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182 THE SPEAKING CHllIST IN HIS llOYAL omCB 

reinterpretation which robs the passages of their individual color 
and flavor. 

One point in Elert's criticism interests us particularly in cooncc· 
tion with our topic; Elert contends that the doctrine of the trif,llx 
mNntJS is a "classic example of unevangelical thinking" in that we 
approach the Person and the work of Christ from the Old Testa· 
ment and understand Him in that light, instead of interpreting the 
prophecies by their fulfillment. It might, then, appear (we are 
pointing the thought specifically toward our topic) that tbeie bad 
been from of old a sharply defined, ready-made Royal Office, upon 
which Christ entered, so that a vacant office is "lilied" by the Person 
of Christ. The very formulation of our topic should make clear 
that 1h111 can nol be what we mean. 

If we ignore Elen's warning, we run the risk of getting onto 1 

wrong uack. And yet we speak of the Royal Office of Christ. Not 
only because the topic assigned us demands it- one might justifi· 
ably do what Rousseau did in his prize essay, treat the topic by 
showing that the topic is wrongly formulated to begin with. We 
speak of the Royal Office of Christ because central utterances of 
Scripture force us to speak thus. "Christ" - that is in itself a ioyal 
tide. The theologian's wk consists in properly interpreting and 
defining what is said of Christ's kingship. I shall attempt tO do 
that by taking a passage of Scripture for my motto, as it were; i1S 
content shall then be systematically developed ( although we lay 
no claim to producing an exegesis after the manner of the schools). 

Pilate theiefotc said unto Him: An Thou a King. then? Jesus 
answetcd: Thou sayest that I am a King. To this end was I bom. 
and for this cause came I into the world, that I should bear wimess 
unto the truth. Everyone that is of the truth hcareth My voice. 
John 18:37. 
It seems to me that my task is ( 1 ) to make clear in what sense 

the Bible speaks of the Royal Office of Christ and then (2) t0 in• 
quire, in view of the general topic of our meeting, how the king­
ship of Oirist is actuali%.ed just in His words. 

I 
Pilate asks: "Art thou a King, 1htm?' 1 Pilate cannot recognize 

the king in this accused man; there is in Him none of the qualities 
that Pilate has known or observed in kings. Everyone that sea 
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THI! SPEAKING CHll.IST IN HIS llOY AL OFFICE 168 

Clirist before him must feel as Pilate did. All appearance is against 
the charge; Jesus is not pretender to a throne; He is no revolutionaiy 
citbet who allows His followers to exalt Him to a throne (John 
6:15). He does not allow His servants to fight for Him (John 18: 
36). To a Roman's eyes this "King" has no dangerous look. And 
if Christ nevertheless confesses to being a king, that can only mean 
that He is King after a manner wholly new. For it is not only 
Pilate, the representative of the Roman Imperium, who sees nothing 
royal in Christ. The Jews were offended at Christ just because he 
did not fit th,ir conceptions of royal power and majesty. fo the 
Ptrson 11,ul worle of Christ the 01-tl Testament predictio,u concem­
ing th. coming King aro both /t1l/illed and sh1111e,ed. (z11gleicb 
tr/11,llt ,mtl zersprengl) . When Wilhelm Vischer I says that the 
Old Testament tells us 111h~t the Christ is, while the New Testament 
tells us who He is, he is emphasizing only one aspect of the matter; 
he is overlooking the fact that along with the continuity between 
prophecy and fulfillment there becomes apparent also a discon­
tinuity, a discontinuity which, in view of the unique and incom­
parable character of what to0k place when Christ came, ought 
not surprise us. .An illustration: one might think of the fulfillment 
of the Old Testament expectation of a king as raking place in the 
royal-palace, at the "right hand" of God, on the Temple hill; it is 
characteristic and significant that Jesus is the awaited King and 
yet does not enter into this house that is, so to speak, ready for 
Him. .An astronomer can calculate an eclipse of the moon far in 
advance and can in advance describe it in all its details, as if it were 
already before his eyes; the way and manner of Christ's kingship 
Clllmol be so predicted on the basis of Old Testament prophecy. 

Ought we not, then, in order to avoid falling prey to false con­
ceptions, ignore the prophecies entirely and look only at the fulfill­
ment? Ought we not avoid the misleading concept of "kingship" 
at the outset? In that case we could not speak of Christ's work at alL 
What Christ was and did has no analogy in experience. All our 
descriptions of Him, however, can only take analogy as their point 
of departure ( unless, of course, we confine ourselves to the 11id 
uglllioni.s). There is no formula, no concept, that perfectly fits 
the &a. We must therefore in any case say both: "ful.61led" and 
·sbaaered.· 

3

Voigt: The Speaking Christ in His Royal Office

Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1952



164 THE SPEAKING CHRIST 1N HIS R.OYAL omCE 

We shall attempt t0 make this clear by a discussion of a number 
of key concepts that are used t0 express the kingship of Christ. The 
Bible speaks of the Kingdom of God, of God's "royal reign." We 
are here dealing, no doubt, with one of the key concepts of the 
New Testament proclamation. Now, even Judaism was already 
living in expectation of the m11lk111h Jahwc. Two chief lines are 
traceable in this expectation of the Kingdom of God: one was the 
hope of a cosmic catastrophe in which God would take up His 
power and reign. Thus the Enthronement Psalms sing of it (Psalms 
47; 93; 97; Is. 52:7). It is thus that the prophecy of Deuter0-
lsaiah pictures it in that Prophet's first, escharological period;' God 
Himself will enter His holy city at the head of His people.-But 
there is also another conception of the Kingdom of God. Judaism 
spoke of the possibility and the necessity of "taking upon oneself" 
the Kingdom of God. This is done by subjecting onself to the Law 
of God. According ro Rabbinical teaching, this meant human per· 
formance, a "making good" on the part of man; all depended upon 
what man did: If a single Sabbath is perfectly kept, the Kingdom 
of God is come! But until that day comes, it is the business of 
each individual co take upon his shoulders the "yoke" of the King· 
dom. -Jesus takes up both conceptions. He can use them. Poe 
in both cases the Kingdom of God is the domain in which God's 
will is done. God is once more acknowledged Lord, the King, God 
Himself! What is new in the proclamation of Jesus is this: In His 
own Person, in Jesus, the Kingdom of God is come. He is, as 
Origcn has strikingly put it, the "Aurobasileia." Where men be­
lieve on Him, there the prince of this world is stripped of bis 
power. He is still there, but he can do nothing; the "handwrit­
ing . . • that was against us" has been nailed t0 the Cross, and out 
oppressors, the invisible powers,· are made a show of openly in 
the triumphal procession of God (Col. 2:14 f.). Thus God "hath 
delivered us from the power of darkness and hath translated us 
inro the kingdom of his dear Son" ( Col. 1 : 13) . Let us not overlook 
this: by the Cross, Oirist became our Lord. Strange, the way in 
which God's royal reign is realized! 

A second line of royal expectation runs through the Bible, a 
line not immediately reconcilable with the first: the Messianic hope. 
We arc speaking of the Mcssianir. hope of the Old Tesaunenr, as 

• i 
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THE SPEAK.ING CHilIST IN HIS ROY AL OFFICE 165 

the Old Testament itself understands it. .And here we must note: 
me expected King, the .Anointed One, is in this case not God 
Himself but One who bears a m:md:ue from God. The Messiah 
is a man! The Psalms of the King are to be so undersrood (2; 21; 
45; 72; 110); the person dealt with in them is in the first instance 
always the ruling king of Jerusalem. He is by descent a Davidid, 
and He is from the moment that He ascends His throne the beloved 
Son of God (Ps.2:7). We shall do well not to hide from our­
selves the historical sense of these Messianic passages. For only so 
shall we be in a position to understand the significance of the fact 
that, as time goes on, it is no longer any particular king of the 
dynasty that is thought of; rather the king is the object of hope and 
expectation. We sec how within the Old Testament itself the polit­
.ically-colon:d Messianic hope is being shattered- not shattered by 
blows from without but broken from within, as a bud breaks open: 
what is promised to David is something that can be said of no 
rep that lives by political forces only, namely, the eternal, con­
tinuance of his seed (2 Sam. 7:13, 16). But this Messianic analogy 
is even more radically transmuted when Christ comes. In Him 
there remains no vestige of the political. His opponents were still 
of the opinion that He would either have to conceive of His office · 
as a political one and become a Messianic revolutionary or give up 
His Mmiaoic claim altogether. (This alternative obviously is the 
background to the question of Matt. 22: 17.) Jesus' answer consti­
rutes His renunciation of political Messianism and is at the same 
time the proclamation of God's claim to that royal dominion which 
it is the office of Jesus to realize or actualize. .And so there is justi­
fication for the question: ".Art Thou He that should come?" (Matt. 
11:3.) The Baptist in his question has used the esoteric name for 
the expected Messiah. Jesus' answer is veiled, but it is yes. How 
great the disparity between the expectation and the fulfillment! We 
shall do well not to conceal from ourselves the fact that the original 
conception of the Messiah was wholly political; only then do we 
understand bow Oirist is the telos- end and fulfillment! - of 
politicaJ Mmiaoism. 

K ,nos, another of the titles of honor of Cluist, is less fruitful for 
our inffltigation. Here three lines converge. K1rios is, first and 
foremost (following the usage of the I.XlC), simply the uanslation 
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