son of God" to express the deity of
Christ. Such an understanding is validated, of course, in
the Sceripture itself, notably in the Lucan birth narrative
where the account of the Virgin birth gives definition to
this name (Luke 1l:3)1-25). The classice formulation of this
concept is the WNicene Creed, in which the Christological ex=-
pressions, "God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God,
begotten, not made, being of one substance with the Father,
by whom all things were made" stand parenthetically to the
identification of Jesus as "the only-begotten Son of God, be=
potten of the Father before all worlds.™

In recent decades, however, some critical gquestions have
been directed at the traditional assumption, that the name
"Son of God" expresses basically Jesus' delty. Rudolph
Bultmann finds such an association so alien to the thought-
world of Judaism, that he feels compelled to give the post-
Resurrection Hellenistic church the credit for applying this
name to Jesus. Tulimann understands it as a royal title, a
Messianic name, dependent upon Ps. 2:7. He adduces Rome 1l:3f.
as proof "that the earliest Church called Jesus Son of God

(Messianic) because that was what the resurrection made
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him."l In the account of the transfiguration, which he inter-
prels as "originally an Easter story,"2 Pultmenn finds addi-
tional support for his position. Not the original dlsciples,
but the later Hellenistic church, applied to the earthly
Jesus the designatlon "Son of God," meaning thereby "a supsr-
natural being begotten by God."3

Though Pultmannt!s conclusion that the name 3on of God was
applied to Jesus only after the Resurresction has been chal-
lenged by meny, his basic question cannot be evaded. Assuming
that Jesus was called gnd knew Himself to be ths Son of God
durlng liis mlnistry, what was the sense of the title? Oscar

Cullmann in The Christology of the New Testament surveys: the
3 ¥

ovidences. In Hellenism and in anclent oriental religions

"ell kings were thought to be begotten of g;,':ac'is."*’-L Beyond

>

this, however, the Wellenistic world could ascribe the name
%o anyone who was "believed to possess sSome kind of divine
power."5 In Judaism, Cullmenn points out, the name "son of
God" was applied first of all to the psople of Israsl. Ex.
1222, Hos. 1ll:1, and other passages are clted, some of which

will enter into our study. "In all the texts,” Cullmann says,

lrudolnh Bultmann, Theoology of the llew Testament, trans-
lated from the German by Kendrick Grooel (New York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 1951), I, 50.

27bid. 31bia.

llgscar Cullmann, The Christology of the Wew Testament,
translated from the German by ohirley C. Guthrie and Charles
A. M. Hall (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1959), pp.

270-305.
51bid., pp. 271f.
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"the title 'Son of God! expresses both the ldea that God has

chosen this people for a special mission, and that this his
neople owes him absolute obedience.” The name 1s applied in
the 0ld Testament not only to Israel as a people, however,
but also to the kings, as in 2 Sam.. T:lly; Ps. 2:7, 89:26,
"The king too is 'son! as one specially chosen by God."
Cullmann minimizes the assocliatlon of the king-son idea in
the 0ld Testament with divine-king patterns eclsewhere in
oriental culture. With reference to Israel he says, "The
king is son of God because the nation 15.m6 Cullmann cau=-
tions that "we must carefully distinguish between Messiah
and Son of God in the New Testament," and concludes:
the 01ld Testament and Jewish concept of the Son of Geod
is essentilally characterized, not by the gift of a par-
ticular power, nct by a substantial relationship with
God by virtue of divine conception; but by the ldea of
election to particination in the divine work throug
the execution of a particular commission, and b¥ the
idea of strict obedlence to the God who elects.
Cullmann argues that the original content of the name
"Son of God" as applied to Jesus is rooted in the 0ld Testa-
ment, and that the name emphasizes "the absolute obedience

of a son in the executlion of a divine commission."8 This

obedience he ties to the concept of the ebed Yahweh, and sees

it fulfilled primarily in what he calls Jesus!' "task of suf-

fering."?
6Tbid., De 273. Tivid., p. 275.

81p1d., p. 276. 9bid., p. 277.
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Two further emphases assoclated with this name emerge in
Cullmann. One is that this Son is "radically and uniquely
distingulshsd from all other men . . . sent to all other men
to fulfil his task in complete unity with the Father."10
Thus Jesus! identity as the "Son of God" expresses His

constant experience of complete unity of will with the

Father, the full perception of revelation, which makes

itself known tg him 28 a unique recognition of himself

by thoe Father.tl
The other emphasis in Cullmann is that this is a hidden rela=-
tionship, a "secret."” For this insight Cullmann leans on
Matt. 11:27 and 17:17. In the Synoptic Gospels, he says,

the relatlionship of Jesus with the Father is his ex-

clusive secret, the perception of which demands a

supernatural knowledge which can only be given to a

man from outside himself--either from tho Fathor, as

in the case of Peter (Matt. 16:17); or from Satan, as

in the confegsion of those possessed by demons (ilark

3:11, 5:7).12
The recognition that Jesus is the Son of (God requires, there-
fore, some kind of "superhuman understanding.“lB In sum, in
the few passages 1ln the Synoptics in which Jesus speaks of
himself as the Son of God or simply as the Son,

these two elements always appear: first, the obedlence

of the Son in fulfillment of the divine planj; second,

the profound secret that Jesus has been aware of since

his baptism and constantly experiences in executing

his obedience, the secret that he is related to God as
no other man is.-t

101bide, D. 276. 1l1vid., p. 282.
121p1d., p. 278. 131pid., p. 285.

Urpid., pe 283.
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There 1ls much of value in Cullmann's insights, espe-
ciglly his emphasis on the 0ld Testament roots of the tep-
minology of sonship, and on its ethicel implications., ie
shall build on such foundations., Some tensions slso arise,
however. Cullmann draws no real connection betweon Isrselts
sonship and that of Jesus. His stress is rather on Jesus!
uniqueness, hence on His discontinulity with Israel. The
uniqueness lteseli seems to be understood more in terms of
ontological identity, than of function. The discussion of
the "secret" also leaves us dlssatisfied. Cullmann does not
meke clear what it means {o know Jesus, or what really inhib-
its such knowledge. It would not seem valid to sssume that
Josus wented the essential saving truth about Himself and the
Father to be & secrst. Since Cullmeann does not take into
consideration or define the basic skandslon against knowledge,
we are left with a notion of a kind of undefined spiritual
knowledge or umnmediated special revelation, akin to enthusi-
asme. This question is one with which we shall hope to deal
rore eilfectively in cur present study.

Though our dialogue will bLe primarily with Cullmann, we
wish to acknowledge also the contribution of Reginald H. Fuller

in The lission and Achievement of Jesus.lS Fuller points out

that there 18 not a single passage in the Synoptics, excepting

15gexinald H. Fuller, The lMission and Achievement of
Jesus (London: Student Christian Hovement Press, Lud., 195k).

pp. 8l-86.




6
only what he calls "the notorious 'Synoptic thunderbolt from
the Johannine sky!" at Matt. 11:27,16 in which Jesus explic-
itly calls himself by the name "Son of God." This is not supe
prising, Fuller sugmests, for "Jesus did not come to teach a
Christology or doctrine about his person, but to perform a
mission."T on the other hand, Fuller iz quite willing %o

conclude, on the basis of the baptismal encounter, that

Jesus knew himself to he the . . . Son of God in a
unique sense, although this is a status he would never
dlrectly claime. . . « IFOor sonship means to Jesus not a

dignity Bo be claimed but a responsibility to be ful-
filled.l

Wo £ind this emphasis on the reticence of Jesus to call him-
self the Son of God rathor one-3ided, in view of the complete
lack of inhibitlon He exhibits in calling God His Father.
Fuller rightly points out, however, that

to the Hebrew mnind the father-son relationship meant
far more than a statement of physical origin. It
connoted favour and care on the part of ithe father,
and the response of filial love, authority on the one
side, and obedlence on the other.

These fachtors contribute to Fuller!s definition of Jesus!?

sonship:

Wwhen Jesus ealls 3od his Father in a unique sense, and
by implication himself the unique Son, he is not making
a Messianic, still less a metaphysical or a mystical
statement. WNelther Jewish lessianism, nor Hellenlstic
mythology, nor Nicene metaphysics, nor the modern idea
of a unique religious experience zives the clue %o the

léIbid-, De 8)4.. 17Ibido
laIbid. 191]31(}.’ Pe 85.
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sonship of Jesus as he himself understood 1t. The

Father~Son relationship in which Jesus knew himself %o

stand 18 g relationshlp involving choice and response,

authority and obedience. The basic pattern for this
relationship is to heofound in the sonship of Israsl

in the 0ld Testament.=2Y
Thus Fuller also sees no basic continuity or identity between
the sonship of Israel and that of Jesus, but only conformity
to & pattern. To Fuller as to Cullmann the sonship of Jesus
is unique, though his definition of the uniqueness differs.
fuller says that, whereas the mission of Israel as the son
was to obey the Torah, the mission of Jesus relates to "the
eschatological will of God." Jesus 1s "to proclalm the im-
minent advent of the Reign of God, and to perform the event
in and through which God would set it in motion."el Like
¢ullmann, Fuller sees a close conceptual relationship between
the lancuage of sonship and that of the Servant in Deutero=-
Isalah.

Tt is to this kind of inguiry that the present study
hopes to malte a contribution. We shall not attempt, as
others have done, to construct a total Christology, or even
o trace our single term through the whole of the New Testa-
ment. e shall concentrate on one Book, the Gospel of
Matthew, and within that Dook on one moment, the baptism of

Jesus and His first (wilderness) temptation. Resources which

contribute to this limited area of study we shall tap, of

2071pid. 2l1pbid., p. 86.
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course. Wo shall leave many questions still %o be answercd.
Wevertholess, what we lose in breadth we shall hope %o gain
in depth, and theroby to suggest a course for furthor in-
quiry.

OQur study falls intc three parts. In the first wo in-
vestigate the l1dea of "scnship" in relation to the concept of
the wilderness. Some relatlonship between the idea of sonship
and that of wilderness would zcem %o be indicated, since, ac=-
cording to Matbthew's presentation, the wilderness plays a role
both in the story of the baptism of Jesus and in that of iHis
first temptation, as does also the name "Son of God."22 In
this context we explere the question of the relatlionship be-
tween the sonship of Jesus and thet of Isracl. UWe point out
that the first pronouncement of the sonship identity of God's
peonle was wmade in the history of the exodus, and conflrmed
in ths events climazed by the crossing of the Red Sea-=-an
ovent which for all its triuaph left Israel, the son of God,
exposed and helpless in the wilderness. We argue that the
baptismal word to Jesus, "This is my beloved Son" (HMatt. 3:17),
corresponds directly to the anclent word "Israsl ls my first-
born son" (Ex. L:22). We then test our conclusions agalnst

the other Synoptics, and particularly agalnst the common

22Though the second temptation also builds on the name
"gon of God," the setting has changed to the temple. In the
third temptation the setting is the mountain, and identity
of Son is subordinated to that of King. Matt. L:h=10.
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supposition that the baptlsmal word pronouncing Jesus' son-
ship is rooted in Is.. l2:1 (ef. Matt. 12:18).23

To this point we have not as yet answered the question
concerning the relation of Jesus' sonship to that of Israel.
We evaluate the hermeneutics of typology over against
Matthew's concept of fulfillment and find 1%t wanting. When
Matthew speaks of fulfillment, we suggest, he has in mind g
vessel. The vessel is God's plan or intention for ¥His son.
That plan or gosl has besn on public display for ages, but
Israel has forever frustrated 1t. Wow, in the Son Jesus,
God gets what He has wanted all along. The vessel is filled.
We find support for this definition, first in the phrase
"with whom I am well pleased" (Matt. 3:17), and again in the
oxpression of Jesus' determination to "fulfil all righteous-
ness” (¥Matt. 3:15). In the context of the latter we explore
John the Bantist's question (Matt. 3:1l1), as well as the
terms "fulfil" and "righteousness." We find support for our
definition of fulfillment in Matthew's use of the prophet
Malachi, as well as in his use of the verb Trlqcéw in Matt.
23:32 and 5:17. We conclude that Jesus' sonshlp expresses

not merely a typological correspondence with Israel's, but

230n this point we take issue with Cullmann, for whose
Christology the rooting of the baptismal word in the suffer-
ing servant passages bezinning with Is.. L42:1 is a fundamen-
tal premise. Cullmann, op. ¢it., PD. 66-68 and passim.
3imilarly Fuller, op. cit., p. Ol.




PART T

THYE SOWSHIP OF JESUS IW THE CONTEXT

OF THE WILDERWESS
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His essentlal ldentity with Isrsel, so that His life and
action fulfills the sonship of Israel.

In our third part we pursue the question of the unique-
ness of Jesus' sonship. A key consideration here is
Matthew's emphasis on righteousness. We begin by exploring
the relationship of righteousness to repentance, and of the
righteousness of Jesus to His own repentance as manifested
in His coming to the wilderness to be baptized by John.

We need to know what John meant by his call to repentance,
and what he expected when he proclaimed the coming of the
kingdom and of One mightier than himself. We explore the
function of John'!s baptism and the significance of its
location at the Jordan. We suggest that the kingdom, in
Matthew'!s conception, arrived in the moment of Jesus!
baptism by John. Here it was that Jesus as Israel met God
and received the promised Spirit. This leoads to the final
question, of the relationship between sonship and righteous=-
ness. We examine the role these two concepts play in the
Sermon on the lMount, and discover that this dual theme
underlies Jesus'!' yearning appeal to the son Israel to know
his Father and to live out his sonship in righteousness.

We suggest that Jesus longs to identify His own sonship with
that of Israel, and Israel's with His own. At the same time,
however, the confrontation of Israel by Isrsel's own true
tgglf" as manifest in Jesus, the Son of God, becomes Israel's

last call and eschatologlcal crisis.




CHAPTER II

TEZ "BAPTISM" AND "TEMPTATION" OF JESUS AND ISRAEL

3

In Matthew the stories of Jesus' baptism and first temp-
tation are a unity. This is indicated not only by their
contiguity, but also by certain basic themes that move from
the one into the other. In both accounts the setting is the
wilderness. In hoth the Spirit of God 1s associated with
Jesus. Both give prominent place to the name "Son of God™
as avplied to Jesus, and both are concerned with obedience or
rishteousness. To some extent the same unity is evident in
Mark l1:9-12. Mark, however, does not record the substance of
Jesus' temptation. Hence his record glves no direct indica-
tion that the focus of the temptation is the name "Son of God."
Luke interposes the genealogy of Jesus between the stories of
His bapntism and temptation, thus breaking the continuity be-
tween the two (Luke 3:21=i:12). An investigastion into the
concept "Son of God" and centering in ths baptism and tempta-
tion narrstives will, therefore, focus inevitably on the Gospel
according to St. Matthew. It is, of course, this very feature
in Matthew which has sugzested the present study.

Once we are alarted to the comntinuity in Matthew'!s ac-
count between the baptism of Jesus and His first temptation,
another possibility suggests itself. The whole situaticn

seems, then, to correspond in some ways to the exodus history




12
of Israel.s It is our purpose in this chapter to survey such
correspondences, for from these the questions arise to which
we then address ourselves.

As a first correspondence between this history of Jesus
and that of Israel in the oexodus, Wwe may note that easch marks
the beginning of a divine activity. The baptism of Jesus is
the inaugural event for {is apvearance and ministry. 1In ef-
fect, the context suggests, the work of John the Baptist is
hereby climaxed and in a sense comnloted. Whersas in Matt.
3:2 it is John who cries, "Repent, for the kingdom of hsaven
is at hand," Matt. L4317 puts these words into the mouth of
Jesus .t The scene of baptism implies inauguration, and it
looks toward the work and destiny now to uniold.2

Parallel to this, the exodus inaugurates the history of
Isrsel and looks at the same time toward the destiny God has
in store for this people. Israel's latser theology of her
covenant relation to God, her calling, and her destiny, is
consistently rooted in the evenis of the dellverancs from

Egypt and the wilderness era.S B8ince the Exodus is rogarded

1Scr1pture quotations are in the Revised Standard Ver-
sion unless othorwlse indicated.

2The inaugural character of the baptism of Jesus is in-
dicated by Mark, whose opening words are "The beginning of the
Gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God" (Mark T:1). The read-
ing "the Son of God"™ in this verse is disputed, however, the
chief witness for its excluslon being the codex Sinaiticus.

3ylrich W. Mguser, Christ in the Wilderness (London:
Student Christian Movement Press, 1963), pp. l6=17, comments
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as the moment of Isracl's "creation" as the peonle or "son"
of God (Deut. 32:63 Mal. 2:6), there may be Ssome Justification
in applying to that event the analogy of a "birthday." Hoses
at the border of Canaan can survey the events and define their
impllcation in the words, "Keep silence and hear, O Israsl:
this day you have become the people of the Lord your God"
(Deuts 27:9). We do not thereby deny or minimize the patri-
archal history and promises, to which even Ex. 2:2; refers.
Those promises we might liken to the inception of presgnancy,
end the years of bondagze to tho darkness of the womb.'t In
any case, ln the later history the exodus is regarded as the
beginning of the history of the chosen race, and pointing %o
a Tuture destiny of service and blessing.

Secondly, the baptism of Josus and the exodus of Israel
correspond in that the event in each instance includes a divine
pronouncement, a wWword of grece, consisting basically in the
conferring of a name. In the case of Jesus that word is the
baptismal sentence, "This is my beloved Son, with whom I am

well pleased” (Matt. 3:17), by which declaration God relates

on the fact that while some 0ld Testament passages point to
the deliverance from Lgyptian bondage as the ceniral point of
Israelite faith (Hos. 12:9; 13:li), others see the wilderness
period as decisive (Hos. 9:10). "It is probably safer to as-
sume that at least since the eighth century the themes of the
exodus and the wilderness were so thorouzghly amalgamated that
whenever eilther of them wes mentioned the associatlon of the
other was covertly implied.”

L1n abraham's vision (Gen. 15:12ff.), "a dread and great
darkness" is associaoted with the period of enslavement of his
descendants.
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Jesus to Himself. The exodus history of Isracl rests upon g
similar divine pronouncement. Two basic names are spoken
upon Israsel in that contexit, both of them fundamental %o her
future history. The one name is "my people."™ A classic
statement of its implications is Ex. 6:7-8:

I will vake you for my people, and I will be your God;

and you shall know that I am the Lord your God, who

has brought you out from under the burdens of the

Egyptians. And I will bring you into the land which I

swore to zlive to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob; I

will give 1t to you for a possession. I am the Lord.
The concepts of destiny, relationship, and promise conveyed
in these words have their parallel in the Fatherly word to
Josus at His baptism. More important for our purposes, how=-
ever, is the other bgsic name which the exodus history at-
tachas to Isreel, the name, "my son." The key passage is
Iixe L322, where the Lord commands Moses to Say to Pharaoh:

Thus says the Lord, Israel is my first-born son, and I

say to you, "Let my son go that he may serve me"; if

you refuse to let him go, behold, I will slay your

first-born son.
The name "my son" here conferrsd by the Lord on Isracl is
more than just a name. The contexi suggests two immediate
implications. One is that God willl deliver His son from Egypt.
The son will have freedom and security in the Pather, and the
proud might of Egypt will not be able %o touch him. The other
is that the son is to serve the Father, to participate in the
work of the Lord.

Tn the later history this name, "my son," is not forgot-

ten, though most of the passages in which 1t recurs reflect
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a klnd of divine disappolntment and frustration. The son
proves o De an unrighteous child who will not come through
in faithf'ulness to serve the Father, share His mind, and do
His will. Yet God never ceases to yearn that Israel be ilis
son in spirit and in truth. See, for oxample, the following:

They have dealt corruntly with him, they ars no longer
his children because of their blemish; they are & per-
varse and crooked generation. Do you thus proquite the
Lord, you foolish and senseless peonle? 1Is not he your
fathsr, who created you, who made you and establishe
you? (Deut. 32:5-0)

When Israel was a child, I loved him, and out of Egypt

I called my son. The more I called them, the more they
went from me. . . . Yet 1t was I who taught Ephraim to

walk, I btook them up in my arms; but they did not know

that I healed them. (Hos. 11l:1-3)

Sons have I reared and brought up, but they have rebelled
against me. The ox knows its owner, and the ass its mas=-
ter's crib; but israel does not know, my people does not
understand. (Is. L:2=3)

For he sald, Surely they are my people, sSons who will not
deal falsely; « « . For thou art our father . . « thou,

0 Lord, art our Father, our Rodeemer frou of o0ld is thy
name. (Is., 63:8,16)5

e shall see that the pronouncement of the name "my Son” on
Jesus at His bantism must he understood not only in relation
to the naming of Israel in the exodus, but also in relation
to the long history-of the failure of this son to live out the
6

implications of his name.

SOSGaP Cullmann, Tne Chrisiology of the New Testaments
franslated from the German by Shirley €. Guthrie and Charles
Ae Mo HWall (Philadelphis: The Westminster Press, 1957), D 27%,
gives additional references. See also auser, ov. cit., p. 2C;
and George Nickelsberg, "Sons of God," The Seminarian (Concor-
dia Seminary, St. Louis), LII, No. 1 (December 1950), 27=3L.

61he exodus history is also the moment in which God
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There 13 a third correspondence betwesn the baptlom-
Gemptation story of Jesus and the exodus clstory of Israel.
In both Instances the name "my son" 1s spoken, not mersly by
words, but by an eveni. Israel could never separate its
idontity as son from the events of the exodus which confirmed
this initlal promise of God and turnsd the word into reality.
God not only named Israel His son and people; He alsc summened
them %o leave, performed the plagues on the Egyptians, opcned
tho Red Rea for them and closed it on their pursuing ensay,
sustalned ¥ls people through the wilderness, and finally
brought them across the Jordan and into the land. Ths kbaptism
of Jesus appears Lo be a small, even insignificant event, when
set alongaide so dramatic a history. Yet we shall explore the
11kolihood"that John's baptism in a way recalled, epitomized,
and re-liived that very history of Israel's deliverance, as

focused on the crossing of the Red Sea out of slavery, and of

reveals His own name YHJWE to Hls peonle. Hauser dlscusses
this, on. cit., pp. 23=25. In terms of the source hypothesis,
he mssoclates the giving of the name at the burning bhush

(Ex. 3:13{.) with &, but sees an essential statement of the
seli-prevelation of 30od in J at Ex. 33:1%9 and 34:6f. In sunm-
marizing the significance, Meuser says, "The name of a god

or person is not an gccldental mesns of identification; rather
it denotes the essence of a beinge « « « Only by disclosing
the knowledme of his name does Yahweh enable his people to have
communication with him." e can only add that God!s naming of
His people must also bs understood as denoting "the essence

of their beins." 1t is no ligh®% mattsr, therefore, when God's
creative word is thwerted by Israel's reluctance to be the
"Son of God" in spirit and in action.
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the Jordan into the realization of the promise.?

Finally, in this recounting of correspondences, we must
mention the teomptation of Josus itself, and iis Setting in
the wilderness. The parallels with the history of Isrsel are
Yoo abundant to be accidental. Isracl is led into the wildenr-
ness by the plllar of cloud and of fire; Jesus by the opirit
of God.8 Israsl wandors in the willderness forty yeors, and
at one point succumbs to the terror of Moses!' absence for
Tforty days, durlng which time the people lack any sign of the
presence of God (Exe. 32). Josus i1s in the wilderness forty
days. Israel faces the crises of survival--lack of watsr and
ol food; Jesus is hungry. I3rael is sustained by divine in-

vterventlon; angels come and minister to Jesus.

7Hausar, Ope Cit., cites a study by J. Jeremias in Der Ur-
sprung der Johannesfaufe, which on the basis of rabbinical
evidonce 1ndicaces 'that the reascn glven for prosslyte baptism
was found in the necesslty to make the convert undergo the same
experience which Israel as g paesople had once underzgone--tha
passing through the Red Ssa. Israel!s passage through the Red
3ea and under the cloud is assumed to be haer baptism which is
re-enacted at the baptism of the proselyte. It is eatablished
by I Cores 10:2 that Gths parallel between baptism and tha cross-
ing of the Red Sea was not unknown to Christian interpretation.”
dithout judging the validity of Jeremias' deduction, ifauser
does consider it established that "the 1dea of baptism as a
re-cnacitment of the svent which stood at the beginning of Is-
raelts exodus into the wilderness was possible at the time of
the Baptist" (p. 88). We shall have occasion to rsaturn %o
this later, in connection with an evaluation of the signifi-
cance of the Jordan as the location of John's baptising.

8Ex. 13:21-22; 1/1:19-20; 16:10, The cloud iz breath
(spirit) made visible. A direct asscciation of this cloud and
fire with tho Spirit of God is indicated in Isaiah 63: 10-1l4.
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True enough, there is in the history of Israel in the

wilderness no such obvicus tempter as there s

o

n the account

l.—'-

ol Jesus! temptation. The basic thrust of the first tempia=~
tion is there, however, and in such a way that the correspond-
ing histories illumlneto esch other. If the neme and iden-

tity of "Son of God" 1s under attack as Jesus is tempted, the
same may be sald of Israsel. They have the name, not only in
words but sealed in the action of God, as "the horse and his
rider are¢ cast 1into the sea" (Ex. 15:1). Hardly has the song
of victory died away, however, when they take note of their
now situation. The prospecis are not at all glorious. They
are stranded without food gnd water in the middle of nowhere.
he burden of the imnediate crisls quickly and repeatedly ob-
scures the events Ly which the Lord has made Himself known $2
them. What good is 1t %o be called God's people, or God's
son, if they psrish with hunger? Instead of trustlng the God
who called and saved them, they devise their own salvations.
They complain and accuse, (Bx. 15=17), they make the call

(Ex. 32), they compuie the size of the glants of Canaan and
the strength of the walled cities and are ready o retura GO
return to Egypt (Mum. 12-1iy). They want new lsaders (Fum. 16).
They become sick and tired of mannaand long to return to EZgypt

whepe they at least had fish and meat, onions and garlic
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(ume 11:5f.)s. It is betber to be slaves in HZgypt than the

"son" of God.9

‘Then Moses later roviews the history, he explicitly

calls this the history of Israel's "tesitlng," and speaks to

3

3 &

1t by way of application the very words which Jesus guotes
in response 0 the devil in Matt. i:ly:

And you shall renember all tha way which the Lord your
God has led you these forty years in ths wilderness,

that he might humble you, testing you to know what was

in your heart, whether you would keep hils commandments

or not. And he humbled you and let you hunger and fed
you with manna, which you did not know, nor did your
fathers know; that he mizght malke you know that man does
not live by bread alone, but that man lives by everyching
That proceeds out of the moutn of the Lord. .

. L

Know then in your heart that, as a man disciplines his
son, the Lord your God disciplines you. . . « Talke heed
Test you forget the Lord your God, by not keeping his
commandments and his ordinances and his statutes, which
I comnrand you this day: les§ when you have eaten and
eare full . . . then your heart be lifted up, and you
forget the Lord your God who brought you out of the
land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage, who led you
through the great and terrible wilderness . . « that he
might humble and test you to do you good in the end.
(Deut. U:d=16)

If Jesus answered the devil out of this very Scripture, we
cannot escape the conclusion that He was fully conscious of
the whole history of Israel's temptation and fall, in rela=-

tion to His own wilderness situation. Followins Moses, He

9Mausar, ODes Cibe, D. 29, Suwmmarizes the rebellion of
Isrgel in the Tace or these stresses. He speaks of "the
threat of death” which "accompanies them continually in veri-
ous disguises,” and makes the valid comment that "the fact
that the people lose courage on the way is not interpreted as
the breskdown of a noble declsion, but as a rebellion against
god."
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put Tis {inger on the exact polnt of TIsraell!s feilure.

The fallure of early Christian festhers to see and de-
velop this correspondence between Jesus end Tsrael in the
baptism and temptation account, irmposed upon Christendom a
theological handicap that lasted through many centuries.
Though the church fought for and kept the 01d Testament, 1t
had nevertheless to a considerable degree lost it. The sense

of theological history implicit in these Scrintures was ut-

terly foreign to the Gentile church end, with the loass of
Jews, boyond recovery. Klaus-Peter Koepnen, in his detailed

study of the history of the interpretation of the tomptation

4

gtory, points out that patristlic emphasis concentrated almost

o

exclusively on the parallel betwsen Jesus and Adam.+0 Per-

haps the dlalogue with the btempter 1n Matt, -';L:l,ll eoupled

10g1gus-Poter Xoeppen, Dle Auslegunz der Versuchungsge-
schichte unter besonderer Deruecksichitigung der Aiben Kirche
{Tuebingen: J. Ce B. HMohr, 1961). Koeppen points out, for
example, how Irenaeus handled this material (in Adversus
Faereses, V.21). Irensous begins with the mention oif Gthe
birtn ol Jesus from a virgln, from which he recslls Gen. 2:15.
This introduces the conflict with Satan, which is therefors
a recapitulation. "Christus nennt sich deshalb Menschensohn,
well er Adam in sich recapltulierte, denn durch einen Men=
sthen sind wir zugrunde gerichtet worden, und durch einen
Menschen sollen wir wieder aufgerichtet werden." Ibid., n.80.

1lthough both Jewish and Christian exezesis of Genesis
32 has long ldentified the serpent with the devil, this asso-
ciation cannot bs taksn for granted, and is not expliclt in
the text. Though there are limited evidences of a demonol-
ogy in the 0ld Testament, the clear consciousness of a single
tempter whose express purpose 1s to inclite men to sin, does
not emerge until the apocalyptic literature of the nost-exilic
era. This history is surveyed and instances cited by Trevor
Ling, The Significance of Satan (London: Society for the
Promotion of Christian Knowledge, 196l), first chapter. See
especially p. &.
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with the Pauline theme of Jesus as the last Adam (Rom. 5:12-18;
1 Cor. 15:20-22, l15), proved an insurmountable distraction.
Anart from certain traditional proof nassapges, the 0ld Testa=
ment lay dormant and sessentially unknown for long azes.
We turn now 4o a closer cxamination of the name "Son of

God" as 1t occurs in the divinec declaration at Jesus! hap-

tism, "This is my beloved son."




CHAPTER 11X
THE BAPTISMAL WORD

Iin Matthew's presentation the declaration of the

volice
from heaven, "This is my beloved Son," is immediatsly answered
by the challenges of the devil, "If you are the Son of God . . "

(Matt. 3:173 L4:3)s DBy these words the tempter tries to cast
doubt on the word spoken by the Father, and to exploit
againat the testimony of God the evidences of hunger and
loneliness which seom to contradict it. Thus, as Matthew
seems to indicata, the temptation itselfl presupnoses the Word
which antecedes it, and has meaning only in the light of that
Word. The unity between these two stories in terms of the
name "Son of God" is, as we have indicated, a feature pecu=-

liar %0 the first Gospel, and ths starting point of our

L second peculliarity in Matthew is the grammatical form
of the Father'!s declaration from heaven. In !Mark 1l:11 the
sentence 18, "Thou art my bsloved Son; with thee I am well
pleased.” Luke's rendering is identical to !Mark's, although

in the so-called "Western texts" the sentence is replaced by

lsupra, p. 11 . The Satanic "if" racurs in Matthew's
account of the mockery at the cross "If you are the Son of
God, come down from the ¢ross. . « « He trusts in God; let
God deliver him now, if he desires him; for he said, 'I am
the Son of God.!' (Matt. 27:40,43)s Weither Mark nor Luke
has such a saying.
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direct tati 5 the S i

a dairect quotation from the Septuagint reading of Ps.2:7,

! } - 5] - 2 - 2 ., 0y .

'"Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee." ihersas

poth Mark and Luke have the Word as an address 0 Jesus

spoken in the second person, Matthew has the third persong

"This is my beloved Son, with whom I am well pleased." How
8nall we account for such a variation? 1t is true that Mark
9:7s in the context of the transfiguraticn, has the voics
speak in bthe third person, exactly as in Matt. 2:17.3 The
change of person is appropriate at this point, however, for
now there ic an audience of witnesses for whom the declara-
tion is intended. At the baptism, when thare is no such
audlence, !ark presents the word as having been spoken in the
sgcond person, addressad to Jesus Himself. Assuming that the
Gospel of Mark was a basic resource when cur first Gospsl was
written, we might explain latthew's variation by arguing that
the first evangelist inadvertently employed Mark's transfigura-
tion wording in his own account of the baptism of Jesus. A
rore reasonable explanation for Matthew's choice of the third
person, we suggest, i1s that he recognizes and wants to reflect
the essential correspondence between this word sroken concern-

ing Jesus, and the anclent 0ld Testament word spoken of Israel

2phe vapriant "You are' (second person) is found in a few
manuscripts, notably D (Codex Bezge), orobably through the
influence of 1ts parallels in the other Gospels.

3Matthew's wording of the declaration at the transfig-
uration (Matt. 17:5) is exactly that of Matt. 3:17 and Mark 9:7.
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in Ex. b4:22. There God had msde the declaratory statement,

"Israel 1s my flrst-born son.” Here, we suggest, God fulfills
that pronouncement in another declaratory statement, "This is

my beloved son." (Matt. 3:17) |

€

Can this proposal ve established? It must be granted,
cf ccurse, that in apite of similarities, the two statomenits
{Zxe }4:22 2nd Matt. 2:17) are not really identical. For ex-

ample, in the one we have the word "Israel," in the other

L0}

merely the pronoun "this." This variation is haerdly critical,
however. If an essential identity can be demonsitrated between
the rest of the respective senten the inevitabls conclu-
sior will be that Matthew intends to equate "this™ with
"Isracl,” and thus to polnt to Jesus as the realizatlon of
(God's covenant word concerning His people 1In Egypt.

A further difficulty is that the Septuaglnt %translaticon
of the Hebrew at Lx. i1:22 offers no encouragement to our
sroposal., The Hebrew reads 77?%;?1:1" 2 gl ML . With almost
an absolute literalness the Septuagint reproduces the Hebrew
even in its word order, viss rrgw'tc'a‘r'owfs Moy ’In—ew’\)- But
this very literalness neutralizes any contribution the Septua-
zint trenslation might otherwise mnake, positively or nega-
tively, to our present discussion. Matthew, as we shall
j11lustrete in other contexts, is not bound to the familiar

Creelk vemsfmns:.LL More often than not he doss his own

4Infra., ppe 36f.
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R

sranslating, and he seems to abhor the rigid lliteralism which
of'ton characterizes the Jeptuazint. The thougnht is what mat-
Yers, nct the words. Thevefore 1t 13 nobt abt all difficult +o
imagine that Matthew thinks of Ex. 1122 as saylng, ’Irg&ﬁk

2 < </ < /

Lot o0 vloS Uou O TewToTokoeS . in gonaclous and even de-
liverate parallelism of structurs to ths baptismal word,

T/ % C € ¢ (¢ 4) /
QuToS I0T(VY O VLIPS Jov © da.d-n.\‘ros (:Iaﬁtc 3.17).

Granting all this, wo are loft still with one decisive
problem, and that 1s the variation in adjectives. &Ex. 22

% - £ l )
has 122 op TewtoveKes, vath, 3:17 has ApayTes, In the
first Instance the son is called "first born," in the sscond
"beloved." Vet oven this diffsrence is not as great as may
aa

at first glance appear. C. . Turner in a significant arti

1 ~ » “ . L 2 . "
cle has denmonstrated that the word a¢uWNTés, yhen associated

-

Wwith the masculine or feminine singular In the Septuagint,
must mean “ouly."g In classicsl Gresk usage, as he shows,
iawwqrés rogularly meant an only child. Liddsll and Scott,
in fact, offer as the priaary definitlon of the term, "that
wherewith one must be content, hence of only chlldren." That
the word takes on the meaning "beloved” in the Septuagint in
assocliation with plurals or with the neutsr gender, Turner

acknowledgzes. But he insists,

The assertion may be safely hazarded that whan ¢¢qunu
is used in connection with tﬁés 8u¢urqg, T«ls , or

50. H, Turner, "O YloC Moy 0 arammHToC " The Journal of
Theological Studies, XXVII (January 1926), 113-29.
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similar words, no Creek of pre-Christian times woulad

have hesitated in understanding it of an "only child,"

or would for a m?ment have thought of any other mean-

ing as possible.®

In the Septuagint &&urq'n'as is used in a number of pas=-
sages to render the Hebrew V712 , meaning "only child."(
The illustration which is of particular significance for our
study, since 1t contains almost the exact phraseology of the
vaptismal word, is Gen. 22:2. Here the Septuagint reads
NeB s Tov olov oou Tov &-d-u.rrq'l‘o/‘/, oV :]J.&Trmrm , translated "Take
your son, your only son Isaac, whom you love . . ." Jjas
atthew conscious of a relationshipn between the account of
Abreham's call to sacrifice his T'TT2 , and the event he un-
folds in his CGospel, concerning that Father who Himself sctually
carries through the act which lle did not finally demand of
Abraham, namely, the offering of His Son, His “T"T‘T:_ or sznrqn;s ?
Turner would reply with an unqualified "Yes,™ not only because

the "thrice repeated" phrase in Gen. 22:2,12,16 is so exact a

6_;‘!)_5._9_., Pe 117.

Tgen. 22:2,12,16; amos 8:10; Jer, 6:26; Zech. 12:10.
Elsewhere Y"TTL is translated movepivgs as in Ps. 22:21;
25:16; 35:17. In Judges 1l:3) Septuagint (A) amplifies the
word in describing Jephthah's daughter by both teorms, Kev
dUtn _uovegiviys 4uth ¥ywmyT, Codex B here has simoly Aovoypivis.
Commentators generally agree that the variation in the Septu=-
agint renderings is due to different translators, and that
Johnta 6 movopivys viés  in 1:18 and 3:156,18 is equivalent to
the "beloved" or "only Son" of the Synoptlcs. On uovogivq! as
meaning "only" in John, see Dale lMoody, "God's only Son: The
Translation of John 3:16 in the R.S.V.," Journal of Biblical
Literature, LXXII (1953), 213. For sovorivss 8s 6xpressing
~ Ty, see also Luke 7:12; 8:42; 9:38.
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counterpart of the word of the Fether at the bantism and

transfiguration of Jesus, but also bscause StH. Paulls refor- -
¥ a J

ence to the Fathar who "did not spars His own Son" { 00K

3 ! ;" -, 3 - 2 3 2 4 o)

igsiocaTo , Rom. §:32) so obviously lezans on the ouvk Z¢ftow Tou

ufed oou TH0 agaTqTOD  of Gen. 22316, and thus reflechs the

v

early consciousness in the Church of this association. "lo

1%

story in the 0ld Testament is more suscepiible of a Christian
applicatlon,™ is his judgment.a For our purposes it is enough
%o be aware that, whatever emobtional impnlications the term may
carry, the fundamental meaning of &aamnn& is "only," the only
Son the Father has.

This does not yet establish an essentlal ildentity between
the "first-born® son of Ex. L:22 and the "bsloved" Son of
Matte 3:17. Nven granting that "beloved" means "only," the
Hebrew behind 1% is-rWT:, while tho Hebrew of Exw:ly:22 is
1'J1. The former is rendered in the Septuagint by Zd-d‘rrv]n’s
or sometvimes by,aoVb&iW$. For the latter the Sepiuagint
regulariy has'neuHJ?DKOL Yot we do detect here a movement
in the direction of convergence, for T°TI} and 122 gare con-
septually quite closely related. In one passage, bthe paral-
lelism sugzests that here at least they are to be regarded

as Synonymous:

And I will noub out on the house of David and the
inhabitants of Jerusalem a spirit of compassion and

G
Spurner, On. cit., p. 123.
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supplication, sov that, when they look on him whom they
have pierced, they shall mourn for him as one mourns
for an only child (Hebrew T'T) , LXX dpamwyrds ), and
weep bitterly over him as one weeps over a first-born
(Mebrew 132 , LUX WewvéTokos). (%ech. 12:TI0)7

Ordinarily, of course, the terms are not synonymous. Though
the "only son" 1s of necessity also the "first-born," ths re-
vorse is not necessarily true. Both terms imnly peculiarp
responsibility, special rights as %o inheritance, and there-
fore a svecial relationship to the Father. BRBoth terms have
their emotional overtone also, bukb the'T“IT: to a higher de-
grce, since if he should be lost, there is no alternative son
to £111 his role.

The final question we must ask, then, is whether there
may bo a reason why the baptismal word, assuming 1t relates
basically to bthe covenant declaration in Ex. 4:22, should
subsbitute 'Y for VIR , &éem'q‘n;s for TrewtéTokos, 1In Gen.
2232 aaﬁﬂwrés is obviously appropriate. Isaac 1s The only
gon of Abraham, at least in the sense that he 1s the only son
to whom God has atbached His promise. In Ex,., 4:22 the reason
for the choice of "first-born" over "only" 1s less clear. May
we infer that God's intention is here reflected, to have other
sons through the instrumentality of Israel? If so, wWe could

see the promised blessing of the nations hinted in this

9¢f. John 19:37.
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1angua30.1o Porhaps, all that is intended is the sharpening
of the threat againat Pharaoh's "fipst-horn son."

We roturn then, to Matt. 3:17. If Matthow does see a

b&slc connaction between (God!'s anciant declaration concerning

Israel and this declaratlon concarning Jesus, he must also
conslder the change from TewToéTokes G0 &d.omq'rﬁs both annro-
priste and necessgry. The reason would not be hard to sass.
Jezsus here stands %o ths Father in utter uniqueness. EVarye-
thing rests on Him. All the pride and purpose, yet with it
all the tension and potential agony assoclated with the T'TT) ,
is here confessed by the Father. This the &&¢"ﬂ“ﬁ conveys.
Essentlally, therefore, the change in terminology from
TewTéTo KOS in Ex. 4122 0 sgamqrds in Mabb. 3:17 would not
refute our initial proposal, that the baptismal word con-
cerning Josus has its 0ld Testament roots in God's declara-
tion to Pharaoh, "Israel is my Lirsi-born son.”

Elsewhere in the New Testament Jesus is indeed callaed
the "first-born," the MewTdtokos. St. Paul, for instance,

reverts to the concent of the 'TD?-, and with reason. Through

Jesus the 3on we %too have bscome the sons of JGod. He is the

10ons wonders whether St. Paul may not derive his appli-
cation of TewTétrokes $0 Jesus from just such a sequence of
thought. In Rom. 8:29 he speaks of Jesus as the Son of God,
the first-born among many brethren. In this same contexi is
Rom. O:32, the passage which Turner cites as relating to
Gen. 22% 21b (supra, p. 27) "God did not spare his own son."
Yere Paul has vot idlov vled , While the Genesis passage has
(in the Septuagint) Ted viod et ToU %RpamThTd « Conceptually
the two expressions may be very close.
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"first-born among many brethren" (Rom. 8:29); "the firsi-horn
of all craation" (Col. 1:15); "the firat-born from the dead™"
(Col. 1:18). 1In the baptismal word, however, by the necessity
of ths task before Jesus, by the totality of the Father'!s in-
vestment in Wim, the concept of the "first-bora" must bHe nar-

rowed even mors radically to the "only." This Jesus is Israel,

but Te is also Israel's final moment and narrowsst focus.
"This 1s my beloved (my only) Son."

The posslbility that Ex. L:22 may be the 01d Testament
rcot for the baptismal word has not been recognized or ade=-

quately explored. The margin of the Nestle text of the Greek

New Testament omits it as a cross reference, though it cites

Gen. 22:2; Ps. 2:7; Iss U2:1l; and Jer. 21:10, Cullman and

Fulleor call attention to the passage, as we have said,ll but

do not sssoclate it with the baptism of Jesus. Mauser comes
close, for hls concentration on the wilderness theme in Mark
inevitably leads %o a stress on the events of the exodus.

The words of the heavenly volce are based on 0l¢ Testa-
ment words. PsS. 2:7 and Is. 42:1 are used, but Taylor
remarks rightly that it 1s not a guotation and echoes
other 0ld Testament passages. At any rate the great
theme of sonship ls introduced, whose vital connexlon
wlth the wilderness theology in the 0ld Testament has
already heen polnted out. In the wilderness, Israsl is
first designated to be the son of Yahweh (Ex. l:22f.;
Hos. 1ll:1l; Jer. 2:2), and In the event of Israel's re-
turn to the desert her sonship will be renewed. In

113unra, pp. 2-7. Similarly Vincent Taylor, The Names
of Jesus (London: Macmillan and Co., Limited, 19537, Dp. Li2.
Also fdward P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew (New
York: Abingdon Press, 1%00), p. oc.
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Jesus the old prophecy is fuliilled. 1srael is, so
to speak, concentrated in the person of Jesus.l2

A difficulty still to be faced is the quotation of
Ise 1j2:1l in Matt. 12:18-21. Here we find some very obvious
verbal correspondences %o the baptismal sentence. Must we
conclude that the 0ld Testament root of the declaration of
sonship at Jesus! baptism lies in the servant poems of Isaiah?

To this question we now turn.+3

12W1r1oh W. Mauser, Chrlst in the Wilderness (London:

Student Christian Movement Press, 19063), p. S0,

L34 word may be in order regarding the possibllity that
the baptismal declaration be associated with Ps. 2:7, "You
are my son, today I have begotiten you." in Luke's account
off the baptism, many witnesses transcribe this verse verbatim
from the Septuagint into the text (Luke 2:22). These include
D, most of the old Latin manuscrints, and the indirect sup-
port oi Justin, Clement, Urigeon, Methodius, Hilarius, and
Aasustine, Alhert Huck, A Synonsis of the First Three Cospels
(Tuebingen: Je Ce Be Mohr, 1936), places it into the text.
The major attraction here is three-fold. (1) The second per=-
son construction conforms to the vapitismal word as found in
Mark and Luke. (2) The designation "my Son" occurs hers, and
is defined by "begotten,” in complete conformity with the
Tuecan hirth nerrative. (3) There is a stronz accent on Mes-
sianic identity, for this "Son" in Psalm 2 is expressly called
also the "anointed" (b. 2), and God!'s "king" (v. 6). We sus-
nect that this is a later interpretation of the baptismal
word. The "son" of Psalm 2 is the king, as in 2 Sam. 7:1l,
P8. 72:1; 89:26-27. We concur with Oscar Cullmann that the
rinz is desimgnated tho son of God becsuse he embodies the
nation which first bears the name (Christology of the New
Testament. Translated from the German by Shirley C. Guthrie
and charies Ae M. Hall [Philadelphia: The Westminsiter Press,
19571, p. 273), but also that in the liew Testament the Son
of God %Sheme and the Messish theme must be carefully dis-
tinguished (ibid,., p. 27h). It is worthy of note in Matthew
that, apart from the birth narratives, the name "Christ" does
not ococur with reference to Jesus until 11l:1. The entire con-
contration of the early chapters is on Jesus as the Son of God,
the fulfillment of the sonship of Israel.




CHAPTER IV
ISATAH L2:1 IN RELATION TO THE BAPTISMAL WORD

In chapter 12:18 Matthew quotes from Is. L42:1, "Hehold,
my servant whom I have chosen, my beloved with whom my soul
is well pleased," 1dev S mals mou v qefTew , o ""‘d’d“‘l"”’ o0
ov 2ddoknrey § Yuxd uou.

Two elements of the Patheris baptilsmal proclamation are
oxpressed in this verse. Jesus is called "my beloved," and
le is described as the one with whom the Father is "well
plecased.” Though the structurse of the clause Sv zodormercy "
Wvq AoY  differs from the v ® £0dokqew of Matt. 3317, Ghe

ink between the passagzes sgems obvious. The only slement
of the baptismal sentence that seema to be lackinz in this
quotation from Isaiah 1s the name "Son," but even this can
be inferred from wdls , which allows the meaning "child" as
well as "servant." The resady conclusion is that the purpose
of the word spoken at Jesus! baptism is to proclaiam His iden-
tity as the "servant" of Is. L2:1ff. and of its companion
pieces in so-called Deutero-Isaiah. Further encouragementy
toward this conclusion is supplied by the very next sentence
of Is. 42:1, "I will put my Spirit upon him." In the account
of Jesus' baptism this becomes a visible reality in the de-
scent of the dove.

For Cullmaan's Christology this inference is a key
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premise, and he rebturns ©o0 it again and again. His initial

argument on this issue is as follows:

At which point in his earthly life did Jesus reach the
consclousnaess that he had to realize tho task of the
ebed? The key to the solution of this problem is the
voice from heaven which Jesus hears when he is baptized
by John in the Jordan (Mark 1:;11 and Parallels). The
saying, "Thou art my beloved 3on; with thee I am well
pleased,"” is a quotation from Is. 42:1. In the 0ld
Testament these words are addressad to the ebed Vahweh:

indeed1 they are the introduction to the ebed Yahwen
hymns.

Cullmann continues;:

We may consider it cortain that the words of the voice
from heaven are roally a citation of this passage in
Isaiah. Nothing to bthe contrary may be deduced from
the fact that Mark l:11 translates the Hebrew ebed with
nats instead of uilos, the translation in tho Seotuagint
and in Matt. 12:18, T« means both "servant"” and "son"
(and ghis is relevant also for the translation of cbhed)

Appealing as this argument may appear on the surface,
theres are considerations which give us pause. A major one
is the maverick character of Matthew's rendering of Is. }2:
1-l} in Matt. 12:18-21. It is curious that his wording does
not derive from the Septuagink, but represents a radical de=-
narture from the traditional Greck version. The Septuagint
translates Is. h2:l: lakwf o mils pmov ‘;‘VT‘A‘;/"“P"/““L AUTOL .

/
>l rehd © IkXskTos aov- TrRowedi§aTo VTSV A YVX] Mov, 3

lOScar Cullmann, The Christology of the HNew Testament.
Pranslated from the German by shirley C. Guthrie and Charles
A. 1. Hall. (Philadelphia: Tha Westminster Press, 1957), p.66.

2vpid. See this entire context in ¢nllmann. Similarly,
op. 276, 283f.

3The reference to Jacob and Israel in the Septuagint text
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A comparison with Matthew's rendering reveals that the only
words he has in common with the Septuagint ars the desizna-
tion & réls mov. Tob these words, Cullmann notwithstanding,
contribubte nothing to the baptismal word as wo have it in
Matt. 3:17.

Shall we conclude that Matthew does not know the Septua-

gint vorsilon of the Scriptures? Such an inference 1s not
Justified. In the very noxt sentence, "I will put my spirit
unpon him, and he will proclaim justice to the Gentiles,”
Matthow follows the Septuaglnt exactly except in his choice
of werbs. For "I will put" he has Qﬁrw in place of the Jap=-
tuagintts idwkd, cerbainly a less literal rendering of the
Hobrow “Hﬂ;, In the second clause, where the Hebrew has

X X1" ("he will bring forth"), the Septuagint's 1§olect. is
agaln quite literal. Matthew's translatlon, &"‘3¢2)tt ("he
will proclain"), is natural, and yet true to the original
sense. It has the added virtue of being a term whlch the
Church can use to indicats the proclamation of tha Gospel.
As Matthew proceeds to quote the rest of Is. N2:1-l, he is
free to talk Gresk,.but at the same time to point his words
interpretatively toward the situation for the sake of which

he is citing the prophecy. The final verse, howsver, conforms

may derive from Is. }j1:8. The Hebrew for Is. j2:la reads:

“ipy ) 1M 2D TN 4N
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exactly to the wording of the Septuagint, "and in his nare

will the Gentlles hope."
In this quick survey of Matt. 12:18-21 we have, no doubt,
betrayed our own conclusion that this is the privats trans-
lation of thez author of this Gospel, thouzh he remains con-
scious ¢f bhe Septuagint rondering and employs its wording
when it suits him. An altornative possibility would be that
Matthew 1s clting the prophet in some translation familiar

to Christians in his time, but now lost to us. This is

cr

he

position of Wllloughby C. Allen in the Intsrnaticnal Critical

Com&entarg.h Allen reasons that the baptismel word even in

Mark 1:11 derives from Is. 42:1. Sincs Matthew's CGospel did
not exist when Mark wrote, it follows that Mark (or his
source ) must have been femilier with e form of Js. Li2:1 very
much like that preserved for us in WMatt. 12:18-21. Hence
such a translation must have existed. Thus the theory that
she baptismal word derives from Isalah's servant poem, re-
quires the presupposition of a lost translgticn of this por-
tion, at least, of the 0ld Testameni, and of its rather wide
currenc&. Such speculation we regard as strained and pre-
carious.

Erister Stendahl in his The School of 5t. Matthew has

thoroughly analyzed all of Matthew's explicit citations from

Li-}-Iilloughby C. Allen, "A Critical Commentary on the Gospel
According to St. Matthew,” in International Critical Commen-
tary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1912), ppe 130f.
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the 0ld Testament. 1In his study he reviews, for purposes of
comparison, all the Greek versions known to us, including
those of Symmachus and of Theodotion. We cite Theodotion's
translation of Is, L2:1, and place in parentheses the variag-
tlions of Symmachus:

::{ou"‘ é rrg'\'s ’(jeskos) /u?d, ;lv"r().{'ﬂqao/‘ld.g legxfso/«d.t)
AVTRl . OV fUDOKyOoiv R Yuyy Mou.

That these versions concur at least in latthew's rendering

oi the tebrew "W TTNMY , "yijh whow my soul is well

.
>}

pleased," 1s notablec. What signilicance th

r

| S

5 may havs is
not 80 readily detormined. Stendahl comments:
Similarity to Theodotlon's recading does nci neces-
sarily signify dependence, for both give the most
natural translation of the Mele, but it is possible
that Matthew knew the Greek text precisely in
Theodotlon's fori.-
On the basis of evidencs supplied by Joachim Jeremias,
3tendahl suspects that the wals in Theodotion'a version is a
lage intrusion into the Syrlan Hexapla, and that Theodotion,
like Symmachus, had translated TY as dodkos & 1t 1s the

freedom that Matthew demonatrates in his use 57 the 01d Tes-

w

tament, toc use or not use the Septuaglint, or to do his own

EKrisber 3tendahl, The School of St. Matthew (Uppsala:
Poktryckeri aktiebolag, L1954 ), p. 110, Theodotian's version
is generally dated after the middle of tThe second century,
however, and that of 3ymmachus around the year 200 A.D. Any
dependence of Matthew on these versions would seem chrono-
logically impossible, unless ons wers to sccept ths theory
that the ospvel dsvelopad within a "school" over an extended
pvericd of time.

é1p1d., p. 108. .
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translating from the iHebrew, or to targumize his renderings
in the direction of that interprstation which he wants his
readers to catch, which moves Stendahl to conclude that such
a "fargumizing process has not taken placs independently,
but In connection with traditions of interpretation known to
the Matthew school."T
John J. O'Rourke in a recent article has revicwed the
0ld Testament quotations in Matthew. In his sumnation he,
too, reaches the conclusion that Matthew operates with con=-
slderable freedom.
Matthew differs greatly from the Septuagint. . . . It is
also obvious that Matthew did use the Septuagint. . . .
He never uses the Septuagint when the Hebrew presents a
nore apt expression for his purposes. . . . With the ex-
ception of the rendering of Zechariah 11:12-13, all of
the gquotations are in general apossible translation
and not Jjust an interpretation of the Hebrew. Undoubtedly
the author of the Gospel was influenced by the work of

others--no man 1§ an island--bub the final choice of
wording was his.“

Weither Stendahl nor O'Rourke feels any, need whatsoever to
speculate that the author of the Gospel according to S5t.
Matthew may have been operating from some Greek transla-
tion of the 0ld Testament now lost to us.

We may now set forth our conclusions.

1. Whether or not the concluding phrase of the baptismal

word, E£v & :bdéquu , 1s related to Is. 42:1 by way of

v

T1bide, pe 109.

8john J. O'Rourke, "The Fulfillment Texts in Matthew™
(Catholic Riblical Quarterly, 1962), pp. 401-3. Itelics
are Mr. O'Rourke's.
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Theodotlon's verslon, we may leave for the moment as an open
question. We shall roturn to this phrase shortly from
another perspectlve.

2. Though the word m«ls in the Septuagint and in Matt.
12:18, rendering the T2y of Is. }j2:1, may mean "child" as
well as "servant,” it cannot by itself account for the ulds
in the baptismal declaration.

3« There is no Greek version of Is., §2:1 which can ac-
count for the term wyamyros in Mark 1:11, presumsbly the first
of the Gospels and a rescurce for Matt. 3:17. Indeed, there
is somethinz very neculiar about Matthew'!s cholice of this term
in his rendering of the prophecy of Isaigh. Stendahl com-
nents:

o ¢ywnwnu lacks a counterpart 1In any Greek Version of

Is. hj2:1. When Matthew gives his targumizing interpre-

tation, he usecs the verd auesruyz\v (which may have the

maaning "to adopt") and thereby ¢ Ikhikvés has been
ntic;patad. It i8 replaced by the typically W.T.

° d*dann s perhaps due to the influence of Mk. 1:1l

and 9:7.

I Stendahl's reasoning is sound, and we believe it is, Is.
12:1 cannot be regarded as the 0ld Testament antecedent of

the divine pronouncement at Jesus' baptism. Quite the con-

trary, it is the baptismal word which influences and

9stendahl, op. cit., p. 110. We shall have occasion
later to examine more closely Metthew's use of mesngsw
See infra., P. 56.
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determines Matthew's rendering of Isaiah in the quotation at

N

Matt, 12:18.%0

li. If tho wopds oSwos fsTw & viss mou § i&ﬁva‘S do have
an 01l¢ Testament antecedent, that antecedent cannot be either
Ise L12:1 or Ps, 2:7.11 We hold that the antecedent is gEx. lj:22.

Once this connectilon is recognlzed, however, 1t affects oup

10phat Matthow cites Ts. h2:1-l in such a way that his
readers cannot miss its agssoclation with the familiasr bantise
nal word, is sltogether appropriate to his purpose in %the
context of the twelfth chapter. Here Jesus encounters, on
the one hand, the hatred of the Pharisees which threatens Fim
with death (Matt. 12:1). On the other hand He encounters
the enthusiastic support of men who are excessively cager to
make Him known, a zeeslotic pressurs, we may presume, toward a
political Messiahship (vv. 15=15). 1In such a situaticn Mat-
thew cites Isaiah Lj2 to show what Jesus really is. He is not
the warrior of the zeslots (Matt. 12:19-21), but nsither is
e the blasphemer agalnst the Law. 1Ile is the servant who
truly represents and expresses the charascter of God (Matt.
12:18). This implies ultimately that He, as the servant, will
not resist but submit to the hatred of men. If his readsers
knew the Septuagint translation, to which Matthew'!s O Twls aov
would surely direct thelr attention, they could hardly miss
the point of the message. In effect Matthew 1s preaching
Christ out of an 0ld Testament text, and this was without a
doubt a baesic and familisr characteristic of Apostolic
preaching.

11’1‘0 the volces that conrect the baptismal sentence to
these passages we may add that of Adolph Schlatter, Der
iwvangelist Matthaeus (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 19487, pe 9.
Schlatter makes roference to Gen. 22:2, but not to Ex. lj:22.
Also Julius Schnlewind, Das Evangelium nach Matthaeus
(Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1950), p. 26, omits any
reference to Ex. l4:22. His resources are 2 Sam. 2:14; Ps.
89:27f; Ps. 2:7. The roference to God's pleasure in His Son
he derives from Is. h2:1. Schniewind, like Cullmann, lays
considerable stress on the servant theme. "Der Knecht ist
Der, don Gott liebit vor allen Andern, denn er erfuellt Gottes
Rat an Israel und an allen Voelkern (Jes. 42:1), erfuellt ihn
durch Sterben und Auferstehen (Jes. 53)." Loc. cit.
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entire outlook on ilatthew's concept of Jesus as the Son of
#od. Then the name "Son" spoken to lim at His baptism serves
to identlify Him with the son Israel. At the same time it re-
lates Hlm to the Father in the very way in which God had
wanted the son Israel to be related to Himselil. In Jesust
baptlsn the son Israel is baptized. The temptation He enters
as the Son of (od is Isrsel's templtation.

Such asserbtions require further exploration, however.

: 41

In our second part we face the question of the relatlonship

of the sonship of Jesus to the sonship of Israsel.




PART II

THE SONSHIP OF JESUS AS THE

FULFILLMENT OF ISRAEL



CHAPTER V

MATTHEW 'S CONCEPT OF FULFILLMENT

We have reason to suspect at this point that Matthew's
interest in the correspondence between the wilderness experi-
ence of Jesus and that of anclent Israel has dimensions more
profound than those suggested by the familiar concept of
“"typology."

Though G. We He Lampe, in his essay on "The Reasonable-
ness of Typology,"l does not formally define his term, his
understanding of it may be inferred from a number of state-
ments. He calls typological interpretation the exerciss of
"ingenuity in balancing 0léd Testament incidents and charac-
ters against thelr New Testament antitypes in such a way that
both contribute to expound the Christian Gospel."? Typology
is the discermment by lew Testament writers of prophetic fore-
shadowings in the history of Israel.2 It is seeing "the past
episodes of Israel's history as a foreshadowing of the
Tuture . "4

AS this author sees it, the dilemma which the historical

lIn G. We . Lampe and K. J. Woolcombe, Essays on
Typology (London: Student Christian Movement Press Lud.,

, passim.
27bid., p. 1. 31pid.

l"Ibid., p. 20.
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approach to the Bible has raised for the modern reader is

much like that

which confronted the Church of the second century;
either the typological and allegorical method of deal-
ing with the 0ld Testament, so as %o make 1%t readable
as a Christian book, or the more drastic solution ad-
vocated by Marcion. Either follow such rules of exe-
gesis as will allow the Gospel to be read out of the
Mebrew Scriptures, or throw away the 0ld Testament as
irrelevant to those who live under the Wew Covenant.>

To Lampe, that typology is reasonable which does not violate
or undervalue the inteagrity of the various writings of the 014
Testament in thelr original settings. There is, after all,

a central religious theme, which runs through the entire 0ld
Testament and Wew in spite of all diversity. The theme of
God's peopnle and his covenant with them is basic.

Sincoe the New Covenant which is the basic principle of
the Churcht's life did not abolish but rather fulfilled
and completed the old, the books of the Yew Testament
e « o continue that central theme of the covenant re-
lationship between God and his chosen people. . « . It
was the 1mmense task of the early Christian nreachers
and teachers tO . « » €SGablish a relgtionship oOf
prophecy to fulfillment, type to antitype, image to
reality. « « 2

Similarly,

The Christian will naturally look back on the 0ld Cove=
nant with its fulfillment in Christ continually in mind,
and he will be able to discern in the light of the ful=-
fillment how the esarlier stages in the working out of
the divine purpose, each of which was significant for
its own time, fall into place in a harmonious pattern
and foreshadow the character of the finsl culmination.(

5Tbid., p. 17. 61bide, pe 2. Our emphasis.
TIoid., De 27.
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Lampe 's concept of typolozy may be valid as far as it
goes; yet it leaves us uncomfortable and dissatisfied.
Establishing the relationshin of prophecy to fulfillment was
not, we feel, "an immense task of early Christian preachers
and teachers," or, if it was, a dreadful loss had been suf-
fered by the Church., For this relationship was therel 1I%
was, and had to be, inherent in the situation of Jesus Him-
self. If it was not altogether real in the moment of His
impact and ministry, no forcible effort of men could succeed
in establishing it later, nor could there be any sufficient
recason to make the effort. The unity between Jesus and the
0ld Testament was a fundamental "given" in His own life and
ministry. It cannot be the task of the Church to "aestablish
a relationship of prophecy to fulfillment," but only to re-
cover that understanding of the relationship which was implicit
in the event.

We submit that Matthew understood well what that rela-
tionship was. To Matthew much more is invelved in the concept
of fulfillment than tyre and antitype, shadow and reality,
prediction and corresponding event. Let us ncw propose a
definition, and then nroceed to demonstrate its wvalidity.

By the terminology of fulfillment Matthew expresses his aware-
ness that God has continually and publiely been in pursuit of
something, that He has just as continually been frustrated,
and that now finally, in Jesus Christ, God fully attains what

He has beon determined to get. It is as though a vessel were
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being filled. The vessel 1s God's purpose. That vessel has

been or continuous display bthroughout the 0ld Testament era,

for the law and the prophets have made it altogother clear
what God wanted His son Israel to be. low, finslly, the ves=-
sel is fillled. 1In Jesus God has what He has always been

determined to have.

What God wanted through all 0ld Testament history was s
son who would really be a son in the fullest sense of the
name. This son would fully share the mind, heart, and will

al

of the Father. He would be the instrument of the Father's
purposes, not by compulsion but in freedom, because those
purposes were hls own. Such a son would know, love, and
trust the Father, would reflect on earth the character of
the Ffather, and would value his identity with the Father above
gll treasures of dignity, comfort, honor, wealth, or life,
which the created earth could ever coffer him. This is what
God was after, as Israel well knew, when He created man in
His own image and breathed into his nostrils the breath of
His own life (Gen. 1l:263 2:7). This is what God was after,
and Israel knew this too, when He called His son out of
tgypt and declared, "Israel is my first-born son. Let my
son go that he may serve me," and "You shall be ny people
and I will be your God!" (Ex. 4:22; 6:7) This is what God
continually pursued in a long history of judgment and doilv=-

erance, threat, and promise--but never found! Deuteronomy
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32 is a classle recital of the divine frusiration. ¥op 8X~
ample:
You were ummindful of the Rock that begot you,
and you forgot the God who gave you birth,
The Lord saw i, and spurned them,
because of the provocation of his sons and his daughters
And he said, "I will hide my face from thenm, g
I will see what their end will be,
for they arc a perverse generation,
children in whom is no faithfulness." (Deut. 32:18-20)8
Yet, slde by side with the picture of such frustration
the prophets present another vision: that of the God who will
not be frustrated, but will take drastic action on His own to
achieve His purpose. Isalah 59 is a classic statement of
this kind of prOphecy.9 The first fifteen verses vividly
describe the sin that divides the people from their God.
They are a people in whom justice, righteousness, and truth
are altogether lacking-~these terms depicting the character

of God's gction that ought to be manifest in the lives of His

83ee also the citation of Deut. 32: L=6 from this song,
supra, p. 15. The concept of a "perverse and crooked genera-
tion" and "children in whom is no faith" (pDeut. 32: 5,20) is
reflscted in Matt. 17:17; gerhaps also in the stronger lan-
guage of Matt. 13:39 and 16:ly.

91s. 59:11, "so they shall fear the name of the Lord
from the west, and his glory from the rising of the sun,"
seems to be reflected in Matt. 8:11, "Many will come from
east and west." That Matthew was familiar with this context
might be inferred also from the rather obvious echoes ol Is.
60 anéd the account of the visit of the Wise Man, Matt. 2:1-12.
e cite this chapter, however, not on the evidence oif any
direct use of it in Matthew, bul because it sffords an effec-
tive sample of what wo believe Matthew understood by "fulfill-
ment." Other passages with a simllar thrust are Is. 63:5 and
context; ard Ez. 3 :11-16 and context. The latter chapter
with its "shepherd" theme plays an lmportant role in Matthew's
Gospel. Compare Ez. 3:5f. with Matt. 9:36; Hz. 34:17-22
with Matt. 25:32-33; Bz. 3h:11-16 with Matt. 10363 15:2).
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children. Finally, when the Lord finds the failure of His

people unbearable, and when there 1s no one in sisght who can
bring them to righteousness, God himself btakes actlon.

The Lord saw 1t, and it displsased him

that there was no justice.
He saw that there was no man,
and wondered that there was no one to intervens.
Then His own arm brought Him victory,
and His righteousness upheld Him. (Is. 59:15-16)
Such a passage illustrates what fulfillment means in Matthew.
In Jesus God Himself takes drastic and final action %o achieve
fHis long announced and long frustrated goal, to have the Son
who in character and heart truly is His Son and wants to be
nothing else, and through whom all His saving purposes for
the world may be realized. In Jesus God has the Son of His
owWwn heart.

In the context of our present study, this concept be=-
comes clear by way of two phrases in Matthew's account of
Jesus! baptism. One is the Father's word, "with whom I am
well pleased.” The other is Jesus' response to John the
paptist, "It is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness."
The investigation of these concepts is the task of our next
two chapters. At the same time, we shall be putting our pre-

liminary definitlon of Matihew's concept of fulfillment to

the teste.




CHAPTER VI
"WITH WHOM I AM WELL PLEASED"

In the Gospels of Mark and Luke the clause iv ;'f» tﬁd’a’xqﬂ
occurs only in the heavenly declaration at Jesus! baptism
(Mark 1l:11; Luke 3:22).1 In neither of these Gospels does
it recur as part of the parallel declaration in connection
with the transfiguration (Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35‘).2 Matthew,
by contrast, repeats the clause in reporting the words of
the voice from heaven at Jesus'! transfiguration (Matt. 17:6)
and makes a third reference to this theme in his translation
of Is, 42:1 (Matt. 12:18). We have reason to believe, then,
that these words contribute something essential to Matthew!'s
understanding and proclamation of Jesus as the Son of God.
What this factor may be we must now try %o determine.

Gottlob Schrenk in his article on iUdorfw in Theologisches

Woerterbuch zum Neuen Testament surveys two possible accents

whichithis term, usually used in the Septuagint to render the

Lyje follow Nestle here in assuming that the substitution
of Ps. 2:7 for the baptismal word in some manuscripts of Luke
is a secondary reading. See supra, p. 3l, n. 13.

2Tn the transfiguration word (Luke 9:35), Luke has
EK):kg&;Liyos.for 3 &%#pnrés, perhaps a conscious reference to
Is, }2%1. If the iv & &9Pérkneyw. really derived from Isaiah,
as Cullmann and others have assumed, Luke's failure to repeat
that clause here would seem the more curious.
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Hebrew TX or '\/.?71 s may convey.3 The first 1s that of
God's gracious pleasure in His people because they are His
possession, or in individuals belonging to that people. Thus
PS. 149:ht says, "The Lord takes pleasure in his peopnle”
(Septuagint: £udowit Klgros iv Il xOTPO Yt 1In some contexts
the addltional consideration emerges that God!'s good pleasure
rests on those who fear Him, or who walk in the right way.
Ps. 1y6:11 (Septuagint 1i7:11l) may be cited, "The Lord takes
pleasure in those who fear him." Contrasted with these are
the faithless people in whom the Lord does not take pleasure.
Here Schrenk cites Jer. 1310, ki & D1os ook sddokyesy Ev
woTols . In this catezory he also nlaces Mal. 2:17, a passage
to which we shall shortly pay special attention.5

The second meaning Schrenk finds for £0dokfw in the Sep=-
tuagint, admittedly less common, is that of choice. His key
example is from the extra-canonical Ps. 151, where David says:

Fe sent his messenger and took me from my father's

sheep. My brothers were handsome and strong, and the

Lord did not take pleasure in them.
Ovk zGJJm7aiu {v adte®s 1in this instance means simply that

they were not chosen. Schrenk finds support for this meaning

3gottlob Schrenk, ":fddskiw," in Theologisches Woerterbuch
zum Neuen Testament, edited by Gerhard Kittel (Stubtgart:
Verlag von W. Kohlhammer, 1933), II, 636ff.

uSimilarly Ps. 43:ly (Uh:3); Is. 62:4 (B); 2 Kings (2 Sam.)
22:20.

5Schrenk, op. cit., pe 738
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in passages which equatc God's displeasure with re jection

(Verwerfung). Thus Hab. 2:l is cited, particularly in view

of the significance given it in Heb. 10:38, as well as Paul's
reference to the Israellites with whom "tod was not well
pleased" in 1 Cor. 10:5. It is this latter sense of "choosing"
which Schrenk finds in Is. [j2:1, which he calls the model for
the baptismal word in the HNew Testament.6
This evidence, to us rather slender and subject to dis-
pute, Schrenk augments by the circumstance that Is. h2:1 con-
tains a strong accent on "choosing,” both in Matthew!s feitiow
for the Hebrew RN 5 and in the Septuagint's & IkNZKTIs uov
for the Hebrew “Tr"mr2. This context leads Schrenk to the
conclusion that the major intent of this final clsuse in the
baptismal sentence is to pronounce Jesus to be God's eslect,
Gemeint ist Gottes beschlieszende Wahl, naemlich dile
Erwaehlung des Sohnes, die einschlieszt Sendung und
Bestimmung zum koeniglichen lMessiasambt. Als visr &
ayomryres ist Jesus der Traeger dieses erwashlenden
Wohlgefallens.
Schrenk does concede, howsever, that the idea of obedience also
plays into the term.
Und zwar empfaengt er das beslegelnde Wort als der

Gehorsame, zum Zussmmenschlusz mit der Suendegwelt
Willige, was in der Taufe zum Ausdruck kommb.

bipiese Bdbg erwashlen kommt auck zum Ausdruck in
Js 12,1, der Vorlaze fuer die Taufepiphanie im N.T." Ibid..
Schrenk simply assumes the existence of a translation of
Is, ;231 1like that found in Matt. 12:18.

T1bid. 81pid.
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We suspect that Schrenk 1s unduly influenced by the initial
pre judice; that Is. Lh2:1 is the source of and rmist be detar-
minative for the meaninz of the sentence spoken from heaven
at Jesus!'! baptism.

That Is. 42:1 cannot be the source of at least the key

portion of the baptismal word, ¢ uiss mou 6 apmyros , has been
demonstrated. This decleration we have traced instead to
Ex. 13122, and we have concluded in consequence that & primary
function of the baptismal word is to identify the sonship of
Jesus with that of Israel. What the nature of that identifi-
cation is, is our present question, and it involves us inevit-
ably in an examination of Matthew's concept of "fulfillment,"
Toward this we have suggested a preliminary definition.
Matthew is consclous of tho divine purpose implicit in Israells
call to sonship, a purnose nover realized in the character and
service of this "son," but now sccomplished to the full in the
Son Jesus.

Against this background the meaning of the Zv i@ 200Ky ru
seems clear and rather obvious. These words are an exclamation
of fatherly delight in the achievement of a goal, in the reali-
zation of a long-thwarted purpose and dream. We suspect that
this is exactly Isalah's sense in Is. Lh2:1, when he describes
the "servant,” God's "chosen," in whom God's soul "delights"
(?T{r§3). In the verses that follow Isaiah portrays the char-
acter of the "servant," a description which stands in marked

contrast to anything Ispael has ever been. God's ingtention
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was clear already in the exodus history, when He said %o
Pharaoh, "Let my son o, that he nay serve me" (“}fﬁ;?:j).
Isaiah affirms thet God will have His way. The Ty qﬁality
of the son will be realized, and by Him God will accomplish
His purpose for the world.

So simple and natural an understanding of the & &
iJJézqr¢ is fully consonant with the usages Schrenk has gath-
erad for us. The clause exprcsses (God's good pleasurse in His
peonle, and in the individual who embodies that people,
Jesus is indeed the chosen. He 1s one with the elsct son
Israel. But there is one thing more. The words 3v :§ 10dokned
define the uniqueness of tho Son who is called the &&Aﬂnrﬁs
He is unique in His obedlence, unigue in ths full conformity
of His character to the character of the Father. Thls Son
does not and will not thwart the divins purpose, but accom-
plish i1t. Thus this final clause of the baptismel word
implies a contrast with that other son Israel with whom God
is not well pleased. We cannot see these words applied to
Jesus without being conscious of the antithesis, e.g., in
1 Cor, 10:5, "With most of them God was not pleased . . "
(obw . .. e0drnesv).?

We have left oper the possibility, suggested by Stendahl,

that the clause iv & ¢Udikyre in the baptismel word may derive,

9Compare Jer. 1ll1:10; Mab. 2:4 (Septuagint); and Mal. 2:17,
the discussion of which follows.
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by way of Theodotion's version, from Is. }j2:1, even though
the statement, "This is my beloved son," cannot have its
roots here.l® Let us now explore an alternative possibility,
namely, that God's pleasure in Jesus is expressed here in
consclous reaction to a prevailing attitude which Malachi
protests. Mal. 2:17 reads:

You have wearied the Lord with your words. Yet you say,

"Hlow have we wearied him?" By saying, "Everyone who

does evil is good in the sight of the Lord, and he

delights in them" (Septuagint: v a¥tols «ivor 2Udknrsy .
Hebrew: Y D17 X3TT DT2).

In these words, as Malachi sees it, an unrighteous people
boasts of its claim on God, and assures itself that it enjoys
God's pleasure even in unrighteousness. It may not be co=-
incidence that this image of a self-assured Israel conforms
closely to the picture Matthew's Gospel presents of Judaism
in its encounter with Jesus (e.g. Matt. 7:21-23). In that
case the Father!'s proclamation a® Jesus! baptism, with an
eye to just this verse, may serve quite deliberately %o de-
fine the line of battle between the true and tvhe false son,
and to set the Fathor squarely on the side of the true. The
implied antithesis to the sentence, "This is my beloved Son
with whom I am well pleased,"” would then be, "and not that
son who, though boasting of his relationship %o me, refuses
really to know or to serve me."

This suggestion gains force when we examine the balance

10gupra, pp. 35ff. But see p. 38, n. 5.
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of Mal. 2:17, a further reflection of the arrogance and self-
righteousness of a people who now stand ready to accuse God
of letting them down. Malachi adds, "Or by asking, 'Where is
the CGod of justice?!'" "Justice" in the Hebrew here is 'n!gt:u'o
but the Septuagint translates xal med fevw & Bids s

anatoréqu, "Where is the God of righteousness?”™ In oup

next chapter we shall examine the significance of this very
word as 1t occurs in Matthew's account of Jesus! bapti-m,
where Jesus tells John, "It is fitting for us to fulfil all
righteousness™ (Matt. 3:15). Is it sheer coincidence that

the dual themes of "righteousness" and of God's “"good pleas-
ure"” occur both in Matthew's account of Jesus' baptism and

in Mal. 2:17%

A careful reading of Malachl reveals, in fact, a number
of links between this last of the prophets and our first
Gospel. Malachi's third chapter, which follows immediately
upon the verse with which we have been dealing, opens with
the messenger prophecy which Jesus in Matt. 11:10 applies to
John the Baptist. In this very context Mal. 2:1 adds, "The
Lord whom you seek will suddenly come %o hils temple,"” a saying
which, we believe, must be taken into account in any interpre-
tation of Jesus! second temptation (Matt. LL:S5ff.). Thereupon
Malachi proclaims the judgmental character of the day of the
Lord, with 1ts purifying fire (Mal. 3:2), a theme amplified
in Mal. L :1 under the imagery of the burning of the stubble,
and underlying the thrust of John the Baptist's proclamation
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in Matt. 3:10,12. Mal. l}:5 prophesies the cominz of Elijah
the prophet, a theme which Jesus sees fulfilled in John the
Baptist (Matte. 1l:1ly; 17:10-13). The Father-son language as
descriptive of the covenant relationship hetween God and His
people occurs in Mal. 136 and 2:1C0, but this is, as we shall
Ssee, a prominent theme in Matthew,

We cite these examples only to indicate the likelihood
that the author of the Gospel according to St. llatthew was
thoroughly immersed in the message of Malachl, and appreciated
well the correspondence between the distortions which Malachi
protested, and those which Jesus confronted. Let us now di-
rect our special attention to one further passage {rom Malachi.
In Mal. 2:16-18 the Lord expresses once again the hope and
desire He has for Pils people. 3peaking of those who "feared
the Lord end thought on his name" Malachl says:

They shall be mine, says the Lord of hosts, my special

possession on the day when I act, and I will spare them

as a man spares his son who serve him. Then once nmore
you shall distinguish between the righteous and the
wicked, between one who serves God and one whe does not
serve him.
The passage reaffirms the covenant in terms directly reminis-
cent of Exe. 19:5, where the term "special possession" (w‘z} ‘{?)
also occurs. The application to this faithful people of the
analogy of "the son who serves him" reminds us of our root
passage for the baptismal word (Ex. 4:33), and secondarily of
the T2Y¥ in Is. l2:1. Most interesting, however, is the

sentence, "I will spare them as & man spares his son who
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gerves him." For this the Hebrew has:
HON TV D127y W 90T WD Dahy Ry
The Septuagint, however, translates, kal dleztid 'u\‘lroG.s ov
Teorrov utez-r'd;u v N o DirmshTo v UtoVra s roolkrovillalsv) T oovTa AUTW.

Here we find alest«fw, the word that occurs so strangely
in Matthew's version of Is. 4211, (dov & mels wou av jetriow
(Matt. 12:18)! The word means "choose."” In 1 Chron. 28:6
the Septuagint employs it o render NITA, the substantive
of which occurs in Is. j2:1 and is translated "my chosen.®
David, in announcing Solomon as his successor, quotes God as
saying, "I have chosen (ﬁe{'rcu) him to be my son, and I will
be his father."ll Does the occurrence of this term in Mal. 3317
govern Matthew's use of 1t in his translation of Is. 42:1?

e believe 1t does. In this immediate context in Malachi we
find the themes of sonship, election, service, righteousness,
and judgment by fire, all of which play a rcle in our Mat-
thaean context.

Let us now gather the elements which !Matthew asscciates
with the sonship of Jesus, in the context of the baptismal
word. We begin with =x. Li:22, the ancient covenani declaration
now spoken upon Jesus, the Son, and implying the Father's
purpose "that he may serve me" (Ex« L:23)s We follow lMatthew
as he directs our attention to Is. L2:1, which the evangelist

wants us to associate with the baptismal word, and out of

llgee the quotation from Stendahl, supra, p. 38.
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which he unfolds the character of the serving Son, the
e 7
ﬁ*ﬁwqwﬁs. But Matthow's yetTwa also brings Mal. 3:17-18

into the picture. This suggests that Matthew is clearly con-

sclous of an alternative "sonship," and of the necessity of |
making a distinctlon. Jesus is the Son who serves the Hather.
By being this, however, He confronts Israel with a real and
final crisis, By His very presence and character He demands
that every man in Israel "distinguish between the righteous
and the wicked, between one who serves God and one who does
not serve him" (Mal. 3:18), in short, between the true and

the false sonship.l2 The clause fv @ ibdgxqri now confirms
that this is the issue, for the Lord is wearied by the words
of those who say, "Everyone who does evil is good in the sight
of the Lord, and he delights in then" (Mal. 2:17). With this
boast of sonship in unrighteousness God is not woll pleased.
The Father, therefore, identifies Himself with the sonship of

Jesus and summons the false son to repent. Only in total

repentance, in the nakedness of honesty, can God's people

12pnis passage of Melachi is quoted in "The Zadokite
Document™ of the Dead Sea Scriptures; chapter viii. "But
they of Jacob that have repented, that have kept the Covenant
of God, shall then speak each to his neighbor to bring him to
righteousness, to direct his steps upon the way. And God will
pay heed to their words and hearken, and Hewill drawiup:a
record of those that fear Him and esteem His name (cf« Mal.
3:16), to the end that salvation shall be revealed for all
God=-fearing men. Then ye shall agaln distinguish the right-
eous from the wicked, him that Serves God from him that serves
Him not." Theodor He Gaster, The Dead sSea Scriptures (Garden
City, New York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1956), D. (2 Our
emphasis-.
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acknowledge that JesysiEﬁBSon, the only Sone-in order that
God by grace may grant them participation in His sonship and
life. Wilthout such repentance they will have no alsernative
but to rise up against the sonship of Jesus, in defense of
that sonship which they claim to be their own. This, we sub-
mit, is the primary issue between Jesus and Judaism in the
first Geospel. The nministry of Jesus confronts Israel with
the judgment which lMalachi descrlbes irmediately following
ecach of the above passages. Mal. 2:17 leads %o Mal, 3:1-3,
and ¥al. 3:17-18 leads to Mal. L:1-5.

Yo have now accounted for every element in Matthew's
veculiar translation of Is. L42:1. Let us review the verse
phrase by ohrase, as Lt appears in Matt. 12:18. Ndov & Truie
Mou, Matthow begins. His readers will recognize the famillar
Septuagint expression, and will have no difficulty following
¥Watthew in asscoclating the servant with Jesus. The svange-
1ist continues with ov ReiTicw . By using this term he asso-
ciates Lthe servant-chosen theme of Isaiah with the chosen-
servant-son context of Mal. 3:17-18. The noxt torm, o :gotrrq‘rfr
sov, connects Isailah's prophecy to the baptismal word, and
through it to Ex. [:22. In Jesus the word "Israel is ny
first-born son. . . . Let my son go that he may serve me"
attains its final roality, but only in Jesus. Therefore His
sonship brings into judgment sny conception that wants to op=
pose itself to Wim. This theme 1s carried through Dy the

final clause, "with whom I am well pleased." Matthew!'s
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trenslation of Is. Wh2:1 has to take into sccount the Hebrew
"U'?], "my soul," and may reflect also a consciousness of
the Septuagint'!s rendering of FWab. 2:li. There the Lord de=

-

clsres of those who cannot trust Him, ok £odoksl A Yuxq kou
¢ adtd .13 Matthow's wording is ov fvddkyocv § Y ugg mou .
It seema to us that Matthew's choice of words here can be
adequately explained without assuming that he knew or needed
recourse to Theodotion's version. This clause means that
God fully ldentifies Himself as the Father with that sonship
which is manifest now in Jesus.

ile helieve that Matthew's readers understocod gll of
this without difficulty. They had access to the Septuagint
and %knew the passage well enough, What Matthew did in his
translation was %o identify the "servant" of Isaiah's poem
with Jesus, who .in His baptism was declared by the Father to
be the fulfillment of His creative word to ancient Israel.

Our initial definition of fulfillment in Matthew's
Gosnel finds confirmation, then, in the v @»2505K7rl. It
gains further support as we consider another sentence in

this baptismal context, "It is fitting for us %o fulfil all

righteousness."” (Matt. 3:15)

13The familiarity of the early church with this context
in Habakkuk may be inferred from the fact that the very next
clause, "But the righteous shall live by his faith," is
quoted in Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11; and Heb. 10:308.




CHAPTER VII

"FULFIL ALL RIGHTEQUSNESS"

A. John's Question

A briefl dialogue with John the Baptist which prefaces
the baptism of Jesus is peculiar to Matthew (3:14=-15).

John would have prevented him saying, "I need to be

baptized by you, and do you come to me?" BRBut Jesus

answered him, "Let it be so now; for thus it is

fitting for us to fulfil gll righteousness,"
Critical questions as to whether this dialogue actually oc-
curred within the history, or whether perhaps it is Matthew!'s
way of meeting a problem of the Church for whose sake he
writes this Gospel, need not detain us. OQur great concern
is to understand what Matthew would have us know about Jesus.

We have reason to suspect that Matthew'!s insertion of
this little conversation has implicatlions more profound than
to answer curious questions like, "How can it be that one who
was conceived by the HMoly Spirit should have to be baptized
in order to receive the Spirit?" Or, "How could one who was
sinless submit to a baptism for the remission of sins?" Or,
"How could one who was Himself to baptize with the Holy Spirit

come to John for baptism with mere water?"l Mauser, whose

primary concern is, of course, with Mark, remarks in passing:

Liilloughby C. Allen, A Critical Commentary on the Gospel
According to St. Matthew. International Critical Commentary
T{&dinburgh: T & T Clark, 1912), pp. 2(%.
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Matthew, already, felt the necessity of explaining why
t?e sinlgss one placed himself on a level with all
ginners.

Cullmann, though he goes beyond this, is also unsatisfactory.
He suggests that the heavenly voice at the baptism answers a
question the {irst Christians asked, "What is the meaning of
baptism for forgiveness of sins for Jesus himself?" By way
of answer Cullmsnn suggests:
The other Jews went to John the Baptist to he baptized
for their own sins. But when Jesus is baptized just as
all the others were, he hears a divine voice which im-
plicitly says to him, "You are not baptized for your
own sins, but for those of the whole people. For you
are tho one whose vicarious suffering for the sins of
others the prophet predicted."™ This may also be the
sense of Jesus'! words in Matt. 3:15 about "fulfilling
all righteousness."3
Here again 1t is evident that Cullmann builds his Christology
to an excessive degree on the assumpbtion that the baptismal
declaration derives from Is. }2:1. For Cullmann as a conse=
quence, the key factor in Jesus! self-consciousness is that
He is the suffering servant, and the central focus of His
righteousness and obedience is that He must effect the vicari-

ous atonement.u

27lrich W. Mauser, Christ in the Wilderness (London:
Student Christian Movement Press, 1963), p. 9.

30scar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament.
Translated from the German by Shirley C. Guthrie and Charles
As M. Hall.(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1957), p. 67.

hSu ra, pp. 33f. FHenrik Ljungman, Das Gesetz erfuellen
(Iund: Cs We Ko Gleerup, 1954 ), p. 194, Comments that the
tendency of interpreters to burden the contexi with an alisn
question (e.g., Why did Jesus who was not & sinner have to
submit to baptism?) leads them to miss Matthew'!s point. As
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Two factors encourage us to look for more in this 1little
dialogue than has generally been seen. One is that in the
structure of Matthow's Gospel, this is only the first of %hree
questlons which come to Jesus from John or John's disciples,
each of which introduces an area of specific theological cone
flict which then runs like a notable thread through the rest
of' the Gospel. The others are the question concerning fast-
ing (Matt. 9:1ll) and that concerning His identity as the
Christ (Matt. 11:2). We cannot say more on this point in %he
present study, but only assert the likelihood that this first
question 1s serlously undervalued when 1% is interpreted only
in termms of the baptismal moment.

The second factor which encourages us to view this dis-
logue with greatest seriousness is that the reply of Jesus,
short as it is, contains two terms, both of which seem %to have

unique importance in this particular Gospel. One is 1que00v.

Ljungman sees it, the relevant point in this context 1s that
John recognizes that the time has come when he must step back
and the Messiah step forward. Since the One to come after
him 1s here, his own task is ending. There 1s a correspond-
ence between the work initiated by John and that carried on
by Jesus, between John'!s baptism tc repentance and Jesus!
baptism into death, for the restoration of mankind. The gift
of the Spirit which comes with the Messlah and by which a
righteous humanity 1s created, can come only after Jesus'
baptism into death is fulfilled. Thus Ljungman, though he
takes issue at some points with Cullmann's interpretation,
concurs with him in the view that Jesus'! baptism points to
his death as the suffering servani, and in the association

of Is. 42:1 as the root source of the baptismal declaration.

Compare also Oscar Cullmann, Baptism in the New Testament
(Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1950), pp. 16f.
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In the sense of fulfilling the Scriptures or the purpose of
God, it occurs fourteen times in Matthew, compared with only
two in Mark, and four in Luke. The other is diratesdvn,
found six times in Matthew, never in Mark, and only once in
Luke (but then in birth-narrative poetry, Luke 1:75). Even
its cognate J{Kd&qs, a righteous man, ceccurs In Matthow six-
teen times, compared with two in Mark and seven in Lulke.

We look, then, for another possibility behind John's
question. Let us set aside for the moment the search for
questions the church in Matthew's day might have been asking
and take this dialogue at face value. In terms of the story
itself, one rather obvious alternative immediately emerges,
nare ly, that John is disappointed. For John the moment of
Jesus!' arrival at Jordan is & let-down. John has been preach-
ing the imminent arrival of the kingdom (Matte. 2:2). He has
been describing this great moment in terms of an encounter
between Tsrael and the Lord (Matt. 3:3; Is. 40:2). We shall
establish later that the One whose coming he proclaims, who
will meet Israsl in the wilderness, the One mightier than
John, who will purge with fire and pour out the promised spir-
it, thus completing what John's baptism has only signalled
(Matt. 3:11=12; cof. Mal. 3:2; L:1f.), is no less than God
imself.5 When the reality which should fulfill that kind

agmra., pp. 110-13. There we take up also the one

phrase which might seem to oppose this interpretatlion, "whose
sandals I am not worthy to carry" (Matt. 3:1l).
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of expectatlion turns out to bs nothing but a younz man named
Jesus, hailing from Galilee (of all places) and not from
Sinai or from the heavens, bringing neither fire nor baptism
of the Spirit but asking rather to submit %o John's baptisnm
of water, acting as though He Himself anticipstes the arrival
of the kingdom rather than Himsell inaugurating lt--is noci
that sufficient ground for dejection? This is not the way
it is supposed to bel Johnts whole heart has been set on the
apocalyptic moment of the arrival of God, the moment when he
and repentant Israel with him will be filled with the Spirit
of God, when all the enemies of God will perish and the whole
world will become the dwelling-place of Jahweh, when "the son
of righteocusness shall rise with healing in his wings™ (Mal.
1:3<li). If the face of such grand hoves, this is the reality,
who would not feel crushed? It is a cry of disappointment
that we now hear. "No, not this way!l This isn't whati's sup=-
posed to happen) You are supposed to baptize me, to fulfill
the baptism of the Spiriti That's what I need, what I have
hoped and longed forl" Matthew does not record this as s
word of pious humility from John's lips, but as one of offense
and protest against the way God chooses %o bring His promises
to fulfillment.

The great prophet, John the Baptist, engaging in personal
battle against the skandalon of that kingdom which Jesus
brings and proclaims--that is Matthew'!s picture of John in

the context of all three of Jochn!s questiocns. UYe sense in
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Matt. 9:14-15 the tenslon between the questioner who helisves
the kingdom has not yet arrived and the Jesus who says it
nas. The skandalon 1s altogether expliclt, the word 1s even
used, in the third dialogue between John and Jesus (M2tbte.
11:2-6), which opens with the question, "Ars you he who is
to come?™ and closes with the appeal, "Bleased is hs who
takes no offonse at me." Whether John raised his first ques-
tion to Jesus in the immedlate conbext of Jesus' baptisn, or
whether Matthew!'s insertion of it at Matt. 3:1Ui is a llter-
ary device which helps zive form to his Gospel, need not
concern us. But that Matthew preserves for us a valid pic-
ture of the conflict which tore the heart of John the Baptilst
after Jesus arrived on the scons and began His ministry, we
have no reason to doubt. It is the inevitable conflict be-

tween the form of plous Jewish kinzdom-sxpectation on the one

hand, and the form of the kingdom-reslity in Jesus on the

other. For lMatthew, with his intense concern that Tthe ful-
fillnent of the entire 0ld Testament Scripture in Jesus shall
be thoroughly understood and not pollubed with images borh
out of false expectation, this is a central issue.

Expectation as opposed to reallity, there Is the nroblem,
Perhaps it is more than chance, then, that this is essentially
the problem of Jesus! first tomptation (Matt. L:l-h). If
Jesus 1s the 3on of God, thore are certain things he may ex-
pect-~-dignity, advsntages, recognltion, a full stomach, ease

of life. When these are not forthcoming, let Him infer that
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God's Word is meaningless; or that God is unjust, or asleep;
or that Jesus must take action on His own %o assert His dig-
nity and to achieve the advantages and comforts that validate
His name. "Command these stones to become loaves of bread
(Matt. lt:3). So also for John the Baptist, if he is the
Elijah of the last days, thore are certain things he may ex=-
nect-~the validation of his proclamation in the cataclysnic
arrival of God, the Immediate personal participation in the
alory of the oubtpouring of the Spirit, the evident destruc-
tion of all evil in the dawn of God's world. But when none
of this happens, the tempiting inference is that the Word of
¢od has failed, that he the preacher has:been a false prophet
whose word does not come true (Deut. 18:22), that cCod is un-
falthful, or that he, John, must do something (like stopping
Jesus from being baptized) to change the reality so that it
may accord with the dream.

Against this crushing burden it is Jesus who sustvains
John. He includes John with Himself when He says, "Let it
be so now; for thus it 1s [itting for us to fulfll all right-
eousness" (Mett. 3:16). John is more than merely a necessary

instrument who launches Jesus on His way by baptlizing Him.6

630 Wenrik Ljungman, op. cit. pp. 110fs Ljungman's view
1s certainly moreasatisfactory, however, than that of other
interproters whom he cites, e.g., C. G. Montefiore who includes
the rost of the Israelites in the Wulv, or Fridrichsen who
would include all those who later receive Christian baptism.

Ty

SR 113
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John experiences Jesus! own first, and perhaps primary, temp=-
tatlon, and 1s susmoned to overcome 1t with Jesus Himself.
The summoning of men to rightoousness is a major ingredient
in Jesus'! own fulfilling of righteousness. We may even say
that when John yields to Jesus on this point, hs has become
Jesus! disciple, Hils willingness to go to Jesus when other
dimensions of the same basic problem torment him testifies
that he also continues as Jesus' disciplo. Jesus' own sym-
pathy for John (Matt. 11l:6), and the high honor in which He
holds him (Matt. il:ll), as well as Jesus' consistent iden-
tification of Himself wilith John and John with Himself
(Matt. 1l:7-19; 17:9-133; 21:21-32), these elements constitute
a remarkable confirmation of the "for us" of Matt. 2:15.
Tor Matthew John theo BRaptist epltomizes the struggle of pious

Tsraoel acainst the skandalon of violated expectations.
B« Jesus!'! Answer

Once we recognize the skandalon implicit in John's ques-
tion, we cannot escape the conclusion that Jesus' reply must
have fundsmental significance for the whole of lMatthew!'s
Gospel. "Thus 1t is fitting for us to fulfil all righteous-
ness,” Jesus says. With thls sentence Jesus shifts the
attention of John (and Matthew shifts the attention of his
reeders) eway from those popular passages in Malachl which
describe the fury of judzment end the drama of salvation in
the coming of the Lord (Mel. 3:1-2; L:1-6) to those passages
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which convey this prophet's profound concern for righteous-
N . N ’
ness, In the Septuagint of Malachi the term JLK&I@GVVH
a /

oceurs three times, and J{keios once. All of these occun-
rences lis in the Immedliate context of the advent prophecies.(
The two which are critical for our discussion of righteous-
ness have already been examined from ths perspective of the
2 ° EY 8 - : - T iy
v @ sudoseo , We must now look at them from the perspective
of that righteousness which Jesus says He (and John) musst
fulfill,

The first of these is Mal., 2:17:

You have wearied the Lord with your words. 7Yet you say,

"How have we wearled him?" By saylng, "Everyone who

does evil is good in the sight of the Lord, snd hs de-

lights in them.™ Or by saying, "Where is the God of

Jjustice?™

’ <. , , ax
That the v & sudokyow of the baptismal word (Matt. 2:17)
) b) - 3 N\ 2 /] 1

answers to the fv auTols autes Iudowkyeev in the above passass,
Wwe suggested in our sixth chapter. We may now press the addi=-
tional likelihood, that Jesus' reply to Jobn "It 1s fitting
for us to fulfil all righteousness,” answers in some way also
the rebsllious complaint, "Whers is the God of justice?" Or,

- 3 < hY ’ -
as the Septuagint has 1%, Tod Jotiv o dtos ~9qs ohn¢¢orUVﬂg,

TIn the context of Mal. 3:1-2, see dikstoolivy at 2:17 and
3:3. In the latter the prophet expresses God's promise that
out of bthe purifying which must take place, the sons o£ Levi
will bring the Lord their sacrifice “19 righteousness. In
the contoxt of Mal. h:l-6, see 3:17 (dikwieos ) and 4:2, where
the dawn of the Lord's day 1s described to those who fgar
God's name as the rising of "the sun of righteousness.

BSugra., ppe bH3ff.
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The reason these people do not know whore the righteous God
is, is that they themsslves are a rebellious and unrighteous
people. John's complaint is of a plece with theirs, for John
also, in his disappointment, 1s raising the question, "Where
is the God of righteousness?" The answer is that when the
people of the righteous God become what their God is, when
they live in and reflect the righteousness of God gas a son
reflscts the character of the fathsr, then such a question
becomes unhecassary. The righteous know God and do not have
to ask to see Him or complain hecausse He does not act the way
thoy think He ought to act. Therefors Josus summons John to
join Him in fulfilling all righteousness.

But more is involved. As Jesus really does this ful-
£illing, as He manifests the character of the rightoous Father
in His own life and work as the Son, this complaining people
will have the answer to thelr question in another form,
namely, in Himself. Now they shall know what the righteous-
ness of God is, end they shall know it in such a way that
they can no longer evade its implications. The complaining
son will encounter the righteous Son. Unrighteous Israel
will be éonfronted by the Self he was called to be, and is
not. If the question is pressed, "Where is the God if right-
eousness?" here is the answer. This is the form the expecizd
"day of the Lord" will take. In the Son Jesus, Israel shall
meet "The God of righteousness." This sets the stage for the

erisis to which the word of Mal. 3:2 then applies, "But who




70
can endure the day of his coming, and who can stand when he
appears? T¥or he is like a refiner's fire."
A similar point can be made on the basis of Mal., 3:17-18,
& passage we examined Iin some detall in our sixth chapter.
For our present purpose, let us quote it in our own transla-
tion from the Septuagint:
And they shall be mine, says the Lord Almighty, until
the day which I shall make their special possession,
and I shall choose them the way a man chooses his son
who serves him. And you will repent, and you will see
the difference between a righteous man and a wicked man,
between %ne who is serving God and one who is not serve
ing him.
The point is that the son Israel will come to know himself.
Repentance will be evident in the capacity, now wholly lacking,
to seo the difference between righteousness and hypocrisy.
Any who persist in their unwillingness to see that difference,
80 it is implied, exclude themselves from God and from the

promises. In effect they reveal themselves for what they

really are, the wicked who, though clinging %o the ritual

PThough we render aAfesviGw with “choose,” we ars sure
that there is something in Malachi's metaphor, arising per-
haps from his cultural situation, which we have not grasped.
The mere use of the word does not tell us very much, nor does
the Revised Standard Versiont!s "spare™ for the Hebrew ?2TT.
"You will repent" renders inceveapnozods, which in turn ren-
ders the Hebrew D IN24/1. In the New Testament the idea of
repentance is commonly expressed by mirdveiw, though swioTRigw
in this sense is not abandoned (ef. Matt. 13:15; Luke 1:16;
223323 1 Thess. 1:9). In Acts 3:19 and 26:20 the two terms
are used together and probably synonymously. The Revised
Standard Version, by translating simply "once more,"‘obscures
the possible association this passage may have with ¥Matt. 32,
also in terms of John's call to repentance.
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and to the hope of thoir sonship, have no real intention of
serving God.

This theme 18 fundamenbtal to the Goaspel of Matthew, and
to the name "Son of God" as Matthew presents it. In Matb.
16:16 Peter confesses Jesus to be the Son of God. Thereby
Poter 1s making Malachi's distinction. He is aligning ninm-

self with the righteous sonship manifest in Jesus, while at

t

the same time rejecting any clalm to sonship on the part of

o~

unrighteous Judaism. The courtroom of Calaphas dramatizes

sell incapable of making the distinction between the son who
serves (God, and ths one who does not serve Him. Calaphas
defends the sonship which unrighteous Israel still wanbts to
claim~-and thereby condemns himself. So do also all those
who bturn the name "Son of God" into mockery at the foot of
the oross (Mabt. 27:40,143).

The drama over the name reaches 1ts climax with the con=-
feaslon of the centurion (Matt. 27:54)e The Gentile proves
capable of making the distinction! His o9Tos is emphatic.

It stands at the end of his declaration. M"Truly, God's Son

was this One!”lo The Roman sees the difference between the

10gur transleticn. lMark 15:39 has the ouvos fiprsi,
though following akndds . Luke 23:h7 subordinates the oVres
even further, as an adjective following o dvBewmos . Recall
that in both these evangelists the baptismal word stends in
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righteous and the wicked, between the Son who serves God and
the one who does not servo #Him. AS surely as his confession
oxalts Jesus, it condemns Judaism. His emphatic odves answers
to the odtos of tho baptismal declaration. This man indeed,
this, and not the other!

Thus righteousness is a key term in Matthew's descrine
tion of the sonship of Jesus. 30 also, the phrase "fulfil
all righteousness" corresponds in its implications to the
c¢leuse in the baptismal word, "with whom I am well pleased."il

We shall devolop the meaning of righteousness more cone
eretely later. 1In our prosent context 1% is necessary to

examine the verb mwhnedw .

So—a

the second person, and thorefore lacks the oStos . That ths
tegstimony to Jesus as the 3on of God in Matthew begins with
o0vos in Matt. 2:15 and ends with o¥ves in Mabt. 27354 is
hardly accidental.

11Ljungman, ope Cit«y, pps 105f., finds an 01d Testament

connection with the theome "fulfil all righteoousness" in the

tter chapters of Isalah. HHe cites is. 66:115f. as present-
ing the Judgment aspect of the end-time, and Is. 60:20, "Your
people shall all be righteous,” as indicating the nature of
the hope. Ljungman lays particular stress on Is. 53:7, where,
for the Nebrew 1°TQU D, the Septuagint roads kava To
TARDos t4s Jicariosdvys abwed o« Mile die Jesajastellen zelgen,
it der Tag des Zornes zugleich die Zeit des Anbruchs der
dikaiosyne™ (ibid., p. 110). e concur with Ljungman in
sensing an afTinity of Matthew for the last section of Isaiah,
where the theme of righteousnass is strongly interwoven with
the hops for the future. Out of some such Sense we have oure
selves eited Isaiash 59 (supra, pv. J6ff). We suspect, however,
that tha accent of liplachl on righteousness makes the more
direct contribution to the Matthaean context with which we
have been working.



CHAPTER VIII
"FULE IL"

The word vﬁqe5u>occurs fifteen times in Matthew. Eleven
of these instances, all of them with the verb in the passive,
are associated with the fulfilling of the Scriptures, usually
with the citation of a passage. The investigation of these
we shall pass by, as being somewhat secondary to our immedl-
ate concern. The passive occurs in one further instance, in
the parable of the net (Matt. 13:48). "When it was full
(T2 %ﬂkﬂqusq) men drew it ashore."” The basic meaning of a
vessel, filled to capacity, 1s the implication here. 1In the
three occurrences which remain, the word is used in the active
voice, These include our text, "fulfil all righteousness”
(Matt. 3:15), the sentence from the Sermon on the Mount, "I
have come not to abolish them (the law and the prophets) bub
to fulfil them" (Matt. 5:17), and Jesus'! final challenge %o
the scribes and Pharisees, "I1l1l up, then, the measure of
your fathers" (Matt. 23:32).

Lexicons and commentators generally divide the four in-
stances of Whqesw cited above into two classifications. Mats.
13:48 and 23:32 belong together, for the meaning "fill up a
vessel" is quite clear. These passages even mentlon a vessel,
in the first instance the net and in the second the measure.

In Matt. 3:15 and 5:17, however, no vessel is mentloned, nor
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does the context seom to suggest one. The "vessel" Imagery
does not seem to come through, either in the former where
"all righteousness™ is to be "fulfilled,™ or in the latter
where "the law and the prophets" are subject to such fulfill-
ment. Henece it is necessary to suggest some meaning for
whnesw which de-emphasizes the image of a vessel. The
Arndt-Gingrich Lexicon suggests that in Matt. 5:17 "fulrii®
is the equivalent of "do" or "carry out"; or perhaps "bring
%0 full expression” in the sense of "show forth i1%s true
meaning"; or perhaps "£i1ll up" in the sense of "complete.“l

Gerhard Delling in Theologlsches Woerterbuch zum lleuen

destament also treats Matt. 3:15 and 5:17 in a separate cate-
gory from Matt. 23:32.2 Since in the latter passage a vessel
(T /u‘i'reov) is expressly mentioned, the idea of filling a
vessel is iInescapable. In Matt. 3:15, however, Delling sug-
gests that "fulfll all righteousness" focuses on the evident
domand of God that Jesus submit to baptism, and means simply
obedience. In Hatt. 5:17 Jesus is asserting the continued

relevance of the 0ld Testament, but sees it as Hls taslk to

lyilliam ¥. Arndt end . Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek-English
Lexicon of the NWew Testament (Chlecago: The University oi
Chicamo Press, 1957). Alired sSchmoller, Handkonkordanz zum
griechischen YNeuen Testament (Stuttgart: Privileglorte
Wuertenbergische Bibelanstals, O. Auflage, 1949) also classi-
Ties TAqebw in Matt., 3:15 and 5:17 quite scparately from its
occurrences in Matt. 13:48 and 23:32.

2Gerhard Delling, "ﬂiqeéug" in Theologlsches Woerterbuch
zum leuen Testament, edited by CGerhard Xittel (Stuttgart:
Verlag von W. Kohlinamwer, 1933=--), VI, 292-93.
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accomplish (verwirklichen) the will of God there rovesled.

To "fulfil" tho law and tho pronheds means to do the law, to
assert tho domands of the law, bub also to bring the promises
to completion.

Henrik Ljunzman has written an entire book, Das Gosetz

orfuellen, on the problem of Matt. 5:17 and similer passazes.
In this passage, as woll as in Matt. 3:15, he sees this ful-

llment as the accomplishment of the Messianic salvasion by

v O

Jesus! own death. Edward P, Blair takes lssue with I jungman

; . /
on the ground that other occurrsnces of (Karoorovy 1n Matthow

3"Der Text legt deutlich Gewicht darauf, dass Josus das
Gesetz 'fuellt.! ~'Das 'Fuellen! des Cesetzes haengh gerade
mit der Sendung des Messias zusammen, €5 ist 'Fuellont des
iesetzes eben durch den liessias. Das 'Fuellen'! des CGesetzes
gehoert damit ineins, dass er zur Stelle ist, das er gekommen
1st, mit dom die Worte der Schrift ueberhaupt 'gefuellt’ wer-
den, V. 17. . . . B8 liegt nicht so, dass die 'Gesetzea-
orfuellung' Jesu eine ideale Auffassung vom Gesetz zur Grund-
lage hat und zur Anwendung bringt, sondern so, dass GesSeltzes=-
erfuellung Jesus voraussetzi, mit dom dle Worte der Schrift
und die Gebolte des Gosetzes 'gafuellt wordsn,! d.h. mit dem
'alles geschleht, vorauf die Schrift (das Cesetz) zielt."
Henrik Ljunguan, Das Sesetz orfuellon (Lund: C. W. X. Gleerup,
195l), p. 75,

What the author is getilng at in tho emphases he prssses
is finally the cross. Fulfillmont of the law and the prophets
means essentially fulfillment of tho suffering servant prophe-
cies by the lNessiah who is that Ssrvant. This is his inbterpre-
tation, both of Matbt. 3:125 and of 5:17, for which the former
is determinative. Miit Christus wird die Schrift (des Gesetz)
in Gerechtigkeit 'gefuslli.' Durch Christus kommt Gereochtlge
kelt. Der Akt, der dils Gerechtigkeit nitv Chrlistus verbinded,
ist sein Oplfertod (Mabtth. 3:15-17). Auf diesen Tod wird bo-
zlelt, wenn es helsst, die Taufe Jesu geschehs 'um alle
dikavoodvn zu Fuellen.!'™ 1Ibid., p. 124, For a similar state=
ment see ibid., p. 110.
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do not seem to support the narrow eschatolozical interpreta-
tion Ljungman findse in the term in Matt. 3:15.1'-L Blair dis-~
misses Matt. 13:48 (the net) and 23:32 (the measure) from his
discussion with the comment, "Here the idea is simply comple=-
tion, filling up what is lacking."S oOn Matt. 3:15 Blair
concludes that Jesus meant:

Tle was not baptized because he was a sinner, as wers

the others, but because it was fitting and hgs duty to

do all that Cod had declared to be his will,
"Fulfil," then, comes to mean little more than "obey." 1In
his Interpretation of Matt. 5:17, Blair argues that Jesus
fulfilled the law by obeying 1t and by revealing in that
ocbedience its true meaning.

What then did Matthew conceive Jesus to moan in the

statement, "Think not that I have come to abolish the

law and the prophets; I have not come %o abolish them

but to fulfill them"? Surely that he had come to show

what they really mean, how they should be obeyed, and

to lead others %o such obedience.’
We cen only wonder why, i1f Matthew meant merely obedience, he
could not have spared us much trouble by using the word "do"
or "obey." Floyd V. Filson in his commentary on thls passage
Speaks of "the divine intent" and the "full purpose . « . of

Cod" as that which Jesus 1s fulfilling. This kind of lan=-

guage we ourselves find fruitful, though Fiilson's own

hEdward P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew (Wew
York: Abingdon Press, 1960), p. 120,

5Ibid., p. 119. 51bid., ppe 120f.
'?Ibido, Pe 123.
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conception is limited too much tc the law itself, and does
not take into account the total divine intention and purpose
of God for Israel and through Israel for the world., The
passage in Filson reads:

The Law stands; he supports it. The frcedom he exer-

cises in interpreting and applying the Law does not

abolish 1t bput rather fulfiles 1%, that is, gives the

fullest expression to the divine intent iIn the ancient

utterances. The changes he makes ars conservative,

true %o the aim of Scripture; theg more clearly exnress

the full purpose and will of God.©

It seems Lo us that the commentators have done themselves
a disservice by dismissing %oo quickly the use of w)qe&n in
Matt. 13:48 and especially Matt. 22:32 Ifrom their considera-
tion of i%s meaning in Matt. 3:15 and 5:17. It has been

assumed that the idea of a vesssl o be filled cannot be

e

pressed in the latter pasaages, Just bocause no vessel is
mentioned, and beczuse neither "righteousness® in Matt. 3:15,
nor "the law and the prophets" in Matt. 5:17 seem to qualify
for such imagery. As a result, the question what the vessel
mlght be has not been pressed. This is, in a way, a curious
lapse. Certainly Matt. 23:32 does have some contribution to
make to our problem. Though the word "measure" expressly
occurs in the sentence, "Fill up, then, the measure of your

fathers," the mere use of that term does not resolve the

exegotical problem of the meaning of wiqeﬁw even here. The

8ploya V. Filson, The Gospel According to St. Matthow
Harper!s New Testament Commentaries (iew York: Harper &

Brothers, 1960), p. 03.
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word "moasure" is used motaphorically. Jesus is not talking
about some literal eaprthen Jus which the present generation
mast £ill full. But if we ask what this motaphorical expres-
sion, "P1ll up the measure," really means our question turns
out %o be not unlike that which we address to the saylng in
Matt. 3:15, "fulfil 91l righteousness," or to the saying in
5:17, "fulfil the law and the prophets." The element of
metephor underlies the language in all three cases.?

There is another curious feature which encourages us %o
teep Matt. 23:32 in the picture. This verse talks about
fathers and sons! It is the measure of the fathers that the
Sons are %o fill up. Bubt a conception very like this under-
lies Matt. 2:15. The righteousness which Jesus, the Son of
God, wants to fulfill is that of His Father. Again, in the
Sermon on the Mount from which Matt. 5:17, "fulfil the law
and the prophets," derives, the Father-son imagery is an un-
derlying theme. Even here Jesus speaks as the Son, and the
law and the prophets which He must fulfill cannot be disasso-

cilated from His Father.

9Blair holds that ﬂiquw in Matt., 23:32 signifies comple=-
tion or "filling up what is lacking" (op. cit., p. 119).
Fllson paraphrases, "Complecte the evil work of your ancestors"
(ope cit., pe 248). No doubt this approximates the meaning.
Nevertheless this interpretation fails to account for Matthew!'s
choice of just this terminology. If the work of the scribes
and Pharisees in Jesus!'! generation completes the work thelir
fathers had done, then "evil work" describes the content which
f11lls the vessel. The vessel itself; or the measure, remains
undefinred.
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Whon we add to this the reminder that in the above Lhrse
passagos, and in these alone,Tr)qgéw is used in the acltilve
voice, we have nmore than enough encouragement to re-exanine
the neglected passage, Matt. 23:32, for the light it may
throw on the problem of the word "fulfil." In its wider con-
Yext, Matt. 23:29-33, it reads:

Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for you
build the tombs of the prophets and adorn the monumsnts
of the righteous, saylng, "If we had lived in the days
of our fathers, we would not have taken part with them
in shedding the blood of the prophets." Thus you wit-
ness against yourselves that you are sons of those who
murdered the prophets. Fill up, then, the measure of
your fathers. You serpents, you brood of vipers, how
are you o oscape being sentenced to hell?lO

Tet us dissect the key verse, with the help of its context.

a. Something called a "measure,” a container with fixed

b. Thie £illing is to be done by sons.

¢. The container itself has belonged to and been prepared

10phe parallel in Luke 11:47-L48 lacks the critical sen-
tence which we have underscored, as Wwell as the word "sons"
in the pnrecedins senbence. MNatthew's emphasis on the "father-
son” concepi is wmistakeble. The translation "against your-
selves" is excessive. The Greek has simply the dative,
favtels , Tho point is that the hearers, though they disavow
the actions of thelr fathers, will not disavow thelr sonship
of these men. The tradition of genealogical descent means
more to them then does their relationship to thelr heavenly
Father. A hint of this same failing 1s found in Matt. 3:9,
where Jobn the Baptist calls tc judgment those who Dboast that
they have Abreham as their father. It 1s hardly coincidence
that John's epithet, gzvrimeTe ixcvdv (latte 3:7) if repecated
by Jesus in our passage (Matt. 23:33); and that Johnﬂg ques=
tion, "Who warned you to flee from the wrath to come?’ is re-
stated by Jesus in the words, "How are you to escape being
sentenced to hell?"
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by their fathers, who, the context sugrests; have themselves
already contributed to its content. Thoy have "murdered the
prophets."”

de A truc fatheor-son relationship involves nore than
physical descent, more than the proper name, address, and
birth registration. Sons "take part" with their fathers.
They are Kowwvol of the fathers. The relationship implies
community of heart, purpose, attitude, and activity.

e. By thelir attitudes and actions, the sons bear witnosas
Wwho their fathers are. As the identity of the son is deter-~
mined by the father, so the father is known in his son.

L. Behind all this we may detect an implication like
that openly expressed in Jesus! dialogue with His countrymen
in John 8:29-ly;. There Jesus sxposes His opponents as being
sons of the deovil, and not of God. Here Jesus! insistence
on thelr identification as sons of the fathers who murdered
the prophets contradicts any claim they make that they are
sons of the Father in heaven. By rejecting Jesus they reveal
whose sons they really are.

Ze The vessel 1s not yet filled. The best the rathers
could achieve was to shed the blood of the prophets. It re-
mains for the sons to fill up the measure, by killing Jesus.
The parable of the heir, Matt. 21:33-39, mskes just this dis-
tinction between the persecution of the prophets and the
murder of the son.

h. What, then, is the "measure"? It consists, we suggest,
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In the intentions and purposes which the fathers have set for

themselves, in the seolf-centered dream which they want to
bring to reslity. The parable of the heir makes their inten-
Yion very explicit. The tonants want to give God no fruit.
They usurp the vineyard as their own, and repel all interven-
tlon. Uhen the son is sent they verbalize their dream, "this

is the heir; come, let us kill him and have his inheritance"

(Matt, 21:28)., That intention is the measure which must be
filled. This generation must succeed to the full in accom-
plishing the age-old purpose of unrighteous Isrgel. The time
has come. God will let them do exactly what they have always
wanted to do.

That Matt. 23:32 describes a father-son relationship
which is the exact perversion of that which God desires, is
obvious. If we can detach ourselves from the specific content
of this word of judguent, however, and examine simply the im-
plications of tho language, its affinity to the "fulfillment"
terminologzy in Matt. 3:15 and S5:17 is inescapable. God is the
Father. His intentions and purposes constitute the vessel
that is to be filled full. This vessel, in Matt. 3:15, is
called "righteousness," a word which summarizes the whole

purpose of God.ll The law and the prophets alsc have talked

11Ljungman presses the "vessel" metaphor in Matt. 23:32,
and suggests that it is the measure of inlquity which is being
filled. The unrighteousness of the fathers, who in thelr day
persecuted the Truth, is The vessel, to the filling of which
the Pharisces arc now summoned to make their contribution.
Ljungman even remarks that the coming of righteousness has
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about and desired nothing more (and nothing less) than that
this divine desire for righteousness shall be satislled, that
the purposes of God shall be realized. It is the son of God:
who is to fulfill that righteousness, but the son Israsl has
never done so. Jesus 18 now the Son whe cams specifically
to bring the Father!s purpose to reality in Himself. He is
the Son who shares the nind of the Father, does the work of
the Father, and so proclaims o the world who His Father

really 1s. 7o be everything the Father has wanted Hls Son

cr

to be, that is o "fulfil all righteousnsss,” to "fulfil the
law and the prophets.”

The declaration, then, "I came not to abolish them but
to fulfil them" (Matt. 5:17), implies a view of the law and
the prophets quite diffeorant from that of Jesus' critics.

The difference is not mercly & mattor of degree of depth or
inwardness. i'or Jesus the law and the prophets cannot be
seen apart from the Father. They have no substance apart
from the relationship between God and IHis people out of which

they came, which they always imply, and in which Jesus Him-

self stands. When Josus, after the %hird tempiation,

the effect of the coming of judgment, and makes the [illing
of the vessel of unrighteousness an inescapable necessity.
This is a delightful insight, for its effect is o set the
vessel of the fathers in Matb. 23:32, which consists in their
Wnrighteousness, in sharpest contrast to the vessel of ihe
Father in latt. 3:15, which consists in righteousness.

Thougn Ljungzman does See a connectlon botween the words of
wrath in Mabt. 22:23 and in Matt. 3:7, he fails $o0 exploid

- v

his insight by linking Matt. 23:32 to 3:15 as we have done.
OE. cit. De 1114
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dismisses Satan with the words, "You shall worshipn the Lord
your God and Him only shall you serve" (Matt., l4:10), Fe means
that totally. He will no more worship and serve the law than
He will Satan. He does not know His Father by way of the law;
on the contrary, He knows the law because He first knows His
Father. He serves Godl! Periodl And in that service He ful-
fills the law. He is everything the law has ever wanted,
everything tho prophets have ever fought for, cverything the
law with its growing rigidity of detail has been unable %o
attain,

The great commandment of the law (Matt., 22:36-40) can
rightly be drawn into this area of discussion. "Love™ is not
a higher law, or an inwardness of law, or even a summary of
commandments. Love, like righteousness, expresses the total
relationship in which the Son Jesus stands to His Father, and
into which He invites Israel. Love is totsl because all
heart, all soul, and all mind is in 1t. The &lq in Matt, 2213
corresponds to the whow in Matt. 3:15. Out of that reclation-
ship flows the character of the divine righteousness, expressed
in love for the neighbor. That Matthew cannot talk of thse
great commandment of the law without remembering Jesus' deter-
mination to "fulfil™ the law and the prophets (Matte 5:17) is
indicated by the versehe alone preserves in connection with
the saying of the great commandment, "On these two command-

ments depend all the law and the prophets" (Matte 22:40).
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Jesus lives out in ubter consistency His relationship
as the Son to the Father. This is His "fulfilling of all
righteousness™ and His "fulfilling of the law and the proph-
ots.” Out of thal relationship comes victory over temptation,
accomplishment of His mission, and obedience to the death.
His is always & {ree and joyful sonship, the more disconcert-
Ing %o Judaism because no threat or attack can diminish iis
Troedom and joy. It stends in startling conbtrast to a people
who have bowed theilr neclks under the law in a posture which
denles and contradicts thelr privilege and calling as the
son of God. The righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees
1s a hopeless endeavor, inadequate to conceal the inner re-
bellion of hearts that do net really know God. From such an
enslavemont God is determined to deliver His people.

In Jesus, then, the creative word, spoken long ago in
Egypt, attains full reallity. It will not do %o imagine that
the word, "This is my beloved Son" (Matte. 3:17), is only
typologically related to the word "Israel is my first-born
gson" (Ex. :22)., More is involved in fulfillmenty than mere
correspondence of events, more even than recapitulation of
ovents in order to effect what was thwarted in the first his-
tory. One could still comnstrue this to mean that The new
thing merely has affinities to the old, looks like and recalls
the old, but essentially replaces the old. Matthew would in-
sist that the new and the old are one. God has not cut Him-

self off from His ancient word to Israel or given up on it.
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In Jesus, Israel stands before Him--not mersly someone who
represents Israel or looks like Israel, bubt Isracl--the same
Isreel to whom the exodus word was spoken. The centuries
are bridged by the fetherly word at Jesus' bhaptism. To
assert anything less would be to deny the character’ of God,
both es Father and as Creator. A "fulfillment” which is
less than this would leave God's ancient word frustrasted and
devold of the reallty it calls into being. It would sever
the essentisl unity between Jesus and the 0ld Testament, a
unity which to Matthew is of overwhelming importance, a unity
he affirms in the very opening versec of his Gospel, "The book
of the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son

of fbraham."




CHAPTER IX
SONSHIP AND DEITY

In the long tradition of the Church the name "Son of
God"™ as applied to Jesus has been understood as an affirma-
tion of His deity. We have shown that in the Gospel of
Matthew at least, this name serves rather to identify Jesus
@8 the fulfillment of the sonship of Israel. The question
mist then inevitably arise, "Is it at all a function of the
name 'Son of God! in the Gospel of Matthew, to affirm the
deity of Him who bears it?"

We have worded the question with care. ILet it be noted
that we are not addressing it to the whole of the New Testa=-
ment, but only to the Gospel of Matthew. Let it be noted
further that we are not asking whether Matthew proclaims the
deity of Jesus, but only whether he does so by applying to
Him this neme.

To explore ways in which the delty of Jesus does emerge
from the first Gospel, is a task which exceeds our present
purpose. If 1%t werse our task, we would begin, perhaps, by
pointing out the form of kingdom-expectation that emergss in
Matthew's account of the preaching of John the Baptist. What
the Jews expect, and what John heralds, is the coming of God,

and a meeting of God with His people.1 The point of Matthew's

lpnis point we develop in our next chapter.
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Gospel is that this expected meeting does indeed talke prlace,
but precisely in the encounter between Jesus and Israsl, and
nowhere else. All the salvatlon there is, and all the judg-
mont there is, 1s executed in the person of Jesus. His is
the kingdom, the suthority, the lordship--and apart from Him
there is no kingdom of God, nor ever will be. Ths nation must
come to terms with God in Jesus, and there can be no evading
the issue. Thus tho deity unfolds in the drama of the encoun=
ter, Jesus is God. =Zod is in Him, and will neither be under-
Stood nor known apart from this Son of His. The final verses
of the Gospel (Matt. 28:18-20) recapitulate this theme. We
would confess, of course, that Matthew's definition of the
deilty of Jesus, were he inclined to offer one, would probably
be more functilonal than speculative, more historical than
ontological, Matthew does not invite his readers to marvel
at Jesus!' amazing person but to meet God in him. ¥is approach
is not the way of wisdom, but of falth and life (Matt. 11:25-30).
There -is something profoundly velid in this, we are inclined
to think. We suspect, for example, that Matthew himself would
not readily permit the Jew to escape from the fundamental
question of his righteousness, into a false skandalon over
the doctrine of the Trinity.

To return to our question, there are three passages stilll
to be considered, which might seem to associate the name "Son
of God" more direetly with deity. Since a full study of each

of these would be in itself a major project, we shall have to
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be satisfied only to indicate in each instance that the
necessity of seeinz Jesus! deity heralded here is not quite
as compelling as may at first hand appear.

One of these 1s Matthew's account of the transfigura-
Tion (Matt. 17:1-9). 7In terms of the traditional understand=-
ing of the name "Son of God," it 1s natural to infer that
the event on tho mountain is intended to be an affirmation
of Jesus'! deity. Wot only is the baptismal word repeated,
but it is reneated in tho context of a vision of divine rg-
diance, and in the presence of the two prophets who had
themselves spoken wlith Cod in ancient times on Mt. Horeb or
Sinai. Vet 1% is precarious to regard the matter as settled
without pressing the question of alternatives. If the bap-
tismal declaration serves to 1ldentify Jesus gs the fulfill-
ment of the ancient word to Israel, "Israel is my first-born
son" (Ex. 11:22), as we have demonstrated, it would be unfair
to Matthew to expect that the sentence should now mean some-
thing else. It ie appropriate, furthermore, thet these two
great representatives of the law and the prophets should
converse with Jesus, for He is the realization of that which
they have longed to see, as Jesus Himsell testifies in Matt.
13:17. And if His face shines like the sun, this i1s language
He Himself, in the tradition of Daniel 12:3 and 2 Esdras 7:97.
has applied to the righteous who share the triumph of the
kingdom (Matt. 13:13). We have every reason to assume, there-

fore, that Matthew is consistent, and that the affirmation
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of Jesus' sonship in Matt. 17:5 means exactly what it has
meant in Matt. 2:15.

A second passage, of greater difficulty perhaps, is Matt.
Up:33. After the event of Jesus! walking on the sea and
Peter's involvement in the same action, we are told that the
disciples in the boat worshiped Him saying, "Truly you are
the Son of God." Oscar Cullmenn recognizes that this passage
presents a special problem. He calls 1t "the only story in
which Jesus is called 'Son of God! in a sense which corre-
Sponds %o the Hellenistic concept," and he expresses his
rather cavalier judgment that "even within Matthew it has
no special sipgnificance whatsoever."2 The "Hellenistic con-
cept" which he sees in evidence here, he has defined else-
where

Anyone believed toc possess some kind of divine powenr

was called "son of God" by others, or gave hinmsglf the

title. All miracle workers were "sons of God."~
If Cullmann is right, if the rational processes of Greek
culture become the ground upon which the church must base its
confession of the deity of Jesus in the name "Son of God,"
then such an insight can hardly be called edifying. We sug-
gest, however, that it is both presumptuous and unfair to

attribute so grave an inconsistency to our evangelist, without

20scar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament.
Translated from the German by Shirley C. Cuthrie and Charles
A.M. Hall (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1957), p. 277.

31bid., p. 272.
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first exploring every possibility of an alternative. There
are reasons for caution. Consider the following.

a. A8 Mark tells this story, the reaction of the discie
ples is that "thoy were utterly astounded" (Mark 6:51). But
1f Matthew really understood the confession of the disciples
in a Hellenistic sense, as a response to the wonder of the
miraculous, and if Mark's Gospel (as is generally sassumed)
Wwas one of his resources, why does he drop all reference %o
the astonishment? Can we assume, as Cullmann does, that the
factor of asstonishment is simply implied? Or is it possible
that the factor of astonishment at the wonder of the event
simply was not, for Matthew, the critical issue in this con-
feasion of His sonship?

b. Assuming for the moment that a Hellenistic sense of
awe is not for Matthew the critical issue here, we must search
for another possibility. An obvious alternative 1s that
Matthew sees theological implications, not so much in the
demonstration of sheer vower as in the thing itself that has
happened. Whether it is by the stilling of a storm (Matt.
8:23-27) or by walking on water (Matt. 14:22-23), the sea has
been controlled. Tt has been compelled to yleld to a higher
authority. The picture of God's control of the storm and of
His deliverance of sailors in Ps. 107:23-32 suggests parallels
which Matthew, steeped as he was in the 0ld Testament, would
herdly heve missed, BReyond this, however, the fact that we

are deeling with Galilee and Galileans and that Galilee was
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the hot-bed of zealotry and of the apocalypticism which fed
its fervent and dynamic hopes, suggests the possibvility that
the disciples saw apocalyptic associations in the event. The
8ea, as Dan. T7:2 already indicates, 1s the place of origin of
all those evil kingdoms that oppose the kingdom of God. Must
not such associations be explored and tested if we expect to
draw any valid conclusions at all regarding this event and the
confession that springs from it?lt

¢. kven the concept of a man commanding the waves of the
Sea and of a man walking on water was gz famillar one. A
zoalotry steeped in the Maccabaean traditlon could hardly be
unaware that in 2 Macc. 9:8 and 5:21 this very terminology
is applied to the presumptuous Antiochus Epiphanes, who
boasts that he can do just such things. Let us pursue this
further. 1In Dan. 7:8 Antiochus 1s described under the imagery
of the little horn with "a mouth speaking great things." 1In

the verses that follow the beast with the boastful horn is

slain before the throne of the "ancient of days" (Dan. 7:9-11).

Then comes "one like a son of man,” to whom the eternal domin-
ion is given and who in later verses is equated with "the
saints of the Most High" (Dan. T:13-14,18,22,27)s May this

imagery lie in the background of Matthew'!s account of the

hSea Paul Achtemeier, "Person and Deed, Jesus and the
Storm-tossed Sea," Interpretation, XVI (April 1962), 169-80.
This is a fine survey ol Ghe concept of waters in the contoxt
of Biblical and near-Eastern thought, and in relation to the
texts of Jesus and the sea.
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vwalling on the sea? Are the powers Antlochus had boastfully
appropriated to himself now revealed as the powers of the
"son of men," Jesus? Or, if the sea is the source of all
evil kingdoms (Dan. 7:2), does walking on it assert the com-
plete triumph of the kingdom of God, that is, of the saints
of the Most High, that is, of the son of man? Is it Peter's
goal, then, to test just this inference by seeing whether he
can share in that triumph?

It may be arpgued that all of this is irrelevant, since
the disciples do not, in Matt. 13323, confess Jesus as "the
Son of man,” but as "the Son of God." Suppose, however, that
"Son of man" end "Son of GCod" are really one and the same!
We see 1t as a likely possibllity that the name "Son of man"
is a leate surrogate for "Son of God." Its introduction into
Judaism arose, we suggest, out of the same plety which com-
pelled this people to demonstrate thelr profound reverence
for God by discontinuing &ll use of the divine name "Jahweh"
and substituting the name "the Lord"; which chose to spesak
of the "kingdom of heaven" rather than of the "kingdom of
God"; and which was moved to swear "by hesven," or "by the
earth," or "by Jerusalem," or "by my head" rather than "by
God" or "by Jahweh" (Matt. 5:35). Surely a people so awed
by the divine transcendence that they came to regard the
direct use of the divine name as a form of blasphemy, could

hardly be bold enough to call themselves as a peonle, "the

TR T ep—
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5

son (or sons) of God"™!” 1In spite of all that has been said

sThe discomnfort Judaism felt in applying to itself the
name "son of God" is reflected in the surrogates found with-
in the Gospels. (Caiaphes! "Son of the Blesseéd"™ in Mark
1 :61 vecomes "Son of God" in Matt. 26:63. Similarly "Holy
Cne of God"™ in Mark 1:2l and 5:7 becomss "Son of God" in
Matt. 8:29. Compare also Peter's confession in John 6:69
with that in Matt. 15:16. Notice in each instance that the
basic structure of the phrase is maintained, while ons or
the other of its members suffers reduction. This is exactly
what happens in the phrase "Son of man," though here the
reduction is the most severe of all, moving as it were from
heaven to earth. There is precedent for this, however, in
Matt. 5:25, where among the options that have developed for
the expression of oaths we find a similar chain of reduction.
one of the lowest forms of whlch 1s "by the earth.” In the
face of such a clear pattern of evidence, we would find it as
difficult to distinguish bstween the substence of the nsmes
"Son of God" and "Son of man," as we would between the terms
"eingdom of God" and "kingdom of heaven." For the traditional
argument regarding the name "3on of man," see Cullmann, op.
cit., pp. 137-92. Also Vincent Taeylor, The Nemes of Jesus
(Tondon; Macmillan and Go., 1952), ppe 25=35.

Eduard Schweizer, in an article on "The Son of Man,"
Journal of Biblical Literature, LXXIX (June 1960), 119-29,
has zn Iintrigulng idea which unconsciously lends support to
our sugmestion. Summarizing the character of the Son of man
as it emerges from a study of the Biblicael material, he says,
"The Son of man described in those sayings which seem to be
original is a man who lives a lowly life on earth, re jected,
humiliated, handed over to his opponents, but eventually ex-
alted by Cod and to be the chief witness in the lest judg-
ment. This picture is very similar to that of the humiliated
aend exalted righteous one which is found in Wisdom 2-5, where
however the term Son of man does not appear. Could it be
that Jesus himseli underscood his mission in the 1light of
this picture of the suffering righteous man?" (pp. 121f. Our
emphasis.) What Schweizer fails to point out 1s thal the
term which does appear as tho name of the righteous man
throughout tThese chapterc, and indeed, throughout this
apocryphal book, i1s the name Son of God! See Wisdom of
Solomon 2:12-20 (at v. 18 of. Matt. 27:40,43); 5:1-8;
ig:10,26 (ol viet gou, ols fpsmmeas , ef. Matt. 3:17; L:lb);

13,
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or written on this subject, we are increasingly certain that

the name "so

[

n of man" 1s a pious surrogats for "son of Gog"
already in Dan. 7:13. In Daniel and onward, the theology of
Israel's sonshipn of God emerges under the title "son of man.”
Until this suggestlon is elther established in full or re-
futed, we must leave open the possibility abt least that the
name "Son of God" in Matt. 1332, consistently with the rest
of this Gospel, ldentifies Jesus as the fulfillment of Isrsel,
though here in an apocalyptic context.

The third passage on the basis of which we might be
tempted to infor that the name "Son of God" in Matthew must
oxpress Jesus' deity, is the account of the Virgin birth
(llatte 1:18-25). Oscar Cullmann attompts no distinection

between the birth narratives of Matthew and of Luke, bub

lumps them jozether as he interprets the intenit of these

They try by mesns of the infancy narratives to gxplain
Jesus' sonship, and to lift the gail from the question
"how" the Father begets the Son.
What validity this judgment may or may not have for the Gospel
of Luke 18 not our present concern. Wlth respect To lHatihew
we would contend that the matter 1s no®t so clsar-cul as
Gullmann's rather casusl argument would suggest. Consider

the following:

a. The neme "Son of God" does not even occur in Matthew's

6Cullmann, ope citi., De 29.
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account of the Virgin birth. This would seem a curious omis=-
Sion if Matthew's intention in telling that story was to
"explain Jesus! hip." Furth wh the name "

1 sonship. Furthermore, when the name "Son
(of God)" does occur for the first time in Matbthew's Gospel,
in the quotation of Hos, 11:1 (Matt. 2:15) it serves to iden-

tify Jesus as the Son of God, with the son Isracl whom God

loved and called out of Egypt. This is precisely the sense
of the name that we have found in our exposition of the bap-
tlsmal declaration, Matt. 3:17. The situation, therefors,
calls for considerable exegetical caution. We dare not draw
Inferences casually or lightly read a certaln concept or
terminology into & context in which the evangelist himself
does not express it.

b. A second factor worthy of note in Matthew'!s account
of the Virgin birth is 1ts matter-of-fact tone. There is not
the slightest indication of gwe at the miraculous. Indeed,
the contrast with the spirit of awe and wonder in Luke's "How
can this be . . - ?2" and "With God nothing will be impossible"
is great enough to be startling (Luke 1:3L=37). We fird in
¥atthew ne evidence whatsoever that the purpose of this evan-
gelist was, a5 Cullmann suggests, to "1ift the veil Ifrom the
question 'how' the Father begets the Son." We have no right,
therefore, arbitrarily to impose such an interpretation on
Matthew.

¢. To establish an alternative interpretation of Matthew's

purpose would be an enormous task, involving among other things
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& critical re-evaluation of Is. 7:1lh. This is for the present
more than we can do. We shall have to be satisfied simnly to
suggest a possible alternative. what Matthew is emphasizing,
S0 1t seems to us, is that the birth of Jesus represents the
deliberate intrusion of God into the hlstory of His peopls,
to bring His creative purpose in that people to fulfillmsnt.
God 1s acting on His own initiative, in the spirit of Is.
59:16.7 This is indicated first of all by the inveolvement cof
the Foly Spirit, the Creator=-Spirit who sets the plen of God
in motion. I% is indicated also by the quotation of Is, 7:1l.
God refuses to be frusirated any longer by a people who
falsely -invoke His name on their unrighteousness with the slo=-
gan, "Immanuel," "God is with us." God acts, He breaks in,
to get the true "Emmanuel" He has always becn determined to
have. Something like this, we suspect, Isaiah himsell in-
tended %o say in Is. T7:1ll, a prophecy paralleling in dramatic
force that of John the Baptist, "God is able from these
stones to raise up children to Abraham" (Matt. 2:9)}. This
is the eschatological moment, when God intervenes %o fulfill
the intention which FHis covenant presencs with Israsl
("Immanuel” ) has always heralded. Thus what the Lord had
Spoken is fulfilled (Matt. 1:22).

That morc .aeeds to be done with the passages we have
just exemined we would readily grant. To speak the final
word 1s not our intention, but ohly to pcint to alternative

possibilities, in order to show that there is no instance of

TSupra, po.l6rr.
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the name "Son of God" in Matthew which clearly demands the
interpretation of delty. The evidence points rather toward
what ought to be our first and obvious premise, that Matthew
ls deliberate and consistent in his use of the name, and not
8t all casual or ambiguocus,

With this statement we &re calling inte guestion and
pleading for a re-svaluation of many an accepted thsological
Judgment. When Frank Stegg in & recent article asserts as
his key point, "In Matthew's Gospel the bterm assumes Jesus
hrist to be divino,"ﬁ he not only misrcads the Cospel in
favor of a2 traditional presupposition, but he alsc forfeits
ruch of the power of what Matthew really is saying. Again,
When Edwerd P. Plalr describes Peter's confession as resting
on g special revelation from the Father, and then defines
that revelation as one which unfolds sheer deity, he has lost
llatthew. Rlair says:

#lesh and blood can never percelve who Jesus really

is. Since Jesus belongs to the world of deity, only

delty can know the trubh about him.?

Even Cullmann, for all his concern %o press the theme of
obedience in connection with the definition of Jesus' son-
ship, finally returns to the ldes of the Mexclusive secret"

of Jesus' relationship with the Father,

8Frank Stagg, "The Christology of Matthew,” Review and
Expositor (October 1962), LIX, L6l.

YEdward P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew (New

4

York: Abingdon Press, 1950), p. 66.
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the perception of whilch demands a supernatural knowl-
edge whic% can only be given to a man from ouiside
himself,l
As far as VMatthew is concerned, at least, such an interpreia=

%lon represents a wholly inadequate aporehension of the resal

problem of knowing Jesus. .To these authors, to know that
Jesus is the Son of God means Lo perceive His delty; to
Matthew it means to acknowledge His righteousness. To them
"mystery" exists because of the inadequacy of the intellect
%0 apprehend God: to Matthow "mystery" exists because man is
captive in sin. A man who is compelled to defend his fallen
8elff and the worth he thinks he can creats and demonstrate in
himself, cannot possibly see, or hear, or acknowledse a
righteousness which condemns him (Matt. 12:50; 13:1-17).

We must examine more fuliy, therefore, the meaning of
righteousness in Matthew. As we come to grips with this
term we besin to appreciate what the uniqueness 1s thst Mat- |
thew sees in the sonship of Jesus. But this study Ineviiably
confronts us also with the dimension of repentance, the great
theme of the openinz verses of Matthew 3. With this we shall

begin-

10Cullmann, op. cit., p. 278,




PART III

THE SOWSHIP OF JESUS IN RELATION
T0 RIGHTEOUSNESS




CHAPTER X
RIGHTEQUSNESS AWD REPENTANCE

The call to repentance in John's preaching is inevitably
associated with the wilderness (Matt. 3:1=3). This is not a
matter of chance, but has theological significanoe.l The
theme of the wilderness, directly expressed in the quotation
of Is, 40:3 (Matte. 3:3), runs through much of the 0ld Testa-
ment,

In the background of wilderness theology lies the mem-
ory of the fathers who wandered in the desert wastes of the
Sinai peninsula for forty years after lsaving Egypt, and
until they entered the promised land. In the wilderness they
met their God and received His word and law. There they
possessed no wealth and security, but only the presence and
promises of Jahweh who led them and fed them. This era they
were neover permitted to forget. It stood on the one hand
for total hardshlp and loss, but on the other for an 1nt1maéy
in the knowledge of God which utter dependence turned into a
cherished treasure. The prophet Hosea could therefore call

a prosperous Israel who loved the comforts of Canaan and

lylrich W. Mauser, Christ in the Wilderness (London:
Student Christien Movement, 1963), Dp. 4O-I8. "The root of
the prophetic usage of 27W (return) is the idea of Israel's
time in the wilderness as the genuine status of Israel's
sonship to God, into which Yahweh is going to lead his people
again.”
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honored Baal as the glver, the wife of God turned "harlot,"
and threaten that God will

8trip her naked and make her as in the day she was born,

and make her like a wilderness, and set her in a

parched land, and slay her with thirst. (Wos. 3:2)
On the other hand, when God longs to know His people ags He
had once known them, the dreadful willderness can convey the
yearning for reconciliation:

Behold, I will allure her, and bring her into the wil-

derness, and speak tenderly to her. . . . And there

she shall answer as in the day of her youth, as at the

time when she came out of the land of Egypt.

(Hos. 2:14~15)

The prophet who embodled the wilderness theme in his
OWwn person more than any othoer was Elijah of the ninth cen-
tury B.C. His clothing was "a germent of hailrcloth, with a
girdle of leather about his loins" (2 Kings 1:8), 8 garb
characteristic of the desert, &s was that of John the Baptist
(Matt. 3:!4.).2 It dramatlzed his life-long protest against
the degeneracy of Cansanite civilization, which Israel was
all too ready to admire, imitate, and enjoy in exchange for
worship of Baal. By summoning the famine on the land

(1 Kings 17:1), Elijah in effect turned the land itself into

wilderness, a dramatic underscoring of the call to repent

2Mauser (ibid., p. 83) points out that only the leather
girdle is not necessarily characteristic of wilderness garb.
The fact that this detaill applies to both John and Elijah may
lead to the inforence that Mark 18 signaling an sssociation
betweon the two. We would be inclined to go farther. One
would almost have to attribute ignorance of the 0lLd Testament
to John, in order to suppose that the Baptist himsell was in-
nocent of any association between his own ministry and that

of Elijah.
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and to know God as their fathers had once known Fim.

Jeremiah 35 presorves the record of the family of Rechab,
who conformed through the generatlons to the command of theirp
father not to drink wine oz build houses or sow seed or plant
Vineyards, but to live in tents. This was their wey of ex-
pressing repentance. Since they treasured their God above
all, they returned literally to the way of life of the wilder-
ness, and became & symbol of protest against the idolatrous
Syncretism which had become the bane of Israel's possession
of the promised land.

These samples serve merely to illustrate the theme. Ths
point is that the wilderness could never be for Israel just a
geographical location. Wlth the wilderness the true knowledge
of God was assoclated, and to a degree directly proporiionate
to the associagtion of Cansan with Baal. The theme was written
large even in worship. Hach year the Feast of Tabernacles,
during which all Israel lived in booths seven days, summoned
the people to reburn to the wilderness as in days of old, %o
forsake the life of luxury that so readily corrupted them, to
acknowledge the Lord slone as the source of all blessings, and

to look to the day when they would agaln meet Him face to face.3

38ee Lev. 23:42ff, The water libations and the lighting
of the temple at this feast (Zech. 1l4:7-8) and Jesus' identi-
Lication of both water arnd light with Himself in the same
context (John 7:37f.; 8:12) are evidence of the vivid associ-
ation of this "wilderness" celebration with the eschatologi-
cal hope of Israsl. For a valuable Rabbinic background
document, see C. K. Barrett, lew Testament Background: Selected
Documents (Lonom Society for the Promotion of Christian Knowl-

Bage, 1;56)3 PD. 157f'
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This waa tho signifiecance of the withdrawal of the Cumpran
community from the citlos and proaperous farmlands of Judaea,

Into the wildernoss. As Theodor H. Gaster describss 1t, they

coneaivoed of thomsslvos as repeating 1In a later age the
oxperilaonce of thelr romote forefathers in tho days of
Moses. Whon thoy left ths clties and villages and re-
palrod to the desert, they plctured themselvss as going
out into tho wilderness %0 receive a new Covenanb.il

Or, as the Manmual of Discipline directly describes 1t:

They will separate themselves from the mldst of ths hab-
itation of perverse men to go to the wildernsss to
clear theore the way of HUHA [evidently a substitube for
the divine name}, as it is written: In the wilderness
clear the way of « « « ¢ Level in the desert a highway
for our God. "That means studying the Torah which he
cormanded %through Moses, so as to do according to all
that whlch the prophets revealed through his Holy

7 )

o -~ 3 b
L_)?.’.I‘ LLe~

IFlavius Josephus in his auioblography describes how he became
a disciple of a man named Bannus,
who dwelt in the wilderness, wearing only-such clothing
as trees provided, feeding on such things as grew of
themselves, and using frequent ablutgons of cold water,
by day and night, for purity's sake.
The wilderness associatlon is fundamental if we are to
appreclate the impact of John's preaching. In dress and diet

he was a man of the wilderness. He did not go to the peopls

LTheodor H. Gaster, The Dead Sea Seriptures (Garden City,
Vew York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1956), p. 4.

SBarrett, op. cib., p. 26li; Gaster, oo, eit., p. 56.
HWote that Is. 10:3 plays a role in the thought of the Qumran
community, as it does in the record of John the Baptlst iIn
the Cospels (e.g., Matte 3:3).

6"\ - - 1 x B - o

Rarrett, op. c¢it., p. 191, PRarrett would date this
passage after 105 A.D.
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to bear his messars %o avery village and town, as Jesusa later
dld. Jerusaleom and Judasa, the heart-land of the people of

God, had to come out to him!! They did not do so out of mere

curiosity, or attracted by his reputation for inapiring ser-
mons. They did so because the vory action of leaving home and
¢ity and wealth behind and going to the wilderness was an ine
tegral nart of repentance. It was a liturglcal cnactment, as
1t were, of their resnonse to John's cry, "Repent." For
"repent" is in the Hebrew 274 (in the Septuagint Imoveipuw),

n8 AS psople left

which means "turn" or, better, "return.
their cities, they detached their hearts as it were from all
prosperity and livelihood and returned to the situation of
their fathers, whose one rosource and treasure Wwas their God
and Mis promises. John's cry, "Repent," raised as it was in
the wilderness, summoned the people to turn from a life in

Which they found security in labor and property or destiny in

thelr own creative skill--and o stand before Jod naked and

Trhis aspect of the meaninz of repentance seems to be
obscured in Luke. Thus Luke 3:2-2, "The word of God came to
John . « « In the wilderness; and he went into all the reglon
about the Jordan, preaching a baptism for the rorgiveness of
8ins." Here the distinction is blurred batween the ministry
of John, to whom (as in Matthew and Mark) the people had to
come as an act of wilderness-repentance, and that of Jesus
who went into the cities and towns of the whole land to con-

front Israel.

BSee Mauser, op. cit., DPD. 6= 8. On the terminclogy
in the Septuagint See also supra, p. 70, n. 9.
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In waiting for what 2od will say, and do, and offer.9 A man
must let 1% all go, as Jesus Himsolf insists so uncompromis-
ingly (e.5., Matt. 24:17-18). Mo man in Isracl can escape

that summons. The 8

pre

nnor must leave his 8sin behind, the
Pharisee his rizhteousness, the Scribe his law, the Priest
his Temple, the Sadducos his authorlty, the hypocrite his
docention. Only in total detachment and the surrender of
every claim and self-dotermined prejudice is a man as open
as tho fathers wers in the wilderness, to meeb Zod, to hear
film, and to follow Him into an unknown future without resist-
ance, or sglf-protectiveness, or fear of loss. Only in such
a8 returning can e man exhibit in his life that differentness
of mind and chesracter signifiod by the Greek word AL ETAVOUKs
Which bears the fruit which is righteousness.lo Anything
less than this will only expose a man %o wrath and judgment
of the ax, the fan, and the fire (Matt. 3:10,12),

The place is the lowor Jordan. The exact location has

M7he return to the wilderness means tha acknowledgment
of her whole history as a history of disobedience and & wille
lgness to begin at zero. This reduction to nothing is divine
Jjudgment acknowledged by the people of Judea and Jerusalsm in
the confession of their sin, but it 1s also the starting-
point for a new history of grace." IMauser, op. cit., p. 89.

10y, w, Flemington, however, cites J. M. Creed as his
authority in suggesting that "the etymological meaning of the
Greek word 'change of mind! should not bs pressed.” Metdvoiwm
8imply translates AW, the fundamental idea being a turning
away from zin and a turning toward God. The New Testament
Doctrine of Baptism (London: Society for The Promocion of
Christlan xnowledge, 1957), p. 18, n. L.
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0% heen identifled, l bui 1t must have been somewhat in the
roglon at which the tribes of Israel in a past age had
erossed the Jordan to enter the land. Mauser reports a shtudy
by J. Jeramias in rabbinical ovidence, which sugzests the
Possibillity that behind the practice of prosalyte baptisn lay
the necessity to male the convert undergo the sams axperience
Which Israel as a poopls had once undergone--the passing
through the Red Soa.t® 3. Paul's assoclation of baptism
With that anclent orossing in 1 Cor. 10:5 may lond support
to the conjoctura. Perhaps the accent on the Jordan in con-
nection with John's bantism also has some such gssociation.t3
Though Judaea has its own wilderness, the Jordan mariks the
traditional boundary between the wildernsss of the wanderings
and the land of promise. To go %o the Jordan is to surrender
the land--and having surrendercd everythinz, %o be cleansed §
in baptism from all the corruption and guilt of %the past, ;
from everything that had incurred judgment or separated the

people from their God--and to stand ready, detached, and waiting.

1lyauser, on. cit., p. 82.

121b1d., p. 88, ©. R. Beasloy-Murray in his Baptism in
the Now Testamont (London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., §§EZI

pp. LOIT,, Throws conslderable doubt on the view that prose-
lyte baptism was in any way an antecedent for the bapiism of

John the Baptist.

13Ir Ps, 11h:2 ard 6 the two crossings merge into a con-
ceptual unity: "The sea looked and fled, Jordan turned back.
+ + o What ails you, O sea, that you flee? 0 Jordan, that
you turn back?"
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Walting for what? We have taken the consistent position
that what John preached and expected in the announcement of
the coming of the kingdom was a meeting with God Himself.
This we must now establish.

Our assumption is the natural one, for all the 0ld Testa-
Mment wilderness promises speak in terms of a meeting with Cod.
There is the passage quoted as the keynote of John's ministry

(Matt. 3:3), "prepars the way of the Lord, make his paths

8traight," or, as Is. 0,2 has it, "Make straight in the
desert g highway for our ggg."14 This prophecy has a parallel
in Isgish 35, a chapter of hope spoken %o a depressed people
Who have beon thrust back into the wilderness (a metaphor of
Bevere loss and judgment) by the wrath of God:

The wilderness and the dry land shall be glad,
the desert shall rejoice and blossom; . . .
They shall see the glory of the Lord,

the ma jesty of ocur God . . .

Uttt thow follows Mark 1:2 exactly in quoting the verse
With this last portion omitted. Mauser conjectures as to why
Mark (or his source ) so altered and limited the quotation, as
follows: "Although in the LXX the 'Lord! in v. 3 means God,
there can be no doubt that in Mark!s context it siznifies
Christ. Obtherwise Mark's slight alteration of the text of
the LXX in v. 3 would make no sense. In the LXX Isa. 40,2
glves exactly the same rendering as we have in the Marcan
Toxt except that at the end it reads 'the paths of God,!
Which is altered in Mark %o 'his paths.! Mark, or more
likely the source which the Lvangelist followed, altered the
toxt to make it applicable to the one who was known to the
congregations as the kyrilos Christos™ (op. cit., p. 80).
Though Matthew employs the quotation as it has been handed
down in Christian usage, the reasoning behind this alteratilon,
even if walid with reference to Mark, would not necesssrily
reflect Matthow's thinkinzg. In view of other evlidences which
follow in our argument, we would say it cannot be applicable

to his Gospel.
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Say %o those who are of a fearful heart,
"Be strong, fear not!

Behold, your God will come wish vengeance,
with the recompense ol God.

He will come and save you." (Is.. 35:1,l)

We have already rsferred to the wilderness thems in Hosea,
Who by 1t can express both judgment and the hove of a ro-
newal of the original communion of Israel with God (Hos.
2:3,14).15 In back of all of this stands the exodus experi-
oncs, the presence of God in pillar of cloud and fire, and
porhaps, most vividly, God's presence at Sinai. That climac=-
tic momeni is described in Ex. 19. The Lord declares &o
Moses, "Lo, I am coming to you" (Ex. 19:9). In preparation
Tor that coming, the peopnle are %o consecrate themselves

for two days, and this includes the washing of their gar-
nents, as well as of thomsolves (Ez. 19:10). That coming is

atternded by vivid signs of thunders and lightnings, thick

153upra, p.101. Though not directly in a wilderness
context, the last chapters of Isailah have much to contribute
to this background of thought. Is. 6lj:1-5 contains a plea
that the Lord would "come down," and the promise, "Thou meet=-
est him that joyfully works righteousness . . ." 1Is, 66:15
introduces the element of fire: "For behold, the Lord will
come in fire, and his chariots like the storm-wind, to render
hls anger in fury, and his rebuke with flames of fire." 1In
other contexts we have seen the importance of Malachli for
Matthew's Gospel. Malachi does not use wilderness languagoe,
but speaks of the temple as the meeting place. "The Lord
whom you seek shall suddenly come to his temple™ (ial. 3:1).
Similarly the Lord speaks of "the day when I act" (Mal. l33),
and urges repentance "lest I come . « " (Mal. L:6)e "The
Zadokite Document," xiv, 2, likewise anticipates the visita-
tion of God: "These, in fact, ars the regulations for the
socilal conduct of the 'enlightened! until God eventually
visits the earth, even as He has saild (whereupon Is. 7:17
is quoted)." Gaster, op. cit., p. 82.
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cloud gnd trumpet blast, and finally by the voice of God Him=-
Self, talking to them from heaven (ix. 19:163 20:22). Dread-
ful as this moment is (Ex. 20319-20), it affirme the covenant
relation (mx. 18:3-6), spells out its implications for the
character of God's people (Ex. 20:2-17), and prepares them
for their inheritance.

Past history and promise, therefore, determine the form
of expectation associasted with John's preaching of the king-
dom. This does not imply that John knows precisely what will
happen. Sinai may furnish some imagery, bus a literal repeti-
tlon is not in the picture. To be ready does not mean liter=
ally tc stay out on the barren wastes, walting as Israel once
had waited. I% means simply to be free from attachments, un-
encumbered by commitments, flexible, prepared to receive this
encounter in any form it may take, yes, even the form of a
young man from Galileec.

That form, however, is unexpected. HMany Jews were indeed
Wailting for a Messianic king, for a person of the line of
David who would restore and fulfill the splendor of the orig-
inal conquest of a limited land by his world-wide and eternal
reign (Ps. 72:8), There is no evidence, however, that such a
line of expectation converges with thet which anticipates a
meeting with dod. There is no evidence of any expectation
that Israel, standing tensely in the wilderness, will see the
figure of a man walking toward them over a hilll and recognize

him to be both God and Messianic leader. When in the ministry
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of Jesus such a convergence of themes begins to be suggesied,
then the demand is that 1t be proved-~that the person exhibit
the glories which all Israel's expecltancy associates with the
meeting with God. Signs {from heaven nust then validate his
authority and identity (Matt. 12:38; 16:1)., Jesus does not
cornform to expectation, and that, as we have sugzested, is
exactly the point of John's question in Matt. 3:1l.

There is one difficulty on this point in Matthew, howe
ever. In describing the mightier One who is to come, John
the Baptist speake of him as Cne "whose sandals I am nob
worthy to carry® (Matt. 2:11). God, of course, does not wear
sandels. A sandal-wearing person must be a human figure, and
John's sgtatement here must imply, then, a meeting with God
under the form of the Messianic person. Commentators have
Consistehtly interproted the psssage just this way, equating
Hatthew's torminology here with that of Mark 1:7, "The thong
of whose sandals I am not worthy to stoop down and untie."
The picture in Matthew, as it has generally been understood,
18 that of & slave walking behind his master, carrying his
sandals. This is a strango assigmment even for a slave, how-
ever, and though literally possible, it hardly scems probable
or common enough to inspire such a metaphor.

The more important question, of ccurse, is why latthew
should have wanted to Introducec such a variation from Mark--
assuming again that he had the Gospel of Mark as a resource in

composing his own. Let us compare the readings. Mark 1l:7 has:
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It would seem at first hand, that the relative oo in Matthew
should attach to Gnvdé»wxu, thus identifying the shoes as
those of the coming One. The Revised Standard Version trans-
lates, "Whose sandals I em not worthy to carry." This may
not be the intention of the evangelist, however. In Mark,
where the middle clause corresponds exactly to Matthew, the
o is a genitive of price depending on (kavos.tl piterally
translated the clause would read, "Of whom I sm not worthy."
If these same words were so translated in Matthew, the effect
Wwould be to make the ownership of the sandals somewhat ambig-
uous, for Matthew lacks Merk's clarifying o&Uted, We are en-
couraged to belleve that Matthew does intend the 03 as 2 gen-

itive of price, by the fact that Matthew accents the preceding

16Luke 3:16 follows Mark, though om;tting omiow Mou and
. In John 1:27 %$S.os replaces (Kavos. The construction

also varies, but the thought follows Mark.

17F. Blass and A. Debrunner, Grammatik des Weutestament-
lichen Griechisch, in the translation of Robert W. Funk, A
Efeek Grammar of the New Testament (University of Chicago
Press, 1961), §182(2).
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phrase, ’LO'XUQD’I"Z&QS oy it , by drawing it to the end of
the first clause, with the o8 olk ful {Kwrds immedilately fol-
lowing. fThese two themes soem then to answer to one asnother:
"He 1s mightier than T. » . « I am not worthy of him."

The problem remains, however. Whose sandals are these?
If Bastifw really means "carry," they must belons to the com-
ing One. Let us propose an alternatlve possibility, however,
namely that ﬁqo-m"g’w with shoes or sandals as its object,
Simply means "wear." ot even Liddell and Scott offers this
translation. We are certain, however, that this is what %he
vorb must mean in Luke 10:lj, "Carry no (mq ﬂaaz‘é'fsﬂ) purse,
no bag, no sandals.™ when it comes to the sandals, ILuke is
not saying, "Don't carry sandals in your hands or on your
back." te is not talking about an extra pair of sandals
oither. Ho mesns "Don't wear sandals. Go barefootl" Luke
22:35 supports this, for there Jesus asks, "wJhen I sent you
out with no purse or baz or sendals, did you lack anything?"

"o sandalsi" latt. 16:10 also makes the barefootedness of

the expedition clear, "Takte . . . no sandals.," Mark alone

equips the expsedition with sandals, but he has to make an ex-
press point of it to do so! Within the seriss of items which
they are told not to take (bread, bag, monay) comes suddenly
the permissive M\ Smodsduivovs cavddlia, "but towar san-

dals" bound to their foet; then follows one further negative,
"and not put on (a4 ?:v/v’r'fmos) two tunics™ (Mark 6:9). What

word should the Greeks use to express "wearing" sandals?
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Evdjw and TrsetBi)klw s used for garments, are certainly not ap=-
Propriate. ‘Umrodiound s meaning to tie on (or under) is
indeed a useful circumlocution. But why not BHcTéﬁlu? The
foot "bears" & sandal by wearing it.

What, then, does John the Baptist say, according to
Matthew? John says concerning the mightler one whose coming
he anticipates, "I am not worthy of him to wear sandals."

The sandals are John's own! The memory 1s that of }Moses be-
fore the burning bush, hearing the command,

Do not come nearjput off your shoes from your feat,

for the place on which you are standing is holy ground.

(Ex. 3:5; cf. Joshua 5:15)

What happened in Mark, Luke, and Jjohn, seems evident. When
they told the story of John's preaching, they cast it in the
light of that fulfillment which had already taken place in

the sandal-wearing person of Jesus. IlMatthew's intent, how-
ever, is clear and consistent. He wants us to understand

that the coming of Jesus was a shock and disappointment to
John. The fulfillment did not accord with the imagery of
popular expectation. John expscted to encounter God. That

is why his question at the baptism is so critical--for himself
and for the Church--and indeed for Jesus'! preaching and seglf-
revelation. But that expectation is elso the context in which
Wwe must understand the baptism of Jesus Himself. When Jesus
heard John's summons He ceme 28 all Israel was to come==Treced
of every encumbresnce of world and past, ready and expectant,

to meet God. We shall return to this in a moment.
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It is in terms of this entire background of repentance
in association with wilderness and meeting God, that wo must
view also the concept of "ramission of sins™ or "eonfossion
of 8ins" in connection with the baptlzing activity of John.
The tendency in the Church has been to understand sin in the
narrow dimension of guilt and personal wrong-doini. If this
is gll sin means, and if the functilon of repentance is no
more than to expunge such guils, then the baptism of Jesus
does indeed raise the problem which has continually colored
the interpretation of the dialogue between John and Jesus in
Matt. 3:14-15. W. C. Flemington guotes Jerome on just this
polnt:

Behold the Lord's mother and brethren sald to him, John

the Baptist is baptizing unto remission of sins; let us

80 and be baptized by him. Then he said to them, iWhat

Sin have I done that I should go and be baptized by him?

--unless pgrchance this very saying of mine is a sin of

ignorance.+

TWwo points should be made here, One is, that the concept
of "sinner" in the New Testament conveys not merely the notion
of moral fault, but of exclusion from the covenant. Sometimes
the latter is the whole emphasis, as when St. Psul in Gal. 2:15
contrasts those who are "Jows by birth" (therefore included
in the promises) with "Gentile sinners" (excluded, not by

Specific moral fault, but simply by virtue of their being

Gentiles). The problem of the "sinner™ for Judaism, when

18Flemington, op. c¢it., p. 27.
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moral fault or violation of God!s Law is involved, is that
transgression pollutes the people as such. Hence for the
sake of maintaining the holiness of Isrsel, the sinner musk
be excluded. iati. 10117 nmalkes this clear. The tax collsetor
1s excluded from Israel and is jolned to the panks of the
Gentiles, It is just this principle which makes Jesust! asso-
ciation with tax collectors and "sinners" such an offense to
the Phariseo, for it violates the prineiple of exclusion upon
which the sanctibty of God's poople rests. When the people
Come %o John "confessing their sins" (Matt. 3:6), and when by
baptism they are cleansed, this means both the removel of
gullt and tho elimination of all that would incur judgment
and =0 exclude them Irom participation in the coming vision
and reign of God.

but even this does not exhaust the meaning of repentance.
Repentance means detachment from gverything that would inhibit
following God or participating in His reign on His own terms.
It means readiness to lose all, even to die. The truly re-
pentant man stands in naked helplessness, and yet without
fear of being naked., He is wide open for tho dawn.of the new
age, for the rising of the "Sun of righteousness" (Mal. lL:2).
The judgment must fall, therefore, on the Pharisee and
Sadducee just at this point (Matt. 3:7-12). They come for
baptism, thinking to add one more trophy of righteous reli-
gious worlk to those on which they already rely--their descent

from Abraham and their obadience to the law. They wani to
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heve the new on their own terms, without surrender of anything.
They arc not open to a new age. Their repentancs is no re-
pentance. Their knowledge of God is distorted and destroyed
by the presumption that they can negotiate with Him and hold
Him to their terms. Their repentance 1s a work for which the
kingdom should be a reward. This 1s exactly what caells for
the ax end the fire--and what makes the "fruit" God is after
Impossible (Matt. 3:8-12).

The other point concerning this act of coming to John
In repentance is that i3 is always cormunal. No one comes
Simply as an Individual; everyone comes as a participant in
and representative of the poople. Ii Matthew says that
"Jerusalem and gll Judaea and all the rogion about the Jordan"
(Matt. 3:5) went out to John, the issue is not whether shere
might not have been one or twWo who stayed home. The bterms
are theologically valid because they imply the totality of
the nation. wWithin that central focus of geography in the
land which is God's own, the true people of God are to be
found. And all those who come express in their coming the
returning and waiting of Israel itself for Cod.

Therefore Jesus comes 0 be baptized. IHe comes all the
way from Galileo, but in doing so He confesses His partici-
pation in the hopes and promises of Israsl. We need not
Search for guilt feelings in His coming. The repentance, the
return to the wilderness, 1s a confession of faith, and as

such its validity in the context is full and complete without
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Pressing upon it a. confession of sin., He comes as & repre-
Sentative of Israel, just as does everyone else who makes this
Pllgrimage, a participant in the whole peonle. In His coming
He detaches Himself! from home, from all encumbrancses and pra=
Suppositions of the nast--in complete emptlness waiting to be
filled. Wothing will inhibit Him from hearing God on God's
own terms, whatever they may be, and following Hiz will., Te
in bantized, and the rapentance is complete and sealed.

But now the one thing happens which marks: the difference
between the baptism of Jesus and that of all the rest of
those who cane. They are ready and waiting to meet Cod.
Jesus does meet Tin. They wailt for the promised baptism of
the Holy Spirit. Jesus receives that baptism immediately

a8 the spirit descends on Him like o dova.19 They want %o

197he Spirit of God is closely associatod with the king-
dom of God. Thus See Matt. 12:28: "If it is by the Spirit of
God that I cast ous demons, then the kingdom of Cod has ccme
upon you." The promised outpouring dT"fﬁE"§p1rit (Nume 11:29;
Joel 2:28) stands behind John's proclamation and the descent
of the dove on Jesus. 1Is. L:lif. even talks about a "spirit"
of "judgment" and of "burning" in the context of the "washing"
and "cleansing" of Zion and Jerusalem, and as a prsface to the
glory and security of God's city under His cloud and fire.
For a baptism with Spirit and fire, this 1s perhaps the most
direct 014 Testament resource. Rut the One who does all this
1s again the Lord Himself. Cf. Beasley-Murray, Ope Ci%., D.

We cannot concur, then, in the suggestion of some schol-
ars, that the references to the Yoly Spirit are not an orig-
inal pvart of John's teaching, but rather represent an inter-
pretation of the ecarly church, and that John himself spoke
only of a baptism with fire. For evidence of this Aohs 19:2
is cited, where disciples of John at Fphesus have "never even
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hear God's voice. Josus does hear it: "This ls my beloved
Son, with whom T am well pleased." 1In this moment the kingdom
of heaven has arrived. The single, unnotliced grain ol mustard
8eed has been planted.

The rest ol Matthew's Gospel is the story of its fruit.

heard that there is a Woly Spirit." But it is hardly con-
celvable that they should never have heard of the hope of the
“pirlt in the conboxt of the hope of the kingdom. We suspect
that what they have not heard of is the reality of the ful-
fillaent of tho Spirlt-kinidom theme, in the man Jesus.

Whif they were still expecting was a vivid meeting of {srael
With God., cf, Ylemingion, op. cit., p. 19, Also Deasley-
Murray, on. cit., pp. 35f.



CHAPTER XI
RIGHTEOUSNESS AWD SONWNSHIP

When John the Baptist lays down the challenge to the
Pharisees, "Bear fruilt that befits repentance” (Matt. 3:8),
he is in effect asserting that what God wants is a righteous,
fruit-bearing Israel. At least three implications of his
Statement ought to be sorted out, for they carry through the
entire Gospel of Matthew.

1. Righteousness is the very character of the kingdom
of God, its great and inescapable presupposition. God is not
interested in making His people merely superior to the na=-
tions in dominion and glory. Down through their history His
intention has been that they should be different from the
nations, and that the quality of this "diffsersentness” (holi-

i Thereflore a conception

ness) should be their glory and His.
of the kingdom which is dominated by pity for self and hatred
for the world around constitutes rebellion azainst the char-

acter and purpose of God.2 In the Gospel of Matthew the

liev. 20:26; Ez. 36:23-28; Matt. 5:10-16; 6:9.

2recgll 1 Sam. 8:5,20, where the desire of Israel to
have a king so that they Wmybelike all tho nations" amounts
to re jection of the kingship of Jahweh. The whole polnt of
the law and prophets is that this people shall be different
from the nations, in order that they may be like their God.
That is the meaning of "holiness" in Lev. 20:22-26 and
elsewhere.
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assoclation of the kingdom with righteousness is a key theme.
Matthew uses the word d‘KﬁLovﬁvq geven times, whlle Mark uses
it not at all and Tuke only once.3 In four of the seven in-
stances in Matthew, the word G4stheld lies in the lmmediate

context.

Blessed are those who are persscuted for righteousness!
sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven. (Matt. 5:10)

Unless your righteousness exceods that of the scribes
and Pharisees, you wlll never enter the kingdom of
heaven. (Matt. 5:20)

But seok first his kingdom and his righteousness, and
all these things shall be yours as weil. (Matt. 6:32

A

The tax collectors and the harlots go into the kingdom
of God before you. For John came %o you in ths way ol
righteousness and you did not believe him. (Matt.

2ls3lf,)

In the remaining instances the kingdom concept is close at®
hand, even though the term does not occur in the immediate
context .

2. What God means by righteousness and what the Pharisees
mean by it are two different things. From the protest of
John the Baptist in Matt. 3:7-10 we may infer that The Phari-
sees and Sadducees found righteousness in thelr lineal descent

from Abraham, or in their physical participation in the

Lruke 1:75, the song of Zecharlah.

aMatt. 3115, where Jesus "fulfils all righteousness" in
the context of John's proclamation of the kingdom (Matte. 3:2);
Matt. 516, where the "hunger and thirst for righteousness" may
be equatable with longing for the kingdom in the terms in which
Josus brings 1t (note the promise "theirs is the kingdom of
heaven" in Matt. 5:3,10); and Matt. 6:1 (quoted in our next
paragraph), where the "reward" which those who practice plety
before men are seeking is essentially the promised kingdom.
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circumcised race, or in a ritual conformity expressed at the
Jordan by their willingness to add baptism to the list of
their qualifications. All of this falls under judgment. The
basic clash which bezins here carries through the entire Gos-
pel of Matthew, and culminates in the cross. Matt. 5:20 and
21:31f., quoted above, illusirate 1%. Another pertinent
passage, whers the word d«KaxowJVﬂ again occurs, is Matt. 6:1:

Reware of practicing your piety (Jcmo\ouﬁvn) befcore men

In order to be seen by them; for then you will have no

revward from your Father who 1s in heaven.

3. T™rue righteousness is the fruit of repentance. Re=
pentance means a genuine returning to the wilderrncss in response
to God's gracious call, and thereby the abandorment of every
entanglement of life and of every claim to advantage which
would inhibit a man's knowing God on God's own berms and fol-
lowing Him in perfect trust and obedience. Righteousness is
the willingness to be formed by God without knowing what the
form will be, to follow God even though the direction in which
#od leads seems to be wholly wrong and contrary to all expecta=-
tion. This, of course, is exactly what Jesus asks In summon=-
ing men to "follow me" (Matt. L4:19; 8:18-22; 9:9; 10:26-39).

We detect in the third and fourth chapters of Matthew a
masterful interweaving of related themes. The subject of the
Gospel is announced as the kingdom of the heavens, the herald-
ing of which Matthew alone attributes to John the Baptist

(Matt. 3:2). The coming of the kingdom requires repentance,

not merely as a liturglcal act, but as a genulne detachment



122
from all values and presuppositions of the past and a total
openness to the future (Matt.' 3:2,6=7). Such repentance is
declared and sealed in baptism (¥Matt. 2:6). It bears a fruit
paculiar to itself, however (Matt. 3:&), a frult which Jesus

calls righteousness (Matt. 3:15). Thus Jesus is presented

in the flrst sense, not as a preacher who succeeds John, nor
as the king of the kingdom, but as the "fulfiller of all
righteousness." JFor righteousncss not only prepares the way
for the kingdom, but is itself the essential character and
expression of the reign of God. But now one more factor is
added, that of sonship. This is not a new thing, for Israsl
itself has been the son. The very cry "repent" has presup-
posed this, for repent means "return" to the wilderness, and
return is possible only for a people who have once been thers,
precisely as God's "first-born son” (Ex. L:22). But the son=-
ship is fundamental, for without i% righteousness is impos-
sible. Not the law, but the relationship between the Father
and the Son gives meaning to righteousness. When we have
said this we have defined the gulf between Jesus and the
Pharisees.

Therefore it is around the themo of sconship that the
battle between Jesus and the devil rages in Matt. l:l-1l.
Already here Jesus shows what it means %o "fulfil all right-
eousness ." The evidence of hunger cannot contradict the
declaration of His Father, nor can the glitter of the king-

doms the devil offers Him distract Him from the treasure that
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18 His in the baptismal word. It is in the person of the

righteous Son that the light dawns for the people who have
sa% in darkness (Matt. l:15-16). He in whose own peréon the
kingdom has dawned now summons men to "repent" (Matt. L:17)
and to "Follow me" (Matt. l3l9).

At the heart of it all is the sonship. For Matthew
that conception is the core of the evangel and the power
of new age. That is why the theme of Father and son is so
dominant in this Gospel. The statistics we may borrow from

Blair:

The term "Father" with reference toc God occurs in
Matthew some forty-five times. Seventeen of thess
appear as "my Father," often with the modifier
"heavenly" or "who is in heaven." Eighteen times
"your Father" (often with the asbove modifiers) occurs.
"Our Father" appears only once--in the Lord's Prayer.
Found also are the vocative "Father" (two times),
"the Father" (five times), "his Father™ (once), and
"their Father" (once). In Mark "Father" occurs only
four times, and in Luke fifteen. . . . The term
"Father" in some form appears in Matthow morg than
twice as often as in Mark and Luke together.

The strongth of Blair's book is that it distills critically
the considerable literature that has addressed itself to the
Gospel of Matthew in recent decades. Apparently Blalr has
not found cause in all his studies, however, to take with
full seriousness the phenomenon of the "Father-son" language
in Matthew. "That the author of this Gospel liked the term

1s evident," he says, and he cites instances in which "God"

5Edward P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Mabtthew (New
York: Abingdon Press, 1960), p. 50.
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in Mark becomes "Father" in Matthow.® Wis explanation for
1ts frequency in Matthew follows:
Varlous scholars have shown that Jesus actually used
the term sparingly, not profusely as the Gospels of
Matthew and John represent. But in the church the
term before long became a metonym for God and as such
worked its way profusely into the tradition of his
sayings.T
We cannot now stop to evaluate this judgment, since the ques-

—

yigp ef the "historical Jesus" lies beyond our immediate con-
cern. Suffice it to say that our own study would move us to
respond with considerable doubt.

Another question does demand attention, however. We
have argued that the rightcousness of Jesus must be under-
stood in terms of the relationship in which He stands as Son
to the Father. It 18 just at this point that His righteous-
ness clashes with that of the Pharisees, which finds its
definivion in the law. If Blair, therefore, dismisses from
further consideration the "Father-son" theology of Matthew,
how will he define righteousness? The result is predictable.
He cannot avoid defining the righteousness proclsimed by
Jesus in terms of the law, and therefore on the basic prem-
ises of Pharisaism. To his credit Blair is aware of the
difficulty and resists 1t.

The higher righteousness and perfection, about which

Matthew talks, mean simply being and acting llke Jesus.

Matthew was no legalist who wanted to turn Jesus!
teaching into a code of conduct to replace the law of

61pid. TIbidy, pe 59
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Moses and Pharilsaic tradition. He wanted to raise up

disciples of Jesus~=-men whg would have hig spirit and

do his works in the world.
The question is not answered, however, what it was that made
Jesus Himself "righteous and perfect,”" or what "His spirit"
was, or how it was possible for Him to obey to the death.
The answers lie in the concept of sonship, but if this is
overlooked, the demand to "be and act like Jesus" turns out
To be nothing but a devastating and impossible new law. ihen
Blair, then, asserts that the function of Jesus' sonship is
%o establish the authority of His word of command to Israel,
the situation of the disciples becomes the more hopeless.
Commenting on the scene of the Great Commission in Matt.
20:16-20, Blair says:

When he appeared to the disciples on a mountain in

Galilee, he was endowed with all the attributes of

deity. Had not God so come on a mountain in times

of' 0ld? Had he not come with his word of command to

Israel? So God, the Son, comes to his disciples, the

new Israel, with his authoritative word.?
Thus the sonship of Jesus becomes subthority for the law, not
the source of freedom from the law. The triumph of Jesus is

the triumph of His higher law.

Matthew . . . is obviously against the Pharisaic way
of interpreting it. The trug interpretation of ths
law is that given by Jesus.lO

In 5:17-48 he (Matthew) wishes to say that Jesus
asserted the full validity of the law and the prophets
« « » and that he wished to show how they should be
understood and obeyed. The true righteousness 1s

81bid., p. 137. 9Ibid., p. 68. 107pid., p. 11l.
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inner goodness and integrity, not_adherence %o regula-
tions governing outward behavior.

The second Moses, by so much as he is greater than the
With Abstiutes aniHeni et se Rt Al e S
v sten to him.

?@g Jesus Blair finds In qu Gospel og"ﬁgtthew We our-
gglvea canrhardly recognize.‘ The root of the problem, of
course, 1ls the failure of Blair and those whom he represents
to aporeciate the meaning of sonshlp in Matthew and therefore
the unity between sonship and righteousness,., Matthew's
Jesus, as we have sesn, deflnes righteousness in terms of
the covenunt relationship of a son to the heavenly Father.
Whet this means to Jjesus Hiwself Matthew unfolds to us in
the history of His repentance, baptism, and temptation. What
it should mean, and can mean, for the son Isracl is the theme
of the Sermon on the iount, to which HMatthew, after the
briefest of transitions (Matt. 1}:12-25) now brings us.

The importance of this sermon for our theme is indicated

by simple statistics. The term righteousness, we have saild,

occurs in Matthew'!s Gospel seven times. Flve of the seven
occurrences are in this sermon. We have said that Matthew
uses the name Father for God forty-flive times. If these in-
stances were distributed evenly through the Gospel, we would
expect about five of them in chapters 5 Go 7. Actually

sixteen are concentrated here. In addition the name "sons"

1l1pid., p. 122. 127pid., p. 134.
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is twilce applied to the hearers (Matt. 5:9,45). The Fether-
Son relationship in which Israel stands to God is ths funda-
mental premise of the sermon. Its thrust 18 the plea to
this people to take their sonship seriously and to live it
out consistently, by expressing in their lives and character
the nasture of their Father. For this is righteousnsssi
Righteousness is the status and the expression of sonship.
It 1z the character of the Father manifest in His children.
Their sonship of God--this ig the rock-foundation upon which
Jesus invites His hearers to bulld their house, even as this
ls the foundation upon which He builds His own. To build on
the foundation of their sonship of the heavenly Father is %o
"hear these words of mine and do them"™ (Mett. 7:2l.). Any al-
ternative to that foundation, whether it be superior achieve-
ment under the law, or the subtle pursult of positions of
power and advantage, 1s building upon sand--and the conse-
quence can only be utter collapse. The covenant relatlonship
of promise, here expressed in terms of the sonship identity,
is the foundation of all life and hope--for Israel as for
Jesus Himself. As the word of the Father is the life of Jesus
(Matt. lsli), so it is their 1life, but to let go that word in
the face of pressures or fears or ambitions for glory is to
forsake all righteousness. In that case no righteousness
under the law (Matt. 5:20; 63:1) and no boasting of religious
works (Matt. 7:21-23) can possibly recover the loss.

How the righteousness of sonship expresses itself in



128
practical terms we may summarize under five points.

l. To be the son of the Father is to trust the Father
to supply every need, to be free therefore both of anxiety
for survival and of personal obligation to achleve advantages
(Matt. 6:24-3). Such anxiety constitutes an invasion into
an area of responsibility which man cannot fulfill anyhow,
and which the Father has reserved to Himself. The son who
cannot entrust such concerns to his Father is distracted from
righteousness, bears the impossible burden of serving two
masters, and in a moment of crisis will re ject God for the
service of mammon. The promise to those who seek first their
Father's kingdom and righteousness is that "all these things
shall be yours as well" (Matt. 6:33). The true son does no%
have to calculate conseguences or try to anticinate his to-
morrows, for this belongs to his Father in heaven. Therefore
the sons of Lthe Father learn to pray, "Give us this day our
daily bread" (Matt. 6:11).

2. To bs the son of the Father is to share the mind and
goal of the Father. The son seeks the Father's kingdom and
righteousness, not a kingdom of security and glory like that
of the Gentiles (Matt. £:32-33). The kingdom comes not apart
from, but in the doing of the Father's will. This the sons
understand, and for this they learn to pray (Matte 6:10).

o pious profession can substitute for such a "doing"
(Matt. 7:21; 12:50; 21:31), nor is there any possibility of
postponing the doing of the Father's will into some
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eschatological future. The Father wants it done right now,
on earth. Sons who pray "Our Father" commit themselves to
that vision, as did Jesus in Gethsemane (Matt. 26:42). The
question with which Jesus confronts Israel, therefore, is not,
"Are you righteous in terms of the law?" but, "Are you, and
do you really want to be, the sons of the Father in heaven?"
Any prophet who permits Israel to evade this issue is g false
prophet (Matt. 7:15). This is where the gate is narrow
(Matt. 7:15), and where the fruitlessness of the tree of
Isracl becomes glaringly apparent (Matt. 7:16-20).

3. To be the son is to imitate the Father, to reflect
Hls character. For example, the Father is the great peace-

maker, who pours out His grace on men without asking whether

)

they are evil or good, just or unjust (Matt. 5:45). he
character of the Father is not to dominate men, but %o serve
them; not to alienate them but to reconcile; not to fracture
the world with retaliatory wrath, but to be the source of

its unity by patience, love, and forgiveness. What the
Father is, We summons His sons to be (Matt. 5:9,38-48). wis
sons do not need to be concerned with maintaining their ad-
vantages or securing justice for themselves. The Father is
sufficlent security for such things. Thelr concern is rather
with tho question how to create peace, break through barriers,
and win tho enemy (Matt. 5:21-26). Here the dramatic differ=-

ence between their character and that of the Gentiles shines

like a light and burns like a salt, so that in such sons the
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world must ¥mow what the Father is like (Matt. 5:13-16,L6-18).
The sons of %od understand this, and they leara to pray,
"Hallowed be Thy name" (Matt. 6:9). As the Father holds the
Sons under no obligation to repay all His bounty, so the sons
also expect no return for their giving (Matt. 6:12). There-
fore even trcspasses committed agairst them become altogether

To

2

giveable, and the loas incurred thereby quite bearable
1 ).

li. To be the son of the heavenly Father is to take the

(Matt. 6

s

full risk that righteousness will incur the hatred of an un-
rlightsous world--and in the face of such & threat %o stand
firm. This is, in faclt, an occasion for joy, for 1%t testifiles
that the world is being hit hard, that it cannot evade and
hide from Cod, that the kingdom is bresking in upon it

(ifatt. 5:10-15). The sons of God are ready o lose everything
for righteousness'! sake, to bear every disadvantage, because
they know and trust their Father. The Pharisee dare not take
such s risk. If he gives alms, prays, fasts, or performs
other religious works, he must protect himself against the
loss he may incur in the process by seeking compensation in
the form of the approvel of men (Matt. 6:1-18). This is not
the true sonship, for it distrusts the free givingness of

the Father. The true son knows that no evidence of humilla=-
tlon and defeat, accusation and loneliness, pain and death,
can in any way overthrow his Father's promises or rob him of

his dignity, his victory, his inheritance (Matt. 5:10-12).
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Yet the son knows also how utterly dreadful the threat of the
world and devil may become, and learns to pray fervently not
to be confronted with such an ultimate threat, but to be de-
livered if it comes. "Lead us not into temptation, but
deliver us from evil" (Matt. 6:133; 26:41).

5. To be the son of the Father is to see and to know God.
The sons are the pure in heart (Matt. 5:8), who do not have
to hide from their own sins and failures, who do not try to
manipulate religion for their own advantage or to escape from
the implications of their high calling and identity, but who
re joice in their sonship and desire no higher treasure.
They alone can "see God," and upon them the Father confers
the greatest of blessings (Matt. 16:17; 11:25-27; 13:16-17).
They have no need to stend in trembling uncertainty of their
Father's will or intention, as though the Father might betray
them, or turn against them, or simply leave them out on a
limb. "Every one that asks receives. . . . How much more
will your Fathsr who is in heaven give good things to those
who ask Him?" (Matt. 7:7-12). To the Gentiles God is dis-
tant, ohscure, and unknowable, but the sons know their Father,
and therefore know how o pray. "Do not be like them, for
your Father knows what you need before you ask him. Pray then
like this: 'Our Father who art in heaven . . .'" (Matt. 6:7-9).

The Sermon on the Mount is a grand call to those who
have the name of sons of God, to know their Father and to re=-

joice in and live out their identity. It is a call out of
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the slavery of those who imagine that they must and can se-
cure and maintaln a position of favor before God by staring
intently at the written code aund by multiplying commandments.
It is a call into sonship and freedom, for those who know
their Father rejoice to be participants in His work and doers
of His will. The slory of the character of God shines in
them.

This is the righteousness which Jesus Himself fulfills,
oven to His cross. And to this joyful possibility He sum-
mons an Israel which has ceased %o know 1ts sonship:

Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me; for I am

sentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest

for your souls. 7For my yoko is easy, and my burden
1s light. (Matt. 11:29-30)13

13For Jesus the yoke is the sonship, with the totality
of its implications, as the context (Matt. 11:25-27) malkes
clear. The Rabbis could speak similarly concerning the re-
lief granted to those who take up the yoke, but for them the
yoke is the Law. C. K. Rarrett, The New Testament Background:
Selected Documents (london: Society for the Promotion of
Christian Knowledge, 1958), p. 147, cites the following:

"pboth 2. 5. R. Nehunya b. H-Kanah (c. A.D. 70-130)
said: He that takes upon himself the yoke of the Law, from
him shall bhe taken away the yoke of the kingdom and the yoke
oI Wworldly care; but he that throws off the yoke of the Law,
unon him shall be laid the yoke of the kingdom and the yolke
of worldly care.” Barrett comments that "the kingdom" here
means the present authorities, probably the Roman Empire.

In the concluding verses of his book of Wisdom, Jesus,
the son of Sirach, invites the unlearned, "Put your neck
under the yoke, and let your souls recelve instruction; it is
to be found close by. See with your eyes that I have labored
little and have found for myself much rest" (Sir. 51:26-27).
We need not assume thet either the Rabbis or Sirach were out
and out legalists. In the latter, at least, there is much
that may be called evangelical. Jesus' approach is quite
nositive. He presents to Israel the radical sonship, and ex-
pects the response of sons. This, however, is the test, for
God's people are compelled now to indlcate whether thelr real
"pest" lies in the gracious call of the Father or in the works

they have performed under the law.




CHAPTER XII
THE UNIQUENESS OF JESUS' SONSHIP

That Jesus is the unique Son of God is signaled by the
word &&dnnrés in the baptismal declaration.l In the tradi-
Tion of the church this uniqueness has generally been under-
stood to consist in His deity. Jesus alone is Virgin born,
and Ve alone therefore partakes of the divine essence.

Though Israel was called the son of God for long ages, and
though the saints of the New Testament era by baptism also
possesa that name, a qualitative difference between such son=-
ship and the sonship of Jesus must always be maintained.
Jesus is the Son of God in a way which, at least at some
critical point, 1s closed to us. Whereas He 1is the Son of
God by generation, we ars sons by adoption. This is one

way, at least, in which the distinction may be expressed.

This is not the definitlon of the uniqueness of Jesus!?!
sonship that we have found in the Gospel of Matthew.2
Whether or where it may be the sense of the name Son of God
as applied to Jesus elsewhere in the Hew Testament we are
not now prepared to argue. What the uniqueness 1s in Mstthew

we may summarize and reaffirm under two points.

lSugra, pp. 25ff.
2360 chap. ix, supra, pp. 86ff.
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l. Jesus is unique in that He as the Son of God fulfills

all righteousness. In contrast to the son Israel, He is the
Son with whom the Father 1s well ploased, in whom the whole
intention of the Father for His son is realized. He is the
Son of God, not only by His Father's declaration (as Isracl
was declared to be the son in Ex. 4:22), but also by the
totality of His own response. Therefore He sces and knows
the Father on personal terms (Matte. 11:27), end this knowl-
edre bogets HMis authority, an authority which demands recog-
nition either by way of acknowledgment (Matt. 7:29) or by
total resistance (Matt. 21:23).

2. Matthew is fully aware, however, that the righteous
sonshin manifest in Jesus 1s not and could not be the product
of some development within Israel. The coming of Jesus is a
divine breakthrough. That such a Son confronts Israel means
thaet the Father has taken radical action to fulfill His ouwn
word, and at the same time to call His disobedient snd frult-
less son to repentance. That Metbthew tells of the Virgin
birth because he wants to explain the delity of Jesus is doubt-
Tul, and reguires reading much into his narrative. That he
tells this story in order to effirm the determined interven-
tion of God is certain. God will be thwarted no longer. He
will have His Immanuel.

To forco into Matthew's understanding of Jesus! sonship
a conception of unigueness which goes beyond this, e.g., the

conception of divine descent, is to distort and nullifly much
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of his tospel. To Matthew the sonshlp of Jesus is not that
Which distinguishes Him from Israel, but which identifies Hin
With Israel, as the genealogy already sugzests in calling Him
"the son of Abraham" (Matt. 1:1). That Jesus doss not want
to create a cleavage between His sonship and that of Israsl
we may sense in the Sermon on the Mount. ‘hen He says "my
Father" He means the Father He knows. When He says "your
Father" He means that very same Father, who has ¢alled Israel
to sonship, and who yearns that Israel should know, énd trust,
and follow Him. Jesus pleads with the son Israsl to kXnow the
Father as He Himself knows Him, and there is nothing except
the skandalon of man's rebellious, self-assertive piety that
8tands in the way.

Examples could be multiplied to show how the traditional
assumption that the name Son of Cod In Matthew serves to af-
firm Jesus' deity has led to forced and projudicisl interpre-
Tations., Let us cite Just two.

For the first we return to Blair. Blair, as we have
Seen, does not press the phenomenon of the Father-son language
in Matthew for its theological implications, but dismisses it¥
as reflecting largély a terminological development in the
early church. When he does make use of 1% to establish a
point, however, the conclusion he reaches 1s axactly the op-
posite of our own. We have held that Jesus, in calling God
Father, wants to identify Himself ﬁith Israel, and summons this

people to know their Father as He knows Him. But Blair says:
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The frequent differentiation in the Gospel of Matthew
between "my Father" and "your Father" and the single
occurrence of "our Father" leads one to suspect that
fhe autgor wished to emphasize Jesus! unique relastion
;0 God.

And again:

The author of the first Gospsl obviously regarded God

as the Father of Jesus in a sense in which he was not

the Father of the disciples.h
I our own study has any valldity, such a2 judgment is unten-
able. It contradicts the fundamental intention of the evan-
golist,.

Our second example of distortion of the sense of liatthew
lies in Cullmann's intorpretation of the "our" in the "Our
Father" (Matt. 6:9). Cullmann points out in the precsding
verse, obtws oov onrtéxiaps éuiTs, that the coneluding Qui?s

. - " < e n
is emphatic. Jesus moans to say, "You pray, not I, Cullmann

" concludes from this.5 There is an alternative explanation

3gdward P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of iatthew (New
York: Abingdon Press, 1950), De 59

U1bid., p. 60.

503car Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testamend,
translated from the German Dy Sairley C. OJubhrie and Charles
A. M. Ball (Philedelphia: The Westminster Press, 195T7), p.
289. It may be well to quote Cullmann's entire paragraphe.
He writes, "If Jesus! consciousness of sonship really has
such great significance for the understanding of his psrson
and work, then once more we may not limit oursslves %o the
fow sayings in which the word 'Son' itsell occurs. Ve mus%
also consider above all the way in which Jesus speaks of God
as !'Father.! He always says 'my Father! or !'your Father,'
but never 'our Father.! The prayer which according to Mat-
thew begins with the last phrase is not spoken by Jesus with
the disciples, but is part of the prayer he taught them %o
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for the emphasis, however, and one which accords much more
closely with the character of Matthew!'s Gospel. Jesus empha-
8izes the Umels bocause Fe is urging the disciples to grasp
what Te Himself has and what they as sons ought o have.
"¥You pray, as I do," would be the sense. For this is exactly
the problem, that Israel has been roluctant to know the
Father as the Father yearns to be known. God's psople have
tended to regard any claim of sonship, even though this hes
been given them, as a degree of blasphemy, and their whols
piety has rocoiled against ;L.b Jesus will not suffer under
such an inhibition, for He does know the Father and is not
afraid to accept the gift and honor and delight of the son-
ship. What He has He wants His disciples, yes, and gll
Israel to possess in full freedom, for it is g distorted
plety which rejects what Zod wants and offers. They are the

3ons of God and theirs is the privilege of such prayer.

pray: 'Wwhen you pray, pray like this'! (Matt. 5:9: odrws
TMeoo2UXsobs Gusels )s It 1s just the more unconscious way

in which Jesus thus sets himself in a special Son-relationship
With the Pather without dircctly stating it which confirms

the fact that he understands this as his innermost secret,
knowable only through special knowledge. At the same time,

it also explains uhy he uses the expression 1Sont! only in ex-
ceptional cases.™

6Su ra, p. 92. Blair, op. cit., ps 59, sSays "To the
Jews oi Matthew'!s fTime 'my Father! was regarded as a phrase
which only a partlcularly worthy person woud take on his
lips." He cites an instance {rom Rabbinic literature, 1in
which a Rabbi, urged by his disciples, consents to pray "ly
God," instead of "Our Cod.'
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What Cullmann's sugmestlion amounts to is that Jesus did
not pray this prayer Himself, a strange conclusion indeed!
Is this prayer to be conceived as something that He, from some
lofty majestic height, confers on sinful mortals, but which
He Himself did not need? Does not a tsacher teach what hs
himself knows, and confer the values that he himself has lived
and experienced? If Jesus did not pray just these petitions,
then what did He pray for? Surely the Lord's Prayer was His
owun prayer first!

In our quick summation of the thrust of the Sermon on
the Mount under the dual theme of righteousness and sonship
in the preceding chapter, we have tried to indicate the ex~
tent to which all Jesus'! preaching comes t0 a focus in this
prayer. This prayer expresses what it means to be the
righteous Son, who trusts the Father, rojoices in the promises,
shares the vision, and does the work of the Father in the
nidst of an offended world. Every word of 1t has meaning for
Jesus! own life and attitudes, His own temptations and battles.
The only petition at which we might hesitate to draw this
conclusion is the fifth, "and forgive us our debts as we also
have forgiven our debtors." Here the question of Jesus' sin-
fulness seems to arise, in what might be a contradiction of
His righteousness.

gut the word for "debt" is not TWapawrwue as’ in Matt. 6:1k,

nor is rhéu¢qu as in Luke 's version of the prayer.7 We

Tiuke 's rendering is curious. Almost as though he felt
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Suspect that Matthew would not want his term, é?tikunL,
to be lightly equated with these. It is probably not by
chance that, though Poter in Matt. 18:21ff. raises his ques-
tion concerning forgiving a brother with the term "sin"
(méoawis duaprioec sis Jutr S adedos), Jesus responds in
terms of "debt" (c’:qau)érq;, o’qﬂ)w - 5<9ux‘;). The point, we
would sugpest, is that a man owes God far more than merely

the sum of his embezzlements. He owes Him everything, for

God is the Source and Giver of all the world and of all of
life. Mo man can repay God, or prove his worth to God, or
establish his right to what God has freely given. The man
who tries to do so immediately incurs judgment for his total

faillure. t is the characier of God to be the Giver without

o

conditions, and this is the character also of His sons.
Therefore, to paraphrase the petition, we are taught to pray,
"Don't expect us to ropay Thee for all Thy benefits, even as
Wwe don't expect return for the benefits we have conferred on
others.” That the spirit of the petition Includes and makes
it possible for us to forgive as we have been forgiven is
obvious, and Jesus reaches just this conclusion both in Matt,
6:1l; and in Matt. 18335. A freedom of love that can bear the
loss involved in giving 1Is equally capable of bearing the

loss involved when others seize what is not theirs. But that

to interpret the troublesome oQiul¢ua, hﬁ uses both terms-
Kd-L J-qtf qu e ﬂ/&dg"ﬁ 7va KQ\L m qku‘cot, d@lo,u.il/ T!'t:\VTL
og@sihevTe Hulv (Luke 1l:l)
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the petition should be understood only irn the restricted sense

of the laiter is an unfortunate reduction of a grand vision

of sonship--a vision fully expressive of Jesus' own relation |
to the Father and of FHis own cheracter as the Son who lived
under His Father's grace.

We hold, therefore, that there is no indicaticn in Mat-
thew that Jesus wants to separate Himself from His disciples,
or o distingulsh between His sonship and theirs, or to
change the meaning of words zo thet, applied to Himself they
deal in one ontological reallty, while applied to mere men
they deal in a different and lower level of ontological real-
ity. There 1s one sonshlp of God in Matthew. Jesus pos-
Sessed it in the fullest dimension of His knowledge of the

father, and ¥e lived it in full consistency. - But the Jews

e

ought %o have possessed it, and Jesus!'! savirg concern for
them was to summon them to possess it and to live it with

all soriousness and glory, as they discovered in ¥im what

that great name of theirs really implied. -

By our baptism we receive that sonship in full, and with-
out any degree of inferiority to His own. To say this is not
0 reduce Jesus'! glory. It is only to accept without false
reluctance or shame the fullness of what the Father has con-
ferred on us by His Word, and in terms of that richness of
grace to enter with Jesus, the Son of God and our very brother
(Haﬁt. 12:50), into the kingdom of heaven. This is the Gospel

of the sonship in Matthew. And this is the dynamic of right-

eousnesSs.
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CHAPTER XIII

CONCLUSION

In our three ma jor parts we have established three essen-

tial points regarding Matthew's concept of the Son of God.
1. Matthew understands the name "Son of God"™ not as an
alfirmation of the delty of Jesus, but as the expression of
His ldentification with and as God's son Israel. Thus the
name stands in clear continuity with 0ld Testament usage.l
2. When Matthew speaks of the "fulfillment" that takes
place in Jesus, he has in mind not so much specific predic-
tlons that now come to pass, but rather the intention and
purpose of God for His son which pervades the entire 0ld
Testament. What God wanted when HWe called Israel to son-

ship out of figypt was & son who would truly be His son, not

in name only but in all trust, love, character, and willing

gervice. The history of Israel is one long record of divine

frustration, however, for the people fail to express in their

lives that purpose of the Father.2 In contrast to the son
Israel who has not fulfilled all righteousness,3 and with
whom. God is not well pleased,LL stands Jesus. He 1is Israel,

the true Son, the full realization of God's intention, and

2

1§gg£g, pp. 11-110. Supra, pp. 45T,

3Sugra, ppe. 67-T2. uSuEra, ppe 51f.
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therefore the instrument of the divine purpose for Israel.>

3. Jesus 1s called the "beloved," that is, the "only"
Son.6 From the moment of His baptism God declares His son-
Ship to be the single true one. The uniqueness of Jesus!
Sonship does not consist in His divine nature, however,?
If this were so, Jesus would not &truly be Israel, and the
true sonship would be unattainable by men. Matthew does not
present Jesus as related to the Father in a manner unknown
and closed to Israel.8 His unique sonship lies rather in
two factors. One is His righteoousness over agsinst the un-
righteousness of Israel.9 The other is the wonder that
such a Son is actually there at all, in the history and
presence of men. For His presence, as Matthew makes clear,
is not the end-product of a long development, but a sudden,
eschatological event, the breakthrough of God into history
With the determination that His purpose and will shall be
frustrated no 1onger.10 To the radical divine intrusion
that takes place in Jesus both the birthll and the baptisml2
narratives bear witness. For Israel, however, this is the
moment of crisis and judgment, the moment of fThe kingdom.

The unrighteous: son shall be confronted by his own righteous

SSupra, pp. 84f. 6Sugra, ppe 25=30.
TSupra, pp. 86f. BSuEra, ppe. 134-40.
9Supra, v. 13k. 107p14.

1lsupra, p. 96, 123upra, pp. 117f.
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Self, the Self he was called to be and yet refused to be. L2
Thus in Jesus God meets His people, as John the Baptist has
proclaimed such a meeting. God meots them for judgment and
for salvation, and Ho will meet them in no dsher way. 1% is
in such terms that Matthew'!s concept of the deity of Jesus
would emerge, but not as an essential factor in the name
"Son of God."Ll

In the process of establishing these points we have
undertaken a number of exegetical studies. We consider the
following results to be particularly important.

1. The baptismal word to Jesus rests on God's original
declargtion of sonship to Israel (Ex. l:22-23), and is, from
the perspective of fulfillment, one with that ancient cre=
ating word.ls The bantismai-sontence does not derive from
Is. L2:1. On the contrary Matthew in 12:18ff. is deliber=-
ately translating Isa. }42:1 in such a way as %o bring it into

16

clear conformity with the familiar baptismal word. Thus

the beloved Son is identified with the "servant" of Isaiah's
hymns.l7

2. The dual themes of "righteousness"” and of God!s be-
ing "well pleased” in the context of the account of Jesus!

baptism, derive most directly from Mal. 2:17.18. Similarly

13supra, ppe 57fe; 69T 1“Sunra, pp. 861,
153upra, pp. 31, &5. Logy ra, ppe 32=-L0.

17Sugra, pp. G8f. 188ugra, ppe 53f.
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Hatthew's injection of the term.¢§ésr£4u Into his transla-
tion of Ts. L2:1 probably derives from the Septuagint
version of Mal. 3:17.19

3¢ "Fulfil" in Matbt. 3:15 and 5:17 is best understood in
the light of Matt. 23:32 as meaning "f£ill up a vessel," the
vessel being the Father's intentions and purposes. It is
unfortunate that Matt. 22:32 has generally been dismissed
from any serious discussion of the meaning of the term in
Matt. 3:15 and Matt. 5:17.2°

4. Sonship, repentance, and righteousness are interlock-
ing themes which cannot be understood except in reference to
one another.®t uhat Jesus is in the baptism-temptation story
He summons the son Israel to be in the Sermon on the Mount.
The theme of that sermon is the righteous sonship. It is
capsuled in the Lord's Prayer, which is first of gll His own
prayer.ee By inviting His disciples to pray it with Him He
offers them full participation in His own righteous sonship.23

5. John the Baptist announced and expected that a re-
pentant Israel, returned to the wilderness, would meet Grod.alL
He did not anticipate their meeting a Messianic person wear-
ing sandals. The phrase "whose sandals I am not worthy to

carry" (Matt. 3:11) is a mistranslation. What John means, as

19upra, pp. S5f. 20gypra, pp. 77-82.
2lsupra, pp. 82ff., 115-17, 120-22. 22supra, pp. 119-32.
23supra, pp. 136-40. 2hsupra, pp. 63f., 86, 107-109.
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Matthew tells 1%, 1s, "I am not worthy of Him, to wear
sandals,"25 It is the high expectation of a meeting with
God, who will baptize with the Holy Spirit and with fire,
which leads John %o express his initial disappointment with
Jesus iIn Matt. 3:1lh, "I need to be baptized by you, and do
you come %o me?"26

In addition we have made a number of suggestions for the
interpretation of Matthew, some of which will require further
study.

l. The confession of Petor that Jesus is the Son of God
(Matte 16:16) implies that he is making the distinetion of
which Mal. 3:18 speaks, between the son who serves God and
the one who does not serve Wim. The implication of this con-
trast underlies also Calaphas' accusation of blasphemy
(Matt. 26:63-65) and the confession of the conturion
(1att. 27:5&).27

2. The confession of Jesus' sonship of God in the story
of His walking on the sea (Matt. 1ll1:332) ought perhaps be
interpreted with an eye to the apocalyptic associations of
of the event 1tself.28 our exploration led us to suggest
that the name "son of man" may be simply a plous surrogate

for "Son of God," parallel to designations like "Son of the

258unra., ppe. 110=13. 26Sunra, pp. 63-67.
27Sunra, pp. 71T, 2BSuEra, pr. 89-92.
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Blessed" (Mark 1L:61) and "Holy One of God" (Mark 1:2l;
John 6:69).29 juch more work would be required here, not
only to establish the point, but to trace its implications
for the conflict between Jesus and Judaism.

3. Matthew's birth narrative, and particularly the quo-
tation of Is.. 7:ll, is not designed to explain Jesus' sonship
in terms of deity, but to make it clear that His coming is
an act of divine determination, an eschatological breakthrough.
This, and not the equivalent of a divine semen, is for Mat-
thew the significance of the Virgin birth.3% Though the evi-
dence points us in this direction, much work would be neces-
Sary to establish the point. Particularly necessary 1s a
re-examination of the passage in Isaiah.

1. Though we have pressed to the limilt the sense of a
"vessel" implicit even in the metaphorical use of nﬁqeéuu
and have found this tactic to be fruitful, we have excluded
from our consideration the passages in which thils verb occurs
in the passive, wilth reference to the fulfillment of the
Scriptures.3l In our study of Matt. S:17 we concluded that
Jesus refused to see the law and the prophets as having any
substance apart from the relationship between CGod and His
people out of which they came, which they always Ilmply, and

in which Jesus Himself stood. He knew His Fathew, trusted

29Supra, op. 92-9k. 30supra, pp. 9u-96.

31lsupra, pe 73
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and served Him. We roceived His sonship with joy and lived
i% out in utter consistency. This was His fulfilling of the
law and the prophets.32 These two lines of argumentation
Wwlth reference to the idea of fulfillment need still to be
pressed through all of Matthew's references to the fulfill-
ment of the Scriptures. We anticipate that such a study
would reinforce our impression, that Matthew really under-
stood the prophets and was never just adducing proof texts.

5. We have seen that the theme of the son who Serves
the Pather is expressed already in Ex. lJ:22-23, as well as
in Is. L2:1-l; (Matbt. 12:18-21) and in Mal. 3:17-18.32 e

have defined the righteousness which characterizes that

service.3% To trace this theme through the ministry of

Jesus to the cross 18 a necessary, though unfinished task.
Particularly important is it to see how the Father turns

the service of this Son into a "ransom for many" (Matt. 20:28),
how by 1t He not only judges Israel but redeems this estranged
son of His and sets him free; and how this serving Son at the
same time breaks through the barriers of Judaism so that the
Gospel of the kingdom may break forth to the nations. Until
this story is unfolded, it should be understood that we

have not really proclaimed Matthew's Gospel. We hope, how-

ever, that we have laid the foundations.

32gupra, po. 82ff., 126=32, 33ﬁugra, pp. 51=56.
F At -

lisuprs, po. O, 126-32.
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There is much that lles beyond the range of our study.

We haove dealt with the wilderness temptatlon. The tempta-
tion of the temple and that of the kingdoms remain. We have
Spoken of Matthew's concept of the Son of God. Matthew also
has a concept of the Christ and of related names like Son of
David, King, Shepherd, and perhaps Lord. Our theme, there-
fore, would not exhaust the Cospel of Matthew even if we were
to follow it through to its limits. The sonship idea 1s, of
course, a fundamental strand running through this Cospel,
but the study of it is not really complete until it 1s seen
how other strands interweave with it in a movement of con-
Irontation and conflict which emerges triumphantly in cross

and resurrection, and in the commission of the church.
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