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Introduction

To some people the title of this dissertation may seem
somewhat of a contradiction of terms. BSuch will be parti-
cularly true with those who conceive of eschatology as deal-
ing almost exclusively with the cataclysmic, apocalyptic
events attendant upon the last moments of the exlisting order
and universe. To be sure, a thoroughgoing apocalyptic is
conspicuous because of 1lts absence in the Fourth Gospel and
related Eplstles. But in this day of von Dobschutz and Ru-
dolf Otto and C. H. Dodd surely that is not the exclusive
nor final meaning of the word, "eschatology."

To other people this title would seem scarcely s safe
one. It may appear to some as 1f thls thesis would perforce
resolve iteself into a precarlously steered course between
the Scylla and Charybdis of Schweltzer and Bultmann, the
former of whom recognizes evidence in the Gospel of a strong
eschatological background but deems it unimportantl, the
latter of whom refuses to recognize as valid any tradlitionally
eschatological material in the Gospel and excises freely the
parts to which he objects.2 Yet there are not a few reputable
scholars today who are prepared to contend that the eschato-
logical world of Jesus was important for the writer of John
and 1s pertinent for our world and that the strongly escha-
tological sectione of the Fourth Gospel are not to be arbi-
trarily expugned.

Thus the problem of this treatise could be briefly de-
fined as the task of deciding what preclsely 1s the type and
status of the eschatology which we find in the Fourth Gospel
and in the three Eplstlss. Do we find ourselves entirely in

another world eschatologlically speaking with only vestigss,

1 Albert Schweitzer, The Mystlcism of Paul, the Apostle,
pp - 368“'9-
2 Rudolf Bultmann, Glauben und Verstehen, p. 135.




whether indigenous or interlarded, here and there of an "old
dramatic eschatology,"l which has in this the latest Gospel
been superseded and discarded, or redically transmuted or
sublimated? In view of Johannine thought what should be our
intelligent understanding and use of the traditional escha=-
tological terminology?

Could 1t be possible that especlally thls Gospel is one
of the most eschatological books of the New Testament because

here "history is told sub specile acternitatis"?? A profound,

recent work on John afforde illuminating comments here. "To
speak of history witnessing 'beyond itself'...ralses at once
and most acutely the problem of history as it 1s-presented
in the Fourth Gospel. For however the gospel is approached
and interpreted, 1t 1s clear that the Evangelist is recount-
ing the history of Jesus of Nazareth, not merely for the sake
of 1ts describable actuality, but also for the sake of its sig-
nificance."> "Moreover, the Evangelist whose theme is the
flesh of Jesus has to do with the ultimate slignificance, not
of a limited number of particular, specifically 'theological'
acts or sayings, but of episodes and incildents ranging over
the whole gamut of human life and experience. This relating
of every episode to the final truth involves, if the episods
is to be described, a re-description in a technically non-

historical form; since, if the episode be described other-

wlse, description of 1t ceases to be eschatological, that 1s

to say, related strictly in terms of final truth, and in-
evitably becomes a historicsl description, with all that that
implies. Such a description in the end deprives Jesus, and
then His disciples, and then men, and then the univerese, of

any final meaning.™®

Rudolf Bultmann, loc. cit.

J. H. Bernard, Commentary on the Gospel According to
St. John, p. cxiv.

Edwyn Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 109.

Ibid., pp. 113-114. :
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The above phrase, "This relating of every episode to
the final truth,” has special pertinence. It is true in the
synoptice that you find eschatology in unexpected places. It
1s even truer in the Fourth Gospel that eschatology 1is to be
found in wholly unexpected places, for this evangelist was
preeminently concerned with relating any and all episodes of
the life of Jesus to final truth, for he saw the history of

that 1life sub specie aeternitatis. The writer was "wesll ac-

quainted with men who knew the fects of the 1life of Jesus but
could not give a true description of what had happened, who
had heard the speech of Jesus but not Hie Word, who rever-
enced His works but did not understand what they meant."1

The writer felt that the facts of the life of Christ needed
a restatement, a restatement thet would do justice to the
significance of those facts by relating them to the final

truth, by giving them an eschatological description. The E-

vangelist was forced into such a restatement because "...the
eschatological, that is to say, non-historical, description
of events 1s necessary, immediately they have been seen to
defy explanation in sole terms of their observable facts, and
to demand explsnation in terms of the final truth of God."2
It is of course true that "...events can rightly be described
in 2 theological context as well as in thelr chronological
sequence, but...lf they are percelved as having theologlcal
significance, non-historical descriptlon of them alone does
them justice..."? It was precisely becaﬁse of the "“theolo-
gical significance" of the eplsodes of the Life of Jesus, not
because of the "deseribable actuality", that this author found

his voice; and, 1t was because he learned that the flesh of

Jesus, the recountable history of Jesus, "...is the point

Ibid., p. 110.
TEAR,, . 114,
TBIA. ;- Ds 116,
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where time defined in relation to time means nothing,"l that
he, from the very first, resolved upon a theological, non-

historical, eschatological description of the facts of the

tradition and began his Gospel not with Mhsm
not with _AF_X.EL Tou. _a.us#c-_km _Imw_
nor with £ )zeye_m ev__ _Ij&_é:__,__. 5‘%
@,“ug ‘”.S IHS i Q“d,“d; put with ‘Ey gx"‘yg
WY O _Lo¥95 Kbl o Myo_;_ny_zgaag_ Tov
ﬂ oV Kdl _-&E_Q_r)- M M@ We may let Sir

Edwyn Hoskyns, to quote from this helpful and sagacious

work once more, state the argument for us: "If the flesh of
Jecus, 1f His appearance on the field of hlstory, were ex-
hausted in history and were to be understood as information

to be collected together, then the Jews were right, and the
claims He made for Himself were no more than self-made claims:
Thou being a man, belng flesh and blood makest thyself equal
with God. Lilkewise the gospel proclaimed by the Church 1is
blasphemy. From so grave a misunderstanding of the Jesus of
history, and of the tradition, oral and written, of His 1life,
the author of the Fourth Gospel determines to rescue his rsad-
ers., But he will not do this by throwing the Jesus of his-
tory to the winds - that is proving disastrous - but by in-
sisting that the tradition itself has a mezaning peering out

of 1t at every point, a meaning which 1s 'beyond history', and
which alone mekes sense of history."@ "His gospel, like the
others, is a 'bodily' gospel. But, and this is the problem

of the Fourth Gospel, the author has so presented the ‘'sen-
sible'history of Jesus that his readers are confronted in

that history, and precisecly there, with what 1s beyond time

1 Ibkdispe L1535,
2 J1bids; ps o4



and beyond visible occurrence, with the veritable Word of God
and with the veritable life of eternity."l

Let us recapltulate. I have besn at palns in the above
paragraphs to establish the fact that the Fourth Gospel 1s a
"theological" Gospel. I have been trying to prove that the
Church 1s right in naming the author of the Fourth Gospel
the "Theologian." The Church is right in the use of this
title when she means thereby that this author has written a
Goepel which strives more for an "interpretation" of the
facts of the tradition than do the other Gospels. (I shall
return to this contrast presently.) The Church is correct

when she means thereby that this author was "...more con-
cerned with the problem of history than with the writing of
it..."2 and that in his Gospel there is an admixture of
history and theological interpretation. Now, as Hoskyns
and Davey have made admlrably clear in the passages quoted
above, to think theologically is in a very real sense to
think non-historically or eschatologically.

The sense in which theological thinking is eschatologi-
cal thinking is that episodes, events are related, recounted
in terms of final or ultimate truth. Ceftainly one of the
meanings of Jg'c-xgg];gg is "absolute" or "ultimate" and
not only "last in a succession." Surely theology finde itself
very quickly at the point "where time defined in relation to

time means nothing," at the point where it is forced to speak

in non-historical terms. Very early in his book, Christus und

die Zeit, Professor Cullmenn declares that biblical history
18 something strange to the pure historian because biblical
history poses a theological problem: "As a whole, biblical

history, as we shall anslyze 1t according to New Testament

1 Thids e 07
2 TIbid.:; p: 50,



sources, must appear to the historlan as a very queer con-
LR
struction."t [Here now appears the problem of biblical his-

tory as a theologleal problem."? Theology will always be

enigmatic to the historian as such because 1t uses non-his-
toriecel language. Its language 1s non-historical because 1its
ultimate point of reference is beyond tlme, beyond history.
Thus eschatology belongs to theology. "The theology of the
gospels, like every theology which arises within the Chris-
tian sphere, involves a teleology.“3 This kinship of escha-
tology with theology was attested qulte honestly by Doctor

C. R. Bowen in an address, entitled "Why Eschatology," de-
livered to the Society of Blblleal Literature and Exegesls:
"As an example of the problems we work at, let me choose one:
...2 toplc on which as critics we have all whetted our
scholastic blades. The toplic I have in mind is eschatology.
Why doeg it vex us so sorely? Why bother sbout 1t? Biblical
students, especizally students of the New Testament, cannot
leave it alone; in 211 thelr lectures, thelr articles, their
books, thelr discussions of whatever sort, its problems are
always thrusting themselves to the fore. If we cannat leave
it alone, it is because it will not leave us alone: it will
be heard."4 Doctor Bowen goes on to meintain quite rightly
that the broader kinshlp of eschatology with religlon is no
less insistent and real. "What would religion be without it
[;. €., eschatologi]? It 1s the undefeatable conviction that
in the end God, and not the devil, shall rule, that all the
age-long course of sin and shame shall end in purity and
peace, that what creation made implicit shall become expli-

cit, that the universe is at heart good and from it evil as

Pp. 17-18.

e < 1S

James Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, p. 47.
Studles in the New Testament, Collected Papers of Clayton
R. Bowen, ed. Robert J. Hutcheon, p. 78.
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s foreign intruder shall ultimetely be expelled."l Theology,
then, quite naturally finds 1tself dealling wlth a subject
which is so very central to the true Christian religlon.
Professor Thomas F. Torrance in his lectures on eschatology
in New College at the University of Edinburgh during the
£a2ll term of 1951 said, “Theology ls eschatology. Escha-
tology has to do with the whole perspective of Christian
doctrine; no doctrine can be rightly expounded apart from
its relation to eschatology."

Thus, if-John's Gospel is a theological book, it is 1n
a scnse an eschatological book, and, to the degree that 1t 1s
the former, it i1s the latter. Here we return to our intro-
ductory question: "Could 1t be possible that especially this
Gospel 1= one of the most eschatological books of the New Tes-

tomente..?"

We answer: 1in our opinion it is certainly onse
of the most eschatological books of the New Testament because
it is obviously one of the most theological.

I should like to pause here to say that some matters,
such as the problem of Johannine authorship and the broader
critical questions of Johannine studies,2 which, according to
my advisors, I am not in this thesls bound to treat exten-

sively, I shall try to discuss briefly but finally, except

for pertinent references, in the introduction.

1 Ibid., pp. 85-6. ;

2 A. M. Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament lSOO-;gig,
p. 78: "It is customary among critics to speak of 'the
problem of the Fourth Gospel. The phrase is misleading.
The Johannine problem 1lg polygonal. It is not simply, Did
John son of Zebedee write the Gospel, and when, and where,
and why? The problem branches out endlessly. Is the Gos-
vel a unity? Do we have it in its originel order? Does
an Aramaic original glimmer through its Greek dress? Did
the Fourth Evangelist know the Synoptiste? How far do the
discourses in the Gospel reproduce the mind of Jesus? And
wgige do history and reflection begin and end in the Gos-
P

These questions form the staple of the Johannine de-

bate. It began long before the twentieth century, but
it has been continued - and advanced - in the last fifty

{izggét Undoubtedly here is material for countless




I must now return to a problem raised in the abave dis-
cussion. That problem i1s the contrast of John's Gospel and
the Synoptics on the point of the interpretation of the facts
of the tradition. This problem will face us often in the
course of thls study, but it is necessary to offer here a few
definitive remarks. Professor Dodd sees a change 1n the study
of the Bible which he calls a "...return to a theology of
transcendence...."l He thinks that this turnine away from the
older critical school of the nineteenth century, which wanted

to excoriate all Gemeindetheologie from the historical core

of the Gospels, 1s a salutary change, which 1s critically
sound. "It is certainly true that the Gospels were written
‘from faith to faith.' The older method of criticism, in
its search for bare facts, set out to elliminate whatever in
the Gospels might be attributed to the faith or experlence
of the Church. In doing so, it delliberately neglected in
them Jjust those elements which In the eyes of thelr authors
made them worth writing. They dld not write to gratify our
curlosity about what happened, but to bear witness to the
revelation of God. To do full justice to the Intention of
an author is a necessary step towards understanding his
work."2 It is important to note here that Profesesor Dodd is

thinking of the Synoptic Gospels as well as of the Fourth.

It is now seen that all of our Gospels were written from
"faith to faith". Even in our oldest sources, we do not
have a "pure, undogmatic" presentation of Jesus. In the

Fourth Gospel, we are, to be sure, in a new atmosphereB, but

C. H. Dodd, History and the Gospel, p. 13.
Ibid., p. 14,
William Manson, The Incarnate Glory, p. 13: "In passing

W=

from the Synoptic Gospels to the later work which bears
the name of John, the reader 1is conscious of entering in-
to a new atmosphere. It 1s as if he had turned from some
busy street of the world's life and entered the quiet
spaceg of some cathedral close."




it is not new in the sense that we have for the first time in
our Gospel records an element of interpretation in the Fourth

n l In""

Gospel. They all have an "element of interpretation.
deed there are points of bold dissimilarity between the Syn-
optice and the Johannine Gospel in matters of chronology and
setting. These points might be called differences of kind.
The varying amounts of theologlzing or interpretatlon in the
Fourth Gospel as compared wlith the Three Cospels might be
called a difference of degree. Consequently when we speak of
the restatement of the tradition which we find in John's Gos-
pel, we do not mean an innovative departure from the synoptic
tradition, but rather the becoming explicit, under the Spirit's
tutelage, of what was implicit in the older corpus. "What is
certain...is that the tendency to magnify the person of Jesus
Christ, which is the characteristic feature of the Fourth gos-
pel, is already present in the synoptic tradition from the
first."e

Professor Hunter sees a shift of emphasis in Johannine
studies. He says, "At point after point where John disagrees
with the Synoptlists, we have to stop and ask ourselves: 'Is
it not conceivable that he may be right?'"> Numerous other
modern scholars support this position. Profesgsor T. W. Manson:
"It is no longer possible to say, 'If the Fourth Gospel con-
tradicts the Synoptlsts, so much the worse for the Fourth Gos-

pel.'"4 Professor Moffatt declares, "The dsy is now over, or

1 E. g., the interpreting of Mark 13:14 by Luke 21:20 and
Matthew 24:15, and the interpreting of Mark 10:15 by
Matthew 18:3, and the interpretation of Mark 4:3-9 by
Mark 4:10-20 (which interpretation, according to Moffatt,
ls secondary to the context). Cf. R. H. Strachan, The
Fourth Evangelist, pp. 22 ff. James Moffatt in An Intro-
duction 1o the Literature of the New Testament on p. . 540
says, "In | Mark, especially, the presence of...an interpre-
tation has now been proved...."

James Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, p. 25.

A, go Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament 1900-1950,

P.

T. W. Manson, in The Rylands Bulletin, May, 1947, quot-
ed by A. M. Hunter in Interpreting the New Testament

1900-12503 pl 900
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almost over, wnen the Fourth gospel and the Synoptists could
be played off agalnst each other in a series of rigid anti-
these=s, as though the one were a matter-of-fact and homogeneous
chronicle and the other a splritual reading of the earlier
trzdition. The problem is too delicate and complex for such
crude methods."l E. X. Lee (probably quoting Professor Hun- 5
ter ) agrees: "Nevertheless the day 1s over when the Fourth
Gospel and the Synoptlsts could be played off against each
other. The problem 1s too delicate and complex for such crude
methods."? Professor Duncen: "There is, further, a growing
readiness to find real historical value in the evidence of the
Fourth Gospel, not merely as regards episodes (as e. g. an
early Judeean ministry, and the date of the Last Supper),

but also (and this is especially significant) as regards

much of the teaching."3 These references suffice to show us
that the Ephesian Gospel 1s not necessarily disparaged by its
disparity with the other three Gospels. This is not to say,
however, that no serious problems (e¢. g., of chronology) re-
main.

This thesls cannot, of course, treat the intricacies of
the literary and chronological relations of John to the Syn-
optists, but full cognizance of the more advanced viewpoint
of these relations will be taken where it is pertinent. Nat-
urally I have tried to avail myself of the better known works
In the galaxy of books directly and indirectly on the Johan-
nine literature. To mention only a few of the general eriti-
cal works would be to name Professor B. W. Bacon's The Fourth

Gospel in Research and Debate; Professor James Drummond's

Character and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel; Professor Wll-

liam Sanday's The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel; Professor

1 James Moffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the
New Testament, p. 540.

E. K. Lee, The Religious Thought of St. John, p. 24.
George S. Duncan, Jesus, Son of Man, p. 1l6.

W o
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E. F. Scott's The Fourth Gospel; Professor W. F. Howard's

The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation; Pro-

fessor James Moffatt's An Introduction to the Literature of

the New Testament; and Professor Adolf Jiilicher's Einleitung

in das Neue Testoment.

"7t would be quite out of place to discuss in this Ih-
troduction the vexed question of the authorship of the Fourth
Goepel."!l Surely if so luminous a scholar and writer on John
a8 Archbishop Temple finds the authorship question vexing and
dispenses with its discussion, one approaches the problem

gingerly, feeling that it has probably become the b@te noire

of everyone attempting to think or write about the Fourth Gos-
pel. According to my advisors 1t is not within the amblt of
this thesis to treat the matter exhaustively. I shall try to
state briefly the resultse of my study of the subject.

No doubt many today would regard the following words as
obsolete. "The genuineness [;. e., apostolic authorshié] of
St. John's Gospel is the centre of the position of those who
uphold the historical truth of the record of our Lord Jesus
Christ given us in the New Testament. Hence the attacks of
the opponents of revealed religion are concentrated upon
1t."? Theee statements appear even more parachronistic
when quoted at the beginning of a very recent book on the
Johannine authorship.3 Professor B. W. Bacon agreed with
the above words of Bishop Lightfoot and deemed the author-
8hip debate a vital one because he conceived of a rigid anti-
thesls between John and the other three Gospels. It will
perhaps not be amiss to insert here a lengthy section from
Professor Bacon's book. "It does indeed make a tremendous

difference whether the particular doctrine of 'the Divinity,

1 William Temple, Readings in St. John's Gospel, First
ceries, Introduction, p. X.

J. B. Lightfoot, BEiblical Essays, p. 47.

He P. V. Nunn, The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel, p. 2.

o




12 ‘
the Deity of Our Lord' which this admlttedly late writer [;.g., I
the Fourth Evangelisi] presznts as reflecting Jesus' teaching [
as to Sonship 1s, or 1s not, to be enforced as the maln fea- |
ture of his message, conveyed on the authority of 'the one
man, of all others, who had the greatest opportunities of

kmowing the truth.' On this gquestion we are driven unavoid-

ably to the alternative: Either Synoptics, or John. Either

the former are right in their complete silence regarding pre-
existence and incarnation, and their subordination of the doc-
trine of Jesus' person, in presenting his work and teaching

as concerned with the kingdom of God, with repentance and a
fi1lial disposition and life, as the requirement made by the
common Father for that inheritance; or else John 1is right in
making Jesus' work and message supremely a manifestatlon of
his own glory as the incarnate Logos, effecting an atonement
for the world which has otherwise no access to God. Both
views cannot be true, and to a very large extent it 1s the
science of literary and historical criticism which must de-
cide between them. We agree, then, with Bishop Lightfoot

that the Johannine authorship of the Fourth Gospel is the r
question of questions in all the domein of biblical sclence.

The criticlism which has effected a transformation in our con-

ception of Hebrew religious history by making the so-called
Priestly Document the latest and historically speaking least
reliable source of the Pentateuch, instead of the earliest
and most fundamental, will accomplish a still more revolu-
tionary change in our conception of New Testament beglnnings,
1f ite deductions are accepted regarding the Fourth Gospel."t
First, thls long passage makes one feel a need for Hoskyns'

and Davey's warning against attributing too much importance

1 B. Wé Eacon, The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, |
o) O b i I




13
and prerogative to the office of the critical historian.t
Whatever direction Professor Bacon may have thought the "still

more revolutionary change” would take, the opinlon of The

Riddle of the New Testament represents the directlion of meny
present-day New Testement scholars' thinking: "Nowhere in the
New Tectament are the writere lmpoelng an interpretation upon
a history."2 Second, I think that the stark antithesls which
Professor Bacon draws between John and the Synoptics rests
upon a misinterpretation both of John and of the Synoptics3
(e. g., Mark's presentation of Jesus as ruler of the demon
world is not exactly a "subordination of the doctrine of
Jesus' person"). Third, I feel that the gravity which Pro-
fessor Bacon attaches to the whole guestion of the Fourth
Gospel's authorship rests upon the sharp antinomy which he
sees between the last Gospel and the Synoptics. It seems
highly possible that the same contrasting juxtaposition of

John and the Synoptics 1s also the basis of Professor Nunn.4

1 Hoskyns and Davey, Riddle of the New Testament, pp. 247-8:
"The Critical historian is not concerned with the ultimate
truth of what Jesus taught, but only with the actual sub-
stance of his teaching. It is not for him to Judge whether
the significance which He assigned to His actions and to
His Person was in the end true, but only to make clear
what significance He did in fact give to His work. The
historian of Primitive Christilanity is a mere hewer of
wood and drawer of water; it 1s his functlon to act as the
slave of the Theologian or of the Philosopher, as the
slave also of the simple bellever or of the equally simple
unbeliever. After all, it 1s as important for the unbe-
liever to know what he disbelieves as 1t 1s for the be~
liever to know what he believes; and the Philosopher as
well as the Theologian must be able to form a clear no-
tion of what he 1s handling when he comes to deal with

the mainspring of the Christian Religion. The historian
has therefore to make clear and accessible the material
which has shown such remarkable ability to galvanize
thought and faith and unbelief. The historlan, then, is
neither an apologist for the Christian Religion nor an
apostle of irreligion; still less is he an interpreter

of the New Testament in terms of Modern Thought."

Ibid ., p. 249,

Vid. footnote number 1 on page 15 below.

Since Professor Nunn quotes the above words of Bishop
Lightfoot so very prominently in the outset of his book,
The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel, could it be possible
that he would agree with Professor Bacon's now anachronis-
tic contention that "the Johannine authorship of the

£l
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He asserts, "From our study of recent books on the subject
we feel that the opponents of the apostolic authorship of the
Gospel are being compelled by the breakdown of other argu-
ments to lay more and more stress on the paradox that the
Fourth Evangelist did little more than copy the other three."®
"The main argument against the traditional authorship of the
Fourth Gospel used to be that it differs so much from the
Synoptic Gospels, that, far from copying them and only adding
to them s few odd details, it flatly contradicts them 1in

meny places. This 1s not merely an out-of-date opinion which
modern research has corrected."@ Thus we find Professor Nunn
striving to maintain the differences between John and the
Synoptics. Although he does battle on page vill of the pre-
face for the essential unity of John and the Synoptics in the
doctrine of Christology, on page 148 he says, "No one who has
studied the matter without prejudice will refuse to admit
that the difference between the Synoptic portrait of Jesus
and that in the Fourth Gospel 1s considerable. In the o-
pinion of the writer of this book we have neither the fac-
ulties nor the informatlon which will ever enable us to ex-
plain it completely." We can all sympathize with Professor
Nunn's cautious attitude in this matter, and I do not mean
for a moment to suggest that some modern scholars presume of
omnisclence on this point, when I point out that many today
fall to see such a basic and lmpassable chasm between the
Fourth and first three Goepels. It would appear that today

those who accord the question of authorship the supreme

(continued from page 13) fourth Gospel is the question

of all questions in all the domain of biblical science"?
To be sure Professor Nunn deems the question important
enough for a whole book. On page ix of the preface he
says, "Therefore the author of this book makes no apology
for adding one more to the many works already exlisting

on thls subject. It would have been superfluous once:

it is not so now."

ibid., p. 16.

Toide D A

no
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place in the study of the Fourth Gospel stand in the direct
1ine of Bishop Lightfoot and Professor Bacon, who insist
vehemently upon a l1rreconcilable divergence of the last CGos-
pel from the first three. On the other hand, those who to-
day relegate the authorship question to a secondary place in
Johannine studies are often convinced of an underlying unity
of theological development relating the latest Gospel very
closely in many ways to the earlier three. When one is fully
convinced of a complete disparity between John's Gospel and
its predecessors, one struggles intensely (and I think some-
times biasedly) to prove or to disprove apostolic authorship
of the Fourth Gospel.l
I believe a sizable portion of modern New Testament
thinking is past the falsely rigid contradiction between John
and the Synoptics, which contradiction was based upon mis-
taken interpretations of 211l four Gospels. This is not to
argue that no formidable differences remain, but it 1s to
argue that the tension between the two has been considerably
lessened by recent research. Thus a recent writer, dis-
cussing Johannine studies, says, "Fifty years ago discussion

of this Gospel [;. 5y Joh%] commonly begen with the questions

1 Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, pp.
281-2: '"Those who are convinced that a reconstruction of
the Jesus of history 1s possible on the basis of a cri-
tical study of the Synoptic Gospele, and that He can be
adegquately described within the framework of modern hu-
menitarian and ethical 1deallsm, are frankly shocked by
the Fourth Gospel. The whole situation is eased, if the
Fourth Gospel can be removed from all contact with the
memory of Jesus. The denial of Apostolic authorship and
even of a relation to Apostolic reminiscence, is felt to
be essential. For those, on the other hand, who are dis-
satisfied with this reconstruction, the authorship of the
Fourth Gospel has provided the supreme battleground. So
much seemed to hang upon it. If it could be proved that
the author was an original disciple of Jesus, or even
1f 1t could be proved that he was in close contact with
an original disciple, the whole humanitarian reconstruc-
tion would be severely shaken. For these reasons 1li-
beral and conservative scholars have been on edge when-
ever the question of the authorship of the Fourth Gospel
has been raised. One of the main aims of this book has
besn to show thet the battleground lies elsewhere. We
are free therefore to treat the question of authorship
and date on purely critical grounds [Enderlining is miné].“




of authorship, date and provenance. When you had answered
them, you turned to the other questions. Nowadays-witnecs
Hoskyns' Introduction-discussion generally startes with the
other questions.“l Indeed, Hoskyns and Davey, after remarking
that liberale and conservatives had long considered the au-
thorship of the Fourth Gospel the supreme battleground, con-
tinue with these deliberate words, "One of the main aims of
this book has been to show that the battleground lies else-
where."® Another new book on the last Gospel declares, i 7

is not of great importance to determine who the actual author
wae."? I find myself in deep sympathy with this view, for I
feel that more and more we are coming to realize that "Hap-
pily, the spiritual value of the Fourth Gospel does not stand
or fall with the conclusions of the critics."™® We might well
be explicit and extend this statement to include the "con-
clusions of the critics" regarding authorship. Therefore,

how incongruous sound these statements from Professor Scott
Jolland! "It [;. e., the theory that the author of the Fourth
Gospel was an unknown disciple of the Elder Joh%] is, simply
a confession that if the book 1s not the Apostle John's, then
we do not know anything about it, nor can give any intelli-
gible interpretation of its origin and acceptance. We glve

it up. This is all that can be said."® This position is
dangerously close to an 1ldolatry of authorship. Later this
writer again asserts, "It is as we review the vague uncer-
tainties of these alternative suggestions that we find our-
selves forced back again and again on the arresting challenge,
elther the book was written by the Apostle, or we are totally

unable to account for its existence. If John wrote it, then,

A. M, Hunter, Interpreting the New ‘Testament, pp. 84-5.
Eos?yns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, p. 282.
%. K. Lee, The Religious Thought of St. John, p. 3.

Hanter, op. ¢it., p. 92. =

Henry Scott Holland, The Fourth Gospel, p. 124.
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at least, we have an explsnation which broadly accounts for
the character and position and authority of the book. If he
di1d not, then its form and 1ts orlgin and ite history are un-
intelligible. We have lost the cue, and have no interpreta-
tion to offer. Criticism ies baffled. The book must be left
an unsolved mystery."l I am aware that the author is making
these statements on the basis of the apostolic tone and au-
thority which he claims to see in the book,2 but I wonder if
here we do not have the importance of the Johannine author-

ship question pushed to an argumentum ad absurdum. Indeed,

if we must be specific and dogmatic about authorship, then
there are many books in the New Testament canon, such as He-
brews, James, Jude, II Peter, and Revelation, about which it
can be argued that "we have lost the cue, and have no inter-
pretation to offer." To be sure, on this basis several New
Testament books must have an "unintelliglble form", and "cri-
ticism ie baffled" conecerning them. But the situation is not
nearly so hopeless as that. Here is the statement of an author
who does not accept the conservative position of Johannine
authorship. "The purpose of the Johannine VWritings was to
preéerve in the midst of Greek-speaking Christianity at the
beginning of the second century the authority of the faith
and apprehension of the original disciples of Jesus; and con-
sequently, to retain thereby the authority over the Church of
the 'flesh' of Jesus the Apostle of God, in whose 1life and
death the glory of God was manifested, not only to the ori-
ginal apostles, but also through them to the world."? This
statement cheers one greatly, because it makes clear that the
Fourth Gospel, apart from apostolic authorship, does not have

to remain a book which is an "unsolved mystery" and about

Ibid D 128,
@unter, 0D elt., ps 86,
E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 96.
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whose "origin and acceptance no intelligible interpretation
can be given."

I have no desire to relegate the question of the author-
ship of the Fourth Gospel to a place of antiquarian research.
On the other hand I do not wish to see it usurp undue impor-
tance and hinder our appreciation of this sublime book.

In the vast sea of books and theorles about the author-
ship, I think Adolf Schlatter offers us a profitable word of
warning against our being so desirous of finding the author
of the Fourth Gospel thet we search to the ends of the earth
with exotic theories to find our man. "Some have saild that
John hellenized the message of Paul. Can one make the think-
ing and willing Grecian without writing in Greek? Then 1s
the language of John hellenized? Some have called John a
mystic. Was there ever mystlcal living without mystical
speaking? He calls himself a disciple of Jesus, who accom-
panied Jesus from the Jorden to the cross. If he were a Pal-
estinlan, who thought in the two widely separated languages,
then only academlic training could hinder his Greek from be-
traying the writers origin."l Although I do not agree with
part of this statement and with Professor Schlatter regarding
the Johannine authorship, I do find here a healthy antidote
to the often fantastic, forced readings of the Gospel which
are offered to support some wild theory of authorship.
Agreeing with the above quotation in part, we can quite
reasonably, I think, conclude that the Fourth Evangelist
was most probably a Jewish Christian, mystical in thought, who
wrote in Greek in and for a Greek community. On the other
hand I, personally, see great merit in two of Professor Scott
Holland's arguments concerning authorship, although I disagree

with his conclusions. The first argumsnt 1s that a personal,

1 Adolf Schlatter, Der Evangelist Johannes, p. viil.
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eye-witness memory seems to be at work in the Gospel to give
us a profuslon of non-essential, trivial data, which are inm-
portant, often, only to the eye-witness himself. "He| 1. e.,
the author of the Fourth Gospei] lingers lovingly over tiny
inclidents that were of no welghty imvortance at all, except
through thelr having become embedded in a personal memory.
That memory has retained them with a tenacity that comes sole-
ly from the intensity of the emotlon with which they were
primarily received.... It is enough for the moment to recall
especially chapter i1 from v. 29 to the end, with its emphasis
on the mere notes of days and hours. ‘'The next day' (v. 29).
'Again, the next day after' (v. 35). 'It was about the tenth
hour' (v. 39). 'The day following' (v. 43). 'And the third
day' (ch. 11 1). There are several instances in which he
notes a fact down, because 1t is a fact, and he always remem-
bers it. 'He went down to Capernaum with His mother and His
brethern, and abode there not many days'. No doubt this comes
in to supply the first touch of hie connection with Capernaum
which was His habitual home in the Synoptic story. Eut, as it
comes in our Gospel, it 1s there for no reason that belongs to
the purpose of the writer. Nothing happened iIn the few days
at Capernaum. It is simply an incident thrown in, assoclated

somehow with the moment in the writer's memory."l To be sure,

1 Henry Scott. Holland, op. ¢it., pp. 55-6. "There is the
notice of the subject of discussion between John's dis-
ciples and a Jew. 'It was about purification.' Nothing
else 1s t0ld us. We hear no more of how the discussion
went. There i1s no motlive whatever to be traced for 1ts
introduction" p. 56. "And note, again, the amazing trou-
ble taken to explain how there were boats enough to carry
the people back over the Lake of Tiberias, on the morning
after the feeding of the five thousand, though, on the
evening before, there had been only one boat on the shore.
The storm of the night, against which the disciples had
so hardly fought, had driven them in. 'The day following,
when the people which stood on the other 108 ¢ .6, . . OB
but what 1s the intimate interest of all this? None what-
ever, except the writer's actual interest in the way 1t
happened. It is a plece of personal memory, pure and
simpls; and serves no other end," p. 56-7. Professor
Scott Holland gives several more interesting exesmples on

the following pages of his book.
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we can parallel these instances with similar Synoptic trivia.
Luke 2:46 "And, after three days, they found him...." Hardly
an essential note! Luke T:3 ff. "...and he [}he centurioé],
asking that He would come and save his servant, sent unto Him
elders of the Jews. And when they came to Jesus, they were
urging Him earnestly, saylng, 'The man 1s worthy, for whom You
will do this.'" We are not told who these elders were, whether
they believed in Jesus or not, what thelr exact attitude to
Jesus wae. Mark 4:1 "And agaln He began to teach beslide the
sea. And a very great crowd gathered around Him, 80 that he
boarded a boat and sat on the sea, and all the crowd was be-
side the ssa on the land." (Cf. Luke 5:1-3) Surely thils 1s

a "plece of personal memory, which serves no other end."

This is a veritable photograph of that scene on that day by
the sea. Yet Mark was no eye-witness! UNote further Mark 4:10
"And when He was alone..."; Mark 9333 "And, they came to Ca-

" (whose

pernaum and when He was in the house, he asked them...
house? Matthew's, or Peter's, or Philiipp's?); Mark 10:10
"And being again in the houss, the disciples asked Him..."

~ (What house?). It will be noted that all of these examples
are drawn from Mark and Luke, neither of whom was an eye-
wltness. Yet these bits of non—eseentiai information are
graphic and living. They seem to be drawn from an eye-wit-
ness account. If Mark drew these desecriptive minutlae from
Peter, and if Luke drew them from Mark or from Q, could not
the Fourth Evangelist have drawn them from an apostolic

source, from a "Johannine Q"? Just as these data help us to
see an authoritative, (apostolic). eye-witness source in Mark
and Luke, so similar data assure us of an authoritative, proba-
bly indevpendent tradition in John. The second noteworthy ar-
gument in Professor Scott Holland's book ig that of the ob-
vious authority of the evangellst over the Synoptic tradition.

"Tn all this, we feel his peculliar power of standing over the




usual tradltion, and of freely correcting and explaining 1it.
He knows what the others record, and puts it straight where
1t might mislead."! "Who is it who can afford to traverse the
accepted tradition in a matter so momentous as the Last Sup-
per? The Last Supper has become the absolute core of the
Church's worship. In 1t 1is glven the one absolute legacy,

in deed and word, of the risen Christ to His living Body.

We are touching the vital heart of the Church's existence.

We know, again, the rigour and the scrupulosity with which
the great tradition was handed down, including, especially,
the account of how our Lord, on the night that He was be-
trayed, took bread. This tradition 1s fixed, under valid
and Apostolic authority, as soon as we know anything of
Christianity at all.... St. Paul himself is studiously anx-
lous to assert his entire agreement with that which he had
recelved.... No looseness of teaching is tolerated on this
cardinal matter: no uncertified teacher may touch it. Yet
here 1s someone who does not find it worth while to consider
how he stands to the familiar form. He stands over 1t, not
under it. He takes hils story with the assumptlion that, if he
haprens to differ from what 1s commonly taught, no one will
be surprised, no one will hesitate to accept his version."@
This daring independence and authority, which one finds
throughout this Gospel, have been noted by many scholars.
"The author of the Fourth Gospel does not emerge from his
audience in order to voice their opinions and to record them
for the benefit of posterity. He confronts his readers and
speaks to them with authority. Assuming their readiness to
hear, he expects that they will understand and accept what

he has to say."? The weight of these two arguments so bril-

1 FpddivDs 656
2 Ibido, pp. 122"3'
3 E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 86.
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llantly expounded by Scott Holland is great, I think, for
gsome eye-wltness, probably apostolic source behind the Fourth
Gospel.

Yet I cannot belleve in the apostolic authorship of John,
son of Zebedee. The arguments and erudition on both sides
are great. I found Principal James Drummond's book1 massive

and learned. I found Professor B. W. Bacon's tome2

trenchant
and scintillatingly brilliant. But in the end I agree with
these two authors: "The evidence is wholly elusive. The
gospel contains no definite statement that the author was
nsmed John. It is an anonymous book."® I found special help

on the authorship question in W. F. Howard's The Fourth Gos-

pel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation, William Manson's

The Incarnate Glory, H. J. Holtzmann's Evangelium des Johannes,

J. H. Bernard's Gospel According to St. John, and B. H. Street-

er's The Four Gospels. These books influenced me especially

on the authorship problem. Holtzmann says, "Coming from the
Synoptics, one exzpects first of all to find a similar work, a
work measurable by the plumb-line won from the exegetical and
historical treatment of the Synoptics.“4 In addition to the
fact that one finds one's self in a decidedly changed milieu,
in addltion to the arguments, some of which are stronger than
others, which are to be found enumerated in Manson's The In-

carnate Glory or in Streeter's The Four Gospels, I humbly offer

one or two points of my own, which have been determinative In
my own thinking on the problem. These arguments may be de-
veloped by some scholar somewhere, but I arrived at them in-
dependently. My first point 1s the mere fact that the Fourth
Gospel itself, as 1t stands before us, makes a problem of its

authorship. In none of the other Gospels do you find the

The Character and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel.

The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate.

Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, p. 282.
H. J. Holtzmann, Das Evengelium Johannes, p. l.
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veiled hints, the covert suggestions about a "beloved" or
special disclple. For the author himself the identity of

the author or of the source of the Gospel was problematic.

Why is the polnt belabored so? The authorship could have
been left relatively untouched as 1s done in the Synoptics.

If the author were John, son of Zebedee, and, if he were
writing to draw the Church back to the facts of the flesh of
Jesus, why should he vaclllate so very much on revealing his
ldentity? On the contrary, would he not have boldly declared
himself? In differing sharply at various points with the
Synoptics, would he not have wisely used his authority as an
eye-witness to gain credence for his particular version? If
he were deliberately giving a "Life of Christ" and not just a
chronlcle of the events of that life, if he were giving an
interpretive blography and not just a Tagebuch, would he not
have leant authenticity to that interpretation by plainly at-
taching his name as the name of the intimste and well-beloved
confidant of the Lord? Listen to the almost pathetlc ery of
Scott Holland. "If only we can know the heart of this man:

if only we can lle on the breast of him who lay on the breast
of Jesus: 1if only it be that man, and no other, who 1s speak-
ing: 1if only it be with his eyes that we see, so that we hear
what he heard, and feel what he touched: then we are in pos-
sesslon of all that we can desire."l Surely the same desire
that prompted this passionate statement from a modern theo-
logilan would have constrained an apostle to state hls identity,
or, at least, to let the matter lie (as in the Synoptics) and
not to ereate confusion by perplexing insinuations. However,
instead of disarming frankness about the matter we have a ver-
itable enigma. "With the strenge form of its self-witness,

the Fourth Gospel, in spite of the multiplicity and variety

1 Henry Scott Holland, The Fourth Gospel, p. 134.
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of hints, which it gives about the person of its author, still
never gives us directly the name of the author."l My second
point regards the omlssions of the Fourth Gospel. The omis-
slon of all parables leaps quickly to our minds. "It is not
easy to lmagine how one who was constantly present with the
Master could record so much of his teaching without any re-
collectlon of the parabolic method ., "2 All scholars mention
this glaring Mangel. Professor Howard goes on to state, "Of
such events as the Transfiguration and the Agony in the Gar-
den, at which John was one of the favoured three allowed to
be present, this Evangelist says not a word. Yet in some
other narratives this writer shows a dependence upon Mark and
Luke, nelther of whom was an eye-witness, which defies expla-
nation if he was himself on the scene."? In epite of Pro-
fessor Nunn's attack on it, I see great merit in this argu-
men’c..br I do not feel that Nunn really answered Howard's argu-
ment. Selection is one thing; the omission of the very ma-
terial most compatible to one's purpose and subject matter
and most unforgettably entrenched in one's memory as an eye-
witness 1s quite another thing. Professor Howard has not
quite stated my point, for I see e possible answer to his
criticism of John's dependence upon Mark and Luke. It is one
which scores of writers point out: the Fourth Evangelist ap-
parently had no desire to tear himself away altogether from
the older, established tradition. Therefore hils practically
copying Mark and Luke can be plausibly explained as a desire
to show at points his firm adhesion to the Synoptlic account.
Whatever reasons can be given for Matthew's literal repro-

duction of Mark on scenes of which Matthew was an eye-witnees

Franz Overbsck, Das Johannesevangelium, p. 239.
W. F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and
Interpretation, p. 22.

W, F. Howard, loc. cit.
H.V.P. Nunn, The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 16-17.
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and Mark was not (g. g., the feeding of the five thousand
Matt. 14:13 ff., Mark 6:30 ff.) can also be used to explain
John's behavior in this respect. But what is much more dif-
ficult to explain are the Fourth Gospel's baffling omissions.
My polnt can be summarily stated with the aid of an earlier
statement from Professor Moffatt. "What is certain, as we
have already seen, 1s that the tendency to magnify the per-
son of Jesus Christ, which is the characteristic feature of
the Fourth gospel, 1s already present in the synoptic tra-
dition from the first."l At present my interest in this
statement lies only 1In the asseveration of this statement
that the "tendency to magnify the person of Jesus Christ" is
a "characteristic feature" of the latest Gospel. If we ac-
cept this description (as most scholars will) of the Gospel
cen we concelve that John, brother of James, one of the priv-
ileged three present at the Transfiguration, would omit the
Transfiguration scene, which would serve excellently the
very purpose of his Gospel? Agein, Jesus 1s glorified in
the Fourth Cospel ag the Resurrection and the Life. Would
John, the apostle, one of the fortunate and chosen three al-
lowed to accompany Jesus all the way into Jairus' house, omit
the unforgettable and for his Gospel graphlly lllustrative
scene of Jesus raising Jairus' daughter? Would he not have
found room for it in his Gospel in addition to the account
of Lazarus' restoration to 1ife? If it be retorted that the
miraculous catch of fish (Luke 5:1-11) and the possibly mirac-
ulous preparation for the Paschal Meal (Luke 22:7-13) at
which John may have been present as one of a chosen few are
omitted from the Fourth Gospel, the retort is not sufficlent,
because the Transfiguration and the raising of Jairus' daugh-

ter are preeminently suited to the last Gospel's "character-

1 Jamee Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, D. 25.
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istic feature"

to a greater degree than are the other two
episodes. These are not cases of selectlon; they are cases
of fatzl omission, fatal to arguments for apostollc author-
ship. John, the Apostle, could hardly have had a cholce of
including or omitting the Transfiguration and the Jeirus
scene if he had written such a Gospel as the Fourth Gospel.

I hasten to add that I do not mean to seem dogmatlic in
face of the arguments of far wiser men than I, not to mention
the inscrutable ways of God's revealing Himss1lf. I find some
of Professor Nunn's closing words deeply stirring. "But those
who believe that God 1s, and that He is a rewarder of those
who diligently seek Him would do well to conslder how far
they are influenced by prevailing fashlon, by academlc ter-
rorism or by an excessive reliance on their own powers of dls-
cernment in matters with regard to which no man is a suffi-
clent judge...."l

Thus I find myself approximating Archbishop Bernard's

"'mediating' an-

position, or what Professor Hunter calls the
swer."2 "The Gospel of John (the Zlder) according to John
(the son of Zebedee)" is probably a correct title for the
Fourth Gospel. If we must be precise, we can say little else
but that the "evidence is wholly elusive..., [;hat iE] is an
anonymous book."? Thle agnosticism does not detract in the
least from its subllmity. Therefore, whenever I speak any-
where in this thesis of "John's Gospel" or of "John, the
evang=1list", I am meaning the unknown author of the Fourth
Gospel. The term, "Johannine writings", does not in this
thesis include the Apocalypse. I am of the opinion that the

Johannine epistles originated from the Fourth Evangelist or

from the same school or milieu. 1In closing this far from

He V. P Nunn, op. eit., p; 149,

A. M, Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament, ».
Vid. above p. 23. R
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adequate discueslon of the authorship, may I end with a lengthy
passage from Hoskyns and Davey. "It has been said that the
author was John the Apostle, but that modesty prevented him
naming himself. But i1s modesty characteristic of these des-
criptions of the Beloved Disciple, if indeed he wrote these
things of himself? - It has been saild that the author was a
diselple of the Apostle. Perhaps he was. It has been said
that there was another John, also a disclple, but a young dis-
ciple, and that he wrote the book, or that a disclple of his
wrote 1t. It has been sald that the book was written by an
unknown Christian, and that the Beloved Disciple simply re-
presents the 1deal Christian, and that the author throws his
gospel guardedly upon the Apostle John, and expecis his read-
ers to know what he is doing. In other words, no one knows
who wrote the Johannine writings: and 1t 1s better to read
the Fourth Gospel and the Johannine Epistles, and to dlscuss
the meaning of what is there set down, than to pretend to a
xnowledge which we do not possess."t

This Introduction 1s rather long because of one or two
critical problems whose detalled treatment should not in-
trude upon the thesis. I should like to state that the spell-

ing and punctuation are American. H. W. Fowler's A Diction-

ary of Modern English Usage has been on the desk in contin-

uous use throughout the writing of this thesis. Webster's

New International Dictionary, Second Edition, unabridged and

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, Fifth Edition, have been the

standard reference works for spelling and eyllabification.
In most instances I have translated all foreign language texts
used in the dissertation.

I am sincerely grateful to Professor James S. Stewart,

Professor of Biblical Criticism, University of Edinburgh, who

1 The Riddle of the New Testament, pp. 283-4.
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first suggested to me the topic, "The Eschatology of the Jo-
hannine Writings." I am thankful to Professor William Manson,
Professor of Biblical Criticism in the University of Edin-
purgh, for his helping to frame the toplc more carefully and
to choose the present title, "The Eschatology of John's Gospel
and the Johannine Epistles.” To both of them I am much endebt-
ed for patlient guidance and helpful encouragement. I must also
thank Miss Léslia and Dr. Lamb of the New College library for
most helpful and graclous assistance during many long months
of detailed research. These two persons earn many times the
warm gratitude of countless post-graduate students of New
College. I should also like to record here my gratltude to
the United Kingdom who has afforded me and many other Amerli-
cans graclous hospitality over many long months of residence
during research on this thesis. Wherever I have consciously
borrowsd the thought and material of scholars and writers, I
have regularly endeavored to give due credit. Finally, il
offer my deepest and sincerest thanks to my wife, who has
not only typed this thesis into rough copy and finished copy,
but who has through many long weeks and months never lost
faith in her often tired, discouraged husbend. Whatever
there is of value and thoroughness in this thesis, 1t 1s
largely due to her sacrifice and devotlon.

In drawing near to a more detailed study of the Fourth
Gospel, a peculiar sense of reverence steals over one. I
leave the closing words of this Introduction to an already

mich quoted author: "Whatever the Fourth Gospel may be, 1t

Primarily it 1is the text-
e straight-

1s not a text-book of metaphysics.

book of the parish priest and the inspiration of th

forward layman....The Critic may range the gospel with Fhilo

g
and the Alexandrian philosophers; but, and the question 1

important, did the poor and the ignorant, when they lay a-
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dying, ever ask their Rabbls to read to them out of the volu-

minous writings of Philo or of those like him?"L

1 E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 19-20.




Chapter I °

A Survey of Modern Commentaries on Johannine

Eschatology

In this survey I have tried to be extensive and to cover
many works rather than to be intensive and to cover few works.
I have tried to arrange the commentaries roughly in their

chronological order.

The first commentary is St. John's Gospel by Professor

Christoph Ernst Luthardt. As one reads some of these earlier
commentaries, one feels that he would like to coin a new ad-
Jective and to dub some of these commentaries "ante-Schweitzer-
Dobschiltz" in eschatological perspective. Possibly "ante-
Dodd" would be a more meaningful adjective. Obviously these
commentaries were written in the ante-Schweltzer period.
Luthardt has a conception of the present and future aspects
of eschatology in John's Gospel, but, in light of the writ-
ings of C. H. Dodd or of Oscar Cullmenn, Luthardt's future
aspect renders his present aspect unexciting. Thus on page
40 of Volume III, Luthardt says, "It is true that for this
gospel the future is as to its substance already present; but
1t does not cease therefore, as to 1ts historical reallza-
tion, to belong to the future." This 1s a correct statement.
There is nothing wrong with it. In fact, it is an epitome of
a later chapter of this very thesis. Yet I had the feeling
as I read this commentaery that the Imperilous, arresting power

of the eschaton confronting men in the present, which 1s to

be seen in John, was lost in Luthardt's comments for want of

emphasis upon the stark, present intersection of time by the

sudden, meteoric revelation of God in Christ. Although as &

whole the suthor's treatment of Johannine eschatology 1s in

aleo
meny ways rather academic and almost jejune, there is

the
much s0lid and permanent treatment of the subject within
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three volumes. In the short space available for each commen-
tary, I should like to quote pertinent rassages from the com-
mentary and append my own brief notes. Judgement is a char-
acteristic eschatologlcal topic in John. Iuthardt guite cor-
rectly sees the present and future aspects of judgement in

John and does not sacrifice the future for the present. "It

= 2 / 4o X ’ A

is true that we read in ix. 39, QS_WLE)CM €IS ToV
/ 7] > r

_&Qm TOUTOV m...andklgﬂ‘...here refers, not to a

future, but to a present thing. These words, however, do not
mean to say that he 1is come to hold a judgement, but that a
decicsion completes itself in him, namely, by the self-decls-
ion of men for or against him, In belief or in unbellef, to
galvation or to judgement. The judgement itself, therefore,
ever remains a future matter. That which now completes 1t-
self is that gmlm S ('judgement') of which he speaks
inﬁvers. 18 and 19 as present; while his condemning Jjudge-
ment, as the external historical completlon of that which now
completes itself inwardly, always remains a thing of the fu-
ture."l "John's gospel is as well aware of the future judge-
ment as a historical fact as the synoptiste are, and knows
nothing merely of an internal judgement, which constantly
takes place. The future judgement, however, certainly is only
the comvletion and appearance of the essential judgement,
which at present is already in process."2 The last sentence
of the latter quotation would be hard to improve upon. Some
more recent commentators would do well to read this.

In Luthardt's understanding of the nature of eternal life
in John, we have also a further glimpse into his juxtaposi-
tion of the present and the future. On John 5:24 he comments,
"It is the present, :éxﬂ__, ‘hath'. With hearing and be-

lieving, having is also given. The impartation and the pos=

—

1l Volume II, p. 35.
2 Volume II, p. 120.
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gsession of 1life begin from this time forth, and perfect them-
gselves in the future....It 1s a matter of course that this
1ife, which is the divine life of Christ, of the one come
from heaven, 1s 1“)_);,_ .dJ,.uIJZIQS , 'eternal life,' a life
belonging to the essentlal being. Therefore belief, since it
is in possession of the essential 1life, llkewlse possesses
the heavenly, eternal, and hence future life. As the im-
menence of the world to come is given in the Son of God and
in his word, objectively, so 1s it given in belief, sub jec-
tively."l These are fine words upon this verse. There is
real insight into the fact that eternal 1life is not Jjust un-
ending existence but 1s "1ife belonging to the essentlal be-
ing." It is a quality of life,not just a quantity of life,
that 1s the true ?LMM Yet I feel that the
timbre of these words is futuristic. To be sure, he stresses
JEJ)(_ & ( , but, in his comment upon it, he treats 1t as a
terminus, as a starting point. He really leaves the “having"
or present aspect, for he forthwith says, "The impartatlion

and the possession of life begin En b] from this time forth,

and perfect themselves in the future El b:l vees" It secems

that Professor Luthardt sometlimes uses the present only as a
footstool on which to stand in order to peer into the future.
The present fact of the judgement and the present possession

are, I think, at times juxtaposed by and almost overshadowed

by the future,historical menifestation of judgement and the

future completion of life. I know that Professor Lutherdt

was conducting a vigorous polemlc in this commentary agalinst

his contemporaries who would vaporize all Johannine teaching

about the future into vague Joheannine metaphysics about the

present. Possibly the Professor saw & greater denger in the

direction of the present than in the dipection of the future.

—

1 Ibid., 112-113.
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In particular places he does stress the presence of the "sub-

stance of the future" (e. g., John 14:6, Vol. 1Ll ipe 212

but in other passages he falls to grasp the momentous signif-

icance of the presence of the EO"XJ.TO_‘[ in time and in
the heart of the believer (e. g., John 14:23, Vol. III, p.

129 and John 11:25-6, Vol. II, p. 418). Luthardt saw in John
the traditional Christian Parousia. "Besides, this passage
[éohn 14:%] shows that John's gospel shared the early Chris-
tien doctrine of the second coming of Christ (compare also

I John 11.28), and that this doctrine assumed the same
prominent position in its hopes for the future that it assumed

in the hopes of other early Christians."l

The next commentary for our study is Commentary on the

Gospel of St. John by F. Godet. I have read the pertinent
passages through the three volumes of this commentary, and I
have found that Professor Godet's own introductory comments
on the subject of John's eschatology set forth admirably his
position taken throughout the commentary. Therefore, with
one or two exceptions, I shall draw largely from thils intro-
duction for the material of this discussion. With this work
we are chronologically still in the ante-Schweltzer-Dobschutz
period, but Godet's rich insights and sagaclous comments
anticipate much that the latest research in John's Gos-

pel seems to be saying on such Johannine teachings as Jo-
hannine eschatology. In the "Preliminaries" to his commen-
tary in Book II, entitled "The Fourth Gospel," there is chap-
ter IT with the title "Characteristics." It is in this chap=
ter that we find Godet's perspicacious discussion of John's
€schatology. Godét begins his remerks by quoting his oppo-
nents, "In the Synoptics, a visible return of the lord, an

external final judgment, a bodily resurrection of the faith-

1 Volume 1II, p. 110.



34

ful, a reign of glory; in John, no other return of Christ
then His coming into the heart in the form of the Holy Spirit;
no other resurrection than that of the soul by regeneration;
no other judgment than the division which takes place be-
tween believers and unbelievers through the preaching of the
Goepel...."l Godet asks and answers, "But 1s this exclusive
spiritualism which 1is ascribed to the fourth Gospel a reality?
John certainly emphasizes the return of Jesus in spirit. But
1s it entirely to displace and deny His visible return? No;
according to him, the first is the preparation for the second:
'I shall come again;' such is the spiritual return. Then he
adds: 'And I shall take you to be with me, that where I am
(in the Father's house, where there are many mansions, and
where Jesus Himself is now going) ye may be with me also'
(xiv.3); such is a consummation in some sense or other."?

The ‘last cleuse of the foregoing passage, "such is a consum-

' possibly shows a deeper appre-

mation in some sense or other,'
ciation of the Johannine eschatology, which, as compared to
the Synoptic, is more plastic and less apocalyptic regarding
the future. "In some sense or other" might well express the
characteristic Johannine view of the Parousia. We shall treat
this matter more fully in the proper place in the thesis.

If we turn to the place in the commentary of the treat-
ment of John 14:3, we find the above quotatlon elucidated fur-
ther. "There are different distances in thils saylng of our
lord. The first is His coming in the Spirit: 'I come again'
(vv. 3 and 18); the second is the immediate effect of this

return: 'I will receive you 1o myself.' The close and in-

dissoluble union contracted between the believer and the Per-

N ! ‘v ), from
son of the glorified Saviour (JCAeS — EMdUTOV

he
the time when he receives the gift of the Holy Spirit, is t

Volume I, p. 150.
loc. cit.

no
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subject here spoken of. The third is the final result, the
aim of that increasing unilon which comprises the whole life
of the believer, his entrance into the abode thus pPrepared,
the participatlion of the sanctified believer in the Divine

glory of his Lord: 'that where I am, there ye may be also,’

xvii. 24. This includes the death of the faithful as the
commencement, and the second coming of Christ as the comple-

tion, of this participation. Identity of place (where, there)

implies l1ldentity of moral condition; otherwise the return of
Jesus 1n Splrit would not be the necessary condition of this

future reunion."l

This is an interesting interpretation.

The entire future depends uvon the spiritual return of Jesus
to the disciple in the present! Godet sees a spiritusal,
present Coming: "The coming of the lord, in the fourth Gos-
pel (ch. xiv-xvi), denotes his coming in the spirit from
Pentecost onwards,"< However, elsewhere in the Gospsl, Godst
sees unmistakable statements about the Second Advent. On

the expression "the last day" in Jomn 6:39 he remarks, "M.
Reuss attempts to apply the term last day to the moment of
each believer's death. It is evident, however, that this
term relates not to a particular phase of each individual -
existence, but to that solemn hour of which Jesus spoke, Ver.
29, when all the dead who are in the graves shall hear His
voice, and rise in the body. He objects that 'mystic theol-
ogy has nothing to do with such a notion.' But this only

proves that the mystic theology which M. Reuss attributes to

St. John is very different from his actual theology. If this

notion was so unimportant in the eyes of the author, how

comes it that 1t should appear so often as four times in this
passage, and form, so to speak, its refraln (vv. 39, 40, 44,

54)? Tt csnnot be denied that the resurrection of the body

1 Volume III, p. 132.
2 Volume III, p. 362.
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1s represented In this passage, as well as In the discourse
in ch. v., as the glorious and necessary climax of the spir-
itual work accomplished in human nature by Jesus Christ. Angd
in thls respect St. John 1s in harmony both with the Synop-
tiste and St. Paul (I Cor. XV.)." Other pertinent passages
are Vol. II, p. 181 on John 5:28-9; Vol. III, p. 251 on John
18:36~7.

On the question of Judgement, Godet declares, "The spir-
itual Judgement which John teaches is also, according to him,
a preparation for the external judgement in which the dispen-
satlon of grace shall issue. 'Do not think that I will accuse
you to the Father; there 1s one that accuseth you, even Moses
in whom ye trust.'"l On John 5:28-29 he says, "Here, cer-
tainly, are an external judgement and a bodily resurrection
duly vroclaimed."? The following statements from the intro-
duction summarize Godet's views on Johannine eschatology.

"It will be confessed that it requires some hardihood to main-
taein that a book in which such a series of affirmetions [;.

e., John 6:39, 40, 44, 54] is found teaches neither a last
Judgment nor a resurrection of the body....The truth is,

that agreeably to his custom the author of the fourth Gospel
speaks less of external results than of spiritual preparations,
because popular evangelization, and consequently the Synoptics,
did exactly the opposite. Without omitting the coming of the
Holy Spirit and His working in the heart (Luke xxiv. 48, 49;
Matte. xxviii. 19; Luke xii. 11, 12, etc.), the first Gospels
had trensmitted to the church in all its detalls the teaching
of Jesus regarding the destruction of Jerusalem, and His vis-
ible return at the end of the ages (Matt. xxiv.; Mark xili.;

luke xxi. and xvii.). John had nothing to add on these dif-

—

1 Volume I, p. 150.
2 Volume I, p. 151.
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ferent points."t
Our next commentary is by that prolific writer on John
Heinrlich August Wilhelm Meyer. The full title 1s Critical

and Exegetical Handbook to the Gospel of John. Like the two

preceding commentators, Meyer sees a final, historical Judge-
ment in John. 1In Volume I in a footnote on page 254, he says
in a2 comment upon John 5:28-30, "It is not right, as is al-
ready plain from the text and ver. 27, to say that in John
the Judgement is always represented as an inner fact....The
saying, 'The world's history is the world's judgement,’ only
partially represents John's view; in John the last day is not
without the last judgement, and this last judgement is with
him the world-judgement." , ‘

In Meyer's treatment of % u!!i s, We have also revealed
his conception of present and future. There are two somewhat
characteristic expressions used by him to describe the present
aspect of \-%J.&ﬂ\& ;1 htﬂ“ﬁ;‘ namely, "internal possession"
and "temporal development.” In Meyer as in Luthardt, I felt
a woodenness and a mechanicalness in his exposition of the

; “Jy( , present and future. Prima facie there 1s nothing
wrong with many of the statements, but the cast of the aggre-
gate 1s doctrinaire and (today) somewhat obsolete. In my
modest opinion, in some of these commentaries we see too much
of the dogmatic rigidity of the commentator and too little of
the spiritual vascularlty of Jom. On John 3:14-15 Meyer

observes, ' %Il!h)l é { “n[ LoV ]eternal Messianic life,

which, however, the believer already has (__gj&lL__J as an

2\ =
internal possession in j&LgLM__jlgucﬁé;, viz. the present

self-conscious development of the only true moral and blissful

:¥LQJ£_, which 1s independent of death, and whose consumma-
"2 on John

tion and full glory begin with the second advent.

IS'

Volume I, Ds 160,
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2

6:40 he remar] "eXn _dlm 4
614 arks, 1 and «««.0bserve

the change of tenses. The believer is said to have eternal
Messianic 1llfe already in its development in time...but its

perfect completion at the last day by means of the resurrecc-

2 ]

tion; therefore dygtxmo—w after the gx‘ew of the
N\ 2 af nl >

zm n ALV . _é;é[n[ ‘, m][ ] also conceived

slready in ite temporal development...."? Meyer uses the

word, "Messianic,"

often in conjunction with the word, "life."
In so far as it, along with the terms, "internal possession"
and "temporal development," suggests the unexhausted énd un-
realizable aspect of the %gg m\ g; wf]ﬁgs, which the be-
liever possesses In the present, it is desirable. In so far
as it, along with these terms, suggests some kind of inherent
deficienecy in the :%_u_u;, ;“‘;!‘9.5 presently possessed by
the bellever and weakens the present possession of 1““;‘-“’
so that 1ts present possession has meaning only as it looks

toward the future, it is suspect. Apparently, Meyer does see

s difference in the present and future life in Christ. ?-MV

A
Alwly . Fuller definition of the general ?tnllﬁl which
precedes; it signifies the etermal Messianic life, but the

development of this in time as spiritual life 1is included
27
in the thought; therefore €X&( (iii. 15), end the result

< 4 185)
of the possession of this 1life: avdorrnow , K. TA. -
In the preceding passage and in the above passage taken from

Vol. I, p. 286, it is expressly stated that the resurrection

of the believer follows from the fact of his possessing already

11fe. Tt 1s only on the basis of real life in the present that

there can be any talk of Messianic life in the future. FPro-

fessor Meyer has a most interesting statement on page 214 of

"
Volume I. He says that the "...future establishment.s.. Of

1l Volume I, p. 286. ;
2 On Jjohn 10:27-8, Vol. II, p. 301; oL. 1so Vol. I, p. 197
3 On John 6:54-5, Vol. I, p. 297.
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the Messlah's kingdom "...ls represented 88 present, as is

natural 1in such an axlomatic statement of historic fact."

He 1s commenting upon Jesus' statement in John 4:22 to the
Semaritan woman, "You do not know what you worship; we know
what we worshlp, because salvation is of the Jews." It is
difficult to quarrel with Professor Meyer's statement, since
he represents Jesus as dealing with an axiom in the allegation,

"salvation 1s of the Jews." But in the fact of the present
»” r
possession of the life, the Johanmmine € XE(V ﬁm ny ;
[3 / 9 I
in the fact of W _éia*_{gg_(_‘c ékh Lg&ﬁ“u, there is no mere

"axiomatic statement of historic fact."

Meyer sees the Parousia in the Fourth Gospel. He writes,
"That in John also (comp. I John ii.28), and in Jesus, ac-
cording to John (comp. xxi.22, v. 28,29), as in the whole
epostolie church, the conception existed of the Parousia as
near at hand, although, on account of its spiritusl character
in the Gospel, it steps less into the foreground, see in

nl

Kaeuffer.... In a footnote Meyer gives a rebuttal to op-

ponents: "According to Keim..., the fourth Gospel has, 'in
sufficiently modern fashion, relegated the future klngdom to

and 'broken off the head' of the expectation of the
2

heaven,
Parousia. But the head is exactly in the present passage."
Meyer understands a spiritual coming of Christ in the coming
of the Paraclete. "Justly, therefore, have most of the mod-
erns (Iiicke, Tholuck, Olshauser...) understood by the Para-

clete the spiritual coming of Christ, in which He Himself,

n
only in another form of existence, came to the disciples. 3

Next comes o classic on John's Gospel. It is the Ihe

GOSDel Accorﬁding &9- .S_.'ti’ JOhn, by B. F. Westcott. One ap-

proaches such s penowned work with a certain feeling of rever-

1 Volume II, p. 212.
2. Ioe.icit.
3 Volume II, p. 224.
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ence. In his "Introduction" Westcott says, "In the Gospel the
doctrine of the 'coming' of the Lord (xxi. 22, xiv. 3), and

of 'the last day' (vi. 40,44), and of ‘'the judgement' (v.28f.),
are touched upon generally."l He sees the Johannine use of
the term o _UJD;Q,‘ 5§ ThU .;Q_LQ'tQuLtté__upar’alleling the Synop-
tic usage; the term refers (1) "to the earthly work of the
Lord in the time of his humility"2 and (2) "to His future
coming in glory."2 John's teaching is represesnted as the

last in a development of teaching in the New Testament. On
page 305 stands the comment, "The type of doctrine and char-
acter represented by St John is the last in the order of de-
velopment."

With his ususl acumen this commentator sees the present
aspect of Judgement. On John 3:18 he writes, "is not con-
demned (judged); but...is condemned (hath been judged) al-
ggg@i] The change of tense is most significant. In the
case of the believer there is no Judgement. His whole 1life
is in Christ. In the case of the unbeliever, the judgement
1s completed; he is separated from Christ, because he hath
not believed on the revelation made in the person of Him who
alone can save."* Regarding 3:19 he declares, "The reality-
the necessity- of the judgement of the unbelieving is in-
volved in the recognition of the character of Christ's coming.
Judgement 1s not an arbitrary sentence, but the working out
of an absolute law."® This present "working out of an ab-
solute law" is to issue in a final, universal judgement.

"The partial spiritual quickening and Judgemént 15+ consums

6
mated in a universal quickening and judgement ."

Po Ixxxviil.

(o 10 BN SN
g
Ll
Ul
(@)
.

88. Cf. also p. 86 on John 5:i22.
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Weatcott's comments on the Johannine concept of 1ife

richly repay study. 1In commenting on chapter three, he says
’

"The exact phrase, have eternal life, as distinguished from

live for ever 1is characteristic of St John.

It occurs vv.

16, 36, v. 24, vi. 40, 47, 54....The use of the auxiliary
verb marks the distinet realisation of the 1ife as a per-
sonal blessing (have 1ife), as being more than the sct of
living."l On John 17:3 are these words, "and this is life
eternal....The definition 1s not of the sphere (in this),
but of the essence of eternal life....Eternal life lies

not so much in the possession of a completed knowledge as in

the striving after a growing knowledge. The that ( v )

E...that they might know thee....ﬂ expresses an aim, an

end, and not only a fact....So too the tense of the verb
/

( VIV WorKw ) marks continuance, progress, and not a

perfect and past apprehension gained once for all."2 Such an
eternal life is a present and growing life, because surely
the Christian's knowledge of God should be present and grow-
ing! Accordingly, Westcott expounds the "presentness" of
eternal 1life. John 3%:36 declares, "He that belleveth on the
Son hath everlasting life...." Westcott writes, "...hath

everlasting...lif%]....By that belief our whole relation to

the world, to man and to God, is changed; and changed al-
ready...."2 "Eternal 1life is not future but present, or

rather it 1s, and so 1is above all time."# This sounds almost
is e

like a dialectic of time and eternity. To be sure, the €Yuw

4 4
.fiéALL___ of the Gospels makes for such a dialectic, and it

1s not altogether amiss. I cannot resist another obiter dictum

here: this statement of Westcott also reminds one of the

Barthian antithesis in Romerbrief: "Incomparable stands the

L By sk,
28 B, 259
I P 624
4 P. 87.
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eternal Moment over against all moments, precisely because
1t 1s the transcendental sense of a2ll moments."t

Indeed, by Westcott, present life presupposes a glorious
future. "Life - eternal 1life - 1is characteristically spoken
of by St John as truly present....At the same time this 1life
is regarded as future in its realisation....The two thoughts
are united In ¥i. 40...."° "Etermal 1ife is oconsummated in
the restoratlion to the believer of a transfigured manhood.
So far from the doctrine of the Resurrection being, as has
been asserted, inconsistent with St John's teaching on the
present reality of eternal l1life, it would be rather true to
say that this doctrine makes the necessity of the Resurrec-
tion obvious. He who feels that life 1s now, must feel that
after death all that belongs to the essence of its present
perfectlon must be restored, however much ennobled under new
conditions of manifestation."?

This commentator conceived of repeated "Comings" of
Christ. On John 14:3 he declares, "The idea of Christ's
Presence ( ‘W&gout(’g) is distinctly implied here as in
xxi. 22 f....This idea is less prominent in St John's Gospel
and Epistles than in the other writings of the New Testament,
because they belong to the period after the first great com-
ing of Christ at the overthrow of the Theocracy by the de-
struction of Jerusalem. But though the words refer to the
last 'coming' of Christ, the promise must not be limited to
the one 'coming' which is the consummation of 2ll ‘comings.’
Nor again must 1t be confined to the 'coming' to the Church
on the day of Pentecost, or to the 'coming' to the individ-
ual either at conversion or at death, though these 'comings'

are included in the thought. Christ is in fact from the

1 Karl Barth, Romerbrief, p. 482.
2 P. 239.
3 P. 103,
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moment of Hls Resurrection ever coming to the world and to
the Church, and to men as the Risen lLord (comp. i. 9). This
thought 1s expressed by the use of the present 1 come as
distinguished from the future I will come, as of one 1iso-
lated future act. The 'coming' is regarded in its continual

present, or, perhaps it may be said, eternal reality."l Re-
B Y4

garding i(Q.K%MAL in John 14:18, he writes, "I come, ever

and at all times I am coming. The positive promise is not
for the future only, but abiding....The fulfilment of the
promise began at the Resurrection, when Christ's humanity
was glorifled; and the promise was potentially completed at
Pentecost. The 1life of the Church is the realisation of the
Pentecostal coming of the Lord, which is to be crowned by
His coming to Judgement. No one specilfic application of the

phrase exhausts its meaning."? He is most revealing in his
</ Vr

remark on ng EoKOMAl in 21:22. "The exact force

of the original is rather 'while I am coming’ (&S_ f 7) )
The 'coming' is not regarded as a definite point in future

time, but rather as a fact which is iIn slow and continuous
realisation. The prominent idea is of the interval to be
passed over rather than of the end to be reached. Comp..ix.

oo Maplt vl U450 T Time dve. 135..+«The 'coming' of the
7

Lord is no doubt primarily 'the second coming' (;ﬂ&%&uu&gz!L,
I John 11.28); but at the same time the idea of Christ's 'com-

ing' includes thoughtes of His personal coming in death to
each believer. And yet further the coming of Christ to the
Society 1s not absolutely one. He 'came' in the destruction
of Jerusalem."?® Whatever we may think of Westcott's histori-
cal application in these passages, we, I think, cannot help

agreeing that in this commentary we are free from many of

L0 P. 201,
2 P. 206,
. B 305s
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the stllted conceptlons of the earlier commentaries.
Professor W. F. Howard referred to the author of our
next commentary as "the veteran Bernard Weiss."! Certainly
Weles was a veteran reader of critical opinions about John.
As he says in the foreword to the eighth edition to his com-

mentary, Das Johannes Evangelium, 1t was only by rsmoving to

extenslve small-print footnotes the polemical survey of
these critical opinions that he was able to abbreviate his
book. In my opinion, Professor Weiss, like many others, is

> &
only nominally cognizant of the present %’mlﬁ‘ ol W) wgs .
MV

On John 3:36 he reflects, "In the present € L €/ it 1s

clear in this first instance that the highest salvation,
which is given with the eternal life in the messianic king-
dom (Mark 10, 17.30. Matt. 25,46), according to the Johannine
viewpoint begins for the believer already in the present."2

Thls present conception of 1life 1ls developed further in his

2
following comments. On John 5:24 he notes, "-_€X€&s ) the
-~
wo / is executed on him; he has already eter-

nal life (3, 36). It 1s the complete blessedness of the eter-
nal life of the other world, which the Scriptures everywhere
attach to the seeing of God, which 1s here thought of as be-
ginning already with belief. For the content of the word of
Jesus is nothing else than that in Him the full revelation of
God has appeared, and he, who in belief on Jesus' Sender ac-
cepts this as true, sees God already present in Jesus."3 To
be sure, life coming from such seeing of God could be nothing
else than present 1life in so far as men really see God in
Christ in the very present. Welss again recognizes that this

idea 1is peculiar property of the Johannesevangelium. "Al-

1 W. F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and
Interpretation, p. 68.

2 PLT59;

5 P3 209,
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though everywhere in the New Testament this highest blescsed-
ness of the seelng of God first begins with the eternal 1life
of the other world, it 1s the peculiarity of the Johannine
outlook that this blessedness 1s immedlately already given

in belief."l Indeed, these are 1lluminating words on the Jo-
hannine 1life, and I hope that I have not offered above too
severe a stricture upon Welss in this respect. On the other
hand I fear a dissipation of the force of Weiss' above com-
ments in his further treatment of the nature of Johannine 1life.
In 17:3 knowing God is defined as eternal 1life. Welss de-
seribes this "knowing" as "...indeed not a purely theoreti-
cal functlon of the reason, but, as always by John, as a spir-
ltual beholding, as a self-immersion into the highest per-
ception-object...by means of which that object is inwardly
appropriated and exalted to the determining middle-point of
the entire spiritual life, without its being possible to sub-
stitute for this the idea of 'inward communing', which in John
is otherwise designated."? Although "self-immersion" is a pos-
sibly dangerous expression, thls statement 18 true. I feel
slightly uneasier when he speaks of "that true inner life" as
"an eternal 1ife."? Yet there could be no truer statement.
Certainly untll there 1s a radical transformation in our pres-
ent earthly form of exlstence, the eternal life which we pos-
sess must of necessity be an inner life. Our present commun-
ion with Christ must of necessity be an inward, mystical one,

. /
because we cannot now know Him AetTel _zgg/g&g_ Nonetheless

it is grossly untrue to the Johannine Anschauung to weaken

by the smallest degree the dramatic, external ramifications
of the Johannine life for the present as well as for the fu-

ture by transferring it neatly and compactly to some vague

1 P, 544 (footnote). II Cor. 4:6 might render the word
'everywhere' too inclusive.

2 Loc. cit.

3 Bl 269,
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inner sanctum and projecting into the distant future all im-
portant fulfillment of it. I am not sure that Weiss commits
this error, but I sometimes wish he and some of his prede-
cessors would guard more clearly against it.

Quite correctly our commentator sees the basis of the

future resurrection in this present émn d| !L[Q;
says that the'f,,m dmgg;g; of John 6:54 "brings with 1t

necessarily the future, bodily completion of salvation in the
awakening on the last day."l He suggeste further, "This
after-life completion, which completely overwhelms death,

can only enter, where the possession of salvatlon in the true,
eternal life has already begun in this life."2 Thus, the true
life which Christ creates 1s the presupposition of the awak-
ening on the last day.5 Though the resurrection of the just
is considered a bodily resurrection, the "resurrection of the
wicked" is considered only a fi%}rative expression. Regard-

] f /7
ing John 5:29 is this note, "-€/§ VRO THOUY %,gu:gg-; )

a Judgement-resurrection is one which serves the purpose of

making it possible for them [i. 2. Q Z.'d _¢_d_QA4_

]to recelve thelr condemnation in the final
judgement (which thus by the conception of 3, 18 ff. is by no
means obviated in John), which according to v. 22 the Son
conducts, and into which the believers nowhere come (v. 24).
Thus 1t is clear that here there is mention of a resurrec-
tion of the unrighteous only in an unreal sense . "4

It 1s to be noted in the last quotation above that Weiss
holds to the present as well as to the future Judgement. He

considers this present judgement "a by-Christ-unintended

judgement" which "must necessarily execute 1itself with His

L. P. 269,
2 loe,-eit.  Cf..also p. 256,
3. Po 410e
& Pa 2155
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coming, "t

Professor Weiss sess in 14:3 the Second Coming referred
to. "']iéLIK gggogﬁ ) signifies not indefinitely and
metaphysically, but definitely and clearly, His Parousia on
the last day (I Joh. 2, 28), since the whole context refers
to a personal return from heaven."2 However, he also sees

repeated Comlngs of Christ in the spiritual presence of
27

Christ with His own. He notes on John 14:18, "- € ggga,“
<

Lan

\
77}005 .+oin the intimacy of stirred feelings.

Jesus means with this coming, which is according to the con-
text a return (ef. 4, 16), not the eschatological Parousia
(Augustin., Beda, Maldonat., Paul., Hofm., earlier Iuth.),
because according to v. 19 the discussion is of an immedi-
ately impending, visual meeting, which only the believers,
and not the world, see, and because any connection with the
so very different promise of v. 3 is missing."> Weiss is
against applying the Coming of 21:22 to the destruction of
Jerusalem, to the sending of the Paraclete, or to anything
except the final Parousia .t

"Profound" is the word for the great Evangelium des

Johannes by H. J. Holtzmann and revised by W. Bauer. Pro-
fessor Williem Manson called this commentary "perhaps the
most adeguate exposition of the mind of the Fourth Evange-
list."S G. H. C. Macgregor ranked it as "probably the most
satisfactory commentary we possess' on John.® From a great
work commanding such praise, 1t is obvlously impossible in
a brief space to do more than to marshall a few statements

that will give us some indication of the power and directlon

P, l1l46.

Pl 472-3.

Pc 485-6- .G_I..‘ &lSO pc 490.

P. 632 (footnote).

W. Manson, The Incarnate Glory, p. 6. }
G. H. C. Macgregor, The Gospel of John, the Moffatt New

Testament Commentary, p. viil.

Ul Ul o
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of 1ts thought. First we would do well to acquire some idea
of Holtzmenn's view of the origin and character of John's
Gospel. He holds that it arose in a period of Scripture
expositlon. It would be clarifying to introduce the author's
own words here. "The entire prehistory of the exposition
exercised by the Church represents a straight line, whose
starting point is Philo and whose final point is Origen, the
earliest exegete with a great style. In this line, even be-
fore the first exposition of the Fourth Gospel by Heracleon,
lie the motives for the origin of the Fourth Gospel itself.
Certainly the Synoptic Gospels owe their concrete form part-
ly to the recognizable striving after usefulness and practi-
cableness of teaching purposes (vid. Luke 1:4); they even
permit the method to be clearly seen, by which certain, es-
pecially suiltable parﬁs of the evangelical history were formed

r
into object lessons for the purpose of ;Jf éa's O’Kd/\(d_ (see

Binleitung zu Synoptikern II 5). It is almost generally

confessed in principle that this ideal factor 1s incomparably
more determinative for the Fourth Gospel than it is for the
Synoptics."l Professor Holtzmann goes on to state that he
sees a considerable allegorical element in this Gospel. His
own words are better here. Referring to the "object lesson"
above, he writes, "The more polygonal the applicability of
such historically clothed teaching sections was, the more
certainly did they fulfill their task; one may mentlon only
the stories of the Feeding of the Multitudes or of the Fig
Tree., If it is today a superiority of the tradition of the
sayings, deeds, and suffering of Jesus as the Synoptics offer
them that they afford our modern exposition, working with
sclentifically more correct methods, an inexhaustible store

of themes, which can be made fruitful directly for the

L Shand .
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religious and moral life of the religious community and, at
the same time, for the satisfaction of its speculative needs,
1t cennot be asserted that this speculative need was satis-
filed, except in less degree, where, on the one hand, the
speculative needs were those of the ancient heathen commu-
nities and, on the other hand, the exposition, that would
satlsfy, was an allegorical one. If an equalization between
the supply of Christian instruction and the demand of specu-
latlive needs were to be brought about, thus must the teaching
material undergo such a metamorphosis as the Synoptic nar-
rative manner has undergone in the Johannine narrative men-
ner."l Holtzmenn declares further on the same page that the
new, Johannine material as well as the carried over Synoptic
material 1s affected by this deliberately allegorical method.
On this page he also tells us that the Fourth Evangelist
apparently lived in a place where or at a time when the Epis-
tles were either not read or were not yet in existence and
the Synoptiec framework of the life of Jesus was not so firmly
fastened that such treatment as the Fourth Gospel's would
not be tolerated.

Thus armed with some understanding our commentator's
view of John, we may inquire briefly into his treatment of

the eschatological eloments of the Gospel. Flrst, let us

notice z_m_n al! leg In the not.e on John 5:24, we
see the present idea of gygn d]g)![gg acknowledged.

"The Johannine teaching knows an entering in of dlvine powers,
through which already in this life man 1s released from the
curse of creaturliness and transitoriness and is filled with

an eternal element."® On page 35 is a more detailed eluci-

rd
dation of éw . "Related to man's existence in and for

itself, %!&!k{ means 'endlessness', but - and this 1is a

1l Pp. 1l=-=12,
2 P. 125. Cf. p. 91 on John 3:18.




great innovation compared to Paul and the Synoptists - in-

deed not as & result, but as presupposition, of the resurrec-
tion (6:40...), see on 5:24; related to the immediate conscious-
nese of existence, blessedness and full satisfaction (10:
10...); related to the moral 1life - the ethicsl qualities

cannot be excluded from the Johannine idea of life... -, the
giving of abllity to perform acts pleasing to God (12:50...);
related to the perception, 1lllumination (17:3...). Within

/
the creature endowed with the ability to perceive, the %(llﬂ
nl

consequently becomes ¢E)3
Now let us consider the Parousia. "The eschatological
speeches of his predecessors...John replaces with farewell
speeches, which do not deny (see on 14:3) the popular idea of
a ooy IEILE:H Ipl M(see Matt. 13:39) through the
Parousia in the radical manner of Marclon, who expunged Luke
9:27 and 21:32, but which, with all appreciation for the
motives of Christian prophecy (see on 16:13), in most obvious
opposition to the chiliastic expectations of vulgar Chris-

tianity and to every urging in the direction of Montanism

hold the idea of a mggrélqu .in such suspense that

P 14

by the same Gglggﬁ , Wwhich points into the future, also

the Easter event, which lies in the evangelist's past, can
be meant....By obliging His followers left on the earth to
keep His commandments and by giving to them as a life-task

a work, in which their love should be active, the Parting One
with gentle hand looses the souls of the disciples from His
earthly appearance and physical presence, in order to place
before them a much more real spiritual nearness, whose ori-
ginator appears to be at one time the Paraclete as a being

personally separate from Hinm (sece on 14:16) and, at another

& Pe 355
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time again, He Himself in His most individual self (see on
16:25)."1 sti111 referring to the farewell speeches of chap-
ters 14-16, Holtzmann continues, "The speeches 'shimmer in
Intentional indefiniteness between the personal coming and
appearance of the resurrected One and His invisible coming
in the ablding and inward presence of the Spirit' (Pflei-

derer II 485). Along with the difference of 'this life'
s

4
(14:23 _Movn ) and 'the other life' (14:2 _MO yd! i

also that of 'someday' and 'now' has disappeared. The 'Day
of the Lord,' which concludes the 0ld Testament as well as
the New Testament history, also plays here its role, and
thus far indeed the Parousia 1s not simply deleted. On the
other hand, 'that Day' of 14:20 and 16:23 represents only a
contemplation of the completion, the long ers of the Spirit
from the moment of the resurrection to every hour in which
the Gospel is read to the congregation (see 14:20); there
'that Day' 1s brought into consideration only according to
the changes which will come for the disciples (that is, for
the congregations represented in the disciples) in their re-
lation to God, to Christ, and to the Spirit (see 16:23, 26).

'The kingdom of the Holy Spirit is in the Fourth Gospel the

future period of Christianity' (Schenket, Dasg Christusbild

Der Apostel, 394), and what expresses i1tself in such giving

of independence to the Spirit is 'the strongest conscious-
ness of the Church, who no longer merely waits for the ar-
rival of the heavenly Messiah but knows herself already in
the present as the form filled with the divine Spirit, as

the enduring continuation, as it were, of the incarnatlion

of the Logos of Jesus' (Pfleiderer II 487)."2 Finally Holtz-

mann glves a thoughtful summary. "With the above the posi-

1~ P. 260
2 P. 269.
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tion of the evangelist toward the Parousisa hope 1s charac-
terized. It lies deeply grounded in the basic double-sided
character of the whole work, which partly glorifies histor-
lcal memories and partly will be a mirror of devotional ex-
altation for the present, that, when Christ here so speaks,
indeed, in such a way as to be incomprehensible to the first
group of disciples, the advanced religious consciousness,
whose Interpreter the evangelist has become, was able to
understand Him. Therefore the traditional -Second Advent,
which forms the starting point for all talk about the fu-
ture and which 1s here concelved of as partly fulfilled in
the resurrection and as partly in continuous fulfillment, ap-
pears in the effectiveness of the Spirit, which, indeed, the
resurrected One Himself immediately communicates (20:22).
Accordingly all quarreling of the expositors, whether Easter
or Pentecost were meant, is precluded; however, also the con-
troversy, whether only a Coming in the Spirit or also a fi-
nal coming were meant, loses its point and interest. Along
with these disappears also‘the last controversial point,
whether here an earthly and temporary reunion and a spirit-
ual and eternal reunion is to be differentiated. Only this
is certain: a crowning of the lifework in the other world,
in the heavenly Father's house (14:24, 17:24) appears in
Juxtaposition to the primitive Christian hope of a consum-
mation of the kingdom in this world (0. Holtzmann, Das Jo-

hannes Evangelium, p. 68 f., 87)."1 Space forbids a further

treatment of this work at present.

The scholarly commentary by Walter Bauer, Das Johannes-

evangelium in Lietzmann's Handbuch zum Neuen Testament is

next. This commentary was written with frequent reference

. to Lidzbarski's translation of the Mandaean Ginza and to

1 P. 269.
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Reltzenstein's Poimandres. In the Allgemeines, an appendix,

Bauer liste nine ingredients in the Umwelt of the Fourth
Gospel.l Interesting among these are the antithetical re-
lation (in that he made Jesus the supreme bringef of salva-
tion among all such bringers in the contemporary religious
thought) and the spiritual relation (in that he shared with
and borrowed from the coetaneous, syncretistic and Gnostic
religions certain ideas) which the Fourth Evangelist sus-
tained to his religiously syncretistic world and to Gnosti-
cism in particular. Another interesting component of the
evangelist's milieu is the extra-Synoptic sources, which
Bauer cqnfidently thinks the evangelist used. According to
this commentator, the Fourth Evangelist was strongly influ-
enced by his times, for the Evangelist was a syncretistic,
eclectlic Verfasser, who often did not succeed in combining
successfully the diverse materials he had chosen. I quote
now an informative passage from the appendix, "This judge-
ment is jJjustified by the innumerable contradictions and
other difficulties, in which our Evangelist involves himself
and hls readers, and which prove his real dependence on
sources. One frequently has the impression that John was not
master of the strange material streaming in upon him, that
it grew up over his head. A. Faure shares this feeling so
strongly that he goes far enough to say, 'We are dealing
with an unfinished work, with an incomplete sketch' (p. 117).
The following are typical perhaps, of the lrreconcllable
materials, regarding which it 1s least possible to say
whether they burden the thinker more, who either sought no
reconciliation or found none, or the writer, who took over
something which he was not able to fit in organically: No
one accepts the message of Jesus, 1:5, 10; 3:11, 12, 32; yet

all run to Him, 3%:26, 29 f. God loves the world and Jesus

1 Pp. 237-240.
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rejects it (see on 3:16); Jesus judges not (3:17; 8:15; 12:
47), and yet He does judge (5:22). Spiritual continuation
of life and the resurrection on the last day stand side by
side (see on 5:27 ff.). Only one work (7:21) in spite of
T:31 and 2:23,., Jesus has told all to His followers 15.:15
and yet cannot tell them many things 16:12. No one asks

Him where He goes 16:5 in spite of 13:36, 14:5."1 This pas-
sage gives a brief picture of this commentator's view of the
Gospel. The fourth from the last of the above quoted ex-
amples offers us a hint of the critic's conception of Jo-
hannine eschatology. Let us turn to the passage in refer-
ence, 5:27 ff., However, it 1s first necessary here to di-
gress for a moment. On page 229, Bauer declares himself
concerning the number of authors the Fourth Gospel had. It
1s important for our present discussion to get his views on
this point. "We shall therefore do well to renounce the hy-
pothesis of several authors. One and the same man wrote the
whole book. Not in one stroke, but in several efforts. The
last thing, which he did to the work before he sent it out
into the world, was the adding of chapter 21l...." Although
Bauer, as we see in thls last passage, maintained a single
author, he argued in thls passage and elsewhere in the com-
mentary for repeated periods of writing, for reflective ad-
ditions, and for contradictory elements within the book.

The obsolete member or members of all contradictions Bauer
seems quite willing to excise. We shall have occasion to no-
tice this willingness in the notes of 5:27 ff:, to which we
now address ourselves. Professor Bauer first states that it
is a spiritual resurrection, not a physical resurrection, in

verses 21-27.2 In defense of this he says, "Verse 24 makes

1 R 245,
2P 62;
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1t quite clear that the conception of 1life as a pressent pos-
esslon of the believer (3:15, 16; 6:40, 47, 54; 10:28),

which already has been seen to be a characteristic Johannine
concept, must be determinative for the interpretation. Also
the 01:5_ _Q-_é_kgj__ in v. 21 refers to a 714 // of
a speclal kind, since according to vv. 28, 29 all are to ex-
perience the physicsl awakening."l He thinks that the Jgil_
jﬂl[ e T in v. 25 are not adequately fulfilled in
Lazarus and the other Gospel stories of the raisings to life,
Then he comes to v. 28. "The strongest argument that can be

produced against this explanation is that in any case in vv.

28, 29 the idea of a real, eschatological awakening is prss-
2/

Y - ?
ent. Here indeed the Kdl VOV _ EO0T(V after €L0XETAI

< :
_QQ#&L_ is missing, and the mentioning of the graves (cf. Is.

26:19; Ez. 37:12) leaves no room for doubt. The suggestions
of critics, who would extirpate this verse, perhaps also v.
27, or even vv. 19-29 as an addition of an editor, are more
Justified than the attempts to force upon the preceding ver-
ses the sense of resurrection and 1life, which appear in 28,
29, If one accepts the text, as it lies before us, as the
original text, thus must one confess that the statements of
vv. 21-27 and 28, 29 really exclude each other (compare the
contradiction of 11:24 and 25, 26). There (see also 6:50,
58; 8:51, 52; 10:28; 11:25, 26 and in 8:56 the example of
Abraham) 1s the Hellenistic idea of immortality, in relation
to which physical death loses its meaning....On the other
hand in 5:28, 29 is the Jewish resurrectlon lidea, which grew
large under the influence of Iranian apocalyptic."2 Then

Professor Bauer summarizes. "Indeed for John there was no

contradiction. Otherwise he would hardly have written such

83.

1l Pa
2 loec. elt.
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a sentence as 6:40. Further, he certainly saw in the %&Q_—

4

THolnpki S a single process, which affected the inward as

well as the outward 1life of a man (¢f. Rom. 8:10, 11). The
bodily awakening is the last part of the generszl quickening,
Just as the Jjudgement on the last day (5:29; 12:48; I John

/

3417) forms the ceremonial conclusion of the KK @/ 0~ S
{

already brought upon menkind by the earth-dwelling Lord."L
Thus Bauer argues that the mind of the evangelist tolerated,
probably unconsciously, quite comfortably this theological
antinomy. John was still beset by an obsolete theology
irreconcilable with new, superior insights. Accordingly he
writes, "If John occasionally speaks of the judgement on the
last day (5:28, 29; 12:48), that is to be considered only as
ad justment to the popular view."?
In incidental statements within quotations already
taken from the work, we have seen that Bauer pays attention
to the present idea of %““ﬂr and KQ[/¢£ ¢ . A brief
note on 3:18 suffices: “Whoever attaches himself believing-
ly to Him, the bringer of life, is exempt from the Judgement
(5:24), since, indeed, eternal life 1s already a present pos-
session for the believer (3:15); whoever rejects Him is
thereby already condemned."?

Under 14:18 we find Bauer's views on the Parousia and
I . C —

Paraclete. 'The gfzxg‘gudl Ef]ﬂs: “‘4“{,; sounds again
the motif ' of v. 3, ICn! L.‘.K _Q/g);%,u_ But now it is made

plain how that is meant. With _e_{gx_%‘u_ j}iagsg lEdld S:
P4 ¢
cause of g,g X € Tk ( o) Ino'ouc in 20:19, 26, one is re-

minded of the appearances of the resurrected One. These, how-

ever, cannot exhaust the meaning of the words (see on 2:22).

For the fellowship of the Resurrected described in chapter




i

2 F [ 3
20 was temvorary, which the expression guK gm (!4125
s /
quﬁimggé;_does not allow. Also verse 19 assumes that

the Christians still in the present time of the Evangelist
(the present 3 ) - because they arse like the
Master, living - see Him and thus in contrast to the world
are in position to persuade themselves of His having come.
It must, therefore, be understood as a spiritual Coming (cf.
23), which, since the Paraclete remains forever (16), does
not differentiate itself from the appearances of the Parsclete
(see on 15:26). At least thus will a writer several hands
removed from the original events conceive of the'coming of
Christ beside the Coming of the Spirit."l The writer goes
on to state that we have seen how the Gospel contains con-

"n

tradictory material and that we have also here the impres-
sion that the persuasion of Jesus' own Return, expressed in
verses 3 and 18, does not really harmonize with the sending
of the Spirit." "After all that we have perceived up until
now of the person and work of Jesus, it is the last thing
that we expect to hear that both could be surpassed and com-
pleted (14:12, 26; 16:7, 12-15). With the promise that
Jesus would prepare for His fellowers a heavenly home and
then take them home (14:2, 3) the very highest appeared to
be reached. And when a man of the Church will allow for the
appearances of the Spirit in the midst of the Christian com-
munity, or when the idea of the Parousia of the Lord has eva-
porated, so that he is hardly able any longer to differenti-
ate the activity of the One disappeared into heaven from the
working of the Pneuma (see on 14:19; 16:25), why does he
make the identifying of the exalted and "returning" Lord

with the Spirit (ecf. II Cor. 3:17) difficult by the intro-

l Pp. 178-9.
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duction of the enigmatic Paraclete, which forces him again
to discriminate between the two (15:26, 16:12-15 against 16:
22, 25)2? That is indeed to be understood, only if the Para-
clete idea played a meaningful role in the thought-world,
which ruled the Evangelist so very strongly.“l There fol-
lows upon this passage a listing of Manichaean and Mandaesan
parallels to the Johannean Paraclete. One more note is
necessary. The note on 16:25 says, "The way in which no
longer the Paraclete but the exalted Lord is spoken of as
the occuplier of the teaching office of the future shows anew
how little a permenent distinction is to be made between the
working of the two, and, therefore, between the two them-
selves."® Thus Bauer identifies Christ and Paraclete and
includes all thought of a Parousia in the presence and work-
ing of the Spirit. That he is right to a great degree, most
bf us would probably agree; that he may be wrong on an im-
portant point, many of us may feel intuitively. We must
leave this most thought-provoking work for the present.

Now we turn to that most excellent and useful commen-

tary, The Gospel According to St. John by Archbishop J. H.

Bernard in the International Critical Commentaries. We have

a clear statement of the commentary's view of John. "The
view that is taken in this commentary on the Fourth Gospel
is that, primarily, the evangelist intended to present nar-
ratives of fact, of the truth of which he himself was fully
persuaded. He 1s not only a historian, but he 1is an inter-
preter of history, as is shown not only by hig comments on
his narrative as he proceeds, but also by his selection and
arrangement of his meterials so as to persuade his readers

most effectively of his main thesis (20:30)."2 We are closer

2 LI~ e 7l 18
2 P- 195.
R o e



to our thesis subject in this next picture of the Gospel.

"In the firet years of bewildered hope after His Ascension,
the expectation was strong in meny hearts...that the Son of
Man would speedily come again in judgement to vindicate the
Divine righteousness, and to fulfil the Divine purpose of the
ages. But time went on; and as the first generation of Caris-
tian bellievers passed away, it became evident that the Prom-
ise of the Lord's Coming, as they had understood it, was

not certainly to be fulfilled all at once. Jerusalem had
fallen. The Temple was destroyed. Christianity wes no long-
er & phase of Judaism. The thought of Jesus as the Messizh

ceased to be the dominating thought of those who called Him

Master. He was Messiah, but He was more. And it was the task

of the last of the evangelists to remind the Church how much
there was in the teaching of Jesus Himself as to the Judge-
ment of Mankind, and the Coming of Hls Kingdom, thaet had been
neglected in the eager faith of the little community which
had so unerringly perceived in the Risen Lord the Christ of
their fathers. Accordingly, we find in the Fourth Gospel, on
the one hand, phrases entirely in the manner, so to speak, of
Mt. and of the Acts and of Paul, as to Messiah and Messiah's
judgement at the last; and, on the other hand, a wider and
more catholic presentation of Jesus as the world's King and
Saviour, whose Kingdom is already established in some de-
gree."l On page clix he continues in the seme vein. "More-
over, it was becoming clear that the expectation of an Ad-
vent of the Son of Man and of the establishment in its ful-
ness of the Kingdom of God in the near future was a mistaken
expectation. There will, indeed, be a final consummation.
Jn. is the only evangelist who uses the expression 'the Last

Day' (see on 6:39); he does not deny, rather he explicitly

1l Pp. clvil-clviil.
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declares, the doctrine of a Great Assize, while he does not
look for any immediate Advent of Christ in ma jesty, such as
the first generatlion of Christians had expected. But the
outlook of the Last Discourses (ec. 14-16) is directed to

the future of the Church on earth rather than to any sudden
and glorious Coming of the Master from heaven (cf., however,
14:3). And this surprised the Apostles: ‘'Lord, what is

come to pass, that Thou wilt manifest Thyself to us and not
unto the world?' (14:22). They had been told, 'I will mani-
fest mys=1f unto him that loveth me' (14:21); this was an ad-
vent of Jesus to the faithful soul. But they were hardly
content. And Jn. reports that Christ gave no othér answer
to their curiosity about His Coming than the quiet promise,
'If a man love me, he will keep my words...and we will make
our abode with him' (14:23)."

In the next paragraph Bernard speaks about judgement.
"Thus Jn. will not dwell on the prospect of the Final Judge-
ment of the world as 1t had presented itself to Jewish minds.
He knows that it was involved in the teaching of Christ, and
he says so in the Gospel, stating it with greater explicit-
ness in the First Epistle. But there was another element in
that teaching which needed fresh emphasis. The Jjudgement of
the individual is determined in the present by his own atti-
tude to Christ: 'he that believeth not is judged already’
(FzaB8)yi=THls judgement is not arbitrary, but inevitable,

and is the issue of a moral necessity.... Die Weltgeschichte

ist das Weltgericht: 'he that believeth not is judged al-

n

ready.'" Concerning judgement in 3:18, he writes, "Of him

Jn. says Cs—-?dLI\L II.'(EI&;IMM u”du w, ‘he has
been judged already' by his unfaith, the present judgement
being anticipatory of the future. This is, indeed, the
Judgement which will declare itself at the Last Day (12:48).

But that the judgement will be manifested at the Last Day
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is not inconsistent with its having been already determined
in the present 1life by the unbelief and blindness and dis-

nl As is plain particularly in the last

obedlience of man.
quotation, Archbishop Bernard also sees two distinct elements
in the teachings of John. He sees, for instance, an older,
Jewigh element in the teaching about the judgement and another
element, which John emphasized clearly in his book. This re-
minds us of a similar distinction which H. J. Holtzmann and
Walter Bauer saw in their commentaries. I suppose that a

fair -contrast of much of German and English New Testament
theology can be seen in a contrast of Bauer's and Bernard's
commentaries, which appeared close together (Bauer's, 1925;
Bernard's, 1928), on this point. Bauer is quite outspoken in
his opinion that any older, Jewlsh eschatology 1s antigquarian,
has been superseded, and should be ignored or extirpated.
Bernard is quite conscious of two elements in Johannean es-
chatology, but he considers both elements quite legitimate
components of Johannine thought in its modern pertinence. In
discussing the resurrection on the last day, he pointedly de-
clares, "Such a doctrine, no doubt, has its roots in Jewish
eschatology, but the Fourth Gospel cannot be understood un-
less it be realised that Jn. has not abandoned this, while he
lays his emphasis on the spiritual conceptions of eternal 1life
and judgement in the present, which were taught by Jesus....
Verses 28, 29. have been thought to be 'materialistic,' but
they cannot be torn from the text as an interpolation or la-
ter addition; they are an integral part of the argument."2

I shall recur to this presently.

As we come to the remarks about "life," it is to be noticed

\
that Dr. Bernard can speak of the Gegenwartigkeit of %m n

1 Volums T, p: 121,
2 Volume I, p. 245,
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A | mM(QS without having to remind us so very pointed-

ly in the same sentence that its fulfillment must wait upon
the future, as, for example, Luthardt did. As I have often
gald in previous pages, it 1s a correct reminder and is a
matter of emphasis, not a matter of correctness. Happily,
there 1s a more satisfactory emphasis in Westcott, Holtz~-
mann, Bauer, and Bernard. Bernard animadverts, "In Jn. the
thought emerges that the Zm ﬂ\ i:( g’; guog of the future
may begin in the present. It is already possessed by him
who believes in Jesus (3:15, 16, 36; 6:40, 47) or in the Fa-
ther who sent Him (5:24). It is both a present possession
and a hope of the future. This is the reason why Jn. can
speak of jJjudgement being already determined; 1t begins here
and is fulfilled hereafter, as life also is."t 1In the fol-
lowing paragraph he points out that the Synoptics expressed
this %u! N Mm terme of the Jewish concept, the
Kingdom of God. This kingdom of God, according to the Syn-
optists, is at once present and future. Bernard paints the
Johannine distinction with regard to‘Zgu& ‘;u; in the
strongest of colors, when he declares in a note on 3:15, "It
[j._- e., the expression, %;gp: dJ{ S!!’KLQS; ]occur's fre-
quently in the Synoptics and in Paul, and always in the sense
of the future life after death....This significance it has
also in Jn. many times; e. g., in the present passage thls is
the primary meaning.... But for Jn., and for him alone among
N. T. writers (although ¢f. I Tim. 6:19), M dJ“,{mQ;
may be a present possession of the believer (3:36; 5:24; 6:
473 I Jn. 5:13), which continues and abides after the shock
of death (6:54)."2 oOn 12:50 he observes that "in the Synop-
tists the idea of eternal 1life as already present is only

latent and is not made explicit."3

E P. olxs
2 Volume I, p. 116,
3 7Volume II, p. 448.
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let us return to Bernard's introduction and to the con-
trast seen in John. "Such is the doctrine of Judgement and
of Life expounded in the Fourth Gospel. The evangelist is
at once Hebraist and Hellenist.... There are, then, in Jdn.
these two contrasted views of the future 1life, one pointing
back to Hebralsm, the other more akin to Hellenism, but both
accepted by the evangelist. To rule out eilther as foreign
to his thought is not scientific criticism... .We may think
1t strange that a Hellenlst should be a Hebralst in certsin
regions of thought. But the writer of the Fourth Gospel was
both. "L

One of the most useful things which I gained from my
study of Bernard's great work 1s his happy phrase, "Divine
Advent.”" In 14:3 he sees "an explicit announcement of the
Parousia, or Second Advent"? in the 'Erd:/\l!/ E‘J:ngﬁdl ;

in 14:18 and 23, he feels that "the reference is to that

Divine Advent in the disciple's heart which is mediated by
the Spirit."> As to the final Advent, he writes, "Not as
much 1s said about this in Jn. as in the Synoptists; but it
1s nevertheless an integral element in Johannine doctrine,
more emphatic in the First Epistle than in the Gos:ael....“4

The Moffatt New Testament Commentary furnishes the next

work for this survey. It 1s The Gospel of John by G. H. C.

Macgregor. The author plainly tells us in the Preface that
this work is written "from the standpoint of the more mod-

1

erate among recent continental commentators,” and with close

reference to E. F. Scott's The Fourth Gospel, its Purpose and

Theologg.5 Therefore, it stands with Bauer in contrast to

Bernard. In some of his disparaging criticisms of the older

Pp. clxi-clxii.
Volume IXI, p. 535.
Volume II, p. 551.
Volume II, p. 535.
Bu Vil

Ul &=uino
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eschatology, Mr. Macgregor (if I may be allowed a slight cor-
ruption here ) out-Bauers Bauer. The opening ssntence of the
Introduction, "No book in the New Testament has provoked con-
clusions more diverse then has the Fourth Gospel," wins one's
warm agreement. By drawing several statements from the In-
_troduction, we are able to understand something of the con-
clueions to which‘this commentator seems to have come. "True,
the earlier evangelists agree with John in sketching the
picture [;. Ssy OF Jesu%] with a majesty above all human
standards. Yet they have no hesitation in recording inclidents
which suggest Jesus' common humanity. John, on the other

wl  1p

hand, often seems deliberately to suppress such traits.
his conclusions from the comparison of John with the Synoptics,
he maintains that "nevertheless the contrast presented by the
two traditions remain sufficiently striking, and we cannot

but feel that the scale is weighted in favor of the Synop-
tiste, who write at an earlier date and are not influenced,

at any rate so consciously as 1s John, by motivés which are
admittedly doctrinal and apolOgetic."2 In the following

pages of his introduction, Mr. Macgregor calls the Gospel a
"hmistorical sermon" remindful of the Jewlsh Haggadah?, a
"didectic meditation on the drama of Christ's life™; thinks

the author to be "essentially dramatist rather than histori-
an"a; and says that "the religious value of this Gosvel must
always be greater than the historical."® "And herein lies the
chief value of the Gospel; it is a transcript of the individ-
ual religious experience of a great Christian soul who 1s

convinced that he also has known the ILord as truly and inti-

1= Po xvitls
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nl Yet into this later disci-

mately as the first Apostles.
ple's knowledge of the Lord a change of perspective entered.
After three quarters of a century, the Church was in a new
age; the last representstives of the Apostles had passed away;
and the bonde with Judaism had been broken. "If the Chris-
tian message was to live for a new age, it muet be re-inter-
preted in new terms. To understand Christ it wags necessary
not only to know the actual facts of his life and teaching
but also to take into account the great religious movement
to which those facts had given the impulss. Hence almost un-
consclously John alters the perspective of the earlier Gos-
pels, and looking at Jesus' life across the intervening years
reads into words and incidents the point of view of his own
later age."? There is much here with which to agree. In cer-
tain aspects the Gospel is a "historical sermon" and a "di-
dactic meditation," but, in the opinion of the writer of
this thesis, any Johannine "change of perspective" would be
better termed a bqsically correct, individual explication of
the theological implicates of the Synoptics.

On 14:3 thié commentator declares abruptly, "'... I will

come back and take you to be with me' - one of those pecul-

iar 'concessions' (ef. 21:22, I Jn. 2:28) to the more ma-

terialistic Synoptic and Pauline view of an eschatological

'Parousia' of Christ in person, which however is at once off-
!

set by a return to the more mystical Johannine thought - 'so

that you may be where I am'...."2 1In connection with 21:23,

there is an informative note: "In other words the tradi-
tlonal promise of Jesus, which has apparently been falsified,
that John should not die till after the Parousia, is contin-

gent first upon Christ's own will... and secondly upon the

L SiEaeh i el
2. P. Saerdds,
3 P. 305-
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interpretation which is to bes put uvon his 'coming back.' To
explain the latter has been the purpose of the last half of
the Gospel. In the Johannine sense at least Christ had come
back (in the Spirit) before the Beloved Disciple's death."l
There is a similar word on 6:39. "The phrase 'on the last
day' occurs only in our Gospel...; yet such an idea of a Til-
nal day of resurrection and of judgement (5:28, 29) has 1lit-
tle place in John's scheme of thought, according to which life
and Jjudgement alike are present and inward rather than fu-
ture and dramatic. We have here one of those apparent con-
tradictions so characteristic of the Gospel..., when John
appears to desert his own point of view and fall back on a
primitive eschatology. Unless, indeed, the aside (vers. 36-
40), together with the interlude (vers. 41-46), are to be
boldly assigned to the Redactor, we have here one of those
inconsistencies which 'only serve to rsmind us that John,
with all his originality of thought, was still partly bound
to the past. Along with his own conception, he strove to
make rogm for the belief that had lmpressed itself on the

Church at large, of which he was a member' (E. F. Scott, The

Fourth Gospsl, D. 216)."2 On the same page, Mr. Macgregor
finds an awkwardness in the last clause of verss 40 that
"gives further ground for the conjecture that thesec refer-
ences to a resurrection on the last day may be an addition
of the Redactor."

In a note on 3:18 there is expressed a very similar view
regarding Judgement. He says that "...judgement is taken out
of the future and carried back into the present with the re-
sult that, though sometimes John appears to approximate to

the Synoptic view of a judgement 'at the last day' (cf. 5:28-

1 Pi 37
2 P. 146-147.
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29, 12:48), in resality this judgement is for him merely the

Ill Ap"

sumaing up of a process which 1s already going on.
parently, critic Macgregor sees no possibility of a union of
the Synoptic and the Johannean views of Judgement and of
eschatology in general.

In next to the laset place in this ssries of commen-

taries on John's Gospel, comes one of the most important works

ever to appear on John. It is The Fourth Cospel by Edwyn

Hoskyns, edited by Francls Noel Davey. After a brief review
of the book, Professor A. M. Hunter says, "It should be
elsar, even from this inadequate summary, that Hoskyns, for
2ll his defects, has shown us 'a more excellent way' of ap-

ne The reader

proaching the profoundest of all the Gospels.
will immedlately recell the extensive quotations from this
book, which are to be found in the Introduction to this
thesis.

This commentator says the problem of the Fourth Gospel
is that "...the author has so presented the ‘sensible’' his-
tory of Jesus that his readers are confronted in that his-
tory, and precisely there, with what 1s beyond time and be-
yond visible occurrence, with the veritable Word of God and
with the veritable life of sternity."? Ve are further told

that the problem of the last Gospel is not "a"

problem, but
that "...it is in truth the Problem of all problems, for it
1s concerned with the relation between time and eternity,
between what is finite and what 1s infinite, between phe-
nomena and reality, in fact between men and God."# These

two quotations serve to tell us that this Gospsl is consid-

ered in thie commentary a theological work and that there

P O2%

A. M. Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament, p. 8l.
Pn l?i

P. 18. Cf. also p. 94.
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is an important eschatology in this Gospel. The former 1is

told us guite plainly in the Riddle of the New Testament by

Hoskyns and Davey, where the Fourth Evangelist is included
among the theologians of the New Testament.

To understand better Hoskyn's idea of the origin of
John, let us listen when he says, "No doubt most Christians
were satisfied with this state of affairs: they repesated
the stories that were the bacsis of their peculiarly Chris-
tian life. . But there were others, and these seemingly the
most intelligent, who desired more than this Jesus of oral
and written tradition, who desired to be rid of thie flesh
and blood, and to move out into the direct realm of the
Spirit. The choice seemed clear: elther the Spirit or the
flesh of the Jesus of history as portrayed in the tradition
of the Church, in the tradition of the eyewitnesses. OSpirit
or History: this was the dilemma. Spirit or fleeh: these
were the alternatives. But the author of the Fourth Gospel
saw the matter wholly otherwise. Flesh, history, aye, the

flesh and blood of Jesus, profiteth nothing, if it be mere

observable history, if it be that which was seen by the

Pharisees, who also were eyewitnesses, if it be that which
wae8 seen by Pilate and by those others who neither believed
nor knew."d Among the other things which, Hoskyns goes on
to say, are meaningless if they stay in the flesh is escha-

e

tology. Zschatology is profitless, if 1t be centred upon
a 'day in a series of days', if, that is to say, it remains
within the orbit of flesh."? Yet, in order to get escha-
tology or anything else out of "the orbit of the flesh," he
will not throw "the Jesus of history to the winds."? 1In

brief, althourh the Evangelist does not invent "'historical

1 Pp . 83_4 .
2 P - 82{‘ -
3 Ioc. cit. See p. 4 of the Introduction of this thesis

for the full quotatlion here.
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material' as a necessary means of expressing theological
'truth, '"l there is "both historicsl reminiscence and
spiritual interpretation in the book" and it is impossible
to "separate the history from the interpretation."?
According to Hoskyns, the New Testament 1s "throughout
governed by eschatology."? But thils is not an eschatology
"centred upon a day in a series of days." It is an escha-
tology gripping the "now", the present. On pages 2-7 of
the Introduction to this Thesis, I tried to say that, for
Hoskyns, theological thinking ls in an lmportant sense es-
chatological thinking. This can be shown conclusively by

noting that on page 116 of The Fourth Gospel "theological

description" is equated to "non-historical description" and
that on pege 114 "non-historical description" is made tanta-

"eschatological description." Thus it can be shown

mount to
that, in the opinion of this commentator, in so far as John
is a theological book it is an eschatological book.4 of
course, all the books of the New Testament are theological
and have an eschatological perspective, but the Fourth Gos-
pel in comparison with the other Gospels, which together
with the Fourth Gospel constitute a special type of liter-
ature in the New Testament, is markedly theological and.not!
less, but more, eschatological.

This 1ie brillisntly stated in the following passage:
"The work of the Spirit is to mike it known that now the
final things press upon those within the Church and upon
those to whom the Word is preached, with the inevitable final

implications that follow from this. For such reasons it is

not true to say that, although the eschatological ianguage

15 =R 3 A
2 P 1295
B R o g e oS
4 Cf. pp. 17, 18, 94, 114-116, 117-118.
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has not been altogether discardsd in the Fourth Gospel, it

has been essentially transmuted, as though originaelly es-

chatology meant the heralding of the end, but now 1is ful-
filled in the coming of the Spirit. Rather, the language
of the Spirilt secures more explicitly the theological con-
text of that urgent, fina2l impact of God upon the world
which the eschatology ls concerned to proclaim. It is true
to'say that there has been an evolution of apostolic per-
ception: that what has hitherto been expressed in tradi-
tional eschatological terms is now expressed as theology.
But an evolutlon of perception involving the use of differ-
ent categories implies neither that the truth percelved it-
self spoke of an evolution ushering in the last things, nor
that there has taken place any evolution from the perception
of one truth - which had erroneously been thought to be fi-
nal - to the perception of another truth, now thought to
be final. Moreover, this evolution of perception, which
has replaced the synoptic use of traditional eschatological
terms by & coneclilous theological language of the Spirit,
appears to have been brought about, not by some individual
partiality for theologizing on the part of the Fourth Evan-
gelist, but by a necessity inherent in the synoptic mate-
rizl."l Truly an )gl_'['_(_ M’M\&[ _Qc_d_Q,_L this!
One of the causes of the Johannine evolution of per-
ception was the difficulty of keeping eschatology in its
prover theological context. "But the eschatologlical lan-
guage will become dangerously untheological if it be so
detached and over-emphaslized that it obscures the consistent
theological bias with which the history is impressed. For
history - a historical saying or eplsode - that is speaking

simply of some future act of God 1s no longer theologically

1 B 122
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significant history, eince 1t is no longer clearly defined

L is,

history in which God now finally confronts men."
perhaps, the conscious recognition of the danger of inter-
preting the eschatology with reference to a chronological fu-
ture that has caused the Fourth Evengelist to lay aside - not
entirely, but none the less significantly - eschatological
theology, and to substitute for it the langusge of the Spirit.
For the significance of the Spirit in the Fourth Gospel 1is
precisely that of the eschatology as related to the history

of Jesus in the synoptic tradition. It 1is the BSpirit that

is to bring home clearly to men that in Jesus they are con-

"2 15 these ideas of the theological con-

fronted by the end.
text of eschatology and of the eschatological significance
of the Spirit in John, I shall recur later.

That it is not a matter of John's passing beyond and
leaving behind the older, Synoptic eschatology, but that 1t
is a matter of John's going back to the true meaning of that
eschatology is stated in the exposition of 5:20b-23., "In
Jesus the world is confronted by the End. This does not
mean that the eschatolosy of the earlier tradition has been
transmuted into an inner, present, spiritual mysticism: it
means that the Evangelist judges the heart of Christian es-
chatology to lie less in the expectation of a second coming
on the clouds of heaven than in the historical fact of Jesus,
in His words and actions...."?

Hoskyns sees a fullness in the conception of His coming
that extends itself over the period of the Church's life.

Under 14:3 he notes; "I come again. The words may refer to

the death of each Christian believer (2 Cor. v. 8; Phil. i.

23), but they recall the eschatology of xxi. 22, 23; I John

1 Pp. 120=-121.
2 Peslfl:
3 P. 268. Cf. also pp. 270-1.
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i1.28; Matt. xvi. 28; I Thess. iv. 16, 17. The thought of

the final advent of the Lord and the eschatological reunion

of the disciples with Him does not exhaust the conceptlion of

His coming, since the eschatological coming 1s anticipated

in the appearances of the risen Lord (xx. 19, 24, 26, xxi.

13), in the present reality of the fellowship of the dis-

ciples with the Father and the Son (¥. 23; I John 1. 3)s in

the advent of the Paraclete (v. 18), and in the Eucharist of

which the walking on the Sea is the type (vi. 19-21, 33, 51)."1
The last commentary on the Gospel for our study in this

survey 1ls rudolf Bultmenn's Das HEvangelium des Johannes in

Meyer's Kritisch-Exegetischer Kommentar Uber das Neue Testa-

ment. The learning and brilliance of thls great Kommentar is
egualled only by the clearness and cogency with which many
characteristic tenets of the Bultmannian theology are expa-
tiated. Because Bultmenn feels that the often legendary and
fraegmentary New Testament documents tell us "almost nothing
concerning the life and personality of Jesus," D. M. Baillie
reports that Rudolf Bultmann "“has been called ‘the Strauss

of the twentieth century.'"2 Professor Baillie goes on to
say, "Yet in the rsalm of dogmatic theology, Bultmann would
range himself with the 'dialectical' school of Karl Barth;
and just as it has been sometimes said that Barth in his
celebrated commentary on Romens has read his own theology in-
to St. Paul, so it has been said that Bultmann in his book
on Jesus...has read the Barthian theology into the Gospels."3
And although, as Professor Hunter remarks, "When we learn
that Bultmann, the most sceptical critic since Strauss, is

also one of the 'dialectical' theologians, we are tempted to

1 P, 454,
2 D. M. Balllie, God Was in Christ, p. 22.
%5 Eogy elt.
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il o fessor

murmur, 'Is Saul also among the prophets?
Baillie's observation 1s true of the book Jesus and of Das

Evengelium des Johannes.

Because of the imposeibility of keeping it out of the

discussion, I am including in this survey of Das Zvangelium

des Johannes an essay, 'Die Eschatolozie des Johanneg-Evange-
2

liums."
Since this eleventh revised edition of the Meyer com-
mentary on John is one of the most recent commentaries on
John, it is perhaps approprlate to notice a few remarks re-
garding the new work. Ernst K&semann in a review of Bult-
mann's work said, "Indeed, whoeyer has no time to listen,
to think through and to test and is not ready to exert con-
siderable effort with the reading does better not to begin
with this work, whose criticael position is satisfied only
with critical reading, and whose inner compactness, theo-
logical vshemence and learned carefulness meke it plain that
such a critical reading will be as difficult as it will be
rewarding."? Kdsemann has more to say. "In the course of
his exegesis Bultmann emphasizes repeatedly that a refined
conception of revelation i1s evident in the Fourth Gospel
and that the 'demythologizing' of the Gnostic myth, on the
one side, and the '‘elimination' of the primitive Christian
eschatology, on the othef side, are characteristic of this
conception of revelation. This thesis is, in my opinion,
justified within certain limitations.™™ Kisemann, who is
ae much a radical as Bultmann is, goes on to differ with
him on purely critical grounds. "According to him [I. e.,

Bultmanﬂ] the refined conception of revelation remains, as

A. M. Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament, p. 54.
Rudolf Bultmenn, Glauben und Verstehen, pp. 134-152.
Verkundigung und Forschung, Lisferung 3, p. 183.
ibld., p. 196.
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it wefe, ags a residue after myth and primitive Christian
eschatology are modified and, in places, set aside by the
Evengelist. However, do both modiflications have really the
same cause, the same importsnce and the same theological
justification? Is Bultmenn's thesis not already question-
eble from the standpoint that one cannot really imagine
where in primitive Christianity there should come about the
formation of such a refined conception of revelation? There
is no parallsl for it. Indeed it can be proved that Paul
de-mythologized the Gnostic myth from his eschatology or
that the Gnostics mentioned in I Cor. 15 eliminated es-
chatology from their myth. A third pﬁssibility does not
seem to exist."l "Finally it is very doubtful if the 'de-
mythologlizing' in the Gospel is so far advanced as Bultmann
asserte."@ "All...cannot here be more closely founded, de-
veloped and comvplsted. It would only be a reference to the
nevertheless notsworthy fact that the Christology of the
Fourth Gospel appears to be as little affected by Bultmann's
alleged, radical 'de-mythologizing process' as is the Chris-
tology of the rest of the New Testament and that, thus, from
this standpoint, the thesis of the refined conception of re-
velation lies under considerable suspicion. Then one will
have to conclude that the elimination of the primitive Chris-
tlan eschatology was not carried out in the interest of the
strong idea of revelation but 1s an expression of Gnostic
influence upon the evangelist. Thereby Bultmann's picture
of the Fourth Gospel would totally alter itself. The Jo-
hannine riddle...would also not be solved by the new commen-

Ty SR

1 Ibid., ps 198,
2 Ibid .y p. 199.
5 Abdd.p p. 200,
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Another writer, Johannes Behm, criticigzes Bultmann's re-
arrangemente of John's text in the commentary. He writes of
the Bultmann "who thinks that John's Gospel arose essentlally

as a2n enlarging revision of two sources: one, a narrative

)

tradition (the "N ME[d - source); znd the other, the

'revelatlon sayings,' a sayings gource, which spread Gnostic

ldeas in Christian dress (to this second source belongs also
the kernel of the Prologue with its poetic rhythm)..."t Tpis
reviewer points out that "...according to Bultmann, severe
disturbances in the original order and arrangement of the
sections and a number of editorlal glosses demand strong
interferences in the present Johannine text, in order to re-
store the actual work of the Evangelist.“2 Now Behm raises

a dissenting voice: "And as regards the rearrangement ex-
periments, with the widest use of which Bultmann, coming
after English and American predecessors...ﬁmnﬂxﬂ to remedy
aporiae in the present Johannine text, it is possible in
individual cases to repair damages to the text through the
assumption of the mieplacing of sheets; often, however, real
confusion arises precisely because of the'rearrangement...."3

n

Rezensent Behm also declares "...that none of the formal at-

tempte to prove sources or insertions of all possible kinds
in the present material of the Gospel, not even Bultmann's
developed literary-critical theory, stands the test of his-
torical probability."4

From the above reviews we have gained some knowledge of
the commentary's critical positions and of its reception at

the hands of scholars.

1 Johsnnes Benhm, "Der gegenwirtige Stend der Erforschung
des Johannesevangeliums,' Theologische Literaturzeitung,
Januar 1948, Nummer 1, column 22.

Ibid., column 22.

Ibid., column 22.

Ibid., column 22.

=W



76

Professor Hunter offers this criticism of the new opus &
"Yet Bultmenn shows that he is still suffering from 'the
Msndacan fever' which afflicted German scholarship in the
nineteen-twenties, following the discovery of the Mandaean

1

gcriptures, for he asserts the Mandaean origin of much of
Jomn's thought."l Bultmann can say this quite confortably,

peceuse he earlier said, "The Gospel of John cannot be taken

into account at all as a source for the teaching of Jesus...."2

This view of the Fourth Gospel as a less suthoritative work
possibly gives Professor Bultmann more freedom to read into
the book some favorite tenets of the Bultmann Theologie such
as the discovery of the real self, which is the real sal-
vation. A German student and an apparently ardent follower
of the famous Marburg form-critic remarked to me quite re-

cently: "Das Johannesevengelium ist Bultmanns Steckenpferd!"

The professor is a good rider: his commentary is in many
vays a8 fascinating study.

Eschatology, as 1s well known, forms a prominsnt part
of the theology of Professor Bultmann. We can see many of
the features of this eschatology in his commentary. A Swed-
ish scholar animadverts: “In his learned commentary on the
Fourth Gospel, Rudolf Bultmann interprets the Gospel as an
altogether eschatological work. This interpretation is not
accurate, however, for Bultmenn believes that eschatology 1s
fully realized, quite eliminating the futurel aSpect."3 We
shall, I think, see truth in this criticism. Certainly this
commentary sees more eschatology in John than any other com-

mentary I have consulted. -

1l Interpreting the N. T., p. 83.

2 Rudolf Bultﬁann,- Jesus and the Word, (English trans-
lation) p. 12. However it must here be noted that Pro-
fessor Bultmann sees a valid, old tradition in John,
which tradition is independent of but related to the
Synoptic tradition. See pp. 85 f., 123, 315 f. and
passim in the commentary.

3 Alf Corell, Consummatum Est, p. 251.
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The essay, 'Die Zschatologie des Johannes-Evangsliums ,"
SRl ]

written in 1928, opens with these words: "In John's Gospel

in 5:21 ff. the office of Jesus is described as the .escha-

tological office: +to Him it is given to make alive and to

~— s
judge (_‘%_mqg{_y and _KIQLILE-_LLJ. But in this there

is no thought of the 'last' judgement or of the 'Parousia' as

e dramatic, cosmological event in the near or distant future;
but an event 1is thought of which takes place already now. "1
On the next page these bold words follow: "One...may not
refer to the passages, 5:28 f., 6:54, which are meant ob-
viously eschatologically, in the sense of the old dramatic
eschatology; for these passages lie under the suspicion of
being due to an editing." Professor Bultmann thus reaches
for his critic's scalpel early. There is further informa-
tion on this point in the note in the commentary on 5:28.
"In any case verses 5:28 f. are the addition of an editor,
who will effect the reconciliation of the dangerous state-
ment of verses 24 f. with the traditional eschatology. The
sources as well as the Evangelist ses the eschatological
event in the present sounding of Jesus' word. The thereby
radically invalidated, popular eschatology 1s, however, di-
rectly set up agein in verse 28 f. The correction of the
editor is only a simple addition, so that it is hard to say
how he conceived of the reconciliation with verses 24 f.;
perhaps in this way: the _5%2&&32;_ taking plece in the
present working of Jesus is an anticipation of the final
Judgement, so that thus the resurrection of the dead at the
end 'will verify His word before all men.' This, approxi-

2
mately, is the conception in the Mandaean texts."< A quick

1 Rudolf Bultmann, Glauben und Verstehen, p. 134. e
2 Rudolf Bultmenn, Das Evangelium des Johannes, bD. 96~
197. This last statement supporte Hunter's point on

page 76 of this thesis.
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survey of the commentary will show how often Bultmann pic-
tures the Evangelist negating the popular, traditional escha-
tology "...Jesus 1is Himself the temple, which the Jews will
destroy and which willl at once raise itself anew. Thereby
has he [;, e., the Fourth Evangelis%] here, as further in

the Gospel, gilven to eschatology a new sense: the escha-
tological event will not take place first in a still-to-be-
expected future, but it takes place even now in the fate of
Jesus."t "The thought [é. g., of judgement in the presen{]_
with its opposition to the traditional eschatology 1is brought
to the sharpest expresslon in the closing sentence [i} ey

of 5:2%]: the believer has already passed out of death into
1ife."? "The Evangelist has thus used the primitive Chris-
tian viewpoints and hopes to describe the stages, through
which the life of the believer must go, but on which 1t can
also wreck."?

I am quite aware that this is a survey, with special
reference to Johannean eschatology, of a commentary by R.
Bultmann and not a survey of R. Bultmenn's whole theology.
Yet we must try to understand some of the basic tenets of
this scholar's eschatology, or we shall not understand what
we find in the commentary. The Swedish scholar, Corell, says
above thet Bultmann sees eschatology as "fully realized.”
This naturally sounds like C. H. Dodd's view. However, we
shall see that Bultmann stands closer to Rudolf Otto than to
C. H. Dodd in the matter of eschatology. Yet Professor Bult-
mann constantly speaks in the commentary of the eschatologil-
cal event realizing itself in the present. What does he
mean?

In his essay he begins by answering a basic question.

% Iodd,y. by 9ks
Suidss. pe 193,
3 Ibid., p. 44B8. yid. elso pp. 113, 330, 397-8, 465.
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Here we may begin with Him. "Hﬁat, however, does the word,
'world,' mean in John's Gospel."t ‘He answans that the world
in the Gospel is gquelified as creation, finds her charscter
or essential meaning in the fact of her being something
created, and 1s thus not something merzly exlsting, as it
were, by her own impetus.Z Then he says, "The 'world' - that
is, in the flrst place, 21l men. And man does not stand over
ageinst the world, but he is the world.... 'To be the world'
means for man, first of all, 'to be a creature.'"d? In the
same paragraph, Herr Bultmann goes on to argue that "...in
the very fact that she [Ehe worl{] is something created, the
possibllity 1s given to her to misunderstand herself, to set
herself against CGod." On page 138 he continues: "It is

thus obvious that man's 'being worldly' 1s always a possi-
bility of his own choosing; it is no natursl condition, but
it is a state of decline." However there came a revelation

from God. "Through the gvent of the revelation two possi-

bilities are made real for the world: 1. 'To be worldly'
in a new sense of 'remaining worldly.' To set the seal upon
the state of decline; to devote oneself to holding firmly to

one's self. 2. 'Not to be worldly,' not 'to be of the
world' and exactly thereby to be 'of' the world in a new
sense, namely, to be 'out of' her; to belong to her no more
(15:19; 17:6, 16)."*

Closely linked with Bultmenn's definition of the "world"

is his definition of "1life." "To hold firmly to one's de-

clined (depraved) condition means to sacrifice one's own

'possible—existence' [%ein eigenes MﬁglkehSein]. The opinion

of the world ie that man has at any given time possibilitiles.

R. Bultmenn, Glauben und Verstehen, p. 135.
Ibid., p. 135,

Ibid., pp. 135-6.

IBId. . pe 139,

Ol o
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she forgets that man himeelf at any given moment is a possi-
bility, that hies exletence is a possibility of real exis-

tence [}ein Sein ein Seink®nnen isﬁ}, that men at any time

is called to declsion and is himss1lf at stake. The world
reJects such a decision; she has thereby already decided

and has cut off her existence as g possibility of real exis-
tence [éeinkgnneé]. Thereby she has cut off her future, for
the possibility of real existence means to have a future.
Therefore the world is always already past; 211 that she has
is spurious, 1s a lie, 1s always already past, because it
+always remalns by the old and never leads into a future. The
world ie dead."l This pasesage is complicated, I know, but it
is absolutely necessary for an understanding of Bultmann's
eschatological thought. I have done my best with the trans-
lation; below I have appended the full German text of the pas-
sage. It need hardly be said that the interested reader should

consult Martin Heidegger's Sein und Zeit in refsrence to Bult-

mann's theology. Indeed Professor Oscar Cullmenn wonders if
exlstentialist Heldegger is not too influential with Professor
Bultmann .2

Thus we see from the last two quotations from Bultmann
that to hold to one's self is to remain of the world. That

means to remain within the self, to be self-sufficient, to

1 Ibid., p. 139-140. The Germen text of the above trans-
lation is: "Sich auf ssin Verfallensein festlegen,
heisst sein elgenes MGglichsein preisgeben. Die Auf-
fassung der Welt ist die, dass der Mensch jeweils Mog-
lichkeiten hat. Sie vergisst, dass der Mensch jgweils
selbst M8glichkeit ist, dass sein Sein ein Seinkonnen
ist, dase der Mensch jewelils zur Entscheldung aufge-
rufen ist und auf dem Spiel steht. Die Welt welst solche
Entscheidung ab; sie hat sich damit schon entschleden
und damit ihr Sein als Seinkdnnen abgeschnitten. Damit
hat sie ihre Zukunft abgeschnitten; denn sein kénnen 1ist
Zukunft haben. Deshalb ist die Welt immer schon ver-
gangen; alles was sie hat, ist unecht, ist Luge, isp
immer schon vsrgengen, well es immer beim Alten bleibt
und nie in eine Zukunft hineinfihrt. Die Welt is im
Tode."

2 Christus und die Zeit, o. 25.




ignore the fact that one 1s created by the Creztor. UThers-
fore the world, that 1s, the men who constitute the wiordld ,
denies her real existence which is existsnce ze¢ 2 crestisn of
the Creator. This misunderstanding of ner trus sxistence zud
this denlal of her being something creztsd oy God lesades her

to set herself against God. Eence the world iz dezd because

existence,” 1. e., existence as 2 crsaturs of
no future; she 1is cut off from God; she is 211 pasi. Henee
Jesus' followers are not of the world; thsy n=ve come out
from her. BSurely these statements show z deep imsisht on
Professor Bultmznn's part into spirituzl truth!

T

is

us the idea of 1life grows out of the comecerntiom of tie
world. HMan can only find 1ifs and salvation zs Ze flinds trus
understanding of his rezl sclf z2nd of his reliatiom to God.
Bultmann would argue that thers is nothing Gmostic zbouwl tikls
understanding. In a ssnse, man nesds to sscape from mimsallf,
from the #brldly delueion about his existence. Only ==
undesrstands himss1lf in relation ©to God 28 z crezture crested
by God is he ready and able to receive God's blessimss, Cod"s
1life. We see this idea of 1ife in various passages Im The
commentary. On page 481, he is spssking of men'"s demsmds

for fulfillmsnt, for love. He szys that Jesus" promise to

fulfill the believer's needs ani demands "...necns...twst thbe
revelation places him E:z.n before the possibility of comimzg
to rezlity and, precisely

er he really wants to be himsslf. That he really wamfts smi
what he ag a creature; wnich has hie 1life through the Locos,
must wzat...is this: mnot to exlst out of himsslf zmd for
himself.” "As Hie coming as zn eschatologiczl svamt meleEs
an end to the world, so is the fresdom, which fe promizes,
the eschatological zift, thus the freedom from the world,

and that mesne z2lso freedom from the pect and thos tire fres-



dom of men from himself,"t

Another passzgs in the

is most interestingly relative to the mezning of 1ifs Ox
page 24 he says that "...'life' possezs a finsl e-lf-unier-~
standing, which knows no question z2nd no mors riddls...."
Jesus as the light of 1ife comes to men in an sschatologics
sense. "In this eschatological ssnse, Jecus iz 1n Jokm ths
-

¢gg S s the Revealer, who gives to mzn thet under-
standing of himself, in which he has 1lifz.” Professor Buli-
mann goes on in the same paragraph to say thzt the undsr-
standing of man which 1s decisive for man is knowlsdse zbout

hls creatureliness and that only in such knowlsdge iz m=n

ti

in the light, only in such knowledge does man have 1ife.

3 X mle e : — e, [ e S = o ;
think we can hear some clear Heldegger-Bulimznn echo=sz im

ception of life. 1. Thls life is nol something Inward or
mystical. "What does life mszan?...1ife is not somsthing

inward, also not the inwardness of mysticism. A4is de=th is

the grzsping of a possibility of man hims=]1

ever believes has life (5:24, 40, 6:57; 8:12; 11:25 f. =md
elesevhere); he has it even himself (6:53). Howsvsr, his
7 = —

- r F
existence is never an existence from himself ( SduTow

15:4; ef. v. 5: "Without Me you can do nothing™). The 1ifs

ning given, thet is, something selzed omly Iim

1
&
E
@
0
B
ot
o

1 R. Bultmann, Dae Evengelium des Johammes, p- 336; ef.
also pp. 248, 32, 480.
R. Bultmann, Glzuben und
147-8, 143. Cf. also p.
lish trznslation).

i
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belief, which is hearing at any time."l "Frsedom from him-
s=1lf can man only receive as a gift, as an eschatological
glft; he cannot galn 1t from himself. For all that he un-
dertakes of himself is from the begimming determined by what
he already 1s. Only hs who can employ that which he is not
ie free; that means, however, that freedom is only an es-
chatological poseibility given by God through the revela-
tion."2 Bultmann would stress this point because it is his
answer to the accusation of humanism (ses pages 85-57 of this
theeis), and it 1s also the basis for point 1 sbove. Recur-
ring to point 1 for a moment, we must notice that Bultmann
says that for John "existence in the world (or 'of' the
world) is thought of a2s a 'how' of human existence; the ex-
istence of [éodlesé] men is world-existence."® "Life is no
status, no vossessing of something present or timeless, but
it is exicetence, which in this instant 1is determined out of
the future as the genuine present. It is a 'how' of existence

wh g

just as ‘'world' and 'death' are a how of existence....
think we cen go on to say that this "how" of exlistence means,
in Bultmann's thought, the relation to the Creator man feels
nimself to be in. "Death" or "world" stand for a relation

of rebellion or defiance toward God; the "world" does not
accept ite true relation of a creature to the Creator. "Life"
is the acceptance of this true relation of a creature to the

Creator. I have put in a footnote below a resmarkably clear

passage pertinent to this theologion's idea of life.5 This x

Ibid..; Pealils
R. Bultmann, Das Ev. des Johannes, p. 336; cf. p. 32.

Glsuben und Verstshen, p. 138.

Ibid., pp. 147-8. Here is the German to this difficult
passage: "Das Leben ist kein Zustand, kein Dahaben von

etwas Gegenwf#rtigem, Zeitlosem, sondern das als echte
Gegenwart aus der Zukunft bestimmte Sein im Augenbl%ck.

Es ist ein Wie des Seins, ebenso wie uWelt"und ,(Tod

das sind...." OCf. also pp. 143, 145, 147. |
5 Ibid., p. 148: "Therefore belisf does not have...the

clear character of a spiritual or mental attitude; it is

B
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conceptlon of 1life as something given and as 2 ‘how' of life,
a relation of the creature to the Creator, is Professor Bult-
mann's reason for arguing that life is not "something inward,
also not the inwardnsss of mysticism." There is an element
of truth here and also a danger, a danger to the numinous,
which numinous 1is characteristic to all true religions.

Now let us come to the second part of point 2: 1life is
something developed out of man. Possibly Professor Bultmann
would object to this statement of his concept of life. He
might insist that we say life 1s that possibility which man
potentially 1is and 1nto which he can be developed. Apparently
we have here at least a partial statement of R. Bultmann's
understanding of the imago Dei. Surely there is a real as-
pect of the truth here, and in a sense it is correct to say
that the life which man comes to live in Him is developed
out of man, is man's possibility fulfilled. It is to be
remembered that Jesus repeatedly said that a man should save
his life ( Y oX h( ) if he should lose 1t for Christ. Thus
men's 1life, man's possibilities are to be pressrved and ful-
fllled in Christ. Yet there is a possible danger here,

which we shall notice presently.

(continued from last page) not a being persuaded about
general ('eternal') truths, no once-and-for-all accept-
ance of a dogma. Man does not win througnh belief a
quality, to which he can appeal; he cannot appeal to the
fact that he believes, but he can only again and again
believe - may believe agein and again. For exactly
therein stands 1life: that the 'being finished' and 'be-
ing complsted' (i. e., the constant already 'being past'
of the world) ceases, that man is again and again given
back to himeelf as his possibility, that he 1is not
firmly fixed, that he 1s free, that he 1s no more a
slave to sin." One has the decided feeling that Pro-
fessor Bultmann has here pushed his idea too far, es-
pecially in the opening sentence. Pray 't,ell',| what is be-
lief, if not a "spiritual or mental attitude”? Cf. John
5:44. Doctor Bultmann would probably answer us that he
meens that belief is not a vague, general attitude, but
a specific, repeated reaction to God's revelation, for he
says on the same page: "Only in hearing the revelation,
the word, does belief exist and 1s the possibility of

the future opened."
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There are meny passages in the commentary and in the
essay to illustrate this second part of point 2. The under-
scoring Iin the following quotations is mine. A clause in
the passage quoted in footnote number 5 on page 83-84 of
this thesis speaks of 1life resting in the fact "that man is

again and again given back to himseslf 2s his possibility."

"And it is declared [En John l:é] that only in the revela-
tion taking place in Jesus 1s given that constantly sought

but missed genuine self-understanding of existence."l 1In

one place the geehrter Professor says that in 1life "...hu-

man existence hes won back its reelity in 'the possibility
of real existence' [éein—KBnneﬁ]...."Q Part of the follow-
Ing quotation I have already used on p. 81 above. “"What
he Eéaé] really wants and what he as a creature...must want
-+e.ls this: mnot to exist out of himself and for himself.
That finds its fulfillment when he is given to himself in
belief on God's revelation...."?

To be sure, the preceding quotations sound somewhat
huﬁanistic. Again and again we hear phrases such as "man's

tooun

possibility of real existence," "man is a possibility,"
"whether he [@aﬁ] really wants to be himself," "seslf-under-
standing,”" and "man is given to himself." It is small won-

der, then, that Walter Klaas in "Der moderne Mensch in der

Theologie Rudolf Bultmanns" notices that "Above all, the

self-understanding of man is obviously supposed to be and to

Ii‘q'

remaln the open or hidden pvoint of orientation and com-

plains that possibly "...the newly won self-understanding of

man as a new creature is nothing else but the rediscovered

reality of the natural men..."; that perhaps "...man here

R. Bultmann, Dags Ev. des Joh., p. 32.
R. Bultmann, Glauben und Verstehen, p. 145.

Das Ev. des Joh., P 481
Walter Klaas, Der moderne Mensch in der Theologle Rudolf

Bultmanns," Theologische Studien, herausgegeben von Karl
Barth, Heft 24, p. 22.

S
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does not have to reckon with the standards of a new world
from God, with a trensformed corporeality, with a revelation
of the men hidden in Christ...."1l Klazs has a section
titled, "Anthropology or Theology," in his article. In this
section he says: "Whoever, as a teacher of the Church, be-
gins with anthropology will end with anthropology; he does
not come to a true theology and misses the real man...."2
"Man's self-understanding and understanding of his existence
are inconclusive in themselves. Therefore, the question about
anthropology mey not be the open or latent preliminary ques-
tion, which is set before trué theology and is made a con-
stant condition thereof."? M"In theology, interecst in man's
understanding of his self and of his e#istence is not an in-
dependent, 1n-itself*justifiéd Interest. As soon as man be-
comes the object of theology, not only has a shifting of the
emphasis occurred but the subject has latently or openly
changed. What man really 1s either is already included and
is to be included in the question of the subject|of theologﬂ
or 1s not to be answered theologically. What man understands
about himself, although he is in the superior position of a
prophet or apostle, remalins during his lifetime fragmentary
and must await the Day of the lord for clarification in full-
ness and completeness. The right service of the Word of God
is also service among men, but not, from the outset, service
of man. In the knowledge of the Lord azbout the real man, 1s
man definitely discovered in his existence and cannot secure
himself in any flight but is really secured in the mercy of

this knowledge of the Lord about us. Therefore, in all theo- i
logical considerations about what man 1s and how he under-

stands himself, it is sufficient to stand by the belief thail

1 Ioc. elt.
2 Kileas, op. clt«, p. 3.
3. loes elit
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the Lord's knowledge about us is adequate. Hils memory, not
ours, will be ultimately decisive. An attemnt to fasten our-
selves on our self-understanding could only be the attempt at

a new self-justification."?

Undoubtedly there is much wis-
dom in Klaas' above criticisms, just as there is much wisdom,
I think, in Bultmann's views. One should take the good he
finds in Bultmann's thoughts with conetant remembrance of

' anamadversions.

Klaas
5. The third thing that needs to be =gaid about Bultmgpn's
conception of life is that it is eschatological. "Not in
worldly existence, but only in eschatological exiestence, which
belief takes hold of, is the work of the Revealer effective
for them Ei_._ 2., Christ's followers:l "2 "Tne existence of
the believer has been discovered as the eschaton...."” "In
[Qohé] 16:12-24 the o0ld, naive eschatology had been newly
interpreted so that existence in belief on Him...is eschato-
locical existence." "Freedom from himself can man only re-
ceive as a gift, an eschatological gift...."s Life is es-
chatological exlistence because it 1s an existence not of the
world but from beyond the world. On page 454 of this com-
mentary it 1s stated that eschatological existence means the
"constant overcoming of worldly existence." Life is existence
from beyond the world, thus eschatological, because it is
brought by Jesus, whose coming 1is the great eschatological
event of the ages. Jesus' coming "qualifies the historical
situation as the end situation"® and "makes an end tg the

world," 7 because, through the sending of Jesus, God confronts

man with the hour of decision, with Entweder-Oder. "Because

Klaas, op. cit., p. 32.

R. Bultmann, Das Ev. des Joh., p. 454.
Thidi., D. 451

Loc. cit.

R. Bultmann, Dasg Ev. des Joh., p. 336.
Ibid ., b+ 191

Tb1d., D 356

Ul E=uinoH
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;n belief or in unbelief on Him the eternal fate of man is
decided, His coming is the eschatological event...,"l
"Jesus' coming therefore has the full welght of the escha-

tological svent, because...he demznds belief...."2 FPro-

fessor Bultmann's "eschatological now" (das eschatolosische
Jetzt), which takes vplace in the proclamation of the Word
and in which the eschaton faces man and demands decision,
I shall recur to later.

I said above that eschatologist Bultmann stood closer
to Rudolf Otto than to G. H. Dodd. This can be clarified
by saying thnat Bultmann obviously believes in a form of

reallized ecschatology but that, like Otto3

and unllke Dodd,
he places the kingdom of God wholly in the future. Indeed
Bultmenn's conception of the kingdom forces it into the fu-
ture. He declares it a mistake to understand “the King-
dom 28 an inner epiritual possession, or as the actual fel-
lowship of those who in obedience to God's will build by
moral endeavor the Kingdom of God on sorth."% "The King-
dom of God is not an ideal which realizes itself in human
history; we cannot speak of its founding, its building, its
completion; we can only say that it draws near, it comes, it

‘appears. It 1ls supernatural, superhistorical; and while men

can ‘'receive' 1its salvation, can enter it, it is not they,

with their fellowship and their activity, who constitute the
Kingdom, but God's power alons."> "What then is the meaning
of 'the Kingdom of God?'...The simplsst answer is: the King-

dom of God 1es deliverasnce for men. It is that eschatological

Ibldss pe 121,
A o1 |paean ol 2] s
It must be added that at times Otto seems to conceive of

the Kingdom as already present in a certain proleptic
gense. However he says, '"The Kingdom of God was for
Charist always the future kingdom of the new age, and
was concelved on strict eschatological terms. See The
Kingdom of God and the Son of Man, p. 155.

4 R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word (Eng. trenslation), p. 122.

5 Ibid., p. 38.

oo




deliverance which ends everything sarthly."l Thus, "the

{ingdom of God 1s a powsr which, although it is entirely fu-

ture, wholly determines the present."? Though not wholly cor-

rect, these statements contain a good antidote for many
mistaken notions of the kingdom.

Bultmenn orobably takes the Barthian, dialectic school's
disregard for the historical Jesus to an extreme. He says,
"I have never felt uncomfortable in my critical radicalism
but have been completely comfortable. I have often, however,
the impression that my conservative colleagues in New Testa-
ment féel themselves very uncomfortable; for I see them con-
stantly busy wlth rescue work. I let it burn quietly; for I

see that that, which is burning, is all the fantasy-pictures

N
of the Life-of-Jesus-theology and that it is the ;>§7¢LHZIIE§

\ 4
KA Td _Il&{dKn&. Himself."? This extreme comes out in

the commentary on pp. 430 ff. and 487, where he disparages
the historical Jesus. -

Other points in the commentary will bes utilized later.
This survey of Rudolf Bultmann must close. It has been
lengthy, but the reader, I hope, can understand this length,
if he understands the great importance of Professor Bult-
mann's thinking and writings for this thesis.

Next come the commentaries on the Johannean Epistles.
The first commentary in this group comes from the Cambridge

Greek Testament series; it is A. Plummer's The Zpistles of

St. John. This commentator concludes that all three Epistles
are by the same author, who wrote also the Fourth Gospel

(2and the Apc}calypse).)+ He further concludes that the Anti-

Ibld . De Jbe

Ibide s pPs-5Ll%

R. Bultmenn, "Zur Frage der Christologie" Glauben und
Verstehen, p. 1O0l.

Pp. xxxvi-=xxxvil, xlix, 1lxxiv.

= WK
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christ wae an individual.l By far, however, the most inter-

esting of his conclusions for the study of this thesis are

Pl / (&4
those regarding & O-XéTh WAL in I Joh. 2:18. "It is

the last hour; possibly, but not probably, it is a2 last hour.

The omission of the definite article is quite intelligible
and not unusuzl: the idea is sufficlently definite without
it, for there can be only one last hour."2 Various accepted
and interesting interpretations of "the last hour" are listed:
the Christian dispepsation; a very grievous time; the eve of
the destruction of Jerusalem; the eve of St. John's own
death.’ Then the writer offers his own view. "Only grad-
ually was the vision of the Apostles cleared to see the true
nature of the spiritual kingdom which Christ had founded on
earth and left in their charge. Even Pentecost did not at
once give them perfect insight. Being under the guldance

of the Holy Spirit they could not teﬁch what was untrue:

but, like the Prophets before them, they sometimes uttered
words which were true in a sense far higher than that which
was present to theilr own minds. In this higher sense S.
John's words here are true. Like others, he was wrong in
suppoeging 'that the kingdom of God was immediately to appear'
(Luke x1x.11)....He was right in declaring that, the Messiah
having come, it was the 'last hour.' ©No event in the world's
history can ever equal the coming of Christ until He comes
again. The epoch of Christianity, therefore, is rightly
called the 'last hour,' although it has lasted nearly two

' 4

thousand years."

Next in succession is the venerable B. F. Westcott's

The Epistles of St. John. Bishop Westcott says plainly

. 1600
54.
55.
56.
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regerding I John, "The writing is so closely connected with
the Fourth Gospsl in vocabulary, style, thought, scope, that
these two books cannot but be regarded as works of the same
author...."t Although he recognizes the confusion that was
vrobably caused by the title, "Elder," used in II and III
John, Westcott concludes that II and III John as well as I
John are all by the author of the Fourth Gospel, the apos-
tle John.?

This commentator recognizes a difference between the
Gospel and I John on the point of eschatology. His view is
that this difference springs from the different times of the
writing of the Fourth Gospel and I John. 1In accord with his
conception of John's eschatology,” he writes, "In the Gospel
St. John does not record the eschatological discourses of the
Lord - they had found their first fulfilment when he wrote -
and he preserves simply the general proéomise of a 'Coming'
(xiv.3; xx1.22)...In the Epistle he uses the term 'the Pres-
ence' (11.28), which is found in all the groups of New Testa-
ment writings, aﬁd speaks of a future 'manifestation’' of the
Ascended Christ (1. c.: 111.2)."4 As we noted in the study
of Westcott's commentary on John's Gospel, Bishop Westcott
believes in repeated "Comings" of the Lord. We meet this
important idea again in his note on I Jo. 2:18. He first
says, in the note, that the great, eschatologlcal "age to
come" has "successive partial dawnings and that this fact
naturally affects the meaning of "the last days" which usher
in the "age to come." Then he remarks, "In one sense 'the
age to come' dated from Pentecost; in another from the des-

truction of Jerusalem; in another it was still the object of

P ey

Pp. 1113z1vi.

See pp. 39-44 above.
Pp. xliv-xlv.
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hope. So also 'the last days' are found in each of the
seasons of flerce trial which precede the several comings

of Christ. The age in which we live is, under one aspect,
'the last days,' and in another it is 'the age to come,'
which wae prepared by the travaill-pains of the o0ld order.

As we look forward a season of sore distress separates us
from that which is still to be revealed (2 Tim. 1ii.l; 2 Pet.
1ii.3...): as we look back we have entered on 2n inheri-

tance now through struggles of ‘a last time.'"l Westcott
<

4 ]
makes much of the fact that €0 XATW is anarthrous.
) ‘ ’ tr
"In this passage the anarthrous phrase €& 0 Y4ATH Rifdss - -

seems to mark the general character of the period and not
ite specific relation to 'the end.' It was a period of
critical change, 'a last hour,' but not definitely 'the last
hour.' The exact phrase is not found elsewhere in the N.
Teue..."2 This interpretation, as we shall sse, has found
favor in at least one important later commentary on this
BEpistle.

In connection with the coming of Christ, the Bishop has

an interesting note on the present coming of Jesus in the

flesh. Treating II Jo. 7, he states, "Jesus Christ coming
in flesh. The thought centres upon the present perfection
of the Lord's Manhood which is still, and is to be mani-
fested, and not upon the past fact of His coming...."3 A
gseries of references follows: I Jo. 4:2, 5:6; John 14:3,
LeSs Apoc. 224203 T Thess. 13103 Colls 3:6.

To Westcott, Antichrist is "the embodiment of a prin-

ciple, and is not to be confined to one person."4 This Anti-

christ or "hostility" "preserves the semblance of the charac-

o]
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teristic excellence which he opposes...."t "The essential
character of 'Antichrist' lies in the denial of the true

humanity of Messiah...."2

"This denial involves the complete
misunderstanding of Christ's past znd future work, and takes
away the knowledge of the Father, which is brought to us by
the Incarnate Son. The teaching of Antichrist leaves God and
the world still ununited. The proclamation of the union is

the message of the Gospel."?

Our next book comes from Meyer's Kritisch-exegetischer

Kommentar Uber das Neue Testament. The full title of this

commentary by Herrn Professor Bernhard Weiss is Die Drei

Briefe des Apostel Johannes. The professor is persuaded that

the three Epistles are by the auctor of John's Grc;!speq..z‘L Re-
garding the relation of I John to John's Gospel on the point
of eschatology, he writes, "Only when one has misinterpreted
John 14:3 and has overlooked John 5:28 f.; 6:39 f.; 12:48,
has one been able to assert that the current eschatological
expectations stlll present in the Epistle are spiritualized
in the Gospel. However, it 1is correct that the Epistle shows
more connection with the primitive, apostolic teaching lan-
guage and manner...."2 Weiss' comments on étléTh__;;’o_A
JC'or'-rl‘rll in I Jo. 2:18 are most suggestive: "As each

ordinary day has its number of hours set by Cod (John 11:9),

J N\ 2
thus also the day of the present world-time, gliWy 05.11125 ;

</

for wod is not used in the sense of a general deslg-

nation of time, as in John 4:21, when the meaning 1is a last
hour in the succession of several hours. It 1s only another

figure of speech when this world-time is divided into days
J s & 4 =
and its end 1s designated the €O-XATK %M%ad (John 6:

Ul =W
gl
Q
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39 f.); both expressions indicate, however, the end of this

world-time still more sharply than the )EV Je Q:Ed,—rd (LS

< /

n Mﬁﬂd!g (II Tim. 3:1; James 5:3).”1 "The article is

missing because the Intended point of time is designated,
not according to its concrete definiteness, but according to
1ts characteristic substance, according to which it comes
_into consideration in the following [words of 2:18]. 'It is
last hour,' as we say, 'It is winter time.'"© "The predonm-
inent idea that therebyELn JQEII[K QI-TO( 'ﬂog&‘z‘( )£E¥Q{ﬂﬂifjl’
forerunners of the Antichrist are meant and that the actual
arrival of the personal Antichrist 1s still to be expected
contradicts the explicit statement that the appearance of
many Antichrists corresponds exactly to the proclamation of
an Antichrist and destroys the argument through which the
Apostle proves not the approach but the presence of the last
hour...."2 8o far as I can ascertain from the introduction
and notes to the first Epistle, this commentator does hold
to the view that the writer of I John expected the end of
the world soon. The point is that the character of the

o/
;%gg , and not its final position, is the fact that makes

it QQLQIH g)dd Thus, in Weiss' opinion, although
gg é[n “zQ was last because of the appearance of

climactic evil in the Antichrist and not because a specific
number of hours in a strict time schedule had elapsef bring-
J 7
ing around inexorably the last hour, ﬁg&érn w4
84111 meant the end of the world which the Epistle's writer
was expecting soon. That this 1s Welss' opinion seems to be
verified by a footnote on page 62 in which he speaks of
"older expositors" who sought and newer expositors who seek

"to dispute the fact that John thought the end to be lmme-

3 O ¢ e
2 Loc. cit
5 F. 63,
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diately near."

In another footnote on page 63, B. Weiss gives us his
opinion about the ildentity of the Antichrist. He holds that
the Antichrist is not the persons but their teaching. He
observes also that antichrist is "an 'opposing Christ' who
under the false claim to be the true Christ, tries to destroy
the work of Christ."i

This brief survey of Weiss' commﬂntary may be closed

¥i5h suigsentloniimots on obey _‘,LLY_ELQ:KQA!EJ’__QI(ME
h!ﬂd g Q:[g y_ of 2:18. "According to the New Testament

view, the coming of the end, with which the last judgement is
linked, is conditioned by the fact that the world has become
ripe for this judgement. If now in the EQAAQE the proph~
esied,climactic completion of the kingdom of Antichrist has
appeared, thus has the world become ripe for judgement; and
thus the time, which bears the character of the last hour
because it immedliately precedes the judgement, must be pres-
ent."? TInstead of criticizing John for his failure in chro-
nology, verhaps we should pray for spiritual sensitivity like
his. ‘

The next commentary is that admirable work in the Inter-

national Critical Commentaries, The Johannine Epistles by

A. E. Brooke. Regarding the authorship of the Epistles,
Brooke feels that the welght of evidence is in favor of com-
mon authorship for the Gospel and the three Epistles.3 Con-~
cerning the relatlon of I John to the Gospel, he penetrating-
ly remarks: "...we can hardly escape the impression which the
study of the Fourth Gospel leaves with us, that its author
mediates and transforms rather than originates. Thq process
may heve reached a further state of development in the Hpistle.

We mey be nearer to the writer's own thoughts, or rather the

-h-'u-l

6
6

1 P
A
3 Bp. viii, 1xxvii-1lxxviii.
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process of assimllation may be more complete, whereas in the
Goepel we can trace more clearly his debt to another. But

such a writer as the author of the Gospel might well ‘rs%eat
himeelf,"' especially if he were fully conscious that he had
already sald or taught his readers all that they required to
meet the circumstances in which they found themselves placed."l
“"In both we find the spiritual idea of an abiding presence,

and the more popular conception of a day of judgement, a last
day, a last hour. The difference is one of emphasis. In the
Zpistle as well as in the Gospel, eternal life is a present

ne "Popular con-

posseesion, and 2lso an object of promise.
ceptions may be more prominent in the Epistle, though we are
not justified in ignoring the 'spiritualizing' of the concep-
tion of Antichrist as fulfilled in many forme of anti-Chris-
tian teaching."® "The writer of the Epistle, it is eaid, ex-
pects the Parousia in the immediate future. The last hour
has struck. Antichrist is already at work....The Evangelist
has given up this expectation. The 'coming' has been refined
into the symbolical expression of a spiritual presence, Here
agein it may be true that the Epistle represents average
Christian feeling more closely than the Gospel. If it is so,
modification of more originel, and psrhaps unpopular, views
is quite as probable an explanation as growth out of the
stage of ordinary Christien opinion. 1In reality, however,
the difference between the two has been greatly exaggerated.
Serious divergence can perhaps be maintained only by the con-
venient, but arbitrary, process of eliminating from the Gos-
pel all the svidence which tells the other way. The language
of John 5:26-29; 6:39, 40 shows that the Evangelist had not

given up the popular expsctation of a 'last day' and a final

B X
1505 S i R
Loc. cits

W



Judgement. There are meny expressions in thes farewell dis-
courses whlch point in the same direction. And even il
there is any real difference, it is not improbable that the
events in which the writer of the Epistle saw the slgns of
the approach, or the actual advent, of Antichrist may have
lead to a nearer approach, at a lster perlod, to the average
Christian expectation, which at the time when the Gospel was
written, though never actually repudiated, waes less prominent
in the writer's view. It should also be noted that spir-
ltualization of the idea of Antichrist is at least as com-
plete as the spiritualization of popular eschatology in the
Gospel. The Parousia which the writer of the Epistle ex-
pected, perheps more eagerly than when he wrote the Gospel,
was nevertheless a spiritual fact rather than an apocalyptic
display."t

On I John 2:8 Doctor Brooke declares: "There are many
indicatlions in the Epistle that the writer regards the Pa-
rousia as imminent. Cf. especially ver. 18....In the Epistle
the expectation is more clearly stateq and more dbviously felt
than in the Gospel, though in the earlier work the idea of
'the last day' not only receives definite expression, but is
something more than an obsolete conception alien to the
author's real thoughts and sympathy, or a mere condescension
to popular Christianity, f=d on Apocalyptlic expectation and
unable to bear a purely spiritual interpretation. A differ-
ence of emphasis is not necessarily a change of view. "2

On 2:18 Brooke agrees with Wectcott and Weiss that the

absence of the article from eo—KLTg uiad draws atten-
tion to the character of the ﬁgflé_, Here Westcott's "re-

peated comings" are emphasized. After saying that the Johan-

L P, oowmxdis
2 Ps 3T
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nine writings have taught us to spirituzlize the teaching
about last thinge, he continues, "But the writer held firm-
ly to the expectation of a final manifestation of the Christ
at 'the last day' and he scems to have expected it within
the remaining years of his own lifetime."?!

The final commentary in this survey of modern commen-

tarles on Johannine eschatology is C. H. Dodd's The Johan-

nine Epistles in the Moffatt New Testament Commentery. Also

pertinent here is Professor Dodd's The First Epistle of John

and the Fourth Gospel, reprinted from the Bulletin of the

John Rylends Library.: This writer does not accept a common

author for the three Epistles and the Gospel. Eschatological
differences are one of the reasons for Professor Dodd's
AvSHTE Lor Aiverts aitioTeblns  Mho Eptatlerbolds gt i
prospect of a near Advent of Christ and end of the world,
quite in the primitive way, taking no account of the pro-
found reinterpretation of eschatology which is one of the
distinguishing marks of the thought of the Fourth Gospel -

a reinterpretation, it should be added, wnhich appears to do
‘fuller justice to the teaching of Jesus Christ than the naive
thinking of the primitive Church."® "In all three [;. o
eschatology, atonement, the Holy Spiriﬁ] the First Epistle

of John represents an outlook widely different from that of
the Fourth Gospel."® Dodd thinks thet one of the Asian
Presbyters wrote the three E-_.‘pj_s’c,les-:.}'I However, this Pres-
byter related himself to the Gospel. In fact he "was quite
possibly a disciple of the Fourth Evangelist."® "He has

soaked himself in the Gospel, assimilating its ideas and

P. 51.

Pp. 1liii-liv.

Po 1lvs

Pp. 1xvlii-Ixix,

C. H. Dodd, The First Epistle of John and the Fourth

Gospel, p. 50.
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forming his style upon its model....His work is therefore in
one aspect our earliest commentary upon the Fourth Gospel,
and has definite value as such."l

The eschatological difference between I John and the
Gospel 1s further emphasized in the following note. "It is
generally recognized that of 211 N. T. writings the Fourth
Gospel 1is the one in which the eschatology inherited by
Christlanity from Judaism is most radically transformed. In
the Epistle, on the other hand, the eschatological hope is |
fully alive. It looks forward to 'Day of Judgement'...as-
sociated with Christ's 'Advent'...-both terms absent from
the Fourth Gospel, but characteristic of popular Christian
belief."? ‘

Thus this survey of modern commentaries comes to a close.
It is superfluous to add that thils survey makes no pretenseé
to completeness. It only aims to be representative. I have
made this a survey of commentaries because the next chapter
is a study of Johannean terminology, and I wanted to lay in
Chapter I a careful critical basis for Chapter II and the
rest of the thesis. Of course the contrib%tions of many
other important critical works bearing on John's eschatology
will be included in thes proper places in the following pages

of the thesis.




Chapter II
Johannine Eschatological Terminology

I propose in this chapter to study those terms found in
the Fourth Gospel and the Johannine Epistles which relate to
eschatology. ©Some of these terms are obvious; some are in-
conspicuous. Most of the terms are by certain scholars al-
leged to be spurious additions of redactors. Some critics
accept the terms as a genulne part of the original text, but
argue that either an antinomy existed in the mind of the
Bvangelist or the terms represent a condescension to popular
eschatology. Yet some New Testament scholars think that John
shows us the right directlon for our eschatological thinking
by retaining certain specifically eschatological expressions
along with deeply spiritual insights into the Spirit's pres-
ence and meaning. It is needless to say that it is impos-
sible in the limited confines of this chapter to do more than
to note the broader Ziige of these terms, to which scores of
pages are dedicated in countless learned tomes.

It will be observed that some terms are found in the
Synoptics as well as in John. Therefore it will be necessary
in each such instance to inquire briefly into the Synoptic
meaning. This does not imply a disparaging of the Johannine
usage, for we shall see that John is drawing out what was
alréady implicit in the Synoptics and, in some cases, 1s
probably harking back to an old, independent tradition.t

Son of God. T. W. Manson says, "It is the Johannine

writings primarily which have made 'Father' the natural name

1 E. K. Lee, The Religious Thought of St. John, p. 63:
T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, pp. 100, 110.
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of God for Christian people."l This is an important state-
ment, for the word, "Father," implies "Son." If the idea of
"Father" 1is so very prominent in the Johannine writings, we
mey have in these writinge something very basglecally akin to

Jesus'

own understanding of the expression, "Son of God" and
"Son" as applied to Himself, because a me jority of scholars
are agreed that the phrases, "Son of God" or "Son," in Jesus'
thinking grew out of a deep filial consciousnese. Professor
Moffatt says, "It is the recognition of this filial conscious-
ness of Jesgs ae the crucial element in the synoptic chris-
tology which really enables us to understand the continuity

2 Someone

between the first three gospels and the Fourth."
may object that the matter is overdrawn here, that "Son of
God" was simply a Messianic term which came to be applied to
Jesus as He excited popular expectation of the Christ. Now
there is clear disagreement among the scholars as to whether
"Son of God" was a recognized Messianic title. Archbishop
Bernard says, "...the title had a definite meaning to Jewish
ears, and was applied in the sense of 'Messiah.' In this
sense it had 1ts roots in the 0. T.; cf., €. g., P8. 2:T...
and Ps. 89:27. The evidence for its use in Apocalyptic
literature 1is scanty, only one instance being found in.

inoch...."? On the other hand Principal Duncan and Professor

William Menson refer back to Dalman (Words of Jesus ) and con-

clude that it was not a Messianic ascription. Duncan refers
to the pairing of "Christ" and "Son of God" in Matt. 16:16
and 26:63 and says, "Phis ought not, however, to blind us

to the fact that the two conceptions were different in ori-
gin, and that (despite the influence of Psalm ii in which

God's Messiah is called His Son) Son of God was not in itself

1 T, W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, p. 99.
2 James Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, p. 176.
3 J. H. Bernard, The Gospel According to St. Johmn, p. 52.
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. 0 ; 1
a recognised Messianic term." Professor Manson remarks,

"Since Dalman's book on the Words of Jesus forty years ago,
it has been usual to recognize that Son of God as a Messianic
designation had, despite the Second Psalm, no place in Jewish
official usage. In this connection the practice of the Tar-
gume ag reflectling the lideas of Synagogue - Judaism in the
Aramaic-speaking world is especially illuminating. While
seeking and finding the 'King Messiah' everywhere in the 014
Testament, the Targumlsts systematically explain away the
substantive force of a2ll the passages which refer to him as

Son of God."?

However, the interesting point to be noted is
that all these scholars unhesitatingly relate the title "Son
of God" to the claims Jesus made about sonship.3 In other
words all agree that the term "Son of God" is not to be con-
sidered apart from Jesus' consciousness of sonship. Doubt-
less this 1s a reasonable tenet.

What, then, does "Son of God" mean? Holtzmann says, "It
would now be in order to ask In what sense this term appears
in the evangelical reports. This is certainly the natural-
theocratic sense. Just as the Synoptic idea of the 'kingdom
of God' in itself only continues the 0ld Testament basic
concept of a royal soverelignty exercised by God over his chosen

people, thus is also the Synoptic Son of God firest of all the

treasure, brought to light, of the national consclousness of

1 G. S. Duncan, Jesus, Son of Man, p. 109. Cf. also E. K. Lee,
The Religious Thought of St. John, p. 62.
2 William Manson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 105. FProfessor

Manson gives two examples:

Hebrew Text T%rgum
Ps. 11.7. "Thou art my Son, Ps. 11.7. "Thou are dear to
this day have I begotten me acs a son to a father, in-

thee." ‘P AxxxixsdT. & nocent as if I had this day

will also meke him my First- created thee." Ps. lxxxix.

born, the highest of the 27. "I will make him to be

kings of the earth." the first-born among the
kings of the house of Judah,
the highest over the kings
of the earth."

3 Mk, 13:32, Mt. 11:27, Lk. 10:22. See especilally Bernard,

ops elt., . 110,
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Israel, which knows itself as the first-born son of God, 1.
€., as the chief object of His fatherly care....The first
changing of the collective idea occurs, when, according to
the, 1t may be noted, commonly oriental viewpoint, the king,
as the one who represents the people, is also called "son"

or "chosen" of God. This is the title of honor which, in

II Sam. T:14 and Ps. 2:7 (82:6), 89:27, 28 and in apocalyptic
writings..., is carried over to the ideal king of the future,
the theocratic ruler of God's kingdom. All men as God's
creatures, His children; Israsl as the preferred heir, as the
first-born among all nations; the theocratic kings as the
sons of God in a special sznse; most especially the Messiah
a8 the eschatological hero who makes real the rule of God:
these are the stages of gradual narrowing and paradoxical
broadening, through which this chain of theocratic-national
ideas runs."l Meny scholars such as Professor William Man-

son (vide supra), would say that, at least in the ordinary

religious thought of the local synagogues, no such stages
succeed each other in such neat fashion. E. K. Lee would say
that Holtzmann's stages are a forced reading of the evidence.
"In the name 'Son of God' there was nothing peculiar. In

the 01d Testezment it had been used of angels (Gen. 6:1-4);

of magistrates (Ps. 82); of individual Israelites (Deut. 14:
1,2); the theocratic king (2 Sam. T:14; Ps. 39:27); and of
the nation of Israel (Ex. 4:22; Deut. 32:6-10). These ex-
amples show that in the 0ld Testament the idea of Sonship to
God indicated speciasl nearness to him. The title is not used
as a specific designation for the Messiah, although the pas-
sages cited in which the ideal theocratic king is called God's

son and 'first-born' point to the appropriateness with which

1 H. J. Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der Neutestamentlichen Theo-
logie, pp. 335-6.
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the Messiah might be called the unique son."t Tt 1is to be
noted that Holtzmann's stages are included in Lee's history
of the title but that Lee does not argue a rigid succession
of stages. From the use of the title in the 01d Testament
we can see "...that the term Son of God, like the term Mes-
siah, had a different connotation in different religious
cirecles...."@ Professor Manson points out that Billerbeck
shows that, in the Talmud, Messiah is called "Son of God"
only when the 0ld Testament text calls him that and that the
Talmud never uses the locution in independence from an 014
Testament text..3 Therefore we may conclude that, although
"Son of God" may have been applied to Messizh in certain
quarters, generally the title designated one who was, spir-
itually and ethically, especially near to God.

One of the most impressive things learned in a study of
the terms descriptive of Jesus in the Gospels is that in near-
ly every case Jesus was not satisfied with the old, tra-
ditional meaning of the term. This applies to "Son of God,"
"Son of Man," "Messiah" and others. Almost always Jesus found
it necessary to deepen, enrich and expand the stereotyped
appellation. This fact will be noticed often in the following
pages and it cannot be emphasized too often. Of course, often
embedded in the term wae a pristine meaning, which formed the
core of the larger conception possessed by Jesus. This 1is,
as we shall see, true in the case of "Son of God."

If Jesus gave us anything valuable in His teachings,
surely one of the most valuable things is the teaching about
the fatherhood of God. T. W. Manson forcefully says, "...we

reduce the Fatherhood to a theological commonplace, stated

perhaps more eloquently or more forcibly by Jesus than by

1 E. K. Lee, The Religious Thought of St. John, D. 62.
2 G. S. Duncan, Jesus, Son of Man, p. 110.
3 William Manson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 106.
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other people, but essentially nothing more than could be got
from the Jewlish teachers. We create difficulties for our-
selves by reading into the words of Jesus the dogmatic
theorles of a later age or by reducing his burning thoughts
to the dead level of average religious ideas."l If anything
characterizes the teaching of Jesus it 1s the flaming con-
viction of the fatherhood of Gocl.2 Surely, then, it was the
basic implication of sonship because of spiritual nearness
which appealed to Jesus in the term "Son of God." This term
came to be meaningful for Jesus becsuse of His own deep filial
consclousness. Someone may object that we are reverting to

the old, liberal Leben-Jesu type of theology, but Principal

Duncan declares, "But it is noteworthy how careful our sources
are at this point | of Jesus' baptism| to emphasise the so-
called 'filial-consciousness' of Jesus as fundamental. The
Gospels, it is true, were not designed to provide meterial for
psychological studies; yet it is impossible to read them at
this point without being impressed both by the scrupulous
truthfulness revezled in their composition and by the light
which they shed on the mind end spirit of Jesus."2

That this filial consciousness preceded all appropriation
by Jesus of the locution, "Son of God," is a consensus of
much scholarly Opinion.4 Again somesone may object that Jesus
did not appropriate this title, that the application of the

title is only Gemeinde-Theologie, and that only in John and

there only in 5:25; 10:36; 1ll:4 do we have Jesus using the
title of Himself. First, it is to be answered that many re-

putable scholars are not "...prepared to lay it down as a

The Teaching of Jesus, p. 102.
Ibid., p. 100,

G. 8. Duncan, op+. cit., p. 115,
H. J. Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der Neutestamentlichen Theologieg,
pp. 344, 345; E. K. Lee, op. cit., p. 62; T. W. Manson,
op. c¢lt., pp. 89-115; &. S. Duncan, op. ¢it., pp. 113-114;
William Manson, op. c¢it., pp. 107-108, 109.
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canon of criticism that no saying in the Synoptics which has
a parallel in the Fourth Gospel can be a genuine utterance
of Jesus."l It is not right to discard a verse in the Sy-

i

noptics " ...because the epithet 'Johannine' may be thrown at
1t."2 Second, it is to be answered that, since, as Professor
William Manson has proved, we cannot look either to Hellenism
or to Judaism for its source, "The emergence of 2 Son of God
Christology on Palestinian soil is a very remarkable phenom-

enon and one which demands expla.nation";3 therefore, we must

"...geek in the depths of Jesus' ovm spirit the source and

origin-point of this particular form of the Christian Mes-
I

sianic idea."

I think we have a vantage point now from which to survey
the meaning of "Son of God" in the Synoptics. This term indi-
cated special, spiritual and moral nearness to God. It could
be applied to theocratic kinge and to religious individuals
as well as to the Messiah. It is used by the Synoptlists in

"...the higher and

2 Messianic sense. It could be called
Christian equivalent of the Jewish term ‘'Messiah.'"® The

appellation, "Son of God," has been immensely deecpened and
enriched by application to Christ. Physical procreation as

suggested in divi filius is not to be considered. On the

other hand, what was normally considered merely a worthy at-
tribute by the Jews to be possessed by various outstanding
personages was elevated to the place of the cardinal virtue
of Him, who, becausé of His intense conviction of the approv-
al and presence of the heavenly Father was at once "Son of
God," "Messiah," and "Son of Man."

Now we may turn to John's Gospel and Epistles. As was

T. W. Manson, Op. s Do 1106
T. W. Manson, loc.
William Meanson, Jesus the Mess., p. 105.
Thidls; P« 106%

Ibid., p. 104.
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noticed at the beginning of the discussion of this term, the
Johannine writings abound in references to God as Father. In
these writings, Jesus is constantly referring to His heavenly
Father. As I also suggested at the beginning of this dis-
cussion, this fact 1s all the more striking in view of the
deep filial conscieousness of Jesus, which forms such a prom-
inent basis for the various terms applied to Jesus. "Son-
ship and Fatherhood are correlative terme."t Consequently,
where we find strong emphasis on Fatherhood, we find per se
an emohasis on Sonship. Professor Duncan says that "...we
may infer that the much greater frequency with which sayings
[of Fatherhood and Sonshivp] oceur in the Fourth Gospel is
not to be attributed merely to the development of Christo-
logical interpretation, but represents an authentic tradi-
tion."2 Professor T. W. Manson states plainly, "Matthew and
John do not introduce, so far as the Fatherhood of God is
concerned, a new doctrine; they rather proclaim from the
housetops what, in the more primitive documents, is whis-
pered in the ear. We may, if we choose, call it interpre-
tation rather than strict history, or exaggeration of one
feature in the teaching of Jesus; but it is interpretation of
something thet is given and exaggeration of something real."”
Thus in the Johannean presentation of this doctrine of Son-
ship and Fatherhood we are not out on a tangent, but in the

direct line of the fundamental Anschauungsweige of the other

Gospels. "When the filial consciousness of Jesus 1s seen
to be prior to the messianic, the starting-point for the

; 4
special christology of the Fourth gospel is at once granted."

If, as we are lead to believe in this study, Jesus thought

@. S. Duncan, op. c¢it., p. 108.

t.

Ibid . g pc 107-8.

T, W. Manson, op. ecit., p. 100,

James Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, D. 176.
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of Himself primarily as Son and secondarily as “Son of Man"
and "Messiah," then the Fourth Gospel in depicting Jesus as
supremely consclous of Sonship and Fatherhood is showing us
Jesus as He really was in spirit.

According to one scholar, "The title the Son of God, or

1te shortened form the Son, is applied to Jesus about thirty
times in the Gospel, and more than twenty times in the E-
pistles of John."l E. F. Scott maintains that “Son of God"

is "...the name which belongs distinctively to Jesus in the
Fourth Gospel, and determines the whole Johannine conception
of His nature and work."? This is probably a correct esti-
mation. On such important doctrines as the unity of Jesus
with the Father, "Sonship" is the expression that does service.
It is preeminently because Jesus makes Himself the Son of God
that the Jews desire to stone Him.

Now if John is right in his freguency of Sonship-refer-
ences then it 1s at least possible that he is right in a de-
velopment of the "Son of God" term which might be called a
typically Johannine explication of a Synoptic implication.

This Johannean development could be summed up in the word
/

'
MOVOYEVRS - In the Synoptics, M'lrn'rgs seems to

gtand in place of “QIQ¥EM u’s in a description of the
< Y 4 y 4
(@) 195 & In the Septuagint MOVO ¥§[g S and

J /

§¥¢]IBIQS; are used to translate A’ “solitary,
T

one, only." This Hebrew word gives us the correct clue to

i’

the meaning of aa|¢g¥e Yhg + The emphasis is 01’1.,41.0.%0;'
Repeatedly #Qmu_};s is applied in biblicel and non-

canonical writings to only children. This is essentially its
/

meaning in John. "The idea presented by ZIQ]LQZGEBS in

G. B. Stevens, The Johannine Theology, p. 102.

E., F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel, p. 186.

H. J. Holtzmenn, Evangelium des Johannes, p. 203.
E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 149.
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the Johannine books would seem to be that of the one and only
Son who completely reproduces the nature and character of His
Father, which is concentrated in one, and 1s not, so to speak,
divided up among many brethren."l Only John relates this word
to Jesus. Professor Adolf Schlatter suggests that "The mem-

ory of the only son, Isaac, and his sacrifice may have con-
r

tributed to _g OvoY€VMC  becoming the name of Jesus."?
'
Thus as Brooke noted (gsupra) _pMOVO ¥ﬁkus indicates

uniqueness. "The point which is emphasised by the word here
is evidently the absolute oneness of the Being of the Son.

He stends to the Father in a relation wholly singular."”? Is
this at variance with the Synoptic presentation? One famous
scholar boldly declares, "Nowhere do we find that Jesus called
Himself the Son of God in such a sense as to suggest...a re-
lation which others also actually possessed, or which they

were copable of attaining or destined to acquire."4 Certain-

g% —
ly the followers of Jesus are Ul@( T0o 0 &c_—oﬂgg but

by

N —_ —
He is the HIQS TOU ‘Q&Q_LL._ just as His followers are 'T'Q

@‘-‘-S— Tou KO g;gg;l Matt. 5:il4,but He is the gp;,gs _Q_g_
_cL_tLQKsLMuL_ ee yQVv , Luke 2:32,

In additlion to uniqueness, or, posslibly I should say, in-

cluded within uniqueness, is the idea of perfect unity and

/
communion . QQHQ¥§ [55 describes "...Jesus as the one

on whom God concentrates his special love and favor, as an

n5

earthly father would concentrate his love on an only son.
"The glory, which was visible in Jesus EJohn l:lia, compared
to that which a father shows to his only son, because the

fellowship between them is complete."6 It would seem that

A. E. Brooke, The Johannine Epistles, p. 119.

Adolf Schlatter, Der Evengelist Johannes, p. 26.
Westcott, The Epistles of St. John, p. 170. Cf. also pp.
169. ff. and The Gospel According to St. John, p. 12.
Gustaf Dalman, The Words of Jesus, p. 287.

G. B. Stevens, op. cit., p. 106.

Adolf Schlatter, op. cit., p. 25.
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/
MQ"Q¥EV“S 1s trying to tell us that, just as Jesus

1s the only Son of God in a special sense, He i1s also the

perfect Son in love and communion with the Father. Robert

Law writes poignantly of this idea: "“'His Son, His only Be-
gotten.' Elsewhere, the title of Our Lord is simply 'the Son,'
the argument turning upon the relation of Father and Son; or
'His Son,' or the 'Son of God,' where the element of Divine
power and dignity in the Sonship is made more prominent. Here

only, where he would display the infinite Love in the infinite

\ C )
Gift, does St. John use the full title, TOV OV JAUTOU
\ -

Tav. «allﬂ;tﬁlt!l . The essence of the manifestation is in

the fact, not that God sent Jesus, but that Jesus, who was
sent, is God's Only-Begotten Son. The full being of God is
present in Him. Other gifts are only tokens of God's Love.
Its all is given in Christ. It is His own bleeding heart the
Father lays on Love's altar, when He offers His Only-Begotten
Son...."l Perhaps this ineffable fellowship which Jesus en-
joyed with the Father is Professor Hunter's "Messiah plus™:
"...must we not say that 'son' on His lips means at least
'Messiah plus'? There is here something more than simply a
consciousness of being Messiah."? movoyev v(g is that
Yolus."

Notwithstanding K. F. Scott, who argues that John has
shifted the emphasis from the Fatherhood to Soncship and there-
by has forsaken altogether the Synoptic interpretation,3
random passages such as 1:18, 4:34; 5:20, 30; 6:38, 57; 8:26;
10:18; 12:49; 14:28, 31; 15:10 leave no doubt that only a
heightening of the fellowship and union of the Son with the

Father is intended in John's Gospel. As H. J. Holtzmann re-

2 A. M, Hunter, The Work and Words of Jesus, p. 83.
3 E. F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel, pp. 190 ff.
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&
marks in his vivid way, "The term U [ O S  in the mouth of
-’

the Johannine Christ includes, on the one hand, most perfect
unity of the Son with the Father, the immenence of the one
in the other in the sense of 10:30, 38...but therefore also,
on the other hand, a thorough relation of dependence....Two
wheels are so connected by a common axle that each movement
of the larger wheel produces the same movement in the smaller
wheel."l
As hes been noticed earlier in this thesis (see Intro-
duction, pp. 2-4) the eschatolﬁgical tension of the Fourth
Gospel is based upon the indefeasible conviction that in Jesus
men are confronted by the ultimate presence of God, by the
ultimate demand of eternity. OGClearly, then, all emphasis-
upon the fact of the immenence of the Father in the Son is at
once: an emphasis upon the eschatological meaning of the ap-
pearance of the Son. Correspondingly, we find the eschato-
logical importance of Jesus side by side with an affirmation
of the Father's love for the Son: "The Father loves the Son
and has given all things into His hand. The one believing
on the Son has eternal life, but the one disobeying the Son
shall not see life, but the wrath of God abides on him"
(3:35-6). "For the Father loves the Son and shows Him every-
thing, which He Himself does....For as the Father raises the
dead and mekes them alive, thus also the Son makes alive,
whom He wills" (5:20-1). "For the Father does not judge any-
one but has given all judgement to the Son, in order that all
may honor the Son as they honor the Father. Whoever does
not honor the Son does not honor the Father, who sent Him"
(5:22-3). "Judging" and "making alive" are eschatological
functions! And they are the functions of Jesus because He

is the Son, the Son of God! What Jesus does is the doing of

1 H. J. Holtzmann, Evangelium des Johannes, p. 122,
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\ /
the Father because He is the MQ!Q};{(—y_‘uS (;7oc of
-
the Father: "My Father works until now, and I work." "He

11

who has seen Me has seen the Father," because he has looked

upon the _MAOVO ¥§|£E w&_ m];go's : Thus "Son of
God" comes to its true and richest spiritual and, thersfore,
Megsianic and eschatological mesning in the Johannine writ-
ings.

Megsiah. Did Jesus think of Himself as the Messiah? A
good answer is this: "Any interpretation of Jesus which ques-
tions the unlqueness of His relation to God and His own recog-
nition of that uniqueness is shipwrecked on the rock of the
New Testament evidence. Though He stood in the succession of
the prophets, Jesus Himself knew (as also His followers came
to recognize with a conviction that nothing could shake) that
in one essentlal respect He differed from all who had gone be-
fore Him. Others had declared God's purposes of salvation;
in Jesus those purposes were being brought to fulfilment. Ex-
pressed in more technical language, His mission was not pro-
phetic merely; it was eschatological; if we care so to des-
cribe it, it was messianic. And His followers gave expres-
sion to their deepest convictions about Him by declaring Him
to be the expected Messiah."l Let us leave this answer for
just a moment.

A brief history of the word, "Messiah," may help here.
Augustine said, "Messias in Hebrew, Christus in Greek, Unc-
tus in Latin."® "Messiah" is the transliteration of a

/
Greek word, ‘fle.ojojés , which 1s a transcription of the

J L -
Aramaic 4 . This comes from the Hebrew _DM,
e : — -l"

which means anointed. In the 01d Testament the wbrd was

1l G. S. Duncan, Jesus, Son of Man, p. 119.
2 Catena Aurea, Commentary on the Four Gospels, collected
out of the works of the Fathers by S. Thomas Aquinas,

Void. IV, Pt 1, 9. 69,
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apvlied to prieste, kings of Israel, pagan rulers (8¢ By
Cyrus) and the nation of Israel itself. Preeminently it

is associated with the future Davidic king, the King Messiah,
whom God should send to restore the kingdom of Israel and
effect God's purposes on earth. Although the book has no
definite mention of the Messiah, according to EZ. F. Scott,
Danizl 1s the starting-point for the later development of

the Messianic ideal. Scott says further: "The one aim of
Daniel is to maintain that Israel, as the holy community,
will Dbe supreme'in the coming age, when God asserts His pow-

er."t

In an apocalyptic work known as The Ethiopic Book of
Enoch or simply I Enoch there is a section of several chap-
ters called "The Similitudes of Enoch," in which the Messiah
is portrayed as a super-human being who pre-existed with God
and who is to be the final judge of the world. "There was

no uniform picture of the Coming One. A second and greater
David...was perhaps the commonest view. Others perhaps ex-
pected a warrior Messiah, a second and greater Judas Macca-
basus. Others dreamed of a supernatural saviour from another
world."® Thus we can say with Professor Duncen that "Mes-

n 3 but

siahship implied an office, a status, a dignity...,
we can also say that Messiahship was an idea or a hope of
salvation and triumph, which assumed varying forms of ex-
pression. The idea and its forms of expression might be
likened to a multiple palimpsest with the essential hope
again and again written over with the descriptive titles,
King-Messiah, Servant of the Lord and Heavenly Man. Again,

the essential idea of God's ultimate deliverance and rule

might be called an uﬁbra, the penumbra of which are the

1 E. F. Scott, The Kingdom and the Messiah, pp. 36-T. Cf.

also Chapter II-e e
2 A. M. Hunter, The Work and Words of Jesus, pp. 81-2.

3 G. 5. Duncan, op. cit., D. 120.
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King Messiah, the Servant and the Heavenly Man. Professor
Manson argues that these three titles represent thrse suc-
cessive stages of the Messianic idea.l These titles, however
disparate in origin, where closely related around the umbra of
the basic Megslanic idea.

Now, how did Jesus think of Himself as Messiah? "He
knew Himself as the Christ to be the final outcome of the
religious development of the Jewish people.“2 But He was not
Messiah in the sense of a political and material savior of
the Jewish nation. All politicel considerations fell away .
"As the Christ he was the representative of a new moral order
which had nothing to do with racial and political divisions.
He had come to fulfil the theocratic ideal, not by restoring
the kingdom'to Israel, but by revealing the will of God and
bringing all men into obedience to it."> He was also not
Mesesiah because He was David's Son. "To Jesus...the only
important and decisive token of Messiah was His Sonship, not
of David, but of God (Mark xii.35-3?)."# Thus Jesus saw that
what was becoming His own mission upon earth as Son of God
was really also the mission of the Messiah understood in its
proper sense. Let us now turn to the answer of our opening
question. In answering this question, Professor Duncan goes
back to the New Testament evidence of Jesus' sense of a
unique relation to God. That is a very good place to go,

"...the Gospel records...

for, as Professor Hunter declares,
are unintelligible unless He was the Messizh."?

It will be readily recalled from the above discussion
of the term "Son of God," that it was said that "Son of God"

is the higher and Christian equivalent of the Jewish word,

William Manson, Jesus the Mess., pp. 171-4.

E. F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel, pp. 177-8.

Ibid., p. 178.

H. H. Wendt, The Gospel According to St. John, p. 195.
The Work and Words of Jesus, p. 82.
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"Messiah." The relation of these two terms is important.
Holtzmann says that the heavenly voices in the Baptism and
Transfiguration "...lead Jesus' Messiahship back to His con-
sciousness of Sonship."l This accords with the whole An-
schauung of this thesis, namely, that "Messiah," "Son of
God," and "Son of Man" go back to Jesus' feelings of Sonship.
This might be more accurately expressed in the words
of Professor Manson's very penetrating statement, "...the
Meseianic ideas of Israel functioned as the historical rsagent
which brought out the final significance of the revelation
concerning God with which Jesus believed himself to be
charged."® "Messiah" designated an office, of which "Son of
God" or "Son" was the dynamic. That "Son of God" is, in a
sense, the Christian expression for "Messiah" is made clear
by the fact that Professor Manson can say that "...a pro-
found sense of engagement to bring his nation to the know-
ledge of the heavenly Father formed the basic consciousness

from which Jesus came to the understanding of himself as Mes-

siah - Son of @....Emderscoring is mine] "3 In the Chris-
tian sense, "Messiah" is a meaningful word only in so far as
it goes back to Jesus' "profound sense of engagement to bring
his nation to the knowledge of the heavenly Father," which
caused Him to deem Himself Son of God and then Messiah - Son

of God.

Sy -
Archbishop Bernard says, "In Jn., Q‘ g“gs Tou
©cou is a recognized title of Messian."* Z. F.

Scott dowhrightly_declares, "The name of 'Christ' loses its
special significance, and becomes simply an equivalent for

'Son of God.'"® Professor Scott goes on to argue that in

William Manson, Jesus the Mess., p. 156.
Ibid., p. 110,

J. H. Bernard, op. c¢it., pv. 52.

The Fourth Gospel, p. 182.

U0l o=

Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der Neutestamentlichen Theologie, p. 339.
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the Fourth Gospel "...the real aim of the writer is to inter-
pret the Messianic idea in a higher and more spiritual sense."*
"So throughout the Gospel thé Messianic title denotes noth-
ing more definite than the higher nature and dignity of
Jesus as-the Son of God. It is still retained, in accord-
ance with the consecrated tradition, but its meaning is en-
tirely merged in that of the other title. 'The Christ' and
the 'Son of God' are again and again co-ordinated as simply
equivalent terms (x1.27, xX.3l...)."2 In the passages in
which John combines _X Q‘Q:IQ’S and !!‘IQ\S Tou _'QE:QTL:
one has the feeling that the latter term is the meaningful
relflcation of the general, otherwise meaningless, former
term,- Similarly, a person may be preised as a "true art-
ist", but the acolade is far more interesting if it is known
whether the "artist" ie a musician, a painter, a sculptor,

or an architect. Obviously the person is a "true artist"

because he is an excellent musician or sculptor, not vice

L3 p 4 T
versa. dJust so is Jesus the true KQ(&tQ? because He

€ N -~ — g i N 3
s the Ujeg  _TOU &ed0, not vice versa. Thus in John

_x%aLn:IIé;_ designates "the higher nature and dignity of

Jesus as the Son of God™; it is simply the mantle which is

draped around the real figure, the Son of God. Thus, John

1. Ioe. eits
2 lLloc. cit.
3 T"If...the faith of the first Christian group did not

fade out..., or drop to the disillusioned level of Tal-
mudic Judaism, plainly the reason is that Jesus had in-
spired in his followers something more than a Messianic
nope. He was the source of an experience of which that
nope was but the efflorescence....Only thus do we explain
how, when death overtook the person of their Master, it
did not move these followers from their confidence, and
how no eomparable interests appeared from the side of
Judaism to drew their eyes backwards to the past or to
divide thelr affections. We see the Jewish ideas of the
Messiah and of the VWorld to Come being bent to take the
shape of the fortunes of Jesus and so transmuted. It was
not a case of an ardent Messianic hope leading men to be-
lieve in Jesus but of an ardent falth in Jesus leading
them to believe in the Messianic hope." See william
Manson, Jesus the Mess., pp. 149-150.
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is not only theologically correct in this matter, he is really
at one with the Synoptics in this point, for we have seen in
our study of "Son of God" in the Synoptics how Sonship is the
real basis of the appropriation of all terms. The different
Messianic terms were the reagent; Jesus' sense of mission as
Son was the substance upon which the reagent acted. Thus

Principal Duncan flatly says that in Matt. 16:16 and 26:63,

when Peter and the high priest combined _X Q) a—_—IQ’s and

\ —_
_Ii_.ijilgg._EZIEEL_.éh&Qﬂ, "...the distinctively messianic

interpretation which entered into the thought of St. Peter
and of the high priest was not the interpretation which for
Jesus was primary and essential."l It is to be noted that
Professor Duncan is speaking about a Synoptic account. It
is also pertinent here to point out that Professor Manson's
remarks in footnote number 3 on page 116 above are from the
stendpoint of the study of the Synoptics. Once again John
ls certainly not at basic variance with the mind of Jesus
as revealed to us in the first three Gospels. "In this
interpretation of the Messianic name by a higher and more
comprehensive one [;. e., "Son of G@dﬂ , Jesus gives effect
no doubt, to our lord's own purpose."2

Son of Man. Professor Hunter says: "If our Lord ac-
cepted the title Messiah, the title He claimed was the 'Son
of Man'. 1In the Synoptic Gospels it occurs some seventy
times."? Professor Manson writes, "The facet of the Mes-
sianic concept whilch is most prominent in our records of
the teaching of Jesus is that of the Son of Man or Heavenly

Man...."* Of course the figure which Professor Hunter gives

includes numerous repetitions from Mark and Q. According to

1 G. S. Duncan, op. cit., p. 110.

2 K. F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel, . 183

3 A. M. Bunter, The Work and vWords of Jesus, p. 84.
4 William Manson, Jesus the Mess., p. 10l1.
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Professor Hunter, the further analysis of the seventy in-
stances 1s as follows: Mark, 14; Q, 11; L (special Luke), 5;
M (special Matthew), 6.1 Although admittedly, as Professor

2 many of the "Son of Man" passages

T. W. Manson makes clear,
are to be put down to erroneous editorial revieion and inter-
polations, it cannot be said with Lietzmann and others that
"Son of Man" is a spurious fabrication of the later Church,
since such a term is impossible in Aramaic, because, as Pro-

fessor William Manson declares, "

«++.1f the usage of our
Gospels 1s based on a mistake, the mistake has infected all
our existing sources. Hilther we know nothing of the his-
torical Jesus, or we know that He used the title Son of Man,
and used it in a way that placed its reference to Himself
beyond doubt."? Nevertheless, in spite of its prevalence
in our sources and some progress in our studies of the term,
a leading modern scholar admits that "...definite general-
ly accepted conclusions are still very few in comparison
with the vast amount of labour and learning expended on the
various problems which have arisen."4

Obviously, it is utterly impossible in the narrow con-
fines of this brief treatment to go into the wvarious prob-
lems of the Aramaic antecedent and the historical origin
of "Son of Man." It may be noted that, in contradistinction
to R. H. Charles and Rudolf Otto, such scholars as William
Manson, A. M. Hunter, T. W. Manson and G. S. Duncan hold
Daniel rather than Enoch as the source of this expression
in the thinking of Jesus. Regarding the Heavenly Man Myth,

which 1s assoclated with the names of Bousset, Gressmann

and Reitzenstein, Professor William Manson feels that, in

Qo edti. - cpa B5
T. W. Manson, op. Cit., pPp. 2135=-22T7.
W. Manson, Christ's View of the Kingdom of God, p. 1l47.

T. W. Manson, op. cit., p. 211.

STV
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spite of certain percolatione into Judaism of an Oriental
ldea of a Heavenly Man, there is to be drawn a sharp dis-
tinetlon at certain points between such a theory and the
full-blown Christisn "Son of Man,"!

What does the locution, "Son of Man," mean? Various
answers are given, and the literature on the subject is
vast. The answer in this thesis must be brief and eclectic.
The term may not have meant all of the following things,
but surely it meant at least some of them. I shall attempt
to correlate the definition of the term with the usage of the
term in the Synoptic Gospels.

First, we have the group of "Son of Man" sayings which
refer to Jesus' earthly life. Although some of the sayings
in this group may be editorial substitutions for the common
personal pronoun, "I," undoubtedly many of them rest upon a
real basis in Jesus' consciousness of Himself as the minis-
tering, suffering "Son of Man" on earth;2 Professor Duncan
maintains that Ezekiel, with its over eighty occurences
of "Son of Man" should be considere& a source of Jesus'
thinking concerning this term.3 Principal Duncan suggests
two points - the turning of Ezekiel's weak manhood into
strength and the giving to him of a prophetic, judging mis-
sion as "son of man" - in which "...Ezekiel's conception of
himself as 'son of men' may have had a special meaning for
Jesus.™ "It is in the light of Ezekiel's reminders of the
way in which God deals with man-lifting him up from the
ground, making known to him His will, filling him with His .
spirit, and commissioning him to be His servant for the

establishment of His kingdom throughout His whole creation -

Jesus, the Messish, Appendix D.
Ibld s b 14T«

@G. S. Duncan, op. cit., pp. 145 ff.
Ibid ., v. 146.
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that we ought to seek to interpret the thoughts of Jesus
regarding the Son of Man."l Surely if Jesus knew snd drew
from Daniel 7, He could just as easlly have known and used
Ezel{iel.2 Duncan further suggests that John 10 and the
Synoptic passages about the shepherd and the sheep go back to
Bzekiel 34.2 I am suggesting that there may be a possible cor-
relation of the meaning of "Son of Man" as applied to Jesus,
a man made strong by God's spirit to judge and prophesy for
the setting up of God's kingdom on earth, with the "Son of
Man" sayings in our Gospels, which refer to Jesus' earthly
life. As Jesus went about doing good and preaching, is it
not possible that He felt Himself to be another and greater
Ezekliel, another and greater Son of Man? Thils is one pos-
sible meaning of "Son of Man" on the lips of Jesus. Before
leaving this first meaning for the second one, it is ad-
visible, I think, to quote here a very wise and helpful para-
graph from Professor Manson: "Strictly speaking, there is
not within the frontieres of the Synoptic tradition any pres-
entation of the person of Jesus which does not keep through-

out to his functional significance as Messiah, Son of God, and

Son of Man. According to Dr. Martin Dibelius there is not

such a presentation anywhere in the New Testament. 'The

faith of the early Christians,' writes this theologilan, 'was
centered not in what Christ was, but rather in what he had

done for mankind. The New Testament contains practically
nothing about the person of Jesus Christ in his ontological

1

significance, nothing apart from his relations with mankind.

These are words of wisdom and they apply not only to this

g

. cit.

his could be in spite of Professor T. W. Manson's (g$
cit., pp. 180 ff., 251, 258 f.) indictment of Ezekiel
unsalutary influence in Judaistic theology.

. cit., p. 157.

William Menson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 94.
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first meaning but to the following ones also. In view of
this paragravh, it ié not wrong to seek in Jesus' practical,
earthly activities a meaning for "Son of Man."

Second, we have those instances of "Son of Man" which
refer to the Passion at Jerusalem. Professor T. W. Manson in

his scholarly and exciting work, The Teaching of Jesus, sees

"the key to the New Testament" in "the notion of the 'saving
Remnant.'"l Doctor Manson maintains that Jesus understood

" in the sense of this saving-Remnant.

this term, "Son of Man,
The 1nterested reader should refer to Chapters VII and VIII
of Doctor Manson's book. Although I do not feel that this

2 3¢ 1is doubt-

interpretation is the only and exhaustive one,
lessly profoundly true in certain aspects. I have mentioned
it because I should like to ask whether the Son of Man in
His close affinity with the Remnant suggests the meaning of
humanity in the term "Son of Man." Certainly kinship with
humenity was one of the component meanings of "Son of Man."
"Would it be strange if among the causes which led him to
place his whole personal work and fortunes under the final

sign of the Son of Man (Matt. xxiv.30) the element of his

deep comvassion for men played a part; if among the attrac-

tions which this Messiology had for him was the fact that

it gave back to him something of his own sense of oneness

with the poor and the unfriended, the sinful and the os-

tracized among hls people whom he came to save? Let it be
remembered that the symbol in Dan. xii.l1l3 was weighted from
the start with a deeply human pathos."? According to T. W.
Manson, Jesus Himself became the Son of Man at the cross,

when, forsaken by the disciples, he realized that only He

&R Axe

2 For some psrtinent animadversions of the theory, see
G. S. Duncan, op. cit., pp. 142 ff.

%3 W. Manson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 118,




fulfilled the ideal of the saving—ﬁemnant.l I suggest, then,
that there may be a correspondence between the "Son of Man"
sayings referring to the Passlon and the meaning of humenity
in the expression "Son of Man." (Of course, the humenity

of the Son of Man is strongly and perhaps better suggested

in the sayings which refer to the earthly life of the Son of
Man.) This concept of a suffering Messiah, a self-sacrificing
Son of Man was Jesus' distinctive contribution to and ex-
pansion of the form, "Son of Man." Judaism in Jesus' day

knew nothing of it. Thus, in suffering and dying in perfect
obedience to the will of God to redeem other men, Jesus was
truly the partaker of humanity, the representative of the true
humanity, the Son of Man. "“Therefore, since the children
share flesh and blood, also He similarly shared them in order
that through death he might render powerless the one having
the power of death, that is, the devil." Heb. 2:14.

Third, we find a group of "Son of Man" passages refer-
ring to the Parousia. Clearly, there is here a strong corre-
lation between the Parousia-sayings and the apocalyptic mean-
ing of "Son of Men." In apocalyptic writings such as the
Similitudes of Enoch, the Son of Man of Daniel 7 had become
an eschatological figure associated with the ushering in of
God's final kingdom.2 But even Daniel pictures the Son of

« 7 \ N~ . \ N /
Man receiving wW i{gxh K | n :Z‘rmn MAl M"

(Theodotion's text). Unguestionably, Jesus had sensed from

the beginning of his ministry that He stood in a crisis re-
garding the coming of the kingdom. It was linevitable that

He should relate Himself to the coming of this kingdom, and
it is quite plausible that He describe His relation in terms

of the Son of Man. It must also be stated here that an

1 T. W. Manson, ops clt., Pp. 266 T.
2 W. Manson, Jesus the Messiah, p. 102.
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apocalyptic meaning is basic to this term and that such a
meaning 1s never absent even in the two above meanings. .
The above does not alm at completeness. There may be
several other facets of the definition of "Son of Man." There
i1s difference of opinion among Johannine scholars as to the

meaning of the term in the Fourth Gospel. Some, as West-
cott (see page 40 above), think that the meaning is the same
in all four Gospels. Others, as E. F. Scott and Macgregor,
feel that John has shifted the emphasis to the menhood of
Jesus. Bauer thinks that we can look to the Gnostic reli-
gions rather than to the Synoptics for John's source of the
term.l I think the term is approximately the same in John
asg it is in the Synoptics. Among the varying interpretations
of the Johannean Stellen, it is perhaps possible to see the
above three meanings in John. 1In John 1:51 we may have a
meaning corresponding to the first meaning above, that is, Son
of Man as preacher and prophet, for 1:51 could quite easily
be compared to that first group of sayings referring to the
earthly life of the Son of Man. Jesus 1is stressing to Na-
thanael the fact that in Jesus' coming, earthly ministry the
disciples would see the heavenly glory of the Son of Man.
The glory of the earthly Son of Man was the glory of the
preacher, the One "sent to preach release to the captives"
(Luke 4:18 ff.), upon whom was the spirit of the Lord. In
John 3:14; 8:28; and 12:34 we have "Son of Man" sayinge,
which apparently refer to the Passion. In 8:28 Jesus says
"When you 1lift up the Son of Man, then will you know that I
am he...." Could it be that one of the reasons why Jesus'
crucifiers will then recognize Him as the Son of Man is that
they will then see His true brotherhood and sharing in the

common humanity testified by His whole sacrificial 1life and

1 W. Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium, p. 40.
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supremely by His saérifiQa}l death? To be sure, John con-
sidered the Crucifixion a gloriflcation of Jesus, and it is
poeeible that part of the glorification of Jesus on the

Cross was the fact that He was the Son of Man in the s=nse

of His participating in and representing in His person the
great, universal humanity. The famous passage 5:27, "He [boi]
has given to Him [Eesua authority to meke judgement, because

' must not be overlooked here. GCountless

He is the Son of Man,'
scholars are agreed that the humenity of Jesus is clearly em-
phasized in this verse. John seems to be lacking 2ll "Son of
Man" sayings which might be compared to the final group above.
However, since, as is noted above, an apocalyptic meaning is
ever present in this term, it is correct to say that there is
an apocalyptic implication in the above two uses which we do
find in John. Certainly in John just as in the Synoptics, the
Son of Man has a positive relation to the final bringing in
of God's kingdom: John 6:53-54 says, "Jesus, therefore, said
to them, 'Truly I say to you, except you eat the flesh of the
Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life within
you. The one eating my flesh and drinking my blood has
eternal life, and I shall raise him up at the last day.’"l
As we shall see later, "life" in John is the Johannine equiv-
alent for the Synoptic "kingdom of God." Thus throush the Son
of Man comes life, or the kingdom, in John. Also John 6:62
suggests an apocalyptic pre-existence of the Son of Man.

Last Day. Gerhard von Rad says that the very fact that
God Himself named day and night as such was for ancient
Israel complete expression of their having been created by

2

Him. On the same page of his article von Rad goes on to

point out that time was for the Jews a creation of God and

1l BSee E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, pp. 270-1.
2 Kittle's Theologisches WOrterbuch zum Neuen Testament,

Voil. II, p. 946.
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everything that stood in the framework of time stood under
the authoritative power of God. "As living as this belief
was, the profanity of 1life still demanded the idea that cer-
tain days belonged to God in a specisl sense. This obtained
above all for cultic-calender days. Not only was it said of
the Sabbath...but also of othser festival days that they were

"l Herr von Rad then mentions the

holy to Jahweh (Neh. 8:9).
great day of Jahweh, the great day of future expectation.
Von Rad quotes Gressman, who says, "That this circle of ideas
[;f the day of Jahwe%] wa.s not created by the writing prophets
but was found by them in the national belief is today uncon-
tested. How it arose is not discernible; we find it in the
polemics of the pre-exilic prophets as something assumed and
apparently deeply anchored in the national belisf."?

Here, however, von Rad inserts a caveat: "The expecta-
tion of a day of Jahweh may not be drawn directly into the
great problem of Israelite eschatology. In the interest of
clear thinking one should name as eschatological only thaﬁ
which really relates itself to the g”o—x; ToV » to the
last act of Jahweh for or against Israel."3 The thing that
keeps every day of Jahweh from being the eschatological day
is the fact that the day of Jahweh was often a day of politi-
cal or military triumph or defeat in the history of Israel.
In fact there was a confusing mixture of political and tem-
poral hopes along with the highest hopes of spiritual and
cosmological alterations in the day of the Lord.

Coming to the Christian period, we find a significant
statement by Gerhard Delling: "For the 'eschatological'
consciousness of primitive Christianity it ie not unimpor-

< /
tant to determine that Tl/ﬂ( e{pat in these contexts is a
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purely future ldea; nowhere ls it said that this day...is
already present or only extends into the present...."t Delling
further says, "Outside thece [éistinctly eschatological scrip-
tur%ﬂ contexte, on the other hand, stends the designation of
the day of the resurrection...as the Jg O'KéIIV_\ I;[l%:QaL
(J. 6:39 £., 44, 54; 11:24); this resurrection day concludes
temporal existence in the present aeon and is, therefore, the
lest day."©
Let us notice here Professor C. H. Dodd's statement:
"History, therefore, as a process of redemption and revela-
tion, has a beginning and an end, both in God. The beginning
is not an event in time; the end 1s not an event in time.
The beginning is God's purpose, the end is the fulfilment of
His purpose. Between these lies the sacred history which
culminates in the death and resurrection of Christ."” Dodd
would, like Niebuhr, understand the last day not as a defi-
nite point in future time but as the fulfilment of God's
spiritual purposes. There is something in such an under-
standing which is very much akin to the primitive Hebrew con-
ception of time as standing under God's direction and power
(see above). Schlatter says that "Through the resurrection
on the last day the promise of Jesus that He is the bread,
which grants 1life, receives fulfilment."? Also, Volz tells
us, "The word 'day' is not to be pressed. According to ‘the
Esra apocalypse 7:43 the judgement day has the length of a
week of years; cf. Sib. V 351, according to which 'that
day'...will be a long time."® Thus we are made cautious in

defining precisely the last day. But whether it is a single

Kittel's Theol. W8rt. z+ N« T., Vol. II, p. 956.
Loc. cit.

History and the Gospel, p. Tl.

Adolf Schlatter, Der Evangelist Johannes, p. 175.
Paul Volz, Die Eschatologie der Jjudischen Gemelnde,
p. 164,

Ul =W
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point of time or a long procees and evolvement, whether it is
the numerically last day or the long day of God's last reve-
lation in the Christian falth and Church, the idea of fulfil-
ment is there. There is also there a stubborn, inextirpable
insistence upon a future, definlte fulfilment. The present
does not encompass 1t all. “There will, indeed, be a final
consummation. Jn. 1s the only evangelist who uses the ex-
pression 'the Last Day'...."l Thus in John, 2 book about
whose "spiritualized eschatology" there is so much said, one
finds this undeniable, forward-pointing expression, "the last

' which 1s found in no other of the G08p613.2

day,'
Judgement. Repeatedly the commentaries of Chapter I
above recognized a present Jjudgement in John. This recog-
nition has become a commonplace in Johannine studies. What
hag not become a commonplace is the recognition that the Jo=-
hannine Judgement 1s, so to speak, unintentional. After tell-
ing us in 3:18 that "The one believing in Him is not judged;
the one not believing has been judged already, because he has
not believed in the name of the only-born son of God," the
Fourth Evangelist proceeds to tell us what Judgement is:
"This is judgement: the Light has come into the world and
men loved darkness rather then the Light, because thelr deeds
were evil. For everyone, who does evil works hates the Light
and does not come to the Light in order that his works may
not be convicted of their evll; but the one doing the truth
comes to the Light in order that his works may be revealed
as worked in God." In John 3:17 it is expressly stated, "For
God dld not send His Son into the world in order that the Son
might condemn the world but in order that the world through

the Son might be saved." In John 8:15 Jesus faltly says,

1l J. H. Bernard, op. cit., p. clix.
2 Vid. supra, pp. 55-36.
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“"You judge according to the flesh; I judge no one." Agein in

“...for I have not come in order

John 12:47 Jesus declares,
that I may judge the world but in order that I may save the
world." Over against these statements which disavow the
office of Judge must be set other passages, which plainly
elaim that office for Jesus: 5:22, "For the Father does not
judge anyone but has given all judgzement to the Son....";
5:27, "And He [God] has given Him Jesué] authority to make

n

judgement...."; 5:30, "As I hear, I judge, and my judgement
is just...."; 8:16, "But also if I judge:  my judgement is
true...."; 8:26, "I have many things to say and to judge con-
cerning you...." There is no contradiction between these

two groups. Augustine in commenting on 8:15 says, "...I1

Judge no man...may be understood I judge no man, i. e. not

now: ...not that He abandons, but only defers, His justice."l
We shall be closer, I think, to the meaning of John, if we

say that the very coming of Jesus necessitates a judgement,

eine Scheldung, a K_{pf,&’l o Justice 1is not deferred;

it 1s rather brought into the very present moment in which
Christ confronts men. "“In Jesus Christ, Son of God and Son

of Man, God's salvation is brought to men's very doors. But

so too, by a necessary corollary, is God's judgement. The
greatness of the blessings which accompany...the divine life
must ever be a measure of the loss entalled by its rejection."2

Professor Rudolf Bultmann says, "With the coming of the Re-
’

vealer followed thus the crisis. The ggftgs is in a

certain sense separation; that is, 1t does not rest upon a

spvecial, critical event (outside the revelation nothing oc-
curs), but it only discovers what was; it makes the two

possibilities, which worldly exlstence always had, actual in

1. Catena Aurea, Vol. IV, Pt. 1, p. 287.
2 G. S. Duncan, op. cit., p. 202.
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a new sense and qualifies thereby, as a sin the holding fast
to the world. The Son Judges not, but the world judges it-
gelf, as 1t were (12:48); for the two possibilities [éf life
and deatﬁ] make themselves distinct in the way the word 1is
heard. The separation tskes place in the manner of reaction
to the revelation."l "As in 3:17 so in 8:15, 12:47 can it be
saild thet the Son does not come to judgement 2nd judges no
one; and yet it can be saild that His coming 1s the judgement,
3:19, that God has given over to Hlm the Jjudgement, 5:22-

27."2 Thus there is a Zweldeutigkeit here. OChrist came not

to Jjudge and yet He inevitably, unintentionally judges by
forcing a decision in men's hearts for or against Him. The

statement of Calvin that Jesus "

«+selays aside for a time the
office of a Judge, and offers salvation to all without re-
serve, and stretches out his arms to embrace 2ll...."2 is
really self-contradictory, for judgement is the “"reverse
side...of the love of God."# This judgement is "a by-Christ-

" whieh "must necessarily exscute itself

unintended judgement,
with His coming."?

H. J. Holtzmann uses eloquent language and a beautiful
analogy ta emphasize thils fact that judgement is a by-pro-
duct of the appesrance of Christ. He says that "...judgement,
which constltuted, according to Jewisﬁ opiniqn, the essential
function of the Messiah, is not so much the purpose as,
rather, the natural, accompanying phenomenon of His appear-
ing. He has as little come to judge as the sun has come to

throw shadows...; however, llke the shadow, judgement 1s the

naturally necessary result in view of the condition and the

R. Bultmann, Glauben und Verstehen, p. 139.

R. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes, p. 1ll3.

John Calvin, Commentary on the Gospel According ito John,
(English translation) Vol. II, p. 50.

Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 257.

B. Weilss, vid. supra, p. 46-+47.
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behavior of the _j(Liﬁ;ALQé;,"l This 1s excellently stated!
It 1s not the fault of the Light, but the fault of opaque
hearts, that there 1s dark shadow where there should be
light; the Light has come into the world to give light!

It has been argued by E. F. Scott? and Oscar Holtzmanno
and H. J. Holtzmann4 that John altered the Synoptic or popular
conceptlion of Jjudgement. Professor Scott says that Jomm "...
transforms the primitive idea of judgement, making 1t present
and inward instead of future and dramatic...."? Let us con-
sult other scholars on the Synoptic judgement. T. W. Manson
says that in the final judgement "The criterion remains the
same: each individual is judged by his treatment of Jesus."©
This is definitely the criterion of Johannine judgement. "The
question 1is really: which side was he on? The disposition
of a man's will determines his destiny."’ This sounds very
Johannine, but it is written of the Synoptics (gic). Princi-
pal G. S. Duncan writing of judgement declares, "In a real
sense 1t is man himself who decides his fate...."a This cor-
responds with what was said above about John's K,Q‘IO‘(S 5
Also Luke 11:23, "He, who is not with me, is against me, and
He, who does not gather with me scatters abroad," echoes
Professor Manson's statements above as well as the Johammine
coming to the light and remaining away from the light. Matt.
11:32-33 agrees with the 1lnwardness of Jjudgement and the in-
dividual's responsibility found in John: "Whoever, therefore,

will confess me before men, him will I confess before my

Father in heaven." The fact that the Johannine Christ causes

H. J. Holtzmenn, Evengelium des Johannes, p. 90.
The Fourth Gospel, pp. 213-217.

Das Johannesevangelium, pp. 54=-55.

Evangelium des Johannees, pp. 64-91.

The Fourth Gospel, p. 216.

Ops Gitsy -De 270

Iblds o, 271,

Op. Cit., ps 201.
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division among men is paralleled by Matt. 11:35 ff., "For I
have come to dilvlde a man against his father and a daughter
against her mother...." Thus the above criticisms against
John do not seem to be justifiled.

As was sald above, Chapter I of this thesis may be con-
sulted to see the almost unanimous emphaslis of the present
aspect of judgément. Present judgement goes hand in hand with
present possession of eternal life. If the present possession
of the life of the ages 1s real, then Judgement in the pres-
ent must also be real, because apart from life and death
Judgement has no meaning. Although this present judgement,
as we shall see, is anticipatory, 1t is decisive and funda-
mental in the present. The above statement about the compa-
tibility of present Jjudgement and present eternal life might
be well amended to read: present Judgement goes hand in hand
with the present nearness of God's kingdom, of God's escha-
ton. When men are confronted by God now, not some day in
the misty future, they must declide now, not later. We have
such a strong stress in the Fourth Gospel on present judge-
ment, because we have the tremulous tension of God's invasion
of the present in Jesus Christ. We have the tension in John

of the eschatologisches Jetzt!

Judgement in the Fourth Gospel must also be termed es-

_ chatological. Jesus said in John 5:27 that "...the Father
gave Him authority to make judgement because He is the Son

of Man." As we saw in our study of this term, the eschatologl-
cal, apocalyptic connotation is never wholly absent from this
title. If this is true, then, the Jjudgement which Jesus
provokes in the present is truly eschatologlcal judgement
because it is a judgement brought about by a deflnitely es-

chatological figure.l As men accept or reject the Son of Man,

1 E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 257.
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they are not accepting or rejecting a mere prophet, an un-
prepossessing rabbl, a simple teacher of ethics; they are
accepting or rejecting the Son of Man Himself, the visible
manifestation of God. "Because the mission of the Son is the
final act of the love of God, it must carry with it also the
final judgement...."l Of course, it is also true to say
that, if this Judgement 1s really about ultimate, eternal
life, then it is per se eschatological, beczuse the issue
being Judged 1s an eschatological one, namely, etsrnal life.
As stated above this Jjudgement is a present process. If
it is eschatological as well as present, 1t is anticipatory.
Eschatology, if it 1s genuine, can never be exhausted in the
present; 1t always points to the future. It is characterized
by an air of expectancy. In Chapter I of this thesis the com-
mentaries differed on the point of the last judgement. It is
not easy to meke contrasts among some of them. ILuthardt,
Godet, Meyer, Plummer and Westcott may be sald to stress
simply a last Jjudgement. Perhaps Westcott should be included
in the next group of Bernard, Brooke and Hoskyns who stress
a last judgement but accentuate also the spiritual nature of
this last judgement in contradistinction to a purely apo-
calyptic judgement. In the second class, Holtzmann, Bauer,
Dodd, Bultmann and Macgregor generally minimize the idea of
a last jJjudgement. A caveat 1s needed here, so that this
contrast will not be pushed too far, for some in the latter
class are really much in agreement with some in the former
class, especially in the second division of the former class.
For instance Macgregor, who says that the "idea of a final
day of resurrection and of Jjudgement...has llttle place

in John's scheme of thought,"@ can also sey that the final

1 loc. ceit. "...in ihm vollzieht sich das Weltgericht" (R.
Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johamnes, p. 111).
2 P. 66 above.




135

Judgement is in reality for John "merely the summing up of

a process which is already going on"! Also H. J. Holtzmann
can say, "As thus eternal life is already & present possession,
co 1s judgement a2 present event, an inward fact. The world
judgement on the last day (5:28, 29; 12:48) cen, on this view-
point, have meaning only as the popular and accepted concep-
tion of the solemn and definite conclusion of such a process
of pressnt judgement."2 There is little to quarrel with in
these two quotations. Yet when these two authors elsewhere
disparage the idea of a definitive, culminating end or es-
chaton, one feels uneasy. The crux of the whole matter is
this: how or when an eschatological end may come is unim-
portant; the necessity of such a culmination 1s basic. As
Edwyn Hoskyns says, "There is still a future: there must be

a term to this present tension in the flesh in which they
[?hristiang] are racked between the two orders, the two ages,
to both of which they belong."3 We may label certain forms

of this expectation of "a term to this present tension" as

"traditional," or even "obsolete,"

but we cannot deny the ex-
pectation. That is basic to Christian eschatology. Thus Jo-
hannean judgement looks forward to, anticipates some kind of
culmination, some kind of end.

What Professor G. S. Duncan says about judgement in Matt.
25 applies excellently to John's judgement: "Still more
significant is the fact that the standards of Jjudgement are
not in any narrow sense ‘'religlous' standards; they are es-
sentially human standards...."4 The standerds of judgement

in John are such standerds as would apply universally. "Judge-

ment ie not an arbitrary sentence, but the working out of an

P. 67 above.

Evangelium des Johennes, p. 91. Vid. supra, pp. 60-61.
The Fourth Gospel, p. 120.

Op. cit., p. 203.
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absolute law. Thils present 'working out of an absolute law'

is to 1ssue in 2 final, universal judgement.“l

Therefore,
John's judgement is a universal judgement. Of course, the
very fact of it*s being eschatological judgement would re-
quire that 1t a21so be universal. Just as there 1s a daring
universalism in the declaration, "The true Light, which
lightens every man, was coming into the world," so there is
the same daring universalism in the statements, "This 1s
Judgement that Light has come into the world....Everyone do-
ing base things hates the Light and does not come to the
Light....But everyone doing the truth comes to the Light...."

To summarize, it may be sald that the unintentionalness

of Johannine Judgement emphasizes the present but eschatologi-

cal working out of a universal principle of jJjudgement in

everyday human lives; this present, universal, eschatologi-

cal judgement anticipates a future culmination and confir-
mation.

Eternal Life. Ewiges Leben ist sozusagen eine johan-

neische Eigentuimlichkeit. W. F. Howard says, "For it should

not be overlooked that...that favourite term in the Johannine
vocabulary, 'eternal life,' 1s eschatological in its origin."?
4“) n\ ;I mr][l 05 occurs seventeen times in the Gos-
pel and six times in I John. Undoubtedly eternal life 1s
tantamount to the kingdom of God. "These two terms appear

to be used interchangeably. Thus In Mk. ix.43, 45 Jesus speaks
of 'entering into life' and in v. 47 of '‘entering into the
Kingdom of God.'"2? Archbishop Bernard, treating the same
passage in Mark, says, "To enter into the Kingdom of God and

to enter into life are, indeed, treated by Mk. as identical

B. F. Westcott, p. 40 above.

Christianity According to St. John, p. 109.

T. W. Manson, op. c¢it., p. 276. Professor Manson gives
another example.

W
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expressions...."l Therefore John shares with the Synoptics
the doctrine of the kingdom of God, although John mentions
the kingdom only twice (viz. 3:3, 18:26).

Professor Bultmann writes of the use of % HIZ; in
classical Greek: "Life 1s not understood as a thing but as
animation, as the 'how', which characterizes all living
creatures as such."? "Human life 1s specifically differen-
tiated from all other life through the fact that its possi-
bilities, uniike those of orgenic nature, are not fulfilled
through the mere fact of exlisting. A proof of thies is the
fact that the life of man can be a life for something, where-
as the sense of natural 1life is the preservation of the in-
dividual _7(_;?.3 oV or species."? Herr Bultmenn gives in
a footnote on page 835 some examples of life for something.

- /
g % nv with the dative, for example, “JT4 ;Q{dl
’

Demosth. OI’. 7, 17-00; —.’T ’ Dion' Hal' 3’ 17: 3;
— ?

. 4 \ — 2
C — -~ '
EAVUT W) " On page 864 he goes on to point
- :f—h-\ﬁ m pag AS T8

'4
out that in the 01d Testament God's % wwn came ta be

described as indestruetible. Only God had the real life, the i

indestructible life. Man, insofar as hls life was clearly
perishable, had only unreal life. Since there was such a
radical inferiority in man's life as compared with the divine
life, Jewlsh thought held that man could obtain the higher,
real life only by a gift from God. We know this Jewish view 57
was in contrast to the Greek attitude, which tended to at- -
tribute immortality to 2ll men. However, the Jews and the

Greeks were more in harmony on the point set forth as follows

by R. Bultmann: "Above all the life of man is no condition,

l J. H. Bernard, op. cit., p. clx.
2 R, Bultmann, Theologisches WOrterbuch zum neuen Testament,
herausgeber, Gerhard Kittel, Band II, p. 833.

3 Ipid., p. 835.
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but a being in unfulfilled or perhaps only occasionally ful-
filled possibilities, whereas the divine 1life is always ful-
filled."l 1In the foregoing statement, Professor Bultmann 1is
speakling of classical Greek usage and gives in a footnote an

Interesting example from Aristotle's Metaphysics: "é[ ouy

=3 27 < o ’
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Now all of this 1s interesting for our present discus-

slon, for it demonstrates that, although man ﬁas certainly
consclous of the superlority of his life over lower forms of
life, he was equally conscious of a resl inferiority of his
life before the divine life. This is important, because
"eternal 1life" means essentialiy & higher, superior life.
Principal John Baillie in his excellent book, And the Life

Bverlasting, states this and more in eloquent, moving fash-

ion: "The first thing to be noted is that eternal life stands
primarily not for a greater length of life but for a new
depth of it....The soul's hope has not been for more of the
same but for something altogether higher and better. The
shortness of the present 1life is very far from being its most
unsatisfying feature. And we are left in no doubt as to how
much interest those who have hoped most for immortality would
have retained 1n the prospect of it, had they been told it
was to mean only an endless prolongation of the common life
of earth. So far from being elated, they would have been
crushed and terrified. This...ls what has actually happened
in India...2nd... Izheré] survival 1s looked upon, not as a

blessing, but as a doom. Nobody ever wanted an endless guan-

tity of life until discovery hed been made of a new and guite

particular and exceptional quality of life. In Greece this

1 Ibido, p- 835-6-

—_——
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dlscovery was flrst made in the worship of Dionysius. In the
holy frenzy of the ritual dance men first had experience of

a manner of being which they could only describe as ‘union
with God.' Never until now had they tasted a kind of 1life
that they wanted to last for ever. But here was a 1life which
they not only wanted to last for ever but which seemed to

have in 1t the certain promise of go doing. For since the
$Y4

gods are lmmortal, whatever 1is EZ&OS - whatever has

God In 1t - muet be immortal too. BSo the man who has once
tasted of the 1life divine knows it can never die. And in
Israel the case was strictly parallel. No Israelite either
wented resurrection to a deathless life or believed in its
poselibility until the prophetic movement had discovered to
him the prior possibility of the communion of the individual
soul with God; and then the desire and the faith were to-
gether born."l These are profoundly true words: ‘"eternal
1life stands primarily not for a greater length of 1life but
for a new depth of it." A great commentator on John says,
"'"To have eternal life' means more than 'to live for ever';
the stress 1s not so much upon the duration of the life, as
upon its quality. To have eternal life 1s to share in the
life of God (5:26) and of Christ (1l:4), which 1s unfettered
by the conditions of time."?

This superiority of eternal 1life is also indicated by
the word, d:lgéxgos . According to Dalman, "The 'eternal

1rre* { ﬂéf )Y 2977 ) of the pious is first men-

tioned in the book of Daniel (12:2)...."3 According to

3 v
Professor Hermann Sasse, g\ WY  means in Homer (Iliad 9,

415) "life-strength, or 1ife."* Herr Sasse traces the

Pp . 244_5 .

J. H. Bernard, op. cit., p. 116.

Gustaf Dalman, op. c¢it., p. 156.

Kittel's Theologisches Worterbuch zum N. T., p. 197.
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2 ¢ s 1
etymology of the word: "_dilwlV and €[l go back to the

same root, '_ganrty , _E,%;&_' (compare Latin, _qo uwuan
Sankirt, _q_&xLJ, which means ‘'life-strength,' 'lifetime.'"l

“;g),ﬂ had various meanings: “antiquity," "eternity,"

"duration of the earth," "whole 1life,”" "unlimited future

time." Sasse says that "Only in the later times (demon-

strable ssnce Deutero-Isailan) does Hé )Y begin to take
T

on the meaning of unending time or eternity in the real

2
sense."2 Also d WYV was capable of varying meanings:

: % .
“The indefinite meaning of this phrase [% wn Al WVIOS :I

is seen in Eth. En. i-%xxvi. Thus in x.1l0 it i1s said that

the ¥“||ﬂ é m[[gs 500 years, and 6{(‘ TOF:JS

d: n) 3[5.5 in x.5 & & period of 70O generationa. In the
next century the phrase ggg M oL?Tal VTAS (Sibyl.

Or. ii1.50) denotes merely a very long time."> However
J

(
there was a well esteblished usage of _ Al Wl in Platonic

thought. Principal Baillie says: "The Greek word for eternal

2 ’,
(d\lquoS , aeonlan) goes back to Plato. It means 'per-

1

taining to an aeon,’ and an aeon (____d\lUJV ) means a

lifetime, age or epoch. The natural meaning of asonlan

would thus be 'pertaining to an age' or 'lasting for an age.'
But Plato uses it to denote that which has neither beginning
nor end and is subject to nelther change nor decay - that
which 1s above time but of which time is '‘'a moving image.'"4

[
In the Bible AlWy also has a double meaning. "We

stand here before the strange fact that in the EBElble the word,

2 [
AlWwy ,1s used as the designation of two ideas, which
really stand in a relation to each other of deep contradiction:

the eternity of God and the time of the world. This double

Ibid., D+ 198,

Op. clt:, p. 2003

R. H. Charles, A Critical History of tine Docirine of a
Future Life, p. 182.

J. Baillie, op. cit., pp. 246-7.
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9.
meaning, which _QA LWV  shares with the Hebrew ]Lf]j ;

u-r
points back to a concept of eternity in which eternity was

identified with the duration of the world."l Here is the
crux of the matter. Just as the Jews knew of "this age and

the coming age" (vid. meanings of Hg ]j supre ), so the
— J ,
New Testament makes g dilstinction between Q;;jcgs AlWY

J

and Cg}g Mgz S dmgz Matt. 12:32, "ivo DK

3 -
_am_thLt(_m.(_ gl_u:cu_am'__e_u‘qu_tgz_a gn__J__:Uwvr
SuTE. &F W w el ovrr Indubitably, Z““‘ é(g”mgs
is 1life which belongs to the coming age, not to this present

1 J 4 /

age. 'The expression _A4| W Vios Ad Z('\E£d 2 Pet.
1:11 [ef. Dan. 3:33, 7:27; I Macec. 2:5ﬂ leads to the use of

dﬂggv;oq as the term for that w‘nich is an object of

eschatological expectation: %uuﬂ_ _oS_l_B.LE_LD_§__ e

The distinctively Johannine contribution that eternal life

can be and 1s had now is powerfully meaningful here. "Now
the New Testament usage of the phrase has the meaning, 'per-
taining to a particular age,' to the age of messianic expec-
tation. This gives the term its qualitative sense, though of
course there is also a quantitative connotation."? "'Eternal
is a qualitative and not merely a quantitative conception:

it refers to the character end not merely to the duration of

life."# '"Zternal 1ife would then [s;peaking Platonically:

vid. supra] mean, not a life that goes on and on, but a life
that is not subject to temporal conditions at all. In the
New Testament, however, the térm aeonian takes on a still
more specialised significance: it tends to mean 'pertaining

J N '
to one particular aeon - the _d(WV MESM!!E or Age to

Come of Messianic expectation.' Eternal life, then, 1s the

H. Sasse, op. cit., p. 200.

H. Sasse, op. cit., p. 209.

W. P. Howard, Christianity According to St. John, p. 191.
G He G5 Macgregor', The Gosnel of dobi, Ds Bks

WO
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kind of life characteristlc of the Age 1o Come. The simpler

meaning of the word as 'lasting for agees and ages and never
coming to an end' is commonly present in its usage, but it
never holds the leading place. The primary reference is
always qualitative...."l I have concentrated the above
quotations in order to make emphatically clear that eternal
life, strictly speaking, 18 a transcendental 1life belonging
to the future age. This fact is the basis for a tremendous
reallized eschatology, for through Christ men have this eter-
nal 1ife now in this life.

In this connection, mention must be made of Professor

Oscar Cullmenn's excellent book, Christus und die Zeit. One

of the theses of Professor Cullmann in this book 1s that ...
what we c21l time 1s nothing else then a piece, limited by
God, of this same, unending time-duration of God. This

comes to expression nowhere so clearly as in the...fact that

S
the word for eternity, dlwy , is the same word which 1is

applied to a limited division of time; that, in other words,

generally there is no terminological difference between what

we call Eternity and what ws call time, thus between eternsl-
ly lasting time and limited time. Eternity is the unending
succession of d); g?;ggg "2 "5 be gure, there is a tem-
poral difference between the two aeons, the present aeson and
the future aeon. But this difference concerns only the ques-
tion of limitations."® This book is most stimulating and sug-
gestive. I agree with Professor Cullmenn's main thesile here.
However, I wonder if it cannot be carried too far. If eter-
nal life, as we have been saying, is the superior life be-

longing to the Coming Age, there is a denger that we shall

1 John Baillie, op. cit., pp. 246-7
2 Pps 535-4.,
3 P. 4].‘



141

'4

weaken this superlorility if we do not expect the M‘M
d 7 = =S _

AlwyY to be superior to Ourag dl\Wwly . Perhaps
Professor Cullmann would agree with the foregoing statement,
but it seeme to me that when he makes the statements, "This
unlimited time is no other time than limited time. The dif-
ference lies only in the fact that the former 1s unlimited,"t
he come dangerously close to arguing for a flat equallty of

the coming age with the present. Professor Hermenn BSasse

says that "...eternal times is reaslly a contradictio in

sdiecto."? I think this contradiction rests upon something
other than a philosophicsel differentiation of time and
eternity, which Professor Cullmann rightly abhors. Most
Christiane, upon refleetion, would feel that there is a con-

tradiction in the words, "eternal times,"

because they in-
tuitively feel that our measurements of time end resulting
daily regimen will be definitely inapplicable in the age to
come. This, however, is not to szy that eternity 1is time-
less. But the very fact that eternity, as Professor Cull-
mann repeatedly asserts, after the Parousla will have no

end makes it passing certain that an endless eternity can-

not be of the same quality as the present, limited time, which
we know in this limited, human existence.

Professor Emil Brunner in a very recent and extremely
suggestive article entitled, "The Christien ﬁnderstanding of
Time," comes to our aid at this point. After pointing out
that Augustine was the first Christien thinker who dared
"..eto put forward the ides that the world was neither time-

less and eternal, nor created at a c¢ertain point in the time-

series, but that the world and time were created together,">

A Po B0y
2 Ofs elte; s 199
3 E. Brunner, "The Christian Understanding of Time," Scot-

tish Journzl of Theology, Vol. 4, 1951, p. 1.
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Brunner goes on to say, "'Time belongs to the world, and the
world is created in and with time....From the point of view
of the 'Christ-event' we can see that the world and time be-
long together, and, 1f I may speak as a chlld, that they are
equally old. Where there is world there 1ls time. Before
crestion there can be neilther time nor world....Time exists
only where there are time-measurements, or as Einsteln used
to say, where there are watches. The watchee of the physi-
cists are the stars. Where there are no stars, no chronometers
there is no time."! "That time has an end, does not meesn
that all which is and was will in time be annihilated. Zter-
nity is not meant to be a mere negation of temporality but
its fulfilment. Since God Himself has come into time, He has
united time with His own eternity. God has, so to speak,
pledged Himsez1lf to time inasmuch as He has pledged Himself

to temporal man. The incarnation of the eternal Son of God

means also His Intemporation. 'When the fulness of time came,

God sent forth His Son.' In Jesus Christ God has tied to-
gether the tlme-process and His eternal Kingdom....When we

say that Eternity 1s the end or the goal, that 1s not a nega-
tlon of time, but meresly the negation of its negations. Eter-
nal life 1s not Platonic timelessness, but fulfilled time.
Eternal 1ife is not the monotony of the once-and-fof-all,

but communion with the All-mighty God, who in Himself is not
lonely, but is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Just as the
Biblical idea of God is not the 1dea of the abstract Absolute,
but the Triune Personal God, so the Biblical idea of Eternity
is not abstract timelessness, but the fulfilment of time."2
Professor Balllie says similarly, "Pringle-Pattison lays

stress on the fact that the true eternal must be distinguished

. Ehldes Do b
2 Ibid., pp. 8-9.
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not only on the one hand from the psrpetual but also on the
other hand from the timeless. Abstract truths are timelees
in their validity; but God 1s a concrete reality and His
eternlty is therefore not in this sense timeless but, though
transcending time, must yet somehow include it. Though God
is not in time, yet time 1s in Him and has a meaning for Him
+eeeThe truth...must surely be that eternity is not the anti-
thesis of time but its fulfilment - ite Telos and also 1its
Arche."l We can see the importance that all of this has for
our discussion of eternal 1life, wnen Professor Brunner de-
clares on the basis of his previous remarks, "Eternal life
is not extinction, but the perfection of the divinely created
humanity, both individually and universeally. Eternal life,
as the idealists or pantheists see 1it, is, whatever 1t may
be, not individual eternal life, but a kind of dissolution
of individuality in something universal. This idea is
foreign to Biblical eschatology. It is in conflict with the
personalism of the Biblical idea of God and of His relation
to man. God does not aim at unity, but at communion. The
Bitlliczl figure of eternal 1life is the festal meal of com-
munion....God does not want the individual face to disappear,
but to transform it through Jesus Christ into the perfect
image of God. Likewlise, God does not want to annihilate the
resulte of temporal history and life. He merely wants to
annihilate their negations, sin, death, imperfection, suf-
fering, ste."?

A real understanding of time is a complex problem and
lies far beyond the ambit of this thesis, but some sort of
Christian understanding of time and eternity is, it secems

to me, necessary for our full appreciation of eternal

1l John Baillie, op. cit., pp. 255-6.
2 E. Brunner, op. cit.; P« 9
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1ife.t Regarding the above statements from three outstanding
scholars, let 1t flrst be sald that there 1s a paradox pres-
ent. Brunner holds that apart from creation there is no time.
Yet Brunner argues with Balllle that eternity 1s not timeless.
They are driven to this view by the conviction that creation
and time are important for God and meaningful, but not de-
terminative for eternity. Thus Baillie concludes that "Though
God is not in time, yet time is in Him and has meaning for
Him," that God's eternity "must somehow include" time. Like-
wise Brunner submits that God has "united time with His own
eternity," that "God has...pledged Himself to time...." All
of this comes to a grand climax when Baillle writes "that
eternity 1s not the antithesis of time but its fulfilment"

and Brunner says that "Eternal life is not extinction, but
the perfection of the divinely created humanity, both indli-
vidually and universally." The bald truth is that we simply
do not know exactly what eternity is. But faith in God's
revelation in Christ teaches us that, although humble ag-
nosticism on this point is the better part of wisdom, state-
ments like the Immediately preceding ones are essentially
true. ©Second, 1t must be pointed out that there is rsally a
deep agreement between Brunner and Baillie on the one hand
and Cullmann on the other. Could 1t not.be that Professor

Cullmann's emphasis upon eternity as an "unending succession

) o~

of tdi wves " means the same thing that Brunner and

Balllie are saying about time's being meaningful for God in
his eternity? Professor Howard suggests, "The Hebrew ap-
proach (which is cardinal for the interpretation of St. John

...86ens8 to involve three positions: (a) the time-process

1 "The underlying problem is that of the relation of time
and eternity. Thils perennial problem of all philosophy
haunts theology and demands attention more particularly
when we are dealing with the Johannine type" (W. F.
Howard, Christianity According to St. John, vp. 124).
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i1s a reality, (b) closely related to ‘eternity,' (c¢) which
includes it rather then extends 1t, still less ‘shadows' 1t."1
Now the wonderful thing about all this is that eternity
and eternal life are to be the ineffable fulfilment of the
1life begun here. If eternity is the fulfilment of humen life,
thls will be in accord with what we learned to be a very
ancient conception of human life, namely, that human 1life
is a lifs for something, that it has possibilities of fulfll-
ment (see p. 135 above). .Thus what present day theologians
are saying about eternal life seems to be longed for and

anticipated by some of the oldest reflections upon humen life.

Further, this fulfilment to come demands a beginning here.
s

It is most suggestive that the same word, _ MOV A s 1B

used in a present and a future sense in connection with the

spiritual relationship of the believer to Christ and God (cf.
7

p. 51 above). In John 14:3 the word, _MOVd4l , is used

in a future context in the well known promise of "many abodes
in the house of My Father." In John 14:23 the word, m,
is used in a present context: "If ény one loves me, he will
keep my word, and my Fether will love him, and we shall come
to him and we shall meke our abode with him." What will be -
MQ!H:,! - is already - __ MOV n’ ! The future is but
the fulfilment of the present! How can something be ful-
filled jJenseits unless it 1is begun diesseits? This brings
to mind with new freshness John's idea of the pressnce of
eternal life. "But it is in the Gospel and Epistles of St.
John that the thought of eternal life as a present possession
comes most fully into its own."® The very life of the age to
comé 1s begun here! Truly this ies eschatological existence!

It 1s also true that, with the view that time 1s meaningful

IS oY o i
2 John Baillie, op. cit., p. 249.
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to God, our common acts and lives are meaningful to God.
They are surveyed by Him. It matters supremely and eternally
what we do with our lives in the present. There is thus an
eschatological significance to the most perfunctory of the
daily banalities.

Someone may say, "All this is very well, but what spe-
cifically does eternal life mean in the present 1life on earth?"
"And the life was the light of men." "As you have light,
believe in the light in order that you may become sons of
1ight." R. Bultmann in a footnote to his article in Kittel
glves an old Syrian Christlan arrangement of gb _\gng and
? qu( in the shape of a cross:

D
28 H

=

Most assuredly eternal life brings true illumination about

one's relation to others, to things and to God. Bultmann's
idea of 1life as the real knowledge 6f self and as a way of
existence (vid. pp. 72-89 supra) is thought of here. We may
fittingly call eternal 1life light, a light that illumines
both this age and the coming age, an eschatological light.
But this present light, which 1s life, wlll some day know

a greater brilliance; its present dimness will give way to
unsurpassable splendor. Thus there 1s a looking to the fu-
ture, a stralning forward in this present possession of
“eternal. life. Practically that means that there is an escha-
tological tension in the present eternal 1life. The bellever
1s racked between two worlds. "He lives in time as one who
belongs to eternity,‘and so he stands both in time and

above time."l A1l this and more is what eternal 1life means

1 E. Brunner, gp. cit., p. 8.
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in the present life on earth.

Reaurrection. "The belief in the resurrection of the

body was in a sense a protest against the older idea...of an
empty and meaningless ghost exlstence. Compared and con-
trasted with life in Sheol, the belief in the Resurrection
meant an immortality worth the having."l These words should
be compared to certain statements in the above discussion of
eternal life. The fact to be emphasized here is that all in-
dications are that it was an after-life worth having that
brought about the belief in a resurrection (cf. the survey

in Chapter I above of B. Weiss and others). Canon Streeter
says of the view of pre-Christian apocalyptic writers: "With-
out a return to life in the body it wes felt that the right-
eous dead could have no share in the glorious Messianlc King-
dom on earth...."2 Principal Baillie says, "...this higher
kind of 1life [;. 6., eternal lif%l appears to carry in itself
the promise of its own everlastingness. Its imperishableness
is a corollary of its quality. Because it is 1life with God,
it is a life that can never die; and it is in proportion to
the depth and vividness of our present experience of it that
the assurance of 1lts continuance beyond the grave takes root
within our souls.™® Thus quite fittingly John 11:25 has 1t,

"I am the resurrection and the life."

Alcuin had the proper
relation of thess two terms when he commented on the verse
thus: "I am the resurrection, because I am the 1ife.... "4
It is because Christ i1s life, rich, wonderful, abundant life,
to us that he is the resurrection to us.

In the Synoptlecs as in Jewish thought, the resurrection

is always placed at the end of time. Only in John 1is Jesus

B. H. Streeter, Immortality, p. 92.
loc. cit.

JOhn Baillie, Q_E. 2;-1;_-, ppo 250-10
Catena Aurea, Vol. IV, Pt. 2, p. 377.

=
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Himself called the resurrection with clear implications for
the present. This is consistent with John's strong emphasis
on the present eternal life. Thus another great eschatolo-
gical event, the resurrection, has lnvaded the present.
Hereby the later, traditional resurrection receives clarifi-
cation as well as strengthening. It is most instructive and
reassuring regarding the last resurrection to learn that the
spiritual power of Christ which dwells in me now is the self-
same power that must effect my final resurrection. “The
bodily awakening is the last stage of the general quickening,

just as the judgement on the last day (5:29; 12:48; I Jo. 4:17)

forms the solemn conclusion of the Kﬂ{t{s brought on
menkind already by the preached Lord."l g_;_ ;{g_ J"_'Q ﬂ[f%,ﬂé
OIKET v %mua_ o _exegas_L& _v_trslm l%a.m:mna
_-Lmo;w_v___ [ Kl Tl _&Lm:s_ M.Lj
u,m.u; did TOU €velKOOVTOS _alzey  Zrvedmare
Jﬁ-...&%ﬂ&LM*_. (Rom. 8:11). In trying to understand the
final resurrection in the light of modern knowledge, we should
do well 1f we should ponder the meaning of the power of the
resurrection now dwelling in us.

Last Hour. Reference must be made here to pages 89-99
of Chapter I above. 'he commentarlies on the Johannean
Epistles, which are reviewed thers, have many interesting

J ‘ </
comments on € XAT MK JAJ?Q_A_ of I John 2:18. This parase

i1s patently, even starkly eschatological. It is so sterk for
some scholars that they (e. g. C. H. Dodd) demand separate
authorship for Gospel and Epistles. Plummer sceems to feel
that there 1s a legitimate reference here to the whole Chris-
tian age, although he plainly admits that John mistakenly

expected the immediate Parousia. Westcott has his ingenious

1 W. Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium, p. 83.
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theory of repeated "comings" and repeated "last hours" and
repeated "ages to come." Welss finds John expecting the end
soon. Brooke finds a stronger eschatologicel emphasis in I
John than in the Goepel because of 2:18 and associlated pas-
gsages and feels that this wrlter was looking for the end 1n
his own lifetime. Dodd holds _é Q:XJI_g ;:z‘lgé to be baldly
eschatological and incompatible with the Fourth Gsopel. One
other outstanding writer on I John may be mentioned on this
term. Robert Law says, "Sometime, the Gospel age being it-
self regarded as preparatory to something beyond, there 1s a
reference more or less definite, to ite penultimate stages,
which are to be marked by various woes, and especially by

the uprising of meny false teachers...."t He submits that
"Obviously the ‘'last hour' of our text falls under...."2 the
above usazge. Law wrltes in a footnote on page 318, "The
interpretation of 2:18 has been much blassed by reluctance

to admit a mistaken expectation of the immediats nearness

of the Second Advent. Hence 'the last hour' is identified

by the majority of the older exegetes with the Christian
dispensation.” Ae Brooke noted on page 96 above, the dif-
ference between I John and John's Gospel has been exaggerated,
but 1t still remalns to be asked how the author of the Fourth
- Gospel could have been so bluntly urgent in his eschatolo-~
giczl thinking to write I John 2:18. I think that the blunt-
nesgs is in I John and absent from the Fourth Gospel because
the purposes of the two writings were different. The author
was the same and the eschatologlical thinking is the same for
both books. But in the Epistle he was grappling with the
pragmatic, everyday struggles and problems of trying Chris-

tlan living. He was not, as in the Gospel, recounting and

1 The Tests of Life, p. 317.
2 I‘bidt, pp‘ 31?"318-
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and interpreting a great and grand plece of history. In the
Gospel he was theologlan; in the Eplstles he was the pastor
5t b Floek; 6.  EeHl& KoTrosg , visiting with the
needs and pressing difficultles of the flock. Plain language
wage needed in the Eplistles. Yet, let it be noted - this to
me 1s the most significant fact of this whole matter of the

eschatology of the Epistles - no lurid, cataclysmic apoca-

P f
lyptic follows upon the solemn pronouncement that EOCXKATI
. e
.Mifmi*~ G-&“T{y . Indeed it 18 not found anywhere in the

whole letter.

Paraclete. Professor Gardner says, "The word spirit
does not occur in our Gospel so frequently as in the writ-
ings of St. Paul and even St. Luke, but the idea occuples a
larger place in the mind and heart of the Evangelist than it
does in those of any New Testament writer."l A famous New
Testament scholar writes discriminatingly: "In the Synoptic
gospels, the only occasion on which Jesus mentions the Splrit
in connectlon with His mission is 1in self-defence, wnen the
Pharisees declared that Hls power...was due to collusion with

"2 "ppe contrast between the amount and the character

Satan.
of the references to the Spirit in the synoptic and Johannine
theologies is at first sight remarkable, even perplexing."3
Professor Hans Windisch 1s conscious of a similar contrast
between the Synoptices, on the one hand, eand John and Paul,

on the other hand.* Doctor Moffatt argues further that Luke
21:14-15 replaces the Holy Spirit of Mark i3}19-20 with

Jesus and thus "...marks the first stage of the process which

ends in the Fourth gospel, under the influence of Paulinism,

Percy Gardner, The Ephesian Gospel, p. 1l46.

James Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, p. 178.

Ibid ., p., 217

"Jesus und der Geist im Johannesevangelium" in Amicitise
Corolla, edited by H. G. Wood, pp. 303-5.

Ui
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with the correlation of Christ and the Spirit...."l Professor
Moffatt comes to the conclusion that "...the difference be-
tween the messianic Spirit of the earliest tradition in the
synoptic gospels and the indwelling Spirit of the Fourth gos-
pel is surely too great to permit of us reading back the
latter into the theology of Jesue" and that, "Instead of at-
tempting to harmonise the synoptic and the Johannine sayings
on the Spirit, or of trying to find some basls for the latter
in the historical teaching of Jesus, it ie better for our
present purpose to recall the inner significance of the

Spirit idea in the Fourth gospel."2 These statements should
be read in conjunction with Moffatt's statement on page 9
above, for Professor Moffatt continues: "The Fourth gospel,
by developing the Spirit from the older messianic sphere 1into
one more congruous with the Greek mind, 1s able to express

the personality of the risen lord in terms of the Spirit,
but-the religious content remains under the verbal differ-
ences; the theological evolution from the naive synoptic

view to that of a personified hypostasis ought not to be
allowed to obscure the identity of the devotional instinct
which really prompts the more complex statement. Thie instinct
still moves under the influence of the historic Jesus."?

"The theology of the Fourth gospel, as of the first three,
would be impossible apart from the historical revelation of
God in Jesus, and equally impossible if the 1life of Jesus on
earth had exhausted that revelation. In this aspect, the doc-
trine of the Spirit in the Fourth gospel renders explicit what

ie presupposed in the earlier records."” There is much in

1 Moffatt, op. elt., ps 184,

2 Op. eit., p. 208. Doctor Windisch sees some connection
between certain Johannean and Synoptic logiaz on the Spirit
(op. cit., pp. 312-313).

5% OGP ett. . P 2098

4 Ioe. elt.
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these statements to win our agreement. For our precsent dis-
cussion emphasis should be glven to the last two quotations
from Doctor Moffatt; the important phrases are "the religious
content remains under the verbal differences," "the identity
of the devotional instinct which really prompts the more
complex statement." These are important, because, if we agree
that in John's teaching about the Spirit we have "an inter-
pretation of His person, rather than an utterance of Hls own
faith"l or if we even admit that this doctrine of the Spirit
in the Fourth Gospel 1s an exaggeration, we also feel that
such an interpretation 1s basically right in view of what we
learn about spiritual fellowship with Jesus in many of the
other New Testament writings, and we stand strongly persuaded
that such an exaggeration is a legitimate one in regard to
the sense of the vitally real presence of Christ which Chris-
tians of all ages have had. The sublime fact that "the life
of Jesus on earth did not exhaust God's revelation in Christ"
practically demands such-an "exaggeration" as we find in
John. There we must leave the matter for the moment.
Professor Ernest Scott asserts of the Fourth Gospel Spir-
it, "It may, indeed, be granted that no other Johannine doc-
trine has exercised a profounder influence on the whole course
of theological development...."? It is necessary to take a

closer look at the distinctive name John gives to the Spirit,

/ z
namely, T(ol{QA K}tnTQS . Tro2oKAu Tog 1s a passive
form of ngg‘,ggg gg!:&é-‘[[ , "to call alongside to help."

The natural question, stated quite simply, is, "Where did

John get this word, which no one else in the New Testament
uses?" "The word occurs as a loan-word in the Targum and

Talmudic literature, in the sense of helper, intercessor,

. eit., p. 208,

T

F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel, p. 320.
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1

advocate." The Jews borrowed, as is obvious, the word,

which they transliterated (9??“_]_9 , from the Greeks,
who used 1t in a legal sense of ;n "advo;ate” and in a general
sense of a "helper." Adolf Déissmann speaks of the popularity
and use of zldgg’g}mms in ancient times as shown to

us by many texts, which include examples of the legal use of
the word.2 Brooke says that this word "hardly needs explan-
ation. It was probably a common word, and the obvious one

to use."? The question then naturally arises, why no other
New Testament writer uses the word if it is so very common.
Deissmann answers that "Paul by chance did not use the word,
Paraclete, in his letters; however, the idea 1s clearly pres-
ent in Rom. 8:26-54."4 I suppose that our ultimate answer
must be to say that the anomaly 1s due wholly to the Evange-

list's spiritual genius and theological milieu. It is well

f
known that Philo uses Trd{ﬁo\f()\ulgs , and some
scholars freely claim Philo as John's source, but other
equally important authorities see only an orthogrephic simi-

r
larity between John's and Philo's _TTARdKAnTos -

Notice may here be taken of the suggestions of Walter Bauer
and Rudolf Bultmann as to the source of John's ]]oied,ggéms
idea. Bauer mentions the heavenly being Jawar, "the helper,"
and Manda d'Halje, who in the Mandaean religion are des-

cribed as "counsel and help" (Beistand und Hilfe). Jokabar-

Kusta is also considered in such a role.? Bultmann in his
commentary on John summarily rejects the 01ld Testament as a
possible source for the Paraclete figure and turns deli-

berately to the Mandaean, Gnostic writings.6 Bultmann men-

1 A. E. Brooke, The Johannine Epistles, p. 25.

2 Licht vom Osten, p. 286.

> Op. eit., p. 27.

4 Ob. oit., pe 205,

5 W. Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium, p. 179.

6 R. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes, p. 439.
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tions, as does Bauer, Manda d'Haije as the Helper, who comes
to hls people. However, Bultmann points out a further in-
teresting fact: "The figure of the helper, howsver, has
become an 1lndependent, mythological being, who bears the
title Jawar, "The Helper," as a proper name. Often he takes
the place of or a place beside Manda d'Halje; more often
there 1s the comblnation, Jawar Manda d'Haije...It is said
of Jawar, for example, that he provides dwellings for the
righteous...; that he is the revealer, who spoke gentle and
true words...."l Bultmann would seem to be suggesting here
a parallel hypostatizing similar to the Johannine jI;fgihﬂ)ﬁﬂﬂj
We should beware of succumbing to "the Mandaean faver,"
Professor Hunter claims that Lietzmann's and Burkitt's

".eels really a sort of

studies of Mandalsm show that it
Marcionite Gnosticism with an admixture of Nestorian Chris-
tianity."2 Brooke thinks that there is a more plausible
source closer to hand in Philo or Rabbinic Judaism,3 and
Hansg Windisch feels that there are important, conclusive
differences between the Johannine and Mandaean Paraclete.4
The meaningful thing to learn from Bauer's and Bultmann's
data 1is what Windisch tells us,5 namely, that such Paraclete
ldeas were, so to speak, "in the air" of John's day and could
have influenced the Fourth Evangelist.

The much mors important and difficult problem is that
of the translation of the word. For a history of the Trans-

lation, the reader should consult Westcott's eommentary.6

1bid ., pJi440.
A. M. Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament, p. 88.
Op. eit., p. 27.

Die finf johanneischen Parakletspruche," Festgabe fur
Adolf Julicher, pp. 136-7.

Tbid.; p. 137,
Ihe Gospel of St. John, p. 211.
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Westecott says that TTol{ﬂdt/KXnT‘os "cen properly mean
only 'one called to the side of another,' and that with the
secondary notion of counselling or supporting or aliding him."l
Macgregor contends, "Properly it is a legal term (Latin, ad-
vocatus...)."® Windisch boldly writes, "No further proof

is needed that the 'Paraclete' ...according to its origiﬁal
meaning 1is '1nteroessor’...."3 Robert Law admite, "No single
Inglish word, indeed, covers the whole breadth of its various
applications and suggestions; but these are always different
shades of the same meaning, not different meanings."4 Law
continues well, "It may be saild to signify in general a
friendly representative who defende one's cause, usually by
Influential intercession. 1In the Gospel the Holy Spirit, as
the Paraclete, maintains Christ's cause with the believer
(John 14:20; 15:26; 16:14), and champions the believer's

cause against the world (John 16:8-11); and here [in I John
2:£] Christ is the penitent sinner's Advocate, and pleads

5

his cause with the Father."” Although "advocate" is prob-

6 and comes

ably the most satisfactory general translation
close to "the original sense of the Greek term"'! Schlatter's
comment ie helpful here: "If John thinks of the sins of
Christians, then he names Jesus the Paraclete. On the other
hand, if he thinks of the sending of the disciples and of
their work in the world, thus he names the Spirit the Para-
clete."® This remark helps us to see the deep-lying affinity

of the two offices, even though we qulte correctly translate

B. F. Westcott, The Gospel of St. John,
G. H. C. Macgregor, The Gospel of John, D
Robert Law in Tests of Life, p. 168.

Festgabe flir Adolf Jiilicher, p. 124.

The Tests of Life, p. 168.

Ibidc, ppa 163*91

A. BE. Brooke, op. c¢it., p. 26.

James Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, p. 190.
Adolf Schlatter, Der Evangellist Johannes, p. 299.

Be 212
. 2835, UE. 2also
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/
TT AL A K-Xn'ro-q in the Gospel as "helper," or "advisor"
{ n

'd

and _JTol Qé&AHIQS in I John as "advocate." "Comfor-

ter" is being found unacceptable by more and more leading

scholars. ILuther's Fursprecher of I John 2:1 is maintained

in the Menge Bilbel, although Sachwalter, Anwalt, Vertreter,

and Beistand are listed in a footnote; but the reformer's
Troster in the Gospel 1s replaced by Helfer with Anwalt and
Beistand added.

The above remark about the baslc 1dentity of the two
offices of Jesus, the Paraclete, and of the Spirit, the
Paraclete, may serve to introduce us to a very delicate and
difficult question, vlz. the relation of the Paraclete to
Jesus. Conflicting statements relative to this problem can
be found. "He [1: e., the Paraclote] is in reality Christ
himeslf in a new form...."l "In the experience of the Chris-
tian, the Spirit and the risen Christ are one."2 On the
opposite side are to be set these statements. "It cannot be
maintained that Christ is speaking in John 14-16 mesrely of
a new operation of divine power in man (cf. Ps. 139) or of
hls own spirit as perpetuating itself in the lives of his
disciples. For he proceeds to distinguish both'from the
Father and from himself....The differentiation is perfect;
the Spirit 1s not the Father, nor 1s he the Son; as a person
he is distinct from both."? Professor Hans Windisch says
that "...John stresses with great emphasis the subordination
of the Spirit to Jesus: the Spirit is the third and the
subordinate party over against the divine duality of the
Father and the Son."” Doctor Windisch diagrams the Synoptic

and Johannine teaching of the trinity as follows:2

dJd. E. Carpenter, The Johannine Writings, p. 393.

3. H. Strachan, The Fourth Gospel, p. 296.

H. Eéaswete, in Hastings Dictionary of the Bible, Vol. II,
p‘ .
Amicitiae Corolla, p. 315.
ibid., p. 316.

= Wi



fBynepties Cod-Splrit Johannine= Mot
Jesus

This eubordinstion and sending of the Spirit mekes for

i A

e

phanrp dletinctlion between Jesus and the !
Yet the contradictlon between the above groups of stats-

mente 4g, in reality, a paradox. There is unity in = peow-

dox, and there le underlying unity in all ths zbovs stat=n=ntis.

The paradox ecen above 1ls the paradox of the Fourth Gospel

1teelf; all the above conflicting statements are corrsct

and can be traced directly to teachings within Jonn's Gospel.

Christisne have always recognized that, if they had the Spirit,

they had Jesus Christ Himeelf. "A new thing had comes into the

world with Jesus Christ, God manifest in the flesh: it is

avallable in an even fuller form to everybody, everywhers,

and in every age, through the Holy Spirit. If we go on to

ask whether there 1is any differsnce between having God's

presence with us, having Christ dwelling in us, and being

filled with the Holy Spirit, we are bound to answer that

the New Testament makes no clear distinction. It ie not

that no distinction is made between the Father, the Son, and

the Holy Spirit; but all three come at every point into the

full Christilan experience of God. It is not a case of three

separate experiences: it is all one. The God who was in-

carnate in Christ is still present with us and in us through

the Holy Spirit. And yet there is very good rsaeon for the

threefold distinction, and indeed it is indispensable, as

the only way in which the peculiarly Christlan apprehension

of God could bs expressed."l Thie is stated excellently well!

It helps us to learn once again that the New Testament 1ia

not a logical textbook of systematic theology. When Paul

1 D. M. Baillie, God Was in Christ, pp. 153=4,
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has the Holy Spirlt as our heavenly intercessor in Romans 8
and John has Christ in this role in I John 2 there is as
little contradiction there as there is between Gal. 4 and
John 15, where Paul speaks of God's sending of the Spirit of

His Son into our hearts and John speaks of Jesus' sending the
-

TTd PAK hh TS . We are hopelessly lost in under-

standing the New Testament unless we discover that with
varying emphases and under different figures of speech the
New Testament comes to us as a unity and is always saying the
same thing. Thus the New Testament would tell us that God

is three and yet one. As Professor Baillie said above, "all
three come at every point into the full Christian experlence
of God." Thus, if we speak theologically, we shall differn-
tiate between the Son and the Paraclete; 1f we speak ex-
perientially, we shall say the Paraclete is the Son. John

in chapters 14-16 spoke in both ways; If I may be allowed

an obiter dictum here, I shall, with full heeding of Frofessor
William Manson's most important warning on pageIIQO above about
ontological in contradistinction to functional definitions

of the person of Jesus, suggest a definitive statement,

whilch seeks to combine the theologlcal or ontologlczal defini-
tion with the experiential or functional definition of the
relation of Paraclete and Jesus: all that was of God in
Jesug Christ, which made Jesus what He was, is in the Holy
Spirit or Paraclete and makes the Paraclete what he is and,
therefore, for the Christian's experience, makes the Para-
clete what Jesus is. Holtzmann states it helpfully: "For
the Holy Spirit is here [Ep John 15] essentially the other
form, in which the 1life that was bound to Jesus' earthly
appearance becomes effective after the dissolution of that
appearance...; thus the Holy Spirit is another than He and

yet the same, only no more in a quickly vanishing human



form."1

Thus we shall be careful to preserve thes theosloglical

discrimination2

cese" (15:26). On the other hand, we are sursly Justifis=d
in speaking experientially and saying in a guarded ssnse,
"The Paraclete is Jesus Himeelf."* We find our justificztion
in such expressions as, "The Helper...in My name...will tezch

3 L1} £33

you end remind you of all things which I tol

"...that one will testify concerning me..." (15:26);

I do not go away, the Helper will not come to you..."

1 H. J. Holtzmenn, Ev. des Joh., p. 268. Didymus of Alexan-
* dria observes, "But the Holy Ghost was another Comforter:
differing not in nature, but in operation....But do not
infer from the different operations of the Son and the
Spirit, a difference of nature. For in other places we
find the Holy Spirit performing the office of intercessor

with the Father, as, The Spirit Himself intercedeth for
us. And the Saviour, on the other hand pours consolatlon
into those hearts that need it: as in Maccabees, He
strengthened those of the people that were brought low"
Catena Aurea, Vol. IV, pt. 2, 462).

2 Calvin writes on John 14:16, "He calls the Spirit another
Comforter, on account of the difference between the bless-
ings which we obtain from both....And...there would be
no impropriety in inferring from this passage a distinc-
tion of Persons; for there must be some peculiarity in
which the Spirit differs from the Son so as to be another
then the Son" (Commentary on the Gospel According to
John, Vol. II, pp.89-90). E. K. Lee suggests, "It would
be more accurate to say that the Holy Spirit is the abid-
ing representative of Christ, in whom he himself returns
to his flock. For John makes it guite clear that in his
own mind it is 'another Paraclete' who shall be with his
dieciples when Jesus withdraws his visible presence (14:
16; 16:7)" (The Religious Thought of St. John, p. 211).

3 "The familiar translation another Comforter, though
literal, is misleading. It implies that the Holy Spirit
is what Christ had been; and while thie is true and im-
portant and is implied 1in 18[i. e. 14:18], it 1is not im-
plied here. We find the same idlom in St. Luke xxiii,
32, though the actual word used 1s different; the literal
translation there 1is, 'And there were led also two other
malefactors with him to be put to death.' The English
way of saying this 1s, 'two malefactors as well,' or
'pesides.' The point here is that the Comforter comes,
28 the Son came, by mission from the Father" (William
Temple3 Readings In St. John's Gospel, Second series,

p- 239 - :,
4 Cf. Meyer's statement on p. 39 above.
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®...that one willl conviet the world...concerning sin, because
they do not belleve in Me...[étc;]“ (16:8-£f:)s "5 . For he
will not speak of himesslf, but whatever he hears will he
gpeak..." (16:13); "...he will teske it from me and announce
1t to you" (16:14); "...the Spirit was not yet because Jesus

was not yet glorified" (7:39). We also find our Justifi-

cation in the fact that the word, ‘[TJ.I/Od!K Xy\ T0S ,1s
applied both to Jesus and the Spirit (p. 155 above). As
Professor Schlatter would say (see p. 155 above), it depends
on which experience (the disciples' sins or the disciples'
mission) we are thinking of whether we name Jesus or the
Spirit the Paraclete. This statement of Schlatter's really
serves very nicely to cover both sides of the matter here:
this distinction between Jesus, the Paraclete, and the Splrit,
the Paraclete, is Christianity's theological comprehension
of God in His different activities; the very fact that'][ﬁﬂhf—
5&5]:%; may mean either Jesus or the Spirlt, depending
upon the theological emphasis at the moment, is strong proof
that we may, at times, think of Jesus and the Spirit as the

samel. Again, we find ourselves justified in our identifi-

1 ©See the remark by Didymus of Alexandria in footnote 1 on
page 159 above. Also Jjust here brief mention might be
made of the view elaborated by Rudolf Bultmann in his
commentary and essay on John and in his other writings as
well. Bultmann argues that the Paraclete 1s the preached
word (das gepredgte Wort, Glauben und Verstehen, p. 146)
in the Church. The professor means of course that the
Paraclete is the spiritual force attendant upon the pro-
clamation of this word, for he plainly says, "...the
Paraclete is the Spirit working in the Church" (Das Ev.
des Joh., p. 432). All this is closely related to Bult-
mann's eschatologisches Jetzt, which will be discussed
presently, but it is interesting to note here that with
Bultmann's total rejection of the historical Jesus (ac-
cording to B. it i1s "artificial and sentimental" to try
to have the same inspiration from Jesus, a figure of past
history, which we have with, e. g., the heroic dead of
World War I [ Glauben und Verstehen, pp. 96-7] ) there is
necessarlly a great emphasis upon the Splrit, because in
Bultmann's theology the Spirit really becomes the sub-
stitute for the historical Jesus. It is really ironical
that Doctor Bultmann is really not thereby getiing rid
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cation by the very fact that the ablding in Jesus which is
taught in John 15 demands an empirical identification of
Jesus and the Paraclete. How else could we abide in Him?

I John 4:13% ssems to be conclusive, "In this we know that

we abide in Him and He 1n us because He has given us of His
Spirit." (Cf. also I John 3:24.) In addition, the strong
comparison of the Paraclete with Jesus: Dboth come forth

from the Father (14:16; 15:26 and 5:30; 8:16, 42); nelther
speaks or tsaches of himself (16:13; 14:24 and T7:16 f.);

both are rejected by the world (14:17 and 1:10); both are
accepted by the believers (14:17 and 1:12; 3:19-21; 17:8);
both lead into the truth (16:13 and 8:31-3%2); the Paraclete
glves witness concerning Jesus (15:26) and Jesus glves wit-
ness about himself (8:14); both convict the world of its sin
(16:8 ff. and 7:7; 3:20).Y Finally we may find justification
in the Pauline corpus, where Paul-describes the Spirit as

our heavenly Paraclete (Rom. 8:26) and yet pictures the
Spirit of Jesus coming into our hearts (Gal. 4:6) and finally
identifies the Lord with the Spirit (II Cor. 3:17).

Thus, 1f there is a possible experientlal identification
of Jesus and the Splrit, then unquestlonably the coming of
the Spirit, the Helper, 1s a coming of Jesus Christ Himself.
"The Coming of the Paraclete is the Coming of Christ."2
"This coming of the Spirit 1s in a sense a coming of Christ
Himself...."2 "The hour of departure is at hand, but the
tie between them cannot be broken; 'I will not leave you

orphans, I will come unto you.' Is the promise fulfilled

(continued from page 160) of the historical Jesus, for
Paraclete and Jesus are one, and the Paraclete is con-
stantly taking of the things of the historical Jesus
and declaring them unto the disciples.

1 I am endebted for part of this comparison to Profescsor R.
Bultmann, Glauben und Verstehen, pp. 146-7 and Dag Evan-
gelium des Johannes, p. 437.

2 R. H. Strachen, op, ¢it., p. 296."

3 William Temple, op. cit., Second Series, p. 242.
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in the 'manifestations' (xxi.l) after death? There 1s surely
a more lasting significance in it. He will himself as the
Father to glve them another Helper....He 1s in reality Christ
pimself in & new form...."l All of this does not mean "the
sublimation of eschatology into a distinctive kind of
mysticism."2 The tremendous eschatological implications of
the fact of Jesus coming in the Spirit are at once apparent
to even the most casual readep; Further discussion of this
point must be postponed until a later chapter.

Attention must now be briefly paid to the other escha-

tological Bedeutungen of the Paraclete in the Gospel. Pro-

fessor Hans Windisch in his well-known essays, "Die funf
johanneischen Parakletspriche,"” and "Jesus und der Geist

im Johannes—Evangelium,"4 argues that the Paraclete passages
in 14:16-17; 14:25-26; 15:26-27; 16:5~11; and 16:12-15 be-
long together to an 0ld corpus used by the Evangelist and

do not belong in the departure speeches of John 13-16. I
am not certain that Windisch succeeds in proving the unity
of the Paraclete passages. Yet as Windisch points out and

as Doctor W. F. Howard agrees (p. 74, Christianity According

to St. John), the flow of language in John 14-16 1s smoother
if the Paraclete sections are removed. However, "This is
where the Paraclete passages find thelr true place in the
Johannine message. They may have been Inserted by the Evan-
gelist in the farewell discourse in such a way as to inter-
rupt the true sequence of thought. But thelr general con-

text is right, for they form part of the eschatological hope."S

J. Estlin Carpenter, op. cit., p. 392-3. Cf. also E. K.
lee, op. cit., p. 206.

C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and Its Develop-
ments, p. 66.

Festgabe fur Adolf Julicher.

Amicitiae Corolla, Festschrift for Rendel Harris.

W. F. Howard, Christianity Acc. to S. John, p. 123.
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Certainly the Paraclete's dutles in John 16 of convicting the
world of sin and righteousness and judgement have important
eschatological connotetions. 16:9 says that the world's

sin is the sin of not believing in Jesus. This is a funda-
mental, eschatological sin because Jesus is the ultimate,
eschatological revelation of God. In the definitlon of
righteousness in 16:10, it 1s the "eschatological return”

of Jesus to God, "...I depart to the Father and no more do
you see me...," which confirms Jesus' righteous life on
sarthsl I have called this return to God an "eschatological
return", because, in the eyes of a world convinced of Jesus'
righteousness, a righteousness great enough to allow Jesus
to return to the very Father 1s also a righteousness great
enough to cause Him to be God's ultimate Righteousness at
the last day (see Ch. III below). He who departs to the
Father willl surely come with the Father in the consummatlon;
it 1s a return to the Father pointing toward the end about

which the Paraclete convicts the world. The judgement 1in

’

J
16:11 about which the Paraclete _& Lg}/xg[ the world is

the ultimate, absolute, eschatological judgement of 1 OO
>7

g /
doXoVTeg _ _T6U KOS mou  _ToUTOU . The

Spirit will convince the world that this judgement has al-

ready fallen and falls in the world's shameful treatment
and rejection of Jesus.
In 16:13 the ’TTdﬁd\ K/lnT'%_ is called the TO
ﬂ§4A_ L)_nﬁu_g o ddnynoer _eig
_Qh_&:u _M_L__. As we have sgeen above
(pages 2, 5), eschatologlcal thinking is the relating of men

and events to the final, ultimate truth of God. Indubitably
the truth that the Paraclete leads us into 1s the ultimate

truth. All existence, all reality gets its new and proper

1 Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, p. 485.
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perspective from the final truth of God revealed in Jesus
Christ. Once something or soneone 1s viewed in relation to
Jesus, then the eschatologlcal relation, the relation of the
thing or person to ultlmate truth or reality is known:
"But each for the joy of the working, and each, in
' his separate star,
Shall draw the Thing as he sees It for the God of
Things as They are."l

Finally, the idea of the “"eschatological now" suggested
by Rudolf Bultmann gives an important eschatological function
to the Paraclete, the Holy Spirit. According to Doctor Bult-
mann, we believers do not live under the effects of Jesus as

we live under the effects of the Thirty Year War, or of the

Aufklarung, or of the French Revolution, or of Goethe's

1ife.2 The only way we can meke Jesus real for faith today

(Jesus vergegenwartigen) is through the proclamation of the

Word.” "In 1t [;. 2., the proclamation of the WOP@] Jesus
is, as 1t were, doubled: He comes again, and He comes again
and again. Doubled: 'I shall ask the Father, and He will

give you another Helper' (14:16). The Paraclete, who con-

tinues Jesus' revelation in the Church and in the world, is
the preached Word in the Church." In the moment of this
proclamation, ﬁan is accosted by the concrete fact of Jesus'
cross and resurrection. "This 'now' of this accosting,

which may occur at any time, this moment is the eschatological

now, because in it falls the decision between life and

death."® The individual 1s made to decide "whether he will

"L' Envoi" by Rudyard Kipling.

Glauben und Verstehen, p. 145.

Ibid., p. l46.

Ioc. cit.; vid. supra footnote I on pp. 160-161.

Op. eit., p. 144. Doctor Fritz Buri quotes Bultmann's
book, Offenbarung und Heilsgeschen, pp. 6 ff., and com-
plains that Bultmann stops his process of de-mytholo-
glzing of the primitive Christisn kerugma at the cross and
resurrection and calls them historical, not mythological,
events because they force the hearer to a decision. Buri
qQuotes Bultmann as saying that wherever a man is forced

Ul =W o=
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understand him=elf as cruclfied with Christ and, zlso, as
resurrected with Christ. In the sounding of the Word, the

1]

cross and resurrection bscome present, the 'eschetologicsl

:
now' transscts itself."™

Such & point of decislon is quite
in hermony with the Johannine jJudgement. Without a doubt

the Spirit is =t the nerve center of eny such moment of
decision, or “eschztologicel now." Thus in the Paraclete men
pre confronted now by the "eschatologicsl now," by the es-

chetological dseision.

The Antichrist. No history of an idez or concept 1s

13t by =& more lurdd light than the history of thes ldsas of
imtichrist. 4 mere glence 2zt Wilhelm Boussset's The Anti-

christ Legend will mdsguetsly ssrve to prove to the reader

the extreme veristy and uttsr complexity which the Anti-
christ ides has mssumed through the ages. "The asccounts of
this anti-Mesesianic personage are by no means uniform; but
they are sufficient to establish the probability, 1f not the
certainty, that the conception did not originste in the Chris-
tian Church, but that there was slready in the popular Jew-
ish eschatologsy & fully developed legend of Antichrist, which

wee accepted and amplified in current Christien bslief."2

(continued from page 164) to z deeision by the messags of
the cross and resurrectlon ae the proclaimed Word, there
takes place the eschatological redemptive event (eschatio-
logisches Heilsgeschehen). Burl says regretfully, "Tne
ampiguities of Bultmaun's explanations relative to thie
problem...8now that this fusion of a philosophicel-exis-
tentlalliet concept of the understanding of existence with
an orthodox, supernaturasl revelastion~dogme is an untensable
defection before the radicel consequences of hie de-mytho-
logizing theels." "Das Problem der ausgsbliebenen Perusie,"
Vox Theologica, 18 € Jaar Nr. 4, April, 1948, p. 123.

1 Bulimann, E., Offenbarggﬁ und Heilsgeschehen, p. 67,
quoted by Fritz Buri in "Das Problem der susgebliebenen
Parusie" in Vox Theologica, 18 e Jaar Nr. 4, April, 1948,

2 Hobert law, op. git., p. 319. However, Professor G. He
Dodd declaree that, "On the whole, the development of early
Christien thought left the Antichrist myth behind." The
Jobannine Epistles, p. 50.
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W. F. Howard says of the Antichrist legend, "The idea itself
is part of an anclent legend originating in Babylonian myth,
reappearing in Jewish Apocalyptic, which has left its trace

in 2 Thessalonians and the Book of Revelation."l As regards

'
the appearance and use of the word _)d.VT! K{ﬁl rros_in I
John 2:18, 22; 4:3 and II John 7, we must say that the Anti-

" was mod-

christ, instead of being "accepted and amplified,
ified. We are somewhat taken aback after meeting with no
apocalyptic splendor in the Gospel to meet suddenly this
celebrated flgure in the Epistles. Professor Howard says,
"There 1s a further question to be answered. Is there not in
the Johannine Epistles a speclal interpretation of the last
things which 1s inconsistent with the teaching of the Gos-
pel? Flve times in these Epistles the word Antichrist oc-
curs, though it is found nowhere else in the New Testament"?
First sight here 1s deceivling, for a second glance reveals
that "The author refers to a popular traditlon only to spir-
itualize 1t."> Howard continues: "The first thing to ob-
serve 1s how completely the writer has abandoned all the

mythical and apocalyptlc conceptions that clustered round

the antichrist legend."# Even though some scholars feel that

the presence of the word civrfl(rp/ O"'rog brings John
closer to the popular eschatology of his day than he was in
the Gospel, they also agree that there 1s great distance be-
tween I John and the profuse Antichrist myth. "On the whole,
the development of early Christian thought left the Anti-
christ myth behind. Paul has nothing further to say of it
after 2 Thessalonlians. It has no place in the Epistle to the

Hebrews, or (as such) in the Fourth Gospel. The author of

Christianity According to St. John, p. 125.
W. F., Howard, loc. cit.

A. E, Brooke, _% g¥El, Do 52¢

_Q_P_- Qj-_j;_-, Pe 12

=l -
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the epistle stands nearer to popular bsliefs. But he too
has left behind the crude mythology which bulks so large-
ly in the Book of Revelation."t

Perheps 1t should be briefly inguired how the author has
spirituslized or reinterpreted this Antichrist figure. The
first and probably most obvious way 1s the one we have no-
ticed above, namely, the dropping of the mythological and
apocalyptic trappings of the weird phantasm. This striking
fact of the complete absence of all apocelyptic elaborations
in conjunction with the Antichrist can hardly be emphasized
too much. Second, the wrliter seems to think of the prin-
ciple or teaching being promulgated, and, not of a person
or even persons, as the Antichrist. On page 95 abo&e, Weiss
argues that the perverting teaching is the real Antichrist.
Westcott says that Antichrist is "the embodiment of a prin-

2 There 1s

ciple, and is not to be confined to one person."
really little room left for doubt on this point, when we

read I John 4:3 where the writer definitely refers to the
Spirit of Antichrist: K}: ’Ta_:J_I_B_ JGCB"’TH/ T(;

— — 4
['ITVGU}L* J TOV c'LV:“ XPI & Toy . This fact is

also demonstrated by the author's distinct pointing out of

several Antichrists: "...as you have heard that the Anti-
christ comes, also now many Antichrists have come." This
turns the center of attention from any single person to many
individuals, who make up Antichrist. Naturally one would
quickly see that their common teaching was the thing that
made them all alike and made them all Antichrists. The

teaching was then the Hauptsache, the real Antichrist. "The

real Antichrist is for him [1. ., the suthor of I John| not

1l C. H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, p. 50. GCf. also
Brooke's similar views on p. 97 above.
2 PBi 92 sbove.
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a person, whether human or supernatursl. It is an idea -
an 1dea no doubt embodied in persons who promulgate it, but
essentially en idea, with power to polson the minds of men
and pervert them from the truth. The final adversary of the
truth is the lie, whoever utters it."»t

We must now investigate the teaching which is so very
characteristic of the Antichrists. I John 3:22 erys, "Who
is the llar except him, who denles that Jesus 1s the Christ?
This is the Antichrist, the one denying the Father and the

n

Son . 4:3 declares, "And every gpirit which does not con-

fess Jesus is not of God; and this is the spirit of the

Antichrist...." II John 7 announces, "

. .o.many decelvers
have gone out into the world, who do not confess that Jesus
Christ has come in the flesh; such are the deceliver and the
Antichrist." In view of these statements, the principle of
the Antichrist must be the denial of Jesus, the denial of
the Incarnation. 1In John 3:19 ff, it is said that judge-
ment has fallen because the Light has come and men loved
more the darkness and have avolded the Light because their
wlckednesses were compatible only with darkness. This is
surely a grievous sin: turning from the Light to darkness.
Yet there is a far worse sin: it 1s the sin of coming to
the Light and blatantly denying its efficacy and daring to
compete with it with counterclaims. This appears to be ex-
actly the case in the Johannine Epistles, for, in I John
2:19 just after mentioning Antichrist in verse 18, the
writer says, "They went out from us, but they were not of
us; for if they had been of us, they would have remaiﬂed

with us...." This is the ultimate sin: the denial of the

very heart of Christianity. "The coming of Antichrist 1is

l Cl H. D‘Odd, QE‘ cit.’ p‘ 50.
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fulfilled 1in the sum-total of all the evil tendencies in the
work and influence of those who refuse to confescs 'Jesus
Christ come in fiesh.'“l The egregious, unforgivable sin of
the Synoptics (Matt. 12:31 ff.) is of the same sort, for it
also involves the denlal of Jesus and His Incarnation by at-
tributling Hls power to an incarnation of a demon instead of
the Holy B8Bpirit.

Now, we may acsk brlefly what Antichrist means in its
broader implications.® This is a legltimate question, be-
cause we have seen that, in the thought of the author, the
Antichrist has a much broader exlstence than embodiment in
one person. Because 1t 1is a teachlng, a principle rather
than a person or suﬁernatural creature, it may be and 1is
ubiquitous: 1Indeed, the auctor of I and II John has made
us aware how prevalent and deep-seated in all humen life
Antichrist is, because he has shown us that Antichrist is
a principle.3 Indeed Antichrist is always present wherever
there is sin, because basically sin 1s selfighness and
selfishness is the human rebellion against the will of God.
There 1is a progréssion from John 3:19 ff. to I John 2:18
and II John 7. Men begin by simply turning away from the
light to the darkness. Yet all turning from the light in-

volves a denial of the light. This denial of the light

1l A. E. Brooke, op. ¢it., p. 175.

2 Professor Reinhold Niebuhr in Volume II of his Nature
and Destiny of Man says that Antichrist is a symbol
of the fact that there 1s a corresponding new evil to
every new good on each superior level of progress (p.
327). Thus man can never wholly free himself from sin;
history is not it's own redemptive process. Niebuhr's
stimulating discussion of Antichrist will be included
in Chapter IV below.

3 A. H. Keane says, "...the Antichrist legend, connected,
as it undoubtedly is, with the Babylonian Dragon myth,
if not also with reminiscences of primitive man him-
self, is far less a blblical subject than a chapter in
uninspired folklore, the most persistent, the most wide-
spread, of all popular myths" (Wilhelm Bousset, The
Antichrist Legend, p. xxvi).
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will finally issue in a bold, open denial and an assertion
that the darkness 1s better than the light or that the dark-
ness has 1ts own light. As Doctor A. E. Brooke said above,
"The coming of Antichrist is fulfilled in the sum-total of
all the evil tendencles in the work and in the influence of
those who refuse to confess 'Jesus Christ come in flesh.'"
Every choosing of self (R. Bultmann) instsad of a choosing

of Jesus 1s, 1n essence, an affirmation of the superiority

K os, self over Christ; it is a denial of the Incarnation, be-
cause it treats the Incarnation as valueless and meaningless.
Thus Antichrist in the Johannine Eplstles is the epitome

of human sin and arrogance before God, which does not hesi-
tate to reject even God's supreme revelation. Such a re-
jection of God's supreme revelation in Jesus Christ is tanta-
mount to a basic, ultimate rejection of God himself. "This
desper spirituslising of the traditional conception and ap-
plication of it to the tendencies already at work 1s thor-
oughly Johannine."?!

That human rebellion against God is the essence of Anti-

christ 1s emphaslized again by the fact that this Antichrist

principle is apparently embodied or incarnated in human

\ ~ ) 4 \
beings: Nl Yuyv AVTIXPIOTO! TfQA.p\t\l
(4
¥§¥0 VOtV « The blasphemous imitating of God in

Antichrist, in man's attempt to replace God 1s possibly

illustrated by the fact that the incarnation of Antichrist,
unlike the perfecf Incarnation of Christ in one person, must
be an imperfect incarnation in many persons.. Always Anti-
christ 1s a counterfeit of God's real coin. There may be an
interesting 1llustration of this in the number of the Anti-

christ-like beast of Revelation 13. This number is 666, and

1l Robert Law, op. c¢it., p. 320.



verse 18 says it is the number of a man, or of man. Obvious-

ly this 666 falls just short of 777 which in primitive Jewi

[—l
0]
ey

Christianlity could be consldered a perfect number, a sacred
number. Thus man's 666, man the Antichrist, comes just short
of God's 777, of God's Derf@ction.l Antichrist mey imitate
but never reach God's ideal.

This whole idea of human rebellion against God is further

2 3 P
suggested by the prefix _ AVTI— in the wordd VT ]Ee‘a:cgs Y
J

ol VT1l- means "in the place of," "in one's stead." Then,

as was sald in the above paragrapn, the denial of Christ by
choosing darkness instead of light is a tacit assertion that

the darkness 1s better than the light, that the darkness has

- X (4 —
no need of the light. Trd\g -%-\EZL _O_\_¢.dﬂ_;\_d_
E:(QX§H( I('QQS 1:;,_ @,.]_g_ A Lvd 7441; eX\ G!KQE{

Id e-,oy.(_ _VUTOoW - Every man will choose Christ or

he will become his own Christ, he will become Antlcnrist.

Man will accept God's Savior, or he will try to save himself.
Man is Incurably religious. Either he will have God as his
god, or he will become his own god. Thls was indeed the temp-
tation facing man in the garden of Eden; this temptation

faces every man. Thus every man will worship God or ape God.
"God created man in his own image - and man returned the

compliment."3 Men will serve God, or men will usurp God's

1 I am largely indebted to Professor T. F. Torrance, Edin-
burgh for this idea.

2 In imitation of Christ, the Antichrist in some accounts
will even be circumcised. Bousset (The Antichrist Legend)
quotes from Hippolytus, chapter Vi ™n the eircumecision
came the Saviour into the world, and he [Antichrisﬁ] will
come in like manner" (p. 169). Also the Sibylline writer,
Adso, is twice quoted: "And he shall circumcise himself,
and lie that he is the Son of God Almighty"; "Coming to
Jerusalem he shall be circumcised, saying to the Jews, I
am the Christ promised unto you...." (pp. 169-170).

3 Lawrence E. Nelson, OQur Roving Bible, p. 21.
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place and become his own god. Antichrist is men's attempt
to dispense with God, to deny his need for God, and to rule
over his own destiny. Such sins may surely be called "es-
chatological sins" because they clearly involve man's ulti-
mate destiny and the whole purpose of creation. Such sins
are ultimate, eschatological human rebellion against God.
The figure of Antichrist 1teelf "belongs to the eschata, to
the ‘last things' which hegrld the end of history."l This
fact 1s, of course, basic to this whole discussion. Although
I said above that Antichrist was present whnerever sin was
and that Antichrist in the Johannine Epistles is the epltome
of human arrogance before God and although I quoted Robert
Law's remark about the Johannean spiritualization of Anti-
christ, I do not mean for a moment that Antichrist 1is any

less an eschatological figure. He is that. I have tried to

show that the sins of Antichrist are eschatologiczal sins.
The fact that Antichrist is a principle acting now does not
prevent Antichrist's being eschatologica2l. Indeed this cor-
responds exactly with Johannean eschatology, which holds that
eternal life, the 1life of the coming age, is life that can
be lived now (see "Eternal Life" above). Judgement is es-
chatological but it 1s taking place now (see "Judgement"
above). The resurrection will be a result of a 1life process
going on now (cf. also this article above). Thus Antichrist
ls, in a very real sense, present and active now and will be
climactically active before the end. Thus, although, as
Professor W. F. Howard thinks,2 the author of I John prob-
ably felt that the dawn of the promised age need follow upon

the blackness of that dark hour of the Antichrist, once again,

1l Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. II,

P. 327,
2 Christianity According to St. John, p. 128.




LT3

1]

as with the "Last Day" and "Judgement," John has taken a
traditional eschatologlical formuls and has discerned it's
current working through every moment of history without ig-
noring its irrevocably eschatological, final significance.
In other words, John has made traditlonal eschatologilcal
symbols meaningful milestones through the stages of history
without removing the arrow on top which points undeniably
forward to the end. Or in still better words, the fact that
Antichrist, a distinctly eschatological figure, 1s wherever
sin is proves that eschatology 1s not "centered upon a ‘day
in a series of days,'"l is not projected into the remote
future, but is confronting all men now. Eschatology 1is at the
very heart of every present moment. »
Unfulfilled Time. In John 7:8 Jesus says, "___Qt_ € E‘l

\ ’ /
_&\'M’Q_%‘_ Q)!!I[!I! I&EL”Q!“T&I < Thé iide of gdgaqrs

in this context is itself significant. Thayer says that
/

ﬂé;gos means "a definitely limited portion of time,

with the added notlon of suitebleness."® The word does

service in such well-known eschatological passages as Mark
P

153375, Q K ordg:zg Votp 7TQ:€- o K;gmgs f__Q'_'u_z

and Luke 21:8, " gilgos h¥¥( Key In these

verses Kd.lﬁOC refers to the end or the time of the

coming of the Son of Man at the end of history. It is the
period of God's consummating, ecritical action. But &Q(gors
refers to God's decisive, eschatological action at any time,
not just to God's action at the end. Thus Jesus, according
to John, is conscious of a time of God's critical, eschato-
logical action being fulfilled in His 1life. A significance

far above the "petty pace" of days and weeks attended the

1l P. 68 above.
2 J. H. Thayer, A Greek-finglish Lexicon of the New Testament,
p. 319-
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actions of Jesus'! life. Not Q MQS EQQMQS
Q g ggs KiléQg is not yet fulfilled. Bultmann

says "...that His action is eschatological action is indi-
/

cated in this expression E)f John 7:8:'."1 This &d(égs

is considered to be fulfilled in the crucifixion (John 13:1),
when Jesus is glorified (17:1). Bultmann comments on 17:1:
"...the historical figure of Jesus, even His human history,

er
is made an eschatological event through the wod of

{
égg igﬂ@ﬂ; "2 Yhen the time is fulfilled and Jesus

dies and is glorified, this glory from the Father makes it

known that one of God's K&ligc_); had come to a close
in the death of Jesus and that a new one had begun. His
cross is the division of the Jj( “,] vuwy ‘

TE-T'GI.\G- afva 3| . A short digression, which is

helpful for the discussion of many of these Johannean terms,
should be inserted here. Professor Oscar Cullmann has writ-

ten a very useful article titled, "Der johanneische Gebrauch

doppeldeutiger Auddriicke als Schliissel zum VerstZndnis des

vierten Evangeliums."? In it he says that the Fourth Evange-
1Iist deliberately intended a double reference in his words
and narrations and that the interpreter of John should search
for this figurative or spiritual meaning, cautiously of

course (interpretatio ex eventu, not the insertion ex eventu

into the text of any fact or idea not inherently there), even
when the Evangelist himself has not made such a meaning ap-
parent or ob\rir.)l.u-:.4 Thus there is a critical basis within
the Fourth Evangelist's own style and intention for the escha-
tological interpretation of these Johannine terms. This

interpretation is one thing; fantastic allegorization of

Das Zv. des Joh., p. 221.

Iolde, Ds 371e

Theologische Zeiltschrift, Heft 5, Sept.-Okt., 1948.
Pp. 360-362.

~WwW o+
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John 1s quite another thing, which has no critical basis
whatsoever. Professor Cullmann is far from the lattsr in
his treatment of this Gospel.

Cullmann has a comment in this essay on the word,

&
TeT QLGQI,“ , in John 19:30: "The famous word on
the cross, IC—IE&EEI;M » In 19:30 (see also verse

28) has always given rise to discussion whether it is to
be understood chronologically or theologically. However,
here also it 1s false to set up an alternative [éf a literal
or a figurative meaniné]. Then, corresponding to the double

f
sencse of the substantive, Te )\gq y In 13:1, the word

/
TETENET Tl , according to Johannine understanding

unguestionably means both at once. 'The life of the Incarnate
One is ended,' and 'His work is completed.'"l In his cross
"already all things have been completed" (19:28) which per-
tain to the redemption of men and the eschaﬁological bringing

2 /
in of the new age. The new _hlWY has begun! Comsum-

matum est! "The words are not a cry of relief, but an ut-

——

terance of victory. Jesus has finished the work given Him
by the Father to do....It is the 'end of the beginning, not
the beginning of the end,' the final accomplishment of God's
end' or purpose for the world."?

__':l'vw_éev \/E-yV‘;\ O #dl . Professor Cull-

mann says, "long ago in ancient times the expositors dis-

cussed whether here the chronologicel (again) or the locative
(from above) use was meant. It is, however, characteristic
for the nature of our Gospel that here it is not a gquestion
of an alternative but that both are meant"? (see above).

Friedrich Buchsel in Kittel decides overwhelmingly for the

P. 370.
R. H. Strachan, The Fourth Gospel, p. 521,
O-Do Oit. 9 pp 36‘;‘1"'5 [

——

W
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locative "from above."l John 3:7 might seem to argue for the
chronological meaning, and we are probably right to see both
meanings present with a stronger emphasis on the locative be-

ar
~cause of the clearly locative use of AVu ey by John

elsewhere, viz. 3:31; 19:11, 23.

The kingdom of God is eschatological: "birth from above"
is connected with entrance into this kingdom; therefore "birth
from above" is eschatological. Professor C. H. Dodd writes:
"We must observe that the term 'rebirth" (77d fo ¥El£§ﬂd,)
could be used of that transfiguration which the righteous
should undergo in the Age to Come (Mt. xix.28), when they
should become 'like the angels' (Mk. xii.25), who are 'sons
of God' (Lk. xx.36). It appears that this eschatological
bellef lies behind the doctrine of rebirth in the Fourth
Gospel, since it is there connected with the eschatological
idea of the Kingdom of God. The Evangelist means that the
eschatological hope of ‘rebirth,' or transfiguration, is now
fulfilled, like all other such hopes, for those who believe
in Christ."2 By way of a closer definition of éry_' w ey
VE€Vvaedal , we may quote Principal John Baillie:

"The author's presupposition seems to be that the real moment
of transition to the new order of being is not the moment of
physical death but the moment of spiritual rebirth. When

in this life a2 man comes to know God, a far more radical
change has taken place in his soul than will take place when
he passes from this life with God on earth to the admittedly

much fuller life with God in the world beyond."3
27

&7 ~ =
€ oXE T (.dfzd. Kd} VUV €ori(V . Jesus,

in His conversation with the woman at the well in John 4,

Kittel's Theologisches Worterbuch zum N. T., p. 378.
The First Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospel, p. 17.
And the Life Everlasting, pp. 249-250.

W=




in verses 21 ff. announces an eschatological change in the
place and manner of worshipping the Father. When Jesus szid
"...the hour comes and now is when the true worshippers will
worship the Father in spirit and in truth...." (verse 23), he
was announcing the present realization of the eschatological
brotherhood of true worshippers. The Paraclete, the Spirit

of truth, ceme into the world only as result of Jesus' com-
ing, and the true worshlp of the Father in spirit and truth

is possible only because of the eschatological coming of Jesus
In the flesh. There is truly realized eschatology in the
great brotherhood of true worshippers which exists now snd
came Into existence with the first coming of Jesus (cf.
Chapter V of this thesis). All jejune "axlomatic statement

of historic fact" which H. A. W. Meyer (see pages 38-39 of
Chapter I) sees in this passage, which "represents as present
the future establishment of the Messiah's kingdom," is to-
tally foreign to the meaning and context of these verses.

A New Commandment. Jesus said, "A new commendment I

give unto you that you love one another; as I have loved you,
also love one another" (13:34). The writer of I John 2:8

wrote, "Again a new commendment I write to you, which 1s true
in Him and in you, because the darkness passes away, and the

true light already shines." Rudolf Bultmann has an excellent

comment on these verses: "Thus it becomes clear in what

sense this, € ¥ TOAW is __KdIyW . It is not in
the sense of a newly discovered principle or cultural ideal,
which had been proclaimed in the world by Jesus. The com-
mandment of love is not new because of its relative novelty

in the history of spiritual thought. It is not new 1n this
sense either in view of the 01d Testament nor in regard to
heathen antiquity, in which the demsnd for obliging alturism -

however it may have been motivated - was known long before....
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And 1f the love-commandment be termed "new" at any one point
in history, thus it would be quickly "0ld" just as it 1is
called old in I John 2:7, which is looking back. But the
love-commandment of Jesus is also new even if it ie known of
old, so far as it is the law of the eschatological community,
for which 'new' is not a historical characteristic, but an
intrinsic predicate [}esensprﬁdikai}. The love-commandment,
which 1s grounded in the recelved love of the Revealer, 1is
new as a phenomenon of the new world, which Jesus has intro-
duced; and so in I John 2:8 its newness 1s described as the

newness of the eschatological event .l

It

"Abraham Saw My Day. "Abraham, your father, rejoiced

nma

to see my day, and he saw and was happy" (John 8:56). "The
'day' of Jesus 1s naturally not only the time of His appear-
ance in the merely eschatological sense but 1s at the same
time and above all (a certain double-meaning is intended here)
the eschatologlecal day, the day of the coming of the Son of
Man."2 Abraham here is a symbol of all the promises and

hopes and dreams of the Jews for redemption. The great prom-
1ses of God were often described as the "promises made to
Abrsham." Jesus 1is thus designating his day as the day of the

fulfilment of all the eschatological hopes of the Jews, and

~ -
also of all men. "__aiQ:_gL( \’/0({10 @WMA.L;U
— - — Fd
fecu , ev 4o TW 73 vai - did

it ! e < \ — ~—~ LY
.K.;‘_L_ ({j’ dU‘-T'O\i T(; QJMHM m.@w_ zqgos
.C[Q§AL _c[r"_ _‘rvug_v__“ (II Cor. 1:20).

1 Das Bv. des Joh., pp. 404-5.
2 Bultmann, Rs, 0ps ¢ite, De 247,



Chepter III
Johannine Christology - Johannine Eschatology

Professor D. M. Baillie in his most excellent book, God

Wag in Christ, has a highly interesting paragraph: "Should

we not be content with the Jesus of history, as the way to
God? The eternal God, and the historical Jesus - 1is not this
enough? These are famlliar but persistent and impatient
questions that we now have to face. What does Christien
theology thday say in reply? It will certainly not reply by
denying all that the objector has been urging. It will agree
with many of his pleas, so far as they go. It will grant
that Christology has sometimes demaged Christianity, obscured
the humanity of Christ, and sold the Gospel to Docetism -

and all through an over-simplification of the issues. It may
also point out that these are ‘'old unhappy far-off things,
and battles long ago', long since settled, so far as theology
1s concerned. And then it will try to carry the objector
further by asking him some searching questions, lest he in
his turn shouid be guilty of over-simplification. In short,
when the perplexed objector speaks of tﬁe eternal God and

the historical Jesus, and asks whether this is not enough,
the 1living theology of to-dey will take him on to new ground
by asking him two quéstions in return: Are you sure thatl

you know what you mean by 'God'? And are you sure that you
know what you mean by ‘'history'? A consideration of these
two questions may be the best remedy for that over-simpli-
fication of the issues which makes people content to do
without a Christology...."'l From these two questions dis-

cussed in Doector Baillie's book, we learn that Christology

2 - el s
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is at times a complex, complicated thing because God Himself
is complex and His entry into time in the Incarnation is

per s8¢ not the simple thing we have sometimes tried to make
it. Elsewhere Professor Baillle penetratingly remarks, "It
is not merely a question of who Jesus was: It is a question
of the whole Christian doctrine of God. Nothing can be
plainer than that the great Christological controversies of
the early centuries were fundamentally concerned with the
guestion of the nature and purpose of God. And I believe it
to be true that if we have no Christology, we cannot have a
good theology either, or even, with all our ‘'historical
reconstruction’', a good understanding of the nature and msan-
ing of history."l Thus, precisely because it is difficult
to try to define God and almost equally difficult to define
history, Christology inevitably arises as an aid in our d4dif-
ficulties. Professor Mackintosh similarly observes: "The
apostles...felt that the conception of God had been radically
modified by thelr experience of Jesus; and those who share
that experience in its regenerating power, must like them be
consclous of an irrepressible impulse to search out and con-
strue to intelligence the implicates of Christ's redeeming
influence, and in particular of His personal relationship

to the Father. Not merely, that is, ought Dogmatic to in-
clude a Christology as one of 1ts Integral constituents, but
the task of Christology is prescribed ab initio by the
specifically Christian experience. Slilence on the matter 1s
an avowal that we feel no need of Christ as medlating our

personal possession of God."2

Therefore, Christology is, as it were, demanded by "a

1 OD. Cit-, ppo 42-3'
2 H. R. Mackintosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus

Christ, p. 286.
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good theology" and "the specifically Christian experience"
of God through Christ. Present day theology and Christian
experience deal with a Christ of a transcecendent nature. As
Professor Torrance sagaciously remarked in his lectures on
eschatology, "If Jesus had not veiled His pressent precence
from us and had continued with us as our contemporary, his
historical 1life would have been forgotten, and the cross
would have been only an eplsode and not the central fact of
all history."l Thus the transcendent, invisible, mediating
Christ of Christian theology and experisnce compelled the
Christology of Paul and John aé well as all Christology. As
remarked above, silence on the matter of Christology is an
admission that Christ is dispensable so far as our knowledge
and experience of God are concerned.

With these statements, we face at the outset objections
agalnst Christology, the Johannine as well as other kinds.
Many scholars have attacked the Fourth Gospel bitterly be-
cause of 1its exaggerated Christology. Its plcture of Christ

has often been dismissed as Andacht-Theologile which has no

real critical basis. However, Professor D. M. Baillie is
surely correct when he maintains that the pilcture of Jesus
which faith gives us does not exclude the historical Jesus®
and that only faith can see correctly the Jesus of history.
Regarding the latter contention he says, "And can even His
humanity be worthily studied without the sympathy and insight
of faith? Without this, surely the historical study of such
a subject would be vain. It would not be soundly historical.

The result would he bad history. It would not give us Jesus

as He really was. It would not give us the Jesus of history."?

1 Lectures on eschatology delivered at New College, Univer-
sity of Edinburgh in the fall term, 1951.

Op. cit., p. 57« o, o i

Op. ¢it., pp. 47-8. Cf. also C. H. Dodd's History and
the Gospel.
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Professor Emil Brunner can write, "Faith alone is able to
know rightly the historical reality of Jesus Christ,"l and
Doctor William Manson can refute the modern criticism of
the Synoptic Gospels, which seeks to strip away "an incrus-
tation of dogmatic Christology" by declaring, "There is no

smallest unit of this ESynoptiéJ tradition which is not

instinct with Christologlcal significance.”® Going back

to what I said in the Introduction above about this problem
(pages 8-10), I quote an already twice gquoted sentence from
Doctor James Moffatt: "What is certain...is that the tend-
ency to magnify the person of Jesus Christ, which is the
characteristic feature of the Fourth Gospel, 1s elready
present in the synoptic tradition from the first."? There-
fore Professor Moffatt can go on to say, "When the filial
consciousness of Jesus 1s seen to be prior to the messianic,
the starting-point for the speclal christology of the Fourth
Gospel 1s at once granted.“4 In Chapter II when treating
the Messianic terms of "Son of God," "Messizh" and "Son of
Man," I tried to cite proof that the viewpoint of Professor
Moffatt's latter statement is exactly the viewpoint found in
the Synoptics. Consequently once again, we find that the
Johannine treatment is fundamentally sound and 1n baslic
agreement with the earlier Synoptic tradition. Wherefore we
feel today that the emphasis of a discusslon of Johannine
Christology such as Percy Gardner's® is not as close to
being correct as is William Sanday's6.

Oscar Holtzmann, as well as several other renowned New

Testament scholars, considers the Johannean Christ to be a

Quoted by D. M. Baillie, op. cit., p. 48.

Jesus the Messiah, p. 94.

The Theology of the Gospels, p. 25.

Tbid., D> 176.

The Ephesian Gospel, pp. 291-318.

The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 205-235.
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lofty figure far above and far removed from the ordinary ways
and woes of average human beings.l It may be objected by
such scholars and by others that, even though 1t has its
starting-point in the Synoptic Gospels, the Johannine Chris-
tology 1s exaggerated all out of proportion. For such ob-
jectors it is apropos to quote Professor Baillie's bold words:
"It seems certain that whatever restatement of Christology
may be necessary in the modern world, it will be in the
direction of fuller and ever fuller recognition of both these
[human and divin%] sides of the truth. On the other hand
there will be no abatement, but rather, if it were possible,
an enhancement, of the highest predicates that Christian
faith has ever given to Jesus Christ as God Incarnate....
The church must indeed break out continually into such lyrical
notes to make up for the shortcomings of theological prose,
and no expression can be too high. Nothing can be too high;
and nothing can be too lowly or too human. Nothing can be
too high, if only we save it from Docetic and Monophysite
unreality by treating Hls 1life as in every sense a human life.
A toned down Christology is absurd. It must be all or nothing-
all or nothing on both the divine and the human side."2

I do not provose to enter into a full dress discussion
of John's Christology. I do propose to offer one or two ob-
servations about the Christology of John relative to this
thesles subject. Scholars are always impressed by what we
might call, the pronounced or obvious Christology of John.
It hardly needs to be saild that this does not mean that there
1s not a distinct Christology in the Synoptlcs. However,
the Synoptic Christology, I feel, 1s almost unconscious at

points and often lies imbedded in a word or phrase. There

1 Das Johannesevangelium, pp. 132-3, 136.
2 Do Mo Baillie’ Q_R- Ci't- '] pp- 131"2-
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1s an almost casual quality to the freely assumed divinity of
Christ in the Synoptlcs. On the other hand, the Christology
of the Fourth Gospel is at times almost belabored and even
polemlcal. It comes unhesitatingly to the fore. "The writer
intentlonally selects the person of Jesus Christ as the sub-
Ject-matter of his Gospel. Our Lord's consciousness of His
relation to God, Hls transcendent nature, His willingness to
communicate eternal life, and the 1ssues of the attitude
which men take to His person - these form the real center of
the picture...the representation of Christ diverges from that
of the older Gospels, in so far as the Fourth Gospel repre-
sents His discourse as revolving almost exclusively round His
own person and the revelatlon 1t contains. He is alike the

nl

subject and object of His message. I belleve the best way

to illustrate the preceding statements is to take a look at
2 i

the verb __ € (MU in Moulton and Geden's Concordance 1o

the Greek Testament. We find that there 1s slightly more
2

f

than hglf of a column given to the occurrences of _€ l/Mf

in Matthew, Mark, and Luke. In obvlious contrast we find
almost a whole column given to John alone, and the vast ma-
jority of John's occurrences are personal uses by Jesus !
There 1s nothing more sublime in the Gospels than such pas-
sages as "I am the door of the sheep," "I am the good shep-
herd," "I am the resurrection and the 1life," "I am the way
and the truth and the life," "I am the true vine." There 1is
also nothing more obvious and intentional in Christological
teaching in all the Gospels. The very sound and form of
these statements are peculiar to John, and these deliberate-
ly Christological utterances bespeak the Evangelist's purpose
as a Christian disciple to write an exposition of the meaning

of the revelation of God in Christ. As we have seen above,

l H. R- M&cl{intosh, gR. cit., ppa 95"6-
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Professor Moffatt can describe "the characteristic feature
of the Fourth Gospel"l as "the tendency to magnify the per-
son of Jesus Christ." This pronounced, Johennine emphasis
on Christology has a distinct pertinence for Johannean es-
chatology.

Professor Bultmann says that the realization in John of
eternal life as a pressnt possession is a result of the con-~
ception of Jesus as the EQ’¥QS and the Son, who is and
has life.2 Also Professor Cullmenn sees a "Christological
grounding" in John 3:12 ff. for the doctrine of the re-
birth.? There is truth in what Professors Cullmann and Bult-.
mann say. In a reflective statement such as much of the
Fourth Gospel 1s, 1t 1is often true that what was the conclu-
sion or result of experlience 1s rationally stated and 1s read
back into the experience as the baslis of the whole experlence.
And this is by no means wrong, for what is discovered by
means of the experience is often, in fact, the basis of the
experience all the while. Yet in the actuzl Christian ex-
perience, the experience comes first, and the excogitated ex-
planation and ascriptions to Christ come last. For example,
the disciples left their preoccupations and followed Jesus;
they listened to Him, watched Him, felt moved and led by Him;
at the end they called Him "Son of God." Or, as we saw in
the discussion above of "Son of God," etc., Jesus felt the
_special love of God, experienced a feeling toward God of Son-

ship, and at the climax appropriated to Himself the tradl-

1 Yet another caveat must be inserted here: "We must, how-
ever, avold the serious mistake of contrasting the Fourth
Gospel with the other three, so as to call the latter
history, and the former alone the transcript of Chris-
tian experience and reflection, applied to the historical
facts. The writers of the Synoptic Goepels were wor-
shippers of Christ before they became His bioaraphers
(R. H. Strachan, The Fourth Evangelist, p. 22

2 Theologlisches WBrtarb Ze Na I De O7ks

3 Theologlsche Zeitschrift, Heft 5, Sept.-Okt., 1948, p. 365.
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tional, Messianic titles. Professor G. S. Duncan in his ex-

cellent book, Jesus, Son of Man, makes the stimulating ob-

servation that Jesus was lnterested in men's accepting what
He dld for them in the name of God before they prgceeded to
call Him by certsin names or to ascribe to Him certain titles.l
Although we see 1n John this reflective rearrangement
of conclusion and iInductive experience, it is not to be said
that there are no examples in John of experience followed by
climactic confession. Nathanael called Jesus "Son of God"
and "king of Israel" after Jesus had seen Nathanael afar and
had shown astute insight into Nathanael's character. The
woman at the well named Him "the Christ" because Jesus "told
her all things which she had done." Thomas called out, "My
Lord and my God," after Jesus had invited his inspection of
the nail-wounds. bhristology might be defined as the theo-
logical statement of the experlience of God in Christ. Johannes
Weiss maintains, perhaps rightly, that "every Christology
which starte from the preexistent, heavenly Christ, runs the
risk" of the Docetic heresy,2 but his complaint is not justi-
fied in the case of the Fourth Gospel. Johannine Christology
is firmly rooted in Christian experience. True Christology
does not "start from the preexistsnt, heavenly Christ"; it
starts from a personal encounter with the glorified Christ,
who, according to the Gospel records, was once incarnate
upon earth. Thus Hoskyns can write, "The mainspring of Jo-
hannine Christology is not eschatology, but epiphany.“3
Now, in addition to the observation that John's Christo-

logy rests upon the epiphany, we must observe another fact:

John's eschatology 1s, in a sense, a consequence of John's

1. Pps 101; 120-3; 243=4.
2 The History of Primitive Christianity, Vol. II, p. 76l.
3 The Fourth Gospel, p. 123.
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Christology. It has been a growing persuaslion of mine through-
out this research that the eschatology of the Fourth Gospel
rests upon the distinctive Christology of this Gospel. In
fact Professor T. F. Torrance can speak in a general sense

o

in his lsctures on eschatology and Say, Eschatology is pro-
longed Christology."l Another way of stating it is in the
striking words of Professor William Manson, "It was not a

case of an ardent Messianic hope lsading men to believe in

Jesus but of an ardent falth in Jesus leading them 1o believe

in the Messilanic hope."?2 As there is a systematic progres-

sion from the personal experience of Jesus to a considered
Christology, so there 1s a similar progression from such a
Christology to a real eschatology.

Vhen John writes of the pre-existent Word, who became
Jesus Christ, there 1s definitely implicit in those state-
ments the idea that the Word will also be in the end. Hermann
Sasse says, "Also in the New Testament, eternity is thought
of as a counter-1dea to world-time, which is limited by
creation and the end. Therefore, statements about the

eternal being and action of God are made in the form of "pre-"

[ ] . L J ’
and "post-" (compare Iy;a_g‘ and gm0 TwV _AlWwVwly
— s
I Cor. 237; Col. 1:26; Zph. 3:9; Zrpd _&d7d/Fedng KoCuou
John 17:24; Eph. 1:4; I Pet. 1:20). In this context belongs
elso the teaching of the pre-existent Christ."? One gathers
from these statemente that because God 1s eternal, He is

' and post=". It

both before and after the world, both "pre-'
follaws, then, that whatever was "pre-world" is eternal and
therefore will be "post-world." Whatever was divine or in-

finite enough to be in the beginning - and nothing could be

1 These lectures were delivered in the fall term, 1951, at
New College, University of Edinburgh.

2 Jesus the Messiah, p. 150.

3 Theol. Wort. z. N. T., p. 202.

Y
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in the beginning except the infinite - 1s divine enough to
be in the end. The pre-exlstence of Christ is really no
problem, as Sasse shows above. It belongs naturally to the
deity of Christ. If God was in Christ, if God acted in
Christ, then Christ was of God, was God, and was in the be-

ginning. If He was in the beginning, He will most assuredly

7 P
be in the end. Therefore, we may paraphrase: € v. o0 X ﬁ
e

2y & Noyos WoTe crcodul ey Tedel -

Reference must be made here to pages 111-112 above where
it 1s noted that in the passages, John 3:35-6; 5:20-1, 22-3,
the eschatological meaning and acts of Jesus are drawn into
strong connection with the Christological teaching of the
Sonship of Jesus. John 5:27 boldly states, "And He gave Him
ETesusa authority to make Jjudgement, because He EIesuEa is
the Son of Man." This 1s a striking example of the depend-
ence of eschatology upon Christology. It was because men
had become first convinced of the transcendent personality
of Jesus that they later became convinced of His eschatologi-
cal activity of making judgement.

In John 6:62 Jesus asks, "What if you see the Son of
Man ascending where He was before?" In 17:11 He said,
"And no more am I in the world...I come to You El. €., the
Fatheﬁ],“ and He declared in 17:13, "But now I come to
You.,..." Jesus told His disciples, "...where I depart, you
are not able to come...." (13:33). "...I know whence I

have come and where I depart....” (8:14). "...I depart,

and you will seek me...." (8:21). From these and related
passages (3:13, 31; T:34, 36; 8:42) we get the impression of
an overwhelming figure who 1s from above and who 1s able to
return to the Father above and to the pre-world glory.

Jesus 1s a sort of spiritual colossus with one foot on earth

and the other in eternity. Such a figure 1is naturally above
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time. In the Incarnation, Jesus lived in time yet he was
above time; he was of eternity. It i1s almost irreverent to
ask 1f such a One has any relation to the end. It follows
as a matter-of-course that He who departs to the Father and
the Father's glory (17:5) will come again "in the glory of
His Father with His angels" (Matt. 16:27).

Jesus cried, "If anyone wante to do His will, he will
know about thls teaching whether it is of God or whether I
speak of myself." (7:17). Professor Scott rightly observes
that there 1s an ethical basis to the knowledge of God in
John's Gospel.1 Because of the omission of the ethical
teachings of Jesus from the Fourth Gospel, some critics have
argued that the Fourth Evangelist manifestly knew nothing of
the ethical message of Christ. Surely it is much closer to
the truth to assume that the Evangelist knew Jesus' ethical
teaching and omitted the same from his Gospel, because he
assumed that his readers knew it gquite well. At such points
as the baptism of Jesus and the imprisonment of John, the
Evangelist obviously assumes his readers' knowledge of the
Synoptic tradition. Now Professor Bultmenn rightly points
out in his essay on Johannine eschatology2 that Jesus 1s
not a mere hierophant or a teacher who brings "gnosis as
communication from something" and that men do not apply to

Jesus for knowledge, but they go to Him. Afterwards Jesus

does not become dispensable, when one "knows" what He teaches.
These are words to be laid to heart. When Jesus calls Him-
self the Way, the Truth, and the Life and says "...no one
comes to the Father except through me" (14:6), is He not

saying that His ethic is not to be separated from Himself as

a desideratum? 1In fact, is He not saying that His ethic 1is,

1 E. F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel, p. 275.
2 R. Bultmsnn, Die Eschatologie des Johannes-Evangelium, D.
141,
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as it were, an Incomplete ethlc, which can be completed only
in personal discipleshlp with Himself? Professor Manson puts
it excellently: "The principle which binde us...to Jesus
Christ as personal spirit revealing God may be expressed

thus, that he who has saild so much to us about our life must

needs say more. He who by his moral disclosures has taken

us so far into the knowledge of God must take us all the
rest of the way....What Jesus has sald to us about ourselves

and about God is so drastic and unanswerable as revelation

that it leaves us walting upon him for the next word, indeed

for everything that we shall henceforth know of God."l Now if

it is true that not only our ethical knowledge but also our
knowledge of God depends on Jesus, then it necessarily follows
2
that all our knowledge of God's _ €T XATOV depends on
Y

Jesus. "We are not so much concerned with the _€ O XAToV

as with the é-’cr‘&d.TOé ."2  The Christ of Johammine
Cristology is the Christ who 1s indispensable to His dls-
ciples, who abides with them in closest fellowship. We have
no rule-book, but a living fellowship with Christ, as a
gulde for our daily lives, and similarly we have no apoca-
lyptic timetable, but an ever unfolding communion with the
__é_:(__O"X&TOS Himself as the source of our knowledge about

27
the coming _€O0~XATOV . Just as He must lead us from day

to day, so must He lead us in our ultimate experience of

g
the _ €0 XKdToVy . He is truly the Way - really the only

Way. He, who has lead us thus far on the way, will lead us
the rest of the way into all knowledge of the full Truth
and the perfect Life, because He Himself is the Way, the
Truth, and the Life. "He who has sald so much to us about

our life must needs say more."

1 William Manson, Jesus the Messish, p. 154.
2 T. F. Torrance in his lectures on eschatology at New
College, Unilversity of Edinburgh, fall term, 1951.




Agalin and agaln Jesus in John declares that God works
and acts through the Son: the Son does nothing of Himself
but does whatever te sses the Father doing (5:19); the Son
did not come forth from Himself, but the One who sent the
Son is true (7:28; 8:42); the Son does not speak from Himszlf
but speaks whatever the Father commands (12:49). The fZvange-
list identifies the Antichrist himself as the one who denies
that Jesus has come in the flesh (II John 7). As we saw
from the Introduction above, the Fourth Evangellist is con-
cerned in his Gospel to interpret the history of Jesus of
Nazareth in a more satisfying theological fashion, but he
will not do this at the expense of "throwing the Jesus of
history to the winds." Indeed, one of the foremost burdens
of this Gospel 1s to present Jesus, the Man, as well as Jesus,

N 2] ¢
God. This book, which 1s the ﬂygséﬂﬂ[ggu eg¢¥¥§&gu ’

is, with all its doppeldeutige Ausdriucke and theologilzing,

abounding with minute geographical data and temporeal and
calendar notations.lt By its human touches and prosalc mi-
nutiae this Gospel takes us back to the pregnant facts of the
life of Christ. When the major-domo of the wedding bangquet
at Cana remarks to the bridegroom that the good wine has been
kept to the last, we too are guests at the banquet, and we
are prlvy to the secret. As Nicodemus goes to Jesus during
the night, we cen see the dark streets and the long, shadowy
robes of the nocturnsl caller from the Sanhedrin. We can
feel the cold, winter winds as we walk with Jesus in Solomon's
porch at the Feast of Dedicatlon. Yes, the real Incarmation
1s safe in the hands of this Evangelist. "And the Word be-
came flesh and tented among us" at the wedding feast of Cana
and in Solomon's porch.

If it is really true that God Himself came into time and

1l See Henry Scott-Holland's, The Fourth Gospel, pp. 53 ff.
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into human existence in bodlly form in the Incarnation, then
the genulne Christology of the New Testament has tremendous
meaning for the eschatology of the New Testament. Here I
refer to the above discussion, "eternal life," which contains
a brief treatment of Professor Emil Brunner's article, "The
Christian Understanding of Time."l I should like to quote
again from thie article: "Since God Himself has come into
time, He has united time with His own Eternity. God has,

so to speak, pledged Himself to time inasmuch as He has

pledged Himself to temporal man. The Incarnation of the

eternal Son of God means also His Intemporation. 'When the

fulness of time came, God sent forth His Son.' In Jesus
Christ God has tied together the time-process and His eter-
nal Kingdom. With a slight change in the words we might
meke use of the well-known saying of Irenaeus: 'God has
become temporal that temporal man might become eternal,’
When we say that Eternity is the end or the goal, that 1is
not a negation of time, but merely the negation of 1its

2 fThis is galvanizing! The Incernatlon is the

negations."
pledge of God! It is God's guarantee of the worth of men's
personality and of the valldity of the time-process. God's
Intemporation 1s His pledge that time will be redeemed, ful-
filled. The Incarnation is the basis of eschatology. "An
eschatology which is not rooted in the real facts of the
incarnation of the Son of God, Hls passion, death, and resur-
rection, is poised in mid-air."> Since God has once honored
time and human existence with His bodily presence, He can

never forsake time and human existence but will fulfill them.

In short, the Incarnation is an eschatological promise that

1 The Scottish Journal of Theology, Vol. 4, 1951, pp. 1l-12.
2 P. @,
3 Alf Corell, Consummatum Est, p. 252.
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the whole purpose of creation will be triumphantly fulfilled.
"Wherefore also creation herself will be freed from the bond-
age of decay into the freedom of the glory of the children
of God. For we know that all creatlon groans and suffers
together with us until the present moment" (Rom. 8:21-2).
Doctor C. R. Bowen has an important passage which is pertinent
here: "Let us put it in Hegelian terms. Eschatology is the
ultimate synthesis which shall resolve. the antinomy of the
thesis that God made all things good and man in his own 1lmage
with the antitheslis that there is not one righteous, no not
one, and the whole world groaneth and travallleth together
in pain. It is the Doch to Creation's Ja and Sin's Nein....
That is what eschatology really means. Wwhat woul@ religion
be without i1t? It is the undefeatable conviction that in
the end God, and not the devil,'shall rule, that all the age-
long course of sin and sheme shall end in purity and peace,
that what creation made implicit shall become explicit, that
the universe is at heart good and from 1t evil as a foreign
intruder shall ultimately be expelled."t

If our Christology gives us a real Incarnation, and not
a Docetic counterfeit, we have combined in the Incafnation
the glow of the divine and the tang of the human. _Brunner
says above that in the Incarnation "God has tied together
the time-process and His eternal Kingdom." This is true,
if the divine really became flesh. The human, the temporal
could only be raised to the level of the divine by the
divine's condescension to the human. In John we have an un-
mistakable emphasis upon both the divine and the human. The
fully human Jesus is theret He is at the marriage of Cana;

He is tired at the well; He 1s 1in dispute with Hls earthly

1 Studies in the New Testament, ed. R. J. Hutcheon, pp. 85-6.
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brothers; He is in Pilate's judgement hall. On the other
hand, as 1s well known, the divine, eternal Christ 1s there.
Nowhere else do we have such full limning of the pre-existent
Christ. If, to use Brunner's word, the Incarnation is really

to be God's Intemporation, it must be no less than the eter-

nal Son who 1s incarnated. We find this very fact stressed
most clearly in John. Thus 1f we have a sound Incarnation,
a sound Christology, we have a sound eschatology, for true
eschatology 1is rooted in time, in history and yet its postu-
lates are beyond time. Just so must the true Incarnation be
rooted in time but also be from beyond time.

Professor Oscar Cullmann's emphasis in Christus und die

Zeit comes to one's miﬁd at this juncture. Professor Cull-~
mann stresses repeatedly that the eschatological impetus of
the New Testament writers and disciples comes from the

cross not from the future. The Apostles face backward, as
it were, to Calvary, and then they face forward to the ex-
pected Parousis. It was what had happened on the cross

and in the tomb that convinced the New Testament Christians
that ‘they were living in God's great Messianic hour and that
they were contemporaries of God's E”Q_:Kel TOV ; 1t was
not any apocalyptic vislon or dream that gave them this con-
viction. All that I have been trying to say about Christology
and the Incarnation and eschatology accords very nicely with
Doctor Cullmenn's thesis. Men looked and still look forward
confidently because they first looked and look back believ~
ingly to Him whom they know to be Immanuel, "God with us."

By way of summary to this short chapter, I may make
reference to the ldea underlying this thesis and, indeed, all
New Testament eschatology, viz., in Jesus Christ men are con-
fronted by God's ultimate, final revelation. Jesus sald to

Philip, "He who has seen me has seen the Father" (14:9). The



195

preceding verse from John 14 states this summarily. God's

3 20
ECXdTOVY has become gmx.g;ms in the flesh

and has dwelt among us. Any weakening of this high, genuine

Christology 1ls at once a weakening of eschatology. Only He
whe has been in the bosom of the Father can adequately declare
Him to us. Only He who 1s from before the foundation of

the world, will be with us in the Father's house in the con-
summation. Only He who 1s "Alpha" can be "Omega." Only

such a One can set our faces toward the future and say, "Let
not your heart be troubled; you believe In God, belleve also

in Me."



Chapter IV
Reallzable and Unrealizable Eschatology

The title of this chapter may well remind the reader
that some commentators (Holtzmann, Bauer, Bernard, Macgregor)
in Chapter I above were consclous of antithetical or para-
doxical elements in John. They noted a double emphasis in
John, viz. an emphasls on present judgement, present 1life
and present resurrection and an emphasis on future judge-
ment, life and resurrection. In the discussion of J. H.
Bernard's commentary above, I pointed out a contrast between
Bernard and Walter Bauer. Bernard is quite conscious of the
two elements in John and is fully persuaded that both are
necessary and compatible. Bauer 1s equally persuaded that
the dlisparate elements are incompatlible and that the older,
future element must be dismissed. In Macgregor we find the
final dlvorce of the two elements and a total rejection of
the futural emphasis. I have become personally convinced
that Bernard and others of similar views are much closer to
the truth than are those of the other school.

Repeatedly in the preceding pages i have pointed out
the tremendous impact of John's conception of the Gegen-

wartigkeit of eternal life and final judgement. Such state-

27

ments as EQKETbI _:J_F_ﬂ_ _gj:_;_ f‘”y -2-'-0-1'([ (4:23 and

5:25) simply leave no room for doubt; in a genulne sense

LY}
the _C O-XdTOV is upon men. The kingdom of God has

come - not fully and completely, but it has come! As Pro-
fessor Howard strikingly says, "The powers of the age to come
are already on the ground as an army of occupation."l The

wonders and miracles of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel are

1 W. F. Howard, Christlanity According to St. John. p. 117.
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n’n/&_ é-—‘!d of the inbreaking kingdom. Now the
problem is how does this galvenizing fact comport with a
clear expectation of a future Parousia? This is the rroblem
of this chapter. Thus far in the thesis I have given little
attention to the Parousia. I must now turn to an examina-
tion of this concept.

For the followlng convenient analysis I am endebted to

T. F. Glasson's book.l

!
Lw bk 0"{,0 QU & (A means in normal

' and these are the meanings

Greek "arrival," or "presence,'
when it 1is found in the ILXX. 2. In pagen, religious circles
it came to have a technical use and referred to a theophany
or a divine act of healing. 3. There was another wide-
spread, technical use of this term; it referred to the visit
of a king or a ruler. Next let us notice some viewpoints re-
garding the Parousia.

The influence of Albert Schweltzer in eschatology has

been long known. "Thoroughgoing or consistent eschatology"

(konsequente Zschatologie) has performed the services of a

gadfly for modern eschatological thinking. However, from

such recent works as The New Testament Doctrine of the 'Last

Things' by H. A. Guy, one gets the impression that "consistent

eschatology" is today most often mentioned only to be de-

clsively disagreed with. In fact one leading Neutestamentler

recently roundly said that the exegetically execiting Quest

of the Historical Jesus, "which is so valuable for historical

theology...was really written in vain" becazuse of the mis-
taken theology in which "consistent eschatology" has today

issued.® The views of this school of thought are too commonly

1 The Second Advent, pp. 176-T.
2 Oscar Cullmann, 'Das wahre durch die ausgebliebene Parusie

gestellte neutestamentliche Froblem," Theologische Zeit-
schrift, Heft 3, Mai-Juni, 1947, p. 19l.

—————
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known to require much explanation here. According to
Schwelitzer, Jesus counted only on the apocalyptic, cata-
clysmic bringing in of the kingdom of God. Jesus preached
only an "interim-ethic" and did not expect the disciples
to return from thelr great preaching tour of Matt. 10 before
the end of the world. When the Parousia did not occur, Jesus
went to Jerusalem to incur death and thereby to force the
coming of the kingdom. After Calvary the Parousia still
did not occur, and the Church has had to readjust her think-
ing about this event. As is readily patent, "consistent
eschatology" makes much out of the fact that the Parousis has
not taken place. For a recent exposition of the views of
this group, I turn to a recent article by one of the spokes-
men of this school.

The spokesmann is Professor Fritz Burl and the article

is "Das Problem der ausgebliebenen Parusie."l on page 105

Professor Burl claims Rudolf Bultmann's de-mythologizing
theology as a "dogmatic consequence(;; the history-of-dogmas=
principlé)of the 'progressive de-eschatologlzing' as it has
already been formulated by Albert Schweitzer in his Quest

of the Historilcal JesuS...." Buri also refers to Martin

Werner's massive tome Die Entstehung des christlichen Dogmas

in which Werner attempts to apply to the whole history of
the thought and dogma of the Christian Church Schweitzer's
interpretation of eschatology and emphasis upon the delay
of the Parousia. Doctor Buri maintains that a satisfactory

solution of the problem der ausgebliebenen Parusie can be

reached only "by a combination of 'this Bultmannian de-

mythologizing with the M. Wernerlan de-eschatologizing.'"2

Thus eschatologist Buri proposes to reinterpret "existentially"

1 Vox Theologzica, 18 e Jaar, Nr. 4, April, 1948.
g B,oios)
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the primitive Christian mythology of the Parousia. This

means that there 1s really no such thing as Heilsgeschichte

in the normel sense and that the expectation of the Parousia
is an "expression of a definite self-understanding by man of

humen existence."t

This "self-understanding of human exist-
ence" involves seeing things as they are and feeling un-
satisfled with what one sees. Thus man is to feel always
unsettled and dissatisfied in human existence. According to
Buri and his fellows, "...all eschatology with its dual-
istic apvosition of the o0ld and the new aeons is an expres-
sion of the knowledge of man who 1s awakened to reflect

upon himself, that, because of his very nature, he is not
able to live in undisturbed harmony with the world and with
himeself."2 The Parousia is a symbol of man's discontent
with the status quo and of his sensing of a deeper meaning in
history. Burl now points out that, in the primitive Chris-
tian eschatology, this discontent with human existence
"completes itself in the frustration of the Parousia expec-
tation in the factual delay of the Parousia."? This word,
“frustration," is an important word for Professor Buri's
philosophy. Briefly stated, this frustration arises because
although "...the New Testament statements about the end
have been refuted as a mistake by actual, ongoing history"4
this continuing history fails to bring about amelioratlion of
man's basic and spiritual problems. Therefore, man must
recognize that the Parousia is only a symbol, but he cannot
cease to disapprove of existence and to draw history into

critical judgement. He must accept the riddle of an unsatis-

factory existence and live in tension and qulet frustration.

1l - loecs eit.

2 Ptk

5= baey eit, iy 2
4 Not und Verheissung der religidsen Lage der Gegenvart,

Schweizerische theologische Umschau, April, 1951, p. 47.
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"In the historical problem of the primitive Christisn escha~-
tology real existence recognizes its own basic problem,
which 1s the fact that real existence for the sake of its
meaning [;. €., of real existenc%], must question existence
as it is, and yet real existence 1s dependent on this actual
exlstence, so that it can complete itself finally only in
the readiness to endure frustration for the sake of loyalty
to the recognized meaning |of lifé]."l There 1s a meaning
of life as it ought to be, which is not fulfilled by on-
flowing time; hence there 1s frustration. Buri would give
up the symbol of the Parousia, in so far as serious use in

a Hellsgeschichte is concerned, and retains 1t only because

of "ite peculiar power as a symbol in the historical spir-
itual tradition,"? but he would find important meaning for
and understanding of existence in this s_'yfm‘ool.-j This mean-
ing is quiet frustration and helpless acceptance of the
riddle of life snd existence, which steadily refuse to pro-
duce the sighed-for fulfillment, which the higher meaning
of 1ife demands.4 Herr Buri finds united in the idea of
the delayed Parousia both an "unavoidable renunciation of
an illusionary redemptive history [%eilsgeschichté] and a
definite meaning of human existence reaching out beyond all
human existence possibilities....“5 According to Buri,
Professor Rudolf Bultmann has interpreted in his commentary
on John's Gospel, the primitive Christian mythology (of the
Parousia) as "an expression of a definite self-understanding

of human existence."®

Vox Theologica, p. 125.

Ibid., P« 121

Schwelzerische theol. Umschau, p. 48.

Ibid., pp. 46-8.

Vox Theologica, p. 125. ;

Ibid., p. 121. See my discussion of Bultmann's commen-

tary in Chapter I above.

NI o
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There are several thought-provoking observations above.
Yet there are some fatal inadequacies. There is an excellent-
ly written rebuttal to Professor Buri's article. The re-

buttal is fittingly entitled, "Das wahre durch die ausge-

bliebene Parusie gestellte neutestamentliche Problem," and
1

is written by Professor Oscar Cullmann. Professor Cullmann
flatly answers Doctor Burl that the real problem of the de-
layed Parousia 1s not what to do with this obviously mis-

taken unchristlicher idea, but "that in spite of this delay,

which was perceived and sensed by the first Christians, the

specifically primitive Christlan hope was not shaken" and
"that here no de-eschatologizing came in, that, on the con-
trary, the original and for the whole New Testament, in
distinction from Jewish apocalyptic, characteristic redemp-

tion~scheme, according to which the fulfillment has already

become reality but the completion is still future, remained

remarkably undisturbed."@ Doctor Cullmann makes a powerfull
point when he notes that "Also the Evangelists could, at
the time of the writing of their books, ascertalin that the
end had not come, and nevertheless they do not hesltate to
hend down words of Jesus which promise the coming of the
kingdom of God in the time of Jesus' generation (Mark 9:1;
13:30; Matt. 19:23)."7 Buri's above statement that ongoing
world history has refuted the New Testament promise about
the end needs revising in the light of Cullmann's preceding
observation. Refutation of the particular time schedule of
Mark 9 and 13 and Matthew 10 is one (unimportant) thing, but
refutation of "the New Testament statements about the end"

is another matter. Neutestamentler Cullmann further says

1 Theologische Zeitschrift, Heft 3, Mai-Juni, 1947, pp.
177-191.

2Pl .

Z. P..178.
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that "the expectation of the near Parousia, which is indesd
certainly characteristic for the New Testament, is not the
central thing in New Testament hope. This is true because,
in the entire New Testament, and indesd already with Jesus
Himself, from the beginning on, the expectation of  the near
Parousia 1is not the primary thing, but, on the contrary, the

result of belief in that, which has already happened and

continues to happen in the New Testament present...."l

This is a telling blow against the "consistent eschatolo-
gists." In reality their whole argument proceeds on the
assumptlion that the expectation of a future Parousis was the
key idea of New Testament thought and theology. Doctor
Cullmenn's arguments in his article and in hislbook, Christus

und dile Zeit, go a long way to prove that this was not the

case. We shall examine Cullmann's treatment of this point
agaln below.

It is, of course, obvious in this discussion that there
is a radical difference between Burli and Cullmann in that

the latter soundly accepts the New Testament Heilsgeschicate

as an integral part of the Christian faith and the former
roundly rejects it. I think Professor Cullmann is un-
questionably right on this point., On the basis of Burl's

rejection of the New Testament Hellsgeschichte, again Pro-

fessor Cullmann levels a scathing attack against the Schwelitzer-
eschatologists and questions whether they have right to the .
title, "Christian." "May F. Buri's existential-philosophi-

cal interpretation be given out as Christlan, although that

interpretation, which is visible in the whole New Testament,

1s grounded in a way which is not only different from F.

Buri's existential philosophy but is diametically opposed to

x Toe. oit.

—
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it, since the New Testament intervretation is grounded not

in the senselessness of the Hellspeschichte, but in the

highest fulfillment of the sense of this Heilsgeschichte,

and, in the opinion of the New Testament writers, stands or

falls with this Heilsgeschichte?"l GCullmenn presses the

devastating attack. He points out that a Buddhist or a
Mohammedan who denies the centfal teachings of Buddhism or
of the Koran 1s really no longer to be called a Buddhist
or a Mohammedan. Since Professor Buri and hls collesagues
deem the Parousila-expectation the key to New Testament
theology and summarily declare this key 1idea to be false,
it is to be seriously asked 1f they should carry the name,
"Christian."? Cullmann rightly objects that Buri is attemp-
ting "to hang a Christian mantel" around a philosophical use
of what is considered a fundamental error of the New Testa-
ment.? There is really little need to bother to come to
the New Testament to find a basis for such an unchristian,
unbiblical philosophy.

I feel that the error of humanism is to be charged to

this school. On page 125 of Vox Theologica Burl quotes M.

Werner who is talking of man's "fighting through" his struggle
about human existence. There are other such examples in the
twe articles of Buri, which are treated above. The whole
rationale is anthropocentric rather than theocentric. It

i1s man's struggle for man's understanding of human existence.
I have a strong feeling that Doctor Buri is not willing to

accept the New Testament Heilsgeschichte partly because he

is simply not willing to depend trustingly upon the leader-
ship of God. He wants to reinterpret the Parousla existen-

tially because he wants to take the Parousia out of God's

£ B. 190,
2 Po 189o
3= loes. oit.
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hands and place 1t within the domain of human intellectual
theories and excogitations. He will not wait upon the lord.
Yet, ironlcally enough, 1in attempting to force the truth of
the primitive Christian Parousia into existential moulds,
Professor Burl becomes vague instead of distinct and pal-
pable. He deplores the despalir that results from accept-
ance of the Christian Parousia-hope and yet offers men noth-
ing but "frustration for the sake of the meaning of real
existence"! I was fortunate enough to live for several
months in Professor Buri's interesting home in Basel, and

I thank him sincerely for hls kind help. I had frequent

conversations with him about konsequente Eschatologie. I
repeatedly had the impression that, after all their vehe-
ment deploring of the inadequacy and meaninglessness of

Heilsgeschichte and the Parousia-hope, this school had a

singularly inadequate and unsatisfying solutlon to offer.

If I am not being too harsh, in my opinion Professor Burl re-
duced the Christian religion to a philosophy; God to an in-
tellectual concept; history to a meaningless, hopeless
succession; and the Sermon on the Mount to a "reverence for
1life." On one ocecasion I asked him what specific hope the
"econsistent eschatologists" had to offer this extremely
troubled and perplexed world today, and, with a shrug of the
shoulders, he said, "Oh, just the inexhaustible power of
God." Such regrettable ambiguity is all the more unbecoming
in those who clamor for realistic, comprehensible theology .
It is also to be noted that Buri does not make the most of
the good points he has. The truth In his interpretation is
wasted because there is no satisfactory point of orientation
and fulfillment for the "meaning of human existence which,
in frustration about the delayed Parousia, reaches out be-
yond all possibilities of human existence." He lacks this

satisfying fulfillment because his emphasis is more upon
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man and Welt-Geschichte than upon God and Heilsgeschichte.

I have devoted this much space to the above discusesion
because (1) it shows us the danger of taking the Parousia

out of 1ts rightful context, viz., the New Testament, (2)

1@ shows us the present-day position of konseguente Escha-
tologie, (%) 1t glves us some helpful provocations in our
attempt to understand the Johannine Parousia, and (4) it
shows us that John's Gospel does not mark a stage in the
process of de-eschatologizing of the primitive theology,
which 1s falsely alleged to have been at work in the New
Testament.

Now, I turn to Professor Cullmann's contribution. I
shall be brief, because reference can here be made to page
194 above and to the lmmediately preceding pages where Doc-
tor Cullmenn's ideas are discussed very briefly. As is in-
timated above, Cullmann's monumental contribution is his
striking emphasls upon the true position of eschatology in
the early Church. It 1s helpful here to reproduce escha-
tologist Cullmann's interesting diagram.l He illustrates
the Jewish and Christien conceptlons of time and the im-

portant time divislions.

Judaism: < L Thegiiddle S
1. Before ' 2. Between creationql 3. After the
creation and the Parousla
Parousiea
Christianity: < 1 Theyiiddle | S
1> Before ! 2. Between ®Yeationl 3. After the
creation and the Parousia
Parousia

The great difference between the two diagrams 1s the posi-

tion of the middle point of time. For the Jews this is still

1 Christus und die Zeit, p. T7l.
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future. For Christians it 1is in the past; 1t is identical
with Calvary and Easter: "The chronologically new thing,

which Christ brought for the belief of primitive Christiani-

ty, 1s that for the belleving Christian the middle lies since

Easter no more in the future."l With the dliagram above, it

is understandable that the third period was considered to
extend somewhat into that part of the second period which
follows the middle, which is Calvary. Men felt they were

already past the Parousia into the third period. The Holy
- / 2
'

Spirit was spoken of as an dsg‘gd.ﬁmz and anm.

Therefore Professor Cullmann wrote: "He [ihe Spiri@] is a
pisce of the future"?; "There is more than an omen; the
Spirit is already a piece of realization."> Certainly a new
age began with the middle in period 2 and 4id not wait for
the beginning of period 3. Men have eternal 1life now, and
judgement is operative already in this age. To 1llustrate
the esarly Christians' deep conviction of the radical im-
portance of Calvary and Easter as the decisive middle, the
verehrter Professor uses his famous illustration of the de-

cisive military battle: "...the decisive battle of a war

can be already fought in a relatively early phase of the war,

and still the war may go on much longer. Although the de-

cisive results of this battle are perhaps not known to all,
it still means the victory. However, the war must be carried
on for an indefinite time until 'Victory Day.'“4 This New
Testament falth is a valid faith for us today because 1t
rests upon the indefeasible proof of God's action for man in

the Incarnation, Crucifixion and Resurrection. Because of

Ibid., p. 70.

"Eschatglogie und Mission im Neuen Testament," Evangeli-
sches Mission-Magazin, Heft 85, 1941, p. 100.

Ibid.

P‘ 730

£ n -
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this exuberant falth the Parousia appeared in the New Testa-
ment closer than 1t really was. But this is no matter for
concern: The important point is that this hope, mistaken
though it was in point of time, was not at all mistaken in
its object because 1t rested upon the concrete, overwhelm-
ing eschatological acts of God in Jesus for the salvation of
meni It 1s an equall& Important point that this object or
basis of the early Christlan hope is supremely valid for us
today. We look forward because we first look backward and
inward.

There is hence no conflict between the present certain-
ty and the future expectancy. Doctor Cullmann sees no con-
flict between the present judgement (3:18) and the future
judgement (5:28 and 12:48) of John. "Whoever thinks that
here there 1s a contradictlon and that, therefore, the de-
cldedly eschatologilcal verses (there are others) must be
simply cut out of John's Gospel - incidentally a scientifi-
cally highly questionable, arbitrary solution - has, to be
sure,not grasped the inner substance of the whole New Testa-
ment time-thinking, which 1s characterized by orientation
on the new center of time. Indeed, John's Gospel stresses
more strongly than the other New Testament writings the
decision, which has already fallen, and the Judgement, which
has already taken place, in belief or disbelief on Christ's
completed work. But the hope of a last judgement 1s only
grounded more strongly through belief in thils decision,
whlch has already fallen. Thus I John crzs out especially
urgently to its readers: 'Little children, it 1s last hour!’

J
_iigﬂrlaf (I Jonn 2:18). Exactly because he can

speak in the present, therefore - indeed therefore all the
Y

more - can he also use the expression _€ 0-XA7og , which

implies nhope in the future. The way into the future first
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became visible after the brilliant middle point illuminated

with 1ts blinding light the previously dark line in both

directions."L

T. F. Glasson in The Second Advent has a very interest-

ing suggestion. He argues that Jesus never taught anything
about His Parousia.® Jesus taught that the kingdom was
present and future: present in Him and yet still to come.3
Jesus also felt that His death would have far-reaching re-
sults for the coming of the kingdom.4 Doctor Glasson feels
thaet the Parousla sayings are due to the Evangelists and to
the Church. This came about because the early Church applied
to Jesus 0ld Testament passages about God.? "Many passages
of the 0. T., especially those connected with the Day of the
lord, declare that at some future time Jahveh will descend
in glory from heaven to destroy His enemies or to Jjudge the
world; this Adveht is in some cases preceded by tribulation

"6 wag hinted earlier,

and followed by the Lord's reign.
the 0. T. Theophanies were connected, not only with judge-
ment, but also with the eternal reign of God. Further, the
early Christians, in searching the scriptures, would find
descriptions of the Messiah reigning in peace and prosperity.
These appeared to be as yet unfulfilled, and the doctrine of
the Second Advent made it possible to connect them with that
event; those prophecies which still awaited fulfilment would
be accomplished at the Parousia and after."T Also the doc-

trine of the Second Advent made it possible to answer ef-

fectively those who disparaged Jesus as the Messlah because

l P' 770

2 Pp. 96, 105, 155, 168, 171; chapters 6-1l.
3 Pp. 109-110.

4 Pp. 110-112.

5 Pp. 158-9.

g P. 162.

P 202,
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of His lowly and unprepossessing life.1

Mr. Glasson thinks that the Parousia idea arose early
in the primitivé Church but did not stem from Jesus Himself.
The 014 Testament parallels to the Parousia passages of the
New Testament are striking. However, Glasson's answer to
those, who would trace such a widely spread doctrine as the
Parousia in the early Church directly back to Jesus, is not
wholly convincing. His answer 1s that "there is no good
evidence that thls belief was held immediately aftsr the
Resurrection."? He also answers that during the 20 years
elapsing until we do find the belief in Thessalonians the
belief could have arisen.”? One other thing needs to be said.
If Jesus had before Calvary at least a baslie conviection that
He would triumph over death, 1f not a clear-cut expectation
of the Easter resurrection, then He must have also had some
idea of a victorious relation to the coming of the kingdom
and to His disciples in the coming of the kingdom. If He
were convinced that His Father would not leave Him forever
in death, He surely had some hope of seeing His beloved dils-
ci?les once more. In speaking to the disciples abqut such
a hope He would thereby have given them the basis for the
later Parousia doctrine. I think that we have the Parousia-
basis or idea in the conception of the coming and ultimate
fulfillment of the kingdom. In spite of H. A. Guy's con-
tentipn,4 I think that the Parousia and the final coming of
the kingdom are identical. As we saw above Glasson agrees
that Jesus taught the kingdom present and comingl The king-
dom coming 1s Parousia. To say that the early Church did not

receive any part of the Parousia doctrine from Jesus 1s

1. Py 203,

2 P' 156-

5 Ibia.

4 The New Testament Doctrine of the 'Last Things', pp. 55-6.
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dangerougly close to saying that Jesus had no inkling of
Easter before Calvary. If He had ons, He had the other; if
He did not have one, He did not have the other.l

Rudolf Bultmann's eschatology and commentary on John's
Goepel have already been discussed in the survey of Chapter
I above. Here only a brief word need be added aboththe
Paroueia in Bultmann's thought. On page 76 above I quoted
the criticism of a Swedish scholar, who declares that "Bult-
mann belleves that eschatology is fully realized, quite
eliminating the futural aspect." As I tried to show in the
above survey, Bultmann's commentary lends support to this
criticism. Further confirmation 1s found in these bold,
direct words about the Parousia: "It is not that the Parousisa,
which is awaited by others as an event taking place in time,
is denied by John and reinterpreted as a spiritual event, an
experience. Rather John opens the eyes of the reader: the
Parousia has already been. That naive division into a first
and second Parousia, which we find elsewhere, 1s rejected.

If the real coming were still outstaending, thus would Jesus'

1 In a recent book titled, Der Augenzeuge, by Markus Barth,
son of the famous Karl Barth, is also a highly interest-
ing treatment of the Parousia. On the cover of this book
are the bold words, "This book deals with the question,
'"When comes the Kingdom?' and the answer, 'Behold, the
Kingdom of God is among you.'" Briefly stated the argu-
ment of this book is that the appearances of the Resur-
rected One satisfy the prophecies in the Gospels about
the Coming of the Son of Man: "However, if one asserts
that the appearance of the Resurrected One was the pre-
viously prophesied appearance of the Son of lMan, one must
be able to show that the signs (Mark 13 and parallels),
which according to the prophesy should precede the"ap-
pearance of the Son of Man, appeared before Easter
(p. 127). On pages 127-8 after listing these eschato-
logical signs, Barth says that these s%gns are in the
Passion accounts, to be sure not with "pedantic complete-
ness" and not without "interruption." In regard to Mark
9:1 Barth would stress the word and say
that, just 28 not all men in Jerusalem saw the Resur-
rected Jesus, go not all men, but only" ’
were promised the privilege of seeing "the Kingdom of
God having come with power" before they died. Der Augen-
zeuge is, to me, a novel approach and an interesting and

highly suggestive work.
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actual coming be misunderstood. It is understood only where
it is seen that this very coming is the turning point of the
aeons. Whatever cosmic catastrophes mey yet come - they can
never be anything else than what happens in the world every
day. &Zven if such a thing as a resurrection out of the
graves yet comes (5:28 f.) - that cannot be anything more
then one's waking out of sleep every morning. The decisive
thing has happened. The hour is here, when the dead hear
the volce of the Son of God; he who hears it has gone over
from death to 1life (5:24 f.). He who does not believe is
Judged (3:18 f.). The ruler of this world is judged (16:11).
That means then that the world is no more as it was before;
it is to be viewed no more as it once was between creation
and the Incarnation of the Word."l

In this striking passage as in Bultmenn's eschatology
as a whole (see survey above) there is much that demands our
strong argument, but there is also much that is either a per-
version or a desertion of real Christian truth. I said on
vage 203-4 above that Professor Fritz Burli by reinterpreting
the Parousia existentially really wants to take the Parousia
out of God's hand and put it into man's haend. This holds
true of Professor Bultmann as well. For them both the
Parocusia (and most theology) must be precisely definable
wholly within human categories and philosopvhical nomencla-
ture. I feel that both Buri and Bultmann fall into this er-
ror because of a philosophical-humanistic rather than a
theological approach to the Bible.2 Of course, 1t is very

true that many theologians who spurn Bultmenn's approach

1 "Die Eschatologie des Johannes-Evangeliums," Glauben und
Verstehen, pp. 1l44-5. :

2 Buri is really not ons who should critize Kar% Barth for
being philosophical in handling eschatology ("Das Prob-
lem der aussebliebenen Parusie," Vox Theologica).




could profit greatly with a little more of Bultmann's (I
think) sincere desire to reinterpret intelligibly for modern
men the Christlan faith. However, this desire is achieved
sometimes only at a heavy price of too much humanistic or
anthropocentric emphasis. (Some scholars would say that
Bultmann 1s often closer to Heldegger than to the New Testa-
ment.) Therefore Bultmann and Buri often push their (really
humanistic ) existential reinterpretation to an absurdity
truly foreign to the New Testament. A case in point is
Bultmann's above, quite correct emphasis on the realized
aspect of John's eschatology and his absurd statements, "If
the real coming were still outstanding thus would Jesus'
actual coming be misunderstood" and "Whatever cosmic catas-
trophes may yet come - they can never be anything else than
what happens ih the world every day. Even if such a thing
as a resurrection out of the graves yet comes (5:28 f.) -
that cannot be anything more then one's waking out of sleep
every morning"! Here realized eschatology has been pushed
too far; humanism has trg}mphed! It is almost blasphemous -
as if "what eye has not seen and ear not heard, and what has
not gone into the imaginative heart of man, in short, what
God has prepared for those who love Him" (I Cor. 2:9)

could be anticlimactic in view of earth's experiences, even
though those experiences are of the highest order: There is
no such contradiction between present and future eschatology,
between realizable and unrealizable eschatology! Cullmann
has proved that to full satisfaction. Professor Bultmann
might retbrt that he does envisage a future Kingdom of God
(see survey above), but any such dissipating of the Parousia
as we have in the preceding paragraphs can only result in a
humanistic perversion of God's eschatological revelation 1n

Christ which not only thrusts men breathlessly into the new
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age but also sets them in painful tension of anticipating
the even greater future in a radically transformed present.
I candldly think that Bultmann's realized eschatology does
a real discservice to his few statements about a future es-
chatology .
Professor C. H. Dodd, for all his great and justly valued
contributions to eschatology, leaves me a trifle confused
when he writes of the Parousia. In his admirably clear,

The Coming of Christ, which is a series of talks given over

broadcasts of the British Broadcasting Corporation, Professor
Dodd says plainly, "That is how I understand the mysterious
language of the Gospels about the final coming of the Son
of Man. Unlike His first coming, it is not an event in
history. It 1s the point at which all history is taken up
into the larger whole of God's eternal purpose. It is the
point at which not only the latest achievements of the race
find fulfilment, but its forgotten struggles, and even 1its
fallures. And the forgotten people, whose struggles never
showed any success, will find their fulfilment too. Many
of our human estimates of success and failure will be re-
versed; for we shall see our lives, and the total life of
mankind, as God sees it. And what even the finest of human
efforts failed to achieve, even in the long lapse of cen-
turies, will be supplied out of the fulness of God - God in
Christ."l Alongside this really noble passage, the follow-
ing is to be set: "'You shall see the Son of Man seated at
the right hand of the Almighty.' Make all the allowance we
may for symbolic languzge, cen we give any meaning to such
a statement unless we think of another world then this? I
hesitate ever to press any single saying, where all are so

enigmatic; but surely the total impression is that the

i P, 27.
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forecasts of a coming of Christ in history (fulfilled in His
resurrection) are balanced by forecasts of a coming beyond
history: definitely, I should say, beyond history, and not
as a further event in history, not even the last event.™d
With these statements should be associated the quotation
from Dodd and remarks on page 126 above.

The very important views of Professor Reinhold Niebuhr
fall to be considered here. Niebuhr's powerful pen writes
these penetrating words about the Parousia: "This hope of
the parousia Iin New Testament thought 1s sometimes dis-
missed as no more than a2 projection of those slements of
Jewish apocalypse to which the first coming of Christ did
not conform and for the satisfaction of which a 'second com-
ing' had to be invented. On the other hand it has frequent-
ly been taken literally and has thus confused the mind of
the church. The symbol of the second coming of Christ can
neither be taken literally nor dismissed as unimportant. It
participates in the general characteristic of the Biblical
symbols, which deal with the relation of time and sternity,
and seek to point to the ultimate from the standpoint of the
conditioned. If the symbol is taken literally the dialecti-
cal conception of time and eternity is falsified and the ul-
timate vindication of God over history is reduced to a point
in history. The consequence of this falsification is ex-
pressed in the hope of a millennial age....On the other hand
if the symbol is dismissed as unimportant, as merely a piﬁ-
turesque or primitive way of apprehending the relation of the
historical to the eternmal, the Biblical dialectic is obscured
in another direction. All theologies which do not take these

Symbols seriously will be discovered upon close analysis not

L R
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to take history serlously either. They presuppose an eter-
nity whlich annuls rather than fulfils the historical pro-
cess."l One other long passage from Professor Niebuhr must
be included here beczuse of its clear statements upon the
Parousla. "To believe that the suffering Messiah will re-
turn at the end of history as a triumphant Judge and re-
deemer 1s to express the faith that existence cannot ulti-
mately defy its own norm [}ee the discussion of Professor
Fritz Buri's views aboﬁé]. Love may have to live in history
as suffering love because the power of sin mskes a simple
triumph of love impossibls. But if this were the ultimate
situation it would be necessary either ﬁo worship the power
of sin as the final power in the world or to regard it as a
kind of second God, not able to triumph, but also strong
enough to avoid defeat. The vindlication of Christ and his
triumphant return l1s therefore an expression of faith in the
sufficiency of God's sovereignty over the world and history,
and in the final supremacy of love over all the forces of
self-love which defy, for the moment, the incluslive harmony
of 211 things under the will of God | cf. Doctor C. R. Bowen's
views on p. 193 abové]. This return of Christ stands at the
'end' of history in such a way that it would sometimes ap-
pear to be a triumph in history and to mean a redeemed tem-
poral-historical process. But according to other, and usual-
ly later, interpretations, the fulfilment of the historical
process is also its end in the quantitative sense; and the
redemption of history would appear to be 1its culmination
also. This twofold aspect of the final vindication of Christ
implies a refutation in Biblical faith of both utopianism

and a too consistent other-worldliness. Against utopianism

1 The Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. II, p. 299.
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the Christian faith Insists that the final consummation of
history lies beyond the conditions of the temporal process,
Against other-worldliness it asserts that the consummation
fulfils, rather than negates, the historicsl process."l
Although Professor Niebuhr ebove calls the Parousia a sym-
bol, he does not treat it to such disparagment as Professor
Buri does. On the contrary Niebuhr insists adamantly that
the Parousia must bs taken seriously.

Doctor Niebuhr's dialectical conception of the Parousia
in the preceding quotation corresponds in a sense to the
title of this chapter of the thesis, "Realizable and Un-

n

realizable Eschatology, for this title also implies a re-
futation of utopianism and other-worldliness. This title
would say that the kingdom of God has come and has yet to
come in a full sense. The kingdom is here and is not here.
This means that we must not be too other-worldly and project
into the future all manifestation of the kingdom and that
we must not be too utoplan and forget that the full Kingdom
must come from "beyond the temporal process.”

For the purpose of this survey of the Parousia I want
to turn for a moment to Professor Niebuhr's treatment of the
Antichrist. As I noticed earlier, Niebuhr says that "The
New Testament symbol for this aspect of historical reality,
this new peril of evil on every new level of the good, 1s the
figure of the Antichrist. The Antichrist belongs to the
eschata, to the 'last things' which herald the end of his-
tory. The most explicit denial of the norm of history must
be expected in the most ultimate dévelopment of history."2

The following series of quotations fills out Doctor Niebuhr's

striking picture of the Antichrist. "The Antichrist stands

1 Ibid., pp. 300-301.
2 “Tid., Ds 32T,
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at the end of histofy to indicate that history cumulatss,
rather than éolves, the essential problems of human exist-
ence,"l "The Antichrist who appears at the end of history
can be defeated only by the Christ who ends history.'2? "It
is...obvious thaﬁ history does not solve the basic problems
of human exlstence but reveals them on progressively new
levels. The belief that man could solve his problem either
by an escape from history or by the historical process itself
is a mistake which is partly prompted by the most universal
of all 'idealogical' taints: the pride, not of particular
men and cultures, but of man as man."? All of this supports
that part of Niebuar's dialectic which refutes utopianism,
for it 1s saylng eloquently that history does not contain
the seeds of 1ts own redemption.

To speek of redemption which must come from beyond his-
tory focuses attention on the point of the entfy of this
redemption, or perhaps better stated, on the point of the
impingement of this redemption upon the historical process.
Just as it was not given to the disciples "to know the times
or the seasons" of the Parousia, neither is it given to us
to know the precise manner of the Parousia. However, in view
of all that has been said by such outstanding scholars as
G. H. Dodd and R. Niebuhr (see pp. 126 and 213-214 above)
about the end of history being beyond history, I offer here
an observation that I have made oftsn in the course of this
study. In Chapter II above 1n the section on eternal life,
I tried to discuss the Christian uhderstanding of time. 1
found that it was the informed opinion of Professors Baillle

and Brunner that eternity 1is not sheer timelessness. This

J'-b d" jol 329.
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seems to me to be a credible opinion. If this is true, then
we have possibly some light upon the menner of the impinge-
ment of the Parousla upon time. To say that the Parousia or
end 1s beyond time 1s not to say that the Parousia has no
relation to time, for, as we have seen, eternity itself is
not sheer timelessness. This 1s far from accurate knowledge
about the menner of the Parousia, but it does hslp us to see
that the Parousia must be in vital relation to time. It can-
not be otherwise, for eternity itself is in vital relation

to time. As Brumner says, "The Incarnation was God's In-

temporation" (vid. supra). The Parousia may be beyond time

but it will not be out of all relation to time. Perhaps the
word we are feeling for here is "fulfillment." I stressed
the word, “fulfillment," on page 126 above in reference to
Dodd's and Niebuhr's views of the end. Whatever the precise
relation of the Parousia to time may be, we can be certain,
according to the New Testament, that it will be time's ful-
fillment.

The Parousia as the fulfillment of time corresponds
well with the Johannine 1dea of the Parousia as the fruition
of spiritual principles now at work. On page 34 of this thesis
M. Godet says that the spirituel coming of Jesus in the pres-
ent is a preparation for the final Parousia. Blshop West-
cott on pages 42-43 and 91-92 above sets forth his idea of
the Parousia as "repeated Comings" in the present as well as
one, great, final Coming. In the survey above in this chap-
ter, we noted Professor Cullmann's excellent emphasis that
the Parousia grew out of the Cross. Professor Hoskyns says
on page 72 above that "the present reality of the fellowship
of the disciples with the Father and the Son" anticipates
the final Coming. The Parousia is spoken of as being "partly

in continuous fulfillment" by H. J. Holtzmann on page 52
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above. There is also an excellent passage in Robert law's

fine book, The Tests of Life: "This word EW%@_‘HL]

may be said to contain the Johannine conception of history.

History 1s manifestation; each of its successive events being
merely the emergence into visibility of what already exists.
Nor is this 'menifestation' conceived exactly as an apoca-
lypse. It is not the sudden snatching of a veil ( )é]] [ N
&gLL;{in T&LV ) from what, though as yet unseen, exists
in definite completed form (as from a finished picture or
statue); 1t is the natural unfolding from within of what
already exlstes though only in essence - the germination of
the seed, the embodiment of the potential in actual fact."t
"So at His Second Advent, Christ will only be 'menifested.’
He is here, though unperceived by the world ( [E'Joh%] el
and all the glory that will then shine out from Him is al-
ready in Him. The splendor of the Parousia will simply be

a menifestation of the reality ( [:I John] 3:2). Then 2180
the children of God will be 'menifested' ( [I Jomm] 3:2).
'What they shall be' 1s what they essentially are; but as

the bulb hidden in the earth unfolds itself in the perfeét
flower, so ;»;hat they are now will then appear."2 Now this
idea of the Parousia as the fruition of that which 1s already
at work serves to draw the Parousiz and eschatology in gen-
eral down to the level of everyday life to confront men in
their present career through life. This is as it ought to
be, "For history - a historical saying or episode - that 1is
speaking simply of some future act of God is no longer theo-
logically significant history, since it is no longer clearly
defined as history in which God now finally confronts men ."?

Eschatology, to be meaningful, must confront men in the

P. 3150
Pp. 315"'3160
Pp. 70-71 above.
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present. kschatology 1e profitless, if it be centered upon
a 'day in a2 series of days' if, that is to say, 1t remains
within the orbit of flesh."™ The Johannine eschatology and
Parousla are decidedly the kind of eschatology and Parousia
which are not "centered upon a ‘'day in a series of daysesee'"
In the Johannine eschatology, "There is thus an eschato-
loglcal significance to the most perfunctory of the daily
banalities,"2

Of course, all of this is closely akin to "realized

eschatology." The Gegenwartigkeit of the Johsannean escha-

tology and Parousia was the subject of much of Chapter II of
this thesis. In this present chapter, as I said on pages
196-197 above, I am at pains to examine the relation of es-
chatology as already realized with the Parousia as yet to
come. Hence the title of this chapter, "Realized and Un- é
realized Eschatology." It has been necessary in the above :
paragraphs to ascertain the fact that the ?arousia is or-
ganically related to the present and, so to speak, grows out
of the present, but this is not to neglset the fact that the
Parousia is future. The Parousia is "unrealized eschatology."
Professor C. H. Dodd is right when he says, "The [}burtﬁ]
evangelist, therefore, is deliberately subordinating the
'futurist'’ eleﬁent in the eschatology of the early Church to
the 'realized eschatology'....3 Professor Hoskyns is also
right when he writes, "It is, perheps, the conscious rec-
ognition of the danger of interpreting the eschatology with
reference to a chronological future that has caused the

Fourth Evangelist to lay aside - not entirely, but none the

less significantly - eschatological theology...."4 But for

P. 68 above.

Vid. supra p. 146.
The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developments, p. 66.

P. 71 above.

==
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proof that there is a genuine, future Parousisa in the Fourth
Gospel as well as in the Johannine kpistles, I refer the
reader to the preceding pages of this thesis (and Professor
Hoskyns 1s part of this proof). It is to be noted here agasin
(a8 it was above in the discussion of A. E. Brooke's com-
mentary in Chapter I and in the discussion of “Antichrist"
in Chapter II) that all apocalyptic pyrotechnics are con-
spicuously absent from the Johannine Parousia. Brooke de-
clares, "The Parousia which the writer of the Epistle ex-
pected...was nevertheless a spiritual fact rather than an
apocalyptic display."l
Earlier in this chapter there is a survey of opinions
about the Parousia. In the discussion of Buri, Schweitzer
and Bultmann, I think we saw the folly of trying to inter-
pret the Parousia (existentially) out of its context and
the mistake of interpreting eschatology as wholly realized

in the past and present. Eschatology, especially Johannine

ecchatology, is realized and unrealized, realizable and un-

realizable. The Kingdom has come, and it is yet to come.

This is perfectly illustrated in I John 3:2, "Beloved, now
are we children of God, and what we shall be has not yet
appeared. We know that when He appears, we shall be like
Him, for we shall see Him as He is." In this verse is com-
bined realizable and unrealizable eschatology. Here we have

the "now" and the"not get.”2

" pealizeble and unrealiz-

This "now" and the "not yet,
able eschatology, is also well illustrated by the Fourth
Gospel and I John. A. E. Brooke in his commentary on John's

Epistles (see Chapter I above, pages 95-98) feels that

1l P. 97 above. ;

2 Doctor Edwyn Bevan remarks, "It is perfectly true, of
course, that a right relation to God in this world implies,
according to the Christian view, the pres?nt possession
of a great deal of ultimate good (the believer, St. John
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the eschatological differences between the Gospel and Epist-
les have been exaggerated (p. 96 above) and that "“the dif-
ference 1s one of emphasis" (p. 96 above), but he does say
that the Parousia expectation is clearer and more obvious in
the Epistles (p. 97 above). On pages 149-150 above I said

that I thought the purposes of the Gospel and Epistles were

different: 1in the Cospel the Evangelist was ﬂo_)_\_ém;
2 ‘
in the Epistles he was _€ ((( rKolos . Thus, while rec-

ognlzing that the Parousia is in the Fourth Gospel and that
present eternal life is in the Epistles, we may characterize
the Gospel as the "now" and the Epistles as the "not yet."
This belancing of the eschatological "now" and "not yet"
is twice correct. First, it is correct religiously. "The
feeling of the contrast between what ought to be and what
is, is one of the deepest springs of faith in the unseen."l
Regardless of how much the Christian has in the present,there
will alwaye be a peering into the future, for "The longing
for the world-to-come is an essential feature in all true

= Hoskyns, as usual, puts it extremely well:

religion."
"There is still a future: there must be a term to this pres-
ent tension in the flesh in which they [i. e., Christiang]
are racked between the two orders, the two ages, to both of
which they belong." "But confidence in the future termina-

tion of the visible world, and in the consequent future

revelation of the final position of men before God, never

[continued from last page] says, already has etermal life);
but the Christian also insists that all present reallization
of good is imperfect, and that for the complete realization
the Christian must look to the future. 'Beloved now are we
the sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall
be.' It is the combination of the 'mow' and the 'not yet'
which characterizes the Christian Weltanschauung" (Sym-
bolism and Belief, p. 117, quoted by W. F. Howard, Chris-
tienity According to St. Jobn, p. 125).

1 ¥. F, Howard, Christianity Acc. to St. John, p. l22. Cf.
Professor Buri's views on pp. 198-200 above.

2 Alf Corell, Consummatum Zst, p. 269.




2é2

the eschatological differences between the Gospel and Epist-
les have been exaggerated (p. 96 above) and that "the dif-
ference 1s one of emphasis" (p. 96 above), but he does say
that the Parousia expectation is clearer and more obvious in
the Epistles (p. 97 above). On pages 149-150 above I said

that I thought the purposes of the Gospel and Epistles were

different: 1in the Gospel the Evangelist was ﬂQ_)LQ’_)@;;
2 (
in the Epistles he was _€& ((( FKolMosg . Thus, while rec-

ognizing that the Parousia is in the Fourth Gospel and that
present eternal life is in the Epistles, we may characterize
the Gospel as the "now" and the Epistles as the "not yet."
This balancing of the eschaﬁological "now" and "not yet"
1s twice correct. First, it is correct religiously. "The
feeling of the contrast between what ought to be and what
is, is one of the deepest springs of faith in the unseen."l
Regardless of how much the Christian has in the present,there
will always be a peering into the future, for "The longing
for the world-to-come is an essential feature in all true |

= Hoskyns, as usual, puts it extremely well:

religion.”
“There is still a future: there must be a term to this pres-
ent tension in the flesh in which they E_L G Christi,ana
are racked between the two orders, the two ages, to both of
which they belong." "But confidence in the future termina-

tion of the visible world, and in the consequent future

revelation of the final position of men before God, never

[bontinued from last page] says, already has eternal life);
but the Christian also insists that all present reallzatlon
of good is imperfect, and that for the complete realization
the Christian must look to the future. 'Beloved now are we
the sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall
be.' It is the combination of the 'mow' and the 'not yet'
which characterizes the Christian Weltanschauung" (Sym-
bolism and Belief, p. 117, quoted by W. F. Howard, Chris-
tienity According to St. Johmn, p. 125).

1 W. F. Howard, Christianity Acc. to St. John, p. 122. Cf.
Professor Buri's views on pp. 198-200 above.

2 Alf Corell, Consummatum Est, p. 269.




223

leads them to attach less than supreme importance to their
present state before God and their present vocation in the
world, but rather serves to incrsease their consciousness of
i1
Professor W. F. Howard has a striking example of how
the Christian, religious mind unites realized and unrealized
eschatology.2 Howard quotes a poem:
"Open, lord my inward ear,
And bid my heart rejoice;
Bid my quiet spirit hear
Thy comfortable voice;
Never in the whirlwind found,
Or where earthquakes rock the place,
Still and silent is the sound,
The whisper of Thy grace."
Of these lines he says, "That 1s the prayer of a Christian
mystic.”" Then follows another poem:
"Come, Thou Conqueror of the nations,
Now on Thy white horse appear;
Earthquakes, dearths, and desolations
Signify Thy kingdom near;

True and faithfull
'Stablish Thy dominion here."

Concerning the latter lines he remarks, "That is the dialect
of undiluted Jewish apocalyptici" Doctor Howard then com-
ments, "Yet both hymns were written by the same writer,
Charles VWesley. It may be even more surprising to learn that
the first was written in 1742, the second seventeen years
later, in 1759. The reason for the tone of the apocalyptic
ode may be found in the historical background of the timee."
This illustration may be noticeably parallel to John's Gospel
and Epistles. We usually think that the Gospel was wrltten

before the Epistles. A. E. Brooke in Chapter I above thinks

1 The Fourth Gosvel, p. 120.




that certain formidable events may have caused the Evangelist
to expect the Parousia soon in I John. This all may be per-
fectly true; yet I dare to suggest that both of Wesley's
above hymns could have been wrlitten at the same time'. Like-
wise could the Fourth Gospel and I John have been written
simultaneously. Wesley's two hymns reflect two moods or
phases of the Chrilstiesn mind, which can exist side by side

or succeed each other in repld succession. The mood of the
Fourth Gospel and that of I John can bes in the mind of the
devout Christian at the same time. Thus there is a certain

comfortableness and tension, Entspannung und Spannung, which

are characteristic of the Christian falth at all times. The
comfortableness or security of realized eschatology is the
boon companion to the tension of unrealized eschatology.
Indeed, 1t is true that a greater realized eschatology in
the present makes a greater unrealized eschatology for the
future. "Beloved, now are we ¢éhildren of God, and 1t has
not yet appeared what we shall be."

Second, the juxtaposing of the "now" and "not yet" of
Christian eschatology 1s correct theologiczlly. Alf Corell
says, "True eschatology must be in contact with the future
as well a2s the present but also with the past."l The oft
quoted, wise words of Hoskyns must have place here: "For
history - a historical szying or episode - that 1s speaking
simply of some future act of God is no longer theologically
significant history, since it is no longer clearly defined
as history in vwhich God now finally confronts men."? Es-
chatology to be meaningful must grip the present as well zs8
point to the future. There must be 2 "now" as well as 2

"not yet."? If eschatology is lost in the distant future,

Consumms.tum Zst, p. 252.
Pp. TO-71 above.
Cf. p. 42 zbove.
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if it be "centered upon a day in a series of days" (p. 68
above) yet to come it is "profitless." As is said above

(on pp. 70-71) eschatology must be kept in its proper con-
text. This context is a theological context that is per-
tinent and meaningful for the present. Christizn eschato-
logy must be "now" and “"not yet"! Johannine eschatology is
superbly both: "'Little children, it is last hour!' 1Erazz]u/

(I John 2:18). Exactly because he can spesk in the present,

therefore - indeed therefore all the more - can he also use
27

the expression _ € a'xérgs , Which implies hope in the

future . "t

One, final word must be said at the closes of this chap-
ter about the assertion that John's Gospel is all mysticism.
Professor C. H. Dodd roundly declares concerninz the Fourth
Gospel, "The fact is that in this Gospel even more thzn in
Paul, esschatology is sublimated into a distinctive kind of
mysticism."? Either Professor Dodd or the scholars on the
other side, wvnose opinions I have tried to gather in the
pages of this thesis, must be right; both cannot be. To be
sure, John does represent an advance to a superior level of
eschatological insight, but this is not "sublimation into
mysticism." On the contrary, "It is clear...that the pres-
ence of eschatology and mysticism side by side in Paul and
in primitive Christiaznity ie certainly not a question of
addition."> On paszes 69-70 above Professor Hoskyns argues
trenchantly that it is not true to say that eschatology has

been essentizlly transmuted, "as though originzlly escha-

tology meant the herzlding of the end, but is now fulfilled

1 P, 207 aboves

2 The Apost. Preaching, p. 66. 44 O

3 K. L. Schmidt, Zeitschrift fur Neutestament%icee Hissen-
schaft, xxi (1922), pp. 277 ff., quoted by W. F. Howard,
Christianity Acc. to St. John, p. 119.
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in the coming of the Spirit." Hoskyns goes on to state the
facts of the case exceedingly well: "It is true to say that
there has been an evolution of apostolic perception: that
what has hitherto been expressed in traditional eschatologil-
cal terms is now expressed as theology. But an evolution of
perception involving the use of different categories implies
neither that the truth percelived itself spoke of an evolution
ushering in the last things, nor that there has taken place
any evolution from the perception of one truth - which had
erroneously been thought to be final - to the perception of
another truth, now thought to be final." Hoskyns says that
this evolution has been brought about "by a necessity in-
herent in the synoptic material."

Incidentally, it would seem from our study of Professor
Dodd's views on pages 213-214 above that excessive emphasls
upon realized eschatology projects the Parousia and tends to

wrench it out of all relation to time (pp. 217-218 above).



Chapter V
The Church and Eschatology

If, as I have contended, John's Gospel and Epistles are
~highly eschatologlcal documents, then these documents bring
the Church into sharp focus as an eséhatolcgical soclety, for
John's Gospel and Epistles are clearly products of the Church.
In contrast to the Epistles of Ignatius and of Clementl the
Gospel and Epistles of John use the word Jé KK an{:& only
once: this use is in III John and refers only to the local
Church. Although the Church is not in the foreground, it is
definitely in the background of the Johannine writings. Pro-
fessor Howard thinks that the embryonic Church is pictured

in John 6 where Jesus asks the disciples if they also will

go away with the other apostates and asks further, "Did I

not choose you the twelve?" Howard thinks it significant
that in both cases, in Matthew 16 and in John 6, the found-
ing of the Church follows close upon Peter's confession;?
Doctor Howard also thinks that the flock of John 10 repre-
sents the Ghurch3 and that, in the allegory of the True Vine
of John 15, "the unity of the Church and its separateness
from the world are emphasized."4. Another most interesting,
possible reference to the Church, which is pointed out by
Howard, is the answer of John the Baptist in John 3:29:

"The one having the bride is the bridegroom." Howard thinks
that thils is another example of the well known New Testament

reference to the Church as the pride.” Surely the Church is

See W. F. Howard's Christisnity Acc. to St. John, pp. 129
ff. for this contrast.

Ib18 5 PP 152=9%

Ibid., p. 133.
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Christianity Aec. to St. John, p. 135.
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visible as the object of Jesus' great iIntercessory prayer

in John 17. Also many of the arguments and answers are
doubtless the very argumente and answers which the Church

of John's day was employing against the Jews and other op=-
ponents of the Church. "There exists no formulated doctrine
of the Church in the Fourth Gospel, but the Church was self-
evident to the Evangelist, and can be traced all through the
Gospel."l To be sure, we have numerous references to the
Church in the Epistles. Here we see the Church in the throes
of her grim struggle with the real conditions of the sinful
world. Thus, to return to the opening statement above, when
we study the eschatology of the Johannine Gospel and Epistles,
we are studyling the eschatology of the Church and the Church
as an eschatological body. As J. R. Coates says in the pref-

ace to The Church by K. L. Schmidt from Kittel's Theologisches

Worterbuch zum N. T., "It might be said that the Church is
both the theme of the Bible and its writer. Bible and Church
explain each other, judge each other, need each other. Both
are organs of the living God, and neither can function prop-
erly without the other."2

There is an interesting, recent book (already quoted

above several times in this thesis) by a Swedish scholar, ALf

Corell, entitled Consummatum Zst with the subtitle, Escha-

tology and Church in the Gospel of St. John. In the English

Summary to his book, Corell writes that he 1s approaching

the eschatology of the Fourth Gospel by Jjuxtaposing Church
and eschatology.3 There are many valuable contributions in
Corell's book. Corell declares, "The fact that eschatology

is rooted in the Church has saved it from being transformed

—

1 A. Corell, Consummatum Est, pp. 253-4.
e P vis
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into mysticism and apocalypse. We have seen how the idea of
the Church throughout the Gospel deepens the eschatology and
makes 1t a living, concrete and actually present reality."l
In a statement that recalls Chapter III of this thesis,

Frofessor William Manson says, "...the Parousia, whatever

it may signify in its eternal dimension, is not to be under-

— ety — —

stood in separation from the Incarnation and from Calvary."?

Now the New Testament calls the Church the body of Christ.
Without question the spiritual body of Christ, the Church,
has direct relation to the Incarnation and Calvary. If es-
chatology, then, is to be understood only in relation to

the Incarnation and Calvary, then it follows that eschatology
1s to be understood in relation to the Church, for the Church
in a real sense is continuing the Incarnation and Calvary
into the present. Thils, perhaps, helps us to see the truth
of Corell's statement "that eschatology is rooted in the
Church." In John's Gospel and Epistles, it is plain that
eschatology is in the Church. It is to the body of disciples,
the Church, that the Paraclete, @ _ of ) , is
given. In I John the Church is at the very heart of the
spiritual tensions that prompt the cry, " ~T7:£Id};L_ .

J / <r 2 /
€O XAT (.\leel CoriVY ." After stating in 2:18

/

that " yuy d.Mlem o rat TTcs)s&m Yeyovdoiy "

and that " g )g¢];u ;,1?4 ( o—"r;v ,"" the writer
proceeds, " f ?_LX&QM_ _cL_hL.O_U_K__\!L&'—nLL

v__e_l_ y_nmwummh
R T £

v me® ’ nmv- )\X’

</
0TI OuUK G-Lﬁ:’_l\/ Tfnélcreg C §_
ZL A ullﬁ." This statement draws an obvious distinc-

tion between the Church and those who went out from the

l Pc 2691 : .
2 "The Son of Man and History," Scottish Journal of Theolog

Vol. 5, June 1952, p. 119.
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Church and geems to say that the Antichrists were those who

went out from the fellowshlp of the Church. In any case,

the work of the Antichrists 1s in contradistinction and op-

position to the Church! Antichrists imply an Antichurch!

As the Antichrists are substitutes or counterfeits for Christ
(see "Antichrist” in Chapter II above) and attempt to com-
pete with and to replace Christ, so the Antichurch tries to
offer a substitute for and to replace the Church. The Anti-
christ competes with the Church by introducing an Antichurch!?
Just as the Antichrist or Antichrists often assume different
external forms, thus the Antichurch frequently assumes
varying outward appearances. The Antichurch is the diaboli-
cal, cunning, planned work and schemes which occupigg a re-
lation to the Antichrist gimilar to thes relation which the
Church occupies to the Christ. On earth, in history the
struggle 1s between Church and Antichurch; the forces of
Christ and Antichrist join battle in Church and Antichurch.
The sound of battle and the shout of victory are mingled
together in the Church. The Church is at the heart of the
eschatological struggle between light and darkness.

Since the subject of this discussion 1s the Church as
an eschatological body, we should now consider the most
interesting views of Professor Emll Brunner as stated in his

recent book, The Misunderstanding of the Church. Brunner's

forceful definition of the Church is striking. On pages.
9-10 he writes, "The Ecclesia of the New Testament, the fel-
lowship of Christian bellevers, is precisely not that which
every "Church" is at least in part - an institution, a some-
thing. The Body of Christ is nothing other than a fellow-
ship of persons. It 1s 'the fellowship of Jesus Christ' or
'fellowship of the Holy Ghost,' where fellowship or koinonia

signifies a common participation, a togetherness, a community
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life. The faithful are bound to each other through their
common sharing in Christ and in the Holy Ghost, but that
which they have in common is precisely no 'thing', no i %
but a 'he', Christ and His Holy Spirit. It is just in this
that resides the miraculous, the unique, the once-for-all
nature of the Church: that as the Body of Christ it has
nothing to do with an orgenization and has nothing of the

character of the institutional about it." This idea of the
!/

Church as a _KOI VW VId accords with the concept of the

Church in John 17. "It is unfortunate also that the prayer
for unity in the seventeenth chapter is so often gquoted as
though 1t referred to a uniform polity or to a centralized

al  wimgg unity is expected from

ecclesiastical bureaucracy.
the way in which believers are kept in the name of God, are
in the Father and in the Son..., and have the presence of
Christ and therefore of God within them. The perfect unity
of the faithful is thus traced to the community of their
life with Christ in all its relationships.'"? Professor
Brumner would heartily approve of the preceding statements,
for he feels that "Church order" and Church organization are
unimportant in themselves and thinks that they are "as much

a matter of course as is the functioning of his bodily or-
ganism for a healthy men."> On page 59 of his book, Brunner
sets forth a gripping idea: "The emergence of ecclesiastical
rule and jurisdiction is coincident with the loss or weaken-
ing of the community's messianic consciousness. Both the
pneumatic and the messianic factors work in the same direc-
tion. As long as they are sufficiently alive, they prevent
end render superfluous all institutional consolidation. The

community which waits in hope for the return of the Lord and

W. F. Howard, Christnty. Acc. to St. John, p. 137.
Ibid.
Ol‘ cit., p. 58.

N o+
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which livee by faith and love in the possession of His Sp%rit,
cannot be an institution, a church." In other words, the
Church 1is most truly a KOIVG) gu‘!é with little concern

for office and rank and protocol when it is conscious of its
eschatological nature. When the Church is prompted by the
present possession of His Spirit to look joyfully into the
future for His appearing, then the Church is most truly the
Church. The unity of the _KO| E!&!]U:J: , the unity of the
true Church is the kind of unity prayed for in John 17. It

is significant, I think, that, in the Fourth Gospel, which

‘
prays for the NOIVWV(A unity, there is a strong escha-

tology. In the Epistles where there is little said about
Church office and position, there is a clear eschatological
expéctation. The real Church 1s the true, eschatological
Body of Christ.

The way is now opened for a closer examination of the
eschatological nature of the Church. “The Church is the
new situation, instigated by the exaltation. 'And I, if
I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto me'
(x1i.32). This verse contains the 'Church Doctrine' of the
Fourth Gospel. It says that the Church is founded by an act
of God in histofy and being bullt by men drawn to the risen
Lord."l The words, "new situation," are the words in the
preceding quotation to be emphasized. The Church is the
"new situation" and has a "new commandment." "A new com-
mendment I give to you that you love one another as I have
loved you...." (John 13:34). On pages 177-178 above I
quoted Professor Rudolf Bultmann's excellent remarks on this
verse. He says that this commandment is not new "in the

sense of a newly discovered principle or cultural ideal.”

1 A. Corell, Consummatum Zst, p. 254.
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Bultmann says that the description, "ngw,” "is not a his-
torical characteristic, but an intrinsic predicate." "The
love-commandment, which is grounded in the received love of
the Revealer, is new as a phenomenon of the new world,

which Jesus has introduced; and so in I John 2:8 its newness
is described as the newness of the eschatological event."l
The Church 1s to love an eschatological love; the Church is
not the true Church, not the true eschatological Body of
Christ, 1f 1t does not fulfill the new, eschatological com-
mandment to love as He loved. Therefore, repeatedly in the
Epistles, he who does not love is said to be in the dark-
ness, not in the light. "Whoever saye that he is in the
light and hates his brother is in the darkness until now"

(I John 2:9). "The one hating his brother is in the darkness
and walks around in the darkmess...." (2:11). "Do not be
surprised, brethren, if the world hates you. ¥We know that
we have passed out of death into life, because we love the
brethren; the one not loving abides in death. Everyone hating
his brother is a murderous man...." (3:13-15). To love as
Jesus loved 1s an act of the new age; to hate is an act of
the passing world:! The Church fulfills its eschatological
nature if it loves: "Beloved, if God has thus loved us,
also we ought to love one another" (I John 4:11). The Church
as an eschatological group is thus clearly marked off from
the world by the fact that the Church loves and the world
hates. "If the world hates you, know that it has hated me
before you. If you were of the world, the world would love
its own; but because you are not of the world, but because

I have chosen you out of the world, because of thils, the
world hates you" (John 15:19). "I have given to them Thy
word, and the world has hated them because they are not of

the world as& I am not of the world" (John 17:14). Thus the

1 See p. 178 above.
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Church is catapulted into the world as an eschatologically
exlsting body (cf. Bultmenn's commentary passim). The Lord
prays, "I do not ask that you take them out of the world, but
that you keep them from the evil one" (John 17:15). The es-
chatological Church is to remain in the world as an Krgernis
to the world; as the Church loves, the world hates!

There 1s another aspect of the eschatologlcal nature
and function of the Church. Walter Klaas in a discussion of
R. Bultmann's thedlogy has a fine passage summarizing some
of Bultmann's views of the Church as the eschatologlcal Body
of Christ: "In the sounding of the Word of the Proclamation,
the cross and resurrection become present. The 'eschatologi-
cal now' occurs. In the preached Word and only in it does
the Resurrected One conffont man. As the Word, so the Church
belongs to the eschatologicel event. The Church is where the
Word is proclaimed, where those who have been transplanted
into their eschatological existence assemble themselves. The
Church 1is the 'Body of Christ.' In this expression her es-
chatological existence is brought to expression. The Church
is no historical phenomenon in the sense of world history.“l
(See Bultmenn's "eschatological now" on pages 164-165 above).
Here at least two eschatological functions of the Church are
suggested to us: the worship of those who are "transplanted
into their eschatological existence" and the preaching of
the word. In I John 2:19, as we noted above on pages 229-
230, those remaining in the Church.gre contrasted to those
leaving the Church. This contrast is made in an eschato-
logical context in I John. Those remalning and gathering
and worshipping in the Church belong to the eschatologicel

fellowship, the Church. The worship, the sacramente of the

1 "Der moderne Mensch in der Theologie Rudolf Bultmanns,”
Theologische Studien, Heft 24, p. 19.
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Church are eschatological, bscause the worshippers live an
eschatological existence. The second is the proclamation
of the Word. As men hear thle preached Word they judge

r'd :
themselves, the f(f?lg[J:S takes place. I John 4:6 cries,

"The one knowing God hears us; the one who is not of God
does not hear us. By this we know the Spirit of truth and
the spirit of error."

As we come to the end of thils chapter and to the end
of this thesis on eschatology, the question of the future
course of human history and of the mission of the Church
thrusts 1tself upon us. Professor Menson has an unusually
fine passage in a recent article which is pertinent.here:
"While the star of the Parousia-hope burns above history,
it stands always directly over the Church, and it keeps
moving forward as the world-mission of the Church advances.

The Second Advent 1s never allowed to become identified

with any contingency in contemporary events, however earth-

shaking and portentous these may be. Apostles and evange-

lists say: 'not yet the end!' 'First must the gospel be
published among all nations!'"l As I have already said in
this chapter, eschatology 1is inextricably bound up with the
Church. Therefore the end of history is already given in
the Church. That means that the spiritual force wnich is
the ultimate, determining factor of all history is active
now in the Church. The spiritual mission of the Church is
"

far more 1mportant for the history of mankind than “any

contingency in contemporary events however earth-shaking

and portentous these may be." When we recall that of all

New Testament writinge John's Gospel and Epistles do the

most to turn attention away from apocalyptic to the spiritual

1 “The Son of Man and History," Scottish Journal of Theol-
ogy, Vol. 5, June 1952, p. 119,
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nerve-center of eschatology, we become conscious of the vast
significance of Johannine eschatology. "According to the
New Testament consciousness, therefore, the sign of the
Parousia lies beyond any world-events which can be imagined!
Nevertheless 1t stands right over the path of the Christian
mission to the world. The Son of Man has chosen the inte-
gration of Himself with sinful men as the way to His glory.
This 'Not yet the End!' of the world-evangelism of the
Christlan Church is the thing in the New Testament religion

which leaves the door of hope open to history as the prov-

ince of the Divine working and of the Divine design of sal-
vation. The line which links Bethlehem with the Second Ad-
vent runs through history, not overhead of it. History comes
into eschatological estimation and determination."l Instead
of busylng ourselves with clever discoverles of the Anti-
christ in the form of some satanic person in a position of
conspicuous evil, we should scrutinize the spiritual struggle
of light with darknesé which is being waged on the human
plene. It 1is to be recalled that the writer of I John found
Ihis Antichrists in a prevalent spiritual evil of his day.

The sign of the Parousia is hidden in the midst of the world-
wide mission of the Church.

This spiritual factor has had a decided influence upon
the course of history and upon Western history especially.
Principal John Baillie guotes Professor John Macmurray,
"!'That we think of progress at all shows the extent of the
influence of Christianity upon us. That we think of 1t as
a natural process of evolution shows how far we still are
from any adequate comprehension of Christianity.'"? It is

a tragedy of modern thought that we have blindly worshipped

1 IekE, De 1218
2 The Belief in Progress, p. 186.
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evolution to the neglect of faith in God. Speaking of what
might be called Christian evolution, Professor William

Manson says, "We are dealing no longer with a merely me-

chenical process which is not subject to direction from the

spiritual side, and we are no longer dependent on Time

simply to produce the result, but on Faith. Time might pro-

duce any results i1f there were no ideas to control the evo-
lutionary process."l This latter quotation from Professor
Manson goes to the very heart of the matter. "The 'cos-

mical' and 'ethical' processes...are not in the final sense

opprosed. Only, the cosmical process ig men's life has to

be controlled by the ethical. The Kingdom of God for men

comes by the Cross."® The humble Church of God holds the

key of history. The fact that progress hangs on faith and
not on time keeps "the door of hope open to history as the
province of the Divine working."

To speak of progress brings at once to mind some goal,
some destination. "History can retain significance only so
long as it is conceived to lead to some definite and attain-
abls goal."3 Professor Baillie declares that Christianity
gave to history the hope of reachling a climaxing consum-
mation.4 We cannot resist the temptation to ask what this
consummation will be. Are we thereby to understand that
the paramountey of the Christian religion will at last be
admitted by the other world-religions and that Christienity
will finally win the entire world? Far wiser men than I
have deemed it useless to attempt any answers to such ques-
tions, and I would abstain from even the appearance of au-

dacity in the face of such caution from so much wiser men.

Christ's View of the Kingdom of God, p. 18.
Tbid.; Ds 2Ls

John Baillie, The Belief in Progress, p. 182.
loc. eit.

U
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Yet perhaps I may be forgiven if I make a brief attempt to
examine the suggestions of two leading scholars. Principal
John Baillie writes, "Our conclusion then is that the Chris-
tian falith does offer us a very confident hope for the fu-

ture course of terrestrial history."l

Baillie continues,
"We have found little reason to believe in a general line

of spliritual advance running through the various spiritual
traditions and from one tradition to another.... The hope

we have been able to defend is rather of the progressive ex-
pansion of a single tradition, namely, the Caristian."2

Thus this great scholar seems to envisage the future as be-
longing mostly to Christianity. As I understand his learned
book, he 1s saylng that Christianity is going to gain the
ascendancy throughout the world in the future. The opinions
of this versatile, well travelled philosopher-theologian
Justly carry great weight. His views are very encouraging.
However there 1s, 1t seems to me, a difficult problsm on

the horizon of the future. We are witnessing today a re-
surgence of nationalism in the Near and Far East with the
birth of new nations. Alonz with this new nationalism there
comes a recrudesence of the national religions. I think
these conditions will obtain for an indefinite time - or

ags long as nationalism is free and unhindered. All of this
will probvably advance into the remote future the time when
Christianity's world mission will be satisfactorily achiesved.
Of course, Christianity will always welcome the opportunity
to meet and mingle with the other great religions in the
struggle for the souls of men. Christianity never fears
fair comparison with any other religion, for Christianity

is, in the final analysis, above comparison. ©She is in a




239

class alone. Perhaps this 1s true of all really great re-
ligions. To be sure, we may be still in the inchoate youth
of human exletence and have ample time for that remote fu-
ture.

It is highly interesting that Professor A. J. Toynbee
in a private meeting of a philosophical society in Edin-
burgh predicted more, not less, religion for the future:
"The 19th century movement in the Western world which re-
placed religion by technology as the center of interest will
be reversed in the 21st century by a counter-movement in
which mankind will turn back from technology to religion.
There will be no more Fords and Napoleons, but there may still
be St. Froancises and John Wesleys. It [Ehe new religious
movemené] might not start in America or in any European or
Western country, but in India.... The center of power in
the world will ebb back from the shores of the Atlantic to
the Middle East, where the earliest civilization arose
5,000 or 6,000 years ago.“l Indeed, this is a stimulating
prediction. It 1s one to be welcomed by devout hearts and
minds. Perchance this will be some higher level of spilr-

ituel living on which all men will begin to appreciate the

U

>
truth and power of the Christian guy_.¥1€- ng ¢

Perhaps these glances into the future limn vaguely for
us the indistinct, impenetrable future. There still remailns
the problem of the relation of good and evil. ©Shall we agree
with Niebuhr and borrow C. H. Dodd's phrase and say that
1t will be a "ding-dong" battle between good and evil to the
very lact? 1Is Niebuhr's above picture of the Antichrist
the right understanding of future history? These and many

other answers from the future we do not know, but this, I

1 Time, Atlantic Edition, No. 17, 1952, p. 20.
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think, we do know to our eternal satisfaction: mnamely,
whether the size of Christianity's sway and influence is to
increass or decrease, within the basic spirit and message

of Christianity and her mission is contained the essential
meaning of time, eternity, and human existence. "It has not
yet appeared what we shall be. We do know that, when He ap-

pears, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is."



. Summary

The following points of summary are briefly stated.
They will be found verbatim or in substance in the pre-
ceding passages of the thesis.

In the Introduction we learned that to think and speak
theologically is to think and speak eschatologically.

From Chapter I, aside from the many valuable contri-
butions of the individual commentaries, we learned that a
critically sound case can be made out for the existence of
& Johannine Parousia and eschatolosy. We also learned that
the rigid, stereotyped apocalyptic schema, which can be
called a type and to which the Johannine "consummstion"
corresponds as antitype, 1s far too unwieldly and undis-
criminating to express the fine and spiritual meaning of
the Second Advent. If it 1s objected that a "consummation"
1s vague and meaningless, it is to be answered that under
the Spirit's indwelling tutelage it is, on the contrary,
the really meaningful statement of the Parousia, because
it i1s the one that leaves room for the Spirit's explicating

what 1s implicit in the apocalyptic statement. Any u:xﬁ A &
‘

ToU. IQLQ“S that is too rigid to leave ample room for
the Spirit's work of interpreting to the Christian the

"future things" (Jo. 16:13) is surely foreign to real
Christian eschatology.
We discovered in Chapter II, the survey of John's

eschatological terms, John's conception of the Gegenwartig-

keit of the _)é’_Q’_x_ngg_k is such that it must unques-
tionaebly give basic guildance to all our attempts to inter-
pret or define the Parousia or Second Advent. ¥What cumu-
lative meaning for human history the Parousla wlll have and
what form or method the Second Advent may assume are surely

questions to be answered only in the Chrietian heart's
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continuous and ever-enlarging understending of the Johannine
language about the Coming and Abiding of Christ in the Holy
' Spirit. Apocalyptic imagery is the fruit of attempte to
understand the meaning to the human order of the finsl Coming
of the lord. We ghzll know what to keep of this fruilt if we
are living in the Johannine context because we gnsll be
closer to the True Vine from which all such fruit procesds,
Surely John has taugnt us how to find ths &ﬁeeﬂbiallmﬁaning
of any and all eschatologiczl events still in the 4distant
future: look within to the heart's communion witn Carist.
Christ will mean in tne Parousis basiczlly whet He mesns to
me now in my heart.

The study of christology znd eschstology in Chepter III
tanght ue that the Johznnine chriestology demands ths Johen~
nines eschatology. "Only He who is from before the founde-
tion of the world, will be with us in the Father's house
in the coneummation. Only He who ie "Slphe’ czn be ‘Omegs'”
(p. 195 z2bove).

In the discussion of "Rezlized znd Unrealized Ischa-
tolozy of Chapter IV, we found that "2 grester rezlized
eschriology in the present mekes 2 grezter unreslized es~

hztolosy for the futurs™ (p. 224 zbove). “Belowed, gow

zrz we children of God, 2nd 1t has pot yet eppeared Wasl we
shell be" (I Jomm 332). "“Christizn eschetology must be

" z2md "mot yet'l Johemnine eschatology ls superbly
bothl" (p. 225 2bove).

In Chapter ¥ on “The Chwreh znd fschetology" are the
followine stetements: “The Churech is 24 the heari of the
sxcheiolopien] strussle betwess Lisht 2nd derkmess" (p.
230); “The sign of the Paronsiz is hidden ju tie midst of
the worli-wide mission of fke Chuwer" (p. 236); ... within

the bhesie spirit 2nd message of Chrlstisxidy =znd ter
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mission 1is contained the essential meaning of time, eternity,
and humen existence" (p. 240); "The humble Chur‘ch'of God
holds the key of history. The fact that progress hangs on-
faith and not on time keeps 'the door df hope open to his-
tory as the province of the Divine working'" (p. 237).

Finally, John's Gospel and Epistles represents an ad-
vanced stage of the Christian understanding of eschatology.
"!'In Jesus the world is confronted by the End. This does
not mean that the eschatology of the earlier tradition has
been transmuted Into an inner, present, spiritual mysticism:
it means that the Evangelist judges the heart of Christian
eschatology to lie less in the expectation of a second
coming on the clouds of heaven than in the historical fact
of Jesus, in His words and actions....'" (p. 71 above).

Surely John has taught us to use the language of eschatolo-
)

gy cautiously, for the _€ O-XdTOV confronts man now
X/
in the _€ Q:)_(dTO_S' .
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