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ABSTRACT 

THE SON AND THE SONS OF GOD: A STUDY IN ELEMENTS OF 

PAUL'S CHRISTOLOGICAL AND SOTERIOLOGICAL THOUGHT 

by Charles Arthur Wanamaker 

This thesis examines Paul's use of the divine Sonship con- 

ception in order to discover its place and significance in his 

Christological and soteriological thought. Because Paul relates 

the divine Sonship idea both to Christ and to Christians, this 

thesis naturally divides into two main parts: Part one studies 

the divine Sonship of Christ, and part two investigates the 

divine sonship of Christians. 

Our examination in part one reveals that Sonship characterizes 
Christ's relation with God at every stage of his existence from 

before he became a man through to his present position as universal 

sovereign. The divine Sonship which Paul attributes to Christ is 

of fundamental importance for understanding the unique roles which 
Christ plays in creation and redemption. In particular, Paul's 

soteriology is inconceivable without the supposition of the divine 

Sonship of Christ. Paul's own belief in the divine Sonship of the 

man Jesus of Nazareth arose through the revelation he received at 

his conversion and call. Because of this experience, the Son of 

God became the content of Paul's Gospel. 

In part two we show that Paul's believer sonship conception 

was in continuity with his Jewish heritage and the teaching tradition 

associated with Jesus. By a careful examination of Gal. 3-4 and 

Rom. 8-9 we demonstrate that Paul attributed great significance 

to the idea of the divine sonship of Christians. This concept 

expresses the continuity between the present and future experience 

of salvation, while emphasizing its personal character. We also 

discover that believer sonship was capable of embracing a variety 

of other important aspects in Pauline theology. 

When the two sides of divine Sonship are seen together, 

especially in their relationship to one another, the one theme 

of divine Sonship is seen to provide a very valuable perspective 

on Paul's Christological and soteriological thought. 
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PREFACE 

This thesis, like many others, has a long pre-history. The 
basic theme of this work was suggested to me by my friend Dr. Curtis 
McKnight as long ago as 1972, though at that time I was completing 
an M. A. in history at the University of Illinois and had no thoughts 

of switching to the study of the New Testament. Dr. McKnight 

suggested that the concept of sonship and the related idea of 
inheritance might be an integrating theme within Biblical thought, 

especially in the thought of Paul. Several years later, after I 

had changed over to theological studies, I found myself casting 

around for a thesis topic which would hold my attention for three 

or four years and would have some value for the theological task 

of the contemporary church. Because the Fatherhood of God has 

played an important part in Christian thinking over the centuries, 
I decided to pursue the theme of the Fatherhood of God and the sonship 

of believers with special reference to Paul. - 

This thesis is the fruit of my studies, though I must hasten 

to say that my original project has undergone several revisions 

since its conception. The most significant change was required 

by the nature of the evidence in Paul. It became clear to me that 

the divine sonship of believers in Paul could not be understood 

apart from the divine Sonship of Christ. For this reason, I have 

investigated the two strands of the divine Sonship in Paul in an 

effort to understand the one theme of divine Sonship. The reader 

must judge for himself the value of this investigation and the 

contribution it makes to theological studies. 

It remains for me to express my thanks and appreciation to 

those without whose help this work would never have been completed. 

First, I must express my thanks and appreciation to my supervisor, 

the Reverend Professor C. K. Barrett. - He has challenged and guided 

me at every stage of my research and writing through his incisive 

criticism and suggestions and has given of his time and energy far 

beyond what might reasonably have been expected. Second, within 

the University of Durham there are a whole host of people who have 

x 



- 

contributed to my work either directly or indirectly. My special 
thanks go to the staff of the library who have helped in every way 
possible to expedite my work. I also owe a debt of gratitude to 

the minister and people of Waddington Street United Reformed Church 

who have become like mothers and fathers and brothers and sisters to 

my wife and myself during our stay in Great Britain. This thesis 

could not have been completed without the generous financial support 

of various members of my wife's family and of my own family, as 

well as the special financial help of Dr. and Mrs. Curtis McKnight, 

Mr. and Mrs. Ron Simkins, and Mr. and Mrs. Douglas Sauer all of whom 

made genuine sacrifices to help. I would also like to express my 

appreciation to Mrs. Kathy Percy and Mr. and Mrs. Ben Witherington 

for their help in the production of the final draft of this thesis. 

But all the debts I have accumulated in the research and 

writing of this thesis, and they are great indeed, are as nothing 

when compared to what I owe my wife, Pam. She has typed two difficult 

drafts of this thesis over the past several years while being a 

mother to our two small children. But more than this she has been 

a constant source of love and encouragement throughout my academic 

studies. Whatever I have achieved over the last twelve years are 

as much her achievements as they are mine. It is to Pam that this 

thesis is dedicated in love and gratitude. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The theological thought of the apostle Paul, as preserved in 
his extant letters, I 

reveals a man who understood his theological 
task in an essentially practical manner. His theological thought, 

at least as it has been preserved for us, is neither abstract nor 
esoteric; it was intended to serve the church and the Lord of the 

church, Jesus Christ. Even the most speculative of theological 

statements, like Phil. 2.6-11 and Col. 1.15-20, are used by Paul 
in order to make important "practical" theological points to his 

readers. The occasional nature of Paul's theological writings means 

that his letters may not be approached as though they were systematic 

statements of his theology, not even Romans, as we shall see. Never- 

theless, the question of the center or key to Paul's theol-ogy 

has long been a matter of interest and of debate. The recent 

publication of E. P. Sanders' book, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 

has once again served to draw attantion to this problem of crucial 

importance for understanding the driving force (or forces) of Paul's 

theological thought. The work of Sanders itself represents one of 

the most recent frontal attacks upon the traditional Protestant 

view that the center of Pauline theology is to be found in the 

"justification of the ungodly through faith. ,2 

I 
For the purposes of this thesis we conside, r the following 

letters to be authentic Pauline writings: Romans, I Corinthians, 
2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, Colossians, I Thessalonians, 
2 Thessalonians, and Philemon. In our view W. G. Ku'mmel, Introduc- 
tion to the New Testament (19752), pp. 255-350 provides sufficient 
evidence for accepting the authenticity of all nine of these letters. 
The case for the Pauline authorship of Ephesians is more problematic. 
For this reason we have chosen not to treat the Sonship material 
in Ephesians. 

2 
See E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison 

of Patterns of Religion (1977), pp. 434ff. Sanders argues that the 

criticisms of Albert Schweitzer against "justification by faith" being 

the center of Pauline theology have never been effectively countered. 
Taking a lead from Schweitzer he proposes that all of Paul's thought 
is to be explained from: 1) the Lordship of Christ, his saving 

work, and his impending return; and 2) Paul's sense of calling 

. 1ý1 7711XI 
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We do not wish to enter into the debate about the specific 
center of Pauline thought, for his complex thought is not easily 
organized around any single all-embracing category from which all 

other thoughts may be der ved. 
I 

Rather we would suggest that the 
heart of Paul's theology concerns three overarching and inter- 

connected themes: God, Christ, and salvation. This thesis 

attempts to examine one focal point in Paul's thought where 

these three overarching themes come together, namely in the divine 

Sonship conception. Paul believed that God sent his Son into 

human existence in order that men might receive adoptive sonship 
(Gal. 4.4-5). Since in our view, neither Christological Sonship 

nor believer sonship in Paul has received adequate attention from 

scholars, let alone the interconnection of the two, we shall 

endeavor in this thesis to provide an exegetical examination of 

the relevant Pauline material as well as a study of the background 

of both types of Sonship. 

This thesis naturally divides into two principal parts. 

In part one of the thesis the divine Sonship of Christ will be 

examined in order to determine its historical background and its 

place in the thought of Paul. In part two of the thesis the 

divine sonship of believers will be treated in an effort to 

discover its historical background and its significance for 

Paul. It is unnecessary to introduce the two parts of the thesis 

further at this point since each part has its own introductory 

chapter setting out the nature of the investigation to be undertaken 

and the method to be followed. However, two important points 

need to be borne in mind by the reader. First, although we have 

divided the thesis into two parts and have discussed the somewhat 

different backgrounds to the two types of Sonship separately, 

Sonship for Paul was an integrating theme. If Paul portrays 

to be the apostle to the Gentiles. For an example of the acrimoni- 

ous character of the debate over whether "justification by faith" 

is the center of Pauline thought see E. KNsemann, "Justification 

and Salvation History in the Epistle to the Romans, " Lerspec- 

tives on Paul (1971), pp. 60-78. 

Cf. G. Hasel, New Testament Theology: Basic Issues in the 

Current Debate (1978), p. 216. 
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believers as the sons of God, it is primarily because they have 

been related to God as sons through the saving death of the unique 
Son of God to whose Sonship they are being conformed. Thus in this 

thesis we are not discussing two tangential themes but a single 

theme with two foci. Secondly, this thesis is written in the 

belief that Paul speaks to Christians of every age and that it 

is the task of the Christian exegete to uncover the meaning of 

Paul in its historical setting so that it may better be under- 

stood and applied in the present. 

I 
For an excellent treatment of the relation between New 

Testament studies and the Church see A. J. M. Wedderburn, "The 
New Testament as the Church's Book? " SJT 31 (1978), pp. 23- 
40. 



PART ONE 

THE SON OF GOD IN PAULINE THEOLOGY 



CHAPTER II 

CHRIST, THE SON OF GOD IN PAUL: AN INTRODUCTION 

A. The Problem 

The Christological designation of Christ as "Son of God,, " 
"his Son" (i. e., God's), and the absolute form "the Son" are rela- 
tively rare in the Pauline letters. Only sixteen instances occur 

where the term "Son" is predicated of Jesus in the nine letters of 
Paul being considered authentic for the purposes of this thesis. 

I 

To this figure should be added the four definite occasions on which 
God is described as "the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ" since such 

statements clearly imply Christ's Sonship. 2 But even with this 

additional material the number of references in Paul to Christ's 

Sonship is minuscule in comparison with the number of occasions on 

which the terms "Lord" and "Christ" occur. Lord is used slightly 

over 200 times, though many of these are found in Old Testament 

quotations where their main referent is often God "the Father. " The 

title "Christ" is used somewhat over 300 times, but as is well-known, 

for the most part the titular character of the term "Christ" is 

\1 largely in the background. Such statistics, however, must not 

deceive us into thinking that the Christological Son of God idea is 

of little importance in Paul. The significance of an idea is 

determined more by how and why it is used than by how often (or 

seldom) it is used. 
3 

I Cf. Rom. 1.3,4,9; 5.10; 8.3,29,32; 1 Cor. 1.9; 15.28; 
2 Cor. 1.19; Gal. 1.16; 2.20; 4.4,6; Col. 1.13; and I Thess. 1.10. 

2 Cf. Rom. 15.6; 2 Cor. 1.3; 11.31, and Col. 1.3. These four 
texts do not make significant theological contributions, but they do 

attest the importance of Christ's divine Sonship in the thought of 
Paul. In certain other passages it looks as though the term Father is 

used of God in relationship to Christ, but a certain amount of ambiguity 
exists owing to Paul's common use of Father in an absolute sense. Cf. 

Rom. 6.4; 1 Cor. 8.6; 15.24; Gal. 1.1; Phil. 2.11; and Col. 1.3. 

3A 
remark of W. G. RUmmel, The Theology of the New Testament Accord 

to Its Major Witnesses: Jesus-Paul-John (1973), p. 139 is pertinent 
at this point. He says in another connection: "The absence of certain 
ideas or their merely incidental mention by no means should be taken 
to mean that Paul considered these ideas unimportantý, or that he 

5 
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Surprisingly, Paul's designation of Jesus Christ as the Son 
of God has never received widespread attention by modern New Testa- 
ment researchers and to our knowledge no thorough exegetical treat- 
ment of all of the Sonship passages exists. It is true that certain 
texts containing the Son of God terminology, especially Rom. 1.3-4; 1 

8.3; Gal. 4.4-5; Phil. 2.5-11, and Col. 1.13-20, have undergone 
intensive examination. The reason for this is not the occurrence 

of the Son of God idea itself, but the fact that these passages are 
thought to contain pre-Pauline traditions. In fact, R. H. Fuller has 

observed regarding Pauline Christology in general: "Most NT Chris- 

tolOgies in their chapter on Paul really discuss the pre-Pauline 
tradition! ,2 

The potential importance of Paul's designation of Christ as 
the Son of God has often been recognized, but with two principal 

exceptions little detailed exegetical work has been carried out, 

specifically on the themes of Christological Sonship in Paul. W. 

Bousset, in concluding his, in many respects dated, discussion of 

the "Kyrios Christos" in Pauline thought, raised the question of how 

Paul dealt with the relationship between God and Christ when Christ 

as Lord was receiving the worship properly due only to the one true 

God. 3 
Bousset believed that Paul sought to overcome this apparent 

problem by predicating the title U10s TOG OCOO to Christ. According 

to him, the title "Sonof God! 'solved the problem of the relation between 

God and Christ the Lord in the following way: "on the one hand, as 

the Son he [the Lordj stands close by the side of the Father, yet on 

the other hand he is still a being in his own right, separate from 

perhaps deliberately rejected them. Rather, the exegete must 
carefully note the historical situation out of which and to 'Which 
the individual trains of thought are written, and must also be open 
to the possibility that individual views of Paul changed in the 
context of his activity. " Cf. F. J. Leenhardt The Epistle to the 
Romans (1961), p. 23. 

1M. 
ý Hengel, The Son of God: The Origin of Christology and the 

History of Jewish-Hellenistic Religion (1976), p. 59 claims of Rom. 
1.3f. that "in recent years, more has been written about this than 

about any other New Testament text. " This is probably hyperbole, 

whether he intended it as such or not. Nevertheless, the recent 
bibliography on Rom. 1.3f. is massive. 

2 R. H. Fuller, "Review of Der leidende Apostel und sein Herr by 
II E. Guttgemanns, " JBL 86 (1967), p. 101. 

3 W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos: A His : ory of the Belief in Christ 

from the Beginnings of Christianity to Irenaeus (1970), pp. 205-209. 
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the Father. "' This theological explanation of Paul's Son of God 
terminology is of particular interest because it is one of the few 
attempts to explicate the significance of the title in Paul's wider 
Christological thought. Unfortunately, Bousset did not ground his 
reflections on careful exegesis of the Son of God passages, and 
it is certainly not clear from Paul that the cultic worship of the 
Lord was the problem necessitating his use of the Sonship language. 

In an essay devoted to Paul's understanding of Christ, Otto 
Michel made several interesting suggestions regarding the significance 
of the term Son of God as long ago as the 1930's. He observed that 
the designation Son 

ist das Wort, das sowohl die WÜrde des erhOhten (Gal. 1.16) 
als auch das Sein des geschichtlichen Jesus . (Rm 5.10) umf asst, 
das auf den. vorgeschichtlichen Christus angewandt werden 
kann (Rm 8.3) und das letzten Endes auch in der Endzeit 
gilt, bevor Gott alles in allem ist (1 Cor. 15.28) 

.2 
Apart from its ability to be appropriately employed in reference to 

every phase of Christ's existence, he also saw a profound theological 

significance for the word "Son": "In dies Wort legt Paulus alles hinein, 

die vO' 'llige Einheit mit dem Vater und seine Unterordnung, so dass es 
die zutreffendste und tiefste Bezeichnung ist, die Paulus dem Christus 

g eben kann. ,3 As with Bousset, these important observations are not 

supported with careful exegesis, and thus they exist as nothing more 

than a potential thesis requiring careful proof. 

Among English speaking authors, Vincent Taylor has offered 

several insights of possible importance. Noting the disparity in 

freqency between the title "Lord" and the designation "Son of God" he 

maintains that the title "Lord" is essentially derived from the language 

of worship and is uttered by those who believe, while the language of 

Sonship is employed by Paul when he wishes to make explicit what the 

Lordship terminology means. For this reason the Sonship language 

frequently occurs where Paul's teaching (or preaching) intention 

predominates (e. g. Rom. 1.3-4,9; Gal. 2.20; 2 Cor. 1.19). 4 In a 

number of passages Taylor recognizes a different interest at work. 

I Ibid., p. 208. Cf. Kununel, Theology, p. 163. 

2 
0. Michel, "Der Christus des Paulus, " ZNW 32 (1933), p. 30. 

Ibid., p. 30. 

4v. 
raylor, The Person of Christ in the New Testament (1958), 

pp. 44-46. See also his earlier work The Names of Jesus (1953), pp. 
52,57-58. 



8 

Oftentimes Paul utilizes the Sonship terminology precisely where 
"Jesus Christ is mentioned over against God. "I Taylor places such 
passages as Rom. 5.10; 8.3,29; 1 Cor. 15.28; Gal. 1.16; 4.4,6; and 
I Thess. 1.10 in this category, and goes on to say, "It is manifestly 
his [Paul's] intention to use these names ['the Son' and 'his Son'ý' 
in defining Christ's relation to God. ,2 The most important observa- 
tion of Taylor comes in his realization that the Sonship language 

requires consideration with regard to the wider features of Paul's 

theology. Thus he maintains: 
We must continue the inquiry as far as we can in Pauline 
terms. If from this standpoint, we ask what is the content 
of the Sonship he describes, there can be no doubt that it 
is appreciated best by considering his teaching concerning 
the relationship of Christ to man, to the universe, to the 
Spirit, and to God. The Sonship is estimated best in terms 
of its function. 3 

The principal shortcoming of Taylor's work, like that of Bousset 

and Michel, lies in his failure to provide an exegetical basis for 

his claims. To his credit, however, he sees clearly the need to 

relate Paul's Son of God conception to the apostle's theology as a 

whole and favors a functional view of it rather than a merely titular 

conception. 

In spite of the potential significance of Paul's references to 

Christ as the Son of God only two works give any pretense of treating 

the Son of God material in Paul in any detail. The earlier of these 

two works, Werner Kramer's Christ, Lord, Son of God, is an investiga- 

tion into the three most important traditional Christological titles 

found in Paul: Christ, Lord, and Son of God. Kramer operates on 

the commonly held assumption that the Pauline letters have pre-Pauline 

formulas embedded in them and that these formulas can be isolated 

on the basis of their literary form. 4 With respect to the Son of God 

I Taylor, Person of Christ, p. 46. 

2 
Ibid. , p. 47. Cf. L, Cerf aux, Christ in the Theology of St - Paul 

(1959), pp. 439,449f. 

3 
Taylor, Person of Christ, p. 47. 

4 
W. Kramer, Christ; Lord, Son of God ( 1966) , PP - 126-127 summarizes 

his tradition-historical findings in this way: "Our examination of the 

Christological titles has led to the happy discovery that within the 

pre-Pauline material each of the principal titles is set in a formula 

which is distinguishable by its literary form. The statements contained 
in these formulae mark the contours of the early Christian understanding 

of the terms Christ, Lord, and Son of God. They show how these titles 
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title, Kramer discovers three different types Of formulas. He 
characterizes the first as an "adoption" formula, finding its 

existence preserved in Rom. 1.3b-4. IA 
second type he terms a "send- 

ing" formula. He thinks that Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3 are examples 
of this formula. 2 Closely related to the "sending" formula is what 
he calls the "giving up" formula typified by Rom. 8.32 and Gal. 2.20.3 
Paul's incorporation of these Sonship formulas into his letters, 

along with the additional instances where he introduces the Sonship 
title on his own, reveal that the title and the ideas associated with 
it were of "relatively minor importance" for Paul, according to 
Kramer. 4 

He further claims that no particular themes emerge in 

special connection with the "Son of God" title and that the title 

nowhere influences the theological argument of the letters. Kramer 
does concede, however, that Paul's primary motive for introducing 

the "Son of God" title was that it "suggests the Son's solidarity 

with God, " thereby indicating "the very close relationship between 

were first associated, before passing into the stream of Christian 
tradition. " For a penetrating criticism of Kramer's work see M. 
Hengel, "Christologie und neutestamentliche Chronologie, " Neues 
Testament und Geschichte: Historisches Geschehen und Deutung im 
Neuen Testament (1970), pp. 53-57. He rightly points to the funda- 
mental problem of Kramer's entire approach when he claims: "So sehr 
das Bemlulhen, einzelne Titel, Formeln und Wendungen zunaNchst isoliert 

zu betrachten, anzuerkennen ist und der Verfasser heir grundliche 
Arbeit geleistet hat, führt der Versuch, diese 'atomisierten' Aussagen 
auf die Überlieferung der 'vorpaulinischen Gemeinden' zuruckzupro- 
jizieren, dazu, dass die christologische Entwicklung als Ganzes 
unversta'ndlich wird. Die einzelne christologische Formel ist ja immer 

nur eine isolierte Chiffre, hinter der in den urchristlichen Gemeinden 
ein lebendiges, anschauliches Verstgndnis des Heilsgeschehens im Sinne 
der endzeitlichen Offenbarung Gottes durch seinen Christus stand. 
Nicht die isolierte Betrachtung der einzelnen christologischenChiffren, son- 
dern 2ire Zusammenschau musste das letzte Ziel einer sinnvollen 
Darstellung der urchristlichen Christologie sein. Hinzu kommt, 
dass die vermutete vorpaulinische, christologische produktive 
'heidenchristliche Gemeinde' eine Fiktion darstellt" (p. 56). Cf. 
H. Balz, Methodische Probleme der neutestamentlichen Christol- 
ogisch (1967), pp. 36-40. 

I Kramer, Christ, pp. 108-111. 

2_Ibid., 
pp. 111-115. 

3 
Ibid., pp. 115-119. The "giving up" formula and the "sending" 

formula are compared on pp. 119-123. 

4 Literarische Ibid., P- 189- Cf. P. Pokorny, Der Gottes$ohn: 
Übersicht und Fragestellung (1971), p. 37� and H. Balz, Heilsvertrauen 

und Welterfahrung (1971), pp. 110-111, n. 246. 
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the bearer of salvation and God himself. "' 

Kramer's approach to the Son of God material in Paul is 
inadequate and misleading. The fundamental problems with his 
treatment are his assumption that the term "Son of God" is exclusively 
a title in Paul which may therefore be treated in isolation from the 
apostle's total Christology and his claim that the title has no 
real importance for Paul. By treating the Son of God statements in 
isolation from their original contexts in Paul's letters and by 
failing to place them in the apostle's wider Christological thought, 
Kramer fails to grasp the importance of the Father-Son relation and 
its implications in Pauline thought as a whole, even though he is 

forced to admit that the title "Son" implies the close relationship 
between the salvation bearer and God himself. Such a thought can 
hardly be termed unimportant since the relationship of Christ to God 

was a matter of paramount importance in early Christianity. The 

ascription of the title "Lord" to the risen Christ and the application 

of Old Testament texts to Christ which refer to God show, to some 

extent, just how far the earliest disciples were prepared to go in 

identifying Christ with God. Yet another problem with Kramer's treat- 

ment of Christ's Sonship in Paul is his failure to deal with the origin 

of the non-Messianic Son of God idea which has often obscured for 

him the actual meaning and implications of the Sonship idea in Paul. 2 

The second and more detailed study of the Son of God material 

in Paul is found in Josef Blank's Paulus und Jesus. 
3 He devotes 

over fifty pages to a treatment of the Son of God passages in Paul 

under three primary headings: 1) "Der Horizont der messianischen 

Inthronisation, " 2) "Der Sohn und die SO'hne, " and 3) "Der 

soteriologische Horizont. " His work represents an attempt to over- 

come the meager results of Kramer, while avoiding the entrapment 

of a completely systematic approach. He defines his own purpose in 

this way: 

Was also im Folgenden versucht werden soll, ist die 
Erhellung der Sohn-Gottes-Bezeichnung aus den verschiedenen 
Traditions- und Interpretations-Horizonten heraus, in denen 

sie bei Paulus auftaucht. Es wird sich zeigen, dass die 

'Kramer, Christ, pp. 185-186,189. 

2 
Cf. Balz, Methodische Probleme, p. 40. 

3 
1. Blank, Paulus und Jesus: Eine theologische Grundlegung 

(1968). 



Bezeichnung so eindeutig und farblos nicht ist, wie 
vielfach angenommen. 1 

Under the first heading, "the aspect of Messianic Inthronization, " 
he focuses his primary attention on Rom. 1.3-4, but he also touches 
on I Cor. 15.28 and I Thess. 1.9-10, understanding them all within 
the thought circle of the Messianic Son of God tradition. With the 
second heading, "the Son and the Sons, " he examines Gal. 4.4-7 and 
Rom. 8.14-15, supplementing this work with a treatment of Gal. 3.7, 
3.26-29; Rom. 8.29; 9.6ff.; and I Cor. 1.9. Under his final heading, 
"the Soteriological aspect, " he studies Rom. 5.10; 8.3-4; 8.32; and 
Gal. 2.20. Since Blank's work is primarily exegetical in nature, 
it is unnecessary to go into details at present. His work will be 

considered in our own exegesis of the Sonship passages. The important 

factor for the time being is the conclusion to which Blank comes. He 

maintains: 

Die Abgrenzung der verschiedenen Interpretations-Horizonte 
scheint sich als sachlich angemessen bewghrt zu haben. Steht 
bei dem ersten Gedankenkreis haupts'achlich der Auferstandene 
und Erh'O'hte im Blickfeld, so kommt beim zweiten der heils- 
geschichtliche Bezugspunkt hinzu und auch schon eine deutliche 
Traditionslinie zum 'Sohnesbewusstsein' des irdischen Jesus. 
Im dritten Gedankenkreis spielt das Sendungsmotiv eine 
gewisse Rolle, aber der eigentliche Schwerpunkt dürfte hier 
beim Gekreuzigten liegen. In diesem Zusammenhang bekommt 
die Sohn-Gottes-Bezeichnung einen unüberho"rbar eigenen 
Klang, sofern seine Hingabe in den ToddiehOkhste Liebesoffen- 
barung Gottes ist .... Was Jesus als Sohn Gottes ist, 
das erflährt man nicht bei der Frage nach einem bestimmten 
'Titel', sondern in entscheidender Weise doch erst dann, 
wenn man ihm als der Liebesoffenbarung Gottes für uns 
begegnet. Das Kreuz als der Ort, an dem Gottes Liebe in 
der Welt als die letzte Wirklichkeit aufgerichtet wurde, 2 ist auch der Ort, wo der Sohn Gottes wahrhaft erkannt wird. 

He proceeds to suggest that the way in which Christology and the saving 

act of Christ are brought together in the Sonship passages by Paul 

is indicative of the unity of Paul's Christology and soteriology, 
3 

the decisive beginning point of his thought. 

Blank's treatment of the Son of God material in Paul is not 

without several problems. In the first place, he sometimes forgets 

I Ibid., p. 250. 

2 Ibid., p. 301. 

3 
Ibid., p. 301-302. 
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that the so-called "Traditions-Horizonte" 
must not be allowed to 

be determinative for Paul's understanding. This problem is particu- 
larly present in his discussion of messianic enthronization because 
Messianic Sonship is not an adequate category for understanding the 
Son of God idea in Pauline thought. A second problem is that he has 
not considered the significance of the Son of God designation in 
relation to Paul's broader Christological reflection, though he 

certainly has shown an important connection between Paul's Chris- 
tology and soteriology. Finally, it is very doubtful whether the 
"Interpretations-Horizonte" actually existed as separate entities 
in Paul's mind, as Blank implies. If Blank were correct, it would 
suggest that Paul had three separate Son of God Christologies or 
at least a threefold Son of God Christology. 

A complete survey of literature treating the question of Paul's 
Son of God conception could be extended to include a number of other 

works, 
I but the principal problems of those which we have discussed 

already recur in varying degrees in virtually every other treatment 

of the Christological Son of God theme in Paul. Invariably one 

of two things seems to happen: either the discussions fail to take 

account of Paul's understanding of Qhrist as the Son of God in the 

context of his wider Christology and soteriology, resulting in 

only a partial understanding, or the works provide an insufficient 

exegetical basis for the broad conclusions which they offer. 

B. Statement of the Thesis of Part One 

In light of the situation which prevails regarding the 

scholarly examination of Paul's Son of God thought, what is required 

is an exegetically based examination of all of the Son of God passages 

in Paul which will seek to discover the meaning and significance of 

the Son of God idea within Paul's Theocentric, Christocentric , and 

Among the more important of these treatments are Kummel, 
Theology, pp. 151-172; H. N. Ridderbos, Paul: An Outline of his 
Theology (1975), pp. 68-78; R. Schnackenburg, "Christologie des Neuen 
Testament, " Das Chris tusereignis, Mysterium Salutis, 111/1 (1970), 

pp. 309-337; and W. ThUsing, Per Christum in Deum (19652), pp. 116- 
150. Also of great importance is S. Kim, An Exposition of Paul's 
Gospel in the Light of the Damascus Christophany, Manchester Ph. D. 
(1977). (This work is to be published in Germany in the series 
"Arbeiten zur Geschichte des Antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums, " 

edited by 0. Michel, M. Hengel, and 0. Betz. ) 
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soteriological thought. It is our contention that Paul's 
designation of Christ as God's Son is of fundamental significance 
for understanding his theology because it is an expression of the 
profound relation between Christ and God without which the Chris- 
tological and soteriological thought of the apostle remains incompre- 
hensible. Michel was not too wide of the mark when he said of the 
designation "Son" "es die zutref f endeste und tief ste Bezeichnung 
ist, die Paulus dem Christus geben kann. " Neither was Taylor far 

off the mark when he maintained that for Paul the content of Christ's 

Sonship is closely connected with his relationship "to man, to the 

universe, to the Spirit, and to God" and thus that "Sonship is 

estimated best in terms of its function. " 

C. The Approach to be Followed 

Even a very cursory examination of the Christological Son of 

God passages in Paul reveals a wide range of themes to which the 

Sonship idea is related. It would be possible to abstract the 

principal themes from the various Sonship texts and then employ them 

to organize the actual discussion of Sonship in a systematic way. In 

writing a monograph for publication this approach might well be 

favored. But such a procedure has several inherent dangers. It 

tends to fragment the thought of texts which originally stood as 

organic wholes, obscuring the interconnection of various themes 

related to the one theme under discussion. The complexity of 

Pauline thought and argumentation in its literary setting (and 

often its historical setting) also tends to be ignored. Another 

danger is that the abstracted categories are frequently utilized in 

a Procrustean fashion when details resist easy classification or 

fit into several classifications. In the end, such an approach 

treats Paul as though he had written systematic theology or a 

dogmat: Lcs, instead of occasional letters in which various theologi- 

cal themes and conceptions serve differing purposes arising from the 

occasions of the writings. 

In an effort to listen to Paul as faithfully as possible, we 

have chosen a different approach. It is in ways, less exciting and 

requires patience on the part of the reader because it makes for a 

slower development of the themes associated with Sonship, and on many 

occasions it leads to discussions which may seem to move away from 

the specific topic of Sonship. This latter point, however, is a 



14 

strength from our perspective, for it helps us to see Sonship in 
the wider context of Pauline thought. Specifically, we propose 
to exegete the relevant Pauline texts as whole units in order to 
determine how Christ's Sonship is used by Paul and thereby to 

ascertain its significance in the various contexts in which it 

occurs. This in turn will aid us in understanding its place in 

the apostle's wider theological thought. Only when we have completed 

our exegesis will an attempt be made to offer a more systematic 

statement about the meaning and significance of Sonship for Pauline 

theology, but this will arise out of the exegesis rather than 

dominate it. 

Having rejected a purely thematic approach for examining the 

Christological Sonship theme in Paul, it will nevertheless prove 
helpful to group the various Sonship texts under several different 

head ings suggested by the passages themselves. This will provide 

a basic organization for the chapters which follow without dictating 

the actual exegesis of the passages or foreclosing on the possibility 

of some texts relating to other categories as well. 

On several occasions Paul identifies the Son of God as the 

content of his Gospel: Gal. 1.15-16; Rom. 1.1-4,9; and 2 Cor. 1.19. 

Although these texts . cannot be fully appreciated or understood without 

examining the other Son of God passages, they do center on a single 

theme which provides the basis for examining them together in a 

separate chapter. We hope to demonstrate that the Son of God, as 

the content of the Gospel, represents a fundamental conception of 

Pauline thought. 

Another series of three passages which may conveniently be 

discussed together center on the comi ng of the Son of God into the 

world: Gal. 4.4-5; Rom. 8.3-4; and Phil. 2.6-11. Te irst two 

texts are commonly referred to as' I sending formulas"because they 

state that God sent his Son into the world for a saving purpose. 

These are often said to derive from a pre-Pauline "sending tradition, " 

but we hope to show the doubtfulness of this hypothesis or at least 

the inadequacy of the evidence which is normally adduced for it. 

Since several of the other Sonship passages are reputed to be 

traditional as well, we shall consider this question with respect 

I The term "Son" does not occur in Phil. 2.6-11, but there are 

sound reasons for numbering it among the Son of God texts, as we 

shall see. 
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to those texts where the issue arises. While Gal. 4.4 and Rom. 8.3 
seem to presuppose the pre-existence of the Son of God, Phil. 2.6-11 
provides very strong evidence for the pre-existence of the Son of 
God. Moreover we will argue that pre-existence was closely tied to 
the theme of Sonship. The Philippians text goes beyond the other 
two in another important respect: It takes up the idea of the 

present position of the Son as Lord, a conception which will also 
be discussed in connection with Rom. 1.1-4. 

Closely related to the three passages just discussed are a 
group of texts which refer to the death of the Son of God on man's 
behalf: Rom. 5.8-10; 8.32; Gal. 2.20; and Col. 1.13-20. These will 
be treated in a single chapter, though it will be seen that the 

Colossians text stands apart from the others because it leads into 

one of Paul's most profound cosmologýcal statements concerning 
Christ, a statement which stands under the Sonship theme. 

Three further passages are particularly interested in the 

Son's relationship to those who believe: Gal. 4.6; 1 Cor. 1.9; 

and Rom. 8.29.1 Rom. 8.29 also has an important connection with 

I Thess. 1.9-10 and I Cor. 15.24-28 because all three of these texts 

relate to the theme of the Son and the eschaton. The five passages 

mentioned in this paragraph will be treated under the heading "The 

Son of God in the Present and in the Future, " bringing to a con- 

clusion our exegesis of the Christological Sonship material. 

Before entering into our exegesis of the Sonship material in 

the letters of Paul, however, it is necessary to consider an impor- 

tant preliminary matter. The origins of Christological Sonship have 

long been debated by scholars. For this reason we propose to examine 

the background for Paul's Christological Son of God idea in order to 

lay to rest a number of unsupported hypotheses and to indicate the 

most probable factors lying behind Paul's understanding of Christ 

as the Son of God. 

I 
Col. 1.13 is related to this type of passage by virtue of 

the fact that it speaks about believers having been transferred 
to the Kingdom of God's beloved Son. 



CHAPTER III 

BACKGROUND CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING 

PAUL'S SON OF GOD CHRISTOLOGY 

Introduction 

A proper understanding of Paul's Son of God Christology 

necessitates an examination of the formative influences on this 

area of his Christological thought. Almost no one today doubts 

that originally a link existed in the earliest Palestinian Christian 

community between Jesusý Messiahship and the Christological designa- 

tion "Son of God. "' But even the most cursory examination of Paul's 

Sonship Christology is sufficient to show that the Messianic back- 

ground of the title "Son of God" is incapable of explaining Paul's 

understanding. For this reason modern New Testament investigators 

have sought to explain Paul's thought in terms of Hellenistic 
,2 Judaism and/or Hellenistic syncretism. It is our contention that 

recourse to Hellenistic syncretism is unnecessary and in fact 

improbable as an explanation for the origin of Paul's Son of God 

Christology. A much more promising solution to the problem is to 

I In the past it has been doubted on occasion that Son of God 
was a Messianic title applied to Jesus in Palestinian Christianity. 
See for example, Bousset, Kyrios Christos, pp. 91-98,206-210, 
who takes this position. On the Palestinq;. n Jewish origins of 
Sonship Christology, see infra. 

2 
E. g. HengeA, Son of God, argues for an entirely Jewish 

background, including Hellenistic Judaism. R. Bultmann, Theology 
of the New Testament 1, (1951), pp. 50,128-133, and H. J. Schoeps, 
Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious 
History (1961), pp. 149-160 look to a Hellenistic setting for Paul's 
Sonship Christology. Several recent investigators have attempted 
to explicate Sonship Christology (as well as other Christological 
titles) in terms of a progressive development in thought through 
the spheres of Palestinian Judaism, Hellenistic Judaism, and 
finally Hellenistic paganism. To each stratum certain influences or 
features are attributed. By implication Paul stands at the culmina- 
tion of this process as the great missionary to the Hellenistic 
world. See F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in ChristoloLy: Their History in 
Early Christianity (1969), pp. 279-317 and R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of 
New Testament Christology (1969), pp. 31-33,65,68-72,86-98. 

16 
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be found in a combination of Palestinian Jewish thought, 
the self-consciousness and experience of Jesus, and Hellenistic 
Jewish speculation. 

I 

In this chapter we shall first examine the claims of those 
scholars who maintain that Paul's Sonship Christology is explicable 
primarily in terms of Hellenistic syncretism. When the unsoundness 
of this conclusion has been demonstrated, we shall then attempt to 
set out what we consider to be the proper understanding of the 
background to Paul's Son of God Christology. 

B. Supposed Hellenistic Influence 

On Paul's Sonship Christology 

1. Introduction to the Problem 

The eminent Jewish philosopher of religions, Hans Joachim 

Schoeps, who specialized in the history of religions in relation- 

ship to the rise of Christianity, wrote in his important work, Paul: 

The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious History, 

that it was impossible to understand Paul's Son of God Christology 

in light of his Jewish origins. He maintained that Paul's elevation 

of the Jewish Messiah to the status of real divinity (the essence 

of Paul's Sonship Christology in Schoeps' mind) was radically un- 

Jewish: 

... there is no possibility of derivation from Jewish 
sources, but--if indeed it is a question of derivation-- 
it is impossible to refute the idea of a link with heathen 
mythological conceptions, filtered through the Hellenistic 
mysticism of the time. 2 

He argued that Paul took the legitimate Messianic title of dignity, 

"Son of God, " and made it "an ontological af f irmation, and raised it 

to a mythical level of thought., '3 This, according to Schoeps, 

could happen only in the context of Hellenistic pagan thought. 

He goes on to draw a startling conclusion: 

... we see in the U'I'Os ecolD belief, to which Jesus himself 
testifies according to the synoptic account-and only there- 

I 
Anyone familiar with the work of Hengel, Son of God will 

realize that this is not a new thesis, but it . is one which requires 
further clarification and explications. The material in this chapter is 

intended to complement and at places supplement the work of Hengel. 

2 Schoeps, Paul, p. 149.3 Ibid., p. 150. 
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the sole decisive heathen premise of Pauline thought. 
All thatbelongs to it and flows from it (e. g. the condes- 
cending heavenly man of Philippians, the dying with Christ, 
the realistic evaluation of the sacraments, etc. ) is un- Jewish and akin to heathen ideas of the time. I 

Schoeps ends his discussion of Paul's Sonship Christology by 

mentioning the possible Hellenistic pagan influences on Pauline 
thought. He mentions the apotheosis of the state religions of 
the Ptolemies and the Roman imperial cult, 2 Hellenistic Mystery 
Religion gods like Sandan of Tarsus, Hellenistic divine men(ecioi 
w6pcs), and divine saviour figures like the Gnostic Simon Magus 
(the redeemed redeemer myth). Although Schoeps himself draws no 
definite conclusion about these influences, they include the main 
categories which scholars have suggested as the pagan sources for 
Paul's Son of God Christology. For this reason we may critically 

examine these possible influences in order to show the improbability 

of a direct Hellenistic pagan derivation of Paul's Son of God 

Christology. 

2. Son-of God and the Imperial Cult 3 

From the time of Caesar Augustus onward the Roman emperors 

received the title divi filius which was t-ranslated into Greek as 

Uto's 'ro-U ecou- or more simply as eco'u uto's. The Latin title divi 

filius originally meant that Augustus was the son of the deified 

Julius. Its origins had nothing to do with the imperial cult since 

Octavian, the adopted son of Julius Caesar, assumed the title as 

early as 42 B. C., 4 
more than a decade before he. became emperor. 

'Ibid., p. 158. 

21bid., pp. 158-160. Schoeps is cautious enough to admit 
that in all probability it will always remain impossible to deter- 
mine the origin of Paul's faith in the Son of God. He does think, 
however, that the most likely possibilities are those which are 
deduced from the life of the apostle himself. For this reason 
Schoeps seems to favor the Sandan hypothesis. 

3For a comprehensive treatment of the broader problem of ruler 
cults in the ancient world and the impact on Christianity see L. 
Cerfaux and J. Tondrian, Un Concurrent du Christianisme. Le Culte 
des Souverains dans la Civilisation Grýýo-Romaine (1957). See also 
E. Lohmeypr, Christuskult und Kaiserkult (1919). 

4Sce D. Cuss, Imperial cult and Honorary Terms. in the New 
Testament (1974), p. 72. 
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The title was most probably appropriated to strengthen his 

position as the legitimate heir to the power amassed by Julius 
Caesar. The Greek translation eEou- lofos, which became common in 
the imperial period, offered other possibilities. The rulers of 
pre-Ptolemaic Egypt had long before assumed the title son of the 
sun god, Re. The title was transmitted into the Hellenistic world 
when Alexander the Great received the title "son of Ammon Zeus" 
from the. Ammon oracle in North Africa. The title then passed to 
the Ptolemies in 331 B. C. ' From this time forward it came into 

common use, and so when Augustus' title divi filius was translated 

as Oco5 ul6s it took up the Hellenistic tradition of honoring rulers 

with the title "son of god" while leaving behind the more ambiguous 
Latin, son of the deified. 

The question for us is how significant was the use of the 

title "son of god" in the imperial cult for the development of the Son 

of God title for Christ. Although Schoeps suggested that some have 

traced belief in Christ's divine Sonship to the apotheosis of the 

Roman imperial cult., 
2 

we have not found any scholar who does so in 

an unequivocal manner. On the other hand, many positively deny the 

possibility. 
3 What is said on occasion, however, is that the 

Christological and the imperial cult uses of the title "Son of God" 

reflect in some way the common piety of the masses of men in the 

Greco-Roman world. When Christian missionaries began preaching 

about Christ, the Son of God, in the pagan world, their message was 

readily received because it conformed to the popular desire for 

divine saviour figures. 4 But even this assumption is questionable 

since, as A. D. Nock has observed, the title "son of god" was "fairly 

I See P. W. von Martitz, flu fOS KTX.. " TDNT 8, pp. 336-337, on 
the history of the use of son of god in ruler cults. 

2 
Schoeps, Paul, p. 159. Cf. also the rema-rks of L. Cerfaux, 

Christ in the Theology of St. Paul (1959), pp. 456-457. 

3 
A. Deissmann, Bible Studies (1903), pp - 166-167 was, to our 

knowledge, the first to expressly reject the possibility that the 

application of the title "son of god" to the Caesars could explain 
either the origins or the significance of the title in Christianity. 
Subsequently, many others have, including E. Lohmeyer, Christuskult, 

p. 24; A. D. Nock, "Early Gentile Christianity and its Hellenistic 
Background, " ERAW 1 (1972), p. 85; Cerfaux, Christ, pp. 456-458; 
Fuller, Foundations of Christology, pp. 88-89; Cuss, Impe ial Cult, 

p. 74; and Hengel, Son of God, p. 30. 

4 
See especially, G. P. Wetter, "Der Sohn Gottes. " Eine Unter- 

suchunguber den Charakter und die Tendenz des Johannes -Evange I iums 
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colourless" among the imperial styles. 
I 

It was primarily a 
piece of flattery. There is no evidence to suggest that it 
had any impact on the piety of the masses or their longing for a 
divine saviour figure. 2 

In contrast Paul's usa ge of the title "Son 

of God" for Christ relates to his divine pre-existence, entry into 

the world, redemptive death, resurrection and parousia. It is 

anything but a colorless title in Paul. 

In summary, no real evidence has ever been presented to prove 
the derivation of the Christological title "Son of God" from the 

corresponding imperial title. The two uses of the title "Son of God" 

do not even tell us much about the religious feelings of the masses 

of the Greco-Roman world. The introduction of the imperial title 
'$son of god" into a discussion of the origins of Paul's Son of God 

Christology is a red herring, though it may have a place in a 
discussion of the background of the title outside Paul. 3 

3. Son of God and the Mystery Religions 

The early part of this century saw a vast amount of work 
dedicated to the problem of the influence of the mystery religions 

on the development of early Christianity. Clear lines of debate 

were drawn among scholars. Some urged that the mystery religions 

had exercised a preponderant influence on nascent Hellenistic 

Christianity, while others, with equal fervor, maintained that 

early Christianity had not been influenced appreciably by the 

mystery religions. 
4 

The focus of attention in the debate concerned 

(1916), pp. 19-20, and Lohmeyer, Christuskult, pp. 24-25. Cf. also 
Fuller, Foundations of Christology, pp. 88-89. 

1 
Nock, "Early Gentile Christianity, " p. 85. Cf. Cerfaux 

and Tondrian, Concurrent du Christianisme, p. '449. 

2 It is often said that Augustus, as a supposed son of Apollo, 

was a divine man figure, but this introduces a different range of 
problems to those involved in the titular use of the term "son of 
god" for the Roman emperors. 

3 
Matters may be somewhat different in the relation of the 

imperial cult to the Johannine usage of the title"Sonof God. " See 
Cuss, Imperial Cult, pp. 73-74. 

'Tor lists of schol. ars froni both sides of the debate see 
B. M. Metzger, "Considerations of Methodology in the Study of the 
Mystery Religions and Early Christianity, " HTR 48 (1955), pp. 2-4. 
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three primary areas: the sacraments, 
I 

Pauline mysticism, 
2 

and 
Christology. 3 The earlier debates have now largely subsided making 
possible a more reasoned and less polemical approach to the question 
of the relationship of the mystery religions and early Gentile 
Christianity. 

The issue which concerns us at present is whether or not the 

mystery religions form part of the background for understanding 
Paul's Son of God Christology. R. Bultmann in his Theology of the 
New Testament maintains that one of the concepts of divine sonship 
common in oriental Hellenism was 

the idea of son-divinities, upon whom cultic worship was 
bestowed and who were regarded as saviors. About such 
divinities, worshiped in "mysteries, " their myths relate 
that they had suffered the human fate of death but had risen 
again from the death. But according to the belief of their 
worshipers, the fate of these divinities establishes a 
salvation which is imparted to those who experience with the 
deity his eath and resurrection in the rites of the 
mysteries. 

I 
For sound discussions on the impact of the mystery religions 

on the Christian sacraments see A. D. Nock, "Hellenistic Mysteries 
and Christian Sacraments, " ERAW 2, pp. 791-820; G. Wagner, Pauline 
Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries (1967). 

2 See A. Schweitzer, The Mysticism of Paul the Apostle (1931), 
for the early debate and more recently A. Wikenhauser, Pauline 
Mysticism: Christ in the Mystical Teaching of St. Paul (1960). 

3 W. Bousset, before all others, set in motion the debate over 
Christology. He contended in his famous work Kyrios_Christos, esp. 
pp. 138-148 that one of the most important inýluences on the Chris- 
tian use of the term "KOPIOS" for Christ was the use of the term for 
the cult deities in various mystery religions. This formed part 
of his argument that the title "Lord" was wholly an innovation of 
Hellenistic Christianity. Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 124, among others 
accepts the view that the Christian usage of kyrios was dependent 

upon its use for the cult deities of the mystery religions. For 

more recent discussions of the origin of the title "Lord" which 
show the weaknesses in Bousset's total position see Hahn, Litles 

of Jesus, pp. 68-128; 0. Cullmann,. The Christology of the New 
Testament (1963), pp. 195-237; and Fuller, Foundations of Christolo 

pp. 50,67-68,92,156-158,184-186,230-231. 

4 
Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 130. 

Jesus to Paul (1944), pp. 103-108 who 
would never have become the Christian 
influence of the mystery religions. 
Schoeps, Paul, p. 160 seemed to favor 

See also J. Klausner, From 
maintains "a Jewish Messiah 
Son of God" without the 

rhis is the view which 
as well. 
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He believes this idea has influenced the Son of God Christology 

preserved in the Pauline letters. I 
No information exists, however, 

to indicate that the mystery religions placed any emphasis on the 

conception that their deities were sons of god , nor for that matter 
th at the initiates became sons of the cult deities. 2 

For this 

reason it is highly improbable that the mystery deities contributed 
to the Christological title "Son of God. " Thus the discussion of the 
dependence of Christological Sonship on the mysteries must center 
in the conception of the dying and rising god. 

That the various oriental mysteries of the first century of 

our era possessed the dying and rising god concept is often taken 

for granted. It is then assumed, as with Bultmann, Klausner, and 
Schoeps, that the dying and rising gods served as models for the 

dying and rising of Christ in Hellenistic Christianity. But this 

hypothesis has a number of weaknesses. The most fundamental weak- 

ness is that recent research has shown that the major oriental 

mystery deities were not dying and rising gods, at least not in 

the first century. Gunter Wagner has shown that the important 

mystery god, Sarapis, created by the first Ptolemy to unite his Greek 

and native Egyptian subjects, never was a dying and rising god. The 

dying and rising of the god played no part in the Attis cult 

originally and only came in, if at all, long after Christianity was 

well established. The dying and rising of the god was not a feature 

in the Adonis cult of the first century either. The essence of this 

cult's concern was the movement from life to death, but not the 

rever se. 
3 In short, the evidence for a'ubiquitous conception of 

I Ibid., pp. 128-132. 

2 Hengel, Son of God, p. 25. It is no accident or oversight 
that von Martitz, %ý6s, " pp. 336-340 makes no reference to the 

mystery gods in discussing the Hellenistic background of the title 
It Son of God. " 

3 
Wagner, Pauline Baptism, pp. 92-93,178-201,213. C. Colpe, 

"Zurmythologischen Struktur der Adonis--, Attis--und Osiris-Uber- 
lieferungen, " lihn mitburt . Festschrift fur Wolfram Freiherr 

von Soden, (1969), p. 42 says, "Adonis, Attis, und' 
Osiris [who was essentially replaced by Sarapis] sind nicht nur 
keine sterbenden und auferstehenden vegetationsgotter-siereprasentleren 

auch keine einheitliche archaisch-mediterrane Gotte'svorstellung 

anderer Art. " He claims with some justification that the common 
pattern of dying and rising gods does not represent a simple 
expression of the nature cycle. The use of the language of dying 

and rising was determined not by the analysis of the mythological 
structure involved but by the already existing language of Christian 
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dying and rising gods among the oriental mysteries of the first 

century is non-existent. But even if evidence were to emerge that 
the dying and rising god was a well-known type in the period when 
Christianity arose, other factors would militate against its 
importance in understanding Paul's Son of God Christology. In the 
first place, the tradition of Christ's death and resurrection may 
be traced to the earliest Palestinian tradition which stood firmly 

outside the range of the mystery religions' influence. I Secondly, 

the differences between the mystery gods and Christ, the Son of God, 

are so great that the mystery deities are a most unlikely source 
for Christological material. The activities of the mystery gods 

related to indeterminable points in the past, but Christ was a 
historical figure of the very recent past whom living men had known. 

Christ pre-existed and then was sent into human flesh by God, but 

the mysteries do not possess gods who descend into life. 2 More- 

over the mystery gods died because of divine jealousy or fate and 

certainly not willingly. Christ, on the other hand, died according 

to the will of God in order to redeem men and reconcile them to God. 

In light of the massive differences between Christ's death and 

resurrection, and the death (and possible resurrection) of the 

mystery deities, any real influence on Paul's Sonship Christology 

is excluded. 
3 

In summary, the concept of the dying and rising son-divinities 

theology. The vegetation deities embodied in the mysteries did not 
die and rise; they died and were reborn from the earth goddess. If 
Colpe's contention (cf. Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 90) 
is correct, then it may mean, as Wagner (pp. 199-200) thinks possible 
in the case of Adonis, that the resurrection of cult deities only 
came in to aid the mysteries in their competition with Christianity. 
In other words any talk of dying and rising mystery gods is the 
pro-duct of the mysteries borrowing from Christianity. It should 
perhaps be said that Schoeps' reference to Sandan-Heracles of Tarsus 

as a dying and rising god is also very questionable. See A. D. Nock, 
"'Son of God' in Pauline and Hellenistic Thought. A Review of Schoeps 
Paulus, " ERAW 2, p. 930, esp. n. 5. 

I 
Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 90. If the basic 

confessional formula contained in Rom. 1.3-4 goes back to a 
Palestinian original, then the ideas of Sonship and resurrection 
were already connected before any conceivable contact with the 

mystery religions. On Rom. 1.3-4 see infra. 

2 Nock, "'Son of God, "' pp. 933-934. 

3 Cf. Metzger, "Mystery Religions, " pp. 16-20. 
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mentioned by Bultmann played no more part in the formation of the 
Son of God Christology than did the cult of the emperors. The 
differences between Christ, the S on of God, and the mystery religions' 
dying and rising gods is so great that any similarities are only 
formal. Finally, it is beyond question that Christianity possessed 
its belief in the death and resurrection of Christ before it 

encountered any mystery religions. In contrast, some of the 

mystery religions only came to have dying and rising gods after 
their exposure to, and confrontation with, Christianity. 

Son of God and Theios Aner 

The secondary literature dealing with the background of the 
Christological title "Son of God" does not indicate that a dependence 

upon the imperial cult or the mystery religions has ever received 

widespread favor. At best only isolated references exist to a 

relationship between the title "Son of God" and these categories. 
Matters are different, however, with regard to the theios aner 

concept. 
I 

R. Reitzenstein initiated the discussion regarding the 

figure of the theios aner in the first edition of his Die Hellen- 

istischen Mysterienreligionen in 1910. He pointed to figures like 

Apollonius* of Tyana and Alexander of Abonuteichos as examples of 

theioi andres, god-men who were endowed with powers of knowledge, 

prophecy, miracles, and personal holiness through their union with 

God. 2 
The theios aner concept was then taken up by G. P. Wetter in 

1916 and applied to the specific Christological category of divine 

Sonship. In his chapter on the origins of the title "Son of God"he 

asserted, "fliesst doch die Sohn-Go t tes -Vors tel lung mit einer im. 

Hellenismus viel allgemeineren zusammen: dem ee-ios 4Y)epmros, 

C 
oder was dafur unter den Christen gesagt wird: 0 ýýOPW70s TOO 

eco-0.1' 3 
He made this connection with respect to Christianity 

I 
An excellent introduction to the whole question of theios 

aner in modern research is to be found in C. H. Holladay, Theios Aner 
in Hellenistic Judaism. A Critique of the Use of this Category in 
New Testament Christology (1977), pp. 1-45. Weare indebted to him for 
ý--number of references to the recent secondary literature. 

2 Now see R. Reitzenstein, Die Hellenistischen Mysterienreli- 

gion nach ihren Grundgedanken und Wirkungen, 3rd ed. (192 , pp. 
25ff. For reference to the first edition see Holladay, Theios 
Aner, pp. 24-26. 

3 
Wetter, Sohn Gottes, pp. 186-187. 
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because he believed that in popular Hellenistic piety the son of god 
figure and the thei . os aner were occasionally identified. ' 

With 
Reitzenstein and Wetter the two main streams of discussion regarding 
the "divine man" figure and his relation to Christian origins are 
already present: Jesus the divine miracle worker and Jesus the 
divine Son of God. As Holladay says of current scholarship: 

When the ordinate of Jesus' miracles and the abscissa of his 
divinity 

... are plotted on a graph in contemporary scholar- 
ship, more often than not, many scholars are finding theios 
aner at the point of intersection, for it is chiefly in 
respect to these two foci of Christological investigation 

2 that the expression seems to be most frequently employed. 
Since the work of Hans Windisch, Paulus und Christus, it has 

conmonly been assumed that the Hellenistic theios aner concept 
penetrated Hellenistic Judaism in Philo and other Jewish writers 
carrying on apologetical dialogue with Hellenistic thought. 

3 
Wind- 

isch claimed that figures like Moses., known as men of God in the Old 
Testament, became assimilated to the theioi andres of the Greeks. 

The theios aner conception is then thought to have passed into 

Christianity from here. 4 
The careful study of C. R. Holladay has 

shown the tenuity of this hypothesis which dominates much of the 
discussion about the theios aner Christology. 5 

Moreover, the whole 
discussion of. the theios aner concept and its impact on Christology 
is encumbered with another major difficulty. The problem resides 
in the term theios aner and what it actually meant in antiquity. 

1 Ibid., p. 82. 

2 Holladay, Theios Aner, p. 7. 

3 H. Windisch, Paulus und Christus: Eine Biblisch-Religions- 

geschichtlicher Vergleich (1934), pp. 24-114. Reitzenstein, ýjyýter- 
ienreligionen, seems to have already maintained that the Hellenistic 
divine man ideology penetrated Judaism in Philo. See Holladay, 
Theios Aner, p. 26. 

4 
The first part of Windisch's book outlines the religious- 

historical background of the theios aner idea. In the second part 

entitled "Paulus und Christus als Gottesmýinner biblisr-her Pr'agung" he 

attempts to explain Christ and Paul as divine men. See Windisch, Paulus 

und Christus, pp. 115-314. More recently see Hahn, Titles of Jesus, 

p. 290. See also Holladay, Theios Aner, pp. 15-18. D. Georgi, Die Gegner 

des Paulus im 2. Korintherbrief: Studien zur religi'o'sen Propagan a in 

der SpHtantike (1964), pp. 220-234, identifies Paul's opponents as 
Jewish Christian missionaries who had imbibed the theios aner idea so 

heavily that they thought they were themselves divine men preaching the 

divine man Christ. 

5Holladay, Theios Aner, especially pp. 233ff. 
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Many investigators, particularly since L. Bieler's famous work, Oclos 
A, v3p, ] have treated the term as though it were a well-defined technical 
designation in the pre-Christian period' which included the ideas of 
miracle working and divine nature, especially conceived as divine 
sonship. 

2 
The fault in part arises from a mistake in methodology. 

The error is most obvious in Bieler's work. He describes the task 
he undertakes in the following terms: 

Doch nicht die geschichtliche Entwicklung, die eben kurz 
angedeutet wurde, soll Gegenstand dieser Arbeit sein ... sie will vielmehr den Gesamttypus,. gewissermassen die platon- isch e Idee des antiken Gottmenschen schauen lassen, der sich 
mag der einzelne gleich nie und nirgends alle wesentlichen ?1 
. 
Zuge in letzter Vollkommenheit lückenlos in sich vereinigen, doch in jedem seiner Vertreter bald mehr, bald weniger 
auspragt; jeder liefert Steine, die sich schliesslich zum 
anschaulichen Bilde vereinigen lassen. 3 

This procedure, implicitly followed by others (many have simply ac- 
4 cepted Bieler's findings), means that Bieler has taken isolated and 

disparate features occasionally connected by the adjective ecTos, but 

almost never with the phrase OcTos&VT'I'p, from writings separated by 

as much as 600 years, and has formed a composite figure known as the 
theios aner. Both W. von Martitz, the classical philologist, and 0. 
Betz, the New Testament scholar, have given cause to doubt that a 
fixed. conception known by the designation theios aner existed in the 

period of the origins of Christology, if ever. 5 As-Holladay points 

it 
I L. Bieler, Oci. ios AV-np: Das Bild des "Go'ttlichen Menschen" im 

Spatantike und FrTh--christentum I and 2, originally published (1935- 
36), reprinted (1967) two volumes in one. (It is this latter edition 
which we have used. ) 

2E. 
g. Bultmann, Theology 1, P. 130; H. Braun, "The Meaning of New 

Testament Christology, " JTC 5 (1968), pp. 99ff; Fuller, Foundations of 
Christology, pp. 97-98; Hahn, Titles of Jesus, pp. 288ff 

3Bieler, Dews AvTIp I, p. 4; Hengel, Son of God, p. 31 claims 
that the majority of sources referred to by Bieler come from Neo- 
ýlatonism or the church's hagiography. 

4 
0. Betz, "The Concept of the so-called 'Divine Man' in Mark's 

Christology, " Studies in New Testament and Early Christian Literature: 
Essays in Honor of Allen P. Wikgren (1972), p. 232 mentions a very 
interesting example of how the theios aner concept perpetuates itself 
by using this sort of methodolo . gy. His name sake, H. D. Betz, in his 

Z. ýýSdLicht study Lukian von Samosata und das Neuen Testament: Religiqn§ hichý- 
liche und ParHnetische Parallelen (1961) finds a wealth of material in 
Lucian of Samosata dealing with the theios aner concept, but then 
strangely has to admit that no explicit title exists for the material. 
In other words he has forced a preconceived concept on the texts. 

5 -. ý of Von Martitz, "Vids, pp. 338-340 and Betz, "Divine Man, " 
pp. 231ff. 
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out. the term ecTos was capable of at least four renderings. This 

means that theios aner was itself capable of at least four render- 
ings: "divine man, " "inspired man, " "a man related to God, " and 
"an extraordinary man. "' Such problems should caution against the 

uncritical use of the term theios aner. But even if the very idea of 
theioi andres as conceived by contemporary scholarship is questionable, 
do figures described as divine constitute one of the sources for the 

predication of divine S*onship to Christ? 

Many scholars who treat the. idea of theios aner Christology 

assume that a connection exists in the non-Biblical sources between 

the divine quality in figures described as theioi and their sonship 

to a god. 
2 This does not seem to be the case. As P. W. von Martitz 

observes: 

Even when legend invented a divine,, origin for outstanding 
personages, this did not lead to U10s predication. The more 
or less clear idea of divinity does not find linguistic 
expression, especially in the form of stress on divine sonship. 
When, therefore, divine sonship is associated with the 
description as ecý'os this is quite accidental. The conceptual 
spheres of divine sonship and ec'10s may well be related, but 
the terminology does not support this association. 

Apart from this terminological problem, a genuine difference in 

conception exists between divine figures in antiquity and Christ as 

the Son of God. Christ was the pre-existent Son of God sent by God 

into the world to redeem men. After his death he was raised from the 

dead and received a position subordinate only to God himself (cf. 

Phil. 2.6-11). In contrast the figures to whom divinity is attributed 

in the Hellenistic world died, but not for the sake of others. The 

idea of resurrection almost never plays a part in what happens to 

such figures after death, 
4 

and none are ever said to have received 

the same sort of exalted position which Christ did after his death 

I Holladay, Theios Aner, p. 237.. Cf. Liddell and Scott, "ec'ýOs, " 

p. 788. 

2 
This view, as was mentioned previously, goes back to Wetter, Sohn 

Gottes, p. 82. Cf. Bieler, Ocios Avrip 1, pp. 134ff; Bultmann, Theology 
1, p. 130; Braun, "Meaning of Christology, " pp. 99ff; Hahn, Titles 

of Jesus, pp. 288ff. 

3 
Von Martitz, "lAbs, p. 340. Fuller, Foundations of 

Christolog , p. 69 who accepts the existence of the theios aner idea, al- 
beit in a drastically modified form, says: "never in the available 
evidence is the term utos eeoO Oson of God' ) used for this conception 
[theios aner] in Hellenistic Judaism. " 

4 
The report of Apollonius' resurrection was probably based on 

Christ's resurrection. 
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and resurrection. The most important difference, however, is found 
in Christ's pre-existence. With his vast knowledge of the literature 

and religions of the ancient world A. D. Nock is able to cite only 
three examples where a form of genuine pre-existence (that is, some- 
thing other than the common idea of existence connected with the 
transmigration of souls) occurs. 

I 
One is contained in the Hermetic 

literature and refers to Osiris and Isis who were sent to civilize 

mankind (Kore Kosmou, Exc. 23.62ff. ). But Nock thinks this instance 

has been influenced by Christianity and is in fact part of an 

anti-Christian polemic. Horace portrays Octavian as Mercury sent 
from the gods to avenge Julius Caesar's death (Carmina 1,2,41ff. ), 

but as Hengel points out, this is "political, poetic flattery" in- , 
2 dicating that Horace regarded Augustus as a ruler sent by the gods. 

The final instance mentioned by Nock concerns Pythagoras. The biography 

of Iamblichus claimed a community of Pythagoras' disciples counted him 

as one of the gods sent to bring the blessings of philosophy (Iambl. 

De Vita Pythagorica, 1,8). It is unclear how widespread this notion 

actually was. 
3 Thus, the limited number of possible examples for pre- 

existent gods becoming human, and the possible problems attendant 

with each instance, argues against the existence of a common Hellen- 

istic conception of pre-existent gods, who became men for benevolent 

purposes, being a source for divine Sonship Christology. 
4 

I Nock, "Son of God, " pp. 937-939. He maintains that the 
occasional reference to a ruler being sent down is not on the same 
plane. 

2 Hengel, Son of God, pp. 37-38. Hengel discusses the three 
instances given by Nock and adds a fourth of his own. His own example 
(pp. 35-36) is Hermes in the Stoic Cornutus who is sent into the world 
as "the rational principle. " But here, of course, Hermes, as the Logos 

sent by the gods, lacks any personal existence. Braun, "Meaning of 
Christology " p. 103, n. 47 is only able to add Plutarch, Vita Romulus, 
28; but see Hengel, Son of God, p. 39 against its relevance. 

314et)9eI, 
ibid-, f*36-37 thinks in the case of Pythagoras that it is 

difficult to distinguish between "the idea of the transmigration of 

souls from the notion of the incarnation of a god. " 

4 Nock, "Son of God, " pp. 933-934 points out that one of the 

common attacks against Christianity in the period of the Church 
Fathers was the very belief in the sending of God's Son into the 

world. According to Origen, Celsus repeatedly charged that "No god, 
0 Jews and Christians, and no child of a god has come down or could 

come down. " (This is quoted from Nock. For this reference and other 

examples see pp. 933-934. ) TF the incarnation of deities were a 

common notion in the 11cl-lunistic world, it is highly improbable that 

such aLtncks would ever h-tvc been iriounted. 
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In summary we may say that the relevance of the term theios aner 
and its related conceptions are highly problematic with regard to 
the origin of Christ's divine Sonship. Furthermore, those examples 
where men in the Hellenistic world were characterized as divine do 

not appear to have any importance for the divine Sonship Christology 

of early Christianity. 

5. Son of God and the Gnostic Redeemer 

Perhaps no single topic has commanded so much attention among 
New Testament and History of Religions scholars in the twentieth 

century as the question of Gnosticism. Was Gnosticism a pre-Christian 

phenomenon, or was it a distinctly Christian heresy? Did Gnosticism 

have its roots in dualistic Persian thought which was superimposed 

on Hellenistic thought, or did Gnosticism first develop within Judaism? 

If Gnosticism postdates the appearances of Christianity, to what extent 

were g-aosticizing tendencies present in the pre-Christian and early 
Christian periods? Did the Gnostic redeemer myth antedate Christianity 

or was it influenced by the Christian redeemer figure of Christ? These 

are but a few of the complex problems which investigators have treated 

with regard to Gnosticism. It is specifically the last problem mentioned 

above which concerns us. The research on this issue alone is so 

vast, however, that. it is only possible to touch its surface here. 

The beginnings of the modern discussion of the Gnostic redeemer 

myth go back to the early days of the History of Religions School. W. 

Bousset in his Hauptprobleme der Gnosis maintained: 

wir werden nach allen Beobachtungen die Behauptung aufstellen 
durfen, dass der Erlo"sungsmythus oder die Erl8sungsmythen der 

gnostischen Religion nicht erst aus dem Gedankenkreis der 

christlichen Religion abgeleitet sind, sondern dass sie vorher 
vorhanden waren und nur kunstlich mit diesem Gedankenkreise 
kombiniert wurden, dass in der Gnosis fremde mythische Erlo"ser- 

gestalten mit der Gystalt Christi nachtraglich und kunstlich- 
identifiziert sind. 

Not surprisingly, Bousset found in Paul indications of the adaptation 

of the redeemer myth to Christ. 2 In his later work, Kyrios Christos, 

Bousset claimed that Paul had made Christianity "a one-sided religion 

of redemption" by "the connection of the redeemer myth with the figure 

of Jesus of Nazareth., t3 

I W. Bousset, Hauptprobleme der Gnosis (1973), p. 276. 

2 
Ibid., p. 242. 

3 Bousset, Kyrios Christos, p. 254. Cf. pp. 60-68 and 265-275. 
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Bousset, following the lead of H. Schmidt, sought to explain 
the origins of the redeemer myth in tracing a line from the ancient 
Babylonian god Marduk to the redeemer figure in the Mandaean sources. 
R. Reitzenstein, on the other hand, in a series of books and essays 
maintained that the redeemer myth had originated in pre-Christian 

2 Iranian Zoroastrianism. Reitzenstein, along with R. Bultmann, recon- 
structed the original myth from the relatively late Manichaean and 
Mandaean sources. 

3 
They believed these texts witnessed to the pre- 

Christian redeemed redeemer (Erl'o'ster Erlo"ser) myth which had 

originated in Iran and then had moved westward in the pre-Christian 
Gnostic movement. Although the myth was not extant in its complete 
form until the Manichaean literature, it left vestiges of itself 

embedded in various writings from Jewish Wisdom literature to Philo 

and from Jewish Apocalyptic writings to Gnostic Christian texts. The 

Mandaean literature was especially important because Reitzenstein and 
Bultmann thought the Mandaeans were a pre-Christian baptismal sect 

which had preserved, independent of Christianity, elements of the 

redeemed redeemer myth. The redeemed redeemer, as explicated by 

them, was closely related to Paul's Son of God at several crucial 

points: both were pre-existent; both were sent into the wor ld; both 

provided means of redemption for others; and both returned to heaven, 

from whence, they had come, in exaltation. Because of these similari- 

ties, and the belief that the redeemer myth was pre-Christian, it was 

natural to assume that Paul was dependent upon this myth for elements 

I 
Bousset, Gnosis, pp. 242ff. 

2 
For a discussion of Reitzenstein's work and the development 

of his thought see C. Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule: 
Darstellung und Kritik ihres Bildes vom gnostischen ErlOsermythus 
(1961), pp. 34-57 and E. M. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A 
Survey of the Proposed Evidences (1973), passim. With the exceptions 

1 11 of Poimandres: Studien zur griechisch-agyptischen und fruhehristliche 
Literature (1904) and Die Hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen nach 
ihren Grundgedanken und Wirkungen (1927-5) none of Reitzenstein's 
works have been available to us. Our discussion, of the contributions 
of Reitzenstein and Bultmann is heavily dependent upon Colpe and 
Yamauchi. 

3 One of Bultmann's earliest contributions on the subject was 
his essay "Die Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen mandaischen und man- 
icha'ischen Quellen fUr das Versta'ndnis des Johannesevangeliums, " 
ZNW 24 (1925), pp. 100-146. He developed twenty-eight points of 
contact between the Mandaean and Manichaean redeemer figures, and 
Jesus as he is presented in the Gospel of John. He then maintained, 
"Die Hauptabsicht der vorausgehenden Ausfu"hrungen ist erreicht, 
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of his Son of God Christology. 
I 

The early work of Bousset was subsumed by the later research 

of Reitzenstein and Bultmann. The pre-Christian redeemed redeemer 

myth they posited, however, is no longer tenable. In the first place 
C. Colpe has demonstrated the inherent inadequacy of the term "redeemed 

redeemer" which never occurs in the sources but is used of four 

different variants of the myth. 
2 

Much more important is the problem 

of the sources. The Manichaean and Mandaean texts that played a 
foundational role in the views of Reitzenstein and Bultmann are 
incapable of supporting the edifice of a pre-Christian redeemer 

myth. The Mandaeans may in fact go back to the Jordan valley in 

the first century A. D., but the documents we possess from the move- 

ment can at best only be traced back to the third or fourth centuries. 

Given their syncretistic character and their contact with Christians, 

Gnostics, and various indigenous religious groups of the trans- 

Jordan area and Mesopotamia, it is impossible to identify the original 

elements of the Mandaeans' system. In other words, they can hardly 

count as witnesses to a pre-Christian Gnostic red eemer myth. 
3 

The 

pedigree of the Manichaeans is no purer. Recent research has conclu- 

sively shown that Mani was originally a member of the Elchasaite sect, 

a Gnostic tending Jewish-Christian baptismal sect. 
4 

Thus Manichaeism 

is at heartrelated in its very essence to Christianity. When 

wenn deutlich geworden ist, dass das Joh-Ev. den skizzierten Erlosungs- 
mythos voraussetzt und nur auf seinen HintergrUnden verstandlich 
ist. " (p. 139). On the close relationship of his work to that of 
Reitzenstein, see pp. 103-104. Now see also Bultmann, The Gospel of 
John: A Commentary (1971), passim. For a brief restatement of the 
myth see Bultmann, Primitive Christianity in its Contempor ry Setting 
(1956), pp. 163-164, and idem, Theology 1, pp. 166-167. 

Cf. Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 175; Braun, "Meaning of Christ- 

ology, " pp. 103ff., W. Schmithals, The Office of Apostle in the Early 
Church - 

(1969), pp. 133-134. E. KHsemann, "A Primitive Uýristian 

Baptismal Liturgy, " Essays on the New Testament (1964), pp. 154-159; 
idem, "A Critical Analysis of Philippians 2: 5-1l, " JTC 5 (1968), pp. 45- 

88; and F. W. Beare, The Epistleto the Philippians (1959), pp. 74-75. 

2 Colpe, Religionsgeschichtliche Schule, pp. 171-193. Cf. R. 

Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms: A Study of their Use in Conflict 

Settings (1971), pp. 230-237. 

3 Cf. R. McL. Wilson, Gnosis and the New Testament (1968), pp. 13ff. 

and Yamauchi, Gno 
' 
sticism, pp. 117-142, especially pp. 140-142 for his 

reconstruction of the developments of Mandaeism. 

4 
A. Heinrichs and L. Koenen, "Ein greichischer Mani-Codex, " 

Zeitschrift fu'r Papyrologie und Epigraphik 5 (1970), pp. 97-202. 
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Mandaeism and Manichaeism are properly evaluated for the historical 
worth of their traditions, it becomes clear that they are useless 
as witnesses of the pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer myth. With this 
recognition the edifice built by Reitzenstein and Bultmann comes 
tumbling down. 

The pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer myth is not dead in spite 
of the inadequacies of its principal reconstruction. Typical of the 

2 more-recent understanding is the view of H. -M. Schenke, who himself 
had a. hand in showing the failure of the Reitzenstein-Bultmann 

reconstruction of the redeemed redeemer myth. Schenke still pre- 
supposes a pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer myth which has affected 
New Testament Christology. 3 As evidence for this view he cites a 
number of Nag Hammadi texts, Poimandres, the Baruch-book of the 
Gnostic Justin, and the system of Peratae. Schenke ignores the 

problem of chronology and further assumes that if he can remove 
Christian language and images he has an original non-Christian, ergo, 

pre-Christian source. 
4 This is a very questionable procedure. Moreover, 

1 Cf. Yamauchi, Gnosticism, pp. 163-169 and passim; Wilson, 
Gnosis, pp. 27-28; H. -M. Schenke, Der Gott "Mensch" in der Gnosis 
(1962), p. 148, and Colpe, Religionsgeschichtliche Schule, p. 191, 
who asserts concerning the model of the redeemed redeemer: "Direkt 
falsch an diesem Modell scheint mir zu sein, dass es de facto mit 
dem ganzen Ans ruch archaischen Gewichtes belastet ist, als sei der 
gnostische Erlosermythus irgendwann in grauer Vorzeit entstanden, 
irgendewo im fernen weiten Orientý , den man sich nur wenig genauer 
als Iran vorzustellen hat', dann durch Raum und Zeit gewandert, um 
bald in diesem, bald in jenem Überlieferungskreise, z. B. in der 
Weisheitsdichtung, bei Philo, in den Adamsspekulationen und in der 
Apokalyptik, einige Mosaiksteinchen zu hinterlassen, dann im Manicha'- 
ismus noch einmal zu grandioser Einheit zusammengewachsen und bei 
den Manda'ern endgultig in seine Bestandteile zerfallen. " 

2 H. -M. Schenke, "Die Neutestamentliche Christologie und der 
gnostische ErlO'ser, " Gnosis und Neues Testament: Studien aus 
Religionswissenschaft und Theologie (1973), pp. 205-229. Hengel, 
Son of God, pp. 33-35 who applauds Colpe's work in bringing down the 
hypothetical reconstruction of the redeemed redeemer myth, fails to 
notice that Colpe, in his Religionsgeschichtliche Schule, does not 
deny the existence of a pre-Christian redeemer myth per se. He also 
fails to take account of the developing views of. scholars like Schenke. 

3 Schenke, "Neutestamentliche Christologie, " p. 217 explains, 
"Nach unserer Hypothese hat also diese gnostische Erloser-Vorstellung, 
sei es in ihrer kategorialen Grundstruktur, sei es in dieser und 
jener konkreten Ausformung, hier und dort bzw. dann und wenn auf 
die Entwicklung der Christologie des Urchristentums eingewirkt. " On 

the relation of the myth to Paul see pp. 218-225. 

4 
AgainSL this procedure and its restilts, cf. C. H. Talbert, "The 

Myth of the Descending-Ascending Redeemer in Mediterranean Antiquity, " 
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none of the Nag Hammadi texts he cites can be used in themselves as 
witnesses for the pre-Christian origins of the redeemer myth if the 
relevant introductions in The Nag Hammadi Library in English are any 
indication, ] nor can Poimandres, the Baruch-book of the Gnostic Justin, 
or the system of Peratae. 2 

The unavoidable problem for those maintaining a pre-Christian 
provenance for the Gnostic redeemer myth is that no sources containing 
the myth antedate Christianity. A number of revealer figures are 
well-known, not the least being the hypostasized figure of Divine 
Wisdom from Jewish sources. 

3 
But the sum of such figures, including 

the primeval man concepý, does not prove a pre-Chris. tian redeemer myth 

NTS 22 (1975-76), pp. 418-419. 

'The Nag Hammadi Library in English (1977). See the introduction 
to NH VII, 5; V9 5; VI, 2; VI, 4; 11,4; 11,5; 1,2; and 111,2. For 
two very different evaluations of the importance of the Nag Hammadi 
material cf. W. Schmithals, "Gnosis und Neues Testament" Verku, ndi- 
gung und Forschung V. 21, pt. 2 (1976), pp. 22-46 and 0. Betz, "Das 
Problem der Gnosis seit Entdeckung der Texte von Nag Hammadi, " Ve_rkundi- 
gung und Forschung V. 21, pt. 2 (1976), pp. 46-80. 

2 
Although the date of Poimandres cannot be fixed with certainty, 

C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (1935), pp. 201-209 is probably 
correct in his date of tiýe late first century or the early second 
century of the Christian era. It is true that Poimandres brings 
together earlier materials, some of which are from HellenlStic Judaism, 
but the actual system contained in Poimandres is not datable to the 
pre-Christian period. No firm evidence exists for dating the Gnostic 
Justin's system known only through Hippolytus. The Christian allusions 
are confined to one section which may be stripped away. We are then 
left with a strange combination * of Jewish and pagan myth, more pagan 
than Jewish. But it should be noted that there is no single redeemer 
figure, but a series of prophetic revealers inspired by the angel 
Baruch including Heracles and Jesus. The Peratae system is so 
thoroughly Christianized that it is difficult to conceive of a 

non-Christian predecessor for it. 

30ne of the problems in Gnostic research which has not 
received sufficient attention is whether the Gnostic revealer of 
saving knowledge should automatically be called a redeemer. 
Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 97 righ 

, 
tly objects to the 

continuing use of the term "redeemer myth" for figures who were 
essentially revealer-emissaries. We find his designation "pre- 
Christian Gnostic revelation myth" less satisfying since we do not 
think one can speak of a distinct pre-Christian Gnostic movement 
or Gnostic myth. Almost all of the examples of the Jewish myths 
of descending and ascending figures adduced by Talbert, "Myth 

of the Redeemer, " pp. 421ff. are to be understood as revealers, 
not redeemers. 
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existed. In fact in the chapter which follows it will be seen 
that the. aspects of Paul's Son of God Christology which have parallels 
in the Gnostic redeemer myth are explicable from a purely Jewish 
background. The most probable explanation for the parallels 
between Paul's Christology and those expressions of the Gnostic 

redeemer myth unaffected by Christianity is that they grew up in 

similar environments and were therefore responding to similar needs 
and to corresponding thought forms. 2 

In summary, the absence of documentary evidence for a pre-Chris- 
tian Gnostic redeemer myth cautions against using the myth to 

explain Paul's Son of God Christology. 3 The redeemer myth may have 
developed in some instances independent of Christianity, but this 
development should be understood As parallel, and therefore without 
direct influence on Christological formulation, at least in the 

Kasemann, "Baptismal Liturgy, " p. 155 asserts concerning 
Col. 1.15-20 that this Christological hymn contains the redeemer 
myth in "a form characteristic of Hellenistic Judaism. " As 
evidence for this claim, he maintains that the hymn embodies 
elements of the Archetypal man, Wisdom, and the Logos which in 
combination formed the redeemer myth in Hellenistic Judaism. But 
where do these features come together into a rede 

, 
emer myth in 

Hellenistic Judaism? Col. 1.15-20 is the only extant example, and 
this one has been historicized by verse 20. In spite of Ka'semann's 
attempts, it is difficult to get back to a non-Christian original 
without ripping the hymn to pieces. Cf. the criticism of J. T. 
Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns: Their Historical. 
Religious Background (1971), p. 80, though Sanders wrongly 
attributes to KaTs'emann the belief that the Gnostic redeemer myth 
originated within Judaism. Cf. also C. Colpe, "New Testament and 
Gnostic Christology, " Religions in Antiquity: Essays in Memory of 
E. R. Goodenough (1968), p, 235. 

2 
This is essentially the position of Sanders, Cb-ristological 

Hymns, p. 132 and Kramer, Christ, pp. 121-122. See also 
E. S. Fiorenza, "Wisdom Mythology and the Christological Hymns of 
the New Testament, " Aspects of Wisdom in Judaism and Early Christianity 
(1975), pp. 26-33 who. denies the existence of both a basic Wisdom 

myth and a basic Gnostic redeemer myth, as well as the attendant 
idea of a developing myth. Instead she speaks of reflective mythology 
which used "the language and concepts of myth for theological purposes. " 

3 Although some have claimed that Simon Magus represents a pre- 
Christian incarnate redeemer figure this view is highly improbable. 
See Schmithals. Office of Apostle, p. 137. The recent investigation 

of K. Beyschlag, Simon Magus und die christliche Gnosis (1974) has 

gone a long way towards proving that Christian Gnosticism is the 

essential ingredient in Simonian Gnosis and that the pre-Christian 
elements are not Gnostic in character. 
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Conclusions 

The Jewish New Testament scholar H. J. Schoeps, following the 
lead of many others, has suggested four possible pagan influences 

on the origins of Paul's Son of God Christology: the ruler cult, 
the mystery gods, the theios aner conception, and the Gnostic 

redeemer myth. The vast quantity of primary and secondary literature 

related to each of these categories has precluded the possibility 
of entering into detailed discussion. Such a discussion would have 
taken us far away from the real interests of this thesis. Neverthe- 
less, one point has become sufficiently clear from the brief 

examination of the material: the various categories of Hellenistic 

pagan thought presented as possible influences on Paul's Son of 
God Christology are in reality of little or no importance. The 

ruler cult, to our knowledge, has never seriously been suggested as 

a source of Paul's Son of God Christology. The mystery gods were 

never identified in any special way as "sons" and the conception of 
their being dying and rising gods is, for many of them, inaccurate. 

Those who did become dying and rising gods did so apparently 

after the first century. The idea of the theios aner and the 

notions related to it proved to have little relation to Son of God 

Christology. The Gnostic redeemed redeemer myth as conceived by 

Bultmann and others is primarily an abstraction from the sources, 

a modern myth, though something like the redeemed redeemer myth may 
have had a place in Manichaeism. The more recent discussions of a 

simpler Gnostic redeemer myth founder on the absence of evidence for 

its existence in the period prior to Paul. 

The inability of the Hellenistic pagan categories to provide 

any illumination on the origin of Paul's Son of God ChristologY 

mean that we must look elsewhere. The obvious places are Paul's 

Jewish heritage and the Gospel tradition itself. 

C. The Jewish and Gospels Background 

Of Paul's Sonship Christology 

1. Preliminary Considerations 

In looking for the background of the apostle Paul's Son of 

God Christologyseveral different areas must be considered. The 
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obvious beginning point is the Old Testament with its occasional 

references to the Davidic kings as the sons of God. A second 

area which requires attention is Palestinian Judaism since it is of 
interest to know whether the Old Testament ideas regarding royal 
divine sonship survived. A consideration of the background of 
Paul's Son of God Christology must of necessity also take account 

of Jesus' life and ministry because the Gospels portray him as the 
Son of God during his earthly existence. Finallyq Diaspora Judaism 

must be examined for its contribution to the early Son of God 

Christology- 

A number of scholars in recent years have attempted to separate 
layers of tradition in the use of Christological titles. They then 

assign certain aspects to Palestinian Jewish Christianity, Hellenistic 

Jewish Christianity, and Hellenistic Gentile Christianity. 2 
The 

assumption is made that Paul stands at the end of the Christological 

development and so his Christology still possesses tradition. - - 
historical features of the earlier stages of the process. One may 

talk, therefore, about pre-Pauline Christology, isolating the pre- 

Pauline elements from the Pauline synthesis. This schematization 

is essentially inaccurate as several recent studies have shown. 

Before all, M. Hengel, in his incisive essay entitled "Christologie 

I 
We are aware of the danger of too rigid a distinction between 

Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism and for this reason have chosen the 
more precise designation Diaspora Judaism. This term really relates to 
Alexandrian Judaism since virtually our only literary sources for non- 
Palestinian Judaism for the New Testament period come from Egypt. Even 
the designations "Palestinian" and "Diaspora" Judaism, however, are to 
a certain extent inadequate. Nevertheless, in tracing a specific motif, 
such as is being done in this chapter, the employment of the motif in 
differing ways in literature emanating from various cultural spheres 
is worthy of notice and may reflect differing interests in the motif. 

2 The tendency to separate the origins of Christological titles 
into two stages, the first Palestinian and the second Hellenistic, goes 
back at least to W. Heitmu'ller, "Zum Problem Paulus und Jesus, " ZNW 13 
(1912), pp. 320-337 according to Hahn, Titles of Jesus, p. 13. n. 6. 
The scheme was given a detailed exposition especially in Bousset, Kyrios 
Christos. Bousset flatly stated: "Between Paul and the Palestinian 
primitive community stand the Hellenistic communities in Antioch, Damascus, 
and Tarsus" (p. I 19) . This conception also plays a significant role in 
Bultmann's Iheology I where he distinguishes between the kerygma of the 
earliest church (Palestinian) (pp. 33-62) and that of the Hellenistic 
church aside from (and prior to) Paul (pp. 63-183). F. Hahn, Titles 
of Jesus, is closely identified with the inclusion of a third stage in 
the development of the early church by distinguishing between Hellenistic 
Jewish and Hellenistic non-Jewish Christian communities (see pp. 12-13). 
He then applied these categories to the problem of the developing 
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und neutestamentliche Chronologie, "' has argued convincingly that 
the Christological development of the first twenty years of Chris- 
tianitV, so far as we have access to information about it, occurred 
within the Greek speaking communities of Jerusalem, Caesarea, Damascus, 
Antioch, and other Syro-Palestinian locations. Paul was converted 
within the first two to four years of the Christian movement and 
shared in the life and theological -reflection of the church of Syria 
and Palestine. His conversion antedates the beginnings of the true 
Hellenistic Gentile mission, and moreover, whatever we know about the 
earliest Hellenistic Gentile mission is largely through his writings. 
In fact, Paul was in all likelihood a participant in the Gentile 

mission from its very beginning. These considerations clearly 
indicate that it is misleading to distance Paul from the Christological 
development of the earliest period and the church of Syria and 
Palestine. The sources available to us render discussions regarding 

genuine pre-Pauline Christological traditions virtually impossible, 

and it is further problematic whether the term "beside Paul" 

(nebenpaulinisch) Christology has any meaning. 
2 For these reasons 

no attempt will be made in this study to offer a discussion of the 

pre-Pauline Christian background to the Son of God Christology. 
3 

Christology of the early church. This scheme was borrowed by 
Fu . Iler, Foundations of Christology, who ponderously moves through 
each stage in a separate chapter discussing each relevant Christologi- 
cal title (pp. 142-242). The same assumption is operative in Kramer, 
Christ, who is concerned specifically with Pauline Christology and 
the pre-Pauline tradition. Cf. also H. Schlier, "Zu Rgm 1,3f., " 
Neues Testament und Geschichte: Historisches Geschehen und Deutung 
im Neuen Testament (1972), pp. 207-218 for an application of this 
understanding to a single passage. 

1 
Hengel, "Christologie und Chronologie, " pp. 43-68. See 

also the criticism of I. H. Marshall, "Palestinian and Hellenistic 
Christianity: Some Critical Comments, " NTS 19 (1972-73), pp. 271- 
287. Cf. C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (1977), p. 3. 

2 See especially Hengel, "Christologie und Chronologie, " pp. 
58ff. for a further discussion of the consequences of his findings 
for the understanding of the development of Christology. The 
strength of Marshall, "Palestinrian and Hellenistic Christianity, " 
is that he shows how precarious it is to distinguish between what 
is Palestinian Jewish Christian and Hellenistic Jewish Christian. 

3 
See, however, the discussion of Rom. 1.3-4 infra. 
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A further limitation of this background study must be mentioned. 
In the chapters. on Paul's Son of God Christology it will be argued 
that the ideas explicitly and implicitly associated with his Son 
of God Christology indicate that this category is of decisive 

significance for understanding Paul's theology. The pervasive nature 
of his Son of God Christology prevents us, from discussing every 
detail of its background here, but several other important details 

will receive special attention in the chapters which follow. What 

we are interested in setting out at present is the broad framework 
in which Paul's Son of God Christology must be seen. 

2. The Old Testament Background of 

the Son of God Designation 

Although the Old Testament refers to the people of Israel as 
God's son or sons on a number of occasions, this has no direct signifi- 

cance for the early church's Son of God Christology. I The important 

factor for Christology is that the Davidic kings were thought to 

possess a special sonship relationship with Yahweh. This does not 

mean that they were considered to be divine kings according to the 

pattern of other ancient Near Eastern kings, as has often been 

maintained. 
2 The Israelite kings, probably from the time of Solomon 

onward, received the acclamation "son of Yahweh" at their coronations 
to signify their special connection with the national Deity. The 

divine sonship of the Davidic kings was based on an old covenant 
between God and David, the founder of the dynasty, recorded in 

The Old Testament references to the people of Israel being the 
son or sons of God will be discussed in the second part of the thesis. 

2 
The advocacy of the divine kingship of the Israelite kings is 

identified especially with the so-called Myth and Ritual School led 
by S. H. Hooke and the Uppsala School led by I. Engnell and G. Widengren. 
For refutation of the divine kingship idea in Israel see K. -H. Bern- 
hardt, Das Problem des Altorientalischen Ko"nigsideologie im_Alten 
Testame nt (1961). This work contains an extensive discussion of the 
literature on divine kingship up to the time of its publication. For 
a summary of Bernhardt's wide-ranging criticisms of the divine kingship 
idea in Israel see pp. 303-306. See also G. Cooke, "The Israelite 
King as Son of God, " ZAW 73- (1961), pp. 202-225; H. Frankfort, Lipa- 

ship and the Gods (1948), pp. 337-344 (though Frankfort proposes too 
"securalized" an-understanding of Hebrew Kingship); A. R. Johnson, "The 

Hebrew Conception of Kingship, " Myth, Ritual, and Kingship (1958), esp. 

pp. 230-231, (Johnson was ori I ginally an advocate of divine king- 

ship); and M. Noth, "God, King, and Nation, " The Law in the Pentateuch 

and other Studies (1966), pp. 155-174. 
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2 Sam. 7.1 The historicity of 2 Sam. 7, and its literary priority 
vis-a-vis Ps. 89 need not concern us here. 

On the surf ace, the origin of the divine sonship of the Davidic 
kings is traceable to the oracle delivered by Nathan the prophet to 
King David when God rejected David's offer to build him a temple. 
Yahweh, speaking through the prophet Nathan, declared to David: 

When your days are fulfilled and you lie down with your 
fathers, I will raise up your offspring after you, who shall 
come forth from your body, and I will establish his king- 
dom. ... I will be his father, and he shall be my son. 
When he commits iniquity, I will chasten him with the rods of 
men, with the stripes of the sons of men; but I will not 
take my steadfast love from him. ... And your house and 
your kingdom shall be made sure for ever before me; your 
throne shall be established for ever (2 Sam. 7.12-16; cf. 
I Chr. 17.13; 22.10; 28.6). 

Because the oracle assured the eternal continuation of David's 
kingdom and throne, the filial relation with God bestowed on David's 
immediate successor was passed on to the whole dynasty. The Father- 

son relation described in the oracle was personal and ethical, with 
God promising to act as a disciplining but loving Father. From the 
Davidic point of view the connection with God implied privilege 

and obligation: the privilege of divine guidance and protection, 
but also the obligation of obedience to God. The history of the 

Davidic kings, as we possess it, is mainly one of their failure to 

live up to the demands of their special relationship with God. The 

historical collapse of the Davidic dynasty in the sixth century B. C., 

coupled with the promise of an enduring kingdom for David through 

his descendants, provided the foundation for the- later Messianic 

expectation which was so prevalent at the time of Christ. 

A second Old Testament passage, Ps. 89, contains a poetic 

expression of the Davidic covenant and projects the Father-son 

relation promised by God on to David himself rather than his 

descendants. 2 According to Ps. 89.26-27, David, the chosen and 

anointed servant of Yahweh, is entitled to address God as Father 

and is pr, omised the preiýminence of the status of firstborn. God 

declared of David: 

I 
On the covenantal character of 2 Sam. 7 see R. Clements, Abraham 

and David Genesis XV and its 
-1ý1(,; 

Iiiing for Israelite Tradition (1967) pp. 53-55. 

2 
On the composite character of Ps. 89 see E. Lipinski, Lc 

PAme Royal du Psaume LXXXIX 1-5.20-38 (1967), pp. 22-23. 
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He-shall cry to me, 'Thou art my Father, 
my God, and the Rock of my Salvation. ' 

AndI will make him the first-born, 1 
the highest of the kings of the earth. 

The covenant between David and God insures the dynasty in Ps. 89.19- 
37, but unlike 2 Sam. 7 God's love and covenant faithfulness are 
reserved for David himself (vss. 28-37). This Psalm, at least in 
its present form, reflects the faithlessness of the Davidic kings 

who as a result of their moral and religious failure did not merit 
the fatherly love and compassion of Yahweh. For this reason, the 
Father-son connection with God is focused on David to the exclusion 

of his descendants. 2 It is perhaps because of the focus on David 

that Ps. 89 played no role in the Messianic thought of the New 

Testament. 

Psalm 2. in contrast to Ps. 89, is of crucial significance for 

the Son : of God Christology of the early church. Recent research has 

tended to describe Ps. 2 as a royal coronation Psalm, 3 
and G. von 

Rad, for one, thinks vs. 7b is "a paraphrase of the substance of the 

Davidic covenant. ,4 It is precisely vs. 7 which is of vital interest 

for the Son of God Christology. The Davidic kings declared on 

their coronation day: 

I will tell of the decree of the Lord: 
He said to me, 'You are my Son, 
today I have begotten you. ' 

While no exact parallels have ever been discovered for the use of 7ý 

(beget) in vs. 7b, the expression apparently constituted an adoption 

formula which had the effect of legitimizing the new king as the 

successor of David and as the recipient of the promises made to 

David. 
5 

The early church saw in Ps. 2.7 a prophecy of Christ's 

.I The term used for "first-born" is the same one applied 
to Israel in Ex. 4.22 and Ephraim in Jer. 31.9, and as in these 

passages, probably means nothing more than that David has an 
exalted position before God. 

2 The writer of Ps. 89.38-51, who was not the author of vss. 19- 

37, confuses the distinction made between David and his progeny in vss. 

19-37. He reverts to the understanding of 2 Sam. 
, 
7.11-16, excluding, 

however, the original limitation of that material to Solomon. 

3 Cf. M. Dahood, Psalms 1-50 (1965), p. 7; G. Fohrer, History of 

Israelite Religion (1973), p. 147; and S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh 

(1956), P. 78. 

4 
G. von Rad, "The Royal Ritual in Judah, " The Problem of the 

Hexateuch and other Essays (1966), p. 228. 

5 
See Cooke, "Israelite King, " p. 215; Mowinckel, He That Cometh. 
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divine sonship as its quotation in Acts 13.33; Heb. 1.5; and 
5.5 and possible allusions to it elsewhere indicate. I 

One further Old Testament passage, Ps. 110, requires brief 

comment. The New Testament frequently testifies that this royal 
psalm was given a Messianic interpretation with primary interest 

centering in vs. 1: 

The Lord says to my lord: 
'Sit at my right hand, 
Till I make your enemies your footstool. ' 

The writer of Hebrews, in common with others, employed vs. I, but he 

also used vs. 4 and developed his high-priestly Christology around 
it. 2 

However, vs. 3 of the Psalm may contain an allusion to the 
divine sonship of the Davidic kings. The Mas: oretic text as it 

stands is practically unintelligible, 
3 but the Septuagintal transla- 

tion (Ps. 109) mentions the birth of one begotten by God: k c 

yacr-1p, os 7TP, O cwcrýopou -E)ýcy6wTiad cyF-. " A number of scholars think 

that the Septuagint is a more faithful preservation of the original 

reading of the Psalm than the Masoretic text. 
4 

Whether this is the 

case or not, Ps. 110.3 does not appear to have been quoted with 

reference to Christ's Sonship until the time of Justin Martyr. 
5 

p. 78; and A. P. Johnson, Sacral Kingship in Ancient Israel (1967), pp. 128-129. 

On the use of Ps. 2.7 and the idea of divine begetting of the 
Messiah in early Christianity see E. Schweizer, "The Concept of the Davidic 
'Son of God' in Acts and its Old Testament Background, " Studies in Luke- 
Acts: Essays in Honor of Paul Schubert (1966), pp. 186-193. 

2 
See D. Hay, Glory at the Right Hand: Psalm 110 in Early Chris- 

ianity (1973), for a comprehensive treatment of Ps. 110 in the New 
Testament and early Christianity. His indices IA and IB pp. 167-168 

provide a complete list of quotations and allusions to Ps. 110.1 and 
4 in the New Testament and early church. 

3 
See Cooke, "Israelite King, " pp. 219-222 for an extensive 

discussion of the various emendations which have been suggested for the 
Masoretic text of Ps. 110.3 in an attempt to make sense of the verse. 

4 
The crucial problem in the Masoretic. text is whether 37-', /17ýý'(the 

- ... i- 
nounjj. 7"7ý11with the second masculine singular suffix fl)was the original 

reading'or whether the letters '7")17'71formed a first person verb with 

second singular suffix Those preferring the LXX reading assume 

the latter was the case, e' * g. 'Cooke, "Israelite King, " p. 222; Johnson, 

Sacral Kingship, " p. 131; and Mowinckel, He That Cometh, pp. 62,67, 

5 
Hay, Psalm 110, p. 22. He suggests that the Christians of 

the New Testament period neglected Ps. 110.3 "because they knew that its 

meaning (and form) were disputed and because they could find other 

scriptural texts to support ideas of Jesus' divine sonship (notably Ps. 

2.7; 2 Sam. 7.14). " 
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Although there was not much Old Testament material available 
for the early church's designation of Jesus as the Son of God, I the 
early Christians found a-basis for their belief that Jesus was the 
Son of God in the Messianic interpretation of Ps. 2.7 and 2 Sam. 
7.14. 

The Palestinian Jewish Background 

Of the Son of God Designation 

Until the discovery of the Qumran material and its subsequent 
partial publication, the question whether the Messianic Son of God 
idea had any place in first century Palestinian Judaism before the 
emergence of Christianity or not had long been debated. Writing 

near the turn of the century, Gustav Dalman maintained that in pre- 
Christian Palestinian Judaism no association was provable between 

2 Messianic thinking and the "Son of God" title. This assumption was 
next taken up by W. Bousset in Kyrios Christos. 3 Bousset admitted 
that it was only after some hesitation that he fully accepted Dalman's 

thesis, but having accepted it, he attributed the creation of the 
designation "Son of God"to Hellenistic Christianity under the influence 

of Hellenistic pagan conceptions. 
4 

Since the days of Dalman and 
Bousset, a number of other scholars of quite differing persuasions 

I The contention of Von Rad, "Royal Ritual " pp. 222-231 and 
A. Alt, "Jes. 8,23 bis 9,6. Befreiungsnacht und Kro"nungstag, 
Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel 2 (1953), pp. 
206-225, among others, that Is. 9.6 contains a reference to divine 
sonship is doubtful. The "son who is given" must be understood in 
terms of the Immanuel prophecy of Is. 7.14 and the coming shoot from 
the stump of David in Is. I1.1. Against the interpretation of Von 
Rad and Alt see E. Hammershaimb, Some Aspects of Old Testament 
Prophecy from Isaiah to Malachi (1966), pp. 25-27 and J. Lindblom, 
Prophecy-in Ancient Israel (1962), pp. 368-369. 

2 G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus Considered in the Light of Post- 
Biblical Jewish Writings and Aramaic Language (1909), pp. 271-272. 

3 
Bousset, Kyrios Christos, pp. 91-98. 

4 
Bousset, ibid., p. 97 summarizes his position in this way: 

"Where the title 'Son of God' comes to undisputed dominance, that is, 
in the area of popular conceptions in the Gentile Christian church 
and in that of the Pauline-Johannine Christology, there are bound 

up with it conceptions of a kind in part primitively mythological, 
in part speculatively metaphysical; and these simply have nothing 
more to do with Jewish-primitive Christian messianology. " See 

above for Bousset's contribution to the "Hellenization" of the 
designation"Son of God. " 
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have accepted the accuracy of Dalman's analysis 
The scepticism regarding the use of the designation "Son of 

God" in a Messianic way in Palestinian Judaism prior to and during 
the New Testament period was justifiable. 

. 
The only references to 

be found in Palestinian apocryphal and pseudepigraphical literature 

were (and are) suspect on various grounds. I Enoch 105.2, which 
has God saying, "For I and my Son, " is not in the Greek text 

which probably goes back to the Semitic original, and therefore its 

appearance in Ethiopic Enoch indicates that it is an interpolation. 2 

The term filius meus occurs in the Latin version of 4 Ezra (2 Esdras) 

on five occasions (7.28; 13.32,37,52; 14.9), but it is widely 
believed that this goes back to a Greek 7TUTs which translated an 
original Hebrew -7, ýýq .3 In the Testament of Levi 4.2 Levi is called 

J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus (1963), pp. 72-73; W. G. 
KUmmel!, "Das Gleichnis von den b8sen WeingArtner (Mk. 12,1-9), " 
Heilsgeschehen und Geschichte: Gesammelte Aufs9tze 1933-1964 (1965), 
pp. 215-216; and Taylor, Person of Christ, pp. 173-174. E. Lohse, 
flu fOS KTX.. " TDNT 8. p. '361, claims that there is no evidence to 
support the use of the title "Son of God" for the Messiah in pre- 
Christian Judaism. He does not count 4Q flor. 1.11-13 as counter 
evidence to this assertion. Even though the actual quotation "he 

shall be my son" is part of a Biblical quotation, the immediate 

and explicit connection of the statement with the coming seed of 
David justifies the belief that this is a titular use of the "Son 
of God" designation with Messianic expectation. This is especially 
the case since the Qumran understanding of 2 Sam. 7.10-14a as 
Messianic requires ignoring the plain reference to Solomon. It 
is presumably the logic of Lohse which allows KUmmel, in TheologY9 
p. 74 to insist, "'Son of God' was not a Jewish designation of 
the hoped for bearer of salvation, as the total absence of this 
designation in Jewish tradition shows. " For our discussion of 
4Q flor. 1.11-13 see below. 

2 
Cf. Jeremias, Parables, p. 73, n. 86; Hahn, Titles of Jesus, 

p. 282; and Lohse, "Uf6s, " p. 361. 

3 Cf. the references in n. 2 supra. The thesis of 
the original ntýs goes back to B. Vio-T-et, Die Apokalypsen des Esra 

und Baruch in deutscher Gestalt (a work we have not seen). Recently, 
S. Gero, "'My Son the Messiah' :A Note on 4 Esr. 7.28-29" ZNW 66 
(1975), pp. 264-267, on the basis of a Georgian version which goes 
back to a Greek original and reads "elect" in 4 Ezra 7.28, argues that 

the original version had -1,7 in 7.28. The term in late Hebrew and 
Aramaic, he maintains, could mean either "son" or "elect. " This 
hypothesis would account for some of the variation in the various 
versions still extant and would undercut Violet's argument for the 
Latin filius going back via a Greek TraTs to a Hebrew Unfor- 

tunately the Georgian version is not extant for chapters. 13 and 14. 

Nothing in Lhe context of 4 Ezra makes 7ý1ý) intrinsically more prob- 

able than understood either as "son""o'r "elect. " R. Longenecker, 
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a Son of God and in 17.2 he is given the privilege to speak to God 
It as to a father. "' The Testament of Judah 24.3 has divine Sonship in 
a Messianic context. The work of M. de Jonge makes reference to 
these passages as witness to pre-Christian Judaism exceedingly 
doubtful. 2 The Rabbinic literature, with its antipathy for the 
divinity of Christ, not surprisingly affords only very meagre evidence 
for a correlation between Messiahship and Sonship. 3 

The oldest 
known connection occurs in -a Baraitha from bSukka 52a which refers 
Ps. 2.7 to the Messiah son of David. A few further references are 
found in material from the age of the Amoraeans. 4 

The very limited 

amount of material and its age precludes its use in establishing the 
use of the Messianicton of God"designation in first century Palestin- 
ian Judaism. 

The writings discoveredin the caves of Qumran have decisively 

changed matters. In 4Q Florilegium, 2 Sam. 7.10-14 is quoted in an 

abbreviated form and is then accompanied with a Midrash which goes 

as far as 2 Sam. 7.14a. The crucial passage, 4Q flor. 1.11, 

reads as follows: 71 P71 X -7 07Z 
TT Clearly 2 Sam. 7.14a is given a Messianic interpretation. The Midrash 

proceeds to explain that the Seed of David will appear in Zion with the 

expounder of - the law at the end of the age, at which time the fallen 

house of David will be restored to save Israel (4Q flor. 1.11-13). The 

The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity (1970), p. 94, n. 140 
calls for a reassessment of Violet's thesis in light of 4Q flor. 
Gero's study makes this all the more pressing. 

II Cf. W. Grundmann, "Sohn Gottes: Eine Diskussionsbeitrags, It ZIN 
47 (1956), pp. 113-133 who tries to use the evidence in Test of Lev. 
to prove the idea of a Messianic High Priest who was designated "'Son 

of God. " 

2 See M. de Jonge's The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (1953); 
idem., "Christian Influence on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, " 

NT 4 (1960), pp. 182-235; and idem, "Once More: Christian Influence 

on the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, " NT 5 (1962), pp. 311-319. 
Fragments of a proto-Test. of Levi have turned up at Qumran, but they 
represent a much longer text than the one we possess. From all that 

we can discover, none of the Sonship passages are contained in the 
fragments that have been recovered. 

3 For a discussion of the Jewish protest against the church's 
Christology, see Schoeps, Paul, pp. 160-167. 

4 
For references see Lohse, 'Vi: os, " p. 362 and Strack- 

Billerbeck 3, pp. 19ff. 



45 

designation "Son of God"is employed in the quotation and then is 
juxtaposed with the Messianic term "Seed of David. " The divine 
Sonship of the Messiah is in keeping with the royal usage of the 
Old Testament. This passage from 4Q flor. has led R. H. Fuller to 
assert that "son of God was just coming into use as a Messianic 
title in pre-Christian Judaism, and was ready to hand as a tool for 
the early Christians to use in interpreting Jesus of Nazareth. if] 

A second text from Qumran may provide a further piece of 
evidence for the connection between Messiahship and divine Sonship 
in pre-Christian Palestinian Judaism. I QSa 2.11f., part of the 
Messianic rule, may refer to the Messiah being begotten by God. The 

passage with restorations reads as follows: 
-n to;! 71L, ý)J e -J ý1[i: ýl 7 

-7 A -7y U7 One of the V /-7 J7 
r 

difficulties in employing this as evidence for the Messianic 

application of the Son of God idea is immediately apparent. The 

key words -ý 117 and are conj ectures f rom a mutilated text. Never- 

theless, the restorations seem appropriate in the context and make 

sense. 
2 

G. Vermes, however, argues that "the phrase as it stands-- 

'When God shall beget the Messiah'--is meaningless unless the beget- 

ting of the Messiah was an established metaphor for the public 

appointment of Israel's royal savior. 113 But the fact that this very 

thing is said in Ps. 2.7, a passage closely related to 2 Sam. 7.14, 

a Messianic text at Qumran, is sufficient grounds for such a state- 

ment being made regarding the Messiah, however it may have been 

interpreted. 4 

The absence hitherto of evidence for the titular employment 

of the "Son of God" designation in first century Palestine may soon 

be altered though not without controversy. 
5 

In an unpublished 

I Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 32. Cf. Hahn, Titles of 
Jesus, p. 282 and Longenecker, Christology, p. 95. 

2 
Cf. 0. Michel. and 0. Betz, "Von Gott gezeugt. " Judentum. Urchristen- 

tumKirche (1960), pp. 11-12 and J. Fitzmyer, Essays on the 
- 

Semitic Back- 
ground of the New Testament (1974), passim (see IQSa 2.1 If. in the index for pages). 

3 
G. Vermes, Jesus +he Jew (1973), p. 199. 

Cf. Michel and Betz, "Von Gott gezeugt, " pp. 

5 The following is dependent upon J. Fitzmyer, "The Contribution 

of Qumran Aramaic to the Study of the New Testament, " NTS 20 (1973-74), 

pp. 391-394. J. T. Milik's views have never been published and so we 

are dependent on Fitzmyer for his views. Apparently Fitzmyer has had 

access to the document through a public lecture by Milik in 1972 in which 
he passed out to the audience a provisional English translation with the 
Aramaic text. 



46 

Qumran document, 4Q ps Dan A'ý' C=4Q 243), the titles"Son of God" and 
"Sonof theMost High" appear, but they are not linked with the title 
"Messiah" J. T. Milik, the scholar who is responsible for the 
eventual publication of 4Q 243, restores the fragmentary text in a 
manner which leaves the Sonship titles referring to the Seleucid 
king Alexander Balas. The crucial line necessary to make this 

connection, however, is completely absent (the text being mutilated 
at this point). Milik's interpretation is based almost totally on 
his reconstruction of a non-existing line. Noting the apocalyptic 

character of the text, J. Fitzmyer restores the lacunae of the text 
in a way which designates the Son of the great enthroned king as the 
Son of God ( 17k 1-7 and Son of the Most High Fitz- 

myer's tentative reconstruction appears far less arbitrary than 

Milik's. He is also able to show a close verbal correlation between 

phrases in 4Q 243 and Lk. 1.32,33 and 35, part of Luke's Messianic 

birth narrative. Fitzmyer is surely correct when he insists: 

No matter what interpretation of this text will eventually 
prove to be acceptable, there is no doubt that the Aramaic 
titles )-, -, 7 and -IP) 179 -), 7, as applied to some human being 
in the apocLyptic setti; 'ng of this Palestinian text of the 
last third of the first century B. C., will have to be taken 
into account for any future discussions of the title used 
of Jesus in the New Testament. ' 

The evidence, though meagre, indicates that both the idea of 

the messiah's special Sonship relation to God deriving from the old 

Davidic covenant and the actual title "Son of God" were known in 

Palestinian Judaism of pre-Christian times. The evidence is insuf- 

ficient to determine how widespread the Sonship-Messiahship 

connection and the title "Son of God" were, especially since we only 

know of it from the sectarian texts of Qumran. The bits and pieces 

of evidence we have from the old Testament and Qumran make the 

essence of the High Priest's question in Mk. 14.62, "Are you the 

Messiah, the Son of the Blessed? " at least a possibility within 

first century Judaism. The . development of the Son of God ChristologY 

in the early church with its emphasis on the unique relation between 

Jesus the Messiah and God, his Father, was possible within the 

context of the Palestinian Jewish environment. 

IIbid., p. 393. The absence of a Messianic connection for the 

Sonship titles need not cause too much amazement. The document dates 

from Lhe mid-second century B. C. its outlook should correctly be 

compared with the Book of Daniel where the apocalyptic hope is not yet 

expressed in Messianic terms. 
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Non-Messianic Divine Sonship 

In Palestinian Judaism 

In his important book, Jesus the Jew. which was previously 
referred to., G. Vermes introduces another possible piece of 
evidence for the use of the designation "Son of God" in Palestinian 
Judaism. He argues that certain esteemed charismatics and rabbis 
were called sons of God. The miracle worker Honi (0nias) is said to 
have prayed to God, "I am like a son of the house before thee" (M. 

Taanith 3.8), and both Hanina ben Dosa and Rabbi Meir were spoken 

of as "my son" by a voice from heaven (bTaan. 24b; bBer. 17b; bHul. 
86a; bHag. 15b) . In the cases of Hanina and Meir, as well as Rabbi 

Akiba, Satan was reputedly aware that they possessed a special 

status before God and showed proper deference in his treatment of 
them. Hanina, because of his special favor with God, was even 

able to limit the activity of evil demons. On the basis of this 

evidence, * especially the material concerning Hanina, Vermes concludes 

that "it may be argued that the greatest and no doubt earliest, part 

of the Synoptic evidence concerning the divine sonship of Jesus 

corresponds exactly to the image of the Galilean miracle-worker 

Hasid. ,2 

The material adduced by Vermes is very interesting and offers a 

challenge to the belief that the miracle-working tradition of the 

Gospels is derived from the Hellenistic theios aner idea; however, 

Vermes' position has its own difficulties. He brings together 

disparate rabbinic traditions giving the impression that the special 

status Hanina and Meir possessed before God was conceived as divine 

sonship and that this sonship was acknowledged by Satan and his 

cohorts. This connection seems to have been made by Vermes, not 

the documents. In other words, Vermes builds the profile of the 

"Galilean miracle-working 'Hasid" who possessed the special status 

of divine sonship, but whether the divine sonship of such men as 

Hanina and Meir ever went as far as Vermes implies is doubtful. 

Palestinian Judaism, like Diaspora Judaism, held the view that 

I 
Vermes, Jesus the Jew, pp. 202-210. 

2 Ibid., p. 209. 
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righteous and faithful Jewish people were sons of God as individuals 

and consequently were entitled to address God personally as Father. 1 

The designation of an individual as "my son" by a heavenly voice 

was intended undoubtedly as an honor, but sonship was not the 

unique possession of such an individual. 

5. The Historical Jesus and 

The Son of God Designation 

The apostle Paul reproduces in Rom. 1.3-4 what is by all 

accounts a very early confessional formula in which the divine Son- 

ship of Jesus is juxtaposed with a declaration regarding his Davidic 

descent, that is, his Messiahship. The question we wish to pursue 
in this section is whether or not the early church's identification 

of Jesus as the Son of God has any basis in the life and ministry 

of the historical Jesus. The complexities and extent of the Gospel 

material related to this problem preclude a full discussion of the 

matter here through an examination of all the rele vant texts and 

their tradition-histories. What we hope to do in the next few 

pages is show that a strong possibility exists that Jesus understood 
himself to be the Son of God in a special sense. 

For many years now it has been recognized that the Gospel 

tradition preserves important information regarding the Sonship 

of Jesus quite apart from an explicitly Messianic conception of 

Sonship. The key is Jesus' intimate relationship with God whom he 

considered to be his Father in a special way and whom he addressed 

with the intimate term Abba. 
2 

The prayers of Jesus are the place 

to begin in attempting to pursue this theme. The prayers of Jesus 

and particularly the Abba address in Mk.. 14.36 attests that Jesus 

had an unusual, if not unprecedented, sense of relationship 

with God. 

The Synoptic Gospels contain only a few prayers of Jesus, in 

I 
Cf. Sirach 4.1-10; 51.7-10. (originally written in Hebrew in 

Palestine), Ps. Sol. 13.8; 17.30; Aboth, 5.20; Mekilta Bahodesh, 6 

on Ex. 20.6. 

2 'ýna " TDNT 1. p. 6. R. H. Fuller, The Cf. G. Kittel, "a '9 

Mission and Achievement of Jesus (1954), pp. 80-86. B. M. F. van 
Iersel, "5-er Sohn" in den Synoptischen Jesusworten (1961), pp. 93- 

116 and J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (1975), pp. 11-40. 
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all, six, including the prayer Jesus taught his disciples (Mt. 6.9- 
13 Par. Lk. 11 . 2-4), though this prayer undoubtedly reflects the 
prayer practices of Jesus himself. The remaining five prayers are 
the prayer of Gethsemane (Mk. 14.36 par. Mt. 26.39,42 and Lk. 22.42), 
the prayer of thanksgiving (Mt. 11.25-26 par. Lk. 10.21), the two 
prayers in Luke from the cross (Lk. 23.34ý 39), and the cry of 
desolation (Mk. 15.34 par. Mt. 27.54). With the exception of Mk. 15.34 

and its parallel, which quote from Ps. 22.1, these prayers unanimously 
agree that Jesus addressed God as Father, a fact affirmed by the 

I Gospel of John (cf. Jn. 12.27; 17.1,5,11). 

The evangelist Mark preserves the idiomatic Aramaic word for 
father, Aýýa in the Gethsemane prayer (Mk. 14.36). Both 

Matthew and Luke translate Aýýa into Greek: Mt. 26.39,42 renders 
it TraTcp Vou, while Lk. 22.42 has the simple vocative iTaTep. Matthew 

and Luke, if they are dependent on Mark, avoid the transliteration 

of the Aramaic y ý1, ý (Aýýa). Since Mark has only one other prayer, 

the cry of desolation, a non-Father prayer, it is not surprising that 

Abba has not been preserved elsewhere in the Synoptic tradition. 

Nevertheless, Abba was probably the normal form of address used by 

Jesus in his prayers. Two pieces of information strongly point to 

this conclusion. In the first place, the Aramaic Abba was preserved 
in the traditions of the Gre6k-speaking church (Mk. 14.36, Gal. 4.6 

and Rom. 8.15). This indicates that the word was thought to have 

special significance, to be an unusual and memorable word. The most 

reasonable explanation for its retention in the Greek speaking church 

is that Jesus himself addressed God with the term and taught his 

disciples to do likewise. The exceptional character of Abba as a 

term for addressing God in the environment of first century Palestinian 

Judaism led to its preservation. 
2 The second piece of evidence 

supporting the claim that Jesus used Abba for addressing God is found 

I 
Even when account is taken of the multiplication of Father 

sayings of Jesus in the Gospel tradition, it is still safe to assume 
that the word Father was Jesus' favorite designation for God, a fact 

which stands in contrast to the paucity of references to God's 

Fatherhood in rabbinic literature. 

2 The radical form critic, N. Perrin, Rediscovering the Teachings 

of Jesus (1967), p. 41 accepts the authenticity of Abba on the lips 

of Jesus precisely because it admirably conforms tc7-his "criterion 

of dissimilarity. " 
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in the various witnesses to the Syriac version of the Gospels. (Syriac 
is an Aramaic dialect distinct from Palestinian Aramaic. ) The 
Palestinian Aramaic word ), cl appears on a number of occasions 
precisely in the prayer addresses of the Syriac version of the Gos- 
pels. The form y, ýuX4, however, did not exist in classical Syriac. 2 

This suggests that when the Gospels were translated into Syriac the 
already existing oral Gospel tradition dictated that the Palestinian 
Aramaic X1 be used in the prayer addresses of Jesus, rather than T 
the EasterilSyriac which corresponded to the imperial Aramaic 

address for father. 3 

The careful research of J. Jeremias has made clear the 

significance of abba. 
4 

First, and foremost, abba was a family word 
used by children, young and old alike, to address or speak of their 
fathers. It implied intimacy and warmth, respect and trust. Later, 
by extension, it was employed as a respectful address for old men, 
but all of the available evidence indicates that abba was never used 
in prayer address to God and was only seldom used of God otherwise. 

5 

Vermes disputes this claim on the basis of b. Taan. 23b which he 

maintains shows "that for the charismatic, as for Jesus, God is 

Abba! ,6 This assertion cannot survive critical scrutiny because the 

only example Vermes adduces is clearly exceptional. When Hanin, 

21W. Marchel, Abba, Pere! La Priere du Christ et des Chretiens 
(1971 ), pp. 133-134 has two very helpful tables setting out where 
Abba occurs in the Syriac witnesses. 

2 M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (1967 3 

p. 283 and J. Jeremias, The Prayer of Jesus (1967), pp. 64-65. 

3 
Marchel, Abba pp. 136-137. 

4 
Jeremias, Prayers pp. 58-59 with respect to the ori- 

gin and development of Abba, maintains: "In origin, abba is a pure ex- 
clamatory form, which is not inflected and which takes no possessive 
suffixes; the germination is modelled on the way in which a child says 
imma to its mother. ... This form abba, deriving from children's 
speech, had made considerable headway in Palestinian Aramaic in the 
period before the New Testament. Abba first surpressed the 'Imperial 
Aramaic' and biblical-Hebraic form of address abhi all along the line;. 
In addition, abba took over the non-vocative use of the form with the 
first person singular suffix and replaced the emphatic state abha; 
abba can a lso stand for 'his father' and 'our father' Cf. also 

ell Kittel, "OtWt 
) pp. 5-6; and Marchel, Abba, pp. 107-108. 

5 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 60-62,108-112; and Marchel, Abba, 

pp. 110-112. 

6 
Vermes, Jesus the Jew, p. 211. 
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the grandson of Honi the Circle Drawer, spoke of God as an Abba he 
was merely using a figure of speech based on the address of some 
children to himself. His own address to God was a properly deferential 
"Master of the World. " Dunn maintains that Jeremias' conclusions 
must be qualified for a different reason: 

It is not in fact true that we have no examples of a Jew 
saying "my father" to God. I am thinking here particularly 
of Ecclus. (Ben Sira) 23.1,4: that the Greek miTcp is like 
the 7UTEP of Jesus' prayers (except Mark 14.36) and denotes 
a sense of intimate trust, is strongly suggested by Ecclus. 
(Ben Sira) 51.10. We cannot therefore maintain that Jesus' 
use- of abba was unprecedented [his emphasis]. 

The matter is not quite as clear cut with regard to Sirach as Dunn 
implies. In the first place Sirach nowhere contains the expression 
"my Father" in relation to God. In fact Sir. 23.1,4 does not even 

suggest intimacy with God since he is addressed as "Lord, Father, and 
Master of my life" (vs. 1) and "Lord, Father, and God of my life" (vs. 

4). Dunn's appeal to Sir. 51 10 to show the intimacy with which God's 

Fatherhood was experienced is also misleading for Sir. 51.10 actually 

says, "I called upon the Lord, the Father of my lord .. ." This almost 

sounds like a Christian interpolation, but regardless of this, it is 

not evidence for an intimate sense of the Fatherhood of God, at least 

not for the person doing the praying. These observations show that 

Dunn has failed to support his assertion, "We cannot therefore 

maintain that Jesus' use of abba was unprecedented, "' from the evidence 

which be adduces. 
2 

The fact is that God was only rarely addressed as Father in 

Palestinian Judaism of the first and second centuries of the present 

era. 
3 Jeremias is probably correct when he maintains of abba: "to the 

I Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, p. 23. Dunn offers a second quali- 
fication based on an observation by Conzelmann but then proceeds to 
effectively explain it away. 

2 
H. Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of the New Testa- 

ment (1969), pp. 103-1.05 has registered several more objections to 
Jeremias' position, but these are adequately refuted by I. H. Marshall, 
The Origins of New Testament Christology (1976), p. 59, n. 11. 

3 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 24-26. He does qualify 'this 

view by saying that the address -Vý which occurs in a few 

later prayers, may go back to the' Tirrst, century A. D. since this is 

the Matthean address of the Lord's Prayer. It should also be born 

in mind that the sources available do not provide information about 

non-liturgical prayers; so the address "Father" may have been more 
frequent than now appears. Cf. D. Flusser, Jesus (1969), pp. 144-145, 

n. 159. 
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Jewish mind it would have been disrespectful and therefore inconceiv- 

able to address God with this familar word. "I From the rabbinic point 
of view abba would have tended to compromise God's transcendence. it 
is no accident that almost everytime the word Father in employed with 
respect to God in rabbinic Judaism, it is qualified by the expression 
"in heaven" or attested in expressions like the prayer address "my 

Father, my King. " 

The unusual character of Jesus' use of Abba in addressing God 

leads to the conclusion that Jesus intentionally chose to address 
God as Abba because it conformed to the nature of his intimate 

relationship with God, an unusual, if not unheard of intimacy. The 

simple Abba used by Jesus in the Garden of Gethsemane was typical of 
his prayer life and suggests the degree to which he had completely 

entrusted himself to the fatherly care of God throughout his life. 2 

But this raises two crucial questions: 1) Did Jesus consider himself 

to be Son of God in a special or even unique sense differing from the 

sonship status which he possessed as a descendant of Abraham, Isaac, 

and Jacob, or even the sonship relation which he might possess as 

a particularly righteous and holy man (Vermes)? 2) Does the Gospel 

tradition suggest that the roots of later Sonship Christology are to 

be found in the life and ministry of the earthly Jesus? While complete 

certainty in these matters can never be attained, the answer to both 

of these questions appears to be yes. 

In the first place, the Synoptic Gospels reveal that Jesus 

distinguished between his own relation with God and the relation 

of his disciples. This is most clearly brought out in the implicit 

contrast between the use of "my Father" and "your Father" in the 

Gospel tradition. It is not possible to enter into a treatment of 

the complex problem of the "Father" traditions in the Gospels here. 

However, when due regard is given to the tendency to multiply Father 

sayings, both of the "my Father" and "your Father" types, evidence 

still exists to suggest that Jesus differentiated between his own 

Jeremias, Prayers p. 62. Cf. Kittel, "aýBa' p. 6 and 
Marchel, Abba, p. 186. 

2 Although Dunn, Jesus and ý_pirit, pp. 18-20 has recently made 

out a good case for the historic; ty of the Gethsemane account, the 

authen6city of Abba in the prayers of Jesus stands whether the 

authenticity of Mk. 14.36 is accepted or not. 
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relation with God and that of his disciples through the use of "my 
Father" and "your Father. ' This fact alone indicates that Jesus 

conceived his own relation with God to be different from that of his 
disciples. It implies an awareness of special Father-Son connection 

with God. Perhaps even more importantly with regard to showing the 

special Sonship relation Jesus had with God, Jesus included his 

disciples in this special relation with God. As R. Bauckham has 

recently noted: 

Jesus did not confine his use of Abba to himself, but also 
admitted his disciples, ordinary men with little claim to 
special holiness, to share his filial relationship, teaching 
them to address Go as Abba. To contemporaries this must 
have been more staýtling even than Jesus' own use of the 
term. 2 

The point Bauckham. is making is that the disciples' sonship relation 

with God seems to have derived from the special relation Jesus had 

with God, a clear indication of the conscious "uniqueness" of Jesus' 

own Sonship. 3 

Jesus' consciousness of his own special Sonship relation with 

God comes out in various Synoptic Gospel texts, though none are of 

undisputed authenticity. We may look at one example of supreme 

importance, however, which we believe has a very strong claim to 

authenticity. According to Mt. 1] . 27 (par. Lk. 10.22) , Jesus 

purports to be the Son of God, the unique revealer of the Father: 

"All things have been delivered to me by my Father, and no one knows 

the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the 

Son and whom the Son wishes to reveal him. " German scholars, in 

particular, have frequently regarded the Q-saying in Mt. 11-27 
4 

as a Hellenistic revelation saying, but a number of scholars have 

I For the evidence for this see Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 38-54. 

Our own independent research into the matter has confirmed the 

correctness of Jeremias' study in general terms. On this see 
below pp. 280ff. 

2 
R. Bauckham, "The Sonship of the Historical Jesus in Chris- 

tology, " SJT 31 (1978), p. 248. He supports this claim by arguing 

that Jesus taught the disciples to pray Abba in the Lord's Prayer. 

This is very probably correct. In support of this position see the 

references in Bauckham's essay p. 248, n. 1. 

3 Cf. also Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, pp. 24-26,38. 

4 E. g. Bousset, Kyrios Christos, pp. 84-91. M. Dibelius, From 

Tradition to Gospel (1971), pp. 279-284; R. Bultmann , The History of 

the Synopqýc Tradition, (1963), p. 160; and W. G. Kummel, Promise and 

Fulfilment. The Eschatological Message of Jesus (19612), p. 41. 
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shown this to be an unwarranted assumption. 
I 

The verse, in fact,, 
has a very good claim to authenticity since, as Jeremias has demon- 

strated: "Language, style, and structure clearly assign the saying 
to a Semi tic-speaking milieu, " and the logion has an "intrinsic con- 
nection ... with the way in which Jesus addressed God as 'Abba. 2 

The decisive question is whether Jesus would have stated the claims 

of vs. 27 in the manner in which they are set forward there. The 

7rawa Jesus maintained he had received in vs. 27 were not unrestricted 
3 

authority and power as in Mt. 28.. 18, but complete knowledge and under- 

standing of the will of God, a view confirmed by 7apa6i6o'vai which 

usually refers to the passing on of teachings or traditions. That 

Jesus should attribute the "passing on" of knowledge to his Father is 

not in the least surprising given the sense of intimacy he felt towards 

God as his Abba. The Father-Son formulation in the reciprocal knowledge 

assertion is a possibility on the lips of Jesus for the same reason. 

The early church was interested in Jesus' Sonship for dogmatic reasons 

and therefore could have had an interest in formulating Mt. 11.27.4 

But when Jesus' belief in a special Father-son relation with God is 

acknowledged, as it must be, then the major reason for withholding the 

I 
E. g. W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (1964), 

pp. 206-208; Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 45-48; van Iersel, Der Soh 
pp. 146-157; M. J. Suggs, Wisdom, Christology and the Law in Matthew's 
Gospel (1970), pp. 91-95; and Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, pp. 27-34. 

2 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 45-48. See*also his New Testament 

Theology 1 (1971), pp. 56-59. He further points out parallels to the 

mutual knowledge statement in Judaism, thus removing one of the primary 
"Hellenistic" features. Jeremias (pp. 47-51) argues that the phrase 
"No one knows the son except the Father, and no one knows the Father 

except the son" should be understood as a simile from the relationship 
between human fathers and sons: "Just as only a father really knows 
his son, so only a son really knows his father. " The problem with 
this interpretation is that the generic saying discovered by Jeremias 

makes no sense as an everyday simile; it simply is not true that only 

a father and a son truly know each other. 

3 Contra Hahn, Titles of Jesus, p. 312. 

4 
Hahn, ibid., p. 312 thinks a "Chris to logical narrowing" has 

taken place in Mt. 11 . 27 in which access to the Father only becomes 

possible through Jesus. The evidence of the Gospels suggests the 

opposite. Man's access to God was contingent upon acceptance of the 

message of Jesus. The acceptance of his message implied the acceptance 

of the authority of the messenger. Cf. Fuller, Foundations of 

Christology, p. 133, n. 20. 
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sayings from the historical Jesus is removed. 
I 

Part of Jesus' 

self-consciousness was his belief thA he was the Son of God in an 
unprecedented sense and enjoyed unique knowledge of God his Father 

which he alone could impart to men. Mt. 11.27 is in all probability 
an authentic statement of this fact. But even if this passage and oth- 
er possibly authentic Sonship sayings like Mk. 12.1-9 and 13.32 should 
prove to be unauthentic, it would still be necessary to posit a sense 
of special Sonship on Jesust part 

2 in order to account for the way in 

which he spoke of God as Abba and distinguished between his own relation 
with God and that of his disciples, while at the same time drawing them 
into relation with the Father similar to his own. 

In connection with the two questions raised above, one final 

factor needs to be mentioned which supports the "yes" we proposed. 
If Jesus considered himself to be the Messiah of Israel, albeit in 

a highly interpreted sense, then he immediately had a special claim 

to a unique Father-Son relationship with God based on the prophecy 

of 2 Sam. 7.12-16 which, as we have seen, was applied to the coming 

Messiah son of David by the Qumran community. Many scholars in 

the twentieth century have been sceptical about the place of Messiah- 

ship in the life and ministry of Jesus, but this historical scep- 

ticism is itself questionable on the basis of the Gospel tradition 

and our knowledge of first century Palestine. 
3 The place of Messiah- 

I 
Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, pp. 32-34, after his thorough survey 

of the evidence for authenticity over against the assertion of its 
later formulation by the Church, remains undecided. Given Dunn's 

understanding of Jesus' special sense of Sonship and the general 
dharacter of Jesus' ministry, it appears to us a more logical position 
to assume the verse's authenticity, though this would imply Jesus' 

unique Sonship, a thing Dunn is unwilling to do. In contrast to Dunnsee 
D. Catchpole, The Trial of Jesus (1971 ), pp. 145-147 who concludes: "mt. 

11.27 is to be taken as a genuine saying of Jesus, coherent with the 
Abba complex and providing private explanation of what went unexplain- 
ed in public Li. e., the basis of Jesus' distinctive message3.11 

2 
Cf. Vermes, Jesus the Jew, p. -209. 

3 Among those regarding the Messianic character of Jesus' life 

with scepticism are such scholars as R. Bultmann, 
, 
Theology 1, pp. 26- 

32; Dibelius, Tradition to Gospel, p. 223; G. Bornkamm, Jesus 
of Nazareth (1960), pp. 171-172; Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, pp. 138- 

140, also 129-130; and Vermes, Jesus the Jew, pp. 140-156. An equally 
formidable list of scholars sceptical of "historical scepticism" on the 

point in question could be put together. Tt would include Cullman, 
Christology, pp. 117-133; Klk-uncl, Tlieology, pp. 66-73; V. Taylor, Vie 

ýospel According to Mark (1952), p-p. 12-2-124 and passim; T. W. Manson, 

"Realized Eschatology and the Messianic Secret, " 
-Studies 

in the G2Ufls* 

Essays in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot (1955), pp. 209-222; and 0. Betz, "Die 

Frage nach dem messianischen Bewusstsein Jes-u, " NT 6 (1963), pp. 20-48. 
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ship in the life and ministry of Jesus is too complicated to treat 
in detail in the confines of this work. Nevertheless two factors 

may be isolated which indicate that Messiahship did play a role in 

the life of Jesus even if he did not use the title during his 

ministry. 

Jesus very clearly seems to have had a "Messianic conscious- 

ness. 11 To begin with, the Spirit was one of the marks of the coming 
Messiah in Jewish thought of Jesus' day according to Psalms of 
Solomon 17.42 (cf. 11Q Melchizedek 18)', a reference probably derived 

from the common Messianic interpretation of Is. 11.1-5. The material 
in the Gospels regarding the Spirit is not plentiful, but Dunn has 

shown that Jesus' consciousness of the power of the Spirit in his 

life was a fundamental datum of his religious experience. 
I In light 

of current Messianic expectations, Jesus could have understood this 

as a mark of his Me ssiahship. 
2 

One of Jesus' boldest claims was the 
3 

prerogative to forgive sins (Mk. 2.1-12 and Lk. 7.36-50). The Damas- 

cus Rule of Qumran pronounces the forgiveness of sins as one of the 

works of the anointed of Aaron and Israel, that is, of the end time 

Messianic figures (Cf) 14.19). It is not possible to prove that the 

views of Qumran were widespread and that Jesus understood his Messiah- 

ship in Qumranian terms, but the similarities between Jesus' ministry 

and the expectations of Qumran, more of which will be mentioned, suggest 

that a common Messianic expectation existed in first century Judaism. 

At the -very least, Jesus' forgiveness of sins points to the age of 

salvation which he himelf was involved in ushering in. From the Jewish 

point of view the age of salvation was the Messianic age and the 

bringer of salvation was the Messiah (cf. Ps. Sol. 17 and 18 ). 4 
Jesus' 

Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, pp. 41-67. Cf. also Professor Barrett s 
The Holy Spirit and the Gospel Tradition (19662). 

2 Cf. W. C. van Unnik, "Jesus the Christ, " NTS 8 (1961-62), pp. 114- 

115 and Professor Barrett, Holy . Spirit, pp. 118-120, though in light of 
Professor Barrett's views in Jesus and the Gospel Tradition (1967), - pp. 19- 

24 and 28-30 it is not certain that he still holds his earlier views. 

3 
Jeremias, Theology 1, pp. 113ff. points out that Jesus' promise 

of the forgiveness of sins is deeply embedded in the Synoptic traditions 

in his parables and his intercourse with sinners. Cf. Professor Barrett, 

Jesus, p. 64. 

4 
Cf. Jeremias, TheologX 1, pp. 76-121. D. Aune, "The Problem 

of the Messianic Secret, " NT 11 (1969), p. 29 says of the forgiveness 

of sins, "We may conclude that both in Qumran and in the consciousness 

of Jesus the forgiveness of sins was an eschatological act of God, 

administered by his representative par excellence, the Messiah. " 
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attitude towards the Torah, especially as exemplified in his &pýv 

XEY, w ýJjIV 
and E'yW' 6'C XE"YW sayings, is filled with Messianic preten- 

sion. 
1 Qumran expected the Messiah of Aaron to interpret the Torah 

for the people of God, giving them new directions at the end of the 
age (CD 6.5-11; 7.18 and 4Q flor. 1.11). 2 

The authoritative teaching 

of Jesus certainly parallels this type of expectation, and furthermore 
breaks through the bounds of traditional authority in first century 
Judaism7-precisely because Jesus is his own authority. The possession 
of direct authority by Jesus which even contrasted with the authority 

of the prophets of oldwho spoke in the name of God, indicates a 

consciousness of power which can only be conceived in Messianic terms. 
D. Aune has forcefully argued that "Jesus' ministry of seeking the 
lost can be understood in an eschatological sense in connection with 
his conscious Messianic ministry of proclaiming the glad tidings. " 3 

HQ Melchizedek, 15ff. provides a Messianic interpretation of Isaiah 

52.7 demonstrating that the preaching of glad tidings was expected 

of the Messiah. Jesus' activity in seeking the lost (cf. Mk. 7.17; 

Lk. 19.10) represented a taking up of the eschatological function 

of God in Ezek. 34.16-24, but this was a legitimate Messianic act 

since according to Ezek. 34.22-23 a descendant of David "would stand 

in the place of God. ,4 

The Messianic featuresof Jesus' ministry and their parallels in 

contemporary Jewish Messianic expectation cited in the previous para- 

graph in no way exhaust the possibilities. Reference could also be 

made to the Messianic character of Jesus' saying about the temple, 

his entry into Jerusalem, his exorcisms, and so on. 
5 It is impossible 

to psychoanalyze Jesus, but the clear implication of the evidence from 

his ministry is that he acted the part of a Messianic figure. That 

this was accidental on his part is hardly conceivable. It therefore 

I Davies ý Sermon on the Mount, pp. 430-432 and E. Ka'semann, "The 

Problem of the Historical Jesus, " Essays on New Testament Themes (1964), 

pp. 37-38, but also pp. 43-44. 

2 See Davies, Sermon on the Mount, pp. 147ff. and R. S'. van der 

Woude, 11XP1W KTX, " TDNT 9, pp. 518-519. 

3 
Aune, "Messianic Secret, " p. 28. 

4 Ibid., pp. 26-28. Aune has here developed a suggestion of 
Betz, "Messianische Bewusstsein, 11 p. 39. 

5 
See Aune, "Messianic Secret, " pp. 21-31; Betz, "MessianiSche 

Bewusstsein, " pp. 34-43; and J. D. G. Dunn, "The Messianic Secret in 

Mark, " Tyndale Bulletin 21 (1970), pp. 101-110. 
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seems probable that Jesus had a "Messianic consciousness" about 
his ministry, though it is obvious that he did not understand his 
Messiahship in political terms but in terms of suffering and service. 

Without necessarily being the source of Jesus' Sonship con- 
sciousness, his Messianic self-perception provides an obvious point 
of contact with the theme of Sonship. To the extent that Jesus viewed 
himself as the promised Messiah, he had a right to the Sonship rela- 
tion promised to David's descendants in 2 Sam. 7.12-16.4Q flor. 

shows conclu sively that this passage from 2 Sam. was interpreted 

Messianically in the first century, and so it is entirely possible 
that Jesus assumed the Sonship statement of 2 Sam. 7.14-15 applied 
to him and his relationship with God. In this way it would have 

provided a rationale for his intimate behavior towards God as his 

Abba, even though his consciousness of a unique Sonship relation with 
God may not have been tied exclusively to his awareness of Messiahship. 

Quite apart from the matter of Jesus' Messianic consciousness, 

one other factor in the Gospel tradition, directly connected to the 

problem of Jesus' Messiahship, offered a basis for the development 

of the early church's Sonship Christology. According to the passion 

narratives, Jesus was crucified as a Messianic pretender. The Romans 

undoubtedly took him to be a pretender to kingship (Mk. 15.26) since 

Messiahship would not have meant much to them. The passion narratives 

unanimously agree, however, that the process was not begun by the Romans 

but by the Jewish leaders. The tendency may have existed in the tradi- 

tion to place an ever increasing burden of guilt upon the Jews, but 

Paul, quite independently tells us the Jews were responsible for 

Christ's crucifixion (I Thess. 2.15) and Josephus certainly implies 

as much (Antiquities 18.64). Very probably, the charge of Messianic 

or royal pre tension, from the Jewish point of view the two would be 

synonymous, originated with the Jewish leaders. 
2 The trial narratives 

I 
Cf. C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology, pp. 32-35. 

We are inclined towards the conclusions of Moule when he avers: "it 

seems to be closer to the evidence to say, not that Jesus refused or 

even postponed the claim to be Messiah, but, rather, that, where offered 

the title, he reinterpreted it, and, if he ultimately claimed it, did 

so only in a reinterpreted form. This is an absurdly old-fashioned 

conclusion, but the question is whether it does not fit the evidence. 
It would explain, as nothing else seems to, the ready use of the title 

by the Christian community 

2 
Cf. Van Unnik, "Jesus the Christ, " pp. 109-111 ; Dunn, "Messianic 

Secret, " pp. 107-110; and 0. Betz, What Do We Know about Jesus? (1968), 

pp. 92-93. 
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pose a number of historical problems, 
I but a trial or a hearing or 

both took place before the Jewish leadership in all probability. A 
trial would have taken place before the Sanhedrin while a hearing 
might only have included the high priest and some of his close 
advisors. The finding of the trial or hearing must have been to the 
effect that Jesus was a Messianic pretender or at least concluded 

2 this was the best grounds for condemning him before Pilate. For 
th is reason, and in light of current Messianic expectation, the high 

priest's question in Mk. 14.61 and Jesus' reply in vs. 62 may well 
be authentic in their essence, if not in their present forms. 3 

That 

I On the problem of the historicity of the trial narratives 
compare P. Winter, Trial of Jesus (1961) and Catchpole, Trial of 
Jesus; see also the latter's "The Problem of the Historicity of the 
Sanhedrin Trial, " The Trial of Jesus: Cambridge Studies in Honour 
of C. F. D. Moule (1970), pp. 47-65. 

2 The question of why Jesus' supposed Messiahship should have 
led to his condemnation by the Jewish leaders is difficult to 
answer. See J. C. O'Neill, "The Charge of Blasphemy at Jesus' Trial 
before the Sanhedrin, " The Trial of Jesus: Cambridge Studies in 
Honour of C. F. D. Moule (1970), pp. 72-77 and especially Catchpole, 
Trial of Jesus, pp. 126-148 and passim. Catchpole argues that the 
Tukan trial narrative (22.54-71) is to be preferred to the Marcan 
(14.55-64). From this he favors the conclusion that Jesus was 
condemned for claiming to be the Son of God rather than for specific 
Messianic pretension. In our view he incorrectly plays down the 
connection between Messiahship and divine Sonship in first century 
Judaism. He also fails to provide sufficient reason to show why 
the arrogation of the title "Son of God, " if not Messianic in character., 
should lead to condemnation when the Old Testament clearly recognized 
the divine sonship of the people of Israel. The ancient rabbinic 
tradition found in b Sanhedrin 43a suggesting thatJesuswas condemned 
for being a mesith (false prophet and sorcerer), may have some truth 
to it. Cf. F. F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian origins Outside the New 
Testament (1974), pp. 55-57 and Catchpole, Trial of Jesus. pp. 7-11, 
44-47, and 61-64. 

3 
0. Betz, "Messianische Bewusstsein, " pp. 34-37 has shown that 

the issue of the destroying of the temple, which played a part in the 
trial of Jesus (cf. Professor Barrett, Jesus, pp. 57-58), was at 
least a Messianic question. *If Jesus had claimed he would destroy 

and rebuild the temple (which certainly appears to be the case, cf. 
Mk. 14.58,15.29; Mt. 26.61; 27.40; Jn. 2.19; Acts 6.14), this could 
have been construed as evidence of his Messianic claim. The failure 

of the witnesses to prove the matter may well have led to the high 

priest's direct question regarding Jesus' Messiahship and an affirmative 

answer by Jesus. Cf. Dunn, "Messianic Secret, " p. 108 and KU'mmel, 

Theology, pp. 70-71. Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 110 

accepts the authenticity of the question, but denies it for Jesust 

response. The fact that in'the Dead Sea scrolls the title "Son of 
God" occurs and 2 Sam. 7.14 is applied Messianically gives support 
to the possibility that the high priest may have asked Jesus if he 

was "the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed. " 
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Jesus admitted his Messiahship during the trial seems entirely 
possible since he possessed a Messianic self-consciousness. 

To the extent that the early church recognized Jesus of 
Nazareth as the crucified Messiah of Israel, it had a clear basis 
for ascribing to him a special Sonship relation with God, I 

quite 
apart from his own consciousness of a special Sonship connection 

with God. This is exactly what seems to be behind Rom. 1.3-4. 

By way of summary, the evidence of the Gospel tradition shows 
that Jesus had a self-consciousness of his own unique Sonship. By 

virtue of his Messianic self -perception, a Scriptural justification 

(2 Sam. 7.14-15) for his unique relation with God was readily 

available, though Jesus' Sonship cannot simply be made a sub-category 

of his Messiahship. The earliest Christian community was undoubtedly 

aware of Jesus' own claim to a unique Sonship relation with God and 

was able to support this claim by appealing to the Sonship relation which 

the Messiah was to have with God. 2 But even when account is taken 

of these factors, we are still short of the Sonship conception which 

Paul has of Jesus. To further clarify the background of the apostle's 

thought on this matter, we must turn to the Hellenistic Jewish back- 

ground of Sonship. 

Hellenistic Jewish Thought and 

The Son of God Designation 

Hellenistic Jewish thought developed several ideas in relation 

to divine Wisdom and the divine Logos which have a bearing on the 

Son of God concept in Paul's Christology, ideas like pre-existence, 

mediation in creation, sending into the world, and the image of 

God. These categories, however, have an existence quite independent 

of divine Sonship language, though Philo connects several of them to 

his conception of the divine Logos, firstborn son of God. Yor this 

I Cf. Klausner, Jesus to Paul, p. 478 who acknowledges that 

the Messiah is "'son of God' ... to a greater extent than the 

rest of the children of Israel. " 

2 On the possible connection between the Son of God and 
the Son of Man in Jesus' thought and experience see the provoca- 
tive treatment by Moule, Ori 

` gin of Christology, pp. 22-31. Cf. 

also W. R. G. Loader, "The Apocalyptic Model of Sonship: Its Origin 

and Development in New Testament Tradition, " JBL 97 (1978), pp. 
525-554. 
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reason, rather than enter into a full discussion of these ideas at 
this time, we shall only mention them as they relate to the language 
of divine sonship in Philo, delaying the principal discussion of 
them until the following chapters where their connection with Pauline 
thought may be dealt with more thoroughly. 

The actual occurrences of divine sonship language having any 
importance for the early church's Christological reflection are very 
limited in Hellenistic-Jewish writings. One passage which some 
scholars think is important is Wis. 2-5. In Wis. 2.12-20 the righteous 
man is depicted as one who "professes to have knowledge of God and 
calls himself a child (7raTs) of the Lord" (vs. 13). Because he is 

righteous, he calls God his Father (vs. 16). His righteousness 
arouses the emnity of Jewish renegades (cf. vs. 12) who decide to 

put him to the test to see if he is God's son (U10s Ocoý)) on the 

assumption that God will deliver him if he is in fact his son (vs. 18). 
The righteous man is to be condemned and shamefully put to death in 

order to see if God will protect him (vss. 19-20). In the judgment 

the righteous man will stand in the presence of his adversaries and 
be numbered among the sons of God (ev uloTs ecoý)) to the consternation 

of his opponents whose condemnation is sure (4.20-5.5). 

On the basis of this material from Wis. 2-5. R. H. Fuller has 

suggested that the term "Son of God, " when transferred from its original 
Palestinian environment "assumed wider aspects derived from the 

Hellenistic Jewish concept of the son of God as the righteous man. ", 

He thinks this was then used in conjunction with the earthly existence 

of Jesus. K. Berger, in several articles, has independently developed 

the idea of a connection between the Christological designation "Son 

of God" and the Wisdom tradition, especially Wis. 2,5 and 7.2 He claims 

in his most recent essay on the subject: 

Der Titel 'Sohn Gottes' ko"nnte demnach prima'r weisheitlichen 
Ursprungs sein und sich fU'r die Evangelien inhaltlich auf den 
Empfang singula'rer -yv(@GI's Oco0 bzw. Offenbarung Jesu vom Vater 
beziehen. Da traditionell auch einem solchen Sohn Gottes himm7 
lisches Ko'nigtum und Gericht Uber seine Feinde zukommt, war hier 

ein Ansatzpunkt gegeben, dass man national-messianische Erwar- 
tungen inbestimmterInterpretation auch in diesem Sohn Gottes 

I 
Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 72. See pp. 68-72 for 

his complete discussion. 

2 
K. Berger, "Zum traditionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund 

Chris tologischer Hoheitstitel, " NTS 17 (1970-71), pp. 422-424; idem, 

"Die Ko'niglichen Messiastraditionen des Neuen Testaments, " NTS (1973- 
.. it 

74), pp. 1-44; and idem, "Zum Problem der Messianitat Jesu, " ZTK 71 

(1974), pp. 1-30. 
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erfullt sehen konnte. ] 

In other words, Berger believes the title "Son of God" was derived from 
the Wisdom tradition of Hellenistic Judaism and then, because of 
certain prior affinities with the idea of Davidic royalty, namely, 
the fact that Solomon was the recipient of divine Wisdom (cf. Wis. 7. 
9), was related to the royal Messianic tradition of Judaism before 
being embodied in the Gospels. 2 It is worth noting that both Fuller 

and Berger are reacting against the imposition of the theios aner 
idea on the Gospels and find in the righteous man as the son of God 

an alternative for explaining the Son of God Christology in the Gospels. 
The similarities between the experience of the righteous man 

in Wis. 2-5 and the Synoptic portrayal of Jesus are undeniable. But, 

of course, Wis. 2-5 is based on Old Testament ideas. It is widely 
held that these chapters are closely related to Dt. Is. and that the 

3 suffering righteous man is a figure based on the suffering servant. 
This means that the parallels between the Gospels and Wisdom do not 

necessarily indicate dependence by the former on the latter. Besides, 

the outline of the life, death, and resurrection of the historical 

Jesus form the basis for the Gospel's presentation, not the suffering 

righteous man in Wis. 2-5. It is possible that certain features in 

the Gospels are explicable in terms of the righteous son of God in 

I Berger, "Messianita't Jesu, " p. 22. 

2 To a large extent the views of Berger on Wisdom are already 
found in G. Zie-ner, Die theologische Begriffssprache im Buche der 
Weisheit (1956), though Berger makes no mention of this. Z! 4ýner sought 
to revive the view of the post-Apostolic period to the rise of critical 
investigation, that the righteous man in Wis. 2.12-20 is to be under- 
stood Messianically (see pp. 116-118). Nothing in the context of Wis. 2- 
5 indicates its author had a Messianic figure in mind, and despite 
Z10-ner's protests to the contrary, there is no reason to see a 
disjunction between the "righteous poor man" of 2.10 and the "righteous 

mantt of 2.12ff. His claim that the singulars of 2.12-20 refer to "dem 
Gerechten, " the Messiah, and that the plurals of 2.22 and 3.1-9 refer to 
ttden Gerechten, " the community of the Messiah, makes unnatural distinc- 
tions in the text. His list of parallels between Ps. 88 LXX and Wis. 2. 
12ff. are also unconvincing. If one already believes Jesus to be the 
Messiah, Son of God, and knows the basic outline of Jesus' life, then a 
Messianic reading of Wis. 2.12-5 is possible. This is undoubtedly why 
the Church Fathers understood Wis. 2.12-5 in Messianic terms, but there 
is nothing in the text itself that would suggest such an identification. 
Cf. W. Grundmann, "Sohn Gottes, ein Diskussionsbeitrag, " ZNW 47 (1956), 

pp. 122-123. 

3 Cf. Fuller, Foundations of Christology, pp. 66,71; M. D. Hooker, 
Jesus and the ServanL (1959), pp. 53-54; C. R. North, The Suffering Servan 

in Deutero-Usainh ( 1948), p. 8; J. Suggs, "Wisdom of Solomon 2.10-5: A 
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Wis. 2-5, as Berger suggests, 
I b. ut this is a long way from proving 

that the Christological title "Son of God" originated in the Wisdom 

tradition. It has already been shown that the designation "Son of 
God" had a place in the life of Jesus. If this is correctq Berger's 

thesis is unnecessary from the very beginning. Apart from this, Ber- 

ger's circuitous explanation for the origin of the Christological 

title "Son of God" are problematic on other grounds. In the first 

place, "Son of God' I is not a title in Wisdom of SOlomoný 2 
or for that 

matter in any other Wisdom li. terature. Its application to individu- 

als is derived from the corporative sonship of Israel and is therefore 
descriptive of the special relationship between God and his people 

or God and the righteous man. 
3 

Furthermore, the connection which 
Berger attempts to make between the righteous man as son of God and 

the royal figure of the wise man Solomon is unconvincing because in Wis- 

dom there is no relation between the suffering righteous man in 

ch. 2-5 and Solomon himself. 4 
Contrary to what Berger seems to imply, 5 

there is not even a Father-son type relation between personified 

Wisdom and Solomon or Wisdom and the righteous. Finally, despite 

Berger's protests, 
6 

the early tradition embedded in Rom. 1.3-4 proves 

that from a very early date Davidic descent and divine Sonship existed 

Homily Based on the Fourth Servant Song, " JBL 76 (1957), pp. 29ff.; and 
J. Jeremias., "ntTs, " TDNT 5, p. 684. See Jeremias for a list of paral- 
lels between Is. 52.13-53.12 and Wis. 2.12-5. 

I 
E. g. Berger, "Ko"niglichen Mess iastraditionen, " p. 16 claims 

Wis. 2.18 has affected the language of the temptations and the taunt 
at the crucifixion (Mt. 27.40). For the most part, we are not convinced 
by his examples since the passages are capable of alternative explana- 
tions. In the case of Mt. 27.24, for example, Matthew has merely con- 
formed the taunt of the bystanders to the charges at the trial (Mt. 26. 
60-64). 

2 
Cf. Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, p. 76. 

3 Cf. Wis. 9.6; 11.10; 12.19,21; 16.19,21,25-26; 18.4; Sir. 
4.1-10. 

4 
Berger, "Koniglichen Mess iastraditionen, " pp. 16-17. He assumes 

that the righteous man of Wis. 2-5 is synonymous with the wise man, but 
in the section 1.16-5.23, which deals with the righteous vis-a-vis the 
ungodly, the righteous are never referred to as wise men. In fact, refer- 
ence to wisdom is all but absent, occurring only in 3.11. 

5 Ibid., pp. 33-34. 

Ibid. , pp. 17-18. 
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together in the Christological thought of the church, and thus they 
were not brought together as the product of a complicated synthesis 
of ideas. 

While the views of Fuller and Berger regarding Wis. 2-5 may 
have some relevance for explaining features in the Gospel traditions, 
they are inadequate for explaining the origin of the Christological 

title "Son of God" (Fuller does not actually attempt to use the idea 
in this way. ) Their views also do not appear to have any real bearing 

on the Son of God concept in Paul. 

Far and away the most important background material from 
Hellenistic Judaism which bears directly on Christological divine son- 

ship in Paul occurs in Philo Judaeus, the famous Jewish philosopher 
from Alexandria. He employs divine Father-son language in a variety 

of ways, 
I but its application to the Logos is of special interest. 

According to Philo, the Logos is "the child of parents incorruptible 

and wholly free from stain, his Father being God, who is likewise 

Father of all, and his mother Wisdom, through whom the universe came 
into existence " (Fuga, 109). Philo gives the Logos a place of 

preeminence in creation, for he says of it: 

Thej Incorporeal -one, who differs not a whit from the 
divine image 

... 
is the eldest son (7peaýOTaTos U16s), 

whom the Father of all raised up, and elsewhere calls His 
first-born (7TPWTOYOVOV), and indeed the son thus begotten 
followed the ways of his Father, and shaped the different 
kinds, looking to the archetypal patterns which the Father 
supplied (Conf. Ling. , 

62-63; cf. Agric., 51 ; Fuga, 112. ) 

The Logos, first-born son of God, serves as a sort of mediator 
between God the Father and men who are not yet ready to be called 

sons of God (Conf. Ling., 145-147). The idea of mediation is 

graphically stated in another passage: "For he who has been consecrated 

to the Father of the world must needs have that Father's Son with 

all his fullness of excellence to plead his cause, that sins may be 

remembered no more and good gifts may be showered in rich abundance 
(Vit. Mos. II, 134ý cf. Fuga, 108-109). 2 For anyone familiar with 

the Son of God concept in the New Testament, the similarities between 

I 
See E. Schweizer, "UýIOS KTX., " TDNT 8, pp. 355-356 for a 

brief account of the diversity of usage in Philo. 

2 "The Father's Son" in this quotation is the "world, " but in 
Philo the Logos is identified as the world of ideas (cf. Deus Immut. 
31-32). Thus this passage seems to refer to the mediation of the 
Logos before God. Cf. Hengel, Son of God, p. 52. Hengel is undoubt- 
edly correct in his criticism of B. L. Mack, Logos und Sophia (1973), 
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Philo's Logos and the pre-existent heavenly Son of God are obvious, 
though this is not to say that the New Testament in any way was 
dependent upon Philo. In fact, many of the attributes of Philo's 
Logos are elsewhere in Jewish literature attributed to Wisdom. 

The important point is that within Jewish thought categories like 

pre-existence, existence in the divine image, and so forth were used 
and help to explain how the Son of God idea could develop in Chris- 

tological reflection. Their specific relationship to Pauline Chris- 

tology will be taken up in the chapters which follow. 

The only other source having any significance for the back- 

ground of divine Sonship of Christ is the Hellenistic Jewish romance 

Joseph and Asenath. The patriarch Joseph is called the son of God 

several times (6.2.6; 13.10), and at one point is designated oc UýIos 

T013 06010 0" 7TPWTOTOKOS" (21.3). Joseph possesses an indwelling light 

which marks him off from other humans and inspires fearful reverence 

from people (6.2-6). He is said to be a saviour (25.5). In many 

respects Joseph breaks through the bounds of human existence in Joseph 

and Asenath, I but this is due to the-fact that he is a divine angel 

in the form of a man or a symbol for a divine principle (perhaps the 

Logos)in thesameway that Asenath isa symbol for divine Wisdom. 
2 

D. Summary 

The proposition that Sonship Christology, and in particular 

Paul's, should be understood in terms of various Hellenistic concep- 

tions has been seen to be without foundation. The true background 

for the early Church's belief in the Sonship of Christ is to be 

found within Judaism and the Gospel tradition itself. The Old 

Testament spoke of the descendant of David who would have a special 

Sonship relation with God. The Qumran community interpreted this 

passage Messianically. It also appears that the designation Son of 

pp. 167 ff. who claims that "die Bezeichnung des Logos als Sohn und 
Eikon Gottes ist von der Horus-Mythologie her zu verstehen. " As 
Hengel says, "All attempts to interpret Philo predominantly in terms 
of a single cause (Egyptian mythology, theology of the mysteries, 
gnosticism, Old Testament and Judaism) are misleading and do not do 
justice to the complex synthetic character of Philo's thought" (p. 52, 

n. 103). 

I-'II 
Cf. Schweizer, "'010s, p. 356, n. 134. 

2 11 M. Philonenko, Joseph et Aseneth (1968), pp. 86-87. 
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God was used as a title at Qumran for some figure. Although it is 
impossible to psychoanalyze Jesus, it does appear that his relation 
with God was unusual to say the least. His use of Abba for addressing 
God reflects an unheard of intimacy with God. When this is connected 

with the fact that he probably purported to have special knowledge 

of God as a Son (Mt. 11.27) and taught that his disciples' sonship 

relation with God derived from his own, we must admit that we are 

confronted with a unique Sonship consciousness on the part of Jesus. 

The Messianic Sonship understanding of contemporary Judaism grounded 

Jesus' Sonship consciousness because he apparently saw himself as 

the Messiah. Because he was recognized as the Messiah by the early 

church, an obvious basis existed for developing Sonship Christology. 

But the Sonship consciousness of Jesus and the conception of Messianic 

Sonship is not adequate for explaining a number of features of 

Pauline Sonship Christology including pre-existence and CIKW'%) thought. 

Hellenistic Judaism provides the background for understanding these. 

Berger, however, is wrong in suggesting that Wis. 2-5 had a significant 

influence on the Son of God Christology. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE GOSPEL OF THE SON OF GOD 

The first group of Sonship passages to be examined are 
those where Paul identifies his Gospel as the Gospel concerning 
God's Son. The reason for beginning with these texts, as opposed 
to those which speak of the Son of God coming into the world, 
is that they provide a framework for understanding all of the 

other Sonship texts in Paul. That Paul describes his Gospel as 

the Gospel of God's Son suggests from the very outset that Sonship 

was of fundamental importance in his mind. Gal. 1.15-16 and Rom. 

1.1-4 are of special significance. In the former, the preaching 

of the Son is related to Paul's experience on the road to Damascus- 

the heavenly revelation which he received at his conversion and call 

to apostleship. This offers a decisive starting point for the 

very reason that it purports to be Paul's own starting point. 

Rom. 1.1-4 is of interest for a somewhat different reason. By 

almost everyone's reckoning, Rom. 1.3-4 represents a pre-Pauline 

confessional formula which Paul has taken up and modified. By 

examining this text it may be possible to detect some of the ways 

in which Paul went beyond the beliefs of the earliest Christian 

community with respect to Christ as God's Son. In connection 

with Gal. 1.15-16 and Rom. 1.1-4, Rom. 1.9 and 2 Cor. 1.19 are 

of value because they stress that Paul's description of the 

Gospel as concerning God's Son was a characteristic description 

of the Gospel for Paul. The full significance of this, however, 

can only be appreciated when all of Paul's Sonship texts have 

been examined. 

A. The Revealing of the Son of God and the 

Content of Paul's Gospel: Gal. 1.15-16 

Paul, in a decisive context in Galatians designed to establish 

07 
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both his apostolic authority and the genuineness of the Gospel preached 
by him, I 

makes two important claims concerning the Son of God. He 

claims in Gal. 1.16 that God had revealed (U7okaXUýai) his Son to 
him and that the Son of God who was revealed to him was the content 

of his Gospel. This potentially significant but typically unexplained 

assertion poses a very common problem for the exegete attempting to 

understand Paul. The context which appears to concern the conversion 

and apostolic call of Paul, the wording of the infinitive phrase 

a7okaXý)ý(n Tbv uli`ov ai)jTou- 62V Lpof, 
and the claim that Paul preached 

the Son of God, 2 
suggest that vs. 16 may relate important insights 

into his theology and his conception of the Gospel. Unfortunately, 

Paul's exact meaning in Gal. 1.16 remains unexpounded in its current 

context because the statement of vs. 16 is incidental, or more 

accurately, subordinate to the main thought being developed by the 

apostle. 
3 Yet the possible significance of the words and their 

implications for Pauline thought demand that the exegete seek to 

uncover what lies behind the bald assertion. 

The words of Gal. 1.15-16 are of special interest to us not 

only because they make the Son of God the content of the Pauline 

Gospel but also because they assert that the Son of God was the 

content of the revelation which Paul received at the time of his 

conversion. In the exegesis which follows we hope to show both the 

significance of these two ideas dnd their relationship to one another. 

1. Contextual Considerations 

The passage in which Gal. 1.15-16 occurs begins in 1.11-12. In 

K. Kertelge, "Apokalypsis Jesou Christou (Gal. 1,12), " Neues 
Testament und Kirche (1974), p. 266 correctly claims, "in der Auslegung 
des Galaterbriefes wird heute weitgehend angenommen, dass es Paul in 
Kap. 1 und 2 um die Gott-Unmittelbarkeit seines Evangeliums und den 
Erweis seiner von irdisch-menschlichen Instanzen unabh'angigen apostolisch- 
en Autoritak geht. " 

2 Verse 16 actually says, "to reveal his Son in me in order that I 
might preach him (=ýTM among the Gentiles .. ." The "him" obviously 
refers to the Son of God and this conforms to what Paul says about the 
content of his Gospel in Rom. 1.1-4,9; 2 Cor. 1.19. 

3 From a strictly grammatical point of view Gal. 1.15-16b 
constitute a subordinate temporal clause. 
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opposing the apparent claim or perhaps insinuation of his Judaizing 

opponents that his Gospel was a defective Gospel, because he failed 

to inculcate the law and circumcision along with salvation in Christ, 
Paul maintains that the Gospel which he preached was neither KotT*(x 

nor was it received Trapa -)avepw'Trou, nor was it taught by 

men, but it was 6? WrokaX, 6#ws 'Djcyoý3 XpicrTou. What follows in 1.13 to 
2.10-is intended by Paul as evidence to establish the complete truth 

of his Gospel and his independent apostolic authoritybased on the divine 

origin of his Gospel and its acceptance by the most important figures 

of Jewish Christianity. 

In vss. 13 and 14 Paul provides a brief personal account of 
his pre-Christian past (cf. I Cor. 15.9; Phil. 3.4ff. ). He reminds 
his readers of his anti-Christian behavior and his earlier career 

as a zealous Jew in order to highlight the radical change in his 

life, a change explicable only through recourse to divine interven- 

tion. 
2 

In vss. 15-16 Paul refers to the divine intervention which 

changed the course of his life. Speaking in terms redolent of God's 

setting apart and calling of the servant in Deutero-Isaiah and the 
3 

prophet Jeremiah, Paul offers a theological reflection, brief though 

it may be, on his call to apostleship (which in this context presuppos- 

es his conversion). 
The decisive issues for this study are the meaning of the 

infinitive ' 7TOkaXO#a TN Uý'N a) TOý Ii 
, phrase aIU cv epol, what the apostle 

himself understood by it, and the experience which lay behind it. 

The infinitive a7okaXOýOtl is grammatically the complement for the 

For an extensive discussion concerning who Paul's opponents 
were see infra, pp. 296-303. 

2 
J. H. Schu"tz, Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority 

(1975), p. 133 calls this a "biography of reversal. " 

3 It is widely acknowledged that Paul's description of his divine 
setting apart from his mother's womb and call by God's grace to preach 
is modelled on or at least intentionally echoes Isa. 49.1-6 and Jer. 
1.4-10, and perhaps other passages as well. Cf. L. - Cerfaux, 
The Christian in Paul, pp. 84ff.; J. Munck, Paul and 
the Salvation of Mankind (1959), pp. 24ff.; Blank, Paulus, 
pp. 224ff.; and T. Holtz, "Zum Selbstverstandnis des Aposteis Paulus,, " 
TLZ 91 (1966), col. 321-330.0. Betz, "Die Vision des Paulus im 
Tempel von Jerusalem, "Verborum Veritas (1970), pp. 117ff. thinks 
that if I Cor. 9.1; 15.8-10, and Gal. 1.12-16 are taken together the 
call of Isaiah in Isa. 6.1-13, "alle diejenigen Motive enth'alt" and 
"deren inner Logik enthullt" (p. 118). 
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verb E: u6OkTlcYc\) in vs. 15. Its significance in the present context 
is crucial because it is impossible to discuss the content of the 
revelation without coming to terms with its meaning. It is therefore 

necessary to begin by discussing what the term "to reveal" means in 
Gal. 1.16.1 

2. The Meaning of a7okuXuýal 

Recently D. LUhrmann, in a thesis written under the supervi- 

sion of G. Bornkamm, has emphasized the eschatological character of 
Paul's understanding of revelation. He attributes the eschatological 

character of c'tTrokaXUýIs-o)tTrOkotX67TciV in Paul to the influence of 
Jewish apocalyptic thought. 

2 
Lu"hrmann rejects the view that the noun 

aTrokotXUýPis in Gal. 1.12 and, by implication, the verb in vs-. 16 concern 

a visionary experience of Paul which he then pitted against his 

opponents' understanding of tradition. 
3 On the basis of the frequent 

Roman Catholic scholars have frequently shown an interest in 
the tradition-historical relationship of Gal. 1.12, and 15-16 to Matt. 
16.16-17, the revelation of Jesus' Sonship to Peter by God, and Matt. 
11.25-27, the famous revelation saying of Jesus. See A. -M. Denis, 
'Vinvestiture de la fonction apostolique par 'apocalypse. ' Etude 
thematique de Gal. 1,16, " RB 64 (1957), pp. 335-362,492-515; J. Dupont, 
"La reve'lation du fils de Dieu en faveur de Pierre (Mt. 16,17) et de 
Paul (Gal. 1,16), " RSR 52 (1964), pp. 411-420; Kertelge, "Apokalypsis, " 
pp. 276-? 79; and F. Mussner, Der Galaterbrief (1974), p. 90, (with further 
bibliography). With Mussner, we agree that "der Bericht uber seine 
[Paul's3 Berufung in Gal. 1.15f orientiert sich zudem nicht an der 
Berufung des Petrus, sondern an jener der atl. Propheten. " The crucial 
expressions "revelation, " "Son of God, " and "flesh and blood" "ver- 
wendt Paulus auch sonst in seiner Briefen, brauchen also nicht auf 
irgendeine Abha'ngigkeit von Mt. 16,17 oder einer andern Tradition 

It zurUckgefUhrt zu werden. " 

2 11 1 D. LUhrmann, Das Offenbarungsverstandnis bei Paulus und in 
den Paulinischen Gemeinden (1965). On Galatians 1.12 and 16 see pp. 
73-81. On the larger problem of apocalyptic influence see especially 
pp. 98-108. 

3 
Ibid., p. 74. G. Bornkamm, Luhrmann's teacher, in "The Revela- 

tion of Christ to Paul on the Damascus Road and Paul's Doctrine of 
Justification and Reconciliation, " Reconciliation and Hope: New Testa- 
ment Essays on Atonement and Eschatology (1974), pp. 91-103 supplements 
LUfirmann when he argues that Paul could not have obtained the basic 
information necessary for faith and proclamation in a mere vision of 
the resurrected Lord. Since others, including the original apostles, 
had experienced the risen Jesus, Bornkamm argues that Paul could hardly 
have "defended his special apostleship to the Gentiles on the bare ground 
of his being an eyewitness of the resurrection " (p. 94). He agrees with 
LUhrmann that the key to understanding Gal. 1.12 and 15-16 is the origin of 
Paul's concept of revelation in apocalyptic thought. On this point he adds 
nothing further to Lu'hrmann. See also Bornkamm, Paul (1975), pp. 18ff. 
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eschatological significance of the verb "to reveal" in Paul 

(Lu'hrmann refers to Rom. 1.17f.; 8.18; 1 Cor. 2.10; 3.13; and 
Gal. 3.23), he claims that the eschatological significance must 
be assumed f or C'oTokaX, 6ýai in Gal. I. 16 where "die Of f enbarung des 

Sohnes Gottes ist die eschatologische Zeitenwende. "I Behind Gal. 

4.4 (the sending of the Son) and Gal. 3.23 (the revealing of faith) 
11 Luhrmann finds "das Zwei-Xonen-Schema der Apokalyptik" in which 

"der vergangene Xon war durch das Gesetz qualifiziert, der neue 
ist durch die Sendung des Sohnes eingeleitet (Gal. 4.4) und durch 

die TrTaTis (3.23) bestimmt. ,2 He then urges that Gal. 1.16 must 
be interpreted within the framework provided by these passages, 

and thus in Gal. 1.16, as in 3.23, "Offenbarung ist fUr Paulus 

nicht das Christusgeschehen als solches, sondern die aus ihm 

resultierende Bedeutung fUr den Menschen, die Gott dem Menschen 

,, 3 
vermittelt LUhrmann therefore concludes that the revelation 

of which Paul speaks in Gal. 1.12 and 16 is not concerned with Paul's 

apostolic office but with God's general revelation of the signifi- 

cance of the salvation events. This stands in opposition to the 

tradition of Paul's opponents. In a footnote he suggests that Paul 

himself introduced the'idea of revelation in Gal. 1.12,16 "um mit 

ihrer Hilfe sein 'Damaskuserlebnis' zu interpretieren. ,4 

P. Stuhlmacher has offered a different approach to 
5 

a7rok(xMýai in Gal. 1.16. While emphasizing the apocalyptic 

background of Paul's concept of revelation, he does not isolate 

the terms "revelation" and "to reveal" from Paul's visionary 

experience near Damascus. He argues that Gal. 1.15-16 indicates 

that "der Empfang des Evangeliums von Gott selbst bede utet historisch, 

dass Gott selbst dem Paulus das Recht des gesetzesfreien Evangeliums 

1 11 Liffirmann, Offenbarungsversta"ndnis, 
tion of Christ, " p. 96 makes the same claiý 
change of aeons mentioned in Gal. 1.3-4 is 
in the apostle's life" in Gal. 1.12ff. He 
tain that the change of aeons in Christ is 
Gal. 1.12,16. 

p. 75.. Bornkamm, "Revela- 

n when he argues that the 
made the "turning-point 
goes on (p. 97) to main- 
not restricted to Paul in 

2 
Ibid., p. 78.3 Ibid., p. 80. 

4 
Ibid., P. 77., n. 5. 

5 
P. Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium I. Vorgeschichte 

(1968), pp. 71-82. 
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der vorpaulinischen Missiongemeinden besta'tigt hat. "' This view 
of Stuhlmacher's is important because it accounts for how a mere 
vision of the risen Jesus could have resulted in the origin of 
Paul's Gospel. In conformity with the meaning of revelation in 

apocalyptic literature, Stuhlmacher maintains that the term 

OtTrokaXuýis in Gal. 1.12 indicates that Paul's Gospel "sich um eine 
proleptische Enthullung endzeitlicher RealitUten handelt. ,2 This 

means that Paul's Gospel is a pre-description of a fact which will 

only become apparent at the end of the world. 
3 

For Stuhlmacher 

the catch-word (Stichwort) &7mkaX, 6ýai in Gal. 1.16 sketches what 
is meant in Phil. 3.8ff. by "the surpassing knowledge of Jesus 

Chris t, " in I Cor. 9.1 by "seeing Jesus, " and in I Cor. 15.1 ff. by 
"the appearing of the risen Christ. " The parallelism between 

these passages and Gal. 1.15-16 leads to an important inference 

concerning Paul's Damascus experience, according to Stuhlmacher: 
I Es handelt sich bei der Paulus gewýihrten Epiphanie offen- 

sichtlich nicht nur um einen innerlich ablaufenden, gedank- 
lichen Inspirationsprozess, sondern um ein der alttesta- 
mentlichen Jawetheophanie vergleichbares In-Erscheinung- 
Treten Gottes .... Paulus schildert also in Gal. I. 15f . die ihm zuteil gewordene o'sterliche Epiphanie des Gottes- 
sohnes. 4 

The revealing of the Son of God mentioned in Gal. 1.15-16 means 
"das Sehenlassen des Auferstandenen als des von Gott inthronisierten 

und also zum Herrscher eingesetzten Gottessohnes. " 5 Paul in this 

revelatory act of God was enabled then to perceive proleptically the 

1 Ibid. 9, P- 76. 

2 
Ibid., p. 71. Cf. H. Schlier, Der Brief an die Galater (1971), 

p. 55 who says of Gal. 1.16, "Der Vorgang, den Paulus an unserer 
Stelle beschreibt, erweist sich als ein Akt des Aufdeckens von etwas 
radikal Verborgenem. In der Offenbarung an den Apostel wird die 
eschatologische Enthklung Christi (fu'r den Apostel) vorausgenommen. " 

3Stuhlmacher, Evangelium, p. 80 puts it in the following way: 
"Das Wort der Botschaft verbindet das Geschehen des Endes mit der 
Offenbarung in der Gegenwart. Das offenbarende Wort ist also ein 
aus dem Ende der Zeiten in die Gegenwart hereineilendes und, antikem 
Denken entsprechend, durchaus dinglich--rUumliches Geschehen, ein 
zeithafter 'Wort-Raum'. " 

Ibid., p. 81. 

Ibid., pý 81. 
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end-time Lordship, salvation, and righteousness of God. 

Neither the views of LUhrmann nor Stuhlma 
. 
cher are completely 

satisfying with respect to the meaning of a7rokaýuýaj in Gal. 1.161, 

though Stuhlmacher is much closer to the truth than Luhrmann. In 

the first place L6hrmann (like Bornkamm) is misdirected in his 

attempt to isolate the meaning of wmkaXý)ýca in Gal. 1.16 both from 

the visionary experience that Paul describes in I Cor. 9.1 and 
15.8 (cf. Phil. 3.8ff. ), 

2 
and from his call to his apostolic office. 

In both I Cor. 9.1 and 15.8-9 Paul juxtaposes statements regarding 

his vision of Christ and his apostleship. These two passages leave 

the distinct impression that Paul considered the appearing of the 

risen Jesus in his Damascus experience to be foundational for his 

apostleship. 
3 

Paul says in Gal. 1.15-16 that the revealing of the 

Son of God was lVa CUa*YYE ICUPOLI UUT)N) CV T61S F-OVE: CTIV. This (I'Va 

clause obviously refers to Paul's apostolic task as do the two 

participles #Opicrots and KCMUCtS in vs. 15 (cf. Rom. 1.1). Thus 

in Gal. 1.15-16, the revelation which Paul received at the time of 

his call is directly connected with his apostleship. Given the 

parallelism in thought between this passage and I Cor. 9.1 and 

15.8-9 it is natural to assume that Gal. 1.15-16 refers to the same 

experience which Paul describes in I Corinthians as a "seeing" or 

"appearing" of the risen Jesus, 
4 

though this does not mean that the 

revelation consisted of only a "seeing" since there may have been 

Cf. SchUtz, Paul, pp. 131-135 who seeks a mediating position 
11 between LUhrmann and Stuhlmacher's understanding of revelation in 

Gal. 1.15-16. 

21n 2 Cor. 12.1 the terms "vision" and "revelation" are placed 
side by side without being distinguished (cf. vs. 7). Professor 
Barrett, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians (1973), p. 307 suggests, 
"It could be argued that vision points directly to the thing seen, or 
the experience of seeing it, revelation to its intelligible content 
and its communication, but it would be unwise to build on this, and 
unnecessary, since Paul goes on to speak of the experience without 
defining it. " From 2 Cor. 12.1-7 it seems clear that "revelation" 

may go hand in hand with a visionary experience. 

'Cf. Dunnq Jesus and Spirit, pp. 100-103; Professor Barrett, The 
First Epistle to the Corithians (1968). pp. 200-2019 344; A. Robertson 

and A. Plummer, First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians (19142), 

p. 177. 

4 others holding this view include Stuhlmacher, Evangelium, p. 76; 
Blank, Paulus, pp. 185f f. ; SrhJ ier, Calater, pp. 54-56; F. Mussner, Der 
Galaterbrief (19773), pp. 83-84; U. Wilckens, "Die Bekehrung des 
Paulus als religionsgeschichtliches Problem, " ZTK 56 (1959), p. 274; 

and Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, p. 98. 
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auditory communication as well (cf. 2 Cor. 12.1-4; Acts 9.4ff.; 
22.6ff.; 26. ]2ff. ). l 

L'Uhrmann is further mistaken in assuming that cmokaXuýai 
in Gal. 1.16 must be taken eschatologically on the basis of such 
passages as Rom. 8.18 and Gal. 3.23. He fails to note that in these 

passages, as well as the other passages designated by him as 
eschatological, the things revealed are always impersonal and the 

revelations in question are never made to single individuals. These 
fundamental differences between the supposed parallels and Gal. 1.15- 
16 demand that the former passages must not be made determinative 

for Paul's use of the verb "to reveal" in Gal. 1.16. Nothing in 

the immediate context of Gal. 1.11ff. indicates that Paul intended 

a7mkaXilpai in an eschatological sense in vs. 16, so the very idea 

that Paul conceived of or wished to convey that the revealing of 
God's Son to him constituted an "eschatologische Zeitenwende" in 

a personal sense or in some unspecified general sense (which is 
2 

what Luhrmann implies) is without foundation. In a word, Luhrmann's 

interpretation of Gal. 1.15-16 fails to convince because neither the 

word 7mkuXý)#u nor the context allow, let alone demand, his explan- 

ation. 

In several respects Stuhlmacher's views are preferable to 

Lu"hrmann's, though in the end he makes a mistake similar to the 

most fundamental of Luhrmann's errors. Stuhlmacher makes no effort 

to isolate the a7okcMýai of Gal. 1.15-16 from Paul's visionary 

experience. The traditional view that the revelatory experience of 

Gal. 1.12, and 15-16 is to be identified with I Cor. 9.1 and 15.8 is, 

as we have suggested in the criticism of Luhrmann, very probable. 

He is also correct in equating Gal. 1.15-16 with Old Testament 

theophanic visions, though in this instance it is technically a 

I Cf. F. F. Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Free Spirit (1977), p. 75. 

2 
Lu"hrmann's assumption that the two-age-scheme of apocalyptic 

underlying Gal. 3.23 and 4.4 must also apply to Gal. 1.15-16 is with- 
out foundation. These two passages do not in fact any more provide 
the context of Gal. 1.15-16 than any other remote passages in the 
letter. It'is surely time to stop treating individual words as 
independent ideas which determine their contexts--the mistake of 
LUhrmann in his explanation of a7okaXOýai in Gal. 1.16. Gal. 1.16 
hardly counts for evidence that in a general way revelation means 
for Paul "die aus ihm (the Christ-event) resultierende Bedeutung für 
den Menschen, die Gott dem Menschen vermittelt, " though the revela- 
tion in Gal. 1.16 may have this effect in Paul's life. 
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Christophany. I 
More will be said about the theophanic character 

of the apostle's conversion-call experience shortly. It also seems 
probable that the Damascus revelation did confirm to Paul the truth 
of the law-free Gospel. 

2 
The central problem with Stuhlmacherls 

interpretation is whether or not 67TOkCMYýal signifies a "proleptic 

uncovering of an end-time reality. " It may be true that the word 
"revelation" in Jewish apocalyptic literature sometimes concerns the 

anticipatory disclosure of the events of the end-time, though it is 
far from obvious that this is the only or even the most common use 
of the verb "to reveal" in apocalyptic literature (cf. 2 Baruch 

54.4-7; 55.1-8; 56.1; Jub. 12.25; Enoch 38.3; 46.3; 61.5). The 

meaning of the term must be determined by individual contexts since 
"to reveal" cannot be shown to be a technical term with the meaning 

suggested by Stuhlmacher (or Lu"hrmann for that matter. ) Paul gives 

no indication that he considered the revelation of Gal. 1.16 as a 

proleptic perception of end-time realities. In fact, the content 

of the revelation, the risen Jesus as the Son of God, was, if anything, 

a very present reality for Paul. Thus, in the end, Stuhlmacher, 

like Luhrmann imports foreign ideas into the text of Gal. 1.16, 

ideas which in reality distort rather than clarify Paul's meaning. 

The main lines for interpreting cmokaXOýal in Gal. 1.15-16 

should now be clear. When Paul says it pleased God "to reveal his 

Son to me in order that I might preach him among the Gentiles" he 

has in mind the same personal experience which lies behind I Cor. 9.1 

and 15.8. Paul considered this experience to constitute his call 

to his apostolic task, a factor implied in all three passages (cf. 

Gal. M., Rom. 1.1). The actual term WrokaXOýai does not here have 

identifiable eschatological or apocalyptic overtones. Its meaning, 

however, simply cannot be made synonymous with LpakEvai in I Cor. 9.1 

or oo-Tiva, in I Cor. 15.8. A7okaXOýai in Gal. 1.16 implies at once 

the previous "hiddenness" of the object revealed and the making known 

of the significance of what was revealed (cf. 2 Baruch 54.6). 3 Paul 

I 
Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 83-84 and Kim, Exposition of 

Paul's Gospel, pp. 126-339. 

2 Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 85, n. 42 and bibliography 
cited there; Wilckens, "Bekehrung des Paulus, " pp. 273-293; and J. 
Dupont, "The Conversion of Paul, and its Influence on his Understand- 
ing of Salvation by Faith, " Apostolic History and the Gospels (1968), 

pp. 176-194. 

3Cf. 
the comment quoted from Professor Barrett in note 2, p. 73. 
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could describe his vision of the risen Jesus as revelatory in two 
s, ens. es. At one level the revelation given to Paul disclosed that 
Jesus was in fact risen from the dead. At a deeper level, however,, 
it disclosed to him the significance of who Jesus was, namely, that 
he was the Son of God. 

The importance of this disclosure can only be appreciated 

when we discover why Paul describes the content of the revelation 

given to him in terms of the Son of God and what he means by this. 

3. "God's Son" as the Content of 
The Revelation Given to Paul 

The fact that Paul chooses to specify that God revealed "his 

Son" to him in Gal. 1.16,1 rather than describe the revelation in 

the more general terms of Gal. 1.12,2 compels us to inquire concern- 
ing his choice of "his Son" to designate the content of the revela- 

tion given to him. Several different answers have been offered to 

this problem. 

a. Some Possible Interpretations 

Margaret Thrall starts with the assumption that Gal. 1.16 

should be taken at face value: in some sense Paul did receive a 
3 

revelation that Jesus was God's Son. She doubts, however, that it 

was in the sense of his unique Sonship since, so far as is known, 

the pre-Pauline Palesti-n! an church only believed that Jesus was the 

Messianic Son of God. Paul did come to believe in the unique Sonship 

of Jesus, but she finds no reason to trace this conception to Paul's 

The prepositional phrase cv epof in vs. 16a has long troubled 
exegetes. lsý it intended to indicate the intensive character of 
the revelation by emphasizing it took place within Paul's being? Cf. 
Schlier, Galater, p. 55 who maintains, "dass mit ev clioi die Inten- 
sit'at der Enthüllung des Sohnes, die bis in das zentrale Leben 
des Apostels stattfand, zum Ausdruck gebracht wird. " See also 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 86-87. Or does the phrase "in me" merely 
stand for the simple dative? Cf. A. Oepke, Der Brief des Paulus 
an die Galater, (1973), p. 61 who argues, "In der Koine vertrittifv 
43ufig den einfachen Dativ, besonders bei Verbens des Mitteilens usw. 
ev cpoi bedeutet hiernach 'mir. "' See also Blass-Debrunner-Funk, 
Sect. 220. Grammar alone is unable to decide the matter, but the 
former possibility seems preferable (cf. Gal. 2.20). 

2 "T'o F-1)(XYYCXIOV Tb cu(xYYcx, creý-v uie cuou ... ffapcxaýov ... 
61 0t7T0kaX61PF-Ws )I'nCJ0U'-' )(PICYT00 

3 
M. E. Thrall, "The Origin of Pauline Christology, " Apostoli-c 

History and the Gospel (1970). pp. 308ff. 
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experience on the road to Damascus. Before his conversion, Paul 
knew that those who were Christians held Jesus to be God's Son; it 

was this faith which he attempted to eradicate. For this reason 
Dr. Thrall thinks: "the revelation on the road to Damascus may 
simply have convinced him that the title was, after all, correctly 

applied. The crucified Jesus of Nazareth was the messianic Son 

of God. "' 

On the surface this explanation is plausible, but on closer 
inspection it appears doubtful. In the second part of vs. 16 Paul 
identifies the Son of God, who was revealed to him, as the content 

of his Gospel (cf. Rom. 1.1-4,9; 2 Cor. 1.19), but nowhere in his 

letters does Paul ever indicate he preached a "Messianic" Jesus. 

If he really understood the divine revelation given to him as a 

revealing of the "Messianic Son of God, " it is strange that he 

went so far beyond such a "revealed" insight in the course of his 

ministry. The fact is that in Rom. 1.3-4 Paul probably corrects a 
"Messianic Sonship confession. " If Dr. Thrall's theory were correct, 
it would pose the difficult problem of why and how Paul moved so far 

beyond the initial revelation given to him. 2 Because of this 

difficulty a different explanation seems necessary for Gal. 1.16. 

A second possible approach to the content of the revelation 
being about God's Son is to derive the meaning of "Son of God" from 

its use elsewhere in Galatians and from the general Pauline usage. 

Following this approach, G. Bornkamm notes that in both Galatians and 

Romans where Paul deals with "law and grace, works and faith (cf. Gal. 

Ibid., p. 308. Cf. J. Eckert, Die urchristliche Verk"ndigung u 
im Streit zwischen Paulus und seinen Ge_gnern nach dem Galaterbrief 
(1971), p. 177. 

2 Thrall, "Pauline Christology, " pp. 312ff. thinks Paul 
apprehended Christ as Lord in the Damascus experience which in turn 
led to his belief that Christ was the agent of creation. She then 
posits that belief in the unique divine Sonship of Christ "may have 
evolved in Paul's mind through the assimilation of the U10s concept 
to that of the divine kOplos" (p. 315). This leaves another problem. 
Is it likely that the Damascus vision would on the one hand merely 
reveal Jesus as Messianic Son of God and on the other hand as the 
Lord of creation in the Old Testament sense? It would seem that the 
vision, as portrayed by Thrall, had already broken open the tradition- 
al categories of Paul's Jewish thought. Cf. Schlier, Galater, p. 55 

who claims, "Die Offenbarung Gottes an Paulus hat ein persÖnliches 
Objekt: Gott enthüllt ihm seinen Sohn. Damit ist hier der erhUte 
Herr gemeint -- ." Schlier, however, does not clarify the relation- 
ship between these two ideas. 
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1: 15f.; 2: 20; 4: 4.6; Rom. 5: 10; 8: 3,29,32) 
... the use ýSon 

of God] is connected with the thought of Christ's pre-existence. ", 
But he insists: "At no point does Paul's use of the title 'Son 

of God' contain any reflection on Christ's divine nature per se 
,, 2 before all time, or imply the thought of his supernatural birth . 

"On the contrary, " Bornkamm maintains, "it refers to the Incarnation; 

and, for Paul, that means at once that it refers to Jesus' death, 

through which he was to 'redeem those under the law, so that they 
,, 3 

might receive sonship' (Gal. 4: 4f. ) . He finds the twin themes of 
the incarnation and the redeeming death of Christ important in 

Galatians (2.20; 3.1,13; 6.14,17). God's act of love is concen- 
trated, according to Bornkamm, in Christ's death on the cross (Rom. 

8.32). He concludes: 

If Gal. 1.15f. is set in the context of these thoughts 
the important consequence emerges that here, too, the 
christological title 'Son of God' denotes not, as usually 
interpreted, the Risen and Exalted One, but the Son of God 
'sent' as man, who was made subject to the law and died on 
the cross to redeem all men. 4 

The resurrection "validated and manifested him as such" putting 
his death in force. 

The major problem with Bornkamm's interpretation lies with 
his selection of the evidence and its application. He ignores 

several important Sonship passages in Paul such as Rom. 1.3-4; 8.29; 

1 Cor. 15.28; Col. 1.13; and I Thess. 1.9-10. These passages belie 

the limited understanding of Sonship proposed by Bornkamm. As we 

shall see shortly in connection with Rom. 1.3-4, Paul explicitly 

maintains that the Gospel. preached by him concerned God's Son who 

now reigns in power (cf. esp. I Cor. 15.28 and Col. 1.13). Thus 

when the apostle says in Gal. 1.16 that God revealed his Son to him 

so that he might preach him (viz., the Son) to the Gentiles, it does 

not seem very probable that he intended to limit this to the Son of 

God being sent into the world and to his redeeming death. Paul's 

Sonship Christology is far broader than this. In the end Christ's 

divine Sonship is absolutely essential for Paul's understanding of 

of the relation between God and Christ. 

I 
Bornkamm, "Revelation of Christ, " p. 97. The relevance of 

most of the passages cited by Bornkamm to the theme of pre-existence 
is far from clear. 

2 
Ibid., pp. 97-98.3 Ibid. ý p. 98 

4 
Ibid., p. 98. 
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F. Mussner takes the view that the title "Son of God" is 
intended in a comprehensive sense in Galatians: 

der Sohn ist nicht bloss der in die Fülle der Zeit in die 
Welt Gesandte, er ist nicht bloss der von einem Weib 
Geborene und unter das Gesetz Gestellte, er ist nicht bloss 
der sich fU'r uns Dahingegebene, und er ist nicht bloss der 
Auferweckte und jetzt bei Gott Lebende. Das Pr'adikat 
'Sohn' fasst vielmehr alle diese Aspekte zusammen. 'Sohn' 
ist das die himmlische und irdische Existenz Jesu Christus 
umfassende Prädikat ... Diesen Sohn hat Gott 'in'-Paulus 
geoffenbart. ' 

This inclusive understanding of Mussner is certainly preferable to 

the view of Bornkamm, though if Gal. 1.15-16 refers to the actual 

revelation granted on the road to Damascus, then perhaps Mussner 

has asserted both too much and too little regarding what Paul himself 

meant in Gal. 1.15-16. He may be maintaining too much to the extent 

that Paul did not receive his Son of God conception in totality at 

the time of his conversion-call experience. On the other hand, he 

may be asserting too little to the extent that Paul may have something 

more specific and foundational in mind than Mussner reckons on. 

2 Cor. 4.4-6 and "His Son" in Gal. 1.16 

Hitherto no mention has been made of one important passage, 

2 Cor. 4.4-6, which a number of scholars believe relates to Paul's 

Damascus experience and which some think sheds light on Gal. 1.16.2 

In 2 Cor. 4.4-6 Paul speaks of the "light of the Gospel of the glory 

of Christ, who is the image of God. " He goes on to say: 

For we do not preach ourselves but Jesus Christ as Lord, 
and ourselves as your servants at) accoM f fc- hrist. For it is 
God who said, "Light shall shine forth from darkness, " 

who shined forth in our hearts with respect to an illumina- 
tion of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of 
Christ. 3 

Several factors suggest that Paul may in fact have his conversion 

Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 86, n. 43. 

2 
Those seeing some contact between Gal. 1.16 and 2 Cor. 4.4- 

6 in terms of Paul's Damascus experience include: M. E. Thrall, "Christ 
Crucified or Second Adam? A Christological Debate between Paul and 
the Corinthians, " Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (1973), p. 

I 148; Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, p. 106; M. Dibelius and W. G. K'ummel9 
Paul (1953), p. 60; G. S. Duncan, The Epistle of Paul to the Galatians 
TI-934), p. 28. Dupont, 'The Conversio'n of Paul, " p. 192; KNU-, Exposition 

of Paul's Gos2el, pp. 292-293, and E. Burton, A Critical and 
t-x--egetical 

Commentary on th Epistle to the Galatians (1977), p. 408. 

3 
Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, p. 134 understands Týs YWO-EWS 
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experience in mind. The causal OTi of vs. 6 connects what is said 
there with the claim that Paul preached Christ as Lord, and himself 

as the servant of his readers. In other words Paul's preaching was 
the result of God shining in his heart with the illumination which 

consisted in "the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of 
Christ. " From Gal. 1.15-16 it is clear that Paul connected God's 

revealing of his Son to his own preaching task on the basis of his 

conversion-call experience. Though the language is very different, 

the same basic thought is present in the two passages. That Paul 

has a particular experience in mind in vs. 6 is confirmed by the 

aorist cXapýcv. With respect to the apostle's life, his conversion- 

call is unquestionably the time when the enlightenment of his own 

heart took place. 
I 

Some might argue that because plurals are employed 

throughout vss. 5-6 these verses cannot be applied exclusively to 

Paul. This objection is obviated by the fact that in 2 Corinthians, 

more than any other letter, Paul seems to oscillate between the 

sintgular and the epistolary plural. 
2 In many passages in which Paul 

is primarily the subject (or object) he uses the plural. 
3 

This may 

simply be an editorial we, or perhaps Paul wishes to associate 

his fellow workers with his own apostolic ministry and authority, 

avoiding a possible charge of megalomania, as well as the possibility 

of undermining the authority of his own fellow workers. 

One further factor points to these verses recalling Paul's 

conversion. At the end of vs. 6 the apostle mentions "Týs 60ETis T0, J 

6600 EV 7TP0Cr6TrW ftTlCrOklý XplaTOO. " How did Paul know the glory of God 
L 

as an appositional genitive which gives the sense, the "illumination 
that consists in the knowledge .. ." The term "knowledge" itself 

relates to the knowledge which is imparted in the Gospel. Cf. Professor 
Barrett, ibid., p. 135 and R. Bultmann, Der zweite Brief an die 
Korinther (1976), p. 110. 

Cf. ibid., p. 111. If 2 Cor. 4.6 derives from Paul's conversion 
C- 

experience then the. phrase ev Tais kotp6iais Tlljw\) perhaps confirms our 
view concerning c\) 6poi in Gal. 1.16. 

2 
on the problem of the epistolary plural in Paul see Blass- 

Debrunner-Funk, sect. 280 and M. Zerwick, Biblical Greek Illustrated 
by Examples (1963), sect. 8 who says, "it is rash to regard Paul's 'we' 

as always referring to the apostle along with his associates. The oscil- 
lation between the singular and the plural is most pronounced in 2 Cor. 10. 

1-11.6, but it can hardly be doubted that the first person plurals refer 

primarily, if not exclusively, to Paul. " 

3 
E. g. in 2 Cor. 1.8ff. the plural is used but it seems very 

clear that Paul is speaking of a personal experience. For the personal 
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shown in the face of Jesus Christ? It may be a mere figure of 
speech, but since we know that Paul actually saw the risen Christ 
0 Cor. 9.1 ; 15.8), it seems much more likely that Paul really had 

seen the glory of God in the face of Christ at his conversion. 
Thus, in spite of the plurals, vss. 5 and 6 seem to reflect the 

conversion experience of Paul himself. Vs. 4b may als-o. The 

parallelism in both wording and thought between vs. 4b and vs. 6b 

seems to indicate that the former is closely related to the latter. 

The significance of the link between Gal. 1.16 and 2 Cor. 4.4-6 
for explaining whet Paul meant by the expression "God's Son" in the 
former passage was seen as far back as 1921 by E. de Witt Burton. As 

a result of the connection between the two passages Burton concluded: 
it is reasonable, therefore, to take 2 Cor. 4.4-6, in 
which Jesus is described as the image of God, and it is said 
that God shined in the apostle's heart to give the light of 
the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ, as indicating 
the principal emphasis of the expression, 'his Son', in 
Gal. 1.16, and so to understand the term as referring 2 especially to the resemblance of the Son to the Father. 

Burton conceived of the "resemblance of the Son to the Father" in moral 
3 

terms, but this is inadequate. Paul means quite literally that in 

seeing the resurrected Jesus he saw the glory of God in his face; 4 

he saw the one who already is the image of God in an absolute sense. 

To unfold in detail the complex origin and history of the 
ideas of the 60ýot of God and the clkwAv of God would require far more 

space than is available in this study. 
5 The salient features of the 

character of many of the first person plural references in 2 Corinthians 
see the commentaries of Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, Bultmann, 
Zweite Korinther, and H. Lietzmann, An die* Korinther 1/11 (19695). 

I The first part of 2 Cor. 4.4 has an obvious connection with 
Paul's personal biography. Until Paul himself saw the risen Christ 
his own "mind" remained blinded in unbelief, incapable of perceiving 
the illumination of the Gospel. The parallelism between the two verses 
consists in the following phrases: ýwTicrjjbv Toiýý dayycXIOU Týs 
60ýTJS TOý XPIGTOý4- 

8'S LrTiv clkw%) ToO 6EoU- (vs. 4b) and ýwTiapb'V Tn s 
'(MýGCWS TFIS 60ýTJS TOO) eEO'O EV 7TPOCYW57TW XPICTTOU-. 

4L- 

2 
Burton, Galatians, p. 408.3 Ibid., p. 410. 

4 
Cf. Dupont, "Conversion of Paul, " p. 192 and Kim, Exposition 

of Paul's Gospel, pp. 291-293. 

5 
For important treatments of the eikon 

bibliography see J. Jervell, Imago Dei: Gen 
in der Gnosis und in den paulinischen Briefen 
Eikon im Neuen Testament (1958), and Kim, Exp, 
Gospel, pp. 245ft. 

theme with extensive 
j 13,26f. im Sp'at_judentum, 

(1960); F. -W. Eltester, 

osition of Paul's 
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history of these two ideas leading to Paul's statement in 2 Cor. 
6, however, may be broadly outlined. 

In the Old Testament glory (7; 
-: 7_! )) is one of the primary 

attributes of God whereby he is known or makes himself known to men. 
The glory of the Lord 0ý/7 is connected with God's saving 

acts in history wherein his glory is manifested (cf. Dt. 5.24; Ps. 97.6; 
102.15-16; Is. 40.5; 60.1-2; 63.12). Men in turn give glory to God 
for who he is and what he has done (cf. Josh. 7.19; 1 Sam. 6.5; 

Ps. 66.2; 96.3,7,8). 1 But the most theologically significant uses 

of the phrase "the glory of God" occur in Ezekiel and certain parts 

of the Pentateuch commonly designated as the Priestly Document. Here 

the phrase 1-770/71 7)_7D becomes a virtual terminus technicus for 
-r :02 

describing theophanies. The glor of Yahweh is revealed both to 

the nation of Israel as a whole and to Moses in particular in Exodus 

and Numbers (cf. Ex. 16.7,10; '24.16,17; 29.43; 33.18,19,22; Nu. 

14.10.22; 16.10; 20.6). The common factor in all of the texts just 

cited is that the glory of the Lord, visible as radiant light (Ex. 

24.17), signifies his actual presence. Perhaps the most interesting 

of these texts is Ex. 33.17ff. where God grants Moses' request for 

a theophany. Moses is not permitted to see the face of Yahweh, but, 

after his glory passes by, that is his physical manifestation, Moses, 

who hitherto was shielded by God's hand, is permitted to see the back 

of the Lord. 

Ezekiel in his various visions also saw the glory of Yahweh. 

The "glory of God" again signifies God's visible presence (cf. Ezek. 

1.28; 3.12,23; 8.4; 9.3; 10.4,19; 11.22f.; 43.2; 44.4f. ). Describ- 

ing the first of his visions, Ezekiel goes so far as to say that the 

likeness of God which he saw was "the form (or likeness) like the 

appearance -of a man" (07)e 4,1C2.17-3- ; t.? ii-7) (1.26). This form of a 

man is described as possessing the appearance of fire and of the 

brightness of a rainbow (1.27), and it is then said to have "the 

form (or likeness) of the glory of the Lord" -7? _73-; 1-t,, J--7) 

(1.28). 3T 

I 
For a good survey of the Old Testament usage of glory see 

G. von Rad, "6okew, " TDNT 2, pp. 238-242. 

2 G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology 1 (1975), pp. 239-241. 
See also idem, "6okcýwtv pp. 239-241. 

3 Von Rad, Theology 1, pp. 145-146 makes the interesting coment: 
"Israel conceived even Jahweh himself as having human form. But the 
Way Of PHtting it which we use runs in precisely the wrong direction 
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One other Old Testament usage of glory which may have a 
bearing on 2 Cor. 4.4-6 requires mentioning. In the night vision 
of Daniel, Daniel sees "one like a son of man" who 

r 
came to the Ancient of Days. To this one "like a son of man" God 

gives dominion, and kingdom. Although -)/. )? might well simply 7* " "r - 

mean honor in this context, it more probably implies the transference 

of'divine glory to this figure since the dominion and kingdom given 
to him were the dominion and kingdom of God himself (Cf. LXX Dan. 7.14 
66ýa; also cf. Mk. 13.26). 

The translators of the Septuagint took over the Greek word 
6OEot to translate the Hebrew term 7) -7 D, and a variety of other 

words as well, in the process giving 6OEa an entirely new range of 

meaning. 
I This range of meaning corresponds essentially to that which 

7 already possessed. G. Kittel correctly maintains that MEa 
r 

when used of God, refers to "the 'divine glory' which reveals the 

nature of God in creation and in His acts :, 2 As with -//-7D MEa 

became a technical term for the self -disclosure of God in theophanies. 
'r 

Thus, for example, in the well-known theophany to Isaiah the Hebrew 

term 4j. jv_, *(6.1) is there alone translated as MEa, so that it is 

God's glory which fills the temple and not his "train. " Perhaps 

even more striking is Ps. 17.15 (LXX 16.15). The Psalmist says: 

As for me, I will behold thy face (God's) in righteous- 
ness; When I awake, I shall be satisfied with beholding 
thy form ý7 

according to the Old Testament ideas, for, according to the ideas 
of Jahwism, it cannot be said that Israel regarded God anthropomorphic- 
ally, but the reverse, that she considered man as theomorphic. As 
well as many passages in the prophets or in the poets ... the very 
carefully formulated statement in Ezek. 1.26 is of particular importance. 
The light-phenomenon of the 'glory of God' clearly displays human 
contours. It has rightly been said that Ezek. 1.26 is the theological 
prelude to the locus classicus for the imago doctrine in Gen. 1.26. " 
Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, p. 291 claims the technical use of 
"glory of God" for the theophanies continues through apocalyptic 
literature to the Merkaba tradition in Rabbinic sources. 

I G. Kittel., "60kF'-w, " TDNT 2, pp. 233-234 claims of 66ýa: 
"Found already in Homer and Herodotus, this word has in all non- 
biblical Greek a basic meaning which reflects its links with 6okEw, 
namely, 'what one thinks, ''opinion'. Thi, % takes two forms: a. from 
60kEw, 'T think, ' 'the opinion which T have, ' b. from 6okE: W* 
'T count as, ' 'the opinion whiC"L) others have of me. "' For a history 

of the term in its standard Greek tisage see pp. 234-237. Tnterestingly, 
Philo invariably uses 6okew in its Greek sense rather than that of the 
Septuagint where 6okew translates 

,# T- 

2 Ibid., p. 244. 
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The LXX translator rendered the /7 -7 as 6o"ga in keeping with 
the use of MEa for visible divine manifestations. Kittel's 

conclusion concerning 60ýa is essentially correct: 
In the LXX and therefore in the Bible generally 60ý(x 
acquires its distinctive sense as a term for this 
divine nature or essence Ethe divine radiance of God] 
either in its visible or perceptible form. 2 

In light of the above, it should come as no surprise to 
anyone familiar with-the Wisdom tradition that Wisdom herself is 

connected with the divine glory. Thus Wis. 7.25 describes her as 
'a pure emanation of the glory of the Lord. " 

The New Testament writers clearly maintain the various lines 

of usage present in both the Hebrew and Greek Old Testaments in their 

use of "glory. " 3 
This includes the connection of "glory" with 

theophanies and other heavenly appearances (cf. Lk. 2.9; 9.28ff.; 

Acts 7.55f., 22.111; Tit. 2.13; Rev. 15.8,21.23). There are, however, 

two important new features. God's glory is transferred to Christ 

(Mk. 10.37,13.26; Mt. 25.31; Lk. 24.26; 1 Cor. 2.8; Phil. 3.21; 

Tit. 2.13; Heb. 1.3; 1 Pet. 4.13; 5.1), and believers are to partici- 

pate in the divine glory (Rom. 8.17; 1 Cor. 2.7; Phil. 3.21; 1 Thess. 

2.12; 2 Thess. 2.14; 2 Tim. 2.10; 1 Pet. 5.4,10). 4 

The bearing of the above material on the use of SOEa in 2 Cor. 

4.4-6 will be made clear in a moment. Before doing so, however, a 
few words must be said concerning E: 011ýw'v which is closely related to 
SOýOt in 2 Cor. 4.4-6. 

The origins of the cl'kw'N) idea found in 2 Cor. 4.4, and Col. 1.15 

I Cf. LXX Nu. 12.8 where the same translation is made of jjq, ý7A 
The normal LXX translation for this Hebrew word is popýfj or 6ýioiJpct. : 

2Kittel, "60kE': W, " p. 244. L. R. Brockington, "The Sep- 
tuagintal Background to the New Testament use of AoEA, " Studies in 

. 
the Gospels. Essays in MemorX of R. H. Lightfoot (1955), pp. 3ff. 3 isolates four ways in which HCa is employed in the New Testament 
which derive directly from Old Testament usage: "(1) The conception 
of brightness. (2) The power and wonder working activity of God. 
(3) The saving power of God. (4) The conception of God-likeness. " 

3 Kitteý1160KEW, 11 p. 247 declares: "It is obvious that the NT 
use of 665C(Y follows the LXX rather than Greek usage. With the senses 
of 'reputation' and 'power' already mentioned, the word is also used 
strictly in the NT to express the divine mode of being. This is 
true of all the NT authors. " 

4 
On this point see especially ibid., pp. 249-251. 
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for that matter, are not to be sought in Adam created KaTjc2jKo%)a 

as depicted in Gen. 1.26-27 (cf. 5.1.9.6). 1 
The eikon idea was 

taken over in Judaism for describing the hypostasized figure of 
Wisdom (cf. Wis. 7.26 and Philo, Leg. alleg. 1.43). Philo also 

used it extensively for his hypostasized Logos figure (cf. Conf. 

ling. 62,164; De Somn. 1.238-240; and Leg. alleg. 111.96). 2 

The passage from Leg. alle . 111.96 is of particular interest because 

in it Philo describes God as the TFCtP0t661Y'P(X T-nS 61KOVOs, the image 

being the Logos, and the Logos is then called the 7TctpUciyýict of 

other beings. Philo proceeds to explain Gen. 1.27 as meaning "TjS 

116V 61KOVOS K(lTa TON) OEOV )a7TE1KOV1(JeE1(JTjS, TOý 66 M)OP61TOU KCtT& 

TTIV 61KOVa Xotýouaav 60votjjiv 7Totpa6E1yjjctTos. " This line of reasoning 

would account for the manner in which Paul predicates ci)K6V to 

Christ in a unique sense over against man's possession of the EIKWN) 

because of descent from Adam (cf. De Op. Mundi 24-25). 3 In De Somn. 

1.227-241, operating within the tradition which conceived of wisdom 

it it 4 
as a "Theophanietrager (cf. Wis. 10), Philo portrays the Logos as 

the ClKIVT0`7 eEouwho manifested himself to the patriarch Jacob at 
Bethel thereby explaining Gen. 31.13: C'yw 6111o 0 OEONS 0 4ecls 001 

cv T67y ecoO. The Logos, as the image of God, manifests the divine 

nature to those incapable of encountering God directly, and to them 

appears as God himself (De Somn. 1.238-240). 5 The term "eikon" was 

III)II 
Contra G. Kittel, CIKWýVý TDNT 2) pp.. 395- 

396; Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 71-72, and others. (For others 
agreeing with Kittel see Jervell, Imago Dei (1960), pp. 217, n. 170-3 

2 
For extensive discussions on the background of EIKWV in Hellen- 

istic and Jewish thought see F. W. Eltester, Eikon and Jervell, Imago 
Dei. Jervell (pp. 56-58) connects the CiKw'V idea in Philo with the 
Urmensch hypothesis of Gnosticism. With H. Hegermann, Die Vorstellung 
vom SchO'DfunRsmittler im Hellenistischen Judentum und Urchristentum 
(1961), p. 98, we doubt that this is either necessary or correct. 

3 
Jervell, Imago Dei, p, 217 is correct when he claims, "Christus 

ist die Eikon nic-ht der KCX'C F-IKO'Va 'aVOPW7TOS [Gen. 
- 1.27) See. infra, 

pp. 211,214-215. 

4 
For a discussion of this tradition see Hegermann, Vorstellung 

vom Scho"pfungsmittler, pp. 67-87. 

5 Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 260ff., attempts to 
establish a close connection between the term CIK6V (and semantically 
related terms like popýfj and 6polw1o) and theophanies. He thinks that 

if ) it De Somn. 1.227-241 provides conclusive evidence for the use of EIKWV 
in theophanic contexts (pp. 279ff. ) but he has failed to take account 
of the fact thaý the TCgoS ý-, described as the CIK6V of God in many 
non-epiphanic contexts in Philo. He does not cite any other examples 
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applied to the Wisdom and Logos figures in Judaism because the eikon 
was thought to participate in the being which it represented and to 
reveal its true inner essence (cf. Wis. 7.6). Yet, as with Philo's Logos, 
it was thought to possess an existence of its own. 

I 
In Wis. 7.26 

the figure of Wisdom becomes an agent of revelation by manifesting 

to men the essence and inner being of God. In Philo both Wisdom and 
the Logos have similar functions. (See the passages from Philo mentioned 

above). It is this conception of the eikon as the agent of divine 

revelation which provides at least part of the background for 

understanding Christ as the image of God in 2 Cor. 4.4 and Col. 1.15.2 

It is well-known that in Jewish thought and in the writings of 
Paul E: IKWV and 60EU are closely related, if not synonymous with one 

I 

another (cf. Nu. 12.8 and Ps. 16.15 MT and LXX; Wis. 7.25-26; De Somn. 

MEa may have a double-entendre here]; Rom. 8.29-30; 1 Cor. 11.7; 1.232 F 

2 Cor. 3.18). 
3 

Thus in 2 Cor. 4.4-6 the reference to Christ as "the 

image of God" (vs. 4b) and the reference to "the glory of God in the 

face of Christ" may be virtually synonymous. As F. F. Bruce remarks, 

"When he [Paul] speaks of seeing 'the light of the knowledge of the 

glory of God in the face of Christ' he uses language which practically 

amounts to seeing in Christ the image of God. ,4 

When Paul saw Christ on the road to Damascus, he saw him as 

a figure who reflected glory from his face (2 Cor. 4.6; cf. Phil. 3.21), 

in Philo or the Wisdom tradition where the term EIKW'V is employed in 
descriptions of epiphanies. The Logos' possession of the divine 
6IKwv admirably suits Philo's discussion in De Somn. 1.227-241, but 
there is no indication that it is an attribute of Logos which belongs 
essentially to epiphanies (cf. the passages mentioned above. ). On the 
other hand, Vita Mos. 1.65 does provide evidence for the connection 
Kim wishes to make, though even here Philo may havP the Logos in mind. 

H. Kleinknecht, "CIKW*Vý" TDNT 2, p. 389. 

2 it Iheology, p. 163; Bruce, Paul, pp. 122-124; Profes- Cf. Kummel, 
sor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, p. 133; Eltester, Eikon, pp. 133-135; and 
E. Lohse, Colossians and Philemon: A Commentary on the Epistles to the 
Colossians and to Philemon (1971), pp. 46-48. 

3 Cf. Brockington, "Septuagintal Background, " pp. 7-8; Jervell, 
Imago Dei, pp. 100ff.; and R. P. M-lartin, Carmen Christi: Philippians 
ii. 5-11 in Recent Interpretation and in the Setting of Early Christian 
Wors (1967), pp. 109ff., 

I 
though he is incorrect when he says the LXX 

translates 17.7-7,, ýrz-t by both CIKW'v and 605ýct. What he should have said is 
r 

that j7j, 7, v. qt , which means image or shape, is translated by 6OCa [Nu. 

12.8; Psr 16'(17). 15]. 

4 
Bruce, Paul, p. 123. 
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glory which belongs properly only to God himself and to his presence. 
It was probably this which led Paul to the realization that he was i 

seeing (or had seen) a visible manifestation of God-the eikon of 
the invisible God (cf. Col. 1.15), the one revealing the essential 

nature of God. I 

The thought of 2 Cor. 4.6 and Gal. 1.15-16 is essentially paral- 
lel. In both passages God is the one acting on Paul's inner being: 

0-C EXUýIýEV EV TMS KaP61MS TIPWV (2 Cor. 4.6); EU60KTICFEV UTrOKa- 
xoýal 

... ev cpol (Gal. 1.15-16). The concept "Trpbs ýwTialibv 

TTIs yvwcrews" of 2 Cor. 4.6 appears to be very similar in meaning to 

OM OKaX6ý(Xl VT of Gal .I. 16 . These similarities probably indicate 

that "the glory of God on the face of Christ" (2 Cor. 4.6) is 

parallel to "his Son" (Gal. 1.16), within the context of Paul's 

actual call to preach the Gospel. It seems reasonable to conclude 

that the physical seeing of the "glory of God on the face of Christ" 

constituted the revelation of his divine Sonship for Paul because 

through Christ's-glory Paul recognized the essential "relatedness" 

of Christ to God, and this "relatedness" was best described in 

terms of Christ's divine Sonship. This view is corroborated by the 

connection between the eikon thought of 2 Cor. 4.4b and the "glory 

of God on the face of Christ" in vs. 6. To the extent that Paul 

perceived Christ to be the eikon of God, in conjunction with his 

conversion, it was natural for him to describe Christ as the Son of 

God because as the possessor of the unique characteristics of God, 

as a manifestation of the inner essence of God, Christ would naturally 

be thought of as the Son of God. 2 This contention is supported by the 

1 
Cf. Eltester, Eikon, pp. 132f. who says: "Die Herrlichkeit 

Christi ist nichts anderes als die Herrlichkeit Gottes, die auf dem 
Angesichte Christi sichtbar wird; damit ist nur umschrieben, was die 
Pr'adikation 'Abbild Gottes' meint: Christus als Eikon Gottes ist der 
die Erkenntnis Gottes Ermo"glichende. Darin ist einmal ausgedruckt, dass 
Gott durch seine Eikon fÜr den Glauben sichtbar wird, und zum anderen, 
dass in Christus als der Eikon Gott selbst sichtbar wird.. Christus als 
Abbild Gottes ist also die Offenbarung und Reprasentation Gottes. " 

2 See supra, pp. 85-86 for the relation of the eikon to its 

prototype. There is good reason to believe that CfK(L\) like the 

related term "OOTV was used in discussions of the essential 
relation of parents to children. 7ee The Apocrypha and Pseudepi7 

grapha of the Old Testament 2 (1976), p. 680, note on 4 Macc. 15.4. 
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fact that both Philo (Conf. Ling. 62,16-4) and Paul (Col. 1.13-15, cf. 
Rom. 8.2 9l connect the two ideas of - divine Sonship and the state of 
being the eikon of God. 2 Thus we may say that Paul described the 
vision at his conversion-call as a "revealing of God's Son" because 
in that experience God made Paul aware of the unique Father-Son 
relationship between himself and Christ, the crucified and resurrect- 
ed Lord. 

The Son as the Content of the 
Gospel According to Gal. 1.16b 

Because God impressed the divine Sonship of Christ on Paul's 
heart at the time of his call to apostleship, Paul naturally conceived 
of the Son of God as the content of his Gospel. Thus Paul can say 
that he was set apart in order to preach the Gospel of. the Son of God 

to the Gentiles (Gal. 1.16b). This is no passing remark for Paul. 

It will be seen that in Rom. 1.1-4,9, Paul specifies to the Romans, 

a relatively unknown group of fellow Christians, that the Son of God 

who now reigns as Lord, is the content of his Gospel. Moreover, in 

another passage which will be examined later, Paul reminds the Corin- 

thians that he, Silas, and Timothy preached the Son of God, Jesus Christ, 

among them. Although it is true that Paul normally talks about 

Kittel, "EIKWIV, p. 395 aaaerts-of the eikon expression: 
#1 0. "Even if the expiession ; in Col. 1.15 were not- aZýcýpanied loo P- by the parallel V16s xýns ayaMIS allTOU (v. 13), i, t would still be 

apparent that the being of Jesus as image is only another way of 
talking about His being as 'the Son. " 

-2 The predication of Sonship and the designation "eikon of God" 
are thought to be closely related by many. Cf. KUmel, Theology, p. 
163; Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 67-78 (he is misguided, however, in trying 
to separate the eikon idea from the Wisdom and Logos ideas in favor 
of a straightfor7w-ard link with Gen. 1.26-27); A. Schlatter, Die 
Theologie der Apostel (197,73), p. 338 who conjectures- that "v--ielleicht 
besass er im Begriff 'Bild Gottes' eine Denkform, mit der er sich das 
ewige VerhUltnis des Vaters zum Sohn verdeutlicht hat"; idem, Gottes 
Gerechtigkeit: Eine Kommentar zum Ro'merbrief (19755), p«. 282; and 
Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 292-293,323-324. Kim maintains: 
"To see the risen Christ as appearing 'like a son of God' Ea technical 
description used in epiphanic visio ' 

ns, according. to Kim] is the 
same as to see him as having the --IKOVct of God; and the risen Christ 
who appeared to Paul as one 'like a. son of God' and having the EIK6v(x 
of God is the Son of God and the EIXWýV of God. Paul saw the risen 
Christ as the Son of God and as the image of God, at the same time, 
namely at the Damascus Christophany. Hence the parallelism between 
Gal. 1.16 and 2 Cor. 4.4-6.1v 
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preaching Christ, or the Gospel of Christ, I it is the occasional 

statement that his Gospel concerns the Son of God, which probably 

takes us to the heart of what he preached. This seems to be the 

implication of the repeated soteriological usage of Sonship in the 

epistles. (We will discuss this theme in a later chapter. ) Although 

we lack evidence about what Paul specifically preached, he probably 

preached that it was the Son of God himself who came to die in order 

to save men (cf. Gal. 2.20; 4.4-5; Rom. 5.10; 8.3,32; Col. 1.13-14). 

For this reason he describes the content of his preaching as the Son 

of God, and in Gal. 2.20, as will be seen, he identifies the Son of 

God as the content of his own faith. Only the Son of God, incarnate 

as Jesus Christ, could bring salvation from God; for in Paul's mind 

he was the perfect rep resentative of God even as a man. But it was 

not enough that the Son of God should die to redeem men; he must at 

the same time be believed in. Hence according to Gal. 1.16, Paul 

preached the Son of God, who was revealed in his own life by God 

himself. 
2 

In drawing the discussion of Gal. 1.15-16 to a close one final 

point needs to be made clear regarding the Son of God idea in Gal. 1.16. 

If Gal. 1.16a is as closely connected with 2 Cor. 4.4-6 as has been 

suggested, then the revelation of the Son of God to Paul means that 

from the very outset Paul preached a message which presupposed the 

intimate relationship between the salvation bearer and God himself 

that transcended temporal limitations. It was not merely Messianic 

I It is worth noting that it is only very seldom that Paul 

connects the title "Lord" to the Gospel or the content of his 

preaching (cf. 2 Thess. 1.8; 2 Cor. 4,5, though in both of these 

passages contextual considerations appear to have dictated the 

use of "Lord. "). As a title, "Son" is far more closely connected 
with what Paul actually preached than "Lord. " The designation 
"Lord" does not specifically concern the facts of the Gospel (the 

coming, the dying, and the resurrection of Christ) in quite the 

same way that Sonship does. 

2 
The author of the Book of Acts seems to be aware of the 

special connection between the "Son of God" designation and Paul's 

preaching. The only two instances of the usage of the "Son of God" 

terminology in Acts occur in conjunction with Paul's preaching. In 

the Sermon at Antioch of Pisidia Paul quotes Ps. 2.7 with its 

statement "you are my Son" in order to prove the resurrection of 
Jesus (Acts 13.33ff. ). More interesting, however, in light of our 
discussion of Gal. 1.16, is the assertion in Acts 9.20 that immediate- 

ly after his conversion Paul preached Jesus in the synagogues, that L 
he was "the Son of God. " This seems to correspond exactly with the 

implication of Gal. 1.15-17. 
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Sonship (Thrall) since 2 Cor. 4.4-6 points to something far more 
fundamental with respect to the revelation of the Son of God in 
Gal. 1.16. Nor was it simply the revealing of the 

, 
"Son of God 

'sent' as man" (Bornkamm). Once again 2 Cor. 4.4-6 contradicts 
this limited view. On the other hand, the revealing of the Son of 
God may not have included all that constituted Paul's mature 
understanding (Mussner). What seems much more probable is that Paul 
developed his conception of the pre-existent Son of God, sent into 
the world to redeem men, now exalted to glory and Lordship, from 
his encounter on the Damascus road with one whose very appearance 
revealed his relationship to God as Son. I 

B. The Pauline Use of a Pre-Pauline 

-Son of God Formula: Rom. 1.3-4 

The most frequently discussed Sonship text in the whole of 
the Pauline corpus is undoubtedly Rom. 1.3-4, but the very fact 

that so. many writers discuss Rom. 1.3-4 as such, without taking 

serious account of Rom. 1.1-2, indicates a lack of interest in the 

real point which Paul is making to his Roman readers. Rom. 1.3-4 

almost certainly does embody a very early confessional or creedal 
formula, 2 but it is one which Paul has taken up and re-worked for 

his own purposes. It has been suggested that the primitive confession 

Cf. Schnackenburg, "Christologie, " p. 329 on the formative 
significance of the "revelation of God's Son" for Paul. 

2 The only serious dissent from this viewpoint known to us is 
expressed by V. S. Poythress, "Is Romans 1.3-4 a Pauline Confession 
After All? " ET 87 (1975-76), pp. 180-183 who makes out the best 
possible case for a Pauline origin. He argues for the possibility 
that "Ro. 1.3-4 is a Pauline free composition with some traditional 
expressions" (p. 180), though he admits that it may in fact be a pre- 
Pauline confessional formula. He cannot decide! J. D. G. Dunn, "Jesus- 
Flesh and Spirit, an Exposition of Romans 1.3-4, " JTS 24 (1973), p. 
40 -enumerates the following reasons for accepting its pre-Pauline 
character: "parallelism of the phrases, with the combination of 
participial and relative clauses characteristic of such formulae, the 
Semitically styled and untypically Pauline emphasis on Jesus' descent 
from David, the primitive 'adoptionist'-Iike ring ofbPiaeENTO-s., the 
singular occurrence in Paul of the 

C 
phrase 1, AO0 eCOG E'v 6UV6, pci , the 

almost unique Semitic form 7V64ct cty1WO*1Vns, and the absence of any 
mention of the cross elsewhere so central to Paul's theology. " Cf. 
P. E. Langevin, "Une Confession Prepaulinienne de la 'Seigneurie' du' 
Christ: Exegese de Romains 1,3-4, " Le Christ Hier, Aujourd 'hui et 
Demain (1976), pp. 284-291. Some of the reasons which have been 

advanced are naturally stronger than others. For example the absence 
of mention of the cross is not q very compelling reason to deny it to 

0 
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contained in Rom. 1.3-4 is representative of the state of 
Christological reflection at the time of Paul's conversion. if 

this is correct, Rom. 1.3-4 may provide a possible touchstone of 

early Christology against which Paul's own developed Son of God 

ideas may be measured. Unfortunately, no consensus exists regarding 

the exact composition of the pre-Pauline formula. Thus, with J. D. G. 

Dunn, it is methodologically more reasonable to begin by attempting 

to determine the Pauline understanding of the passage as it stands 

before entering into the hypothetical problem of reconstructing 
his Vorlage. 2 It is, however, impossible to discuss the present use 

of the Christological formula in Rom. 1.3-4 without occasional 
reference to pre-Pauline traits, but these must not be allowed to 

dominate the discussion in determining Paul's meaning, as so often 

is the case. 

1. The Context of Rom. 1.3-4 

A proper understanding of Rom. 1.3-4 requires that careful 

attention be given to the context in which it occurs and Paul's 

intention. The prescript of the epistle to the Romans is the longest 

among all of the extant Pauline letters. 
3 

The reason for the 

Paul, but the overall case for its pre-Pauline origin is stronger 
than for almost any other passage in Paul. Unfortunately today, 'too 

many scholars are finding pre-Pauline passages embedded everywhere 
in Paul. Hengel's essay "Chronologie und Christologie" offers a 
much needed corrective for this problem. 

I Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, p. 140. 

2 
Cf. Dunn, "Flesh and Spirit, " p. 43. 

3 The salutation of Romans consists of 93 words; the next 
longest, Galatians, has 75 words. I Corinthians' greeting has 56 

words, 2 Corinthians' 41, Philippians' 32, Colossians' 28,1 Thes- 
salonians' 19,2 Thessalonians' 27, and Philemon's 41. The saluta- 
tion most comparable in scope and content is that of Galatians, where 
Paul is forced to defend himself against attacks on his authority 
and the Gospel preached by him. Professor Cranfield, A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistleto the Romans 1 (1975), pp. 
47-48 comments regarding the unusual character of Paul's greetings: 
"Thus we see particularly clearly in Romans Paul's radical transforma- 
tion of the Greek epistolary prescript. In his hands it has- ceased 
to be a mere protocol, standing outside the tcontext' or body of 
the letter, and has become an integral part of it. " This considera- 
tion, especially in the case of Romans and Galatians, makes the term 
"salutation" inadequate for designating the introductory portions of 
Paul's letters. 
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inordinate length of the prescript of Romans is not difficult 
to discover. The Christian community at Rome was the only one 
to which Paul wrote, so far as we know, that he or his associates 
had not founded. I 

For this reason Rom. 1.1-7 was intended by Paul 
to serve as an introduction to his apostolic authority and his 

mission with regard to the Gospel of Jesus Christ. It was directed 
to a community of believers whom he hoped to visit but who had no 
formal ties with his missionary activity and therefore were under 
no prior obligation to him through dependence upon his Gospel for 

their salvation. As a result of his lack of a direct connection with 
the Christians of Rome, he identified his own position (vs. 1), the 

nature, and content of the Gospel to which he was set apart (vss. 2-4), 

and the particular mission to which he was assigned by Christ (vs. 5). 

He describes his position as that of a slave to Jesus Christ, who 
has been called to be an apostle, having been appointed to preach 
the Gospel of God (vs. 1). According to vs. 2, the Gospel of God 
is what was promised beforehand through the prophets in the holy 

writings. Thereby, Paul asserts that the Gospel stands in continuity 

with the Old Testament. In the two verses which fol-low, vss. 3-4, 

Paul give sa precise statement regarding what he perceives to be 

the content of the Gospel of God: The Gospel of God concerns God's 

Son, Jesus Christ the Lord, who was fro m the seed of David according 

to the flesh and was appointed Son of God in power according to the 

Spirit of Holiness since (or by) his resurrection from the dead. Paul 

apparently sought to demonstrate by the confessional formula which he 

quotes in vss. 3 and 4 regarding God's Sonthe continuity of his 

, 12 message with the Tospel preached from the beginning. 
, 

He claims to 

have received his missionary task from Jesus Christ his Lord, having 

been charged with bringing the Gentiles to the state of obedience 

which consists of faith in Christ, and this for the sake of Christ's 

name, that his name may be praised (vs. 5). 

I 
Paul had. apparently not founded the church at Colossae 

personally but it was probably done under his direction. See Ku'mmel, 
Introduction, p. 337. 

2 Cf. E. Schweizer, "Ro"m. 1,3f, und der Gegensatz von Fleisch 

und Geist vor und bei Paulus, " Neotestamentica: German and English 
Essays 1951-1963 (1963), p. 180; E. KNs-emann, An die Mmer (1973), 

p. I I; and Leenhardt, Romans p. 38. 
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The statement made by Paul in Rom. 1.1,3-4 that the 
Gospel of God concerns God's Son, Jesus Christ the Lord, raises 
once again the important question of why he chose to describe the 
Gospel in this way and in what sense it was true of his Gospel. 
W. Kramer claims that Paul inserted the title "Son of God" into 

Rom. 1.3a either "in anticipation of the formula about the 'adop- 

tion' of the Son in v. 4... to make the formula more complete" 

or more probably because "the expression in vs. 1, 'the Gospel of 
God, ' brought the title Son of God in its train. " IA few pages 
later he then attributes the inclusion of the formula of vss. 
3b-4a regarding the Son, which he thinks is adoptionist, to either 
the phrase "concerning his. Son" in vs. 3a or to the expression 
lithe Gospel of God" in vs. 1.2 What he wishes to assert in any 

case is that "external factors" were responsible for the two appear- 

ances of the title "Son of God" in Rom. 1.3-4. The very purpose of 

the extended prescript of Romans argues against Kramer's view, 
however, since, as was pointed out above, Paul was intent upon 
introducing himself, his authority, his message, and his mission to 

the Christian community of Rome in preparation for visiting them. In 

such an important situation it is highly unlikely that Paul would 

have been as casual about his formulations as Kramer implies. It 

is significant that on three other occasions Paul identifies his 

Gospel, or the content of his preaching, with the term "Son of 

God" (Rom. 1.9; 2 Cor. 1.19; Gal. 1.16). This fact argues that Paul 

conceived of his Gospel as in some sense specifically about God's 

Son, and therefore the formulation of Rom. 1.3-4 is not merely the 

product of external considerations. 

The Gospel Concerning "God's Son" 

The inordinate emphasis on the pre-Pauline formula contained 

in Rom. 1.3-4 has led to a certain distortion in what Paul actually 

says. It is commonly assumed that Paul inserted the phrase 7TEPI TOU 

uicZu otýTo*U at the beginning of vs. 3 in order to clarify and presumably 

I Kramerg Christ, p. 184. 

2 
ibid., p. 188. Why the expression the "Gospel of God" should 

have brought a formulation about the Son of Cod in its train is not 

made clear. On the other five occlisions where Paul employs the expres- 

sion "the Gospel of God" no mention is made of the Sonship of Christ. 

Cf. Rom. 15.16; 2 Cor. 11.7; 1 Thess. 2.2,8,9. 
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"Paulinize" the original formula to conform with his view that 
Jesus was the pre-existent Son of God, and not merely the Son of 
God after his resurrection from the dead. From the grammatical 
point of view, however, the pre-Pauline formula Tou ycvojjEvoU ... 
-105 (5pi(YeE'VTOS ... 

is dependent upon the 7TEP11 T05 U1'05 allTOO 
phrase which expresses the content of the Gospel of God from vs. 1. 
The words "Jesus Christ our Lord" at the end of vs. 4 are in 

apposition to the phrase "concerning his Son" in vs. 3. The 

construction of vss. 1,3-4, then, indicates that Paul uses the 

confessional statement embedded in vss. 3b-4a to amplify the content 
of the Gospel of God. The fact that the term "Son of God" occurs 
twice underscores the importance of this idea for Paul and shows 
that for Paul, the statement regarding Davidic descent in vs. 3b 

is subordinate to the one concerning Sonship in vs. 4a. The 
-C-I_ prepositional phrase 7TEPI Tou uiou wuToV does not guarantee the 

pre-existence of the Son of God in correction of the possible 

adoptionist and/or Messianic enthronement tendencies of the original 

pre-Pauline formula, though it is certainly true that Paul believed 

in the pre-existence of the Son of God. 2 Instead, the phrase "concern- 

I Cf. Schweizer, "Rom. 1,3f., " p. 180; idem, "Davidic 
'Son of God, "' p. 186; K. Wengst, Christologische Formeln und 
Lieder des Urchristentums (1972), p. 112; Hahn, Titles of Jesus, 
p. 246; and P. Stuhlmacher, "Theologische Probleme des Oorm--erbrief- 

prhkripts, " Ev. Th. 27 (1967), pp. 382-383. Stuhlmacher, on the 
basis of the 7Tcp-`, ir-ToU- UIcO-U ctu3TOU- and 'TnuoO XPICTTO13 TOO K6PIOU 
ýc- jiwv, argues that "wird die adoptianisch-zweistufige Christologie 
der Paradosis zu einer dreistufigen Christologie eruTaitert: Das 

II Evangelium handelt von dem praexistenten Gottesohne, der zur Zeit 
seiner irdischen Wirksamkeit als Verheissungstrager bzw. Davidide 
erschien und wirkte, der mit der Auferweckung zum Gottessohn 
eingesetzt ist und nun nach paulinischer Meinung als himmlischer 
Herr die Welt fur den kommenden Gott freika'mpft. " Bultmann, 
Theology I, p. 49 believes that the original formula began with a 
statement concerning the Son of God which Paul has apparently 
preserved in vs. 3a. To our knowledge Bultmann stands alone in this 
view. 

2 
Dunn, "Flesh and Spirit, " p. 59 claims that the "idea of 

pre-existence does not enter into the thought of Rom. 1.3f. " Cf. 
Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, p.. 77 and Kramer, Christ, p. 185. 
Dunn proceeds to maintain that "the pre-existence of Jesus is an 
inaccurate description of the Pauline theology. " He explains this 
by saying, "In Paul the only really explicit references to pre- 
existence come where Paul identifies Jesus with pre-existent Wisdom 

Ef,; cf. I Cor. i. 24,30). Strictly speaking (I Cor. viii. 6, Col. i. 15-L 
it is Wisdom alone w1i-ch is pre-existent. The earthly Jesus was not 
pre-existent: Jesus was the man that Wisdom became (so also, probably, 
Phil. ii. 6f.; cf. John i. 114). " Dunk-i's choice of the term Wisdom to 
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ing his Son" is the primary statement of the content of the 

Gospel and the formula incorporated into vss. 3b-4a clarifies 

and amplifies what it means for the Gospel to be about God's Son. 

Thus we must examine the two participial phrases: TOO ye'voliEVOU 

KTX. and TOO 6PICFOE%)TOS KTX. 

a. "Born from the Seed of David" 

The words "born from the seed of David" have an unmistake- 

able Messianic ring to them. In the previous chapter it was seen 

that even during the earthly existence of Jesus, Messianic character- 
istics were obvious in his words and deeds to the extent that they 

made possible his crucifixion as a Messianic pretender. The 

"Messianic quality" of the earthly life of Jesus of Nazareth and 
his death as a Messianic pretender led the earliest Palestinian 

community to confess the crucified and risen one as Messiah. 
I 

With the predication of Messiahship to Jesus, his connection with 
David was assured because both the Old Testament (cf. 2 Sam. 7.12- 

16; Ps. 18.50; Ps. 89; Ps. 132; Isa. 11.1-3,10; Jer. 23.5-6; 33.15- 

26; Ez. 34.23-24; 37.24-25) and contemporary Judaism (cf. Ps. Sol. 

17.21,18; 4Q flor. 1.10-13,18; 4QPB) connected. Messianic Kingship 

and Davidic descent. 2 The Davidic sonship of Jesus is attested on 

a number of occasions in the New Testament quite apart from material 

describe the pre-existent one is unfortunate. Wisdom, in spite of 
the tendency to personify it or even hypostasize it does not imply 
the range of personality which Paul attributed to the pre-existent 
one. What would be more accurate to say is that the one who was the 
pre-existent Son of God (Gal. 4.4; Rom. 8.3), who existed in the form 
of God (Phil. 2.6-7), became the man Jesus (cf. Rom. 5.10; 8.3,32; 
Gal. 2.20; 4.4-5), and now is the exalted Lord (cf. I Thess. 1.9- 
10; 1 Cor. 15.28). At each stage of Christ's existence (pre-existence, 

earthly existence, and resurrected-exalted existence) Paul identifies 
his person with the Son of God, and it is this person who subsumes 
the character of Wisdom in his own personality. Cf. Ku'mmel, Theology, 

p. 155 who says, "Paul can speak without any distinction of the pre- 
existent, the earthly, and the resurrected Christ; he obviously 
takes seriously the unity of God's action in all three stages of the 
history of Christ. " See also pp. 160-162. 

1 
Longenecker, Christology, p. 80 maintains, "Most important 

in the establishment of Jesus as Messiah in the consciousness of the 
earliest Christians was the fact that God raised Jesus from the 
dead. " 

2 See D. C. Duling, "Th- Promises to David and their Entrance 
into Christianity-Nailing Down a likely Hypothesis, " NTS 20 (1973-74), 

pp. 55-69 on the Old Testament a-rid Jewish background to the idea of 
the promised descendopt of David. 
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originating or centering in the earthly ministry of Jesus (cf. 
Matt. ]. ]ff.; Lk. 1.27,32; 2 Tim. 2.8; Rev. 5.5,22.6), but if 
Rom. 1.3b-4a is a genuine piece of pre-Pauline tradition, then it 

represents one of the earliest extant post-resurrection instances 

of the claim. Regardless of this, the phrase "born from the seed 

of David" consituted for Paul an assertion of the Messiahship of 
Jesus. I 

The two words which follow the assertion of Davidic descent, 

Ka-Ca CfapK(x along with the parallel expression K(XTa TrVCU-pa Cty1WU6-, )T1S 

in the second half of the formula, are among the most crucial for 

understanding the meaning of vss. 3b-4a for Paul. If one brings 

normal Pauline linguistic usage to bear on the matter, the contrast 

KaTa MpKa/KaTa 7TVeU-pa would tend towards giving crdpE a negative 

connotation. 
2 

Schweizer has argued, however, that K(XTa CFapKa/ 

KaTa Trve0lia ayiwcr1JN)T1s was part of the pre-Pauline formula, 3 
and that 

therefore KaTa* (JapKa is not to be determined by the general Pauline 

antithesis between flesh and Spirit. On the basis of Is. 31.3; 

1 Tim. 3.16; 1 Pet. 3.18 Schweizer concludes KaTa' GaPKCt means "in 

the sphere of 'the flesh, " just as KaT& Trveupa dyiwo-NTIs means 

"in the sphere of the Holy Spirit. ,4 In this way, the designation 

of Jesus' Davidic descent KaTa MpKa does not imply a denigration' 

of either Jesus' earthly existence or his Messianic position, but 

I 
Generally speaking Paul shows little interest in his letters 

in the Messiahship of Jesus. The word XpicyTos virtually becomes 
a proper name, though Paul is aware of the Jewish origins and 
understanding of the term (cf. Rom. 9.5). 

2 Schweizer, "Rom. 1.3f., " p. 181. For a comprehensive 
treatment of the term "flesh" in Paul see A. Sand, 

, 
Der Begriff 

"Fleisch" in den paulinischen Hauptbriefen (1967) and E. Schweizer, 
"Cr6PE. KTý., " TDNT 7, pp. 125-136. 

3 
opinion on this is divided. In agreement with Schweizer are 

Schlier, "Zu Ro"m. 1.3f., " pp. 211-212,215-216, see now his Der Romer- 
brief (1977), pp. 25-27 (he thinks it was part of a pre-Pauline 
Hellenistic versiong but not part of the Palestinian original); 0. 
Michel, Der Brief an die Ro"mer (197814), p. 73; Kasemann, Romer, p. 8; 
Hahn, Titles of Jesus, p. 247; and Blank, Paulus, p. 251 among others. 
opposing Schweizer's view are Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 49; Wengst, 
Christologische Formeln, p. 113; Sand, Begriff "Fleisch", p. 61; and 
Linnemann, "Tradition und Interpretation in Ro-m. 1,3f., " Ev. Th. 31 
(1971), pp. 274-275 among others. 

4 
Schweizer, "R'om. 1.3f., " pp. 180-189, but esp. pp. 185- 

187. 
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simply refers to his physical connection with David. I 

Dunn has recently challenged the essentially neutral rendering 
of KaTa" a6pKa by Schweizer. Beginning with an extensive analysis of 
Paul's use of crapý, he demonstrates the multivalent character of 
Paul's usage. This he claims makes a "simple distinction between 

physical and moral and between neutral and pejorative uses of a6pý" 

unacceptable. 
2 

He then concludes concerning KaTýt MpKa in Rom. 1.3b: 

"in the sphere of" as a translation of KotT& (Cr(YPKCt) is too 
vague and colourless an interpretation of Paul's thought .-- Rom. i. 3 in Paul's intention can hardly be understood as a 
neutral reference to an acceptable Christology. On the con- 
trary, as elsewhere in Paul, KaTCt CT6PKCt carries with it over- 
tones from its fuller range of meaning and is intended pejora- 
tively. Paul does not affirm the Davidic sonship of Jesus 
without qualification. He does not deny it either, but he 
makes it clear that to describe Jesus "as born of the seed 
of David" is a dangerously defective and misleading half- 
truth. 3 

Two factors militate against Dunn's position in favor of a 

more neutral rendering Of KUT& CfapKa. In the first place the 

linguistic evidence is ambiguous. Dunn himself admits that in 

Rom. 11.14,1 Cor. 6.16; 15.39; Eph. 5.29,31; and Col. 2.1 cr(ipE 

has an essentially neutral connotation, referring to "the physical 

body, or physical relationship or kinship. ,4 On this grounds alone, 

a neutral use of crotpE should be possible in Rom. 1.3b as well since 

the word pertains to Jesus' kinship with David. To the neutral usages 

conceded by Dunn, one other key verse may be added. Beginning. in 

I 
Those listed as accepting a position similar to Schweizer 

in note 3, p. 96 would generally concur with this. "According to" 
or "with respect to" are adequate translations of the KCtT6 here. 
Linnemann, "Tradition und Interpretation, " p. 275 advances the 
interesting view that Paul added the two Koad phrases and the E1: V 
6uvapm of vs. 4 to preserve the eternal Sonship of Jesus against 
the tendencies of the original tradition. 

2 
Dunn, "Flesh and Spirit, " pp. 43-51. 

3 
Ibid., p. 51. Dunn also argues that Davidic descent of 

Jesus "seems to have been more of an embarrassment and hindrance 

than a glad and central affirmation" in the Hellenistic church (p. 50). 
He seems to think Davidic descent can be isolated from Messiahship, 
but the two were bound together, as we have suggested above. The 

absence of reference to Jesus' 1'1ý, vidic descent does not prove it an 
embarrassment, contrary to Dutin's assertion. The truth is that for 

Paul, Davidic descent, like Messiahship, was not a fundamental feature 

of the Gospel for Gentiles. 

Ibid., p. 48. 
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Rom. 9.4 Paul enumerates eight privileges belonging to Israel as 
a result of her divine election. The final privilege was that the 
Messiah, who Paul believes was to be for all men (Rom. 15.12), was 
to be from Israel "KotTa crapKa. " This instance can hardly be construed 
to carry a pejorative connotation because it is intended to be the 
final and greatest privilege granted to the people of Israel-the 

redeemer of all men was to come, and did come, from the ethnic 
stock of Israel. The thought of this leads Paul to the moving 
doxology of vs. 5b. I 

The second objection to Dunn's position arises from the 

purpose of Rom. 1.3-4 itself. It is highly improbable that Paul 

would have gratuitously introduced or even intended the negative 

evaluation of Jesus' Davidic descent, and by implicationof his 

Messiahship, suggested by Dunn. The proem of Romans, directed to 

a community of Christians relatively unknown by Paul but including 
2 at least some Jewish Christians, was hardly the place for such a 

polemic, even if Paul wished to offer one, which does not seem very 

probable. It is questionable, moreover, whether the readers could 

possibly have realized Paul's intention of disparaging Jesus' 

Davidic connection in vs. 3 without knowing Paul's usual understanding 

of the antithesis between flesh and Spirit. 

What KOtTa CF6PKa does imply in Rom. 1.3b is that the one who 

Paul preached as the Son of God was, in terms of his human descent, 

the fulfiller of the Messianic promises. 
3 The second half of the 

formula, however, makes it clear that this represented only one of 

two essential perspectives on the Son of God. 

1 
Dunn, ibid., p. 47 disputes this interpretation claiming 

that the negative character of K(XTa U6tpK(X in Rom. 9.3 and 9.8 
reflect on its use in vs. 5. In our opinion the KaTa G(YPKCt of 
Rom. 9.3 is not negative and is not intended to. be compared with 
relationships according to the Spirit as Dunn suggests. Rom. 9.3 
is a statement of an actual physical relationship. With regard 
to Rom. 9.5, Dunn ignores the context in which Paul lists the great 
privileges of Israel. The concluding doxology indicates just how 
great a prerogative Paul felt Israel had received. 

2 
On the nature and composition of the Roman Christian community 

see Kummel, Introduction, pp. 309-311 and Professor Cranfield, Romans 
1, pp. 16-22. 

3 
For Paul, part of the pr: 1-mised good news in Rom. 1.2 was that 

God would give to David a successor who would arise to lead the Gentiles 
that they should hope in him (cf. Rom. 15.12). On the basis of Rom. 15. 
12 it is fair to say that Paul could and did interpret the Davidic 

promise tradition in favor of the Gentiles. 
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"Appointed Son of God in Power" 

The second and more important half of the incorporated 

formula consists of an assertion regarding the present position of 
Jesus Christ, the one who was the content of Paul's Gospel. It is 

now widely agreed that the participle ocpicreEvTos must be taken in 

the sense of "appoint" or "establish" rather than "declare" or 
if C manifest. "' The significance of OPIG06VTOS, however, can only be 

determined in conjunction with the rest of the statement. 

According to the first five words of vs. 4, Christ was 

appointed to the position or function of Son of God in power. The 

prepositional phrase tv 6UVO4ic1 is of great importance. Sanday and 
Headlam take the phrase "in power" adverbially in connection with 
C. opicreE'_vTos: "declared with might to be Son of God. " This assumes 

that the resurrection, mentioned later in the verse, is the "manifesta- 

tion of Divine power. ,2 

This rendering is grammatically possible, though unnecessary 

since "in power" may equally well connect with the words "Son of 

God. " Several important considerations favor this latter view. In 

I Cor. 1.24 Paul designates Christ the 6-6va-pis of God for those 

called to salvation; in 2 Cor. 12.9 he speaks of the 60vajiis of Christ 

dwelling in himself; and in I Cor. 5.4 he tells the Corinthians to 

gather in the presence of the Mvaýiis of the Lord Jesus Christ. The 

famous hymn of Phil. 2.5-11 implies that Christ's elevation to Lordship 

included all of the power associated with God's own dominion over the 

See especially M. -E. Boi. smard, "Constitue Fils de Dieu 
(Rom. 1,4), " RB 60 (1953), pp. 5-17. Cf. the recent commentaries 
on Romans by Leenhardt, Kasemann, Michel, Schlier, Professor Cranfield, 
and Professor Barrett. On the Old Testament background of &piýciv 

see L. C. Allen, "The Old Testament Background of (Trpo) 6pilCEI'V in the 
New Testament, " NTS 17 (1970-71), pp. 104-108. He maintains that the 
dpiaec'vTos of Rom. 1.4 is derived from Ps. 2.7, as are most of the other 
New Testament occurrences of the verb. 

2 W. Sanday and A. C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary 
on the Epistle to the Romans (1896), p. 9. Cf. also Boismard, "Con- 

stitue Fils de Dieu, " pp. 10-11 who avers, "la puissance dont il LPauj 

est parle ne peut-etre que la puissance de Dieu qui a ressuscite le 
Christ, et non la puissance a laquelle le Fils de Dieu avait droit, 
et qu'il recouvrerait apres le depouillement de l'Incarnation. " 
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world (cf. I Cor. 15.28). Perhaps the most decisive consideration 
favoring the connection of "in power" with "Son of God" is found 

within Rom. 1.3-4 itself. Paul has attached the formula of vss. 
3b-4a to the statement that the Gospel concerns the Son of God. In 

this context the EV 6UVUIICI of vs. 4a indicates in what sense the 

one who was already Son of God could be appointed Son of God. Paul's 

answer is "with power. " The time Jesus spent in the flesh was in 

humility and lowliness (cf. Phil. 2.17-8; 2 Cor. 
. 
8.9), but he was, 

nevertheless, the Son of God during the whole time (cf. Gal. 4.4; 

Rom. 5.10; 8.3,32). In the resurrection the Son of God entered 
into the power granted to him by God. Thus the connection of the 

6U%)C4iEi with utol-i 06o'ul in Rom. 1.4a defines for Paul the sense in 

which Jesus could be said to have been appointed to Sonship from the 

time of his resurrection. In terms of his own theology it is 

equivalent to Christ's installation as Lord, for it was as Son of 
God, raised from the dead, that Jesus Christ became the s, overel . gn Lord. 

"According to the flesh, " the parallel expression to "accord- 

ing to the Spirit of holiness, " has already been discussed, but now 
it is necessary to ask the precise meaning Of KCtTa 7VCUGýla aY1W0,6VTjS 

in the statement concerning Christ's appointment to Sonship with 

power. The un-Pauline character of the expression 7rveljýpa ayiWa6vns 

is well-known. Paul nowhere else employs ayiwo*0vTj with 7veu-pa to 

designate (or describe) the Spirit, but on thirteen occasions he 

speaks of the Trvcupa aylm The words "Spirit of holiness" have 

a Semitic ring to them and may well derive from the Hebrew 17-1? 

(, ý, 7i12ý1(cf. Ps. 51.13 (MT), Is. 63.10-11; IQS 4.21; 8.6; 9.3; IQH 7.6-7, 

9.32; CD 2.12, and Test. Levi 18.7-the only known instance where 

TrVE: Ulja ayiw0UVTjs occurs in Greek apart from Rom. 1.4). If ffV6,3 U11a 
C ayiwaý)IvTjs represents a rather literal translation of an original 

Hebrew or Aramaic expression, then the words are equivalent to 

Paul's 7TV611a 'a"YIOV. 2 
He has probably preserved them unaltered 

I Cf. Schlier, "Zu R86.1,3f.. " pp. 210-211; Langevin, "Confession 
Prepaulinienne, " pp. 298-305, esp. pp. 303-305, and Professor Barrett, 
A-Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (1957), p. 20. 

2 Cf. 0. Procksch, "'KY10S KTX., " TDNT 1, pp. 114-115; B. 
Schneider, "KOLTa IIVE: i]ýIa 5,, yiwc0VTjs, " Biblica 48 (1967), pp. 377-381, 

urges, "the primitive emphasis on 7', VE: OýIa ýtylwaýIvTjs is thus seen to 
be Pentecostal rather than personal, that is, more orientated to the 
holiness the risen Christ C (1,71'Ll T'I 

, -jý. -icates than simply to the holiness 
he himself has The way in which he ties this idea up with 
Joel 2 and Acts 2 is far from convincing. No more convincing are the 
arguments of Langevin, "Confession Prepaulinienne, " pp. 310-315 that 
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because they were part of the primitive traditional formula 

used in Rom. 1.3-4. The KCýTa phrase is difficult to interpret, but 

the parallel structure of the two participial phrases (vss. 3b and 4a) 

suggests that the meanings of the KUTU phrases should be similar 
as well. Therefore the KUTO-t 7TVEU-11(X U6YIW0-UVTjS is probably to be 

translated, "with respect to or in relationship to the Holy Spirit. " 

The interpretation of the KUTU phrase leads to the conception that 

the appointment to Sonship with power occurs on the divine plane, 

in the sphere where the Holy Spirit's activity originates (cf. 

the contrast in Rom. 8.9). 

The final words of the formula, Cý aV0tCY1UCT6WS VEKPW'V, present 

two problems. Some exegetes take the 'EK temporally, understanding 

the prepositional phrase to mean "since, " or "after, " or "from the 

time of" the resurrection. 
2 

Others suggest a causal sense: "by 

virtue of, " "on the grounds of, " or "because of. " 3 
Professor Cranfield 

otyiwo-OvTj should have "le sens actif de sanctification" in Rom. 1.4. 
He fails to take account of the fact that Paul's use of "the Spirit 
of Holiness" was probably determined by the tradition and that this 

C is why iTvcýpa (xyiov does not occur. He argues that in the only other 
New Testament occurrences of &yiwo-&-n (I Thess. 3.13; 2 Cor. 7.1), the 
word is used in an active sense. This is far from certain, but even 
if it were correct it would not be determinative for Rom. 1.4. The 
connection which he seeks to make between Rom. 4.25; 6.4; 7.4 and 
dyiwcr, 6vTj has nothing to do with proving the active sense for the 
word; rather it presupposes it. 

I 
Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 18-19. If it were not for 

the parallelism of the two KaT6 -phrases the interpretation of Professor 
Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 64 would be attractive. (He understands the 
KOtTa phrase in vs. 4 "to refer to the Holy Spirit, who, as given by the 
exalted Christ, is the manifestation of His power and majesty, and so 
the guarantee of His having been appointed Son of God in might. ") Dunn, 
"Flesh and Spirit, " pp. 51-60 argues, "it is highly probable that Paul's 

understanding of Rom. i. 3f. reflects his soteriology of flesh and Spirit: 
that is, that KaTý CYaPKOt, KOtTCC 7TVCi3ýJa in Rom. 1.3f. denote not successive 
and mutually exclusive spheres of power, but modes of existence and re- 
lationships which overlap and coincide in the earthly Jesus" (p. 54). 
He later says, "It is clear therefore that Paul understands the formula of 
Rom. i. 3f. in terms of a two-stage Christology: but at both stages Jesus 
is Son of God, and at both stages his sonship is determined by the Spirit 
and by Jesus' response to the Spirit" (p. 57). Whether Paul ever held the 
view proposed by Dunn regarding the work of the Spirit in the earthly 
Jesus is doubtful, but even if he did, Rom. 1.3-4 is not the passage 
from which to prove it. Reasoning from Paul's soteriology to his Chris- 

tology is at best rather precarious, and in this instance it leads to a 
distortion. There is no indication in Rom. 1.3f. that the Spirit played 
a role in Christ's existence KCXTa' 96PKOt. 

-E. g. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 20; Professor Cranfield, 
Tr_ 

Romans 1, p. 62; and Kasemann, Romer, p. 9. 

3 E. g. E. Schweizer. -ý'7,. r. Lij*, cý, lri-guný,, tind Erho"hung bei Jesus und 
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is probably correct when he maintains: "Christ's resurrection was 
scarcely the ground of His exaltation; but it was the event which 
was the beginning of his exalted life. "' The second question is 
how should the words a-VaGTWIS vcKp6iv be interpreted. Do they refer 

to Christ's own resurrection or to the general resurrection? Are 

they elliptical for "since his resurrection from the dead, " or should 

they be taken literally? 2 
In the end the difference between the two 

possibilities is not very great because the words obviously refer 

to the resurrection of Christ: the beginning of the resurrection 

of the dead occurs in Christ's resurrection, because Christ was 

the first to be raised from the dead. 

3. The Pre-Pauline Formula of 

Rom. 1.3b-4a and Paul's Use of It 

Having carried out a rather detailed examination of vss. 3b-4a, 

it is necessary to bring the various strands together and ask the 

meaning and significance of Rom. 1.1-4 in Paul's thought and in terms 

of our thesis. Before doing so, however, a few words are required 

regarding the pre-Pauline formula. 

The exact wording of the formula is impossible to retrieve with 

complete certitude, but it does seem to us that several things can 

be said. The important phrase in vs. 4a, cv 6uValiel, is in all proba- 

bility a Pauline addition or at least one which was'essential in 

Paul's thought and which did not occur in the original. 
3 

On the 

other hand, the KUTOýt CFaPK(X/KOtTOt 7V61M 0tYIWCrýVTjS contrast was 

probably part of the original. 
4A 

key question is whether the state- 

ment concerning the resurrection, which had no counterpart in the 

2), p. 91; Michel, R" 631,74; seinen Nachfolgern (1962 omer, pp. 
Langevin, "Confession Prepaulinienne, " pp. 305-309; and Schlier, 

if Romerbrief, p. 27. 

Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 62. 

2 
Cf. H. Lietzmann, An die R'O'mer (19715), p. 25 and Dunn, "Flesh 

and Spirit, " p. 56. 

3 
Cf. Professor Barrett, Romaas, p. 20; Schweizer, Erniedrigung 

und Erho"hung, p. 91, n. 362; Schlier, "Zu Ro"m 1,3f,, " pp. 216-217; and 
in, "Confession Prepaulinienne,, " p. 290. 

4 
For those favoring and rejecting this opinion, see n. 3, P. 96. 
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first half of the formula, existed in the original. If it did not, 
then the original formula may well have referred to Jesus' appointment 
to Sonship at the time he received the Spirit during his earthly 

ministry, that is, at his baptism (cf. Mk. 1.10-11), with this 

constituting the basis of his divine Sonship. I 
If, however, the 

resurrection statement occurred in the prototype, then the original 
formula probably constituted what Josef Blank calls a "Messianic 

enthronization formula. " The formula would thus offer a two-stage 

Christology of the Messiah designated according to his birth and the 

enthroned Messiah from his resurrection (cf. Acts 2.36). 2 
Whatever 

the pre-Pauline content and meaning of the tradition were, the Pauline 

content and meaning are more directly accessible to us. 

For Paul, the meaning of Rom. 1.3b-4a in its present context 
is that the Son of God whom he preached was in his human existence and 
by virtue of his Davidic descent, the long-promised fulfiller of 

the Messianic promises to Israel. Paul the Jew undoubtedly knew that 

the Messiah was to have the status of Son of God, but he reverses 

the priority of Messiahship and Sonship. The Sonship of the risen 

Lord was not dependent upon his Messianic status because he was the 

one who had existed in the form of God (Phil. 2.6) and was the Son 

sent into the world to redeem men (Gal. 4.4-5; Rom. 8.3-4). His 

descent from David marked him out as the Messiah according to human 

relationships, in fulfillment of Jewish expectation, but the nature of 

his person transcended this category because, in Paul's mind at any 

rate, Jesus Christ was the Son of God before he ever became a descendant 

of David. This is why the 6%) 6uvotý161 of Rom. 1.4a is so important for 

Paul. The earthly Jesus was not merely appointed to be Son of God 

from the time of his resurrection; he had already been Son of God 

from before his human birth (though Paul does not specify this fact 

for us here). According to Paul in vs. 4a, Christ was only appointed 

Son of God with power, with the right of Lordship, after his resurrec- 

tion from the dead, a point of view affirmed by the hymn in Phil. 2. 

Thus Rom. 1.3-4 in Pauline terms is not concerned with a two-stage 

For this possible interpretation see Professor Barrett, Romans, 

pp. 19-20. 

2 
See Blank, Paulus, pp. 2'ý0-258. This is a common understanding 

and leads to the so-called two-stage Christology. Cf. Hahn, Titles of 
Jesus, pp. 246-251; Langevin, "Confession Prepaulinienne, " pp. 291- 
319; and Wengst, Christologische Formeln, pp. 114-115. 



104 

Christology, but with two differing characterizations of Christ, 

both true, but on differing planes of existence. 
I 

Rom. 1.3-4 indicates that for Paul the Sonship of Jesus 

Christ was a fundamental feature of his existence. In fact it 

may not be going too far to say thatit was the most fundamental 

feature of his existence for Paul. Christ's Sonship is antecedent 
to his position as Messiah (cf. Rom. 8.3; Gal.. 4.4; Phil. 2.6) and to 
his post-resurrection appointment to Lordship (cf. Phil. 2.6-11). 

Regardless of the function he is fulfilling in God's saving activity, 
he remains the unique Son of God, whereas Messiahship and Lordship 

are positions which the Son of God occupies at differing times in his 

service for God. The full meaning of Paul's assertion that his Gospel 

concerns the Son of God will become clearer as further passages are 

examined, not only in this chapter but also in the chapters which 
follow. Simultaneously, support will be given for our contention 

that Christ's divine Sonship was of fundamental significance for 

Paul. The fact that in introducing himself to the unfamiliar 
Christian community of Rome Paul chose to describe his Gospel as 

the Gospel of God concerning his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord (vs. 4b),, 

bespeaks the central importance of Sonship. 2 "Our Lord" is in his 

relationship to God, "his Son. " 

I 
Schlier, Ro"merbrief, pp. 26-27 is essen tially correct, 

when he says, "Es handelt sich dabei keineswegs um eine 'Zwei- 
Stufen-Theologie, ' die Jesus als den irdischen Messias (im ersten 
Glied) und als den Inthronisierten (im zweiten Glied) bekennt. 
So mag vielleicht eine Formel gelautet haben, die hinter der dem 
Apostel vorgegebenen stand .. ." He is wrong, however, when he 
assumes that Paul wished to emphasize the "absoluten Gegensatz 
des Jesus ChristUS KaTU C76PK(I und, kraft seiner Auferstehung 
von den Toten, des Jesus Christus im. Geist der Glorie. " Paul still 
accepted the fact that Jesus Christ was the Messiah by virtue of 
his Davidic descent, hence the connection between vss. 2 and 3b; 
thus KaTa a6p<a is not merely a statement about his "humanness, " 
but also refers to his descent from David, as it did in the pre- 
Pauline original. 

2 It is not without significance that Romans contains more 
references to Jesus Christ as the Son of God than any other 
Pauline letter. When Rom. 5.10; 8.3-4; and 8.32 are examined, 
they reveal just why Paul describes the Gospel as being about 
God's Son. Thus the statements of Rom. 1.1-4 and 9 are given 
real meaning by what Paul says about the Son of God in later 

passages in Romans. 
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C. "In the Gospel of His Son": Rom. 1.9 

Rom. 1.9 contains a further instance in which Paul mentions 
the Gospel of God's Son. He begins in vs. 8 by telling the Christians 

of Rome that he gives thanks to God through Jesus Christ concerning 
them because their faith is proclaimed in the whole world. In 

the latter part of vs. 9 and the first part of vs. 10, he proceeds 
to maintain that he always mentions them in his prayers. In the 
first part of vs. 9 Paul offers a solemn proof concerning the truth 

of his assertion that he makes mention of the Roman Christians 

without ceasing in his prayers. Since God alone could know the 

truth of his claim, he calls upon him as his witness. The relative 

clause "whom I serve in my spirit in the Gospel of his Son" adds 

solemnity to the whole statement in which Paul invokes God as his 

witness. 
I It also emphasizes his special servant relation to God. 

The relative clause is, in certain respects, a positive affirmation 

of what Paul said about himself in vss. 1.3-4. His service to God 

is 4 service in the Gospel. He was called to be an apostle and was 

appointed specifically for the task of preaching the Gospel. Where- 

as in vss. I and 3 he spoke of the "Gospel of God concerning his 

Son, " in vs. 9 he describes his service to God as being "in my 

spirit in the Gospel of his Son. " Although the phrase "in my spirit" 
is not easily explained, Professor Cranfield may well be right that 

Paul refers "to his praying as being the inward side of his apostolic 

service contrasted with the outward side consisting of his preaching. " 2 

However this may be, "in the Gospel of his Son" means that Paul 

serves God through his preaching of the Gospel which has God's Son, 

and what he has done on man's behalf, for its content. From the 

perspective of this thesis, the important point here is that Paul 

once again asserts that his Gospel concerns God's Son. His ministry 

is a service in the Gospel of God's Son. The appropriateness of 

this description is clearly understandable in light of Paul's 

I 
Michel, RO"mer, p. 81 describes this as priestly service, 

but it really refers to Paul's apostolic service as religious 
service. The reference to the Gospel and the parallelism between 

vs. 9b and vss. I and 3 confirm this. 

2 Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 77. 
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conversion experience in which the Son of God was revealed to him 

so that he might preach him (Gal. 1.16). It is this happening in 
Paul's life which forms the basis for the statement in Rom. 1.9 

and Rom. 1.1-4. 

D. "The Son of God who was Preached 

Among You": 2 Cor. 1.19 

Second Corinthians 1.19 is the final passage to be examined 
among the texts where Paul explicitly identifies the content of 
his Gospel as the Son of God. 

1. Contextual Considerations 

The passage beginning in 2 Cor. 1.15ff. is somewhat convoluted. 
Paul undertakes a defense or perhaps an explanation of why he changed 
his mind about visiting the Corinthians on a planned journey. Appar- 

ently the opponents of the apostle seized on this alteration to charge 
Paul with indecisiveness or more probably being indecisive with disingenuous 

behavior. While vss. 15-17 set the situation, vss. 18-22 give the appearance 

of a digression, before Paul offers his explanation for his change 

of plans in vss. 23ff. This is not quite the case. The "digression" 

of vss. 18-22 is in reality an important theological affirmation of 

the certainty and the truth of the Gospel preached by Paul among the 

Corinthians. It serves to confirm that in Paul's personal dealings 

with them, his own word was as genuine as that of the Gospel he 

preached. Thus the phrase in vs. 18, "our word to you" refers both 

to the word of the Gospel and Paul's personal communications with the 

Corinthians. I In vss. 19-22 he concerns himself with the word of 

the Gospel preached by him and its immutable certitude attested 

through the presence of the Spirit in his heart and in the hearts 

of the Corinthians (vs. 22). 

I This is also the view. of W. C. van Unnik, "Reisepla'ne und Amen- 
Sagen, Zusammenhang und Gedankenfolge in 2 Korinther 1.15-24, " Studia 
Paulina (1953), p. 218 and Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, p. 76. 
Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 197 (this is in the supplement to the third 
edition by W. G. KIUýýel) and Bultmann, Zweite Korinther, pp. 43f. err on 
opposite sides. Ku'mmel relates the ý X6yos ft@N) of 2 Cor. 1.19 

primarily to the missionary preaching of Paul, while Bultmann joins 
it with vs. 17 and limits it to Paul's travel plans. The context 
of vss. 15-17 and 19-22 seems to demand the double meaning suggested 
here and by van Unnik and Professor Barrett. 
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It is this setting in which his personal word is challenged, 
and thereby the truth of the Gospel preached by him, that Paul 
describes the content of his preaching as o' To-U ecou- Utlýs-, inGoOs 

xpicrT6s, who was not yes and no, but is the final yes of God. W. 
Kramer claims that the context determines the choice of the title 
"Son of God" in 2 Cor. 1.19, as in Rom. 1.9 and I Cor. 1.9.1 In 

the preceding verse (18), Paul asserts, "But God is to be trusted 
(7T I CYTb S 6ý of eE: os) and he will bear witness that out word to you 

,, 2 is not Yes and No . Kramer believes that the phrase V'TrICTTýS 0 
060s" in vs. 18 caused Paul to choose the designation "Son of God" 
in the Christological statement of the following verse. This is 

not correct, however. The statement concerning the Son of God in 

vs. 19 is far enough removed from the introductory clause "God is 

to be trusted" of vs. 18 that this does not seem to be the motive. 

Moreover, if the Son designation of vs. 19 were engendered by the 

words "God is to be trusted" in vs. 18, then it is surprising that 

Paul added TOO eCO15 instead of auToý5 with 0' Uibse 

2. "The Son of God who was Preached` 

What Paul declares to be the content of his preaching in 

vs. 19 is not an unintentional construction, but a very precise des- 

cription of it. He preached Jesus Christ, the Son of God. An 

examination of Paul's statements where the verbs KT1Pý)CTGEi%) and 

CUaYYEXICE IV occur and the noun of action E: I)"aYYEXIOV confirms that 

when a personal object is employed with them it is either "his 

(God's) Son" (cf. Rom. 1.9; Gal. 1.16; also Rom. 1.1-4), Thrisý'(cf. 

I Cor. 1.23; 9.12; 2 Cor. 2.12; 9.13; 10.14; Gal. 1.7; Phil. 1.15, 

etc. ), "Jesus" (cf. 2 Cor. 11.4); or "God" (cf. Rom. 1.1; 15.16; 

2 Cor. 11.7; 1 Thess. 2.2,8,9). 
3 

In terms of this varied usage, 

2 Cor. 1.19 gives the appearance of a thoughtful statement of the 

content of the apostle's preaching bringing together all of the 

standard terms used as personal objects of "p, 6clcyciv, cu'ayycXiýEiv, 

and cUaYY6XIOV- Paul utilized this full and precise statement of 

I Kramer, Christ, pp. 183-184. 

2 Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, p. 76 suggests this trans- 
lation of a typically elliptical Pauline text. 

3 
The exception to this general usage in 2 Thess. 1.8 has been 

discussed above. 
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the content of his preaching in 2 Cor. 1.19 for an obvious reason: 
he wanted to leave no doubt about the content of his Gospel; his 

preaching was not equivocal, but concerned the man Jesus Christ 

who stood in the unique position of God's Son. All the promises of 
God (vs. 20) are Yes in him because he is the Son of the trust- 

worthy God (vs. 18), who according to Paul's preaching brings 

salvation to those who believe (cf. Rom. 5.10; 8.3-4,32; Gal. 2.20; 
4.4-5; Col. 1.13-14). 1 

Beginning from his encounter with the risen Christ whom God 

revealed to be his Son, Paul understood Christ's relation with 
God in terms of his unique Sonship. The revelation of Jesus Christ 

as God's Son was foundational for Paul both because it provided 

the starting point for his subsequent Christological reflection and 
because, as a result of the Damascus road experience, Paul considered 
his Gospel to be about the Son of God. Not only does Gal. 1.15-16 

make this latter point, but also Rom. 1.1-4 where Paul refers to his 

call to apostleship and appointment to the Gospel of God concerning 
his Son. This latter text recalls in essence the same Damascus road 

experience as Gal. 1.15-16 (cf. Rom. 1.9 as well). From all this 

it should be quite clear that the term UIO-s when applied to Jesus 

Christ by Paul is not so much a title of honor, as the expression 

of Christ's "relatedness" to God, for it was this which Paul 

learned on the road to Damascus. As we shall see in the chapters 

which follow, the Father-Son relation between. God and Christ is 

absolutely essential for understanding Paul's Gospel and for 

understanding his Christological thought as a whole. 

I C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament (1967), 
p. 54 maintains that in 2 Cor. 1.19-20: "We are evidently overhear- 
ing a formula of early Christian prayer: it ends 'through Christ 
Jesus thy Son(vs. 19), Amen. " This is improbable for the reason 
suggested above. Paul chose the words "the Son of God, Jesus 
Christ" because it was in fact the content of his Gospel. 



CHAPTER V 

THE SENDING AND THE COMING OF THE SON 

The soteriological significance of Christ's divine Sonship 

comes into the foreground when Gal. 4.4-5; Rom. 8.3-4, and 
Phil. 2.6-11 are examined. The first two passages presuppose 
the pre-existence of the Son of GOdýl whom God sent into the world 
to accomplish his saving purpose. Phil. 2.6-11 makes it explicit. 
The value of these texts for understanding Paul's Son of God 

Christology is enormous because they begin to make clear why 
Christ's Sonship was of such importance to Paul. The Son, who had 

been God's agent in creation (Col. 1.13-20), was also his personal 

agent in bringing salvation to mankind. 
2 In other words, we hope 

to show that Christ's Sonship relation with God is a fundamental 

feature of Paul's soteriology. When this point is established we 

shall then be well on our way to understanding the sense in which 

the "Son of God" was the content of Paul's Gospel. 

A. The Sending of the Son: Gal. 4.4-5 

For more than half a century New Testament scholars have 

claimed that Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4 are or, more often, include 

a somewhat variable pre-Pauline traditional formulation commonly 

called a "sending formula. 0 
E. Schweizer, who accepts the 

I Ridderbos, Paul, p. 69 observes: "God sent his Son (Rom. 8.3; 
Gal. 4.4), and this sending does not create the Sonship, but presupposes 
it. if 

2 
Cullmann Christology, pp. 293-294 makes the interesting-observa- 

tion concerning 
; 

onship in Paul: 'ýwe can say of'the 'Son of God' 
what we said earlier of the Logos: he is God as God reveals himself 
in redemptive action. " It is not quite, true, however, to say as 
Cullmann does: "It is only pLeanýngful to speak of the Son in view of 
God's revelatory actionpnot 

, 
in 

- 
view of his being. " (Ridderbos in tile 

reference in the previous fooLnAe 1-9 objecting to this very claim 
by Cullmann. ) 

3 
This view goes back at least to the work of A. Seeberg, Der 

Katechismus der Urchristenheit (1903), pp. 59ff. according to Hahn, 
Titles of Jesus, p. 304. Among those holding a similar view in more 
recent times are Hahn (p. 304), Kramer, Christ, pp. 111-115 (he 
distinguishes two types on the basis of the verbs &7rocrT6XXciv and 
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"sending formula" idea, has recently located the pre-Christian 
background of this formula in Jewish Wisdom and Philonic Logos 

thought. 
I 

The emphasis on the pre-Pauline "sending formula" and its 

religious-historical background has had an unfortunate side effect. 
Because of the focus of attention on the non-Pauline origin. of 

the"sending formuld'and tradition, scholars have tended to ignore 

the significance of Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4 in Pauline thought. 
2 

An unspoken assumptlan seems to operate. If something is pre-Pauline 
(or non-Pauline) in origin, then one need not take account of its 

theological importance for Paul. This unfortunately leads to 

distortions in Paul's theology. Even if there is as much pre-Pauline 

material in Paul's letters as some maintain, it is still necessary 

to assume that the apostle utilized such material because he was in 

essential agreement with it. He must have considered it a valid 

expression of the Gospel and have understood his own theology to be 

in continuity with the theology embedded in the traditional formulations 

which he used, 
3 

though he may have on occasions made modifications 
in such material to conform it more closely with his own thought. 

It is our belief that Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4 are important 

pieces of evidence for a crucial aspect of Paul's theology, one which 

is often overlooked, in part because of the overemphasis on the 

supposed pre-Pauline formula embedded in these passages. Quite apart 

from this, however, the pre-Pauline origin of the "sending formula" 

and its supposed background in Wisdom and Logos thought are far less 

7T6p7TE: iv); F. F. Bruce, "Galatians Problems 5. Galatians and Christian 

Origins, " BJRL 55 (1972-73), p. 266 (though he only refers to Gal. 

4.4-5); Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 271-272; H. Paulsen, Nerlieferung 

und Auslegung in R8mer 8 (1974), pp. 41ff.; Schweizer, "Uf6s, " 
pp. 3/4ff. and 383f.; Talbert, "Descending-Ascendi: ng Redeemer, " 
pp. 435f.; and Hengel, Son of God, p. 11. Hengel's acceptance of this 
idea is somewhat remarkable in light of his fierce criticism of W. 
Kramer's treatment of tradition in "Christologie und Chronologie, " 

pp. 53ff. 

E. Schweizer, "Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der 
'Sendungsformel' Gal. 4.4f.; Rm. 8.3f.; Joh. 3.16f.; I Joh. 4.9, " 
ZNW 57 (1966), pp. 199-210. See also his earlier essay "Zur Herkunft 
Te-r Pr'aexistenzvorstellung bei Paulus, " Neotestamentica (1963), pp. 
105-109. 

2 This same problem exists with respect to Phil. 2.6-11 and 
Col. 1.15-20. 

3 
Cf. R. H. Fuller's comment, supra, P. 



firmly based than is often realized. In order to provide more 
balance in the scholarly discussion of Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4, 
it is necessary to dispute the prevailing assumptions regarding 
these passages. This in turn will serve to heighten the significance 

of the sending of the Son of God in the theology of Paul. It is 

perhaps best to begin with Schweizer's view concerning the pre-Chris- 
tian background. 

1. The So-Called Sending Tradition 

a. The Thesis of E. Schweizer 

Schweizer argues that in Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4, as 

well as in Jn. 3.16-17 and I Jn. 4.9, the categories of pre-existent 
Wisdom and Logos stand in the background. He puts his case in the 

following way: 

Da im Bereich der hellenistisch-jUdischen Weisheits- 
und Logosspekulation sowohl die Sendung als auch der 
Gottessohntitel zentral auftauchen, bei Philo (Agric. 51) 
im gleichen Kontext, da ferner die Struktur der Doppel- 
sendung von Sohn und Geist in Gal. 4-4-6 nur im Schema von 
Sap. 9.10-17 (wo auch das bei Paulus sonst nie verwendete 
Verbum E3,. Z(x7rOCYTeXXEIV auftaucht) eine Parallele findet, da 
endlich nur in diesem Kreis auch der Hinweis auf die dem 
einen Sohn entsprechenden 'SO'hne Gottes' erscheint (Philo, 
Conf. Ling. 145-148), wie es Gal. 4.6 der Fall ist, durfte 
sich dort die Wurzel der Vorstellung finden. 1 

The fundamental question is whether Paul (or whoever formulated the 

sending idea if it was not Paul) arrived at the sending idea through 

transferring to Christ the sending conception associated with Wisdom 

and Logos thought. This is quite a different question from the 

problem of the influence of Wisdom and Logos speculation on 

Christology in general and the notion of pre-existence in particular. 

When the passages suggested by Schweizer are examined closely, it 

is far from certain whether his parallels are of any real significance. 

In the first place, the reference to Agric. 51 is of dubious value. 

The passage does not state that the Logos, firs, tborn Son of God, was 

sent by God into the world; rather it concerns the role of the Logos 

in preserving and ordering the universe. For reasons which are not 

very clear, Philo quotes in this centext Ex. 23.20, a verse which speaks 

of God sending an angel before Israel. It most be emphasized, liowever, 

I 
Schweizer, "Sendungsformel, " pp. 207-208. 
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that this verse is not directly applied to the Logos nor for that 

matter does Ex. 23.20 even concern the sending of an angel into the 

world. To suggest from Agric. 51 that the sending idea and the"Son 

of God"title were closely connected in Wisdom and Logos speculation 
is simply unjustified. There is, in fact, no other evidence in 

Philo to substantiate the claim that the Logos and Son of God ideas 

are brought together in contexts where the Logos is said to be 

sent into the world. Neither are there instances in which Wisdom, 

designated as the daughter of God, is said to be sent into the world. 
Schweizer confuses the question at hand when he introduces 

I III the matter of "die dem einem Sohn -entsprechenden 'SO'hne Gottes 

in Conf. Ling. 145-148. To our knowledge, no one suggests that 

Gal. 4.6 has any particular connection to the "sending formula, " 

and certainly Conf. Ling. 145-148 has nothing to do with the sending 

of the Logos into the world. But apart from this problem, the one 

Son, the Logos, does not relate others as sons to God, as in Gal. 

4.6. Quite the contrary, those who are not worthy to become sons 

of God in their own right are urged to become sons of the Logos (Conf. 

Ling. 147), 

It is true that in Wis. of Sol. 9.10,17 Solomon asks God 

to send Wisdom to him from his glorious throne (vs. 10) and then 

claims God has sent the holy Spirit (vs. 17). Once again, however, 

Schweizer focuses his discussion of the background of the "Sendungs- 

formel" on Gal. 4.4-6, and so, once again, it must be pointed out 

that no evidence exists to suggest that Gal. 4.6 is part of the 

"sending formula. " 2 
It is not even correct to describe Wis. 9.10,17 

in terms of a "Doppelsendung. " In vs. 10 Wisdom is requested from 

God (note the aorist imperatives 6; 'E(X7T0UTC1Xov and 76ýýov), and in 

IX 
vs. 17 she is sent. The words Glý Hwas croýiav and CTTVý= Tb 

C/ ay16v crou TNeu'lia in vs. 17 are parallel. This means that Wisdom and 

the Holy Spirit are identical, ruling out any talk of a double 

I See the helpful concordance of A. S. Car men, "Philo's 
Doctrine of the Divine Father and the Virgin Mother, " American 
Journal of Theology 9 (1905), pp. 401-518. 

2 
Both R. Schnackenburg, "Christologie, " p. 327 and Kim, 

Exposition of Paul's Gospel, p. 148 express reservations about 
9-chweizer's supposed parallels between Wis. 9.10-17 and Gal. 4.4-6. 
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sending in Wis. 9.10-17. When account is taken of these facts, 
the main similarity between Wis. 9.10-17 and so-called "Sendungsformel" 
is that in both a figure is sent into the world. But the differences 
far outweigh the similarities. In both Paul and John, the 

emphasis is on the one-time physical incarnation of the one sent and 
upon the universal saving significance of his coming. In Wis. 9-10, 

Wisdom is the Spirit of God who illuminates righteous men in the 

way of salvation in every generation; but by her very nature Wisdom 
is never incarnate in & historical personage nor does she come to 
bring the possibility of salvation to all men. These basic differences 

make recourse to Wis. 9.10-17 as the immediate background for the 
"Sendungsformel" problematic. 

I 

Schweizer's case for the influence of a widely held Wisdom- 

Logos sending idea on the Christian "sending formula" is without 
foundation. At best it might be argued that the Christian "sending 

formula" was dependent upon Wis. 9.10,17, but the differences 

between Christ and Wisdom as "sent ones" must no tbe ignored. Since 

we believe the origin of Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3 are primarily 

explicable in terms of Paul's own thought, we shall come back to the 

problem of the origin of the sending idea later. Now it is necessary 

to turn to the question of whether a genuine pre-Pauline "Sendungs- 

formel" is preserved in Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4. 

b. The Problem of the Pre-Pauline 

"Sending Formula" 

Although a certain amount of diversity exists regarding the 

exact composition of the pre-Pauline Christian "sending formula, " 

the majority of recent scholars refer to the work of W. Kramer as 

a basis for discussing the "sending formula" in Paul. For this 

reason, Kramer's work may be treated as more or less normative, 
2 

though it should be mentioned that most scholars do not bother with 

Kramer's differentiation between Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4 on the 

I The Jewish angel tradition put forward by Talbert "Descend- 
ing-Ascending Redeemer, " pp. 422ff., 436, provides an interesting 

parallel to Gal. 4.4-5, but the differences between such figures 

and Paul's Son of God are appreciable when a close comparison is 

undertaken. 
2 

Kramer, Christ, pp. 111-115. For others holding similar views 
see the references in note 3, p. 109. 
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grounds of the differing verbs for sending, cýU70cTTE'-XXcIv and 

Kramer specifies that two conditions must be met if Gal. 4.4- 
5 and Rom. 8.3-4 are to be treated as formulas: there must be 
"fixed key words and a clear formal pattern. " But he adds the 

stipulation that "the wording may within limits be subject to varia- 
tion. "' On the basis of Jn. 3.17,1 Jn. 4.9,10,14, Kramer 

maintains that the "sending formula" consists of a statement 

concerning the sending of the Son and then a final clause with 

ivot, or as in I Jn. 4.10,14 a phrase in apposition, which discloses 

the saving significance of 'the sending of the Son. It is the 

existence of the material in John and I John which leads Kramer and 

many others to speak of a pre-Pauline formula in Gal. 4.4-5 and 
Rom. 8.3-4.2 The problem of chronology never occurs to Kramer or 

any of those taking a position similar to his. The utilization of 
documents written almost fifty years later than Gal. 4.4-5 as 

evidence for a pre-Pauline or even a "nebenpaulinisch" tradition 
3 is highly questionable. It is at least as plausible if not more so, 

that the Johannine occurrences are in some way, directly or indirectly, 

dependent upon the Pauline formulation. Apart from this possibility, 

I 
Ibid., p. 112. 

2 
Ibid., p. 113. Kramer, unlike most other scholars, relates 

Rom. 8.3 to the phrase, "the Father, who sent (d 7TE`pýas) me" in 
John. This he claims is a variation of the "Sendungsformel, " but 
he finds that Rom. 8.3 merely preserves a fragment of the original 
7EV7Teiv formula (p. 115). The similarity between Rom. 8.3-4 and 
the construction from John mentioned by Kramer is quite remote. For 
example, the term "Son'! ý'never occurs in John's sending statements 
because these are invariably spoken by Jesus. Kramer's inability to 
isolate anything more than a fragment of the formula in Rom. 8.3 
undermines his position that a pre-Pauline formula is present there 
at all. P. von der Osten-Sacken, R8mer 8 als Beispiel paulinischer 
Soteriolo ie (1975), p. 145, n. 5 agrees with Kramer in seeing an 
original ITF-ýATMIV formula in Rom. 8.3-4 which was distinct from the 
CýOMOCYTEXXCIV one. 

3 
Hengel, "Christologie und Chronologie, " p. 46 justifiably 

asserts, "Der Aufweis, dass einzelne christologische und soterio- 
logische Formulierungen auch in einem-stets sp'ateren-ausserpaulin- 
ischen Kontext erschienen, reicht noch nicht aus, um sei eo ipso 

als 'vorpaulinischen', d. h. dem Apostel ursprUnglich fremdes Gut 

zu identifizieren. " Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 139ff. 

effectively criticizes Hengel's views in Son of God, pp. 10-11, 
66ff. which seem to indicate a shift in Hengel's thought to make 
room for a pre-existent Christology before Paul and for the pre- 
Pauline existence of the "sending formula. " 



115 

it is also just conceivable that there is no connection between 

either a pre-Pauline or the Pauline formulation and the Johnannine 

material. If one accepted the pre-existence of the Son of God 

then naturally his incarnation could be conceived as a sending from 

God for some divine purpose. Such a thought could easily have 

occurred to two (or more) first century Christian thinkers independ- 

ently. The differences, between Gal. 4.4-5 and the various Johannine 

passages mentioned by Kramer, both in the order of the words and the 

actual words themselves are striking. 
"Ea1T6CrTE1X6V 

0'_ ecýs To YF-X)0'116VOV Gal. 4.4-5: 6 %) 'J1OV aUTOU b ?K YU%)UIKOS, ycv6pc%)ov OC7ý vopov, iva ToN 
i5Trý v6pov eCayopacrn, ivot -mv uloeccrfav &7TOýAýWJIE: 'V. 

c Rom. 8.3-4: 0 06ýS TON E": aUTOU UIýV Trgjiýas 6'\) 041016paTI 
MPKýS &PapTlaS Kal TrCpl &ýIUPTIUS KaTCKPIVEN) 
TýV O'StPaPTIM) L) Tý CfOtPKISI'VOt TO 61KalWa TO*U" 
Vo-Ilou 7TXnpwe Cýv TI CV T41 

Jn. 3.17: OU Yap aTr6CTTEIXC\) 0 eebs Tov u(ibv ci2s TbN) C/ 3,1 t KOCYPOV lVa KpNT. 1 TOV KOCTJION) axx, ivot awe -0 
9 TO 

KOCr*POS 61 a&Ou-!: 

I Jn. 4.9 T'ov ulb 
)v 

al)TOU TON) JIOVOYEVTJ U7TECYTUXKC'V 
e65S CIS TbV KO'CTIION) 'IVU ClCYWPCV 61' aUTOý. 

'bV OW I Jn. 4.10: (God) UTrECF-CCIXEV Th Uýl 
ýTQG CIAUCIIbV 

TrEPI TZýV 410tpTlýý'V 
4; - TI'PW'V - 

I Jn. 4.14: Of 7MTýp aTrE: CrTOtXKE: V Th Urlh CrWTT'j*POt TOý 
Kftioi). 

The obvious differences in these passages suggest, if anything, not 

a fixed "Sendungsformel" but a common idea that God sent his Son 

for a saving purpose. 

The very ambiguity of the evidence, unrecognized by Kramer 

and many other scholars, cautions against their excessive confidence 
in a pre-Pauline "Sendungsformel. " At best, the material from Paul 

and John might allow for a type of pre-Pauline "fill in the blank" 
)e2 Ce 

formula: WTUTTEIXEN Oý ftbg TýV UCI'OV allTOU (IVO 
.... But it must 

be asked with Kim whether or not Christ's pre-existence, presupposed 

by the "sending formula, " was, even thought of in the genuine pre- 

Pauline church. In this uncertain situation it is much more probable 

that Gal. 4.4-5 is an original formulation by Paul and that Rom. 8.3-4 

I Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 139ff. 
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is an allusion to the ground thought of Gal. 4.4-5. This possibility 
has much in its favor in light of the work of J. Blank. He has shown 
that a close parallel exists between Gal. 3.13-14 and 4.4-5 in vocab- 
ulary as well as thought structure. 

' 
If Paul were capable of 

formulating Gal. 3.13-14, and no one seems to doubt this, then he 

may also have created Gal. 4.4-5 from various other features in 
his theology besides those found in Gal. 3.13-14. Having said this, 
however, the possibility that Gal. 4.4-5. or at least its basic idea, 

had a place in the preaching of Paul cannot be ruled out. This 

supposition is all the more likely since Paul closely connected the 
Sonphip of Christ with the preaching of his Gospel. Statements like 

Gal. 4.4-5 were then, in all probability, characteristic of Paul's 

proclamation of the Gospel. 

Contextual Survey 

Gal. 4.4-5 occurs within an important theological argument 
from which it must not be isolated if its significance in Pauline 
thought is to be appreciated. Galatians was written to an essentially 
Gentile Christian community under pressure from Judaizing Christians. 2 

The JUdaizers sought to make the promise of salvation contained in the 
Gospel dependent upon membership in ethnic Israel and obedience to 

the Torah (see 2.15-3.29). Paul counted this an insidious attack 

on the true Gospel of Christ (1.6-7) which threatened to lead to a 

re-enslavement of the Gentile Christians of Galatia- (4.9) and to 

their exclusion from grace (5.4). The lines of argument in Gal. 3.1- 

29 are extremely complex and need not concern us herd since Gal. 4.1 

introduces the specific line of reasoning which leads to 4.4-5. In 

this section, which extends to vs. 11, the apostle sets out the choice 
facing the Galatians: will they remain free sons of God, or return 

to bondage, albeit to a slightly different master than they bLad had 

formerly? Gal. 4.4-7 constitutes a declaration of the present position 

of the Galatians before God and its effective causes in the redemptive 

death of God's Son and the presence of the Spirit of God's Son in 

I Blank, Paulus, pp. 260-263. Cf. also Wengst, Christologische 
Formelen, p. 59, n. 22 who strongly criticises Kramer's position. 

2 See inf ra, pp. 296-303. 

3 See infra, pp. '309ff. for n more detailed discussion of Gal. 

3.1-29. 
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their hearts. Like Gal. 3.1-5, where Paul builds on the experience 
of his hearers, Gal. 4.6 refers to an actual experience of the 
Galatians. 

Gal. 4.1-2 depicts a more or less familiar legal situation in 

the environment of the Greco-Roman world. 
IA 

minor was placed under 

a guardian (6ý71TPOITOS) by his father until the time appointed for 

him to receive his inheritance. In the meantime, the inheritance 

was managed by a steward (01KOVO%10S) until the designated time. 

According to Paul, this state of affairs renders the heir, who is 

reallythe lord of the estate, no better than a slave. In vs. 3 Paul 

applies the illustration of vss. 1-2 to the pre-Christian experience 

of Jews and Gentiles alike: "When we were minors, we were enslaved 

under the elemental things of the world. " The exact nature of the 

CYTOIX610t TOG Koaliou has long been debated and need not concern us 

here. 
2 

The important factor for Paul was that both Jews and Gentiles 

were in a state of servitude from which they required redemption. 

All human history before Christ, both Jewish and Gentile history, 

was characterized by the bondage and enslavement of humanity to 

forces beyond its control (cf. Gal. 3.13,22-24; 4.8-10). 3 

The Sending of the Son at 

The "Fullness of Time" 

Paul believed and taught that God had initiated the act 

which, in principle, ended the ineluctable enslavement of humanity 

in the old, pre-Christian age of world history. The actual end of 

enslavement at the personal level was only possible, however, through 

faith in Christ (Gal. 3.14,22-26). According to Gal. 4.4-5, "When 

I See S. Belkin, "The Problem of Paul's Background, " JBL 54 
(1935), pp. 52ff. and D. R. Moore-Crispin, The Sources and Meaning of 
AIAOHKH and Related Terminology in Galatians, University of London 
Ph. D. Thesis (1975) for discussions concerning the legal background 

of Gal. 4.1-2. 

2 
For recent discussions of the problem sqe E. Schweizer, "Die 

'Elemente des Welt, ' Gal. 4,3.9; Kol. 2,8.20, " Verborum Veritas 
(1970), pp. 245-249; G. Delling, "GTOIXEýOv, " TD 7, pp. 670- 
687; and Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 293-303. 

3 
Paul appears to mix his images in Gal. 4.1-7. On the one 

hand he speaks of sons and heirs who were like slaves in vss. 1-3, 

and on the other hand he employs the redemption and adoption ideas 

in vs. 5. 
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the f ul lness of time came, God sent his Son, born of a woman, born 

under the law, in order to redeem those under the law, so that we 
might receive adoption as sons. " This concise statement presents 
a conception of fundamental importance for grasping the significance 
of Christ's divine Sonship and for understanding the connection be- 

tween Christology and salvation in Paul's thought. 
The sending of the Son by God is of paramount importance to 

the ground structure of Paul's theology because the Son represents 
the Father in the most immediate way possible. God has acted in 

the person of his Son to affect eschatological salvation. The man 
Jesus was not merely one more prophet, not merely a righteous 

martyr; in. fact he was not even the Messiah of popular expectation. 
Such figures did not have the ability to accomplish deliverance from 

sin and death and to renew man's relationship to the righteous 

God, the true needs of mankind in Paul's eyes. Only God could do 

these things, and he had, in the person of his Son who became a man 

to bring God's eschatological salvation. 

a. The "Fullness of Time" 

The first thing to note in beginning to support this thesis 

from Gal. 4.4-5 is the introductory dependent temporal clause of 

vs. 4: OTC R TIý86N) Tb 7X4PWVa TOO XPON)OU, EEa7ECTTCIXCV 0" OEbS Th 

IOV OWTOO .... Vs. 4a is in the first instance related to the 

temporal phrase "(Y'Xpi TT-IS TrPOOCUPýCtS TOO Trarpos" of vs. 2b. Behind 

the father of vs. 2 stands God who determined the duration of 

mankind's minority with its concomitant enslavement. The sending of 

the Son effected a change in the condition of humanity by providing 

for liberation from the old powers which brought involuntary bondage 

(cf. Gal. 5.1). Thus the divinely determined period of servitude 

was brought to an end when the divinely fixed fullness of time arrived 

and the Son of God was sent to redeem men from bondage. The statement 

concerning the fullness of time is not merely determined by the 

train of thought in Gal. 4.1-5; it conforms with and is derived 

from Paul's understanding of God's saving history. This in turn, 

has its origin in Paul's Jewish heritage. 

The distinctive Jewish view of time consists in the fact that 

God is the Lord of all history, from beginning to end; it is he who 

I For a major treatment of Paul's conception of history, see U. 
I Luz, Das Geschichtsverstandnis des Paulus (1968). 
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fixes the generations (, cf. Is. 41.4) and accomplishes his purposes 
in history (cf. Ps. 135.6-12). 1 Jewish interest in time focused 

on two things. In the first place, the Jewish people were interested 
in God's saving activity in the past: God's dealings with the 

patriarchs, his leading in the exodus, his giving of the law, his 

setting up of the Davidic throne, his judgment in the exile, and his 

restoration of the people to the land. In all of these things they 

saw the hand of God in human history. The other focus of attention 

was the hope for God's final and decisive interve ntion in human 

history. The Jewish people of the post-Old Testament period believed 

that this would result in Israel receiving her rightful place of pre- 
6ýminence in the eternal economy of God (cf. Dan. 7-12; Jub. 1.23ff.; 

Ps. Sol. 17,18; IQS 4-18-23). The hoped for eschatological saving 

act of God was naturally associated with the completion of the 

present age, with the filling up of time (cf. 4 Ezra 4.37; 11.44; 

CD 4.3-10; Tob. 14.5), and with the coming of the Messianic figure 

at the end (4 Ezra 13; 4Q flor. 1-2; 2 Baruch 30.1). 

The "fullness of time" cannot be understood apart from the 

Christ event which occurred at the "fullness of time. " What then 

does Paul mean by the "fullness of time" in Gal. 4.4? G. Delling 

is essentially correct when he explains: "The saying does not refer 

to the abolition of time but to the fact that God's saving work has 

come directly into history; in the historical event of the earthly 
,, 2 

Jesus ... God accomplishes His eschatological act . 
This is so 

because the period of time previously fixed by God in accordance 

with his saving plan had elapsed. Paul's belief that the "fullness 

of time" had come, arose from his conviction that God had acted 

decisively in Christ to bring abaut eschatological salvation but 

in quite a different way from what was expected in popular Jewish 

I 
G. Delling, "XPOVOS KTX.; ' TDNT 9, pp. 590-591. See also 

M. Barth, Ephesians 1-3 (1974), pp. 128-130. He points out, "The 

OT. apocalyptic, Qumranite. 9 rabbinic, and Pauline concepts of time 

agree in considering time as something formed and filled by a 

specific content or person. ... time is created and maintained 
for the elect servants of God and filled by the specific deeds of 
God" (p. 129). 

2 
G. Delling, "TrXTjpw-P(x, " TDNT 6, p. 305. Delling theologizes 

too much when he claims, "With the sending of the Son time is 

fulfilled absolutely. " Cf. Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 44-45. It is 

probably truer in terms of Paul's thought, to say that the final 

resurrection brings the absolute fulfillment of time. 
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thought. I He maintained that Christ had been given up to death for 

mankind's sin (cf. 2 Cor. 5.21), in order to deliver those who would 
believe from the present evil age (Gal. 1.4). The ends of the 

ages had come upon mankind (cf. I Cor. 7.29,31; 10.11), and the 
day of salvation had arrived (cf. 2 Cor. 6.2), but. the present 
age continues until the final resurrection which ushers in the end 
(cf. I Cor. 15.20-28,51-52; 1 Thess. 5.1ff. ). Thus, the expression 
the "fullness of time" has an important place in the salvation 

understanding of Paul. By itself it signifies the arrival of the 
long hoped for time of God's eschatological salvation, but for Paul 
its meaning was inseparably connected to the fact that God's eschatolog- 
ical salvation had come through the sending of the Son of God into 

human history (cf. Eph. 1.9-10). 2 
It is to the significance of the 

sending of the Son of God that we must now turn. 

b. The Sending of the Son 

The sending statement of Gal. 4.4-5 offers a crucial insight 

into the understanding of the relationship between Christology, 

salvation, and God in the thought of Paul. It has already been 

shown that little positive evidence exists to remove the forma- 

tion of Gal. 4.4-5 from Paul, and Blank has positively shown that 

the basic thoughts of vss. 4-5 are Pauline. For these reasons, it 

was suggested that Gal. 4.4-5 is genuinely Pauline in origin. This 

is important because it means that the contents of the statement 

represent a theological reflection of 'Paul which arose from his basic 

understanding of Christology and soteriology, though they have a 

specific intention within the argument of Galatians. 

I Cf. Ridderbos, Paul, p. 53 where he says, "Who Christ is and 
what he does, what the relationship is between the time of salvation 
that has been entered upon with him and the future still to be 
expected, all this is not determined by eschatological-theological 
presuppositions, but is only gathered by the apostle from the unex- 
pected and overwhelming manner in which God in Jesus Christ has 
given and will yet give the fulfillment of the redemptive promise. " 

2 
J. Baumgarten, Paulus und die Apokalyptik: Die Auslegung 

apokalyptischer Überlieferungen in den echten Paulusbriefen (1975), 

p. 193 maintains concerning Gal. 4. j-7: "Paulus ernimmt hier eine 
theozentrische Zeitauffassung, die er aber insofern kritisch rezipiert, 
als er die Sendung des Sohnes als Heilsereignis (V 5) mit der Zeit- 

Ndikation Tb TrX'Pwllot Tog XPOVOU belegt und damit die Erfklung der pra TI u 
Zeit christologisch-soteriologisch und somit gegenwartsorientiert und 
nicht futurisch-eschatologischimBlickauf Parusie, Auferweckung, Gericht. 
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The beginning point for all of Paul's theological thought is 
God. Whatever else one may say about his theology, Paul's theology 
is, at its root, Theocentric (cf. Rom. 11.36; 1 Cor. 8.6; 15.28). 1 

This Theocentricity is clearly in evidence in Gal. 4.4-5. Eschatologi- 

cal salvation begins with the decision of God. He determined when 
the fullness of time had-come, and he initiated the events leading 

to eschatological salvation through sending his Son into human 

existence. Paul's choice of the verb ýEcmocrTEXXciv in vs. 4 is 

not without significance in this context. The same verb appears in 

vs. 6, but these are the only two instances of its use in Paul. He 

employs the closely related verb N1TOaT6XX61V only three times: Rom. 

10.15; 1 Cor. 1.17; and 2 Cor. 12.17. In both Rom. 10.15 and 
I Cor. 1.17 Paul refers to the sending of preachers of the Gospel; 

in the second of these passages, he speaks specifically of his own 

sending by Christ. 2 Cor. 12.17 concerns Paul's sending of his 

associates as his representatives with the Corinthians. Behind 

these usages, including those of Gal.. 4.4,6, stands the meaning of 

the two verbs in both secular Greek and the LXX. In non-Biblical 

Greek (6ý)aTroa-rE'Uciv often implied a connection between the sender 

and the person sent based on a commission whereby the one sent 

officially represented the one sending him. 2 This connotation 

und ewiges Leben versteht. " He proceeds by asserting, "Paulus 
u versteht also die christologisch-soteriologisch gef"llte Jetztzeit 

als Mitte und SchlUssel der Zeit, auf die die Geschichte zul'auft 
und von der sie herkommt. " Paul is not interested in the "Jetztzeit 

als Mitte ... der Zeit. " He conceives of the present time as the 
end of the ages (I Cor. 10.11) in which the present world is passing 
away (I Cor. 7.31) because God's eschatological salvation has come 
into history in the life, death, and resurrection of Christ. The 
fullness of time understood "christologisch-soteriologisch" is the 
necessary beginning of the end of all things when the resurrection 
of the dead and the final judgment will occur and the Kingdom will 
be given over to God (I Cor. 15.20-28). The present time is only 
an interval between the decisive salvation event which has already 
transpired and the consummation which lies in the future. Its pur- 
pose is to allow for the preaching of the Gospel to the Gentiles 

until the full number come into salvation (Rom. 9-11). Cf. 0. 
Cullmann, Salvation in History (1967), pp. 250 ff. 

I The best study available on the Theocentricity of Pauline 

theology is Thu"sing, Per Christum. in Deum. In a very interesting 

essay entitled, "The Theme of Romans, " Apostolic History and the 
Gospel, pp. 249-263, L. Morris Prgues that Romans concentrates 

especially on God: "Romans is a book about God. " 

2 For the evidence, see K. H. Rengstorf, "WTOCTTE'ýXW KTX.. " 

TDNT 1, pp. 398-400,406. 
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made O: QwTOGT6ýýE: vv ideal for translating the Hebrew root 
because in the Old Testament /7 47 u-) of ten appears in contexts 7 
concerned with the special commissioning of messengers to represent 
the one sending them, whether God, king, or some other figure. The 

one sent was of importance only to the extent that he represented 
in his own person the one sending him, and therefore the stress 

was on the sender rather than the one sent. The theologically 

pregnant usages of /7'7W'in the Hebrew Bible and (eý)0t7T0CTTCXXC1V 

in the LXX are those which refer to the sending of messengers from 

God, both human and superhuman. Among those specifically said to 
be sent by God are angels (Gen. 24.7,40; Ex. 23.20-21), Moses 
(Ex. 3.10,12; 5.22, Micah 6.4), and various prophets (Is. 6.8; 

Jer, 1.7; 7.25; Ezek. 2.4; Hagg. 1.12; Zech. 4.9; Mal. 3.1). The 

common feature with all those sent by God is that they do not act 

on their own initiative but carry out divinely appointed tasks as 
God's representatives. 

2 

The meaning of e"ýOoTOUTEXXEIV in Gal. 4.4 (and 6) is closely 
linked with the special religious usage of the term and its synonym, 

3 'Uciv, in the Old Testament. It emphasizes the initiative uxoaTc 

of God in sending his Son and underscores the representative function 

of the Son in fulfilling the purposes of God. 4. The "sending" 

depicted in Gal. 4.4-5, however, stands in radical distinction to 

I 
Ibid., p. 401. 

2 
This idea is also true of hypostasized Wisdom in Wis. 9.10, 

a passage previously mentioned. 
3-7 

UITOGTE'Uciv occurs frequently in the Gospels. It is used 
especially of Jesus' 

, 
sending forth the disciples (cf. Mt. 10.5; Mk. 

3.14; 6.7; Lk. 9.2; Jn. 4.38; 17.18) and of Jesus' own sending by God 
(cf. Mt. 15.24; Mk. 9.37; Lk. 9.48; Jn. 3.17; 5.36,38; 17.3,8,21, 
25; see also I Jn. 4.9,10,14). Implicit (sometimes explicit) in 

these passages is the commissioning of the one sent by the one send- 
ing him. The one sent represents the one sending him in executing 
an assigned task. The religious usage of the Gospels is paralleled 
in Acts, though it is normally the coamunity which sends people 
instead of Christ (Acts 3.20,26; 8.14; 9,17; 15.27; 19.22; 22.21; 
28.28). Outside of the Gospels and Acts the term is only very occa- 

sionally encountered (12 times including the 3 in Paul). F1_EaiToaTF_XXciV 
is confined to Luke-Acts (10 times) and the 2 occurrences in Paul. The 

representative-commission aspect of the term is found in Acts 11.22; 

12.11. 

4 The only commentator known to us who recognizes the signifi- 
cance of eCa7To(5T6XXciV in referring to the representative function of 
the one sent is J. B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul's Epistle to the Galatians 
(1884), p. 168. 
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every other "sending" in Jewish history. In former times God 

sent angels and prophets to do his bidding in a variety of matters; 
but according to Paul, God sent his Son in the fullness of time (cf. 

Heb. 1.1-2; Mk. 12.1-12) to bring about his eschatological salvation, 
the very salvation the prophets had often spoken about (cf. Rom. 1.2). 

The Son thus differed from every other person or angel sent from God 

by virtue of his relation with God and by virtue of the purpose for 

which he was sent. 

In Gal. 4.4-5 the term "Son" is not simply an honorific title; 

rather it expresses, in a word, the intimate relationship of the one 

sent with the one sending him. I 
Neither humans nor angels had 

hitherto shared in this unique relationship. The one entity to 

whom Jews ascribed a similar intimate relation with God was the 

figure of pre-existent Wisdom (cf. Wis. 8.3-4). For this reason 

alone, it is not difficult to see why the attributes of Wisdom were 

transferred to the person of Christ very early on (cf. I Cor. 8.6; 

Rom. 10.6-7; Col. 1.15-23). 2 One of the characteristics of Wisdom 

which Paul predicated of Christ was pre-existence (cf. the passages 

just cited along with Phil. 2.6f. ). In Gal. 4.4 the words "God sent 

his Son, born of a woman, " presuppose the pre-existence of the Son 

so that the intimate Father-Son relation implied by vs. 4 extends 

backwards to the period prior to the coming of the Son into human 

existence. The parallel phrases YEVOTIEV0%) IEK YUV0t1K0s and 

YENUPENOV UITO %)O-pov of vs. 4 specify two concentric spheres into 'r '5 

which the Son was sent to represent God. The former attests that 

Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, p. 205 is not strictly 
correct when he says that Gal. 4.4ff. constitutera "soteriological 
interpretation of the title 'Son'. " Paul is not concerned about the 
title as such in Gal. 4.4-5 but the relationship of the one sent with 
God who sent him. Schweizer, "Uios, pp. 1 

375-376 rightly sees 
that the idea of Gal. 4.4 presupposes "the heavenly closeness of the 
pre-existent Son to God" and that the Son of God idea "constitutes 
His significance as the One sent down from heaven to earth. " He 

adds, "The community is thus given a form of speech by which it can 
distinguish the sending of Jesus quite unequivocally from that of 
prophets and teachers and even angels. " Wherewe disagree with Schweiz- 

er is in his claim that this idea was ready to hand from Wisdom 

and Logos specuIation. On this see the discussion_supra. 

2 On the transfer of Wisdo-, Ti attributes to Christ see W. D. 
Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (19672), pp. 147-176; E. Schweizer, 
I it 'Praexistenzvorstellung bei Paulus, " pp. 106-109; idem, "Aufnahme und 
Korrektur jUdischer Sophiatheologie im Neuen Testament, " Neotesta- 

mentica (1963), pp. 110-121, and Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, 

pp. 143ff. 
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the (pre-existent) Son of God actually became a man in history, while 
the latter delimits his human existence by indicating that he lived 

under the law of Moses. On the basis of Gal. 4.4bc, it is both 

possible and justifiable to maintain that Paul possessed a bona 

fide conception of Christ's incarnation. But this assertion 

regarding Gal. 4.4 requires a crucial qualification which J. Blank 

has aptly'expressed: "Paulus sieht also das Menschsein Jesu grundlegend 

unter soteriologischem und heilsgeschichtlichem. Aspekt, nicht in 

einem. rein metaphysischen Sinn und auch nicht rein historisch. " I The 

soteriological significance of Gal. 4.4-5 must now receive attenrion. 

The Soteriological Significance of Gal. 4.4-5 

Paul does not have one exclusive way of describing God's eschato- 

logical salvation. Rom. 3 and 4 describe it principally in terms of 

justification'from sin, while 2 Cor. 5.18ff. emphasizes both reconcili- 

ation and justification (cf. Rom. 5.9-10). Gal. 1.4 speaks of deliver- 

ance from the present evil age, and I Cor. 15 understands salvation 

in terms of resurrection. These are but variations on a themel as 

are the two statements in Gal. 4.5. Since the second statement will 

be treated more fully in the discussion of believer sonship, only a 

few words need be said about it here. 

The statement in vs. 5b concerns the reception of adoptive 

sonship by Christians. It takes the form, of a I'Vct clause which is 

logically dependent upon the preceding Iva clause of vs. 5a, that 

is, adoption presupposes redemption. In a sense redemption is 

offered as a possibility to all men, whereas the adoption belongs 

only to those who have accepted the redemptive death of Christ as 

being efficacious for themselves. At the same time, vs. 5b expresses 

a second soteriological goal of God in sending his Son (vs. 4bc). 

The first cl"'Vct clause of Gal. 4.5 specifies that salvation 

consists in redemption by Christ for those under the law. Paul's 

choice of this description for salvation in vs. 5 is conditioned by 

the nature of the problem in Galatia and the argument of the letter. 

He may in fact have derived the idea from what was perhaps a more 

common theme in his thought, redemption (05(, TrOX'6TPwCY1 s) conceived as 

forgiveness of sin (cf. Rom. 3.24,1 Cor. 1.30; Col. 1.14, and cf. 

I Blank, Paulus, p. 270 (emphasis his). 
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7 2.13). ' 
The verb, Cýcxyop6CCIV and especially its aorist form in 

Gal. 4.5 and 3.13 forcefully emphasizes the unique redemptive act 

of Christ and perhaps als-o the idea of an actual payment in order 
to redeem (cf. I Cor. 6.20; 7.23). 2 Nevertheless, Paul did not 
intend a straightforward objectivisation of F-ýayopcýCclv in Gal. 4.5 

and 3.13 which would make the two verses refer to a "commercial 

transaction between Christ and God"; rather, he "sees the process 

as something which took place towards us and in our favour, not 

as something which took place towards God and in his favour. ,3 

The object of Christ's redemptive act in Gal. 4.5, ToN U70 

VOIJOV, creates a certain amount of difficulty. The expected 

recipients should have been TON UITr-O T&CFTOIX610t TOý) Kouliou based 

on Gal. 4.3. The statement as it stands would seem to be limited 

to those under the Jewish law, but the context demands an application 

to both Jews and Gentiles. 
4 

Two solutions seem possible from the 

letter itself. In Gal. 3.10 Paul quotes Dt. 27.26, a verse which 

declares that all who do not perform everything written in the book 

of the law are accursed. Because Gal. 4.5a, in keeping with Gal. 3.13, 

might mean "Christ redeemed those under the curse of the law, " Paul 

may have included Gentiles under the imprecation of Dt. 27.26 (Gal. 

3.10) since they obviously failed to do everything written in the 

law, a concept which could include the whole Old Testament. Such a 

thought may seem unfair by modern standards, but according to Rom. 

3.19, the law effectively leaves all men accountable for their sins 

before God, and in that sense under the curse pronounced by the law 

III 
F. Buchsel, "OtTroXOTpwals, " TDNT 4, p. 353 maintains that 

both Rom. 3.24 and I Cor. 1.30 "implici I tly" equate redemption with' 
forgiveness of sins, just as Col. 1.14 and Eph. 1.7 do so explicitly. 

2 Ibid., p. 355. L. Morris, The Apostolic Preaching of the 
Cross (1960,! ý), p. 58 maintains, "When the New Testament speaks of 
redemption ... 

it means that Christ has paid the price of our redemp- 
tion. " 

3 F. Buchsel, 'ayopaýciv, CEayopaýcvv, " TDNT 1, p. 127. Gal. 
3.13 may well imply a substitutionary view of atonement. Cf. Morris, 
Apostolic Preaching, pp. 52-56,59. It should be said that the idea of 

redemption from the curse of the law is very closely associated with 
justification in the thought of Gal. 3 and 4. 

4 
Schlier, Galater 

, p. 197 contends regarding vs. 5b: "In 
dem 'n-PETS schliesst sich Paulus wiederum mit den Angeredeten bzw., mit 

allen Christen aus Juden und Hei, _'t:, _i,, zusammen. Auch durch dieses T)ýic_ls- 
im parallelen 

'i'va- Satz! -sind wir gen'o'tigt, die oi' ut'7TO' v6jiov auf die 

gesamte Menschheit zu beziehen. " Cf. J. W. Drane, Paul: Libertine or Legal 
'ist? A St ýgy ofthe Major Pauline Epistles (1975), p. 37. 
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against transgressions. 
] Alternatively, and more simply, Paul may 

have conceived of TO'ýt UTOIXETCt TOU KOCFj1OU of Gal. 4.3 as a type of 
enslaving law similar to Jewish law. As Mussner observes with 

IC -1 1 respect to Gal. 4.5: ""Wenn der Apostel jetzt dafu'r u7To VOIJOV 

schreibt, zeigt das schon an, dass fU'r ihn ein inner Zusammenhang 

der Gesetzesherrschaft mit der Herrschaft der 'Weltelemente' 

besteht. ,, 2 
Gal. 4.9 perhaps confirms this since Paul describes 

the threatened apostasy of the Galatians to some type of law-Gospel 

complex as a return to enslavement by the weak and beggarly stoicheia. 
Whichever solution is correct, Paul meant to include both Jews and 
Gentiles in the phrase, "those under the law. " It is also true to 

say that those under the law were, in one way or another, in bondage 

to it (cf. Gal. 3.23; 4.3; 5.1). 

Vs. 5a leaves one crucial fact unstated but clearly understood: 

eschatological redemption demanded the death of the Son of God. Paul 

did not need to state it here expressly because he had already made 
it clear in Gal. 3.13: Christ redeemed those under the curse of the 

C- law by his death on the cross, becoming a curse on man's behalf (Tillas 
C- ýETIYOP(196, v ... Y6VO5P6VOS u7cp Tjjiwv KOtTap0t) . When the ground thought 

of vs. 5a, Christ's death to redeem those under the law and its 

bondage, is connected with the thought content of vs. 4bc, an important 

theological reflection comes into view. Paul believed that the Son, 

sent by God, represented God precisely in his redemptive death. The 

idea of vss. 4 and 5 may thus be paraphrased in the following way: 

"When the eschatological fullness of time came, God sent his pre- 

existent Son, born as a human being, born under the demands of the 

law, in order to represent him in redeeming, through his death, those 

I Burton, Galatians, p. 219 attempts to bring Gentiles under 
the law and its curse in another way. He notes that the Gentiles 
possess a law of divine origin within themselves according to Rom. 
2.14-15. He then maintains, 'though the phrase u7T6 vupov is usually 
employed with reference to the legalism that grew up on Jewish soil, 
yet that Paul was aware that the law whose work is written in 
the heart might also be externalised and made legalistic is intrin- 

sically probable and is confirmed by I Cor. 9.20, where TOTS 67b 

v6ýiov, standing as a middle term between 'IoWotiois and TOTS &VOI1018, 

seems to designate those, whether Jew or Genti le, who were living 

under a system of legalism. " This exegesis of I Cor. 9.20 is forced, 

and Rom. 2.14-15 does not appear _'Lo refer to a type of law which is 

prone to legalistic interpretation; therefore Burton's explanation 
fails to carry conviction. 

2 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 270. 
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under the bondage of law, in order that they (those under the law) 

might receive adoption to divine sonship. " The conception of Christ 

as the representative of God, especially with reference to his death, 

corresponds to the idea found elsewhere in Paul that Christ was the 

personal agent of God or instrument of God in bringing salvation. 
This agency conception occurs in several theologically pregnant pas- 
sages indicating that it played a vital role in the theological 

reflection of the apostle Paul. A brief examination of Rom. 3.24- 

26 and 2 Cor. 5.18-21 will suffice in showing this. 

a. Rom. 3.24-26 and 2 Cor. 5.18-21 

Rom. 3.24-26 constitutes a concise statement of the divine 

solution to the problem of man's sin and alienation from God. The 

solution offered by Rom. 3.24-26 culminates a line of discussion 

and reasoning begun at Rom. 1.18. The details of this discussion 

need not concern us here; the point is that Rom. 3.24-26 occur in 

a theologically pregnant context in which Paul develops the theme of 

humanity's universal guilt and need for redemption (justification) 

before the holy and righteous God (cf. 3.20-23). According to 3.24, 

justification is a gift of God's grace brought about by the redemption 

(Ot7TOXOTPWCrIs) which is in (or through) Christ Jesus, that is, in his 

death. Although God's saving grace is closely joined with the 

redemption found in Christ in vs. 24, vss. 25-26 make Christ's divine 

representative function clear: "God put him (sc. Christ) forward 

as a fXctcrTTIPiov in his blood, to be appropriated by faith, for a 

demonstration of his own (sc. God's) righteousness that he might 

be righteous and the justifier of the man who believes in Jesus 

The relation of vs. 24 to what precedes is difficult. The 
6IKaIOOVC'VOI of vs. 24 is dependent on the TrCCVTCS of vs. 23 which 
in turn is connected with the statement in vs. 22b "there is no 
distinction. " The content of vs. 24, however, is better understood 
in relationship to vss. 21 and 22a, with 22b and 23 understood as a 
parenthesis (the view of Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 85), or in 

relationship to vss. 21 and 22ab, with vs. 23 understood as a par- 
enthesis (the view of Michel, RO"merr, p. 149). Professor 
Cranfield., Romans 1, p. 205 proposes that the grammatical structure 
be accepted as it stands, making vs. 24 dependent upon the 7otvTE; s 

of vs. 23 and understanding it as an explanatory expansion of vs. 22b. 
Whatever explanation of the relationship between vss. 22,23 and 24 
is adopted, Professor Cranfie'Ld is correct in maintaining that "Paul 
has ... made a substantial addition to the treatment of the main 
theme of the paragraph" in vs. 24. 
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(ýV 7TPOEeCTO 0 eE: bS 1ý(XCrTTJPIOV 61& (TýS) 7TfCYTEWS 6%) Tý UUTOG 
C/ )/ _5 CX1110tTl CIS F-VftlýIV TýS 61KCtIOCrUVT1S CWTOO ... CIS Tb CIVC(I 

61KOLIO 

.V 
Kai SIKCtIO5NMJ Tý'V 

)EK 
TTIOTEWs *1ITJCfOý). ) Whether 

IXacr-rfipiov refers to expiation or propitiation in vs. 25, vss. 25- 
26 plainly mean that God used Christ and his death to accomplish 
his own saving purposes; Christ was God's agent or representative 
for proving his own righteousness and in providing for the justifica- 

tion of the ungodly by virtue of his (sc. Christ's) redemptive 
death. Even if Rom. 3.24-26 (or some part of it), is a pre-Pauline 
or "nebenpaulinisch" formulation, I its position in the thought 

progression of Rom. 1.18-4.25 is sufficient to demonstrate the 
2 importance of the representative or agency conception for Paul. 

2 Cor. 5.18-21 concludes a paragraph (vss. 11-21) which 
Professor Barrett calls, "one of the most pregnant, difficult, and 

,, 3 important in the whole of the Pauline literature . Paul wrestles 
with the nature of his own ministry, the nature of his message of 
reconciliation and salvation in Christ, and the problem of how he, 
his message, and God's salvation in Christ, relate to the Corinthians. 

Having already expressed his belief that Christ died on behalf of 

everyone (vss. 14-15), Paul maintains in vs. 18, through a subordinate 

participial construction, that God was the one who reconciled mankind 

to himself. through Christ, that is, through his death (Toig ecoli TOG 

KotTaXXaEctvTos Tfi-pots cauTW_ 61d\t XpiaToU_). The importance of this idea 

This view is held by Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 46; Kýa'semann, 
Romer, p. 88; and C. H. Talbert, "A Non-Pauline Fragment at Romans 
3.24-26, " JBL 85 (1966), pp. 287-296, among others. Against this 
view see the criticisms of Schlier, Womerbrief, pp. 107,109. Michel, 
Romer, p. 154 is grobably closer to the truth when he observes "Paulus 
Begriffe wie 'ErlO'sung' (WTOýOTPWaIS) und 'Suhnopfer' (1'XUCTTT1PION)) 

aus einer 91teren Tradition ýIbernommen hat. " He may also be right 
in relating this tradition to the "Abendmahl" tradition. 

2 Cf. J. D. G. Dunn, "Paul's Understanding of the Death of Jesus, " 
Reconciliation and Hopý: New Testament Essays on Atonement and Eschatol- 
ogy, (1974), p. 131. Although no commentator known to us denies that Rom. 
3.24-26 refers to the representative function of Christ in his death, and 
many make explicit reference to the fact that God accomplishes salvation 
through the agency of Christ (cf. e. g. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 80; 
Professor Cranfieldý Romans_1, pp. 208,214,217; C. H. Dodd,. The Epistle 

of Paul to the Romans (1932), p. 54 and Leenhardt, Romans, pp. 104-105, 

the idea has not received adequate -ittention in relation to Paul's total 
theology. 

3 'ans, p. 163. Professor Barrett, 2 Corinth_. L 
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causes Paul to reiterate it and expand its implications in vs. 19: 

"God in Christ was reconciling the world to himself (8c8s 9%) EN) 

XPICTW KOCFý10V KUTUXý60GWV LUTC)). The 61U XPICTOU Of VS. 18 kJ 
and the parallel expression EV XPICYTZZ of VS. 19 indicate that 
Christ was God's agent in reconciling both mankind and the cosmos 
to himself. 2 

This is highly important for Paul because of his 

conviction that both the initiative and the means of salvation 

originate with God (cf. Rom. 3.21-26; 5.8-10; 1 Cor. 1.9,30; 

Gal. 1.4; Col. 1.13), a fact confirmed by vs. 21. In vs. 21 Paul 

concludes by attempting to formulate how God effected reconciliation 
in Christ and his death. He says: "He (God) made him who did not 
know gin to be sin (in the sense of the object of God's wrath) on 

our behalf (cf. Rom. 8.3-4), in order that we might become the 

righteousness of God in him. " The important point, at least in 

the context of this discussion, is that in Paul's mind God had done 

something to Christ, made him to be the principal object of divine 

wrath, which could not have been done to anyone else. In this way 

Christ not only became a representative for man, but he also functioned 

as the agent of God and the means for providing salvation, here 

depicted as righteousness. 
3 

I On the possible translations of vs. 19 see ibid., p. 177 and 
J. -F. Collange, gnigmes de la Deuxieme ýpttre de Paul aux Corinthiens 
(1972), p. 270. Collange, following E. Ka'semann, argues that 2 Cor. 
5.19 is a citation of an existing formula. The evidence for this, 
however, is not altogether convincing, but even if the contents of 
vs. 19 were from an already existing formula, the thoughts are 
genuinely Pauline. 

2 
Dunn, "Death of Jesus, " p. 140, with discernment observes: 

"we do no justice to Paul's view of Jesus' death unless we empha- 
size ... that in his death Jesus also 'substituted' for God in the 
face of man's sin-'God was in Christ reconciling the world to 
himself' (2 Cor. 5.19). " 

3 M. D. Hooker, in a stimulating essay entitled "Interchange in 
Christ, " JTS 22 (1971), pp. 349-361, develops the thesis that Paul 
understood Christ's incarnation, death and resurrection in terms of 
an interchange: "Christ became what we are, in order that (in him) 
we might become what he is. " Beginning with 2 Cor. 5.21 and Gal. 3.13, 
she works out the interchange idea, examining a number of other pas- 
sages along the way including Gal. 4.4-6. In relation to 2 Cor. 5.21 
she explains: "In some unfathomable way Christ is identified with 
what is opposed to God, in order that man should be reconciled to him. 
Once again we notice that a step in the argument has been assumed: 
for it is 'in him' that we become the righteousness of God. Once again 
the evil force has been annullr. d and transformed into the opposing, 
positive force, and the basis of this reversal is the death and 
resurrection of Christ. " (p. 353). Dr. Hooker's treatment of 2 Cor. 
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Sonship: the Basis of Representation 

Rom. 3.24-26 and 2 Cor. 5.18-21 poignantly attest to Paul's 
belief that Christ was God's agent or representative, that God 

worked through Christ, especially his death, in accomplishing his 

saving purposes. But these passages implicitly pose a crucial 
theological question: What was the theological basis for the apos- 
tle's assumption that God had acted through or in Christ? Gal. 4.4- 
5 offers the answer to this problem. Christ was God's pre-existent 
Son, sent into the world, sent into human existence as God's repre- 
sentative, for the purpose of instituting salvation. That he could 
do this, that God could act through him as through no other, was the 

result of Christ's obedient Sonship relationship, 
Ia 

relationship 

which extended backwards to the time before his human existence 
(cf. Phil. 2.6-7). 

It is no accident that a number of commentators resort to 

the language of Sonship in discussing Rom. 3.24-26.2 The reason is 

transparent. God's saving activity, activity in which he is directly 

involved in order to demonstrate his own righteousness, demands the 

closest possible connection between the agent of. his activity, Christ, 

and himself. 

Other Sonship passages which remain to be discussed bear out 

the. correctness of understanding Christ's divine Sonship as the 

presuppostion for his role as the representative or agent of God in 

5.21, and the study as a whole, lacks sufficient attention to the 
fact that Christ is not only man's representative but also God's. 
If Christ is man's representative, particularly in his death, it 
only has meaning in so far as he is first God's representative. Cf. 
Dunn, "Death of Jesus, " pp. 140-141. Dunn also correctly insists 
that for Paul "representation" of man by Christ in his death includes 
the idea of substitution, an idea that Dr. Hooker seems to deny (p. 358). 
The German Stellvertreter (used by Bultmann , Zweite Korinther, 
p. 167 in relationship to the OTr*cp Tjw-v of 2 Cor. 5.21), is perhaps 
a good word for what Dunn has in mind. 

I On the obedience of Christ in Paul's theology see R. N. Longe- 
necker, "The Obedience of Christ in the Theology of the Early Church, " 
Reconciliation and Hope: Essays on Atonement and Eschatology (1974), pp. 143-14& 

2 Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 80 (also 2 Corinthians, p. 
175); Professor Crinficld, Rom,, 'ijis 1, pp. 208,214, "and 217; LeenhardL, 
Romans,, pp. 104-10'); atid A. ! ýchl, tLvr, GerechtigkeiL, pp. 144-145,149. 
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bringing eschatological salvation. I Rom. 5.8-10; 8.3-4,32; 
Phil. 2.6-11; Col. 1.13ff. all connect the idea of Christ's 
Sonship with God's saving purposes and activities. For example, in 
Rom. 5.8-10 Paul maintains that God showed his love for us through 
Christ's death on our behalf, while we were still sinners. By 
implication Christ stands with God over against sinful humanity so 
that he may be a manifestation of God's love. Paul then re-formulates 
the thought of vs. 8 in vs. 10. He explains that it was while we 
were enemies of God that we were reconciled to God through the 
death of his Son. The Son, who possesses a unique relationship 
to God, is expressly the agent of reconciliation which has its 

source in God (cf. 2 Cor. 5.18-19). 

Without the Sonship of Christ, which has its roots in the 
sending of the Son as presented most clearly in Gal. 4.4-5 (cf. Rom. 8- 
3-4), it is difficult if not impossible to account for how God 

could effect his eschatological salvation through the death of the 

man Jesus. Paul's belief that the earthly Jesus was fully man, but 

at the same time more than man, that is, Son of God, provides a 

crucial touchstone for his entire theology. In other words, Gal. 4.4- 

5, though specifically formulated in the context of the argument of 
Galatians, attest. that one of the most fundamental elements in Paul's 

theology was his belief in the unique divine Sonship of Jesus Christ. 

B. "God Sent his Own Son": Rom. 8.3-4 

The second sending passage which must be examined is Rom. 8.3- 

4. Like Gal. 4.4-5, it concerns God's sending of his Son into human 

existence to bring about his saving., purposes in history. At the same 

time, the context in which the sending of the Son is placed and the 

presentation of God's saving act in Rom. 8.3-4 are quite different 

from Gal. 4.4-5. In Rom. 8.3-4 Paul does not say that-God sent his 

Son in order to redeem men and in order that they might receive 

adoption. Instead he argues that God condemned sin in the flesh of 

his Son, in order that the requirement of the law might be fulfilled 

in those who walk according to the Spirit. The context of Rom. 8.3-4 

IIf 
Kummel, Theology, p. 16', maintains, "That God the Father 

himself is working salvation in that which has happened and will 
happen through Jesus Christ is what Paul wants to emphasize when he 

speaks of the Son of God. " Cf. Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 68-78 and 
Cullmann, Christology, pp. 292-294. 
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deals with the power of sin in relationship to the believer, whereas 
the context of Gal. 4.4-5 treats the enslaving power of the law. 
These differences between Rom. 8.3-4 and Gal. 4.4-5, as well as 
the great dissimilarity in the sending statements contained in the 
two passages, are important to bear in mind from the outset. They 

point to the conclusion that the sending of the Son was of fundamental 
theological significance to Paul in -understanding God's eschatological 
salvation which had been brought about in Christ, regardless of the 

perspective from which it was being considered. 
I 

1. The Context of Rom. 8.3-4 

In examining Rom. 8.3-4 with regard to the divine Sonship of 
Christ, it is first necessary to consider its context before proceeding 
to a detailed analysis of its actual content. Rom. 8.3-4 is contained 

within a paragraph beginning in 8.1 and running through 8.11. The 

relationship of this paragraph to what precedes in chapter 7 is a much 
debated problem. The difficulty primarily arises from interpreting 

Rom. 7.14-25 in terms of the "unredeemed man, " rather than as the 

reflection of the inner struggle of the Christian with sin. The 

well-known debate on this problem is both too complex and too 

tangential to our present interests to be discussed here. It may 
be mentioned in passing, however, that the great difficulty many, 

though not all, who hold to the pre-Christian character of the 

experience in Rom. 7.14-24 find with the arrangement and content of 

Rom. 7.23-8.2 should serve as a caveat against their interpretation. 2 

I 
On the supposed pre-Pauline formula or thought schema of Rom. 

8.3-4 see supra, pp. 113ff. The emphasis on the differences between 
Rom. 8.3-ý__and its context and Gal. 4.4-5 and its context is not 
intended to deny that a number of important similarities exist in 
the thought of the two passages. These include the fact that in both, 
Paul is concerned with God's act in his Son to overcome enslaving 
powers which are inherently related to one another and the fact that 
Paul passes from the Son of God sent into the world to the sons of 
God who share in God's eschatological salvation (cf. Rom. 8.14ff. 

with Gal. 4.5b-7). 

2 
For an overview of the various ways in which Rom. 7.23-8.2 

are modified by those holding to the pre-Christian character of the 
experience in 7.7ff., see Paulsen, 

, 
Ro'mer 8, pp. 23-31. Paulsen 

outlines the main solutions presented by those wishing to relate 
7.14ff. to the non-Christian as follows: "I. Das Ra'tsel von 7.25b 

11 lost sich erst dann, wenn der Versteil umgestellt und hinter V. 23 

eingeordnet wird; er zieht dann die Summe aus dem Vorangegangenen. 2. 
In die gleiche Richtung zielt jene Erkla'rung, die V. 25b. als Interpola- 

tion ansieht und diesen Teil des Verses als sekund'ar streicht. 3. 
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This is especially the case since those seeing in 7.14-25 
the morally and spiritually ambiguous experience of the Christian 
believer have little or no trouble explaining the text of Rom. 7.23- 
8.2 as it stands., 

Ia 
text for which there is no contrary textual 

evidence concerning the points in dispute. 

The thought connection of Rom. 8. Iff. is with 7.1-6 rather 
than 7.13-25.2 The material separating 7.6 from 8. Iff. forms an 
excursus of sorts, though a highly relevant one. Thus when Paul 

asserts in Rom. 8.1 that there is now no condemnation in Christ, it 
is a consequence (ocpa) of his belief that the Christian has been 
freed from the law, having died to that which formerly bound him 

to the power of sin, so that he might now serve in the newness of 
the Spirit and not the oldness of the letter of the law (7.6 cf. 8.2). 

The assertion of Rom. 8.1 which is a consequence of 7.1-6, especially 

vs. 6, also serves to assure the believer against the doubts engender- 

ed by the moral ambiguity of his Christian experience as set forth 

in 7.14ff. Rom. 8.2 expresses the reason (yUp) for the confident 

claim of vs. 1. At the same time, 8.2 picks up the thought of 7.6b, 

introducing the Spirit into the discussion of chapter 8. This theme, 
in turn, comes to dominate much of the thought of chapter 8. The 

reason the believer does not experience condemnation in Christ is 

because the law of the Spirit of life has freed him in Christ from 

the law of sin and death, at the time he received the Spirit (note 

the aorist tense of T7XcUe"pwcrcv). The principle (V'pos) of the 160 

8,1 wird entweder direkt an 7,25a angeschlossen oder bekommt seine 
Stellung hinter 8,2 und vor 8,3.4.8,1 ist genauso wie 7,25b als 
sekunda'r Interpolation anzusehen. " No textual evidence exists to 
support any of the possible alterations in the text of Rom. 7.23- 
8.2 suggested by those who find this passage an embarrassment to their 
views on the pre-Christian experience of Rom. 7.14ff. Besides the 
flow of thought in 7.23ff. being against a primary pre-Christian 
interpretation of 7.14ff., the change from the past tenses of 7.7- 
13 to the present tenses in vss. 14ff. argues strongly against this 
view. Both the unbelieving Jew and the conscientious unbelieving 
Gentile might experience similar struggles in themselves, but 7.14ff. 
is, in our view, mainly concerned with the experience of the Christian. 

I Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 150ff.; Professor 
Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 364ff., and J. D. G. Dunn, "Rom. 7,14-25 in 
the Theology of Paul, " TZ 31 (1975), pp. 257-273. 

2 Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 154; Professor Cranfield, 
Romans 1, pp. 372-373, and Leenhardt, Romans, p. 200. 
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Spirit of life, operative only in Christ Jesus, removes the believer 
from the old universally applicable principle (VO110s) of sin and 
its concomitant, death. 

The YUP of vs. 3 indicates that it, and vs. 4. a purpose 
clause related to the main clause in vs. 3, are the next links in 

the chain of thought. Vss. 3-4 provide the reason why the Spirit 

of life frees the person in Christ from the law of sin and death 

and therefore why there is no condemnation for those in Christ. 

In this way vss. 3-4 play an important role in the discussion because 

they give the theological and Christological basis for the 

soteriological significance of both vss. I and 2. Salvation is 

never gnostic in Paul; it is always grounded in the acts of God 
in history. God accomplished his eschatological salvation through 
his Son. 

The chain connection continues in vs. 5 which is joined to 

what precedes by yap as well. Vs. 5 seeks to amplify the meaning 

of the phrase "those not walking according to the flesh but accord- 
ing to the Spirit" in vs. 4. To a large extent the whole of vss. 
5-11 expand on the antithesis of Spirit versus flesh in human 

existence, and therefore the yUp of vs. 5 connects the whole of 

vss. 5-11 with vs. 4.1 Vs. 6, connected to vs. 5 by yet another yaP, 

depicts the respective ends towards which human activity controlled 
by the flesh and by the Spirit lead. Vss. 7-8 present the alienation 
from God characteristic of fleshly existence, while vss. 9-11 treat 

the life coming through the indwelling of the Spirit in the believer. 

The way in which vss. 3-4 ground vss. I and 2 and then provide 

the theological and Christological presupposition for the discussion 

in vss. 5-11 indicate their centrality in the section. R. Jewett 

calls them the "core" of the section 8.1-11 and Von der Osten-Sacken 

describes them as the "christologische Basis der paulinischen Aus- 
12 fu'hrungen" in 8.1-13. With this in mind we may begin the exegesis 

1 
Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 385. See also Von der 

Osten-Sacken, R'o'mer 8, pp.. 151ff. who points out that in vss. 7f. 
"ist einmal die in V. 4 enthaltene Behauptung nachgewiesen, dass unter 
den sarkisch Lebenden die Rechtsforderung des Gesetzes nicht erfUllt 
wird, " that vs. 3a and 7f. are related, and that vss. 9-11 have 
affinities with vss. 2 and 3f. 

2 
Jewett, Anthropological Terms, p. 148 and Von der Osten- 

I Sacken, Romer 8, p. 145. Cf. U. -Luz, "Zum Aufbau vom RO'm 1-8, " TZ 
25 (1969), p. 177. 
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of vss. 3-4. 

2. The Purpose of the Sending of the Son 

The initial words of vs. 3, Tý yap a6OVaTOV TOU VOJIOU, 

and the connected subordinate clause, EV TjUeCVEI 6IC't TFIS 
CrapKOS, create difficulties for the interpreter. Vs. 3ab may 

represent an anacoluthon which must be supplemented in order to 

make sense; or it may form an absolute; or it may be appositional 
to the phrase KUT6'KpIV6\) TTIV aIJUPTION 6V T5 GUPKI. This latter 

explanation has the advantage of making the clearest sense of the 

statement as it is and is therefore to be preferred. The point 
Paul wishes to make and to emphasize by the initial position of the 

accusative of apposition is that the law could not condemn sin 

as a power because it was weak through the flesh. The law was 

certainly capable of condemning individual transgressions; but it 

was impossible for it to condemn and thereby overthrow the power of 

sin in the flesh because of the moral turpitude of human existence. 
2 

The saving purpose which was impossible for the law to bring about, 
God himself accomplished by sending his Son to condemn sin in his 

flesh. 

The unsupplemented main clause of vs. 3 is, "God condemned 

sin (KaTCKPIVEV Týv aýýjapTjaV). " The verb K(XTaKPfVEIV implies both 

the pronouncement of condemnation and the execution of the condemnation, 
3 

I Those who appear to favor an anacoluthon include Professor 
Barrett, Romans, p. 155; Michel, Ro"mer, p. 250; and Ka'semann, Ro"mer, 
p. 205. 'ýchlatter, Gerechtigkeit, p. 255 and Schlier, RBmerbrief, 
pp. 236,240 opt for vs. 3ab being an absolute. Among those seeing 
an accusative in apposition are Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 378; 
Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 191; and Blass-Debrunner-Funk, sect. 
480, n. 6. 

21 Cf. Blank, Paulus, p. 288 who explains, " Das ct66vaTov bezeich- 
net seine spezifisc7h-eSchwgche, naherhin seine Heils-Schwakhe die in 
diesem zusammenhang auf das Fleisch, die cy('Xpg zurUckgeführen wird. In 
dem von der SU'ndenmacht, der a'-p(xpTi(x, beherrschten Bereich des Fleisches 
ist das Gesetz zur Ohnmacht verdammt. " 

3 it F. Buchsel, "KPIN)W, KTX. ý, 
" TDNNT 3, p. 951. Cf. Professor 

Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 382-383. Tu'i-c-hsel maintains, "One cannot seek 
a single historical fact in which the condemnation is pronounced and 
executed. Paul is obviously thinking of the totality of what God has 
done, and does, through His Son. lie has in mind the whole movement 
from the incarnation to the impartation of the Spirit to believers, 

v. 4. The obedience of the Son to the death of the cross (Phil. 2: 8) is 

obvioij-, Iy 1). -i rt () f' t hi s K(xl'(v ()I Vt. \) -1 ýv (ýIjrtp'r fry. V fý\) 'i F1 ()(L()K f. B11L in R. 

I-atil's conecrii is wiLh Lhe whoic ()I God's iiaviny, acLion ill Lhe , -)on, n0L 

with details" (pp. 9,31f. ). 
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though the carrying out of the sentence against sin continues through 
the work of the Spirit in believers. Two factors external to vss. 3-4 

condition the choice of KaTaKPIVcIV at this point for describing God's 

saving act in his Son. The more immediate factor is the appearance 

of the noun KOtT6KPIýIa in vs. 1.1 The man in Christ is not subject to 

condemnation and doom arising from the operation of sin and death 
(vss. I and 2) because God himself has condemned sin. The means of 
this divine proscription are treated in the supplements to vs. 3, 

which shall be discussed shortly. Since 8.1 looks back to Rom. 5.16, 

18 where Paul first introduces the idea Of KOtTaKPIVOt, of necessity, 

so does 8.3. 

In 5.16 Paul maintains that the judgment against the single 

transgression (7TaP6ffTWV0L) of Adam led to condemnation and punishment. 
That condemnation and punishment was death (cf. 5.17). In contrast 

to the punishment following one man's transgression, the gift of 
God, following innumerable transgressions, led to acquittal or 
justification (61KMWPa), 2 

Vs. 18 draws the inference-from vss. 16- 

17 that one man's transgression, that of Adam, resulted in all men 

coming under the judgment leveled against his transgression. On the 

other hand, the righteous deed of one man, Christ, produced the 

justification leading to life for all men. In Rom. 8.3 God's pro- 

scription of sin as a principle affecting the whole of humanity (cf. 

5.13) represents the reversal of the condemnation resulting from 

Adam's transgression: the principle leading to man's condemnation 

has itself been subject to the divine sentence of abolition. In this 

way the main clause of 8.3 supports 8.1-2 by explaining what has 

happened to the power of sin for those in Christ; it has been pro- 

scribed and destroyed. 

The saving act of God, conceived in Rom. 8.3 as the condemning 

I 
Arndt-Gingrich, "KOtTaKplpaý" p. 413 hesitantly suggests that 

K(ITOKPiliot does not refer to condemnation but to the punishment follow- 
ing sentence. Rom. 5.16 may offer support for this view since 
KUT6KPIJIU is juxtaposed with KPI'POt in a context where KPIV(X implies 

condemnation. Nevertheless, KaTUKPIJJa probably includes the idea of 
condemnation as well as 

' 
the rendering of the punishment prescribed in 

the pronouncement of condemnation. Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, 

p. 287, n. 1. 

2 61KOtIWPa was apparently chosen to correspond with the other 
words in the context ending in lia, but its meaning is equivalent to 
6 IKaýWCTI S. See Arndt-Gingrich, "61KOCIW'Pa, " p. 197. 
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of the power of sin to destruction, is from Paul's perspective 
only possible in Christ Jesus, the Son of God. For this reason 

C -1ý the words "6 eEbS TbN) ECCWTOO UQIbV 76ý1ýaS E)V 0ý101W'ýICCTI MPKOS 
CC 
0tV(XPT1aS KM 7repi otvapTýots" are essential to the main clause of 
Rom. 8.3. God's condemnation of sin took place within the confines 
of human existence in the person of his Son whom he had sent to 

share the vicissitudes of mortal life. Unlike Gal. 4.4 where Paul 

employs the verb F'_'CcoTo(JTE'_XXevV, he utilizes the verb iTc'ýjiTciv to 

assert that God sent his Son into human existence. Rengstorf has 

suggested that the choice of 7TEpTrEiv in Rom. 8.3 is intended to 

place the main emphasis on the sending itself rather than the 

commissioning of the one sent. 
I 

Kramer is probably right, however, 

in objecting that this is a "forced distinction. ,2 Nevertheless, 

in Rom. 8.3-4 Paul is primarily concerned with the divine act in 

Christ, not with Christ's actual activity nor with the volitional 

aspect of his human existence. In Gal. 4.4-5, as we have seen, Paul 

explains the saving significance of the sending of Christ in 

personal terms through reference to his redeeming those under the 
law in order that they might receive adoption. Similarly in Rom. 8.3- 

4 Paul expresses the saving purpose of Christ's sending in personal 

terms. Vs. 4 states the purpose of the sending of God's Son in terms 

of the "requirement of the law being fulfilled in us (IVO"t T'O' 

61KCLIWpot TOO VO11OLL 7TXnPWOý EV nJ11V) The agency idea, which views 

the Son as the pprsonal agent of God in instituting salvation, is 
3 

clearly implied. The emphatic cauToG joined to the word ui6v 

underscores the close personal identity of God with his Son whom he 

sent into the world in order to carry out his saving work through 

him. Here, as in Gal. 4.4, the sending statement presupposes the 

pre-existence of the Son and the existence of his Sonship relation 

with God before his entry into the world as a man. In turn, this 

presupposition becomes the one necessary for assuming that God has 

truly effected eschatological salvation through the man Jesus. 

3. The Problematic "in the Likeness of Sinful Flesh" 

The most difficult expression to interpret in the sending 

I 
Rengstorf, "&70UTE-'XXW, " p. 404. 

2 
Kramer, Christ, p. 115, n. 389. 

3 Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 155-156. 
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statement is the phrase E: V o'lioiw"paTi crapKos aliapTicts. These words, 
>eI to some extent, parallel the ycvoýicvov CK YUVaIKOS, YCVOýICVOV UTTO 

%)OVO-V of Gal. 4.4 and therefore implicitly relate to the idea of 
Christ's incarnation. They remain problematic, however, because it 
is unclear how they should be understood in their current context. 
The great danger for the exegete attempting to interpret the phrase 
"in the likeness of sinful flesh" is that he approach them with a 
framework supplied by later historical problems and dogmatic formula- 

tions. That Pautespoused a docetic Christology is all but out of 
the question. Any number of texts reveal that Paul was no docetist 

(cf. Rom. 1.3; 3.25; 5.10; Gal. 1.19; 4.4). 1 Just as Paul was not 

a docetist, neither does he seem to have had a personal problem with 
Christ's divine origin over against his humanity. 2 The fact that 

Jewett, Anthropological Terms, p. 150, with some justifica- 
tion, protests, "The discussion of Rom. 8: 3 has too long been 
obscured with the concern to place Paul on the correct side of the 
docetic struggle which arose after his time. " Jewett's own under- 
standing of Rom. 8.3, however, is equally tendentious. He proposes 
"to interpret Rom. 8: 3-4 in light of 1: 3-4, and suggest[s1that the 
correction of Hellenistic Christology which Paul initiated with the 
insertion of the word "holiness" in 1: 4 may well be carried out in 
8: 3. " He maintains that the Hellenistic community "preceded Paul in 
the connection of mxpý with Christological formulation, and that 
Paul's summary in 8: 3 is a correction of Hellenistic theology. " What 
Jewett seems to believe, though he is not very explicit, is that Paul 
took up a Christological formulation which was essentially Hellenistic 
and Gnostic. This formulation maintained that Christ came in the flesh 
to condemn the flesh, thus viewing man's dilemna as "rooted in 
materiality. " Paul radically altered this Gnosticizing formula by 
maintaining that Christ came in sinful flesh to condemn sin, thereby 
rooting man's dilemna "in his conflict with God's righteousness " 
(pp. 151-152, cf. 138). Apart from his total failure to prove that 
Paul has actually modified a "nebenpaulinisch" formula in Rom. 8.3, 
he completely ignores the fact that Rom. 8. Iff. is closely connected 
with 5.12ff. where the problem of sin as a power controlling human 
existence is already introduced. His whole thesis, both with regard 
to Rom. 8.3 and 1.3-4, is built on the presupposition of Gnosticism 
which he reads into hypothetical formulations. He then claims that 
Paul has corrected the Gnostic tendencies in the formula which has 
been preserved. Such a methodology can allow its user to prove 
virtually anything that he wishes, and for this reason must be reject- 
ed as a tool for historical research. Moreover, Jewett does not seem 
to take account of the fact. that in Hellenistic thought it is not CF05PE 
which is used to express the material side of existence but'UXTI. On 
this point see Davies, Paul, p. 18. 

2 
Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 381-382 urges that the 

word 61jowlict has the sense of 'likeness' and "understandCs] Paul's 
thought to be that the Son of God assumed the selfsame fallen human 

nature that is ours, but that in His case that fallen nature was never 
the whole of Him-He never ceased to be the eternal Son of God. " Cf. 

C/ J. Schneider, "011010s KTX., " TDNT 5, pp. 195-196. 
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Paul believed Christ to be the unique and pre-existent Son of 
God (cf. I Cor. 15.28; Gal. 4.4; Phil. 2.6ff.; Col. 1.13ff. ) 
indicates the impossibility of him having entertained the idea that 
Christ was merely a man during his earthly life. The assertion 
"God sent his Son" already precludes this possibility in Rom. 8.3 
for Paul. On the other hand, if the Roman Christians thought that 
Christ were merely a man (and there is no evidence to suggest they 
did), then Paul could hardly have expected his ambiguous 61iolwýla 

to correct their error. 
The solution to the meaning of *C'V 01101611aTI CrapKOS allaPTIUS 

must, in the first instance, be sought within its context in the 

letter to the Romans. Paul presumably intended his readers to be 

able to understand the statement within its context, or he was 

guilty of obscurantism. In contrast to the Christians at Rome, we 

have the further advantage of a significant collection of his letters 

which we may consult should the material in Romans prove inadequate 

for solving the problem or should we wish for information to supple- 

ment our understanding of what Paul says in Romans. The beginning 

point must not be the problematic term 6powlia but the words MXPKýS 

allotpTlas. 

The term aapE in Paul does not always connote the moral degen- 

eracy of human existence. 
I 

Previously in the examination of Rom. 1.3- 

4 grounds were given for believing that crapý may denote nothing more 

than human existence with no pejorative connotation. In the case of 

Rom. 1.3 it was argued, with special reference to Rom. 9.5 that 

Christ's descent from the seed of David, KUT& CMPKOt, meant no more 

than that he was a physical descendant of David. Several other 

passages convey a neutral meaning for crapE. In Rom. 2.28 "flesh" 

indicates the physical place in which circumcision is performed, but 

without passing a moral judgment. In 4.1 KUTO't Cr&pKa simply expresses 

the physical descent of Jews from Abraham. In another passage, 

I 
For a more extensive treatment of the idea of "flesh" in 

Paul which stresses that "flesh" is often viewed as morally neutral 
see Schweizer, "aapý, " pp. 125-136. Cf. also Bultmann, Theolo- 

gy 1, pp. 232-246; Kummel, Theology, pp. 174-178 and Davies, Paul, pp. 17- 

35. Davies (p. 19) claims of the ninety-one instances of flesh in 
Paul (he includes CFCLPKIKO's and oolgxivos), that fifty-six are used 
11 in a purely material sense either of physical structure, or kinship, 

or sphere of present existence, or fleshly weakness; in thirty-five 

cases it has an ethical significance. " 
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Rom. II. 14, Paul desires to make jealous 11ý10U TýV 0'6PK0L- " Once 

again, "flesh" means no more than those who share the same physical 
descent. Outside Romans a number of Pauline texts employ the word 
"flesh" in a morally neutral sense. For example, I Cor. 1.26 speaks 

of "not many wise according to the flesh. " KUT(X CrUPK(X signifies 
little more than "in human terms" in this text. In both I Cor. 7.28 

and 2 Cor. 12.7 aapý simply designates the place where tribulation 

and suffering. occur, and in Phil. 1.22,24 cyapý refers to Paul's 

physical existence without moral overtones. One final passage 

particularly worthy of mention is Col. 1.22 where Paul avers that 

Christ t10, )t7T0KaTT1XXaCEV [6ýlas] EV Tw crwliaTl TTIS CfapKbS (XUTOO (X 61ý' T017 
eaNATOU. " The flesh in this verse refers to Christ's physical being 

as the place in which Christ suffered in order to bring reconcilia- 

tion between God and man. Paul attributes neither sinfulness nor 

any other negative connotation to Christ's flesh in this passage. In 

light of the passages mentioned here, and many others which might 
have been mentioned (cf. I Cor. 6.16; 15.39; 2 Cor. 4.11; 7.5; 

Gal. 4.13,14; Phil. 1.22,24; Col. 1.24; 2.1,5; 3.22), the con- 

clusion of Schweizer that "the flesh is not a sphere which is to 

be differentiated from other earthly things and which is intrinsically 

bad or especially dangerous" seems justified. I 

The flesh, morally neutral in itself, under the corrupting 
influence of sin, however, degenerates into absolute hostility towards 

God and his righteousness. Theword a6pý only takes on this connotation, 

by virtue of the contexts in which it is placed. The morally corrupt 

character of human flesh is nowhere so much at the center of Paul's 

discussions as in Rom. 7-8. In Rom. 7.5 the apostle asserts, "When 

we were in the flesh, the passions of sin caused by the law worked 

in our bodies with the result that we brought forth fruits unto 

death. ,2 The flesh in this verse relates to the pre-Christian existence 

dominated by sin, for sin operates in the sphere of man's physical 

I 
Schweizer, WpE, " p. 135. Cf. Davies, Paw, p. 19 and 

V. P. Furnish, Theology and_Ethics in Paul (1968), p. 117, who 
maintains, "In and of itself the flesh is not sinful, as numerous 
vneutral' references in the Pauline letters clearly slLow. " 

2 
In Gal. 5.19-21 Paul presents a standard list of the works 

of the flesh. Though he does not set them out as works of the flesh, 

the sins expounded in Rom. 1.18-32 closely correspond to those 
listed more briefly in Gal. 5.19-21. 
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being, including his mind and will, which in Paul's day were thought 
to be centered in the heart. The flesh, through sin, becomes 
incapable of obedience to God. The awareness of the moral turpitude 
of human existence in the face of a righteous God compels Paul 
to recognize in vs. 18 that no good dwells in his flesh because, as 
he goes on to say in vs. 25, with his flesh he inevitably serves the 
law of sin. If what Paul says in vss. 18 and 25 is true of the 

Christian, it is even truer of the non-Christian. Beginning with 
8.4 Paul contrasts human existence VvKaTý aapKa" and "KqTa 7TV617-pa. 11 

The Christian no longer lives exclusively according to the flesh 

setting his, mind on the flesh (vs. 5) because the strivings of the 

flesh are at enmity with God, being incapable of subjection to the 

law of God, and those in the flesh cannot please God (vss. 7-8). The 

fleshly oriented life ineluctably results in death (vs. 6). Because 

the Christian lives in the Spirit and not in the flesh (vs. 9), he 

is obliged not to the flesh to live according to its dictates (vs. 

12). 1 

The dual significance of "flesh" in Paul is important for 

understanding Rom. 8.3, but before explaining its meaning in the 

formulation "in the likeness of sinful flesh, " its connection with 

(111ap'llas necessitates. a brief examination of this word. Paul employs 
CA 

the term ajJapTI(X some forty-seven times in Romans; by contrast 
in all his other letters combined it is only found thirteen times. 

What is even more striking is that forty-one of the forty-seven 
C instances of apapTia in Romans occur in the section 5.12 to 8.11. 

A careful examination of the word in this section reveals that Paul 

is neither concerned with particular types of sins nor individual 

The summary statement of Schweizer, "cvapE, " p. 135 is not 
far wide of the mark regarding morally corrupt flesh: "It becomes 
bad only when man builds his life on it. Sexuality on the one side 
and Pharisaic religiosity on the other are particularly blatant 
examples of this false orientation of human life. But everything 
else human and earthly can also be flesh. Where man understands 
himself as flesh, this describes his subjection to that which would 
draw him away from God. It may be felt so strongly that the flesh 
seems to be a power which controls man. Yet it is his own wrong 
disposition. " Furnish, Theology and Ethics, pp. 117-118 makes 
essentially the same point: "But when it Lthe flesh3 'sells out' 
to sin and is thus taken over by sin, it allies itself with the evil 
forces of the present age and represents all that is 'worldly' and 
'material' as opposed to what is divine and spiritual (cf. Rom. 15: 27; 
T Cor. 3: 1; 9: H; 1-1 Cor. 1: 12; 10: 4). For this reason the flesh 

may be described as a 'quisling' power seeking to rule man's life. " 
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acts of sin but with sin as a power or principle exercising dominion 
I 

over mankind. At the very outset of the section, Paul contends, 
1? 6 ý) C (- 1, -1 i Ev*ol s otvePW-70U Tj (111UPTIOt CIS TON) KO(3110"V 61"XeE\)" (5.12). The 

singular wpotpTia indicates that sin is already here conceptualized 

as a principle which has an existence independent of particular acts 

of sinning, 
2 

though it entered into the world through a particular 

act. When the apostle discusses the specific misdeed of Adam he no 
C longer uses ajmpTla; instead he employs the words lmp0týotcrls (5.14) 

and 7apU7TTwjia (5.15ff. ). By this procedure he differentiates between 
Q 

sin (a-papriot) as a principle dominating human existence and individual 

transgressions (Trctpaýotns, iTapaTrTwj1a) committed under the power of 

sin UPaPTIU, ). The nature of sin as a principle controlling men's 

lives evidences itself in a whole series of verses commencing with 

5.21 where Paul maintains, "Sin ruled (Eý: ý(xal"XE: UCTF-V) in death. Paul 

proceeds to talk about being enslaved (6ouXEOciv) to sin (6.6), sin 

reigning (ýacriXeOEiv) in the body (6.12), sin controlling (KUP16661v) 

man (6.14), being set free (F- from, sin (6.18), sin -'xcuecpoý3creao 
deceiving (Cj-E0tTr0tT0N) (7.11),, being sold under the power of sin 
(TreTrPapEvos I)Tr*O Tý\) atilapTlav) (7 

. 14) , sin dwelling in him (TC) 011, KO-Uaa 

ev C'Poi 6ýlapTla) (7.17), the law of sin (VoIjos TTis dcpapTiots) (7.23,25; 

8.2) and so on (cf. 6.16,20,22; 7.8,9,13,20). 

Given the overwhelming stress on sin as the corrupting power 

or principle dominating human existence in Rom. 5.12 to 8.2, the 

CtjI0tPTf0t Of GapKbS acpapTfas requires a similar understanding. The 

flesh of man, his physical-intellectual, self, is fundamentally 

perverse, morally corrupted, because it is the sphere in which the 

power of sin controls him. Essentially Paul has in mind the condition 

causing him to command in Rom. 6.12, "Do not let sin reign in your 

mortal body in obedience to its passions. " The "mortal body" in 

IC 
W. Grundmann, "CtjJUPTCtN)W. KTX.,, " TDNT 1, pp. 309ff. treats 

Rom. 5-8 in some detail because, as he correctly recognizes, in this 
passage all of the terms for sin occur more frequently than anywhere 
else in Paul. He fails, however, to give special attention to the 
use of ((YvapTlot in this section. 

2 Cf. Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, p. 194. He maintains, 
"The concept of sin derives from Judaism. But in Paul it no longer 
describes the individual failure against the individual commandment, 
but a trans-subjective power. Paul therefore uses the word predominate- 
ly in the singular. The plural is used only when he borrows from 
the tradition. " 



143 

this passage is synonymous with the flesh as the place where sin 
rules. 

I In 7.17b-18 he laments that what he hates he does because of 
"the sin which dwells in me. " He thus concludes, "I know that good 
does not dwell in me, that is in my flesh. " "Flesh of sin" is flesh 

enslaved to and ruled by sin 
2 

which possesses no moral good before 

the righteous God. 

But does Paul then think that "flesh of sin, " flesh under 
the power of sin., is the only state in which man ever exists? Or 

does man only come under the power of sin when he first commits 

an act of transgression? There is no evidence to support the 

assumption that Paul conceived the flesh to be morally degenerate 

on hereditary grounds; 
3 by nature the flesh is neutral. But it becomes 

morally perverse through actual transgression. It is very difficult 

to explain why Adam's one transgression should lead to all men 
becoming sinners (5.19), and, in fact, Paul does not make it explicit. 

The answer seems to be, however, that, since Adam's conscious act 

of disobedience, the power of sin has prevailed in the world (5.12) 

to such an extent that it is inevitable that all men rebel against 

God (cf. Rom. 1.18ff. ). Since Adam and because of Adam, sin and 

rebellion from God have dominated each generation of men so that each 

new generation is born into the world and the human race which are 

already under the power of sin. For this reason it is inevitable 

that all men sin and thereby come under the power of sin in their 

fleshly existence. 
4 

With the above in mind, it is now possible to explain why 
.ýCCA it Paul says that God sent his Son "cv 01iow-IjotTi crapKos aliapTias, 

rather than "in flesh of sin" or "as sinful flesh, but more than 

1 Cf. Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 199-200. 

2C The genitive otýjapTfas is possessive: "flesh possessed by 
the power of sin. " 

3 
Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 111. 

4 According to Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 253, "At the base of 
the idea of inherited sin lies the experience that every man is born 
into a humanity that is and always has been guided by a false striv- 
ing. The so-derived understanding of existence applies as a matter 
of course to every man; and every man brings himself explicitly under 
it by his concrete transgression; thereby becoming jointly responsi- 
ble for it. " Whether the idea of "inherited sin" is really appropri- 
ate here is doubtful. Cf. also Furnish, Theology and Ethics, p. 117. 
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sinful flesh. " The noun oliolupa often indicates the similarity 
between two obý6cts "but with no need for an inner connection between 

the original and the copy.,, 
2 In other words it may emphasize 

similarity without implying identification or exact correspondence. 
On the other hand, 01iolw1ja may mean "form" or "appearance" (cf. 

Deut. 4.12; Ex. 1.26; Rev. 9.7). If what has been suggested regard- 
C ing a(xpý apapTias is correct, Paul could not say that the Son of 

God was sent "in flesh of sin" because he believed that Christ never 

committed sin (cf. 2 Cor. 5.21) but always remained obedient to 

God (cf. Rom. 5.19; Phil. 2.8). All other men possessed flesh under 

the power of sin by virtue of their own sins but not the Son of God. 

His human existence was real; he was as much a man as any man has 

ever been; but he did not succumb to the pervasive power of sin; and 

therefore his flesh was never sold under the power of sin. Paul 

selected 'ovotwpa in Rom. 8.3 to safeguard Christ from direct identifi- 

cation with sinful flesh which Paul understood to be flesh under the 

power of sin because of actual transgression. 
3 

The theological motivation for Paul's refusal to identify 

Christ's flesh as "flesh of sin" can be deduced from what is said 
in the remainder of vs. 3: "God sent his Son in the likeness of flesh 

of sin and for sin (Trepl dvpapTias) Michel, among others, accepts 
%( if that the 7TcpT OUPCtPTfas entspricht hier dem kultischen Sprachgebrauch 

der LXX (Lev. 4,3.14; 5,6), nimmt also ausdrucklich die Kreuzeslehre 

von R86.3,25 wieder auf. ,4 That Paul intended a direct allusion to 

I Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 381-382 seems to under- 
stand the passage in some such fashion. Against this view is the 
fact that Paul has already in Rom. 8.3 described Christ as the Son 
of God sent into the world. This statement clearly distinguishes 
Christ from the rest of humanity. It is thus u nnecessary for Paul to 
guard Christ's divine origin over against his humanity through the 

C qualifying word, ojjofwjja. 
2C if Schneider, "opo'iwýia, p. 191. 

3 
The view expressed here is very close to what might be called 

the traditional one. Cf. Leenhardt, Romans, p. 203; Sanday and Head- 
lam, Romans, p. 193; and Dod4 Romans, pp. 119-120. See also Michel, 
Romer, pp. 250-251; Kahemann, ý'76mer, p. 207; idem, "Philippians 2: 5- 
I], " p. 68; and Schlier, Ro"merbrief p., 241. Through the detailed 
discussion of it is hoped that a clearer 
conception of Paul's meaning has been arrived at and thereby a firmer 
basis for the traditional understanding has been achieved. 

4 
Michel, R'66er, p. 251. Cf. Schweizer, "Ukos, " p. 383; and 

it 11 Kasemann, Romer, pp. 204,206. 
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the Old Testament "sin offering" is far from certain, 
I but "for 

sin" does seem to allude to Christ's death on the cross as the place 
where sin was decisively dealt with (cf. Rom. 4.25; 6.10; 1 Cor. 15.3), 

and thus Michel is correct in referring to Rom. 3.25. 

In 2 Cor. 5.21, a passage already examined in another connection, 
Paul states that God made Christ who knew no sin, to be sin on our 
behalf. It was Christ's sinlessness which allowed God to make him 

the bearer of sin in our place. 
2 

If the Son of God died ITE: pl' 

aýnpTlas, as Rom. 8.3 implies, then he did not, and could not, come 

under the power of sin in his own flesh through sinning for then his 

death would have been no different from anyone else's. The signifi- 

cance and power of Christ's life and death is that he lived among 

men who were completely under the power of sin, in a world dominated 

by sin, yet he became the only man to ever remain completely faith- 

ful and obedient to God (cf. Rom. 5.19; Phil. 2.8). Although the 

link between Christ's Sonship and his obedience is never explicitly 

made, on the basis of Rom. 8.3 and Phil. 2.6ff., Christ's unparalleled 

obedience and righteousness presuppose his unique Sonship relationship 

with God. Even while being a man, he remained totally true to his 

origin in God, something which from Adam forward all other men had 

failed to do. 

In the final words of Rom. 8.3, Paul claims that God, sending 

his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, condemned sin 

in the flesh. Professor Cranfield has cogently argued that ev T 

CrUpKi at the end of vs. 3 is to be construed with KaTEKPIVEV, the 
3j 

main verb of vss. 3 and 4, rather than with Týv acliapTiav. The E:, v 

Tf CaPKI of necessity refers to Christ's human flesh as the place 

where God accomplished his condemnation of sin and overthrew its 
4 

unlimited power over mankind. The only explanation for this 

assertion is that Christ, as the Son of God sent into human existence, 

I Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 193; Professor Barrett, Romans, 
p. 156; and Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 3$2. 

2 
Cf. Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, p. 180. Both Professor 

Barrett (p. 179) and Bultmann, Zweite Korinther, p. 166 see a connec- 
tion between the thought of 2 Ccr. 5.21 and Rom. 8.3. 

3 Professor Cranfield, 'c, cjj,,. qrs 1, p. 382. 

4 Cf. note 3, p. 135 , -supra. 
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remained outside the control of sin and therefore could be used by 
God, on account of his unique righteousness (cf. Rom. 5.189 19; 
1 Cor. 1.30), to break the power of sin over all men (cf. Rom. 5.21 

and ch. 6). Vs. 4 explains the purpose of this fracturing of sin's 
power in Christ. The condemnation of sin and the execution of God's 
judgment against it has the effect of allowing the fulfillment of 
the demand of the law, that men should be righteous, in those who 
live according to the Spirit. Paul affirms in vss. 3-4 that the 

righteousness required by the law, and thus by God, righteousness 

which the law itself could not produce (vs. 3a), is produced for 

the believer through God's own act in his Son (cf. Rom. 10.4; 1 Cor. 

1.30; 2 Cor. 5.21). In other words, God has accomplished his saving 

purpose, that man should be righteous, through his own Son; but 

this only applies to those who live according to God's Spirit. For 

Paul, the sending of the Son in human flesh, in the likeness of 

sinful flesh, is the necessary presupposition for believing that 

God has condemned sin in the flesh of the man Jesus thereby fulfilling 

the law's demand for righteousness. 

C. The Coming of the Son of God: Phil. 2.6-11 

The famous hymn or poetic piece, Phil. 2.6-11, has received 

an immense amount of attention from New Testament exegetes, ' particular- 
ly in the present century. 

I Interest in the passage has focused on 

a variety of questions. 
2 No word in the entire New Testament has 

enjoyed more attention than the problematic hapax leýomenon 

IA 
very thorough bibliography is available in Martin, Carmen 

Christi, pp. 320-339 and more recent works are cited by J. Murphy- 
O'Connor, "Christological Anthropology in Phil. 11,6-11, " RB 83 
(1976), pp. 25-26. 

2 
Discussion of the state of scholarly opinion on virtually 

every issue involved in the exegesis and background of Phil. 2.6-11 
up until the mid-1960's may be found in Martin, Carmen Christi. 
Since Martin's work enough new material has come out that someone 
could probably justify another monograph dedicated to surveying 
scholarly work on Phil. 2.6-11 s4-nce 1965. Apart from the exegeti- 
cal and historical questions regarding Phil. 2.6-11, modern theolo- 
gians also employ Phil. 2.6f f. as a foundational support for so-called 
kenotic Christology. On this see E. R. Fairweather's "Appended 
Note. The Kenotic Christo'Logy,? in F. W. Beare, The Epistle to the 
Philippians (1959), pp. 159-174. 
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C 
ammyp6s of Phil. 2.6, yet no consensus exists as to its precise 
meaning in its context in Phil. 2. The problematic meanings of 

TV won\ eeou'%/ijooý 6ooxou, Tb dva, cra eez, and 
LUT)v C'KE'\XXEV T1 

have also proved sources of much discussion among commentators. 
Since E. Lohmeyer first set out a poetic structure for Phil. 2.6-11 

over fifty years ago in his seminal essay entitled Kyrios Jesus. 

Eine Untersuchung zu Phil. 2,5-11 (1927-28). 1 
various investigators 

have attempted to improve on his scheme of six strophes each 

consisting of three lines. 2 
But far and away the most difficult 

and persistent questions of the twentieth century have been the 

problem of the conceptual background of various motifs in the hymn 

and the provenance of the hymn itself. The work of Lohmeyer mentioned 

above and his widely available commentary on Philippians in the 
famous Meyer series, Der Brief an die Philipper (1929), launched the 

modern debate on the background and provenance of the hymn. After 

fifty years of intense investigation into these questions the final 

solution seems no closer than it has ever been. The possibilities 
for the conceptual background of the hymn and its various images 

range from Palestinian Jewish to Hellenistic Gnostic, to Hellenistic 

Jewish. In the same way various exegetes track the actual origin of 

the hymn to Aramaic speaking Christian circles, to Gnostic circles, 

to Hellenistic Christian (non-Gnostic) circles. 
3 

I This work has not been available to us. 
2 
M. D. Hooker, "Philippians 2: 6-11, " Jesus und Paulus (1975), 

p. 157 wisely observes: "The fact that different scholars produce 
different poetic structures makes one slightly hesitant about the 
value of this exercise .... One of our difficulties is in knowing 
what we are looking for. If this passage is poetry, it is certainly 
not Greek poetry; is it then a translation of an Aramaic 'hymn"? " 
She adds: "One of the difficulties is that the passage as we have 
it never really fits the patterns into which the commentators try 
to push it; they therefore excise certain lines as Pauline glosses. 
But there is a dangerous circularity in this kind of method; I suspect 
that often those who analyse the lines have decided which words are 
Pauline glosses before they start their poetic analysis. " In light of 
what Hooker says, we shall not attempt to discuss the poetic structure 
of the hymn because all reconstructions remain hypothetical. 

3 
The major lines of the debate are well laid out by Martin in 

Carmen Christi. Perhaps the only significantly new treatment of the 
problem since Martin's work is the essay by J. Murphy-O'Connor, "Chris- 
tological Anthropology. " Fven he builds on the work of others in 
trying to argue that the reflects the beginnings of Christologi- 
cal reflection when the ear-Ly Christian community (presumably Hellenistic 
in orientation) attempted to exý, Jain how a human being (non-pre-exis- 
tent) could be the savior of the world. He finds a Christology based 



148 

The major problems leading to this diversity of opinion stem 
from the elusive character of the language in the hymn and the 
limitations of our knowledge about pre-Pauline Christianity. M. D. 

Hooker has observed with perspicacity: 
If the passage is pre-Pauline, then we have no guide- 
lines to help us in understanding its meaning. Commenta- 
tors may speculate about the background-but we know very 
little about pre-Pauline Christianity and nothing at all 
about the context in which the passage originated. 1 

She then goes on to set out what must be acknowledged as the correct 

procedure for approaching Phil. 2.6-11: 

It may therefore be more profitable to look first at the 
function of these verses in the present context and to 
enquire about possible parallels within Paul's own writings. 
For even if the material is non-Pauline, we may expect 
Paul himself to have interpreted it and used it in a Pauline 
manner. 2 

Quite apart from the soundness of the methodological approach 

suggested by Hooker, our interest in Phil. 2.6-11 centers on its 

significance for Paul's Son of God Christology and therefore our 
3 

quest must be for Paul's own understanding of the hymn. To this 

we now turn. 
4 

I. The Problem of the Context 

The hymn or poem of Phil. 2.6-11 stands in a paraenetic 

on the righteous man of Wis. 2 and 3 who is then exalted by God to 
a position of Lordship. The proposal is an interesting one, but 
Murphy-O'Connor's exegesis of vss. 6-8 and his explanation of their 
background fail to carry conviction. 

I 
Hooker, "Philippians 2: 6-11, " p. 152. 

2 
Ibid., p. 152. Cf.. supra, p. 91 regarding the problem of 

the hypothetical formula in Rom. 1.3-4. 

3 
Although it is not essential for our exegesis, the possibili- 

ty that Paul or a close disciple composed Phil. 2.6-11 cannot be 
ruled out completely. Cf. Kummel, Theology, pp. 152-153 who suggests 
the possibility of Pauline authorship of Phil. 2.6-11 and Kim, Exposition 
of Paul's Gospel, pp. 187ff. who aggressively defends Pauline authorship. 

4 
owing to the vastness of the literature on Phil. 2.6-11 and 

the plethora of opinions on virtually each word in the hymn, it is 

only possible to set out our own position and the exegetical basis 
for it in what follows, though )! ), viously a certain amount of reference 

-sary. to the work ol others will be neces 



149 

section beginning with Phil. 2.1-5 and continuing in vas. 12ff., but 

this very location of the hymn and more especially its relationship 
to the thought of vs. 5 have caused considerable debate. Since the 
time of E. Ka'semann's "Kritische Analyse von Phil. 2,5-11. " New 
Testament investigators have commonly come to deny the possibility 
that Paul intended the portrayal of Christ's self-abasement as an 

ethical example or ideal on which the Philippians were to model their 
II 

own behavior. Following the lead of Kasemann, a large number of 

scholars accept that Paul recites the Christ hymn to show that the 

Philippians' share in the body of Christ resulted from the saving 

events associated with Christ. 2 In other words the ethical imperative 

is grounded on the saving activity of Christ. Kasemann and those 

accepting his view base their conclusions on three primary observa- 

tions. 
3 The first is that "in Christ Jesus" of Phil. 2.5 must have 

its normal incorporative meaning and therefore does not refer to the 

person of Christ and the way in which he acted in his relationship 

towards God. According to Ka'semann the hymn even fails to make ex- 

plicit to whom Christ was obedient. The second consideration against 

the ethical interpretation is that Paul does not normally appeal to 

the person of Christ as an ethical model. The third argument is 

that if vss. 6-8 were intended to present an ethical model, then 

vss. 9-11 would be a pointless excursus. On the other hand when 

vss. 6-11 are taken as the soteriological foundation for the ethical 

imperative of vs. 5, vss. 9-11 are absolutely necessary. 

Kasemann and others may possibly be correct to maintain that 

the original purpose of the "hymn" was to extol the savior from heaven 

and to set forth the saving events connected with him. But even if 

IIII 
Kasemann s seminal essay is now available in English 

translation as "A Critical Analysis of Philippians 2: 5-1l, " JTS 
5 (1968), pp. 45-88. 

2 Among the many following the lead of Kasemann are G. Bornkamm, 
"On Understanding the Christ Hymn: Philippians 2.6-11, " Early 
Christian Experience, p. 112; Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 84-88,289- 
ý91; Beare, Philippians, pp. 75-76, and J. Gnilka,. Der Philipperý 
brief (19762), pp. 108-110. 

3 
K'asemann, "Philippians 2.5-11, " pp. 83-84 only argues the 

first and the third reason, though iie does say on p. 74 that the hymn 

presents Christ as "Urbild, not Vorbild; archetype not model. " See 
Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 87-88 and Gnilka, Philipperbrief, pp. 
108-109 for the second argument. 
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this is correct, and it is far from certain, it cannot be made 
normative for Paul's application of the hymn in the context of 
Phil. 2.1 C. F. D. Moule urges that the prevailing exegesis, dependent 

as it is on Ka'semann, makes two fundamental mistakes. First it 

assumes that the 'in Christ Jesus" of vs. 5 "represents the 'Pauline' 
incorporation in Christ, merely because it often does in other 

contexts and because, taken so it would form a close parallel to 
2 

the 'E-%) ý'111V' 
of vs. 5. Moule's rejection of this assumption 

carries considerable weight because he himself has examined 

Paul's "incorporation language, " especially where "in Christ" and 

related expressions have and do not have incorporative significance. 
3 

Those who appeal to "standard Pauline usage" do not appear to have 

taken the trouble to examine how often "in Christ" language does 

not conform to the supposed standard usage or at least is ambiguous. 
Secondly the prevailing exegesis makes the strange assumption that 
"Christians could be conceived of (whether by Paul or someone whom 
he is quoting) as adopting one attitude in their mutual relations 

with one another, and another attitude as incorporated in Christ. ,4 

CA .1. This assumption is required by the force of the 0 KM in vs. 5, but 

it is obviously. an absurd conception for the Christian. The strength 

of Moule's observations are underscored by the fact that Martin, 

who is committed to the basic view of Kasemann ., is unable to provide 

a refutation for Larsson's similar criticism. 
5 

In spite of attempts to explain it away, the theme of imitatio 

Christi does occur in Paul. In 2 Cor. 8.9 Paul appeals to the example 

of Christ's liberality in becoming poor for the sake of others to 

encourage the Corinthians in giving generously to the poor of Judea. 

Paul also presents Christ's attitude and behavior as models for 

I Cf. Hooker, "Philippians 2: 6-1l, " pp. 153-154. 

.2C. F. D. Moule, "Further Reflexions on Philippians 2: 5-11, " 
Apostolic History and the Gospel, p. 265. Moule's conclusions are 
essentially the same as E. Larsson, Christus als Vorbild. Eine Unter- 
suchung zu den paulinischen Tauf - und Eikontexten (1962), pp. 231ff., 
though their conclusions were arrived at independently. 

3 
22-29 and now also his Origin of See Moule, Phenomenon, pp. 

Christology, pp. 54ff. 

4 
Moule, "Philippians 2: 5-1l, " pp. 265-266. 

5 
Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 86-87. 
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Christians to emulate in Rom. 15.1*-7 (though there are other consid- 
erations involved in this passage) and says that he himself imitates 
Christ in I Cor. 11.1 (cf. I Thess. 1.6). Thus, in principle, an 
appeal to Christ's attitude and behavior as a paradigm for the 
Christian's life cannot be ruled out for Phil. 2.5-11.1 

In her recent study of Philippians 2.6-11, M. D. Hooker has 

met. head on the claim that vss. 9-11 are superfluous if the hymn is 

intended to present Christ's self-abasement as an ethical model. 
Hooker shows that in Phil. 3 Paul draws on the language of Phil. 2.9- 

11 "in describing the goal of Christian life which he links with the 
,, 2 

parousia . Since the destiny of the true follower of Christ is 

conformity with Christ in the resurrection, vss. 9-11 have a place 
in a call to follow the ethical example of Christ which is part of 
being conformed to what Christ is. 

The above considerations indicate that the prevailing exegesis 

of Kasemann and those who follow his lead fails to explain vs. 5 

satisfactorily and also does not exclude the ethical interpretation 

of vss. 5-11.3 Although it is not decisive for the actual exegesis 

of the hymn, Paul apparently employed the Christ hymn to provide a 

model of self-giving for the Philippians. 

2. Phil. 2.6 

Judging by the variety of interpretations and the amount of 

material written concerning Phil. 2.6, interpreters have found 

this verse the most difficult and perhaps the most crucial for 

understanding the whole of the Christ hymn. The first problem to 

confront the interpreter of Phil. 2.6-11 centers in the meaning of 

the words Ev jiopýQ' ftoo) uý7r&pXwv. Are these words related to Gen. 

1.26-27? Do they mean that Christ is the second Adam who is implicit- 

ly contrasted with the first Adam who sought to grasp equality with 

God? Or does existence in the "form of God" refer to the divinity 

of Christ? Is the opening assertion of the hymn for all intents and 

purposes an ontological statement concerning the divine nature of 

Christ in his pre-existence? Are the words "being in the form of 

I 
Cf. Hooker, "Philippio, T-is 2: 6-1l, " pp. 154-155. 

2 
Ibid., pp. 155-156. 

3 
Cf. the crit-cl-,, ýms of G. N. Stanton, Jesus of Nazaeth in 

New Test. iniont Freachin- ý107-ý), pp. 100-103. Z-1 
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God" synonymous with "to be equal with God" in the second half 

of the verse? Before beginning our exegesis of vs. 6, however, a 
presuppositional problem must be discussed. 

a. The Attack on Pre-existence in Phil. 2.6-8 

Several writers in recent years have attempted to question 
the nearly axiomatic assumption (which has been assumed in this 
thesis hitherto) that Phil. 2.6 refers to the pre-existence of 
Christ. Those who attack the assumed presence of the idea of pre- 
existence do so on the grounds that Paul was not the original author 
but that the hymn originated at a very early stage-of Christian 

reflection before the pre-existence of Christ had been introduced. 

Although our interest centers in Paul's understanding of the hymn 

and therefore the original meaning of the hymn is not determinative 
for our purposes, it nevertheless must be asked whether or not Paul 

would have understood the hymn in a way completely different from 
its original meaning, particularly if it were a Christian hymn as J. 

Murphy-O'Connor, one of the most recent advocates of this position, 

maintains. 
2 Because Murphy-O'Connor purports to complement and 

correct Talbert and Bartrch, and because his views appear to be 

inherently the most probable, we may for convenience examine his case 
to test the plausibility of the thesis. 

3 

1 
E. g. C. H. Talbert, "The Problem of Pre-existence in Philip- 

pians 2: 6-ll, " JBL 86 (1967), pp. 141-153; H. -W. Bartsch, Die Kon- 
krete Wahrheit und die Lu'ge der Spekulation (1974); and Murphy-O'Con- 
nor, "Christological Anthropology, " pp. 25-50. For others holding 
this view see J. G. Gibbs, 

, 
Creation and Redemption (1971), pp. 80-81. 

2 
Bartsch, Konkrete Wahrheit, pp. 107-108 believes that Paul 

himself did not interpret the hymn in terms of pre-existence. He 
maintains on the basis of vs. 5, Paul's interpretive introduction to 
the hymn: "Der Christus Jesus hat in seinem Erdenwirken gezeigt, wie 
die Gemeinde leben und wirken soll in der Hoffnung, dass ihr Weg zu dem 
gleichen Ziel fÜhrt, das Christus erreicht hat. Damit ist bereits 
ausgeschlossen, dass vom Pra'existenten die Rede ist; denn von einer 
Pra'existenz der Gemeinde oder der einzelnen Christen gehen die Über- 
legungen des Paulus niemals aus. Da wir aber fU'r den Hymnus selbst 
aufgrund der Verwendung von Gn 1,26f in der Adam-Christus-Parallele 
die Pr'aexistenzvorstellung ausgeschlossen hatten, bestakigt die 
paranetische Verwendung des Hymnus durch Paulus diese Interpretation. " 

3 
Talbert's position is subjected to severe, though just 

criticism, by R. G. Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, Wisdom, and the Son 

of Man (1973), pp. 157-159. One of the major weaknesses in BartscW 

position is his dependence on a connection between Phil. 2.6 and Gen. 
1.26-27, a connection which is for from proven. 
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Murphy-O'Connor begins by pointing out how prevalent the 
unexamined hypothesis of pre-existence is,, and he lays blame for 
it on the "uncritical acceptance of the current consensus, an 
acceptance that is facilitated by the dogmatic understanding of 
Christ as the Second Person of the Trinity and by certain statements 

of Paul which seem to imply the pre-existence of Christ. "I This may 
be a valid point to make against. many, but it does not explain why 

earlier seminal writers like Lohmeyer and Kasemann, who attribute 
the hymn to quite different, non-Pauline sources, both understood 

the hymn in terms of pre-existence. But this point. aside, the real 

question is whether Murphy-O'Connor's position is sound. He rightly 

sees that the case for pre-existence primarily rests on the meaning 
2 

of vs. 6. Instead of initiating his discussion with Ev 'popý 
eF-oU' he prefers to begin by treating the problematic second part of 

vs. 6. Surveying the possible meanings of &-p7ay-po's, he favors the 

interpretation "'he did not regard being equal with God as something 

to take advantage of,.,, 
3 In this he accepts without question the 

linguistic work of R. W. Hoover 
4 ('though Hoover's work fails to be 

conclusive because he is dependent upon later sources discounts the 

significance of an important exception to his findings, and assumes 

that Christ possessed equality with God). On the basis of the hymn 

itself, as well as Pauline thought, we shall shortly show that 

Christ did not possess equality with God, a point absolutely necessary 

for Hoover's contention to be correct. But let us return to the 

argument of Murphy-O'Connor. Having adopted the res retinenda line, 

he maintains Christ possessed equality with God. 

Following the work of P. Grelot, he urges that equality with 

God does not refer to Christ's divine nature but to receiving treat- 

ment like that accorded to God. He proposes that the lCra means 
"like" or "as if" and that the comparison with God in Phil. 2.6b should 

be viewed against the background of Wisdom of Solomon 2-3 where the 

righteous have a right to incorruption. 5 He thus concludes: 

I 
Murphy-O'Connor, "Christological Anthropology, " p. 31. 

2 
Ibid., p. 30.3 Ibid., p. 38. 

4 
R. W. Hoover, "The Harpagmos Enigma: A Philological Solution, " 

HTR 64 (1971), pp. 95-119. This essay draws on Hoover's Harvard Ph. D. 
dissertation. 

5 logical Anthropology, " p. 39. Murphy-O'Connor, "Christo_ý 
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Here we have a precise parallel to the two elements of 
condition (sinlessness) and treatment (incorruptibility) 
which are implied in Phil., II, 6b. Incorruptibility, 
however, was a divine prerogative. In the right to incor- 
ruptibility that his sinlessness gave him Christ had the 
right to be treated as if he were God. Christ, however, 
did not turn this situation to his own advantage (ouch 
harpagmon hýgýsato). He did not demand the treatment that 
his condition meri ted. On the contrary (alla) he permitted 
himself to be put to death. 1 

Murphy-O'Connor's identification of T'0 61vul iaa eEw- with sinless- 

ness and incorruptibility considerably stretches the bounds of 

probable exegesis. In the first place, his reference to the sinless- 

ness of Christ is an unsupported inference in the context based 

on To eivai i(ja eF-G. But in Wis. 2-3 blamelessness is never 

equated as "likeness" with God. On the basis of the second half 
7 

of the hymn, Tý eivai cra eeýj is much more probably to be understood 

in terms of universal sovereignty and worship. Even in the context 

of Wis. 2-3 it is improbable that incorruption is synonymous with 

icra e6w. unless being made in the ciK6%) of God qualifies one for 

icrot Occý. It is also clear from Wis. 3.1ff. that the righteous man 

does not possess incorruptibility as an inherent right but that God 

grants it to him on the basis of divine testing through tribulation. 

Incorruption in Wis. 2-3 applies to the next life not the present. 

Murphy-O'Connor is forced to ignore this whole line of thought in 

Wisdom in order to argue that Christ possessed divine incorruptibility 

in this life. In other words, if Murphy-O'Connor is right, by 

implication and in contradistinction to Wis. 2-3, Jesus need never 

have experienced physical death, he onlychose to do so. (He takes 

6K6VWG6%) to refer to Christ's death. ) The similarity between Wis. 

2-3 and Phil. 2.6b is in the end more apparent than real., and Murphy- 

O'Connor's use of Wis. 2-3 to explain Phil. 2.6b in its context creates 

the strange conception that Christ need not have died even as a man. 

Murphy-O'Connor goes on to accept J. Jeremias' contention 

that (6aUT'0`V EKE_*VWCF6V in vs. 7 derives from Is. 53.12 and refers to 

Christ's death. He then adds that "taking the form of a slave" means 

"that Christ accepted the mode of existence of 'a slave', i. e. one 

conditioned by suffering, humiliation, shame, and ultimately. death. ,2 

He concludes that such a mode of existence is precisely the one 

I 
Ibid., p. 40. 

21bid., 
p. 41. 
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ascribed to the righteous man in Wis. 2. This overlooks two very 
obvious differences. The figure of Wis. 2 is never described as a 
slave or a servant, and he does not choose his destiny; rather his 

enemies cause his suffering, humiliation, shame, and death. Murphy- 
O'Connor's explanation of vs. 7ab also suffers from another difficulty. 
If vss. 6-7b refer to the earthly existence of Jesus then vss. 7c-8 

are redundant and a double reference is made to Christ's death. I 

Murphy-O'Connor tries to counter this by arguing that vs. 8 provides 
the motive (obedience) for the suffering of one who need not have 

suffered. 2 But this is not based on Wis. 2-3 or Isa. 53 for 

that matter. The righteous man suffers because heis righteous. 
Suffering and physical death are not options but facts of the present 

order of existence for the rightous man in Wis.. 2-3. 

What of os uv 'Popýp eco- PXwN) of U UlTa vs. 6? Murphy-O'Connor 

notes the occurrence of the term CjKwý, V in Wis. 2.23 where it relates 

to Gen. 1.26f. Following the work of F. -W. Eltester, he points out 

that F_1K6v and liopfli are interchangeable in the LXX; he therefore 

concludes that Phil. 2.6a: 

may mean nothing more than the Pauline hos estin eikon tou 
theou (2 Cor., IV, 4) a phrase that occurs in a context 
replete with allusions to the Creation narrative and which 
is intended to present Christ as the embodiment of authentic 
human i ty. "5- 

He recognizes that if Phil. 2.6 depends on Wis. 2.23 for its thought 

form then CI'KW'\) and not popýTl should be expected 'in Phil. 2.6, but 

he urges that jiopýf'j was chosen for emphasis and to permit a contrast 

with popýý 60ý)Xou in vs. 7. The releVance of Wis. 2.23 depends very 
heavily on "iaa 66ý" being identified with the idea of incorruptibility 

found in Wis. 2-3, but this identification, as was seen, is far from 

certain. Moreover, as is obvious, a variety of other explanations 

are available for the E):, v "popM ec06 including a, direct reference to 
L 

Gen. 1.26f. understood in terms of a heavenly figure in the image or 
form of God. 

In the end Murphy-O'Connor discovers a Christology in the 

hymn which began with "the uniqueness of Christ considered precisely 

I The supposed parallelism between Phil. 2.6-7b and vss. 
7c-8 also leaves the hymn unbalanced with two essential synonymous 
strophes about the earthly experience of Jesus and only one about 
his exaltation. 

2 
Murphy-O'Connor, "Christological Anthropology, " p. 42. 

Ibid., p. 41. 
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as man. "' The author of the original hymn attempted to explain 
how a mere man could be the savior of mankind. The answer "was 
that even as a man he was somehow different. ,2 The suffering 
servant of Isaiah and the suffering righteous man of Wisdom of 
Solomon became the means for explaining the humanity but also the 
uniqueness of Christ. With this Murphy-O'Connor believes that he 
has overturned the prevailing view which presupposes the pre-existence 
of Christ in Phil. 2.6-11. The weaknesses observed above with various 
key aspects of his interpretation, however, militate against his 

explanation and render it hardly more than an interesting but 
improbable explanation of Phil. 2.6-8. This does not mean that 
Christ's pre-existence may be assumed in Phil. 2.6-11 without further 

proof. But the failure of Murphy-O'Connor to carry conviction 

represents the failure of the most serious challenge yet to those 

who interpret Phil. 2.6-11 in terms of Christ's pre-existence. 

b. "In the Form of God" 

The EV jlopýý eEO157 of Phil. 2.6 is generally interpreted in 

one of three ways. The traditional view relates existence "in the 

form of God" to Christ's pre-existence, understanding it to imply 
3 

Christ's divine mode of being if not his divine nature. The second 

approach explains pop# in terms of Gen. 1.26-27. Holders of this 

view claim that the jiop# of Phil. 2.6 is synonymous with EIIKw'V and 

refers to Christ as the Second Adam, Man par excellence, true Man in 

the undistorted image of God, though it must be acivitted that consider- 

Ibid., p. 49.2 Ibid., p. 50. 

3 
Cf. J. B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul's Epistle to the Philippians 

(1908), pp. 110,127-133; C. Spicq, "Note sur MOP(DH dans les Papyrus 
et quelques Inscriptions, " RB 80 (1973), pp. 44-45; and D. H. Wallace, 
"A Note on morpht, " TZ 22 (1966), pp. 19-25. Ka'semann's "Philippians 
2: 5-ý119" pp. 59ff, put the traditional view on a new foundation by 
introducing the ue of ý10Pýnl in Hellenistic religious language in order 
to establish the meaning of jjopýfj in Phil. 2.6a. Ka'semann concludes 
that popýll should be translated "mode of being" (Daseinweise); but 
as Martin, Carmen Christi, p. 126 observes, Ka'semann does not mean 
this "in the sense of a proof of Christ's divinity within the Godhead, 
but rather His place as the Heavenly Redeemer who was thought of 
(in Hellenistic religion) as a divine being. " Others essentially 
accepting Ka'semann's view include G. Bornkamm, "Christ-Hymn, " pp. 
113-114; Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, pp. 167-168; Beare, Philippians, 

pp- 76-79; Jervell, Imago_De. i, pp. 227ff.; and Fuller, Foundations 

of Christology, p. 208. 
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able differences exist among those taking this view. 
I 

E. Schweizer 
has offered a third alternative. He avers that the best translation 
for jjopýTýj in Phil. 2.6 is"'Status, die Position, die Stellung. ,2 

This rendering comports well with vs. 7ab which says, ' He emptied 
himself, taking the form of a servant. " It is perfectly possible 
for a person to "empty himself" of his status or position, while 
it is inherently improbable that the contrasting ýiopýr) of vss. 6 

and 7 should be interpreted in terms of Christ chang ing his nature. 
This third view, which in many respects is the simplest and most 

attractive of the three, requires that Tb cimn icya ecUi of vs. 6b 

characterize Christ's pre-human existence. (This is true of the 
first view as well. ) But unfortunately, as will be shown shortly, 
Paul did not believe that Christ in his pre-existence possessed 
"equality with God. " 

The uncertainty of interpretation inheres in the word 

popofl itself because it was capable of a wide variety of usages and 

nuances in both the Classical period and the Hellenistic period. 
The word only occurs three times in the New Testament (besides Phil. 

2.6,7, it is found in Mk. 16.12, part of a late addition to 

the Gospel) and seven times in the LXX where it translates four 

different Hebrew words and on the other three occasions is located 

in material without a Hebrew original for comparison. For this 

reason, arguments based primarily on the Biblical dato-tend to be 

inconclusive. 3 
Thus Cullmann fails to convince when he argues that 

Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 107-119 holds this position and 
attributes its origin to J. Hering. Cf. also Cullmann, Christology, 
pp. 175ff. and Hooker, "Philippians 2.6-1l, " pp. 160-161. Ultimately 
the position of Murphy-O'Connor which was disscussed above falls into 
this realm. Jervell, Imago Dei, tries to combine the insights of 
Kasemann with this approach, but see the criticisms of Martin, Carmen 
Christi, pp. 132-133. See Wallace, "Note on morphg, "pp. 19-25 for a 
critical assessment of the views of Hering, Cullmann, et al. 

2 
E. Schweizer, Erniedrigung und Erh'O He is 'hung, pp. 95-96. 

followed in this interpretation by 0. Hofius, Der Christushymn 
Philipper 2,6-11 (1976) pp. 56-58 and P. Grelot, "Deux expressions jifficiles de Philippiens 2,6-7, " Biblica 53 (1973), p. 
502. 

3 The related noun p6plxxis occurs twice (Rom. 2.20 and 2 Tim. 
3.5); Paul employs the verb popýoGaOoti (Gal. 4.19) and the compound 
verbs O*UWJO0fr. CCrOOtI (Phil. 3.10) and JjF-TOtJAOPý05cFOotI (Rom. 12.2; 2 Cor. 
3.18). This latter verb also appears in Mk. 9.2 and Mt. 17.2. Finally 
Paul uses the adjective in Rom. 8.29 and Phil. 3.21. 
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11OPOT1 in Phil. 2.6 is immediately related to the I WV concept 
since the Semitic root )7 -7 J or its synonym D73, "can correspond 
to either of the two Greek words. "' His evidence 

I for this consists 

of the fact that D. ý normally translated as E'17KWV in the LXX is 

once translated as ijoOTI (Dan. 3.19) and that the Peshitta of 
Phil. 2.6 has demutha. It may in fact be the case that the two 

words are closely related, but such limited evidence is insufficient 

to justify the identification of -popýfj in Phil. 2.6 with 612KW'V. 

Moreover, even if the two terms are closely related, it does not 

prove Cullmann's thesis that Phil. 2.6 concerns the Heavenly Man 

(or Second Adam) created in the image of God, who contrasts with 

the First Adam of Gen. 1.26f. 2 
Eikon language in Paul has another 

connection as we have seen. 
Another line of approach to the meaning of the difficult 

word popý'n' in Phil. 2.6,7 is possible. The word jiopý'n, as is 

well-known, often denotes "outward appearance, " and as Spicq has 

shown, in Hellenistic Greek it frequently connotes "beauty of 

appearance. " 3 
In this general vein of usage jiopýfj was used when 

discussing the relationship of a child to his parent, for a child 

carries the -popýr) of his parents in his outward appearance. Thus 

in 4 Macc. 15.4 the writer comments of parenthood: "ýUXý'S TE K(YA 

IJOOnOS OPOIOTTITOt CIS j1IKP6V TrOtI6%OS XapaKTýpOt eOt-L)'OCtCrIO%) EVOOTOGýPayf 

OPE'V. " According to R. B. Townshend this line of thinking was quite 

common in antiquity. 
4 

Philo even observes that it is the "seminal 

I Cullmann, Christolo&y, p. 176. 

2 
Christ is only said to be the Heavenly man after the resur- 

rection, an idea which would make nonsense of the thought 
progression in Phil. 2.6-11. See infra, p. 213. 

3 C. Spicq, "Note sur MOPCDH, " p. 41. Spicq summarizes the 
breadth of meaning possible for ýiopýn' in the following manner: "le. 
bilan de cet inventaire est pourtant instructif, car il reMele un 
eventail de signification assez etendu: stature, forme, condition, 
trait, apparence exterieure, aspect-le plus souvent beau-; si 
Vacception de representation, reproduction, ressemblance est bien 
attestee, jamais elle n'elquivaut a 'image', proprement dite, pour 
laquella le grec disposait d'un autre vocable; d'ailleurs Vicone 
digne de ce nom e"tant ressemblante est immuable, tandis que le 

morphý est essentiellement modifiable. " (pp. 44-45). 

eudepigrapha 2, p. 680, note on 4 Macc. 15.4. 
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forces" which "preserve similarities of the body in form (ýiopýTl) 

and carriage and gait, and of the soul in projects and actions" 
(Leg. ad Gaium 55). 

This interest of Hellenistic thought in the relationship 
between the parent and the form or appearance of his offspring 

opens up an enticing possibility with respect to Phil. 2.6. New 

Testament scholars almost inevitably introduce the concept of 
Christ's Sonship into the discussion of Phil. 2.6-11, because the 

passage seems closely related to other Sonship passages in Paul. 

The first half of the hymn recalls the "sending of the Son" passages 
(Rom. 8.3-4; Gal. 4.4-5), though in Phil. 2 the emphasis is on the 

free choice of the pre-existent one. As E. Kasemann states quite 

confidently- "das christologisch angewandte Motiv der Sendung 

des pra'existenten Sohnes ... begegnet auch in Hymnus Phil. 2,6ff. " 

The pre-existent Sonship of Christ may be assumed by Rom. 1.3-4 

as well. The second half of the Philippian hymn, vss. 9-11, recalls 

Rom. 1.4 where, according to Paul, the one who is already Son receives 

power or sovereignty from God. 2 It also parallels I Cor. 15.24-28 

where Paul employs the Father-Son language in a context which concerns 

the subjection of the world to Christ. The end of the Christ hymn 

in Philippians exults that "every tongue shall confess that Jesus 

Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father. " Although the 

Fatherhood of God may be mentioned in par t for poetic fullness of 

expression, it also reflects the fact that confessing Christ as 

Lord glorifies God because in a unique way he is the Father of the 

one receiving universal homage: honor and worship directed to 

Christ redound to the glory of God his Father. 3 

The expression ev Vopori Deoli 6TrotpXwv has'long been 

associated with Paul's Sonship Christology. Typical of those 

making this connection is H. Conzelmann who maintains: "Granted, 

Kasemann, Ro"mer, p. 206. Cf. Kramer, Christ, p. 122. 

2 Cf. Ibid., p. 123, Kramer maintains that the title Son of 
God formed the "bracket within which the two parts of the hymn Eyss. 

6-8 and 9-11J were brought together. " While the idea of Christ's 
Sonship does run throughout the hymn, we doubt that Kramer is 

correct in, asserting that two different Sonship traditions have 
coalesced in Phil. 2.6-11. 

3 on God's unique Fatherhood of Christ cf. Rom. 15.6; 2 Cor. 1.3; 
11.31; Col. 1.3. In I Cor. 8.6 the reference to the Fatherhood of God 
is necessary to insure the subordination of Christ, the one Lord, to God. 
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the title 'Son' does not occur here, but it is indicated by the 
content. The revealer is like God and like him in substance; that 
is, of the same nature: e-, v ýiopýjp- ecoýu 67(6XPXwV. " The problem with 
viewing jiopý'n' in terms of Christ's divine nature has already been 
indicated. It forces the conclusion that Christ underwent a change 

of nature in (or before) becoming incarnate. Such a thought is 

difficult if not impossible in itself; and it is unlikely that Paul 

would have thought in such an explicitly ontological fashion. This 

is not to deny, however, that statements by Paul may have ontological 

ramifications of which he was aware. 
By seeing the L popý, - OF_oý of Phil. 2.6 against the background 

of interest in the visible likeness of the offspring to his parent, 

excellent sense can be made of this expression. As the Son of God, 

Christ bore the outward popýTl of his Father in his pre-existence. 
What was this outward appearance of God which could be laid aside? 
The most probable answer is the visible glory of God. It has already 
been shown in another connection that the glory of God was closely 

connected to his tisible manifestation in the Old Testament and that 

Paul believed Christ possessed this divine glory in a tangible way 
in the post-resurrection period. 

2 If Paul taught that Christ was 

the Son of God sent by God into the world, as he did, then in all 

probability he believed that the Son of God, who was the eikon of 

God, possessed the visible glory of the Father before his entry into 

human existence. 

Two passages from non-Biblical Jewish writers confirm that 

the word popýfl was used of the divine outward appearance. Josephus 

in his work Contra Apionem expostulates of God: 

By His works and bounties He is plainly seen, indeed more 
manifest than ought else; but His form and magnitude surpass 
our powers of description. No material, however costly, 
are fit to make an image of Him; no art and skill to conceive 
and represent it. The like of him we have never seen, we 
do not imagine, and it is impious to conjecture (110PýýV 
6ý Kal ý19YOOý ýýTV &'#tTOS. MMY, JIýV YONP týXTI ITPh EIKOVI 
TýV T06TOk) KOW 7TOXUTCVýIS a)ITIIIOS , Tri5crot 66 TC'XVq 7POS 
IJIIITICYEWS 67TIVOlaV aTCX'VOS Contra Apionem 2,190. 

This passage implies an interesting connection between jlopýrl and 

EIKW*'V. The EIKWV is the physical representation of the ý10poTl, while 

I 
Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, pp. 79-80. 

2 See supra, pp. 79ff. 
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the jiopý4 is the actual outward appearance of the object which 
the icon represents. Although nothing is mentioned regarding 
the glory of God, a Jew like Josephus, schooled in the Old Testament, 

undoubtedly would have understood God's "form and magnitude" as 
related to the glory of his appearance. The connection between 

outward appearance (jjopýn') and glory is s: tated explictly in Philo. 
Commenting on Moses' experience at the burning bush, Philo says: 

In the midst of the flame was a form (popýfj) of the fairest 
beauty, unlike any visible object, an image (aY(XXJJa) supremely 
divine in appearance, refulgent with a light brighter than 
the light of fire. It might be supposed that this was the 
image (61)KOVOt) of Him that is; but let us rather call it 
an angel or herald- (Vita Mosis 1,66). 

Philo, in his customary fashion, hesitates to call the figure in the 
bush, God, but the encounter has all the overtones of a theophany. 
The 'popý'n is exactly equivalent to "an image supremely divine in 

appearance, 'l and the characterization of this divine image as "reful- 

gent with a light brighter than the light of fire" refers to the 
divine glory which was traditionally understood as brilliant light. 

That Paul himself understood a connection to exist between 

the outward appearance of Christ and divine glory is confi-rmed by 

another passage in Philippians, Phil. 3.21. Speaking of the fervent 

hope of the Christian in the eschatological appearing of Christ, 

Paul alludes to the transformation Christ will perform on the 

believer: "He will transform the body of our humiliation to 

conform (0-611ý10Pýov) to the body of his glory (66ýfls) according to 

the power which enables him even to subject all things to himself. " 

The relationship of this verse to Phil. 2.6-11 has already been 

mentioned. The important factor in the present context is the 

connection between the -pop04 idea (contained in. 06ppopýov) and T1 

glory. Paul believed that in the resurrection the Christian would 

share the form, the outward appearance, of the glorious body of 

Christ, the resurrected one (cf. Rom. 8.29-30). Thus a close connection 

exists between glory and the form of Christ's appearance in the 

resurrection. This in turn lends support to our contention that the 

pre-existence of Christ "in the form of God" is related to his 

possession of God's glory in Phil. 2.6. 

In summary, the difficult expression F-V jjopýi eEO, 5 STrO'LPXWV 

of Phil. 2.6 may be explained adequately if vopýTl is understood in 

terms of outward appearance. Christ, as pre-existent Son of God, 

resembled his Father's external likeness. That is to say, his 
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appearance was characterized by divine glory. 
] 

Some such rendering 
is necessary if a genuine contrast is to be preserved between ev 

'PONý eeO 67TapXWV and IjOPOT-1v Wýou AotKov in vs. 7. The exact 

nature of this contrast will become clear when vs. 7 is examined. 

c. "He Did Not Consider Equality 

With God a Thing to be Grasped" 

No less troublesome than the first phrase of vs. 6 are the 
I- Y words ouý)X a"-p7ray1jýv 

ýyfýI(YaTo 
Tb Eivai I Cra e 613 . The complexities 

of the debate concerning the meaning of OUX (XPTraYJIO'V TJYTJGOtTO 

and the uncertainty regarding its meaning make it more profitable 

to begin with the words T6 civai Icra ft(ý in anticipation that a 

sound explanation of these words may help in explicating the 

problematic first part of vs. 6b. 2 The expression "to be equal with 
God" poses two interrelated questions; 1) To what does "being 

equal with God" refer? 2) Did Christ possess it before becoming 
3 

a man? Grammatically ýiaa is a predicate adverb used adjectivally. 

The fact that liaov (a masculine, accusative, singular adjective) 
is not employed suggests that "being equal with God" does not 
denote an equality of persons, 

4 but, in the words of R. P. Martin, 

it "should be understood dynamically as the exercise of an office, 

the office of Lord. ,5 To this should be added the suggestion of J. 

Cf. J. Behm, "POPýT*I- KTX. " TDNT 4, p. 751 who claims, "The 
JIOPýTj eCOG in which the pre-existen-tChrist was is simply the divine 
so, Ea. 11 

2 On the significance of Tý civai icra ecý for determining the 
expression around it see G. Stalhlin, '"Iaos, " TDNT 3, p. 353. 

3 Blass-Debrunner-Funk, sect 434, no. 1. 

4Cf. Lightfoot, Philippians, pp. 111-112. Lightfoot thinks 
that )1"CTa refers to the "attributes" of deity, but this implies too 
much. To talk about Divine attributes is simply another way of 
discussing the divine nature, but this does not seem to be what Paul 
has in mind in light of the thought of the passage. In fact, as we 
shall show, Paul did not believe that Christ pos. sessed the same 
"attributes" as the Father, if one means by attributes such things 
as authority and power to rule and the right to universal homage. 

5 
Martin, Carmen Christi, p. 151 who is following the lead of 

Lohmeyer, Kgsema-nn, and Cullmann. 
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Gnilka that iivcra also speaks of "der gottgleichen WUrdestellung. "l 

The second question posed above is frequently answered 
in the affirmative but on dubious grounds such as dogmatic considera- 
tions, 

2 
appeals to Hellenistic religious language and thought, 

3 
or 

by assuming the 7popýn in vs. 6a refers to divine nature. 
4 

The 
interpretation suggested above for JA0POTI does not force the conclusion 
that Christ possessed divine equality in his pre-existence; if 

anything it indicates the opposite. A son only gains equality of 

power, authority, and dignity with his father when he obtains his 

inheritance or when the father chooses to share his prerogatives 

with him. Paul apparently thought this human model operated on the 
divine plane as well. Employing the Father-Son language in I Cor. 

15.24-28, Paul maintains that Christ's universal sovereignty derives 

from the Father and that ultimately the Son shall be subject to 

the Father, when he returns his present sovereignty to God. The 

subordinationist character of this passage demonstrates quite clearly 

that Paul did not believe in Christ's absolute equality with God, 

the Father. 
5 

Both Rom. 1.3-4 and 14.9 imply that Christ's sovereignty 

over all things is a post-resurrection phenomenon, and, as we shall 

see, this is the point of Phil. 2.9-11, though this latter passage 

also includes the idea of worship directed towards the Son of God. 

Once it is recognized that for Paul Christ did not possess 

equality with God in an absolute sense, for the very reason that he 

was Son of God, the meaning of the problematic expression oUX 

CtPMtYPOV nYTJcFaTo becomes clear. Every interpretation which assumes 

I 
Gnilka, Philipperbrief, p. 117. He maintains: "fact ist als 

adverbialer Akkusativ anzusprechen. Diese adverbiale Form licra gibt 
der Aussage etwa gegenUber dem Adjektiv 1"Gos einebesondere Note. Denn 
sie spricht nicht von der Eigenschaft der Gottlichkeit, sondern von 
der gottgleichen Wdrdestellung. " 

2 E. g. Lightfoot, Philippians, pp. 111-112 and T. F. Glasson, 
"Two Notes on the Philippian Hymn (11.6-11), " NTS 21 (1971-72), p. 137. 

3WP. 353 and K'asemann, "Philippians 2: 6- E. g. StUhlin, "icros, 
11 3111 pp. 261ff. 

4 E. g. Beare, Philippians, p. 80. It should also be noted that 
the meaning of 'being equal with God " is often predetermined by the 
conclusion one comes to concerning ApTTayli0s. If it is understood as 
res rapta, then "being equal with God" must concern a pre-existent 
possession of Christ. Cf. Hoover, "Harpagmos, " pp. 118-119. 

51 Cor. 15.24-28 will be discussed in detail later. 
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the essential equality of Christ with God is excluded. In 

spite of certain difficulties, the sense of OUX Ctp7TCtypbV TIYTIG(YTO 

must lie in the direction of res rapienda: the Son of God did not 
think equality with God something to be grasped. This statement may 
imply a contrast with the behavior of Adam or even the figure of 
Isa. 14.12ff., but it is impossible to say for certain. 

2 
From Paul's 

perspective, vs. 6b acknowledges that Christ accepted his position 

of subordination to God in function and dignity without ever trying 
3 to establish his own independence vis-a-vis his Father. 

3. Phil. 2.7-8. 

Having determined the meaning of vs. 6, the thought of much 

of the rest of the passage falls into place. The words ýC=Th 

CKEVWCrCV ý10PýT)v 6o6AOU /ýa(3ýv form an antithesis with the entire 
first clause, as the contrastive conjunction aUd indicates. Thus 

an abV a' pattern is presented. "Being in the form of God" 

contrasts with the expression "taking the form of a servant, " just 

as "he did not consider equality with God a thing to be grasped" 

contrasts with "he emptied himself. " Vs. 7ab refers to the incarna- 

Moule, "Philippians 2: 5-1l, " p. 267 offers a decisive criticism 
against those who hold a res rapta interpretation: "Whatever appropri- 
ateness to the context it L-a res rapta interpretation3 may have is 
derived from that ... quite arbitrary. addition to the meaning-namely, 
'not to be let go of. ' What is meant by the exegetes who adopt it is 
really not res rapta (which &piTay1jos might conceivably mean) but res 
retinenda-a desirable thing which is to be clung to; and it is 
questionable whether this sense of retaininý inheres in apTraypos at all. " 
Moule's own view which takes cap7m)qj6s abstractly (or actively) to mean 
the act of grasping and then interprets vs. 6b to say, "he did not 
regard equality with God as consisting in snatching, " fails because 
he is forced to argue that paradoxically humiliation is exaltation, 
pp. 273-274. But this makes vss. 9-11 superfluous. Those like Glasson, 
"Philippians Hymn, " pp. 133-137 and Hoover, "Harpagmos, " pp. 95ff. 
who argue that &p7rCtypbV ýýIYIICTaTo is an idiom invariably assume that 
"being equal with God" is a present possession without considering 
the evidence to the contrary. 

2 It is not impossible that clie hymn was 
defending Christ against Jewish claims that he 
function and prerogatives of God. If this were 
would be saying that quite the contrary, Chris 
equality with God but that he received it as a 
his obedient self-sacrifice. 

polemical in intent, 
had usurped the 
the case, the hymn 

t did not usurp 
gift on the basis of 

3 
Cf. Martin, Carmen Christi, p. 152. 
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tion of the Son of God, I but its meaning is determined by the mean- 
ing of vs. 6ab. The verb KEvobv requires an object to be expressed 
which is understood. Those who believe that Christ possessed 
equality with God in his pre-existence naturally urge that Christ 

emptied himself of his equality. This possibility, however, is 

ruled out by our explanation of vs. 6. Christ emptied himself of 
his right to be served, his pprivileged position as Son of God, and 
his visible glory by taking the form of a servant. 

2 Thus he not 
only did not consider being equal with God something to be grasped, 
but he emptied himself of the very characteristics which marked him 

3 
off as the Son of God (cf. 2 Cor. 8.9). The contrast between vs. 
6a and vs. 7b concerns the fact that the Son of God, the one being 
in the form of God, that is to say having the appearance of God, 

took the role of a slave towards God and. his will (cf. Gal. 1.4). 
Instead of manifesting his divine glory he laid it aside in order 
to assume the appearance of one whose task is to serve God without 
any rights or privileges of his own. 

4 

Paul believed that God had sent his Son into the world (Rom. 

8.3; Gal. 4.4-5), but he also believed that the pre-existent Son 

chose to become a man, making himself a slave to the will of God, 

an act of supreme self-abnegation (cf. Rom. 15.3,2 Cor. 8.9). Paul 
in all probability understood the participle yEV61icvos in the same 

sense as the yEv6pevos of Rom. 1.3 and Gal. 4.4. In both these 

passages ye'Alievos denotes the birth of the Son of God as a man. 

1 
Cf. Hofius, Christushymnus, p. 60 who asserts that 'he emptied 

himself" "nicht ausschliesslich auf die Menschwerdung Christi bezogen 
werden" but "auf den Weg, der mit der Inkarnation anhebt und im 
Kreuzestod sein Ziel hat. " 

2 
Cf. Gnilka, Philipperbrief, p. 118 who is correct when he says 

the basal significance of "he emptied himself" is "er gab auf, was 
er besass. " 

3,, In the form of God" and "taking the form of a servant" 
alludes to the contrast between being a Son and being a servant. 
Christ was the Son of God who took the role of a servant (or slave) 
willingly. 

4 
Cf. Moule, "Philippians 2: 5-1l, " p. 268 and K. H. Rengstorf, 

'160OXOS KTX. t" TDNT 2,, p. 278, though he is incorrect in his contention 
that Christ surrendered his equality with God in becoming incarnate. 
In our view, the taking of the form of a servant does not allude to 
the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 nor to Christ's subjection to 
astral powers (cf. Gnilka, Philipperbrief, pp. 117-118). 
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The words EV 01101W"PaTl avepw-Trwv are somewhat more difficult. In 

Rom. 8.3 oc-polwýia appears to protect the Son of God from complete 

identification with sinful flesh owing to Paul's view that flesh 

only becomes sinful through sinning. Because Christ did not sin, 

his flesh only gave the appearance of sinful flesh. Kýsemann 

utilizes a similar explanation of 0110fupa in Rom. 8.3 to maintain 

that in Phil. 2.7 "Ojjoýwýia seems to leave a margin" for asserting 

the reason why Christ "acted differently from other men. "' For 

someone arguing for the pre-Pauline origin of the passage, as 

Kasemann does, Pauline usage can hardly be determinative, though it 

might serve as a pointer. Even if Paul were the author of the piece, 

the very difference in expression between Rom. 8.3 "likeness of 

sinful flesh" and Phil. 2.7 "likeness of men" should caution against 

the assumption of identical connotations without careful attention 
C 

to the matter. An analogous usage of O'Poluka in Phil. 2.7 to 

Rom. 8.3 would suggest that o(polw1ja protects Christ from identifica- 

tion with humanity in genetal since the Philippian's passage makes 

no reference to the sinfulness of humanity. Because the next line, 

11 SC )/ 
KOtl (Y "POM CUPOEIIS WS ON XT) Opw7ros" concerns his actual human 

.. ) CA 
existence, the prepositional phrase EV O'PO1Wj1aT1 a%)epW-7TwV may refer 

to Christ's actual birth. The possible ambiguity of 
cupoiupa 

(similar to, but not identical with) might be taken as an allusion 

to the virgin conception, but no other evidence exists from this 

period to indicate that it was a well-known or widely held idea. 

Perhaps oýofwjia was chosen because Christ's birth differed from 

othe r men's to the extent that he, unlike any other man, had pre- 

existed with God before his birth. Apart from this possibility, the 

words "born in the likeness of men" may simply mean that Christ became 

a man in the same way that all other humans have, through being 

born of a woman (cf. Gal. 4.4 
.2 

The word aXiTlia denotes primarily, if not exclusively, the 

outward appearance which is observable to the human eye. Thus the 

IC 
statement "Kal GXT'jP(%T1 eUPCOCIS WS UVepw7os" indicates that to all 

III 
Kasemann,, "Philippians 2: 5-11, " p. 69. 

2Cf. 
Beare, Philippians, p. 83 who notes that "Being made in 

the likeness of men should perhaps be taken in the sense., 'being 
born into this world as all men are born, ' as in Galatians iv. 4; " 

and Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 210. 
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appearances the Jesus of history was a man, like any other man. 
I 

The self-emptying of the pre-existent Son of God in order 
to take the form of a servant, becoming a human being with all of 
the attendant limitations, did not end the self-abasement of the 
Son. As a man he humbled himself by becoming obedient even to 

the death of the cross. Behind this statement stands the fact that 

even as a man Christ was undeserving of the cruel form of death 

that he suffered. In fact, if death is the wage of sin (Rom. 6.23) 

and it comes to all men because they sin (Rom. 5.12), then Christ, 

who was without sin (2 Cor. 5.21), stood outside the legitimate 

rule of death. Death only had power over Christ because he humbled 

himself, even as a man; he, who did not deserve death, abnegated 
his final prerogative in becoming obedient to death, and at that, 

the cruelest form of death known to man. 
The first half of Phil. 2.6-11 ends on what is the hallmark 

of Paul's theology, the crucifixion of Jesus Christ. In a series 

of Sonship passages which remain to be examined, the apostle connects 

the Sonship of Christ with his death and its reconciling and saving 

power (cf. Rom. 5.10; 8.32; Gal. 2.20; Col. 1.13-14). As we have 

seen and shall see again, for Paul the very power of the death of 
Christ to save men rests on the fact that it was the Son of God who 
died on the cross. Phil. 2.8 does not spell out the saving signifi- 

cance of the cross, rather it presupposes it. But vss. 6-8 make 

unmistakably clear that the one who died on the cross was none 

other than the Son of God who had emptied himself in order to become 

a man and had then completely abased himself in becoming obedient 

to the death of the cross. 

Phil. 2., 9-11 

The Son's self-abnegation could go no further than the cross. 

But because of this complete self-giving of the Son, God exalted him. 

The inferential conjunction 610 in vs. 9 shows that Christ's exalta- 

tion is a consequence of all that he had done. The key word in 

I J. Schneider, "UXT-111a, TDNT 7, p. 956 
maintains concerning Phil. 2.8a: "There is special stress on the 
fact that throughout His life, even to his death on the cross, Jesus 
was in the humanity demonstrated by His earthly form. The crXýIja 
expresses the truth that this fact could be seen by anybody. " That 
Paul intended this as an ontological statement of Christ's humanity, 
as Schneider seems to maintain a little further on, is doubtful. 
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vs. 9a is the verb 6repý)ýwaev. The verb does not appear in 

Greek writers before the Christian period, but it does occur in the 
LXX thirty-nine times, though thirty-seven of these are in Daniel. 
Murphy-O'Connor argues that the 6Trep- prefix may have its comparative 
force in vs. 9 (cf. LXX Ps. 96.9) against much of the prevailing 

exegesis. 
I The final decision rests not on philological considera- 

tions but on the context of the piece and Pauline thought as a 

whole. Did God simply honor Christ by returning him to his pre- 

existent state? Or did God give him a new position of honor? The 

key to this problem is contained in the remainder of Phil. 2.6-11 

when seen against the backdrop of related assertions by Paul. 

The second half of vs. 9 declares that God has given to 

Christ "a name above every name. " The particular name given is 

not the issue. It is a matter of rank or dignity,. a way of 

expressing his universal sovereignty vis-a-vis every other person 

or'power, with the obvious exception of the Father himself (cf. 

I Cor. 15.27-28). 2 
The purpose of the exaltation and granting of 

the superior name is to make compulsory the worship of Jesus Christ 

as Lord. Both the bending of the knee and the confession of the 

Lordship of Jesus Christ constitute acts of worship directed towards 

the one exalted by God. 

Vss. 10-11 clearly draw on Is. 45.23 for the wording "Tr5N) 

Y6N)U KOqjiN" and "7T&Cra YX@G(Jcy. 6EojjoXOYrjcrTjTcn ," thereby ascribing to 

Jesus Christ the worship owed to God. 
3 

The hymn concludes by main- 

I 
Murphy-O'Connor, "Christological, Anthropology, " pp. 46-47. 

Murphy-O'Connor attacks Cullmann for holding that Christ was divine 
in his pre-existent state but that he did not possess sovereignty. 
(The position we hold. ) He reasons, "If Christ in his pre-existent 
state had no sovereignty he cannot be the highest form of being [that is 
divine) that it is possible to conceive. " Murphy-O'Connor overlooks the 
fact that Christ's lack of equality with God in his pre-existence is 
based on his subordinate position as the Son of God. 

2 
Cf. the excellent remarks by Lightfoot, Philippians, pp. 114- 

115. Martin, Carmen Christi, p. 245 says of the name bestowed: "There 
is now general agreement that this is to be understood in terms of 
Kyrios. Admittedly, the precise content is not given and the identifi- 
tion is not explicitly made, but it harmonizes with the drift of the 
passage that God gives to his obedient Son His own pregminent 
title; and this is endorsed by verse 11. " He goes on to claim, "The 

name of Kyrios involves divine equality, for it authorizes Jesus to 
act in the capacity of God vis-a-vis the world, to recei. ve the rightful 
obeisance of all created powers and to share the throne of the 
universe" (p. 246). 

3 Hofius, Christushymnus, pp. 41-55 demonstrates that the back- 

ground of Phil. 2.9-11 is "die Erwartung der universalen eschatolog- 
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taining that the worship given to Christ (or to be given in the 
future) which belongs properly to God, contributes to the glory 

of God the Father. The mention of the Fatherhood of God reinforces 

our contention that this text concerns the Son of God. As was 

noted above, worship given to Christ glorifies God precisely be- 

cause he is the Son of God, and therefore honor and worship 
bestowed on him redound to his Father. The actual worship of Christ 

as Lord reflects his position of universal sovereignty. Paul undoubt- 

edly understood this in terms of such statements of his own as I Cor. 

15.24-28 and Rom. 14.9.1 Cor. 15.24-28 declares that all rule, 

authority, and power will be subject to the sovereignty of the Son 

of God by the Father himself, while Rom. 14.9 confirms that the risen 

Christ is Lord (KI)PIEOCTý) of both the living and the dead. 

Phil. 2.9b-113, I Cor. 15.24-28, and Rom. 14.9 (cf. Rom. 1. 

3-4) imply that the 67repi. )ýOUV of Phil. 2.9a should be interpreted 

as meaning that the Son of God has been elevated to a dignity and 

authority beyond that which he possessed before his incarnation. 

God the Father has made him equal in dignity and authority to 

himself, allowing him to be worshipped with the worship that 

naturally belongs to the Father himself. In this way the equality 

which the pre-existent Son refused to grasp at (vs. 6) is bestowed 

by the Father in honor of his self-giving for others. 

Although we have found cause to challenge the traditional 

background of the sending idea as proposed by E. Schwei7ter and have 

also found reason to doubt the widely accepted conception of a 

pre-Pauline Christian sending formula, we have discoverý-_d that the 

sending of the Son of God into human existence played a vital role 

in the Christological and soteriological thought of the apostle Paul. 

Through our study of Gal. 4.4-5 and Rom. 8.3-4 it has become clear 

that Christ's Sonship relationship with God was of fundamental 

importance for Paul in explaining how God could act in a unique 

way in Jesus Christ to bring the possibility of salvation to all men. 

Christ, as God's Son, became God's agent in effecting salvation. 

ischen Huldigung vor Jahwe. " 

I Cf. G. Beltram, "46W KTX., " TDNT 9, pp. 608-609; Cullmann, 

Christolo 177-180; Martin, C pp. 245-246; Born- 
W9 PP- armen Christi, 

'ýTm;; mW_ -"Philippians 2.6-11 pp. II. 4,117; and Bruce, Paul, P. 116. 
9 
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As the Son of God sent into the world to become a man, he stood on 
God's side in the struggle against sin and its power. Because he 

was God's obedient Son, he was the one man who did not need redemp- 
tion and therefore could serve as God's agent in redeeming all 

other men. 

The theme of the coming of the Son of God into the world, 

an idea related to the sending concept, was found in Phil. 2.6-11) 

even though the term '. 'Son" does not occur. This is so because 

Sonship is not so much related to a title of honor in Paul, as a 

matter of Christ's relationship to God. Paul's description of 
Christ as the one who pre-existed in the form of God is another 

way of indicating Christ's Sonship relation with God. In Phil. 2.6- 

11 the emphasis is not on the saving significance of the pre-exis- 

tent Son's entrance into the human condition and upon his saving 

death, but upon his obedience and his willing acceptance of 
humiliation even unto death in order that God might exalt him. 

Because of his obedience, Christ, who pre-existed with God and in 

the form of God, as God's Son, received from his Father equality in 

the sense of the right to divine sovereignty and worship as a 

reward for his self-giving. Thus Christ's present Lordshipmust be 

seen against the backdrop of his Sonship relation to God, just as 

in Rom. 1.3-4 and I Cor. 15.24-28. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE SAVING DEATH OF THE SON OF GOD 

Two of the texts we examined in the last chapter, Gal. 4.4- 

5 and Rom. 8.3-4, emphasized the soteriological goal of God's sending 

of his Son into human existence. Phil. 2.6-11 alludes to the saving 

significance of Christ's entry into human existence through the 

references to his death on the cross in vs. 8, but Paul seems to 
have been interested in another theme, the humiliation and exaltation 

motif, when he introduced Phil. 2.6-11 into the letter. 

The saving significance of the death of the Son of God is 

made explicit in three texts and a fourth assumes his death in 

declaring the salvation, brought by the Son of God. J. Blank has 

appropriately referred to such texts in terms of the "soteriologische 

Horizont" of Sonship, for they reflect Paul's belief that the unique 
Son of God died on the cross in order to effect God's saving purposes. 

As we have suggested before and now shall see clearly again, the 

So'nship relationship of Jesus Christ to God was of fundamental 

importance for Paul in understanding why his (Jesus') death should 

have universal saving significance. 

In the following pages we shall examine Gal. 2.19-20; Rom. 

5.8-10; Rom. 8.32; and Col. 1.13-20 for the light they shed on 

Christ's divine Sonship and its connection with his saving death. 

In the case of Col. 1.13-20, however, we will be taken considerably 

beyond this theme through the connection of vss. 13-14 with vss. 15- 

20. 

A. "The Son of God Who . .. Gave 

Himself for Me": Gal. 2.19-20 

Already we have investig. -., -ted two Son of God passages in 

Galatians, Gal. 1.16 and Gal. 4.4-5; each in its own way has revealed 

the fundamental importance of Christ's Sonship to the thought and 

theology of the Apostle Paul. Cal. 2.19-20 takes us a step further 

7 
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into the mind of Paul regarding the Son of God because in it 

Paul opens the door of his own heart to show his own living faith 
in the Son of God. Albert Schweitzer long ago found in Gal. 2.19-20 

a clarion statement of Paul's Christ mysticism. Whether or not one 
2 

accepts Schweitzer's understanding of Pauline mysticism, there can 
be no doubt that Gal. 2.19-20 takes us deep into the personal faith 

which animated Paul's life and apostolic ministry. Yet is must be 

recognized that Paul did not pen Gal. 2.19-20 for autobiographical 

purposes or even to reveal his inner self to his readers; rather 
Paul wrote Gal. 2.19-20 in the context of a theological argument. 

1. The Context 

Within the structure of Galatians, the section 2.15-21 

exercises an important role, forming a well-conceived translation 

from Paul's historical polemic (1.11-2.14) to his theological polemic 
3 

against his Judaizing opponents (3.1-5.12). The long debated 

question of whether 2.15-21 preserves Paul's response to Peter at 
Antioch, or whether Paul has shaped 2.15-21 with a view to the 

troubles in Galatia need not concern us. 
4 The letter itself 

demonstrates clearly enough that 2.15-21 introduces the important 

themes of 3. Iff. such as "works of the law, " "faith in Christ, " and 

I 
Schweitzer, Mysticism of Paul, p. 125. Cf.. also Wiken- 

hauser, Pauline Mysticism, p. 46 ; ýho describes Gal. 2.19ff. 
as a "passage of supreme importance" to the theme of 
Pauline mysticism. 

2 
Recently E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism 

has attempted to rehabilitate the work of Schweitzer in offering 
a comprehensive explanation for the reljýious system of Paul. 

3 On the nature of Paul's opponents see infra) PP- 296-303. 

4 Among those favoring the view that Gal. 2.15-21 preserves 
very closely what Paul said to Peter at Antioch are M. -J. Lagrange, 

. 01 Saint Paul. EpTtre aux Galates (19502), p. 46; J. Bligh, Galatians 
(1969), p. 190; and H. Feld, ""Christus Diener Sunde': Zum Ausgang 
des Streites zwischen Petrus und Paulus., " Theologische Quartalschrift 
153 (1957), p. 121 who maintains, "dass der Bericht des Paulus Uber 
die Ereignisse in Antiochen nicht. mit Gal. 2,14, sondern erst mit 2, 
21 endet, und dass wir in 2,15 und 2,17 Zitate der Gegner des Paulus, 
mit grosser Wahrscheinlichkeit die Einwande des Petrus selber, von [sic] 

uns haben. " A number of scholars, however, see Gal. 2.15-21 as directed 
specifically to the Galatians. These include Burton, Galatians, p. 117; 
Oepke, Calater, p. 87, Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 145--I-4r-67:, --Tni-d7 
W. G. Kummel, "Individualgescl-, ichte' und 'Weltgeschichte' in Gal. 
2.15-21,. " Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (1973), pp. 
162-163. 
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"justification by faith, " so that Berger can say with some justi- 

fication, "Gal. 3 ist in erster Linie zu verstehen als ein Kommentar 

zu den dogmatischen Aussage in Gal. 2.15-21.111 To begin with 2.15- 

16 offers a declaration by Paul, perhaps originally expressed to 

Peter at Antioch, that the justification necessary for right standing 
before God does not come through works of the law but through faith 

in Christ Jesus. In the context of Paul's polemic against the 

Judaizers this is an important assertion because it effectively 

undercuts the claim (or possible inference) that obedience to the 

law was necessary for salvation: Not even the Jew obtains justifica- 

tion through works of the law; justification comes through faith in 

Jesus Christ. In 2.17 Paul interjects a question which might be 

raised against his position: "If we Jewish Christians, while seeking 

to be justified in Christ (by faith) were ourselves found to be 

sinners (against the law like the Gentiles), is Christ then a minister 

of sin (for justifying sinful behavior)? 2 
The dilemma posed by 

vs. 17 is in reality a false problem because the premise is incorrect 

according to what Paul says in vs. 19. The believer has died to the 

law, through the law, so he cannot possibly be a sinner in the sense 

of vs. 17, hence the emphatic denial (PTl YE'-VOITO) that Christ might 

be a minister of sin. In vs. 18 Paul may have the behavior of Peter 

at Antioch in mind, but this verse has immediate relevance for the 

problem of the Galatians as well. It is not clear what 6ý and TCXGTO. 

K. Berger, "Abraham in den paulinischen Hauptbriefen, " 
Munchener theologische Zeitschrift 17 (1966), p. 47. Cf. Schlier, Gal- 
ater, pp. 87-88. ' Sanders, Paul, p. 493 sees Gal. 2.15-3.29 as a unified 
argument showing "that whatever is religiously good-righteousness, 
the promise of Abraham, the Spirit, life and the like-does not come 
by works of the law and must come another way: by faith. " While this 
may serve as a summary of the gist of 2.15-3.29, Sanders does not take 
sufficient account of the possibility that Paul is responding to the 
clearly articulated position of his opponents and that this has resulted 
in the various ideas expressed in Gal. 2.15-3.29. 

2 
On this interpretation of Christ as a'minister of sin cf. 

Schlier, Galater, pp. 95-96 and Burton, Galatians, pp. 125-130. G. 
Klein, "Individualgeschichte und Weltgeschichte bei Paulus, " Rekon- 
struktion und Interpretation (1969), p. 192 maintains, "Im Glauben an 
Christus werden auch Juden zu solchen, von denen sie sich bis dahin 
gerade als Juden, ýu(Jel (V 15), unterschieden: zu ý1u(xPTWXOI, so 
dass Paulus mit der M8glichkeit rechnet, dass man den Ursprung dieses 
Geschehens als den Ursprung der SUnde selbst, Christus als Diener der 
S11 unde, denunziern k8nnte. " Klein bases his view on the assumption that 
a separation exists between vss. 15 and 1.6: up until the time a Jew 
believes in Christ, he differs from Gentile sinners (v. 15), but when 
he comes to faith in order to be justified, he finds himself to be a 
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refer to; however, the most probable explanation is that they allude 
to the barriers existing between Jews and Gentiles. For Peter, 

or Jew-ish Christians, or even Paul, to rebuild a system which separated 
Jews and Gentiles was a transgression not against the Jewish law, 
but against the moral law of God. I It is at this point that the 
two verses which are of interest to us are inserted into the argument. 

2. Paul and the Son of God 

Behind vss. 19-20 stands Paul's understanding of what J. D. G. 
2 Dunn calls the "conversion-initiation" process, a view confirmed 

by the similarity between vs. 19 and Rom. 6.3-11. But in the 

case of Gal. 2.19-20, Paul speaks out of his own experience of 

coming to faith in Christ. The first person singulars of vss. 19-20 

are genuine personal references by Paul in contrast to the gnomic 
21. first persons of vs. 18. The shift to the emphatic eyw in vss. 19-20, 

the prepositional phrases c3V Elm and ur-7Týp ellioO, and the pe with 
ýCý-2 the phrase TOU UIOU Tou e6OO TOC 0. YO0MCFaVTOS conf irm. the personal 

character of vss. 19-20. As E. Stauffer observes, "Paul goes 
beyond general discussion of possibility and truth to the decisive 

C/ 3 
63yt) yap 6, ý v-pou v, jw &7eeavov va ec- ýcrw.,, Paul, reality: ot 006W Tj 

sinner (vss. 16-17a). Klein apparently understands the phrase "seek- 
ing to be justified" (vs. 17) as synonymous with "we believed in order 
that we might be justified" (vs. 16). It seems much more likely, 
however, that "seeking to be justified" refers to justification as one 
of the final goals of Christian existence (cf. Gal.. 5.5). The separa- 
tion forced by Klein between vss. 15 and 16 is non-existent. Vs. 15 is 
concessive with respect to the main clauses of vs. 16 (Burton, Gala- 
tians, p. 119). The point of vss. 15 and 16 is that Jews, who are 
not by nature Gentile sinners, are not justified by the works of the 
law which distinguish them from Gentile sinners but by faith. Given 
the context of 2.11-14 and vss. 18-21 Paul apparently has in mind living 
ceViKw-s when he speaks of being found a drýictpTwXos in vs. 17 (cf. vs. 15). 

I 
Burton, Galatians, p. 131 suggests. that Paul intentionally sub- 

stituted impaýdTns for Týi_ap-rwXoi to distinguish between violation of the 
ritual law and the far more heinous violation of the moral law of God. 
Cf. the use of 7Tap(xMTns in Rom. 2.25-29. 

2 
J. D. G. Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit (1970), pp. 106-107 

designates the whole of Gal. 2.15-21 a "conversion-initiation passage. " 
Many other scholars recognize in vss. 19-20 a statement based on Paul's 
baptismal theology. Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 180-181; Oepke, 
Galater, p. 94; R. Schnackenburg, Baptism in the Thought of St. Paul 
(1964), p. 62; and Schlier, GaLater, pp. 99-100. 

E. Stauffer, "F-'ywý, " TDNT 2, p. 357. 
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however, does not see his experience as unique; rather it is typical 

of all genuine Christian experience. 
' It was at the time of his 

conversion that Paul died with Christ to his obligation to keep the 

whole Torah, and at the same time he came alive to God in Christ 

Jesus (cf. Rom. 6.3-11; 7.4-6). For the Galatians this assertion 
had unmistakable importance: if Paul, the Jew, had died to the 
law in order to live to God, then there could be no reason fo r the 
Gentile Galatians to try to obtain acceptance before God through 

obedience to the law (cf. Gal. 5.4). 

Vs. 20 spells out the ramifications of Paul's claim in vs. 
19 to have been crucified with Christ. The perfect MV6CrTa6PWj1a1 

emphasizes the existing results of Paul's crucifixion with Christ. 

The fact that Paul has been crucified with Christ means that he no 
longer lives an independent existence in the world; instead 

Christ lives in him. Although Paul maintains that Christ lives in the 
believer on a number of occasions (cf. Rom. 8.10; 2 Cor. 13.5; 

Gal. 4.19; Eph. 3.17; Col. 1.27), none of these passages make 

explicit what this means. This is no accident. Paul cannot define 

the meaning of Christ in the believer because it is an experience 

which goes beyond words to the inner essence of the Christian's 

life. It is an experiential reality which shapes thebeliever's 

eth ical and spiritual life (cf. Rom. 8.10; Gal. 4.19) and may 

ultimately have a bearing on his resurrection existence (cf. Rom. 

8.29; Phil. 3.21; Col. 1.27). 2 Nevertheless, Paul knows that he 

still lives in the flesh. The di-fference is that as a Christian 

he lives by faith in the Son of God (Gal. 2.20b). 

Paul states explicitly that the faith he lives by is faith 

1 Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 178., who ur f es, "Das Ich des 
V 18 visiert noch einmal Petrus an, das betonte cyw' des V 19 dagegen 
Paulus; beide aber sind dabei exemplarische Repr'asentanten oder Typen 
eines bestimmten Tuns bzw. Erleidens und insofern uberindividuell 
zu begreifen. " 

2 Mussner, ibid., pp. 182-183, is justified in introducing the 
category of eschatology into the discussion of Gal. 2.20 as a compari- 
son with Gal. 1.4 shows. He says, "Die Aussage 'Christus lebt in mi? ist 
also, ohne deswegen ihren ontologischen Charakter zu verlieren, 
eschatologisch zu verstehen! Dadurch, dass Christus, der Begrunder 
und Grund des neuen Äons im Getauften lebt, lebt dieser selbst 
schon in der bereits angebrochenen Heilszukunft der Christusherr- 
schaft und ist so dem Gesetzes-Aon entnommen. " 

-dp-- Im 
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TTJ TOU U100 TOO eEO'G TOU3 aYCt7Ma(XVT6s VE Kal 7apOt60VTOS EMUTN 
CCI 
U7ý P ýCJIO_U" (Gal. 2.20b). Kramer describes this as "a giving-up 

of the Son formula, ,2 while Wengst sees it as an example of a 
"Dahingabeformel" not restricted to the Son designation. 3 

Both 
Kramer and Wengst are shooting in the dark since they simply assume 
the existence of a pre-Pauline "Dahingabeformel" of some type without 

any real evidence except for Pauline texts themselves. 
4 

In the 

absence of strong evidence to the contrary, the wording of Gal. 2.20b 

must be accepted as authentically Pauline. 

Two things mark Gal. 2.20b off from other Sonship statements. 
First*Paul specifies that it was the Son of God who loved him. Paul 

does not often mention the love of Christ for the believer (cf. Rom. 

8.35; 2 Cor. 5.14; cf. also Eph. 3.19; 5.2). In Gal. 2.20b he not 

only introduces the idea, but he connects it so closely with Christ's 

self-giving that it becomes the apparent motive for the self-giving 

of the Son of God. 5 The fact that Paul personalizes the love of Christ 

in terms of himself as a believer (o)tYaTrT1YaVTOs PC) indicates the 

strength of his religious feeling in this passage, and so does the 

fact that he pictures the saving activity of the Son of God in 

personal terms (TrOtP(X60VTOS ECOtUTN 157ýp 
C110U). 

The other hallmark of this Sonship, passage is that Paul 

describes the self-giving of the Son of God with the words 7upcx6ovTos 
LUTO, V. Already in Gal. 1.4 Paul has articulated the same basic idea 

C %. C- it when he depicts Christ as `rou_ OvTos cauTov OTTýp -cw'v acWapT1w\). The 
C. A U76p phrase demands that the participle 60"VTos be understood with 

reference to Christ's death on the cross since in primitive Christianity 

Several early witnesses to the text of Gal. 2.20 (p 46 BDG 
etc. ) read eco-u Kal Xpicrw! 7 in place of ToO UioGC: To6 ftoig. This 
reading is undoubtedly a corrpEtion of the TOU UIOU KTX. reading 

il tV God the object of the Christian's because Paul nowhere elscfý&, 
faith. See B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testa- 
ment (1971), p. 593. 

2 Kramer, Christ, p. 118.3 Wengst, Christologische Formeln, p. 57. 

4 
This is not to say that Paul originated the "Dahingabe" idea, 

rather we question the existence of genuine "Dahingabeformeln" prior 
to Paul that have then been taken over by him. 

5CC 
The KCU in TOO UYa1TT)GaVTOs ý16 K(11' 70tPU6OVTOs CUUT)v UIT4 

LF 
c-poi3 is virtually an explicative KU1. 
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it was specifically the death of Jesus which had significance for 

men's sins (cf. Rom. 3.22-26; 1 Cor. 15.1ff.; 2 Cor. 5.21). Me 

similarity of Gal. 2.20b with 1.4 means that the 7TaPCt6OVTOS EaUT&) 

of 2.20b also refers to the death of Christ, but here of course 

Paul specifies that the one giving himself was the Son of God. The 

parallelism between the two self-giving statements indicates that 

Paul conceived of the "on my behalf" of 2.20b in terms of at least 

two interrelated things: the Son of God gave himself to remove 

Paul's sins in order to save him from the present evil age (Gal. 1.4). 

The verse immediately following 2.20b implies a further dimension of 

Paul's understanding concerning the death of the Son of God for him. 

In 2.21 he says, "If righteousness came through the law then Christ 

died in vain. " The implication is clear. Christ's death as Son of 

God effected the possibility of Paul attaining righteousness. 
I 

As 

Paul declares in Rom. 3.24, "All who are being justified are, as a 

gift by God's grace through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus" 

that is, in his death (cf. Rom. 5.9). When Paul explains in Gal. 2.16 

that Jewish Christians "believed in Christ in order to be justified 

by faith in Christ and not by works of the law, " he presupposes the 

saving significance of the death of the Son of God. At its root, it 

is precisely who the crucified was, that is, he was the Son of God 

sent into the world to accomplish God's saving purposes (cf. Gal. 4.4- 

5; Rom. 8.3-4), which accounts for the saving power of his death. 

Gal. 2.20b with its emphasis on the self-giving of the Son stands 

closest to Phil. 2.6-9 for there the one who is Son of God willingly 

enters human existence and ultimately accepts the cross. 

Gal. 2.20b is no "off the cuff" remark. It attests in a most 

incisive way to the true character of Paul's living faith: he lived 

by faith in the Son of God. It was only because the one called Jesus 

Christ was in fact the Son of God sent into the world to redeem 

mankind that Paul believed in him and his power to save. The 

faith in the Son of God which Paul speaks of in Gal. 2.20b began for 

him when God revealed to him his Son on the Damascus road and the Son 

II 'hrmann, Offenbarungsverstandnis, p. 77 suggests that the Lu 
title "Son of God" is the one most closely associated with justifica- 

tion in Paul. Although there is little evidence for this connection 
apart from this passage, it follows from what we have seen concerning 
the saving significance of the Son of God that this is probably 
correct (cf. esp. Rom. 8.3-4 and Rom. 5.9-10). 



178 

became the content of Paul's Gospel (Gal. 1.16). 

"Reconciliation to God through the 

Death of His Son": Rom. 5.8-10 

Unlike most of the Sonship texts examined so far, Rom. 

5.8-10-has received very little scholarly attention apart from 

its discussion in the various commentaries on Romans, and even in 

these the treatment is generally brief and uncontroversial. In 

fact the whole of Rom. 5.1-11 has suffered a form of benign neglect, 
though recently a German doctoral thesis has been dedicated to the 

study of the passage but only as an illustration of "wie sehr 
die Argumentationsweise paulinischer Eschatologie von traditionellen 

Deutungsschemata gepragt ist. " I 
Several reasons may be adduced 

for the relative lack of interest in the passage as a whole and 

vss. 9-10 in particular. Most of the basic themes of Rom. 5.1-11 

are either developed earlier in the letter or are taken up and 

expounded in more detail later, especially in chapter 8. The theme 

of justification found in vss. I and 9 is based on Paul's explication 

of this doctrine in Rom. 3-4. and the references to salvation 

blessings through Christ and his death occurring in vss. 1,2,6, 

8,9,10, and 11 are elaborations on the decisive statement in 

3.21-26 (cf. 4.25). The theme of hostility between God and man 

which occurs in vss. 9 and 10 is based on the exposition of the idea 

in 1.18ff., and the statements concerning reconciliation in vss. 

13,10 and 11 are not so much explicated in 5.1-11 as stated as the 

logical inference of 3.21-4.25. A number of other conceptions like 

the "hope of the glory of God, " "the love of God, " "the gift of the 

Spirit, " and "eschatological salvation" receive much fuller treatment 

in chapter 8.2 With respect to the twin themes of justification 

and reconciliation in vss. 9 and 10-11, the major Pauline discussions 

1 See M. Wolter, Rechtfertigung und zukunftiges Heil-. Unter- 
suchungen zu Ro"m 5,1-11 (1978), p. v. After mentioning the main 
treatments of aspects of Rom. 5.1-11, he claims, "kann innerhalb 
des Rom der Text 5,1-11 als die mit Abstand am seltensten unter- 
suchte Texteinheit gelten, und auch innerhalb des gesamten Corpus 
Paulinum gibt es nur sehr wenige Texte, fur die A'hnliches gilt" 
(pp. 1-2). 

2 N. A. Dahl, "Two Notes on Romans 5, " ST 5 (1952), pp. 37ff. 
has clearly demonstrated this point by presenting Rom. 5.1-11 and 
8.1-39 iii sYnoPsiq form. 
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of these terms are found elsewhere (Rom. 3-4 and Gal. 2.15-3.14 

for justification and 2 Cor. 5.18-21 for reconciliation), and 

therefore Rom. 5.8-11 is normally only used as a further reference 
in expositions of these doctrines. The Sonship statement of vs. 10 

has suffered neglect because, for the most part, scholars have not 

recognized the importance of Christ's Sonship in the total thought 

of Paul. I Perhaps in the final analysis the dearth of scholarly 
interest in Rom. 5.1-11 r eflects the comparatively straightforward 

nature of the passage which has not created serious interpretative 

difficulties for exegetes. 
2 

Yet from our perspective, Rom. 5.8- 

11 provides an important statement for understanding Paul's Sonship 

Christology and further confirms a key point we have argued regarding 

the significance of Christ's Sonship in Paul. 

Rom. 5.1-11 represents an important changing point within the 

argument of Rom. 1-8.3 In 1.18-4.25 Paul treats in great detail 

the themes of the righteousness of God and justification, but in 

5.1-11 he begins to personalize his message by drawing out some 

of the implications of his previous discussion for his readers' 

Christian experience. The change to the first person plural of 

5.1-11 reflects the more personal thrust of the section 5.1-8.39.4 

In Rom. 5.1 Paul presupposes the justification of the believer in 

Christ (61KOt1WOE%)T6S 017V EK 71'*GTEws) and then proceeds to assert 

that. those who are justified are at peace with God through the 

Lord Jesus Christ. The peace of which he speaks is not intellectual 

and emotional tranquility, but the cessation of hostility between 

Kramer, Christ, pp. 1ý4-185 perhaps best typifies this problem. 

2 
Cf. Wolter, Rechtfertigung, p. 2 observes, "die exegetische 

Literatur sich in Röm 5,1-11 vor weitaus weniger und auch geringere 
Probleme gestellt sah als in jedem anderen Text des Rok: Religions- 

geschichtliche, sprachliche, formal und theologisch bot dieser Text 
der Forschung bisher kaum Schwierigkeiten. " 

3 Cf. Dahl, "Romans 5, " pp. 39-42; Professor Barrett, Romans, 

p. 10 1; Prof essor Cranf ield, Romans 1, pp. 252-254; and Schlier, R8mer- 
brief, pp. 137-138. See infra, pp. 356-363 on the structure of 
Romans. 

4 The transition to the first person actually occurs in 4.23-25. 
As Dahl, "Romans 5, " p. 40 notes: "The discussion in 1: 18-4: 22 is held 
in the third person, as a development of a thesis. The second person 
singular is used in a rhetorical manner. In chapters 5-8 with the 
exception of 5.12-21 the Apostle, on the contrary is directly address- 
ing the Romans, writing in the second and first person plural. " 
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God and the man who is justified (cf. vs. 10). Paul's thought moves 

considerably beyond the idea of peace between man and God in the 

course of vss. 2-11; however, the fact that he returns to this theme 
in vss. 10-11 indicates that this is a bracket within which the 
discussion of vss. 2-9 is carried out. 

I 

1. The Context. 

The actual thought progression of 5.2-11 is somewhat con- 

voluted. Vs. 2 continues the thought of vs. I by presenting two more 

of the salvation blessings enjoyed by the believer through Christ: 

he has access to the grace of God by which he is justified and in 

which he stands; and he exults (KaUXaCreM)in the hope of the glory 

of God. The "hope of the glory of God" is best understood in light 

of Rom. 8.17ff. where the eschatological character of the hoped for 

glory becomes obvious, and it is also made clear that the believer 

expects to rhare-persono-31y - in this glory (cf. Phil. 3.21 and I Cor. 

15.43). Paul introduces what seems to be quite a different thought 

in vs. 3 when he interjects that believers not only exult in the 

hoped for glory of God, but they also exult in tribulations. At 

first sight it seems odd that tribulation is something to exult in, 

but 8.17 reveals that suffering is a pre-condition to glorification 
(cf. 8.18). By a series of chain connections in vss. 3 and 4 Paul 

ma I intains that tribulation is also the beginning point of a process 

within the individual that produces confident, well-proven hope. 

According to vss. 3b-4 tribulation produces patience, and patience 

produces character, and character brings forth hope, hope in the 

blessings of eschatological salvation. Paul goes on to say in vs. 5 

that such hope does not disappoint or put its possessor to shame. 

The fact that the love of God has been poured out in the believer's 

heart by the Holy Spirit who was given to him proves this because 

it indicates that the Christian has already begun to experience the 

salvation blessings of God. 2 

I Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 255 and Wolter,. Recht- 
fertigung, p. 195. Wolter describes 5.1,2b-10,11 as an "Argumenta- 
tionkreis" based on the thought of peace with God. 

2 The possession of the Spirit is frequently seen as confirma- 
tion of salvation blessings and -future salvation. Cf. Rom. 8.11,14- 
16; 2 Cor. 1.22; Gal. 5.5; and Eph. 1.13-14. 
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In vss. 6-8 Paul attempts to offer objective evidence that 
the love of God has been poured out in the hearts of Christians, 

thereby providing a basis for confident hope in future salvation. 
1 

The first point made by Paul involves the timing of Christ's death: 
Christ died on behalf of the godless at the time determined by 
God, 2 

while men were spiritually and morally bankrupt before God 
(cf. ý11UPTWOV in vs. 8). That Christ actually died for the ungodly 

constitutes an amazing proof of God's love as Paul points out in 

vss. 7-8. Had Christ died for just men or good men, his death might 
be explicable (vs. 7), but he had not. He died for weak, godless 

sinners. By so doing he demonstrated God's love for men who were 

sinners (vs. 8) though the significance of this is obvious only 
through the eyes of faith. 

Vs. 8 helps in understanding Paul's soteri ological thought 
3 

and the importance of Christ's Sonship. The subject of the verb 

cruvicrTTIGIV in vs. 8 is not Christ, but God (cruvlaTnalv Sý TN 
C-)"JC MUTOU ayamlv CIS 1111gs 0' ecos). God proves his love for his people 

through the death of Christ. The only way in which Christ's death 

can "prove" God's love is if Christ has some special connection with 
God. Christ must in some sense stand on God's side vis-a-vis the 

relationship between God and man. In light of vs. 10 with its speci- 
fic, reference to the death of the Son of God and Rom. 8.32 with its 

assertion that God did not spare his own Son but gave him up for man's 

sake, there can be no doubt whatsoever that God's love was demonstrated 

i4 for man in the death of Christ precisely because he was God's Son. 

Cf. Wolter, Rechtferti&ung, p. 167. 

2 
Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 106 calls KaT& KUIPO%) "the due 

moment" and says, "The 'due moment' is the eschatological moment of the 
fulfilment of God's promises, 'when the fullness of time came! (Gal. iv. 4). " 

3 
Wolter, Rechtfertigung, p. 176 is correct to maintain that the 

various proposal f or af ormula of some kind in vs. 8 are all hypothetical. 

4BIank, Paulus, p. 283 is perhaps the only other scholar to have 
recognized this. In seeking. an explanation for the appearance of the 
Son of God designation in vs. 10 he asks whether the context has 
contributed to its use. He proceeds to argue: "Dies scheint in der 
Tat mo'glich zu seinund zwar von V. 8 her: tott aber hat seine Liebe 
dadurch herausgestellt, dass .ý .'. Es war wohl der Gedanke an die 

II gottliche Liebestat, der Paulus dazu veranlasste, in V. 10 die Sohnes- 
bezeichnung auf zugreifen. Dass der Tod des Christus der Tod des Sohnes 
Gottes ist, macht erst in vollem Umfang detitlicb, wie gross Gottes 
Liebe zum heilsschwachen, gottlosen und sUndigen Menschen ist. " 
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He therefore represented God in a totally unique way so that his death 

proved "costly" for God in a way that nothing else could have. In 

the words of another passage from Romans, God sent his own Son into 

human existence on account of sin (Rom. 8.3). It is this act, 

conceived as the total Christ-event, which demonstrates God's love 

for man. 

2. Rom. 5.9-10 

Vss. 9 and 10 return to the thought of vs. 5a in an attempt 

to provide further support for the claim that hope in God's 

eschatological salvation does not disappoint. I 
Both verses set 

forth a fortiori arguments (TroUdý jj&Uov) designed to assure Paul's 

readers that they will have a share in eschatological salvation. 
In vs. 9 Paul reasons from the presently existing state of 

justification for believers (61KU1W6E_'VT6S VOV), which comes by means 

of the blood of Christ, to future salvation from the wrath of God 

through Christ. He is able to assume the reality of justification 

from his discussion in chapters 3 and 4, and in fact the words "having 

now been justified by his blood-, " recall quite emphatically 3.24- 

26 where it mentions, among other things, "those who are being 

justified through the redemption in Christ Jesus who+od put 

forward (or purposed) as a propitiation by his blood. " The opy"6 

from which Christians will be saved is the wrath of God that will 

be unleashed against all unrighteousness "in the day of wrath 

(opyfys) even the day of the righteous judgment of God" (Rom. 2.5). 

The logic of the a fortiori argument is clear: if God has already 

justified those who believe in Christ (cf. 3.26) by means of Christ's 

death, then he also will save them from the wrath of his judgment 

through Christ. 2 This is particularly true since righteousness is 

the very requirement necessary to stand in the presence of God, and 

God., through justification, has granted this status to those who 

believe in Christ. 

Although the "Son of God" designation does not occur in vs. 9, 

several factors suggest that it was in Paul's mind. In the first 

1 5' I 
The ouv of vs. 9 actually connects the verse with the O'TI 

clause of vs. 8, though Paul's thought clearly returns to demonstrat- 
ing the truth of vs. 5a. 

2 
CM Wolter, Rechtfertigung, p. 191. 
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place, as H. Schlier points out, the words "by his blood" in vs. 
9 and "through the death of his Son" in vs. 10 are parallel. 

I 

Thus F. J. Leenhardt is correct to recognize an implicit reference 
to the Son of God in vs. 9a, and to maintain that'it is actually 
the death of the Son of God, the one who stands closest to God, 

which confirms the promise of God in vs. 9.2 A very different 

consideration leads to the conclusion that vs. 9b has its own 
connection to Paul's Sonship thought. Wolter argues with consider- 
able force that in concept Rom. 5.9 is closely related to I Thess. 
1.10 3 

If this is correct, it may help explain why Paul says in 

Rom. 5.9, "We shall be saved through him from wrath. " According 

to I Thess. 1.10, a passage we shall examine in more detail later,, 

Paul taught his converts that God's Son, Jesus, was coming from 

heaven and that he would save them (ýUojicvos) from the coming 

wrath. Paul intends the allusion to Christ's divine Sonship here 

to give his readers confidence that they will be saved from God's 

wrath because they have the protection of the one closest to God, 

his Son. Paul's assertion in Rom. 5.9b probably rests on the same 

conviction. The Sonship "context" of Rom. 5.8,9a, and 10 lends 

strong support to this conclusion. 

The a fortiori of vs. 10 moves from the premise that if men 

were reconciled to God through the death of his Son, while they 

were still enemies of God, how much more likely it is that they will 

be saved by the Son's life. Vs. 10 picks up the idea of vs. 1. 

Reconciliation is the basis of the peace now existing between 

God and man. 
4 

In turn, reconciliation is based on the death of 

God's Son. The sense in which the death of the Son of God opens 

up the possibility of reconciliation to God is not clear from vs. 10, 

I 
Schlier, R8merbrief, p. 155.2 Leenhardt, Romans, p. 137. 

3 
Wolter,. Rechtfertigung, p. 189. 

4 
For valuable discussions concerning reconciliation in Paul 

see Morris, Apostolic Preaching, pp. 198-210; Wolter, Recht- 
fertigung, pp. 35-89; and T. W. Manson, On Paul and 
John (1963), pp. 50-54. Manson (p.. 51) makes the important 

observation: "With reference to the relation between God and man 
Paul alone uses the word in the New Testament and he uses KaT0LXX6GG61V 
only of God, KCtT0tXX(XYiTVa1 only of man. This is a complete reversal 
of the Jewish usage. In Judaism God is reconciled to man: in 
Christianity man is reconciled to God. ... The reconciliation is 
thus a one-sided transaction. God reconciles; man is reconciled. It 
is not even a mutual affair, much less a reconciliation of God by man 
for man. " 
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but 2 Cor. 5.18-21, and Rom. 3.24-26., passages already examined with 
regard to the Sonship theme, point to the solution. Men's sin and 
rebellion alienate'them from God and leave them the objects of God's 

wrath (cf. Rom. 1.18ff. ), but God reconciles men to himself (2 Cor. 
5.18) through the atoning power of the death of his own Son who 

was without sin (2 Cor. 5.21 and Rom. 3.25). This renders the 

exact difference between justification and reconciliation not 

altogether clear. Many simply think that they are two different ways 

of talking about the same thing; 
I 

however, the thought of reconcilia- 
tion seems to go a step beyond that of justification. 2 

Justification 

connotes a legal standing before God. R econciliation, on the other 
hand, implies an end of hostilities and a return to genuine friend- 

ship: God's love is poured out in the hearts of those who have 

been reconciled to him (Rom. 5.5). Thus God's love, and not his 

righteousness, characterizes the essential aspect of reconciliation. 

Paul's choice of the Sonship designation in Rom. 5.10a cor- 

responds with the inner dynamic of his theology. W. Kramer misses 

this point completely when he finds little importance in the Son of 

God appellation in Rom. 5.10. He operates on the mistaken assumption 

that "Son of God" is merely a title here and that as a title, it 
3 has no clear-cut function; . In truth, whether Paul had used the 

term "his Son" or not in Rom. 5.10, it would not have mattered. For 

just as with Rom. 5.8 (and probably 5.9b) the thought expressed 

presupposes Christ's Sonship. In the words of J. Blank, reconciliation 

"`durch den Sohn, ' durch Christus geschah, also durch den, der 

selbst bereits in der N'ahe Gottes stand und deshalb auch keiner 

I 
E. g. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 108 and asemann, Ro"mer, 

p. 129. Kasemann lists a number of otýers accepting this view, as 
well as others who do not. 

111 

2 
Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 256-257 and F. Bu"chsel, 

aXXCtCCTW KTX.. " TDNT 1, pp. 255-256. 

3 
Kramer, Christ, pp. 184-185. Given the fact that none of 

the major commentaries we have examined on Rom. 5.10 show any particu- 
lar interest in the Sonship designation, we can only assume that the 
general view of Kramer is widespread. No more acceptable than 
Kramer's views are those of Loader, "Apocalyptic Sonship, " p. 534 who 
thinks that here, as in Rom. 8.32, the Sonship appellation was con- 
ditioned by the allusion to future deliverance. He ignores the fact 
that in both Rom. 5.10 and 8.32 the death of the Son is specifically 
in view and calls forth the Sonship terminology. 
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Vers8hnung bedurft. 111 The reference to Christ as the Son of God 

underscores the personal relationship between God and the one who 
brings the blessings of salvation through his own death. Reconcilia- 

tion resulted from God's initiative in sending his own Son to atone 
for man's sin when man could not do it for himself (cf. Rom. 8.3). 

Without recourse to the idea of Christ's unique Sonship relation with 
God, it is impossible to account for the very heart of the apostle 
Paul's understanding of the once and for all times valid salvation 

act in Christ. 

When Paul continues by saying in vs. 10b, "We shall be saved 
by his life, " he means the resurrection life of the one who is Son. 

The Son of God who was sent into the world by God (Rom. 8.3; Gal. 4.4) 

and who died as the Son of God (Gal. 2.20; Rom. 5.10; 8.32), now 
lives as the Son of God, the first-born among many brethren (Rom. 8.29) 

and reigns as the Son of God (I Cor. 15.24-28; Col. 1.13-14). There- 

fore the Son of God may be relied upon to save those who believe in 

him. The Son who died to reconcile men to his Father, now lives to 

complete their salvation at the eschaton when they shall experience 

the redemption of their bodies (Rom. 8.23). 

C. "God Did Not Spare His Own 

Son . 
if. ... . Rom. 8.32 

The Sonship statement of Rom. 8.32 occurs within Paul's 

moving conclusion to his discussion in Rom. 5-8. The whole 

paragraph, 8.31-39, has aroused a good deal of interest among 

scholars in recent years because the elevated style of the passage 

has made it fertile ground for the posing of form-critical 

questions. 
2 The possible presence of traditional fragments has 

also attracted attention. 
3 

To examine these matters with regard 

to the whole paragraph would take us too far afield. The form 

I 
Blank, Paulus, p. 285. Blank seems to be the only other 

scholar to have comprehended the significance of the Sonship state- 
ment in Rom. 5.10 for the theological outlook of Paul. 

2 See Paulsen, Ro"mer 8, pp. 135-151; Von der Osten-Sacken, 
fl Romer 8, pp. 28-35; and Balz, Heilsvertrauen pp. 166f f- and 

the rature cited by them. 

3 
See. G. Schille, "Die Liebe Gottes in Christus, " ZW 59 

(1968), pp. 230-244; Wengst, Christologische Formeln, pp. 47; 55ff.; 
Paulsen, RAmer 8, pp. 152-175, and Von der Osten-Ocken, R&mcr 8, 
pp. 35-46. 
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critical possibilities do not much matter for interpreting the 

meaning of the text from the apostle Paul's viewpoint, and the 

extent to which vs. 32 or even vss. 32-34 embody traditional 
formulations remains a moot point among exegetes. ' I As we have 

urged on other occasions, exegesis must begin with the text as 
it stands. 

The thought of vss. 31ff. not only provides a fitting conclu- 

sion to the discussion of the Christian's hope in God's eschatologi- 

cal salvation blessings as expounded in 8.17-30, but it also recalls 
5.1-11 where Paul first introduced the theme of confident hope in 

God's future salvation based on God's past saving acts. Thus the 
initial rhetorical question of 8.31, "What then shall we say to 

these things? " refers not just to the immediate context in chapter 8, 

but at least as far back as Rom. 5, and perhaps even includes the 
2 

whole of Rom. 1-8. The connection of 8.31-39 with 5.1-11,, and 

more especially with 5.5-10, is particularly interesting since 

Paul takes up Christ's Sonship relationship with God in 8.32 

reminding his readers of what God has done in Christ in order to as- 
2 sure them of his future benevolence towards them: "O""s YE TOG 181ý01) 

C U100 OU3K 67#lGaTO, UUa UcTr*CP 
AW"J 

76I)TWN) IMPEý6WKCV U70TO"V, 7TOS OUý'Xl' 

1, ý "' 
.C-A 

K(XI ON allTW Ta 7T(XVTa TIPIV XaPIUCTal" 

C 
The expression TOO 161OU UIOU OUK EýClGaTO, of vs. 32 is often 

said to be a. verbal allusion to Gen. 22.16: "OUK TOO UJO0 

CrOU TOO ayamiToU 61' Gen. 22.16, as is well-known, forms part 

of the conclusion to the 'aqedah or binding of Isaac story. If 

the allusion is intentional, it raises the question of its purpose. 

The answer cannot be ascertained from Rom. 8.32 itself. H. J. Schoeps, 

among others, has argued that Paul's concept of the atonement through 

Christ's death derives largely from speculation on the 'aqedah of Isaac? 

1 11 11 Kasemann, Romer, p. 236 warns with regard to the presence of 
"Bekenntnisfra, gmente" in 8.32-34: "Diese Einsicht ist allerdings 

II nicht zu u"bertreiben, als lage hier gela'ufiges Kerygma in paulinischer 
Pragung vor. 

2 Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 434-435. 

3Schoeps, Paul, pp. 141-149. Cf. C. Vermes, Scr 
, 
ipture and 

Tradition in Judaism (1961), pp. 195-227. For further literature on 
this theme see N. A. Dahl, "The Atonement-An Adequate Reward for the 
Akedah? (Ro 8: 32), " Neotestamentica et Semitica: Studies in Honour 

of Matthew Black (1969), pp. 15-16. 
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This view stumbles on the text of the New Testament because, as 
N. A. Dahl acknowledges, "The few explicit references to the sacrifice 

of Isaac do not deal with the Atonement, and passages that deal 

with the Atonement may be more or less reminiscent of the Akedah 

but never make the allusion explicit. "' Dahl proposes a different 

approach to the problem. He claims that "the redemption by Christ 

was seen as an adequate reward for the binding of Isaac" in early 
Christian thought and that Rom. 8.32a may have originated in a 
homiletic exposition or paraphrase of this. 

2 
His argument for this 

hypothesis is very stimulating, but in the end it remains little 

more than a conjecture. Certainly Paul does not attempt any explicit 

correlation between Christ's death and the binding of Isaac or for 

that matter between God offering up his Son and Abraham's similar 

act (which would have to be the point of Rom. 8.32). 3 
The lack of 

such connections and the fact that the verbal similarities between 
C. - Rom. 8.32 and Gen. 22.16 are confined to the noun Utos and the verb 

ýF-Iftcyeal 
4 

which Paul uses on five other occasions (cf. Rom. 11.21; 

1 Cor. 7.28; 2 Cor. 1.23; 12.6; 13.4), may indicate that Paul was 

only subconsciously influenced by Gen. 22.16, rather than that he 

consciously sought to allude to it. 

As in Rom. 5.8-10, that God did not spare his own Son but 

gave him for the sake of men attests the profound love of God for 

humanity and gives assurance of future salvation. The verb 

TrapotftiUvai, in conformity with its usage in Rom. 4.25 and Gal. 2.20, 

refers to God giving his Son up to death on behalf of mankind. 
5 

Paul's description of the Son as God's ; 1"610s takes on special 

significance coming at the conclusion of chapter 8 since he argues 

that all those who are lead by the Spirit are sons of God (vs. 14). 

I Ibid. ) P- 16. 

2 
Ibid., p. 16. (The quotation is from p. 29. ) 

If. Professor Barretý, FromFirst Adam toL. ast (1962), pp. 26-30; 

and A. T. Hanson, Studies in Paul's Technique and Theology (1974), pp. 
79-86. 

4 
Perhaps the Mos 

of Rom. 8.32 might represent the 60ya"Ns 
of Gen. 22-16. 

5 
See Paulsen, Ro"mer 8, p. 164 concerning the possible allusion 

C 
to Is. 53.6 LXX in Rom. 8.32b. The uir-iTýp Tlp@v phrase is quite commonly 
associated with the saving death of Christ cf. Rom. 5.8; 14.15; 1 Cor. 
1.13; 11.24; 15.3; Gal. 2.201; and 3.13. 
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They are adopted sons, however (vs. 15). The Son whom God 

did not spare but handed over to death was his unique Son through 

whom the other sons received their adoption (Gal. 4.4-5). The 

words ToU 1'61'ou ulfoG identify Christ, who brought salvation for 

mankind, with God in the closest possible way. As we have seen, 
he was the one who existed with God and was sent by God into human 

existence for the purpose of effecting salvation. God's refusal to 

spare his own Son from suffering and death demonstrates his total 

commitment to man's redemption. It also confirms our contention 

that Christ's unique Sonship relation with God was foundational 

for Paul's soteriological thought. The man Jesus who died on a 

Roman cross was at the same time more than man; he was the Son of 

God who represented God uniquely in effecting divine salvation. 

It is theunparalleled character of God's intervention on man's 
behalf which assures men that God will not fail to fulfill all 

his salvation promises, including granting believers a full share 
i*n Christ's inheritance (cf. vs. 32c with vs. 17. ). 

A word is required about vs. 34. Although it deals explicitly 

with Christ, "the one who died, yes rather was raised, " his Sonship 

cannot have been too far removed from Paul's thought given the 

fact that he had just, identified the one who had died as the Son 

of God. The position of Christ at God's right hand and his interces- 

sion on behalf of those for whom he died bespeaks his close 

relation with the Fa. ther, a relation which Paul clearly understood 
in terms of Christ's divine Sonship. Passages to be examined 

shortly will confirm ideas we have already encountered in Rom. 1.3-4 

and Phil. 2.6-11 that Christ's Sonship relation with God formed a 

crucial part in the apostle's thought concerning the resurrected 

Christ. Infact, we may now turn to a text, Col. 1.13-14, which 

offers a bridge between the thought of the Son of God who died to 

bring salvation and the Son of God who reigns in heaven with God. 

D. "The Son of God's Love": Col. 1.13-20 

At first sight 

20 among instances of 

logical or redemptiv, 

word "Son" comes in a 
[God-] has transferred 

it may appear strange to include Col. 1.13- 

Sonship language which are primarily soterio- 

e in orientation since the actual use of the 

phrase about the kingdom of the Son: "He 

us into the kingdom of the Son of his love. " 
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Such a reference, in and of itself, rightfully belongs alongside 
I Cor. 15.24-28. This initial impression, however, does not take 

account of the context, and more importantly it overlooks the depen- 
dence of vss. 14-20 on the phrase "Son of his love, " for the "Son 

of his love" is properly the subject of vss. 14-20. If Col. I passed 
from vs. 13 to vs. 15 directly and then reached its climax in vs. 17, 

the Sonship of Christ would receive a distinctly cosmological flavor. 

But vss. 14 and 18-20 (as well as 21-22) show that Paul's real 

concern is with redemption, 
I 

the divine redemption which has its 

origin in the Son of God, who died in order to mediate redemption 

and reconciliation. 
2 Even the reference to transference into the 

kingdom of the beloved Son of God in vs. 13 has an essentially 

redemptive significance. In light of these contextual considerations 
it is necessary to discuss Col. 1.13ff. under the rubric "the Son 

of God and his saving death, " J. Blank's "soteriologische Horizont. " 

Because the material of interest to us occurs within a 

series of relative clauses commencing with vs. 13, we must briefly 

examine the context in order to determine the relation of vss. 13-20 

with what precedes. After informing the Colossians of the thanks he 

gives to God because of the reports he has had of them (vss. 3-8), 

Paul proceeds to tell his readers of the continual prayers which he 

offers up to God on their behalf (vs. 9). He prays that they 

may be filled with the knowledge of God's will in wisdom and 

spiritual understanding so that they may live lives worthy of the 

Lord, fully seeking to please him (vss. 9-10a). He further desires 

that they may bear fruit in every good work and increase in the 

knowledge of God, being greatly strengthened according to the might 

of the Lord's glory unto all patience and endurance (vss. 10b-11). 

Finally Paul says in vss. 11 and 12 "IxTd't Xapas (vs. 11) dXapicr- 

TONTES Tý 7aTPI T63 1Ka\)WCrCNT1 &PaS (nJ1&s? ) E? S Tý%) JIEPI&Y, TOG 

KXT'IPOU TWN) Ty I WV 6v TO ýWT I. Although it is possible that the 

participle 6U'XOtP1CrTOVVTCS may be parallel with the participles 
4A 

Trpoacl)XOýievol and UITOUIIEVOI in vs. 9, and therefore refer to an 

I 
Cf. G. B. Caird, Paul's Letters from Prison (1976), p. 175 who 

notes, "The thought of the passage as a whole begins with redemption 
and returns to redemption. " 

2 
Wengst, Christologische Formeln, p. 171 observes: "Der Dank von v 12 

betrifft die dort erfolgte RetE-u-ng, deren Subjekt zwar Gott ist, aber 
ihr 'Mittler" ist sein Sohn. Darauf folgt jetzt in vv 15-20 das 

vorgegebene Lied, dessen Sinn an dieser Stelle flur den Verfasser des 
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action by Paul (and those with him), it is much more probable 

that dXCtPICFTO'DVTES should be taken with the four participles 

of vss. 10-11. Thus it summons Paul's readers to render thanks 

to the Father who has provided for their salvation blessings by 

authorizing them to participate in the inheritance of his elect. 
The whole of vss. 13-20 expand the thought of vs. 12 providing a 
thorough explication of the basis for giving thanks to the Father. 

That all or part of vss. 13-20 form a Christian hymn or liturgy 

is widely held, though of little consequence to the actual exegesis 

of the passage. 
2 

Grammatically the relative clause of vs. 13 further identifies 

the Father by specifying another aspect of his saving activity 

towards those who believe. Functionally, however, it presents a 
further important reason for giving thanks to the Father. The 

Father has saved his people from the power of darkness and trans- 

ferred them into the kingdom of his beloved Son (cf. I Thess. 5.5). 3 

Kolosserbriefes der ist, zu zeigen, wieso und wodurch der Sohn 
'Mittler' ist 

See E. Lohse, Colossians, p. 34 on the thanksgiving Gattung 
in Judaism. According to R. P. Martin, Colossians and Philemon (1974), 
p. 53, the participle 66XotPiCrTOU-, VTcs has "the force of the imperative 
mood, " but this seems questionable. 

2 it Kasemann, "Baptismal Liturgy, " pp. 149-163, for example, 
thinks a "pre-Christian hymn has been transformed by a liturgicalredac- 
tion into a Christian homology. Cf. Wengst, 

, 
Christologische Formeln, pp. 170- 

180; N. Kehl, Der Christushymnus 
- 
im Kol-oSserbrief (1967), pp. 28-51; 

E. Schweizer, Der Brief an die Kolosser (1976), pp. 45ff.; and Lohse, 
Colossians, pp. 32ff. Lohse maintains that "Vss. 12-14 ... are 
placed before the Christ-hymn as a sort of introit which introduces 
the solemn hymn sung by the community. " Perhaps the only recent 
writer to express strong doubts about an actual hymn in Col. 1.15-20 
is G. B. Caird, Paul's Letters, p. 174-175. As he points out, "Even 
if we were to accept the hymn theory, we should still have to say 
that the meaning of the passage in Colossians is what the author of 
the letter (Paul) intended it to mean. " He is not quite correct, how- 

ever, when he goes on to say, "Speculations about the previous function 

of the hymn may have some interest for the study of Christian origins, 
but they are totally irrelevant to the exegesis of Colossians. " If 

a pre-Pauline hymn could be arr_4_ved at in Col. 1.15-20, then it would 
help in understanding the origin of Paul's beliefs and perhaps also 
the way in which he differed from the thought of the original autbor 
and why. Unfortunately the numerous attempts to get behind Col. 1.15- 
20 to a pre-Pauline (or nebenpaulinisch) piece remain hypothetical. 

3 C. F. D. Moule, The Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the Colos- 

sians and to Philemon (1957), p. 56 finds a very striking parallel 
to Eol. 1.12-14 in Acts 26.18 when Paul defines the mission given to 
him by the risen Lord: to open the eyes of those to whom he is sent, 
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I. Col. 1.13b-14 

The mention of God's Son in vs. 13b leads to a change in the 
line of discussion since vss. 14-20 concern the Son of God. The 

shift in focus to the Son of God in a series of dependent statements 
intended to expand upon the idea of giving thanks to the Father is 

not without significance. For Paul it is virtually impossible to 

talk about what God has done for the Christian without at the same 

time talking about his Son who was his agent in both creation and 

redemption (cf. I Cor. 8.6). 1 
In keeping with the thought of Phil. 

2.11, to acknowledge and praise the Son and his work is tantamount 

to offering praise and thanksgiving to God his Father. 

The expression TT'J'V ýUai/ýCIUV TOO UIOO Tfis &Ya7-ns allTOO of 

vs. 13b represents a unique formulation in the letters of Paul on 

two counts. In the first place Paul nowhere else employs the 

combination 8ý UlftS TRIS &YaTMS a'UTOý5. Scholars have frequently 

described these words as a "Semitic" form of expression because they 

look like very awkward Greek. 
2 

Hebrew, on the other hand, with its )#'M; -fed 

supply of adjectives, riorrodIly chow to describe and delimit nouns by 

adding qualifying nouns in the genitive construct relation. The 

nature of the construct relation necessitated that any pronoun 

pertaining to the noun controlling the genitive construct be appended 

to the genitive construct. Thus 0' U(IOs Týs AydTMs a6ToO appears to 

be a Greek rendering of 7: q and means "his beloved Son, " 
7- - 

that they might turn from darkness into light (GKO'TOUS CIS ýýS) 

and from the power (Cýoucrlfas) of Satan to God, that they might re- 
ceive forgiveness of sins (&ýcaiv 6'tpapTiFov) and a share (KXfjPOV) 

among the saints (Týyiaajicvols) by faith in Christ. In Gal. 1.4 Paul 

ascribes a very similar saving function to Christ, who accomplished 
his task according to the will of God. 

I In Col. 1.3 Paul begins the body of his letter by saying, "We 

give thanks to God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ" (cf. 2 Cor. 
1.4). This seems to presuppose the thought that giving thanks to the 
Father has its basis in the activity of the Son of God, who is the 

agent of God. 

2 
E. g. Moule, Colossians, p. 58; Lohse, Colossians, p. 38, n. 44, 

and Schwcizer, Kolosser, p. 49. For a less probable explanation see 

M. Dibelius, Die Briefe des Apostels Paulus: Die Neun Kleinen Briefe 

(1913), p. 69 who sees it as an example of Attic poetic expression. 
Schweizerp Kolosser, p. 46 thinks the Son formula may have 

stemmed from the original introductory statement of the hymn in 

Col. 1.15-20. 
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which would more naturally be expressed in Greek as to uico's 

Otý-COO 0 0`tYaTMTOS (cf. Mk. 1.11; 9.7; 12.6). The designation of 

Christ as God's "beloved Son" has considerable relevance in Colossians 

because it emphasizes the intimate connection of Christ to God 

necessary to account for his unique position in the cosmos and in 

redemption. 

The other unusual feature in the formulation "the kingdom 

of his beloved Son" is the expression "kingdom of the Son. " 

References to the kingdom of God abound sufficiently to demonstrate 

that Paul knew the concept and was capable of employing it in both 

present and future senses (cf. Rom. 14.27; 1 Cor. 4.20; 6.9,10; 15. 

50; Gal. 5.21; Col. 4.11; 1 Thess. 2.12; 2 Thess. 1.5). But he never 

mentions the kingdom of Christ, unless Eph. 5.5 is from his hand. 

Nevertheless, the idea of a kingdom belonging to Christ represents 

an authentic piece of Pauline theology. According to I Cor. 15.24, 

when the end comes, Christ will restore the kingdom to his God and 

Father. That Phil. 2.9-11 probably has the same conceptual background 

as I Cor. 15.24-28 has already been seen. Rom. 1.3-4 also has 

affinities with the concept of Christ's kingly rule. In both I Cor. 

15.24-28 and Col. 1.13 the Father-Son relation between God and 

Christ occupies the foreground. I This seems to indicate that 

Christ's Sonship is a crucial if not necessary assumption for main- 

taining his kingly rule in the place of God. 2 

This is also true in the case of Rom. 1.3-4 and Phil. 2.9-11, 

as has been shown. 

2 
Schweizer, Kolosser, p. 48 maintains regarding Col. 1.13: 

"Dahinter steht die davidische Verheissung des kommenden Reiches 
des Sohnes Gottes (2 Sam 7,16; Ps 2,7; 4 Qflor 1,11; 4Q patr 4; 
Lk 1,33), bei der freilich der verheissene 'Sohn' immer mehr mit 
Israel (statt dem Messias)identifiziert wurde (Ps. Sol. 17f; Jub 1.24f; 
4Q flor 1,7f ... 

)" This assertion has doubtful value because 
Paul shows no traces of Messianic Sonship with the exception of Rom. 
1.3-4 where he probably corrects an earlier Messianic Sonship formu- 
lation to conform with his own wider Sonship conception. The scope of 
Christ's kingly rule comes closer to that of the Son of Man in Dan. 
7.13-14 (and in the Gospel traditions) than to that of the Davidic 
kingship. The application of a line from Ps. 8 to the Son of God in 

I Cor. 15.27 supports this view. Ps. 8, as is well-known makes 
reference to the Son of Man. Hebr. 2.5-9 in all probability under- 
stands Ps. 8 to be talking abou-V- Christ as the Danielic Son of Man, 

and therefore Paul's reference in I Cor. 15.27 may come out of the 

same background. See Loader, "Apocalyptic Sonship, " pp. 526ff. and 
Kim, l's Gospel, p. 338 who claims, "Paul's designa- 

tion of Christ as the Son of God ... exactly corresponds to Jesus' 

intention in his self-designation as the Son of Man. " 
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The main thrust of what Paul has to say about the Son of 
God does not concern his kingdom but who the Son is and more 
importantly the nature of his work in creation and redemption. The 

ev w of vs. 14 relates the assertion regarding redemption to the 
beloved Son of God. It is in him that Christians experience 

redemption, conceived in vs. 14 as forgiveness of sins (cf. Col. 2.13; 

Eph. 1.7). Although Paul seldom mentions either the idea of redemp- 

tion or that of the forgiveness of sins, several passages demonstrate 

his familiarity with these two concepts. Perhaps, before all others, 

the juxtaposing of Rom. 1.24 with 3.23 and the citation of Ps. 32.1-2 

in the context of Paul's discussion of justification in Rom. 4 (vss. 7- 

8) indicate that redemption in Christ Jesus included justification 

and that Paul understood justification to entail forgiveness of 

sins. 
I In light of the Sonship passages already examined, the 

connection between Christ's Sonship and his soteriological function 

can come as no surprise. Sonship provides the necessary presupposi- 

tion for explaining why Christ's redemptive death (cf. Col. 1.20) 

can lead to God saving believers from the power of darkness and 

transferring them into the kingdom of his Son (vs. 13). As Son of 

God, Christ represents God in effecting salvation. C. F. D. Moule 

sees this point clearly when he reflects, redemption "cannot be 

accounted for in terms of a Redeemer who is included among created 

things: it demands the postulate of divine action. ,2 For Paul, 

Christ's divine Sonship allows for the postulation that his death 

constituted a decisive act of God. 

2. Col. '1.15-20 

The Sonship theme carries on into the so-called Christ hymn 

Os of vss. 15-20 since the relative pronouns ("") of vss. 15 and 18 and 

the numerous instances of the pronoun abTos in vss. 15-20 (with 

one exception) have their antecedent in the words "his beloved 

Son" of vs. 13.3 As J. G. Gibbs notes: 

Cf. Cerfaux, Christian in Paul, p. 422 who observes, 
"Justification (indicated by the verb dikaio5) seems primar- 
ily to concern the forgivencss of sins in j passage sucli as 

Rom. 3.23-24. " 

2 Moule, Colossians, p. 64. 

3 The examination of Col. 1.15-20 which follows makes no 
attempt to treat the numerous exegetical questions raised by the 
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The cols and aliTos clause in 1: 15-20 identify further "the 
Son of his love" in 1.13, and the smoothness of the transi- 
tion indicates that for the author of the letter there is 
no dichotomy between the description in the hymn and the 
Christology just referred to in the prayer . .1 

It is possible to go even further than this, however. The connection 

of the content of vss. 15-20 to Christ's divine Sonship appears to 
be intentional. The things articulated in vss. 15-20 could only 
be said of one who stands in the closest possible relation with God 

sharing in the divine activity and even the divine nature (cf. Col. 

2.9). Christ's divine Sonship was the natural category to apply at 

this point because it preserves and affirms the unity between God 

and his agent in creation and redemption. 

Not only does the Os of vs. 15 refer to "his beloved Son" in C, 

vs. 13, but the words EIKIV T010 e6oO Tog (2)ýOP(Y. TOU have a meaning 

parallel to the Sonship conception. In our discussion of Gal. 1.16 

we had cause to examine 2 Cor. 4.4-6 where Paul calls Christ the 

EIKIV Toý OEOU. We arrived at the conclusion there that in both 

2 Cor. 4.4 and Col. 1.15 the 61KW'V designation identifies Christ 

as the one who reveals the inner essence of God visibly. 
2 Thus to 

say that Christ is the image of God is virtually synonymous with 

describing him as the unique Son of God, and in fact Col. 1.15 makes 

this correspondence since the os has its antecedent in "his beloved C, 

I C/ Son. ' and the copulative F-Triv connects the os with the designation 
J CIKWý'V TO-U Ocou. The description of Christ's position with respect 

to creation and his role in creation as detailed in vss. 15b-17 

assume his Sonship. Christ's status of 7TPWTOTOKOS 7U"S KTICTEWS 

passage; rather our efforts must be directed towards elucidating I 
the text from the perspective of the theme of Sonship. 

Ii. G. Gibbs, Creation and Redemption, pp. 100-101. 

2 See supra, pp. 84-86. The attempt of Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 
70ff. and 78ff. to limit the EIKWV language to a quite specific origin 
in Gen. 1.26-27 is not convincing. His explanation that "Paul applies 
the same 'Adamitic' categories (Image, Firstborn) with which he 
describes Christ's significance in 'eschatology' to his place in 
'protology' as well" (p. 82) poFes more questions than it solves. If 
Christ is a 'protological' Adam then what is his relation to the Adam 

of Genesis I and 2? Ridderbos certainly rejects seeing it in terms 

of Philonic Logos speculation (or Jewish Wisdom thought), but in the 

process he leaves little alternative except to believe that Paul inde- 

pendently came to a similar conclusion as Philo by reasoning from 
"eschatology" to "protology. " Paul's cosmological reflection in Col. 

1.15-17 does not derive from his understanding of Christ's role in 
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attributes to him priority and superiority over the created order. 
It does not imply that he was the first thing created, because vs.. 
16 asserts that "all things" were created through him. I 

As Lohse 

remarks, "It refers instead to his uniqueness, by which he is 
distinguished from all creation. ,2 The creation by God of all 
things "in him, " "through him" and "for him" and the fact that he 

is before all things and all things hold together in him, confirms 

that he stands on God's side vis-a-vis creation.. Naturally enough 
Paul understands this in terms of Christ's Sonship, an observation 

supported not only by the dependence of vss. 15-17 on the Sonship 

appellation in vs. 13 but also by I Cor. 8.6. In I Cor. 8.6, another 
text relating cosmological and redemptive significance to Christ, 

Paul juxtaposes the expression F-is 06'0'S 0'_ TFaTTIP with ETS KOPIOS tTICTOOS 
13 

XpicTTOS. He thereby implies the Sonship of Christ, "61' Oý Tý, 

76VTa. " This latter phrase apparently refers to his role as agent 

the new creation as Ridderbos asserts but from the transference of 
Wisdom and Logos speculation to the Son of God who became man. Cf. 
Caird, Paul's Letters, pp. 174ff. who adopts a linesomewhat similar 
to Ridderbos' in order to exclude the category of pre-existence from 
Col. 1.15-17. Strangely enough, he maintains in his exegesis of 
Phil. 2.6-11 that Paul believed in Christ's personal pre-existence 
and may have been the source of this concept in the early church (p. 
119). Why he then excludes it from his discussion of Col. 1.15-17 
is somewhat mystifying. 

I 
Moule, Coloss ians, pp. 63-64 argues that to interpret 

7TPWTOTOKOS in the sense of Christ's inclusion with other created 
things "would simply be inconsistent-not only with the immediately 
following words about Christ's agency in creation (implying his 
priority to it) and with similar references elsewhere ..., but 
also with the conception of Christ as the divine and pre-existent 
Wisdom, and with the Christian experience of redemption, which 
cannot be accounted for in terms of a Redeemer who is included among 
created things: it demands the postulate of a divine action. " He 
then goes on to say that 7PWTO'TOKOS should be interpreted as "'prior 

to and supreme over"' in Col. 1.15 (p. 65). It is interesting that 
Moule notes the theological point which we have consistently argued, 
with regard to Sonship, that Christ must stand on, God's side if 

redemption is to exist in him. See W. Michaelis, "TrPWTOTOKOS, " 
TDNT 6, pp. 878-879 for further evidence against rendering first-born 
of creation as referring to Christ as the first thing created. 

2 
Lohse, Colossians, pp. 48-49. 

3 See Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, pp. 192-194 and 
Robertson and Plummer, I Corinthians, pp. 167-168 for this interpre- 
tation of I Cor. 8.6. Cf. H. Langkainmer, "Litarische und 
theologische EinzelstUcke in I Kor. VIII. 6, " NTS 17 (1970-71), 

p. 194. 
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CII in creation, just as rilicis 61 UI)TOU refers to his role in 

redemption. 
I 

The statement in vss. 18-20 completes the explication con- 

cerning God's beloved Son. According to vs. 18 the Son occupies 
the position of pregminence in both the Church and the new 

creation introduced by the resurrection. The cl'Va clause in 

vs. 18c, "that he might be first in all things, " refers to Christ's 

position both in creation and in the new creation. Since he already 

possessed pree'minence in creation, his resurrection as firstborn 

from the dead was necessary to insure his continued place of 

priority with respect to all the works of God. This means that 

the cOTI 
clause of vs. 19 cannot be limited to the exaltation of 

Christ, 2 
nor to the human existence of Christ.. 

3 
The one who was 

Son of God from before creation must have possessed the divine 

fullness at all times, at least as far as Paul was concerned. Vss. 

15-17 allow for no other conclusion. Thus the 'OTi 
clause of vs. 

19 indicates the primary reason for Christ's preeminence in 
4 

creation, as well as in the new creation. The 7av To 7XTIPWPa, 

is the subject of the verb in vs. 19, and on the basis of Col. 2.9 

it signifies "all the fullness of deity" or "all the fullness of 
5 

God, " though it may be a periphrasis for "God in all his fullness. " 

'Cf. 
Gibbs., Creation and Redemption, p 61. 

2 Schweizer, Kolosser, p. 67 maintains, "Wenn man überhaupt 
so präzisieren darf, ist wohl an die Erh8hung als das Ereignis zu 
denken, in dem diese Flulle der totenerweckenden Kra'fte Göhtes in ihm 
Wohnung nahm. " 

3 Lohse, Colossians, p. 58 believes, "No reference is contained 
in this statement to any particular event, e. g., the incarnation, 
the baptism or the transfiguration of Jesus, rather, it relates to 
the Christ-event as a whole. " 

4Cf. 
Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 156. 

5 Moule, Colossians, pp. 70-71 (see also pp. 164-169). Cf. 
Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 157; Lohse, Colossians, pp. 56-58; and 
Caird, Paul's Letters, pp. 180-181. Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 221ff., 
KHsemann, "Baptismal Liturgy, " pp. 158-159, Lightfoot, Colossians, 

p. 157 and Lohse, Colossians, pp. 57-58 find the background of 7Tc7v 
To TrXýpwýiot in Gnosticism and/or Hellenistic syncretism. However, 
Schweizer, Kolosser, pp. 66-67) is correct in rejecting the relevance 
of this connection. With Moule, Colossians, p. 166 (cf. also 
Hegermann, Scho'pfungsmittler, p. 105) we do not believe that IT3v 
TO iTXT1pwpa constitutes a technical religious expression for Paul. 
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This can only mean that all the attributes of God such as his wisdom, 
power, and love dwell in his Son. This conception, in a sense 

constitutes the ultimate expression of Paul's belief in Christ's 

divine Sonship, for with it he identifies Christ with God in terms 

of his sharing in what makes God to be God, an idea presupposed in 

Phil. 2.6-11. 

The hymnic piece in vss. 15-20 ends with a pronouncement 

concerning the reconciliation of all things to God through his 

Son. 61j'6O'KTjac-v 0 eco's must be understood in vs. 20, so that 

vs. 20 provides a second reason for the priority of the Son in 

vs. 18c. The cis aUTO-V and the masculine participle EipTjvo7oincras 

of vs. 20 refer to God. 
2 

The nature of the reconciliation in Col. 

1.20 transcends what Paul states concerning personal reconciliation 

between God and man in Rom. 5.1-11 and 2 Cor. 5.18-21 because here 

"all things" are said to be reconciled, whether things on earth or 

in heaven. Paul employs the aorist OMOKUTUXXaEUI, because the 

essential act of reconciliation was completed and because he believed 

with complete confidence that God's efforts at reconciliation and 

peacemaking through the blood of his Son's cross could not be 

thwarted in the end. 

The fact that Col. 1.13-20 connects reconciliation and 

peacemaking with God's Son confirms what we have claimed previously. 

At the heart of Paul's faith in the saving significance of Christ's 

death lies his belief that he who suffered and died stood in the 

closest possible relation with God as God's representative in 

instituting salvation. On any other terms, the salvation procured 

by Christ would not have originated in God but in man. Thus Christ's 

$onship constitutes a necessary presupposition for the whole of 

Paul's soteriological thought. But Col. 1.15-17 also implies that 

Christ's Sonship is a necessary presupposition for his role as 

God's agent in creation, for he stands with God over against 

creation. 

In this chapter we have seen the close connection between 

Christ's Sonship and his saving death. This connection was necessary 

I See Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 157. 

2 
Cf. ibid., p. 158 and Moule, Colossians, p. 70. 
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for Paul in order to explain why Christ's death had universal 

saving significance. It was not merely a man who died on the 

Roman cross, but the unique Son of God. In a very real sense he 

gave himself on each man's behalf as an act of love (Gal. 2.20), 

but this only had saving significance because he was the Son of 
God and therefore did not himself require redemption, justification, 

or reconciliation with God. His death was a manifestation not only 

of his own love but also of God's love. In saving men from the 

power of sin and death God could do nothing any more drastic than 

what he did in giving up his own beloved Son on man's behalf 

(Rom. 5.8-10; 8.32; Col. 1.13-14). The texts examined in this 

chapter thus go hand-in-hand with the sending texts examined in the 

previous chapter because both understand the saving significance 

of Christ in connection with his unique Sonship relationship with 

God. 

In Col. 1.13-20 Paul takes us much further, for not only 

does he portray the Son of God as God's agent in redemption and the 

salvation of men, but he also claims that the Son was God's agent 

in creation and in the reconciliation of the entire universe to 

God, its creator. Clearly for Paul Sonship cannot merely be related 

to the Gospel and to the saving death of Christ; it also accounts 

for his position in creation: the eikon of the invisible God, in 

whom all things were created, is the Son of God, in whom all the 

fullness of deity dwells (cf. Col. 1.19 and 2.9). Thus Christ's 

relationship to God, conceived as Sonship (which embraces the eikon 

idea) , enables Paul to ascribe to Christ a position of pree'minence 

in the principal divine acts of creation and redemption. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE SON OF GOD IN THE PRESENT 

AND IN THE FUTURE 

Paul did not limit his understanding of Christ as the 

Son of God to any particular segment of Christ's existence nor 
did he associate it in an exclusive way with only one or two 

aspects of his Christology. This is so because for Paul the Son 

of God terminology was not primarily honorific and titular in 

nature, rather it was, in the first instance, relational in 

orientation. For this reason Paul employs the Son of God termi- 

nology in passages referring to the Son's pre-human existence, his 

coming into human existence, his saving death, his relation with 
his people in the present, his worship as Lord, his future return 

for his people, his kingly sovereignty, and his final subordination 

to his Father. Some of the passages already examined impinge upon 

several of these themes. This is particularly true of Rom. 1.4; 

Gal. 1.16; Phil. 2.6-11; and Col. 1.13-20, all of which have importance 

for the current topic of discussion, though they have been dealt 

with under other rubrics. Rom. 1.4 speaks of the "Son of God with 

power since the resurrection, " an obvious allusion to the current 

Lordship of Christ. Gal. 1.16 concerns the revelation of the 

exalted Son of God to the apostle Paul, while Phil. 2.9-11 treats 

the sovereign rule of the Son of God and the universal homage which 

he will receive. Col. 1.13-20 refers to the kingdom of the Son 

of God in which his pree'minence is established by his status as 

first-born from the dead. Whereas the four passages just mentioned 

deal with the theme of Christ's Sonship in both past and present or 

'This is the reason why it is necessary to bring a variety of 
passages into the discussion of Christological Sonship in Paul where 
the term Son does not occur. Passages may imply or presuppose the 
Father-Son relation of God and Christ without utilizing the 
terminology. 

199 
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future terms, the five remaining Sonship texts (I Cor. 1.9; 

Gal. 4.6; Rom. 8.29-30; 1 Thess. 1.9-10; and I Cor. 15.23-28) 

focus either on present or future aspects of Christology in 

connection with the Sonship designation. 

A. "Called to Fellowship wit 
God's Son": I Cor. 1.9 

On the surface, I Cor. 1.9 appears to be a rather ordinary 

statement without any special importance, coming as it does at 

the end of one of Paul's typical introductory thanksgivings 
(cf. 2 Cor. 1.3-11; Phil. 1.3-11; Col. 1.3-8; 1 Thess. 1.2-10; 

2 Thess. 1.3-12; and Philemon 4-7). Such a view, however, over- 
looks the fact that the content of Paul's prescripts and introduc- 

tory formulations-originate in his profound experience and theologi- 

cal reflection. 
' 

In its context I Cor. 1.9 is intended to assure 

the Corinthians of their salvation based on the unwavering faithful- 

ness of God. The idea of particular interest for us in vs. 9 

concerns being called by God "CIS KOIVWVIUV TOG UIOU OtýTOO'IIT1905 

XPIUTOU TOU KUPI'OU TjcjirOV. " This formulation, attached as it is to 

the verb eKXYjenTc,, suggests that the original call of the Gospel 

for the Corinthians constituted a summons to fellowship with the 

Son of God. 2 This conforms to what was said earlier: Paul 

preached a Gospel which had as its content the Son of God. Apparent- 

ly, however, Paul did not restrict the message of the Gospel of 

God's Son to the sending of the Son and his saving death. He also 

invited those who would believe to enter into a living relation with 

the Son of God. Paul does not elaborate on the nature of "fellowship 

with the Son of God" in I Cor. 1.9 because he is able to assume 

that his readers know what he means. 

In a very real sense, for Paul, the whole of a Christian's 

existence, lived in faith and obedience, represents an ongoing 

fellowship with the Son of God. The Christian knows himself to 

be "in Christ, " that is in a living relationship with Christ in 

I See E. Lohmeyer, "Probleme paulinischer Theologie, " ZNW 
26 (1921), pp. 158-173 who discusses the theological significance 
of the prescripts of Paul's letters. 

2 
On the connection between the call of God and the preaching 

of the Gospel see 2 Thess. 2.13-14. 



201 

which he is united with Christ (cf. Gal. 3.26-28; 1 Cor. 6.15- 

17; Col. 2.6-7), and he experiences the presence of the resurrected 
Christ in his own life (cf. Rom. 8.10; Gal. 2.20; Col. 1.27) even 
to sharing in Christ's own Sonship relationship with God (cf. 

Rom. 8.15-17; Gal. 4.6). 1 
KOIVW'Vla with the Son of God means that 

the Christian not only has a personal relationship with Christ, 

but he also shares in all the salvation benefits arising from 

Christ's death. This he does through sharing in Christ's death 

(cf. Rom. 6.3-11; 2 Cor. 5.14-15; Gal. 2.19-20; Col. 3.3) in 

order that he may share in Christ's resurrection life and glory 
(cf. Rom. 6.5,8; 8.17ff., 29-30; 2 

Phil. 3.21; Col. 1.27). 
3 

Al- 

though Paul conceives of participation in Christ's resurrection 
life and glory as primarily future, he hints at the fact that the 

Christian already experiences this future life and glory (cf. Rom. 

6.4; 2 Cor. 3.18; 4.10ff., 13.4; Col. 3.1). Nevertheless, the 

present existence of the Christian is mainly characterized by 

suffering with Christ (cruýmacrXciv) (cf. Rom. 8.17,18; Col. 1.24; 

Phil. 1.29; 3.10-11; 2 Cor. 4.10ff. ). 

Fellowship with the Son of God does not consist in mere 
intellectual abstractions for Paul but rests on the experience of 

the Spirit of Christ (Rom. 8.9) or the Spirit of God's Son (Gal. 4.6). 

For this reason we may examine Gal. 4.6 as a sort of corollary 

to the statement of I Cor. 1.9: "You were called into fellowship 

with God's Son, Jesus Christ our Lord. " 

B. "The-Spirit of God's Son": Gal. 4.6 

Previously Gal. 4.4-5 was studied in conjunction with the 

Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 40 notes with regard 
to I Cor. 1.9 "that the Christians in fellowship with Christ share, 
not in his being ..., but in his relation with the Father. " 

2 it Cf. Thusing, Per Christum, p. 144 who comments concerning 
1 Cor. 1.9: "Da ohne Zweifel die eschatologisch-vollendete 
Gemeinschaft mit Christus gemeint ist, wie der Kontext V. 7f zeigt, 
ist die Aussage sachlich identisch mit unserer Vorherbes-timMung (und 
Berufung) zur 'Mitgestaltung mit der Eikon des Sohnes Gottes' von 
Rýo'm 8.2 9. " 

3 
Cf. Sanders Paul, p. 447, who maintains, "the main theme of 

Paul's gospel was the saving action ofGod in Jesus Christ and how 
his bearers could participate in thaL action. " Sanders devotes the 
following twenty-seven pages to explicating this thesis. Also cf. 
Manson, On Paul, pp. 72ff. and W. Grundmann, "UN-JIF-Ta KTX., " TDNT 
7, pp. 7 81-793. 
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theme of the sending of God's Son into the world to bring salvation 
through his death. Gal. 4.6 speaks of a "sending" having a completely 
different character than the sending discussed in vss. 4-5 (and 
Rom. 8.3-4 as well). According to Gal. 4.6 God has sent the Spirit 

of his Son into the hearts of believers, crying "Abba, Father. " 
The principal concern of vs. 6, however, is not the Sonship of 
Christ, but the sonship of Christians which depends upon Christ's 
Sonship for its own reality. On account of this, vs. 6 will be 

subject to a more detailed analysis in the second part of the thesis. 
Nevertheless, we may presuppose the results of that discussion by 

noting the intention of vs. 6: in Gal. 3.26-4.7 Paul seeks to 
demonstrate the existence of a sonship relation between the Galatians 

and God; to this end he finds incontrovertible evidence for its 

existence in their reception of the Spirit of God's Son who cries 
"Abba, Father, " in their hearts. 

If it may be granted that the Spirit of God's Son assures 
the believer that he is an adopted son of God (Gal. 4.5), then for 

the presentattention may be focused on the significance of the 

phrase "the Spirit of his (God's) Son" in connection with Paul's 

Christological and pneumatological thought. A comprehensive 
investigation into Paul's understanding of the Spirit is impossible 

here. It is necessary, however, to grasp the relation between 

Christ'and the Spirit in Paul's thought if the significance of the 

expression "the Spirit of God's Son" is to be appreciated. 

1. The Relationship of Christ and the Spirit 

I. Hermann has described 2 Cor. 3.17a as "der locus classicus, 
der das Verha'ltnis von Kyrios und Pneuma beleuchtý-, t. 112 He finds 

in the passage a complete identification of the Spirit with the 

risen Lord in an experientia-I sense: "Dieses Pneuma ist der Kyrios 

Christus selbst insofern er-in dieser Weise seit der Erho"hung-sich 

I 
For more extensive treatments of this theme see K. 

Stalder, Das Werk des Geistes in der Heiligung be i_Paulus (1962); 
I. Hermann, Kyrios und Pneuma: Studien zur Christologie des paulinischen 
Hauptbriefe (1961); N. Q. Hamilton, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology in 
Paul (1957), esp. pp. 3-40; Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, pp. 199-342; and E. 
Schweizer, "TR)CO110t KTX., " TDNT, 6, pp. 415-437. 

-II (- rimion ,Iýyi-i _( , 1) . ')0 . 
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dem Menschen gewa'hrt und von ihm erfahren werden kann. " 1 
The 

legitimacy of this interpretation of 2 Cor. 3.17a has long been 

questioned. Recently J. D. G. Dunn has articulated the challenge to 

the view of Hermann, and those taking a similar view of 2 Cor. 

3.17, in a very forceful way. 
2 

As Dunn and others have claimed, 
3 

the KýPIOS Of VS. 17 with the anaphoric article, does not refer 

specifically to the Lord Jesus Christ but to the word "Lord" in vs. 16 

which is taken from Ex. 34.34. Since 2 Cor. 3.7-18 forms a "Christian 

midrash" on Exodus 34, Paul means in vs. 17a that the "Lord" of 

Ex. 34.34 is, in the Christian interpretation, the Spirit. 4 

In a later essay Dunn himself maintains that I Cor. 15.45 

makes the same identification between the resurrected Christ and 
the Spirit that Hermann claims for 2 Cor. 3.17a. 5 

For Dunn, I Cor. 

Ibid., p. 57. With respect to Hermann's view on the 
identification of Lord and Spirit in 2 Cor. 3.17 see the extensive 
list of those holding similar views in J. D. G. Dunn, "2 Corinthians 
iii. 17- 'The Lord is the Spirit, "' JTS 21 (1970), pp. 309, n. 1. 

2 
Dunn, "2 Corinthians iii. 17, " pp. 309-320. W. G. Klkmel in 

Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 200 adumbrates the position of Dunn 
for vs. 17a, but Dunn has worked it out in greater detail and also 
extends his thesis to cover vss. 17b-18 which Kulmmel did not do. 
See also W. C. van Unnik, "'With Unveiled Faces, ' An Exegesis of 
2 Corinthians iii. 12-18,, " NT 6 (1963), pp. 153-169. 

3 
Cf. C. F. D. Moule, "2Cor3: I 8b 

, Ka e aTre P aTr, o KupIou Trv o5paT os. 
Neues Testament und Geschichte: Historisches Geschehen und Deutung 
im Neuen Testament (1972), pp. 232-237; Bruce, Paul, p. 121; 
Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, pp. 122-123, anj K-urrmmel, 
Theology, p. 168. 

4 Among those rejecting an identification between Christ and 
the Spirit in 2 Cor. 3.17a, appraisals of the significance of vss. 
17b-18 for the general problem of the relation of Christ and the 
Spirit vary. Cf. Dunn, "2 Corinthians iii. 17, " pp. 317-318 and 
Moule, "2 Cor 3: 18b, " pp. 232-237 with KUmmel, Theology, p. 168 
and Bruce, Paul, p. 121. Professor Cranfield, A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans 2 (1979)$ p. 
856 interprets'the Lord of vs. 17a to be the resurrected and 
exalted Christ but then maintains: "The fact that the Lord and the 
Spirit, while they are identified in the first half of the verse, are 
distinguished in the second half, is an indication that we should 
not take 'the Lord is the Spirit' to imply that, for Paul, the exalted 
Christ and the Holy Spirit are identical, but rather that to turn to 
Christ is to be introduced into the realm of the Spirit. " 

5 
J. D. G. Dunn, "I Corinthians 15: 45-Last Adam, Life-giving 

Spirit, " Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (1973), pp. 127- 
141. Also see his Jesus and Spirit, pp. 322-323. Others besides 
Dunn approach this passage from the same perspective, but he has 

argued the point with greater rigor. Cf. Hermann, Kyrios, pp. 
61ff., Bruce, Paul, p. 1122; and Hamilton, Holy Spirit, pp. 14-15. 
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15.45 serves as the "locus classicus" for the relation of Christ 

and Spirit. In I Cor. 15.45 Paul contrasts the first man, Adam, 

who became a *i)Xýv ýEmv with the Last Adam who became a 7vel3lia 

CyoTroio'5v by the resurrection. Dunn finds on the basis of this 

passage: 

Paul identifies the exalted Jesus with the Spirit--not 
with a spiritual being (7vv3jja CdM or a spiritual 
dimension or sphere (7TVCUýIaTIKOX)), but with the Spirit, 
the Holy Spirit OvcGwt cwoTroio! 3v) 

. Immanent christology 
is for Paul pneumatology; ' in the believer's experience 
there is no distinction between Christ and Spirit. ] 

Dunn qualifies this, however, by hastily adding, "This does not 

mean of course that Paul makes no distinction between Christ and 

the Spirit .,, 
2 As we shall see Dunn, along with Hermann and others, 

is correct in claiming that the exalted Christ can only be experienced 

through the Spirit. But Paul does not fully identify the Spirit 

with the risen Christ even in a dynamic and experiential way because 

he knows the Spirit functions as the agent of God as well as of 

Christ in the experience of the Christian. 3 In fact the trinitarian 

schemata of I Cor. 12.4-6 and 2 Cor. 13.13 imply the "autonomous" 

identity of the Spirit in Paul. 
4 

With regard to Dunn's assertion 

that I Cor. 15.45 formally identifies Christ and the Spirit, careful 

exegesis of the passage casts considerable doubt on this claim. 

When I Cor. 15.45 is read in association with vss. 44 and 46 a 

very specific reason emerges why Paul should call the risen Christ 

"Spirit. " In vs. 44 Paul contrasts being sown a GG110t ýUXIKO'V 

with being raised a =53PO. 7TVCUýIaTlKov and argues that if there is a 

CYGPOt ýUXIKOV, there is also a TNEU11aTIKO-V body. In vs. 46 he 

I Dunn, "I Corinthians 15: 45, " p. 139. 

2 
Ibid., p. 139. Cf. E. E. Ellis, "Christ and Spirit in I Corinthians, " 

Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (1973), pp. 273-274. 

3 
Ellis, "Christ and Spirit, " p. 269 rightly maintains that 

"in Paul's usage, no discernible difference appears between the 
(divine) Spirit, Spirit of God = Spirit of Christ (Rom. 8.9), Spirit 

of the Lord and the holy Spirit. " 

U Oty I 
4 

It seems best to us to take the genitive To- 
( fOU 7TN)E6W(TOs 

in 2 Cor. 13.13 as subjective just as TOU KUPIOU 'ýTJCOO XpicyTou' and 
ToO ecoO are subjective genitives with their respective governing 
nouns. The Spirit "produces" fellowship between God and Christ on 
the one hand and Christians on the other. 
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maintains that the order of existence is ýUXIKOV then 7vcujjaTiK6v,, 

a point demonstrated by Christ's own death and resurrection. Thus 

when he designates the first man as a ýUX? 'IV ýGCTON and the Last 

Adam as a 7vcOýict Cýo7oio5v, he refers to the two types of existence 

ýUXIKOv and 7VEV'PaTIKOV, which these figures characterize. Dunn 

is forcedto admit this since otherwise vs. 45 would have no 

relevance to Paul's argument. 
I 

Dunn, however, goes on to insist 

that Paul selected the words "life--giving Spirit" to describe 

the Last Adam in an attempt "to ground his assertion about the 

spiritual embodiment of the risen Christ in the experience of the 

believing community. " Dunn means by this: "the believer's experi- 

ence of the life-giving Spirit is for Paul proof that the risen 
- ,2 Jesus is COVa 7V6Uj1aT1KOV. Whether the Corinthians would have 

recognized the designation 117veUpa Cwo7oioOv" in vs. 45 in this 

light is questionable. The Holy Spirit is not mentioned in the 

context nor is the article used with the noun 7vcjiia to identify 

it with the Holy Spirit. The absence of the article indicates that 

Paul wants to stress the "spirit" quality of the Last Adam's 

existence not his identity as the Holy Spirit. Although Paul 

connects the giving of life with the Spirit (cf. -Rom. 8.2 and 

2 Cor. 3.6), in the sequence of thought in I Cor. 15 another reason 

sugges ts itself for Paul's choice of Cwo7ol: oOV to describe the 

risen Christ. According to vss. 21-22, since death came by a man, 

the resurrection also came by a man; as in Adam all men died so in 

Christ shall all be made alive (Cwo7oinOýaovTai). Hence when 

Paul designates the risen Christ as a "life-giving Spirit, " he is 

not identifying him with the Holy Spirit, but with the 7T%)61)jJaT1KOV 

order of existence which he has ushered in, thereby becoming the 

source of all resurrection life (cf. Rom. 5.21; Gal. 2.19-20; Phil. 

3.10-11,20-21; Col. 3.4). 

If neither 2 Cor. 3.17 nor I Cor. 15.45 offers a sound 

starting point for determining Paul's conception of the relation 

between the Spirit and Christ, Rom. 8.9-11 does, and it has the 

added advantage of relating the theme of Christ and Spirit to that 

of God and Spirit. Rom. 8.9-11 is located in an extensive discussion 

I Dunn, "I Corinthians 15: 45, " p. 131. 

2 
Ibid., p. 131. 



206 

focusing on the work of the Spirit in salvation. Beginning in vs. 
9 Paul applies the principal conception of vss. 4-8 to his readers 

as the introduction of the second person subject of vs. 9 with the 

continuation of ýthe Contrast between 6V UUPKI and EV TNEU11UT1 indicates. 

The first part of vs. 9 stresses that the Roman Christians, like all 
Christians, are not in the sphere of the flesh (F-'V (JUPKf) dominated by 

its influences and strivings, but in the Spirit (EV 7VEOýIaTl) since 
(6176P ) the Spirit of God (7VE911a ecou-) dwells in them. This 

has a negative corollary: if anyone lacks the Spirit, which Paul 

designates TNcglia )(PlaToia in 9b, he does not belong to Christ. The 

change from 7NE011a e607 in vs. 9a to TVCUUIla XPICFTOG in 9b is 

indicative of the synonymity of these two ideas for Paul. The 

choice of TFVEýYpa XPICYT05 in 9b serves to emphasize that the Spirit, 

because it is the Spirit of Christ, relates a person to Christ. To 

use a common Pauline expression, it is the basis of a person being 

cv Xpi(JT6311 (cf. Rom. 8.2). Vs. 10 moves the thought a step further: 

if Christ is in a man, even though the body is dead because of sin, 

the Spirit is life-giving on account of the believer's justification. 

The '1XP1CfTN Eý': V U(IJTV" Of VS. 10 corresponds, to the statement in vs. 9 

11 -C- Trvcupa ecoO oilKeT E: v ujjiv" while also presenting a contrasting 

positive affirmation to the negative statement of vs. 9b. In effect 

Paul equates "Christ is in you" with the "Spirit of God dwells in 

you" and the possession of the Spirit of Christ. This indicates 

that the believer experiences the risen Christ in his life through 

the presence of the Spirit. The Spirit, who is the Spirit of Christ, 

represents and mediates Christ to the believer since the risen 

Christ no longer encounters men directly (cf. I Cor. 15.8). This 

perhaps explains why Paul attributes similar functions to both Christ 

and the Spirit in the believer's life. 2 That vs. 11 depicts the 

Spirit as "the Spirit of the one raising Jesus from the dead, " 

clearly reveals that the'Spirit, even though Paul calls him the 

Spirit of Christ in vs. 9b and knows him to be the source of Christ 

I Hermann, Kyrios, p. 50 is thus correct when he asseverates: 
"Das Wirken des Erho)rh--ten ist nur zu verstehen als ein Wirken mittels 
des Pneuma. Wo der Geist erfahren wird da wirkt Christus selbst durch 

sein Pneuma im Innern des Menschen. " Cf. Hamilton, Holy Spirit, pp. 
15-16; Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 389; and Schweizer, 
11TrvcGjja, " p. 419. 

2 
For a list of these similar activities see C. F. D. Moule, "The 

Holy Spirit and the Church, " The Church Quarterly 3 (1970), p 287, n. 

23. 
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living in the believer according to vs. 10a, nevertheless has an 
identity independent of the risen Christ. The Spirit represents 
both Christ (cf. Rom. 15.18-19; Phil. 1.19) and God (cf. I Cor. 

2.4-5; 10-12; 3.16; 1 Thess. 4.8) to the believer. 

2. The Spirit and the Son in Gal. 4.6 

Returning to Gal. 4.6, we may now spell out the significance 

of the expression "the Spirit of God's Son. " In light of what has 

been said, Paul could have substituted the "Spirit of God" for the 
"Spirit of God's Son" and in fact he does so in Rom. 8.14-17, a 

passage parallel in thought to Gal. 4.5-7. He chose the expression 
"the Spirit of God's Son" in Gal. 4.6 because he wished to emphasize 

that the Spirit, as the representative of the risen Christ, re- 
duplicates in the Christian, Christ's Sonship relation with God. 

The importance of this idea for the argument of Galatians will 

become clear in the second part of the thesis. The connection 

of the Spirit with the designation of Christ as Son in Gal. 4.6 

may also suggest that Christ's Sonship was a decisive factor in 

Paul's mind for associating the Spirit of God with Christ in the 

first place. 
2 

C. "Conformity to the Image of 

God's Son": Rom. 8.29-30 

Like Gal. 4.6, Rom. 8.29bc relates to both the Sonship of 

Christ and the sonship of Christian believers since the elect of 

God are predestined to share the same form as the image of God's Son 

so that Christ may be the firstborn among many brothers. In 

effect, Rom. 8.29bc serves as a conclusion to the believer sonship 

'Cf. Blank, Paulus, pp., 277-278; Moule, UHOly 
Spirit, " p. 285; and Hermann, Kyrios, p. 97 who concludes regarding 

0 Gal. 4.6, "Mit Pneuma umschreibt Paulus die Potenz des Erh"hten, 

mittels derer er auf den Menschen hin und im Innern des Menschen 

wirksam ist. Das Wirken des Pneuma ist'nicht verschieden von dem 
des Kyrios, sondern dessen Wirksamkeit unter einem bestimmten 
Gesichtpunkt. Der durch das Heilswerk Christiobjektiv begründete 

r 11 Sohnesstand vor Gott gewinnt für die Einzelexistenz erst vermöge des 

Pneuma die Erfahrbarkeit und damit die MO"glichkeit existentieller 
Realisation. " 

2 Cf. Cranfield,, Romans 1, p. 388. 
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idea first introduced in vs. 14 and recurring throughout the 
discussion in vss. 15-23 and dominating the thought of the whole 
of 8.12-30. The believer sonship theme is so closely related to 
the Sonship of Christ in vs. 29 that it is impossible to explain 
the Christological Sonship side of the verse without discussing 

the believer sonship theme of vs. 29 in detail. From the perspect- 
tive of the two sides of our interest in the one theme of Sonship 
in Paul, Rom. 8.29bc holds a special place precisely because it 

links the sonship of believers with the Sonship of Christ. 

The OTI of vs. 29 indicates that vss. 29-30 offer support 
for Paul's contention in vs. 28 that "all things cooperate for 

good to those who love God and who are called according to his 

purpose. " I Vss. 29-30 consist of an interlocking series of state- 

ments connected by the chain linking of five verbs detailing 

God's saving acts towards those who love him and are called in 

accordance with his purpose: "those whom God foreknew OrpoEyvw) 

he predestined OTP041CFEV); and those whom he predestined, these he 

also called (E-'3KaXECrCV); and those whom he called, these he also 

justified (661Kalwev); and those whom he justified, these he also 

glorified (HoEacrEv). " Into this concatenation Paul interjects, 

after the first occurrence of the verb Trpoopiýciv, the words 

if 17 Tý cyuiip6p'ýous TT-is 61KOVOS TOO UICOO 
ATOG, 

CliS T-0 CIVal 7rPW OTOKOV 

cN) TmUoTs aftXýo-is. " Because these words interrupt the flow of 

the concatenation, they may not have belonged to it originally. 
2 The 

actual provenance of the chain of verbs cannot be determined with 

any certainty, though a baptismal context is frequently suggested. 
3 

.I Cf. Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 217 and Professor Cranfield, 
Romans I, p. 431. The 7avTa q-OvcpycT of vs. 28 (the more probable 
reading) has been explained in several different ways including 
taking the "Spirit" from vs. 27 to be the subject of the verb. 
Professor Cranfield, "Romans 8.28, " SJT 19 (1966), pp. 206ff. 

presents the various possibilities and provides a sound argument for 

accepting that 7T6'VT(X is the subject of the verb. 

2 
This assumes that the concatenation existed prior to its use 

here. Cf. K. Grayston, "The Doctrine of Election in Romans 8.28-30, " 
if Studia Evangelica 11 (1964), p. 578, Von der Osten-Sacken, Romer 8, 

p. 67; and Kim,. Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 199-200. 

3 See, for example, Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 271-276; Von der 
if Osten-Sacken, Romer 8, pp. 67-68; and Ka'semann, Romer, p. 233. The 

frequency with which baptism is appealed to as the setting of supposed 
traditional pieces in Paul is owing to our lack of knowledge of the 

early church and its liturgical tradition rather than the inherent 

relevance of many of the alleged traditional pieces to baptism. 
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The language and conceptual framework of the insertion into the 

catena are, on the other hand, undeniably Pauline (cf. I Cor. 

15.42ff.; 2 Cor. 3.18; Phil. 3.21; Col. 1.15-20). Most probably 
he introduced the llcrupýiopýous Tr-is EIKOVOS KTý. " phrase into the 

chain structure of vss. 29-30 as an expression of his own under- 

standing of the eschatological destiny to which God has assigned 

those who are being saved. 
I As such, it expresses the divine 

TrpOecais (vs. 28b) for those who are called into the community 

of God's elect, and in this respect it relates to, and to some 

extent, summarizes the thought of vss. 17-23 (cf. Eph. 1.4ff. ) 

Although the principal conception of vs. 29bc, like the 

whole of vss. 29-30, centers on the saving acts of God towards 

individual believers, it provides insight into Paul's Christologi- 

cal thought as well. The Son of God, sent into the world, crucified, 

raised from the dead, and now sovereign over the universe is the 

model or prototype to whose image the elect of God are conformed 
in order that he may be the firstborn among many brethren who 

share in a sonship relation with God similar to his own. 

The Present Significance of "Being 

Conformed to the Image of God's Son" 

The words "conformed to the image of his Son, so that he may 

be the firstborn among many brethren" have present as well as 

future significance for Paul. 
2 

H. R. Balz maintains concerning 
I Rom. 8.29bc, "Das Heil ist fU'r die Glaubenden schon da, aber die 

Geschichte Gottes mit Christus und seinen Brudern kommt erst mit der 

totalen Heilsverwirklichung zum Ende., '3 He is incorrect, however, 

when he says: 

Christus ist hier [Rom. 8.29c) nicht als der Erstling 
der Verherrlichung gedacht; denn welchen Sinn hatte im 
Zusammenhang von RÖm. 8.18ff der Hinweis auf die noch 
ausstehende Gleichgestaltung der Christen mit dem verherr- 
lichten Christus? Ihre eschatologische Existenz in dieser 
Welt steht zur Debatte. Chriýtus ist vielmehr der erste, 

I Cf. Grayston, "Doctrine of Election, " p. 578 and Kim, 
Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 200-201. Von der Osten-Sacken, 

11 Omer 8, pp. 73-75 and U. Luz, Geschichtsverstandnis, pp. 251-252 

thinkthateven Rom. 8.29bc is t'raditional in origin, but their 

claims are unfounded as Kim has demonstrated. 

2 Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 432. 

Balz, Heilsvertrauen, p. 114. 
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der den im Heilsplan beschlossenen Kampf gegen die 
Heillosigkeit der Welt exemplarisch durchgeführt hat und 
damit das Heil Gottes unter den Bedingungen dieser Welt 
schlechthin verwirklicht hat 

Balz ignores the various conceptual and linguistic similarities 
between Rom. 8.29bc and Phil. 3.21; 1 Cor. 15.49; and Col. 1.181 

all of which concern the resurrection. He fails to give a satif- 
factory meaning for the term 617KW'v and offers no real explanation 

of how conformity to the image of Christ can be a completely 

present eschatological experience. To have the same form of 
image as God's Son does not refer to having the same experience of 

salvation, as Balz seems to imply, 2 because EIK6V language relates 

to the outward appearances of a person which correspond to inward 

esse nces not to experiences which are similar. His rhetorical 

question, quoted above, cannot hide the fact that Rom. 8.18ff. con- 

cerns a future event that can only take place at the resurrection 

(cf. vss. 23-24), so that the real problem with Rom. 8.29bc is 
3 

not how it relates to the future, but how it relates to the present 

experience of the believer. Finally, there is absolutely no 

evidence to suggest that Christ's status as firstborn among many 

brethren in,, Rom... 8.29c pertains to his being the first "der den im 

Heilsplan beschlossenen Kampf gegen die Heillosigkeit der Welt 

11 exemplarisch durchgefiihrt hat; " rather it expresses the divine 

purpose in God's predestining believers to be conformed to the 

image of his Son. 

In 2 Cor. 3.18 Paul claims, "TTj%) 60ýUV KUPi'OU K(XTOTrTP1CO'PE\)O1 

TýX) MOTý\) 61KOMI JJCTOtPOPý0611600t (170 60ýTJS cis 66ýav. " The phrase 

"the same image" relates to the preceding words "looking at the 

glory of the Lord as in a mirror. " In 4.6 Paul speaks of the 

"knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Christ" and, as we 

have seen before, this is closely associated with Christ the EJIKWO\) 

of God in vs. 4. Thus "looking at the glory of the Lord as in a 

mirror" alludes to seeing Christ, the image of God, who himself 

reflects the glory of God, albeit in an indirect way (through the 

I Ibid., p. 113. 

2c7 Cf. J. Kýrzinger, 11ZUý1ý10PýOUS TTjS 6ý1ýK8VOS TOU UIOG OWTOU 

(R'o'm 8,29), " BZ NS 2 (1958), pp. 294-299. 

3 Cf. Lohse, Colossians, pp. 142-143, who sees a specific 
future reference in Rom. 8.29 in contrast to the present reference 
in Col. 3.10. 
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preaching of the Gospel? ). Vs. 18 envisions a present and continuing 

process of transformation into the same image of God seen in the 

mirror, that is, a conforming of believers to the image of God's 
10 Son, Since anCIKW'N) was believed to share in the being which it 

represented and to reveal its true inner essence-, Paul may conceive 

of the transformation to the same image with Christ as consisting 

primarily in an inward process at the present time (cf. 2 Cor. 4.16). 

Gal. 4.19 possibly supports this view, as well. According to this 

text, Paul suffers birth pains until Christ might be formed in the 

Galatians (ýIOP*ej, XplcrTbs 26V 15ý7v) . The similarity in thought and 
2 language between 2 Cor. 3.18 and Rom. 8.29b, "transformed 

(jicTajiopýoikr8m ) to the same image (CIMM which Christ is" and 
"conformed (oujipopýous) to the image (CIKWV) of God's Son, " implies 

that the conformity to the image of God's Son mentioned in Rom. 8.29b 

is underway, in Paul's mind. Col. 3.10 firmly establishes this 

conclusion. This verse speaks of the new man, the Christian, "T'ov 

I)ýIj. -A31 UVaKaIVOUVCVOV CIS EfflyVWGIV KaT EIKOV(X TOU KTICTaVTOS CWTOV. " Be- 

cause in Col. 1.15, as in 2 Cor. 4.4, Paul designates Christ the 

CIKýV TOU" OCOUG, Moule and others are correct in maintaining that 

the KUý C'IKOVOt TOO KTI'CrCNTOS of Col. 3.10 refers to renewal based 
3 

on Christ, the CIK6V of God. The knowledge to which men are being 

renewed, according to the image of the creator, that is Christ, 

probably concerns the will of God and his divine purpose for man 

Cf. Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, p. 125. 

2 
Bultmann, Zweite Korinther, p. 98 compares 2 Cor. 3.18 

with Rom. 8.29 and Phil. 3.21. 

3 
Moule, Colossians, p. 214; Lohse, Colossians, p. 142; Hooker, 

"Interchange, " p. 355; Kehl, Christushymnu s, p. 57; and Jervell, 
Imago Dei, p. 218. J. B. Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 214 rejects this 

view primarily on account of the similarity between Col. 3.10 and 
Eph. 4.24. In the latter passage the expression KUTa ecov occurs, 
and Lightfoot claims that this is the equivalent of KW? CIKOVa TOO 
KTfCraVTOS, in Col. 3.10. His correlation of. these two phrases, how- 

ever, ignores the extensive differences between the two sentences 
in which they occur. The new man who is to be put on in Eph. 4.24 
is "TýV KOM't eEOV KTICFeCVTa Cý'\) 61K0tIO(J15%)D KCtl OCTIOTTITI TfTS &XTIeE: I(XS - In Col. 3.10,, on the other hand, the new man is 11TZ0'V &VaK(XI'VO6PCVOV 

CIS 671YVWCrIV K(Xe CIKOVa TOO KTIGUVTOS ATOV. " The obvious differences 

forbid a too hasty identification Of KCtTa Ocov with KW? C11KOVa TOU 

KTICraVTOS; Paul's designation of Christ as the EIKWV T017 eCOO in 

Col. 1.15 tips the argument in favor of seeing EIK6V in Col. 3.10 

as referring to Christ. 
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as manifested in Christ, the obedient Son. 1 When we return to 
Rom. 8 and look for the possible present significance of conformity 

to the image of the Son of God, one obvious fa ctor stands out. Vss. 
14-16 pronounce the elect to be already experiencing divine sonship. 
The present experience of sonship represents a profound inward 

conforming to the image of God's Son since the Son's own CIKWV 
2 

is an expression of his Sonship relation with God. The words 
"so that he may be firstborn among many brethren" following the 
"conforming statement" affirm this interpretation because they 

make the actual purpose of the conforming process to the image of 

the Son that Christ may be the prototype and have primogeniture 

among the sons of God. Thus the conforming process itself, in 

the present, has to do with making the elect, sons of God like the 

firstborn Son of God through a process of inward conforming and 

transformation in which the elect take on the characteristics 

of the firstborn Son of God. 
3 

2. The Future Significance of "Being Conformed 

To the Image of God's Son" 

In spite of the present conforming to the image of Christ, 

the ultimate completion of the process will only occur in the 

resurrection as Phil. 3.21 and I Cor. 15.42-49 indicate. 4 In 

Phil. 3.21 Paul testifies that Christ "ýI6T(XCrXTjjJaTI(Y6I T-O' CrEP06 

Týs TUTTF-IVW-GE: ws n"P6N CFý)11ý10pýov TcTj C16ýiaTl 'ET-Is 6o)/ETjs AToG. " The 

statement lacks the term 613KWV, but it contains the concept since 
3 

the EIKCOV of a person pertains, in the first instance, to his 

I Cf. Lohse, Colossians, p. 143. 

2 
Von der Osten-Sacken, Ro"mer 8, p. 74 notes: "Vielfach vird 

der Genitiv Tou uiou au'rou [he does not use accents or breathing 

marks] stillschweigend als gen. epexeg. verstanden (die Eikon sc. 
Gottes, die sein Sohn ist) .. ." But he ultimately rejects this 

view. Schlatter, Gerechtigkeit, p. 282 is correct, however, when 
he observes, "Aus seiner Einheit mit dem Vater erhakt der Sohn sein 
Bild, das sein Inneres of f enbart. " See supra, ppý 86-87 on this point. 
Cf. Grundmann, "Der Geist der Sohnschaft, " pp. 181-184 on the 

significance of Rom. 8.29 for the theme of the sonship of believers. 

3Cf. Professor Cranfield, 
_Rumans 

I., p. 432. 

4 
For other treatmerLs alignirig I Cor. 15.49 and Phil. 3.21 

with Rom. 8.29 see Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 276-278 and R. ScroggqThe 
Last Adam: A Study in Pauline Anthropology (1966), pp. 102-104. 
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visible manifestation. In the resurrection Christ himself will 
transform the body of humbleness, the visible Adamic 613KW'V, by 

conforming it (o-6, p-popýo%)) to his own glorious body, to his own 

visible 6'1KWN). Paul expresses a similar idea in I Cor. 15.42-49. 

In vs. 49 he declares of the elect that as they have born "TT'IV 

61KOVOt TOý XO*1*KOV1 man, they shall bear "Týv E31K6Va TOO 67TOUPONIOU" 

man. The earthly man whose image they bear is none other than 

Adam who, as the primogenitor of the human race, passed on his 
2 

EIKWX) to all his descendants (cf. Gen. 5.3). The heavenly man, 

whose image they shall bear is Christ, the Last Adam. 
3 

Christ, 

the second Adam from heaven, was raised from the dead in aýeotpuiot, 
66E'n, and 6, jvapE: i (vss. 42-43) ; he was thus raised as a cr@ýia 

7TV6'0PaT1KOV, in contrast to the ýOopý a)Tijjiý and acreEvela character- Oý 
t, 

istic of the Cr@ýIa ýUXIKov engendered by the First Adam. The two 

opposing C)IKOý)ES Of I Cor. 15.49 can therefore only be understood 
in terms of the CrCOpa ýUXIKOv and the CrWýla 7TVCUPaTIKOV of vs. 44 

and their antithetical characteristics in vss. 42-43. 

The use of EIKW"V thought and language in Phil. 3.21 and 

I Cor. 15.42-49 with reference to the resurrection, when the elect 

will conform to or bear the 61KWAV of Christ, clearly suggests 

that Rom. 8.29bc must have similar significance. This view of 
Rom. 8.29bc is further supported by Paul's use of 7pwTOTOKOs of 

the resurrected Christ in Col. 1.18 and by Rom. 8.23 which equates 

the final manifestation of adoptive sonship with the future redemp- 

tion of the body. The reason that the redeeming of the believers' 

bodies corresponds to the final state of adoptive sonship is 

presumably because only then will the sons of God completely 

conform to the unique Son of God by totally having the same form of 

11 
1 Cf. Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, p. 289 and Schlier, 

Romerbrief, p. 272. 

2 Cf. Jervell, Imago Dei, p. 258 and Ba1z, Heilsvertrauen, p. M. 

3 Dunn, "I Corinthians 15.45, " is correct in asserting that 
Jesus only became Last Adam at his resurrection. The meaning of 
vs. 49 would be quite different if the very well attested subjunc- 
tive ýOpc'crwpcv were accepted. It would require placing vs. 49 
alongside 2 Cor. 3.18 and Col. 3.10; but an exhortation to bear 
the image of the heavenly man does not go well with Paul's thought 
here. Cf. Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 377; Robertson and 
Plummer, I Corinthians, pp. 374-375; and Metzger, Textual Commentaa, 
p. 569. 
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image which he now is as the resurrected and exalted Son of God. 
This is undoubtedly to be'understood as sharing in the divine glory 

which characterizes Christ's eikon (cf. vss. 17-18,21), for, accord- 
ing to the concatenation in vss. 29-30 the end goal of God's 

saving activity can be described as glorification of the elect. 
This is synonymous with "being conformed to the image of God's 

Son, " who manifests the glory of God (cf. 2 Cor. 4.4,6). But it 

must be remembered that the outward appearance of an eikon 

corresponds to the inward essence. Thus C. F. D. Moule is right to 
insist that the glory which Christians are being transformed to 

from one stage to another (2 Cor. 3.18), and which they will come 

to have in a final sense when they appear with Christ in glory, is 

both personal and moral: 

For Christians to appear with Christ in glory is the 
same thing as the manifestation of the Sons of God 
[Rom. 8.18-21]. At every point, the process is in terms 
of filial obedience, not 2 an amoral, unethical, quasi- 
physical transformation. 

Our exposition of Rom. 8. -29bc in an attempt to understand 

the Christological significance of "conformity to the image of 

God's Son" cannot end here, however. Col. 3.10 hints at another 

factor in the thought field of Rom. 8.29b. As was indicated above, 

Col. 3.10 refers to man's renewal according to Christ, the image of 

God. Since Paul intended to allude to Christ by the words KOff' 

EIKOVa TOO KTIO`aVTOS in Col. 3.10, with its obvious allusion to 

Gen. 1.26-27, it seems reasonable to assume that he interpreted 

the original creation of man Ka? EIK05\)0t , TOO 6F-OG in Gen. 1.27 in 

terms of Christ, the 6'ýlKWZV TOO eF-OG (2 Cor. 4.6, Col. 

I 
Jervell, Imago Dei, p. 279 who maintains: "Positiv ausge- 

dr'Uckt, heisst Go . ttebenbildlichkeit oder Christusgleichheit, die 

U1066(na zu bekoTmen, V. 23.29. Als Vorwepahme der totalen Chris- 

tusgleichheit haben wir schon TNcOýia TTIS uioOccrfas, 8.15. Erst in der 

Auferstehung aber haben wir die Aoftaila, weil wir dann Christus 

gleich sind; wie er sind dann auch wir pneumatisch. " See, however, 

Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 397. The problem of in what sense 
the believer is already the son of God and in what sense his adoption 

may be thought to be future will be treated more fully in the. second 

part of the thesis. 

2 
C. F. D. Moule, "St. Paul and Dualism: The Pauline Conception 

of Resurrection, " NTS 12 (1965-66), p. 113. This explains why the 

present experience of sonship for the believer is connected with be- 

ing led by the Spirit in a personal and ethical sense in Rom. 8.12ff. 

The present experience of sonship by believers really is part of the 

process of being conformed to the image of God's Son which will 
eventually manifest itself outwardly in the resurrection when the 
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1.15). 'This 
view is strengthened by a further observation. In 

Col -1 15 ff. when Chris t is designated the 6'1ý K(IV TOO eEOtT TO'0 
&OP6TOU, his role in creation is the precise focus of attention. 
Paul depicts Christ, the image of the invisible God, as the one 
through whom God created everything, so that he might have the 
status Of TrPWT6TOKOS with respect to the whole creation. It is 
but a short step from this idea to the identification of Christ 

as the image of God according to whom man was created in Gen. 1.27. 
Now one of the well-known motifs in both apocalyptic and 

rabbinic writings concerns the correspondence of the end of time 

with the beginning of time. 2 This conception seems to form the 
background for Rom. 8.18ff., because these verses allude to the 

end-time restoration of the created order to the pristine state 
it had before God subjected it to futility on account of Adam's 

3 
sin (cf. Gen. 3.17-18). When Rom. 8.29b announces the conform- 
ing of the elect to the image of God's Son the same background is 

presupposed. Paul's understanding of Christ as the image of God 
(an idea closely related to his Sonship, as we have seen) in 

whose image man was originally modeled, corresponds to his role at 
the eschaton when he will serve as the prototype for the new image 

which the redeemed shall possess. The apostle's eschatological 

conception, which sees the future already intruding into the 

present, enables him to speak of the conforming process as already 

underway. But, and this is crucial for Paul, Christ himself 

differs from what he was at the time of Adam's creation. The Son 

of God, the true image of God, became a man subject to the limita- 

tions of human existence. Unlike the first Adam, however, he lived 

a life of perfect obedience (Rom. 5.19; Phil. 2.8) because he was 

true to his divine origin as the Son of God. He thus reversed 

the process whereby the first man brought ruin on his descendants 

body is redeemed and sonship is completed (Rom. 8.23). 

I 
See supra, , p. 211 

2 See especially Scroggs, Last Adam, pp. 23-31 and 54-58 and 
Kim, Exposition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 236ff. The modern discussion 
of this idea, which is frequently mentioned in Pauline studies, 
goes back to H. Gunkel, Sch'o'pfung und Chaos in-Urzeit und Endzeit 
(1895). 

3 
Cf. Scroggs, Last Adam, p. 71. 
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(cf. Rom. 5.12-21; 1 Cor. 15.21-22). God then raised Christ from 
the dead, so that he has now become the Last Adam, the heavenly 

man whose image the elect shall bear 0 Cor. 15.45-49). 1 

Rom. 8.29 takes us beyond I Cor. 15.45-49 to the extent 
that it adds a crucial aspect to what conformity to the image of 
Christ entails. Christ was Son of God before coming into human 

existence; he was Son of God during his human existence; and he 

continues to be Son of God in the post-resurrection period. For 

this reason, conformity to the image of Christ, the Son of God, is 

conformity to his Sonship, as Rom. 8.29c makes clear. Thus be- 

lievers are made to participate completely in Christ's Sonship 

relationship with God, though as firstborn, his uniqueness and 

preeminence are preserved. This represents for Paul a profound 

expression of both present Christian experience and the eschatologi- 

cal hope of the believer and must be understood to include his 

conviction regarding the bearing of the image of the Last Adam 

who, even as Last Adam, himself remains the Son of God. 2 

D, "Waiting for God's Son from 

Heaven": I Thess. 1.9-10 

Paul predicates the appellation Son to Christ on only one 

occasion in the whole of I and 2 Thessalonians, but this one 
instance is of particular interest by virtue of. the way in which he 

employs it. After the briefest salutation in any of his extant 

letters, Paul begins the letter proper with an introductory 

thanksgiving period, common to all of his letters except Galatians. 

Paul Schubert has argued that the introductory thanksgiving 

statement of I Thessalonians actually extends as far as 3.13 be- 

Davies, Paul, p. 51 makes the important point that Christ 
as Second Adam was not merely a "second edition of the first Adam 
in his unfallen state; he was a new creation, unique. " 

2 Thrall, "Paul's Christology, " pp. 315-316 argues that Paul 
had integrated his belief in the divinity of Christ and his role 
as the model for eschatological humanity. She concludes: "It is 

as the Son of God that Christ provides the pattern of eschatological 
humanity. Thus, his divinity and his humanity are integrated in 

the concept of sonship. " Cf. Hooker, "Interchange, " pp. 357-358. 
Kim, Exposition of Paul'ýGýosaýýI, p. 337 thinks that elements of 
Adam-Christology and Wisdom-Christology are combined in Rom. 8.29f. 
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cause in both 2.13 and 3.9-10 Paul reiterates his thanksgiving 
for the Thessalonians and in 3.11-13 he offers a prayer wish such 

as is normally found within the introductory thanksgiving period. 
Even if this form- critical observation is corr . ect, and Ernest 

Best and Hendrikus Boers among others, are not convinced that it 

is, 2 
the material bracketed by 1.2 and 3.13 reveals a great deal 

more about the Thessalonians' conversion and Paul's initial relations 

with them than we know about any other of his missionary churches 

and his initial activity with them, that is, of course, if the Book 

of Acts is excluded as a source. 

The verses which interest us fall within a unit stretching 
from 1.5 to 2.12.3 In this section Paul recounts the bringing 

of the Gospel to his readers and their response to it, as well as 

emphasizing the nature of his and his fellow workers' (Silas and 

Timothy presumably) ministry to the Thessalon ians (2.1-12). Lead- 

ing up to the verses of concern to us, Paul recounts how his readers' 

response to the Gospel became well-known not only throughout 

Macedonia and Achaia but everywhere (vss. 7-9a), and then in vss. 

9b-10 he proceeds to detail the report of their conversion which 

has become widely circulated in the Christian community at large. 

1.1 Thess. 1.9-10 as a Piece of Tradition 

The claim is frequently put forward by scholars that vss. 9b- 

10 constitute some sort of non-Pauline or at least not strictly 

Pauline tradition. G. Friedrich has propounded the theory that these 

verses form "ein Tauflied hellenistischer Judenchristen" which "die 

P. Schubert, Form and Function of the Pauline Thanks- 
givings (1939), pp. 16ff. See also P. T. O'Brien, Introductory 
Thanksgivings in the Letters of Paul (1977), pp. 143ff. Both 
treat the material from 1 . 6-2.12 and 2.14-3.8 as digressions within 
the thanksgiving formula. 

ý. 
Best, The First and Second Epistle to the Thessalonians (3977), pp. 

33-34 and H. Boers, "The Form Critical Study of Paul's Letters: 1 Thes- 
salonians as a Case Study, " NTS 22 (1975-76), pp. 140-153. 

3 
This observation is based solely on content, not on fOrm- 

critical considerations. Vs. 5a connects with the thought of vss. 
6-10, while 5b introduces the theme of 2.1-12. The tendency among 
form critics to let form determine and dominate content is analogous 
to not seeing the forest on account of the trees. 
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versammelte Gemeinde begrUsst die gla"ubiggewordenen Tguflinge 

mit dem Gesang. " This theory is highly speculative and has 

justly met with little acceptance. As K. Wengst notes, "Frie- 

drichs weitergehender Schluss, diese Tradition sei als Lied zu 
bezeichnen, dÜrfte angesichts der recht prosaischen Sakze 

,, 2 
allerdings kaum zutreffen . By far the more common view is that 

vss. 9b-10 represent a traditional summary of the missionary 

preaching of the early church in the Hellenistic world in which a 

call was made to monotheism, as in the Jewish synagogues, and 

that this was followed by the proclamation concerning Christ. 

Because many have found a variety of un-Pauline and non-Pauline 

expressions in I Thess. 1.9-10, it is widely held that that piece 

was not Pauline in origin. 
3 

Best, in his commentary on I and 2 

Thessalonians, conveniently brings together the salient features 

casting doubt on the Pauline provenance of these verses. 
4 

He 

observes the non-Pauline character of the words EIITIGTP6ý61V, 
&Xneiv6s, 

and &VaýIENCIV and the un-Pauline manner of expression 

attendant on the use of 6mAeOciv in relationship to God and not 

Christ, the use of 
ýI . xcreai in an eschatological context, the use of 

7) 
F-K TWV o6paw-v and the Tiýv in the resurrection formula. To these 

he adds the absence of reference to the cross'and its being "for 

US. if 

These often repeated objections to the Pauline origin 

of vss. 9b-10 are not nearly so convincing as their proponents 

I 
G. Friýdrich, "Ein Tauflied hellenistischer Judenchristen: 

I Thess * 1ý 9f., " TZ 21 (1965), pp. 502-516. (The quotation is from 
p. 516. ) 

2 
Wengst, Christologische Formeln, p. 30. 

3 
So, for exampleý Dibelius, Briefe des Paulus II, p. 5; 

U. Wilckens, Die Missionsreden der Apostelgescbichte: Form- 
Traditionsgeschichtliche (1961), pp. 80-82; Hahn, Titles 
of Jesus, p. 286; Wengst, Christologische Formeln, p. 30; 
Stuhlmacher, Paulinische Evangelium, p. 259 'who speaks 
of the long established fact; Best, Thessalonians-, 
pp. 85-87; and B. Rigaux, Les EplTres aux Thessaloniciens (1956). 

pp. 388ff- 

4 
Best, Thessalonians, pp. 85-86. Cf. Friedrich, "Tauflied, " 

pp. 502-507. 
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believe. ' It is furthermore possible that I Thess. 1.9b-10 has 

nothing to do with an intentional summarizing of mission preaching, 
Paul's or anyone elses. The conclusion that I Thess. 1.9b-10 is a 
missionary preaching summary has been stated so many times thatit 
has become an "assured" result of scientific exegesis without 

actually possessing a very secure proof. This can be seen by 

looking at the points put forward by Best, though it should be 

emphasized that Best is only agreeing with what others have said. 
In pointing to the non-Pauline character of ava-pcvciv, LnOivos 

3 
and c7ricr-cpOeiv, Best and others ignore the presence of at least 

twenty-four Pauline hapax legomena in I Thessalonians not to 

mention many other words occurring only two or three times in Paul. 

In the case of c7lcrTpcýeiv, as Best admits, the word is used in 

Gal. 4.9, though it refers there to a turning away from God 

instead of to him. To our knowledge no one claims Gal. 4.9 to be 

non-Pauline, so that E37T1GTP6#1\) used in a "conversion" sense in 

that passage, rather than arguing against the Pauline origin of 

I Thess. 1.9 may actually favor it slightly. When 6oUX66eiv and 

p E; a6ca are said to be employed in atypical ways it begs the question 

of what is the genuinely typical Pauline usage of these words. 

ft)XcOmv is used with such datives as CLýIOLPT. 1ý (Rom. 6.6), iTVEOýnTi 

(Rom. 7.6), voýjy OcOU (Rom. 9.25), To-is ýO(jci pin- ou3aiv eco-is (Gal. 

4.8), &XXTIXois (Gal. 5.13), as well as with the prepositional 

phrase clis To 6U3otyyF_XioV (Phil. 2.22). The word only governs the 

term"Christ" on three occasions (Rom. 14.18; 1.6.18; Col. 3.24). 2 

Thus to point to its usage in I Thess. 1.9 

meaningful. The same sort of problem is t 

occurrences of pcu"caeai. In three passag . es 

from oppression and danger (Rom. 15.31-',. 2 

while in two other passages it pertains to 

as unusual is not very 

rue of the other six 

it relates to rescue 

Cor. 1.10; 2 Thess. 3.2), 

what can only be described 

I 
For what follows, cf. T. Holz, "'Euer Glaube an Gott, ' Zu 

Form und Inhalt I Thess. 1,9f., " Die Kirche des Anfangs (1978), 

pp. 459ff. who is one of the very few to challenge the prevailing 
consensus. 

2 
Rom. 12.11 is textually uncertain. My friend and colleague, 

Mr. Lionel North, who has undertaken a careful examination of Rom. 
12.11, will offer very strong gounds for adopting the veakly attest- 
ed KOLIpiý as the original reading, in his University of Durham 

IL Ph. D. thesis. 
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as eschatological salvation (Rom. 7.24; Col. 1.13) whether present 
or future. In Rom. 11.26 it is clearly future eschatological 

salvation that is in mind, though PeUetcleal occurs in an Old 
Testament citation. In light of these observations, there is 

no real reason to insinuate that SOUXc6EIV or P%'Caeai deviates 

from normal Pauline usage, as though there were a technical usage 
for these terms in the other letters. The appeal to the plural 
form of olipavOs with JCK is hardly a weighty consideration either 

since Paul does use the plural form of the word (2 Cor. 5.1; 

Phil. 3.20; Col. 1.5,16,20) even though more often than not he 

uses the singular. As to the absence of the mention of the cross, 
this is only a problem if one first assumes I Thess. 1.9b-10 to be 

a summary of missionary preaching. 
I 

We shall shortly show this 
is not the case. Moreover, it is patently absurd to think that 
Paul must always include a reference to the cross in certain 

contexts--even when such a reference has no real value for the 

assertion or argument being made. Clearly the case for the non- 
Pauline origin of I Thess. 1.9b-10 is far from proven given the 

ambiguous character of the evidence which scholars have adduced 
for the theory. 

Quite apart from the lack of convincing proof for the non- 
Pauline provenance of the verses under discussion, several factors 

militate against their constituting a traditional summary of 

missionary preaching. Vs. 9b appears to be very poorly formed if 

it really is a traditional formula, as is commonly maintained. The 

double occurrence of eePs has a harsh quality about it (you turned 

to God from idols to serve God .. . 
"), and the ý63v and 

&Xqeivos 

would arguably go better with the first eeos to contrast it with 

ei&Xac than where they occur. But more importantly the context 

and the content argue against the preaching summary hypothesis. 

I J. Munck, "I Thess. 1.9-10 and the Missionary Preaching 
of Paul, " NTS 9 (1962-63), p. 105 stands the argument of Best and 
others on its head by maintaining that the absence of any reference 
to the cross weighs against I Thess. 1.9-10 being a summary of Paul's 
missionary preaching in Thessalonica. If Paul were as singleminded 
in his assertions of the death of Christ on the cross in his 
theological statements as is often claimed, then one wonders 
whether he would have simply taken over a tradition that did not 
explicitly refer to the cross of Christ, without altering it. 
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Those who see a missionary preaching summary pay no real attention 

to what Paul purports to be offering in vss. 9-10. He claims 

that he is presenting the report spread by other Christians concern- 
ing the conversion of the Thessalonians. Is it any wonder then 

that the supposed preaching summary is not typical of what we 

would expect of a genuinely Pauline summary of his own preaching? 
Paul fully expected the Thessalonians to recognize their own 

conversion experience in the words of vss. 9-10. The statement 

concerning their turn to God from idols (vs. 9b) has long been 

regarded as typical of missionary preaching to Gentiles, but the 

fact remains that this is what the Thessalonians apparently did. 
C-r Already in vs. 8 Paul spoke of their "n ff Icy-[Is TJ Troos 

Th ec6%) as though it were a new phenomenon, and 2.14-16 strongly 

suggest that his readers were primarily Gentiles rather than 

Jews. It is also clear from I and 2 Thessalonians that Paul's 

converts expectantly waited for the imminent return of Christ from 

heaven (cf. I Thess. 3.13; 4.13-5.11; 2 Thess. 1.7-8; 2.1-12) 

at which time they would be delivered from the divine wrath (cf. 

I Thess. 5.9; 2 Thess. 1.8). Everything which is said about 

Christ is connected with the infinitive ava-ýEvcvv, something 

expressing the present experience of the readers. This clearly 

belies the claim that vs. 10 has anything to do With an intentional 

summary of the Gospel. 
2 So far as. we know, not only Paul, but 

all segments of early Christianity believed that the Gospel message 

concerned the saving significance of Christ's life and death. In 

other words, vss. 9b-10 make for a poor summary not only of Paul's 

missionary preaching but of the early church's missionary proclama- 

tion as a whole. These verses are better explained if we take 

them at face value as an expression of the Thessalonians' conversion 

experience: they turned from paganism to the living and true God 

to serve him and to await the coming of his Son, Jesus,, who would save 

them from the divine judgment against sin and disobedience. 

Quite apart from the problem of the supposed preaching sum- 

mary in vss. 9b-10, a number of scholars have found traditional 

Christological conceptions in vs. 10. Josef Blank thinks, "Die 

I We do not think that the evidence for supposing these 

verses to be a later interpolation is at all convincing. 

2 Cf. Ibid. , p. 103. 
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Sohnesbezeichnung, die mit der Aussage der Parusie-Erwartung 

verbunden ist, setzt wohl die messianische Inthronisation des 

irdischen, von den Toten erweckten Jesus voraus. "I Blank holds 

this position because he places I Thess. 1.10 on the same tradition- 

historical plane as Rom. 1.3-4. In this tradition-historical 

connection, according to Blank's conception, Jesus, the Messiah, 

was appointed Son of God by his resurrection from the dead. 

However, the linking of I Thess. 1.10 with the tradition embedded 
in Rom. 1.3-4 is tenuous. Unlike Rom. 1.3-4, nothing is said 

about Jesus' Davidic connection and the title "Christ" does not 

even appear. Blank also fails to offer any reason for connecting 

Messianic, more specifically, Davidic enthronement with parousia 

expectation. 

More commonly I Thess. 1.10 is related to the apocalyptic 

Son of Man traditions found in the Gospels. 2 Those accepting this 

understanding normally claim, or assume that a terminological 

alteration has occurred in I Thess. 1.10. An original 6 Uios TO 
&VOpW'7ToU tradition has undergone modification to the simple Ulos,, 

it is maintained. Mk. 13.32 is cited by some as a parallel example 

of this semantic shift, 
3 

and Schweizer points to Rev. 1.13-15 as 

an instance where the Son of God designation is equated with the 

term Son of Man. 
4 

Certainly the parousia thought of I Thess. 1.10 

parallels the thought of a number of Son of Man sayings in the 

Gospels where the role of the Son of Man in eschatological judgment 

appears in the foreground (cf. Mk. 8.38; 13.24-27; 14.62; Mt. 10.23; 

25.31-46; Lk. 12.40; 17.20ff.; 21.34-36). It is also true that 

the Son of Man terminology has links with resurrection sayings in 

I Blank, Paulus, p. 258. Cf. also Hahn,, Titles, o, f Jesus, 

pp. 285-286, though Hahn's view is more complex and involves the 
Son of Man tradition as well. Kramer, Christ, pp. 125-126 considers 
a Messianic Sonship tradition to be one of two possibilities for 
the origin of I Thess. 1.10. 

2 Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 165; Wengst, Christologische 
Formelryj pp. 41-42; Schwei zer, "UM 

9" pý. 3709 382; Loader, -'"Apocalyptic 
Sonship, " p. 533; and Friedrich, "Tauflied, " p. 514. Best, 
Thessalonians, p. 83 thinks that this is a possibility if I Thess. 
1.10 originated in Palestinian Christianity. 

3 Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 165 and Best, Thes- 

salonians, p. 83. 

4 
Schweizer, "U165s, " p. 3771. 
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the Gospel tradition (cf. Mk. 9.9,31; 10.33-34). Recent studies 

regarding the Son of Man designation, however, have changed the 

whole complexion of scholarly understanding concerning one of the 

most perplexing and complicated issues in the investigation of the 
New Testament. It is impossible for us to enter into an analysis 

of the changing conception of the Son of Man in the Gospels and 
in Jewish thought and then to relate the findings to I Thess. 

1.10.1 Nevertheless, several points of interest may be noted. 
First, it now seems unlikely that the Aramaic term ),: Jwas ever 

a recognized title in Judaism, and second it is extremely probable 

that the many Son of Man sayings in the Gosp els which go back to 

Jesus were in origin circumlocutions for the first person singular 

pronoun or were generic and were intended to avoid direct assertions 

which on some occasions might have proved offensive to Jesus' 

audience. With Barnabas Lindars, however, we agree that some of 

the Gospel occurrences of o Uibs TO avOpw'7ou are translations of 

authentic ')ý OJ sayings by Jesus in which he spoke of himself as 
2CC 

the agent of future divine intervention. Thus when 0 Ulbs TOU 

q, VePW7TOU came to have titular significance in the Greek Gospel 

tradition, it was an explicable, and in some senses legitimate, 

development from Jesus'ý own self-understanding. 
3 

Did Paul then 

change an original Son of Man saying into a Son of God saying? It 

is impossible to answer this with certainty, but if Paul spoke 

Aramaic and was familiar with the original sayings of Jesus, then 

he may well have known the understood the meaning of If 

this is so, his inclusion of the terms Son of God (I Thess. 1.10) 

and Lord (cf. I Thess. 4.16-18; 2 Thess. 1.7ff. ) in material under 

See especially G. Vermes, "The Use of VI-7 ')-'ýin 

Jewish Aramaic, " Appendix E, in M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to 
the Gospels and Acts (19673), pp. 310-330; also G. Vermes, Jesus 
the Jew, ppq 160-191; idem, "The Son of Man Debate, " JSNT 
1 (1978), pp. 19-31; R. t-e-71-vestad, "Exit the Apocalyptic Son of Man, " 

NTS 18 (1972-73), pp. 243-267; P. M. Casey, "The 
, 
Son of Man Problem, " 

ZNW 67 (1967), pp. 147-154. M. Black, "Jesus and the Son of Man, " 

JSNT 1 (1978), pp. 4-18; Jeremias, Theology 1, .- pp. 257-276; 
and B. Lindars, "Re-Enter the Apocalyptic Son of Man, " NTS 
22 (1975-76), pp. 52-72. 

2 Ibid., p. 68. 

3 
In this we are in agreement with the conclusions of Lindars, 

"Apocalyptic Son of Man, " p. '12. 
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the obvious influence of parousia traditions stemming from Jesus 
constitutes a valid interpretation of Jesus' own intention and 
identity to the extent that Jesus understood himself in terms of 
the Danielic Son of Man. But this understanding compels us to 
look closely at the precise reasons for Paul's employment of the 
term Son (of God) in I Thess. 1.10 since he is, in effect, offering 
an explication of the parousia tradition. 

The "Parousia" of the Son of God 

One of the decisive features of Paul's Christology, as we 
have seen, was his belief that the Son of God had come into the 

world and had instituted eschatological salvation through his 

obedient life and death. According to I Thess. 1.10 the Son of 
God, whom God raised from the dead, will come from heaven to 

consummate eschatological salvation by saving his faithful followers 

from the divine wrath which will come against all unrighteousness 

and disobedience (cf. Rom. 1.18ff. ). In almost every other 

parousia context Paul predicates the title "Lord", to Chrls. -t (cf. 

Phil. 3.20; 1 Thess. 2.19; 3.13; 4.15-17; 5.1-2,23; 2 Thess. 1.7; 

2.1)p I but this is because the focus of attention is on Christ and 

I Kim, Ex20sition of Paul's Gospel, pp. 302-318 presents a 
stimulating approach to the problem of Paul and the Son of Man 
designation with special reference to I Thess. 1.10, but also Gal. 
1.16. Following the lead of other scholars, most recently, for 
example: M. Black, "The Throne-TheophanyProphetic Commission 
and the 'Son of Man': A Study in Tradition-History, " Jews, Greeks 
and Christians (1976), pp. 57-73, he examine ,s 

the possible epiphanic 
origin of the Son of Man terminology. He concurs with Black and 
others that "the heavenly figure V_lj? ý _)ý: I'Din Dan. 7; 1 En 37- 
71; 4 Ezra 13 is a product of the hyrpld"s ta't_iýza t ion of the 0717'1 
appearing in 13 -7? ý 17-K ?a-; ) , "-I q 4'J V in E zek I. 26ff.; 8.2 ff., s eems 

r to be the besJ expYanaýion available for the use of the figure in 
the apocalyptic literature" (p. 310). He proceeds t'a7argue for the 
possibility that "Jesus himself started the messianic interpreta- 
tion of the figure tz) . YX )ýT__)in Dan. 7" (p. 313) and that by it he 
meant to refer to him`rsý : If as the Son of God (pp. 315-316). On the 
road to Damascus, Paul, according to Kim, saw Jesus as a divine being 
and therefore in conjunction with epiphanic tradition perceived him 
to be one U,; ] (p. 316). As Kim puts it, "Paul's Damascus 
experience musýý have led him immediately to Dan. 7.13 because he saw 
a heavenly figure 'like a son of man' just as Daniel did. It must 
have also led him to understand that with the self-designation 
fthe Son of Man', which he in all likelihood had already known, Jesus 
referred to himself as the Son of God who had appeared to Daniel 

_7 
(p. 317). This is why Paul was justified in using the 

desri"gnat-ion Son of God in the parousia context of I Thess. 1.10, 
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his immediate relation to his people for whom he is Lord. Matters 

are different in I Thess. 1.9b-10. The theme of vs. 9b centers 
on God, the one to whom the Thessalonians turned from their former 

godless ways. Vs. 10 consists of an infinitive phrase and two 
dependent constructions explicating the words Ui cbv allTog, the 

object of the infinitive alvctýicvciv; the entire verse, dependent 

as it is on the infinitive a2vallc'veiv, is coordinated with the 
infinitive phrase 6OUX6661v 

LIaf. 
ft(ý ý(ZVTI KU1 2XT101V(3 

Of VS. 9b. 

Together these two coordinate infinitive phrases express the 

purpose of the Thessalonians' turning towards God. It was the 

emphasis on God in vs. 9b and especially the turning to him from 
C, V- idols which led Paul to select the expression U10V allTOU to 

identify the person whom his readers expectantly awaited. The 

Sonship designation has the effect of uniting Christ with God, 

the one to whom the Thessalonians turned in their conversion,, 

and secondarily accounts for the reason why Jesus may be relied on 
for salvation from the coming wrath: just because he is the Son 

of God, whom God raised from the dead, he is able to save his people 
from the wrath of God. Rom. 5.9-10 offers a close parallel to this 

thought since there reconciliation through the death of God's 

Son assures the believer that he will be saved by the life of the 

Son from the wrath of God's judgment. It is not simply a question 

of what has been done but of the person who did it. Jesus' death 

and, life are efficacious for saving Christians from God's judgment 

against unrighteousness because he is God's Son, God's agent in 

bringing salvation to mankind. The simple name "Jesus", identify- 

ing the Son of God who saves his people from the coming wrath, 

makes clear that the one coming from heaven is the same person as 

the historical personage whom Paul preached (cf. 2 Cor. 11.4 and 

I Thess. 4.14). 

a text related to the apocalyptic Son of Man sayings of Jesus, 
according to Kim. One of the principal problems with this 
novel approach is our lack of evidence for Paul's perceiving 
Christ as "one like a Son of Man" iiý the Damascus vision. The 
thesis also requires far more attent-*, Lon to the Son of Man 
problem in the Gospel traditions than Kim is able to give it, 
especially its relationship to the findings of Vermes. 
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E. "The-Subjection of the Son 

To God": I Cor. 15.23-28 

With I Cor. 15.23-28 we come to the last of the Pauline 
texts which require special examination in conjunctionw-ith the 

utilization of the Son of God language or idea in relation to 

Christ. Appropriately I Cor. 15.23-28 deals with the consummation 

of God's saving purposes not only for mankind but for all creation. 
As we shall see, the use of the Sonship idea at this juncture is 

not merely fortuitous but of the essence of Pauline Christological 

and soteriological thought. In I Cor. 15.23-28 Paul does not enter 
into a theoretical discussion about eschatology for its own sake; 

such an approach is not in keeping with his theological modus oper- 

andi in his letters. Paul is driven rather to discuss the things 

of the end because of a specific problem raised by the Corinthians. 

For this reason we must begin by examining the context into which 

Paul has set I Cor. 15.23-28 before we can offer an interpretation 

of the verses and their use of the Christological Sonship idea. 

The Context 

The key for understanding Paul's motivation in writing I Cor. 

15, a chapter which focuses upon the question of resurrection, 

appears in vs. 1.2 when he poses the question: "If Christ is 

preached that he has been raised from the dead, how are some among 

you saying that there is no resurrection of the dead? " Although 

we have the key for understanding why Paul wrote I Cor. 15, the 

question of which door the key fits remains somewhat uncertain. 

With slight variations the prevailing conception among New Testa- 

ment scholars at present assumes that the Corinthians believed 

themselves to have been resurrected already, and therefore they 

found the future resurrection irrelevant. 2 
On this view the primary 

1Cf. H. Conzelmann, I Corinthians: A Commentary on the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians T1975), p. 250. 

2 
E. g. Kummel in LietzmannKorinther, pp. 192-193; Bultmann, 

Theology 1, P. 169; G. Barth, "ErwHgungen zu 1. Korinther 15,20- 
28, " Ev Th 30 (1970), p. 516; J. H. Wilson, "The Corinthians Who Say 
There Is No Resurrection of the Dead, " ZNW 59 (1968), pp. 90-107; 

and Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, pp. 347 
, -348. Wilson and Profes- 

sor Barrett present and reject several other explanations of the 

problem engendering I Cor. 15.12, 
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goal of Paul in 1 Cor. 15 is to distinguish between present and 
future salvation. This interpretation is not completely satisfy- 
ing, however, since it transforms Paul's statement in I Cor. 15.12 
into one which means, "How do some of you say that you are already 
resurrected? "' With D. J. Doughty, we agree: 

The Corinthians certainly claim the possession of salva- 
tion as a present reality. There is no indication anywhere, 
however,, that they actually grounded this claim with the 
assertion that the resurrection of believers had already 
taken place, or that they even looked forward to the 
possibility of future life. 2 

1 Cor. 15.35 suggests that some of the Corinthians found the very 
idea of future resurrection difficult to swallow, and where Paul 

uses the verb ýýwmrj6fjaEaOai to refer to the resurrection in I Cor. 

15.20-23, it may imply a denial of future life altogether. On the 

other hand, the sardonic remarks of I Cor. 4.8ff. give strong 

grounds for believing that some of the Corinthians held a realized 

eschatology which may have made future resurrection irrelevant. 3 

Thus we concur with Doughty once again when he asserts: 
The question which determines Paul's discussion in I Kor. 
15 ... has to do not with the presence and future of the 
resurrection, but rather with the reality of the resur- 
rection and future life as such, and in this light with the 
meaning of Christian existence as such, in the present and 
in the future. 4 

Whatever may have been the precise origin of the belief, some 

among the Corinthian Christians rejected the future resurrection 
in favor of the full realization of salvation blessings in the 

present. 

In the first paragraph of ch. 15, Paul employs a traditional 

creedal or kerygmatic formula either including or followed by a list 

of those seeing the risen Christ and thereby authenticating the 

The claim of Bultmann, Theology 
understood his opponents in attributing 
death everything is over (I Cor. 15.19, 
That we know Paul's opponents better th, 
I Cor. 15 is improbable. 

1, p. 169 that Paul "mis- 
to them the view that with 
32)" is not very convincing. 

an he did when he wrote 

2 
D. J. Doughty, "The Presence and Future of Salvation in 

Corinth.. " ZNW 66 (1975), p. 7.5. 

3 
See A. C. Thiselton, "Realized Eschatology at Corinth, " NTS 

24 (1977-78), pp. 510-526 for a convincing demonstration that the 
spiritual enthusiasm of the Corinthians was closely connected to a 
realized eschatology. 

4 
Doughty, "SalvaLion in Corýnth, " p. 76. 
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reali. ty of the resurrection. Paul appends himself to this list as 
CKTPWVa, and then goes on to describe his own share in the proclama- 
tion of Christ based on his encounter with the risen Christ 
(vss. 8-10). Vss. 13-19 proceed from the question raised in vs. 12. 
Paul expounds the centrality of the resurrection of Christ for the 
Christian faith in an attempt to drive home the logical conclusion 
to which those denying the resurrection of the dead must come. 
In vss. 21-22 Paul introduces his conception of the corporate 

solidarity between Christ and his people which indicates in what 

sense Christ is the a'7rc6pXr'j TW_V KEKO1ý1TjPEVW%) of vs. 20. Because 

Christ was the first man to be raised from the dead, he occupies 

an analogous position in regard to the resurrection to that of 

Adam with respect to death. 

The Question of Tradition 

At this point Paul enters into the eschatological implications 

of the resurrection of Christ; for him the resurrection of Christ 

already si, gnals the beginning of the final events leading to the 

consummation. Vss. 23-28 form a unity in the argument of ch. 15 by 

virtue of their eschatological orientation and the theological 

intention behind them. The term 7apoualot in relation to Christ in 

vs. 23 and the use of TeXos in vs. 24 mark out the eschatological 

character of the whole paragraph. Paul employs the word 7(xpoucrl(X 

on fourteen occasions and of these, seven, including I Cor. 15.23, 

refer to the future coming of Christ (I Thess. 2.19; 3.13; 4.15; 5.23; 

2 Thess. 2.1,8). Whether or not the term 7TapoucYla was traditional 

and technical for the future coming of Christ before Paul, and it 

may well have been, the idea of the coming of Christ in judgment was, 

in all probability, part of the earliest Gospel tradition based on 

Jesus' own eschatological teachings. U. Luz claims to have isolated 

I Thosewho rejected the resurrection of the dead as a general 
principle apparently accepted the resurrection of Christ as a 
unique happening since they had accepted the Gospel proclamation 
of Paul which included the resurrection of Christ (cf. I Cor. 15.1ff. ). 

Cf. Conzelmann, I Corinthians, p. 250 who rightly observes in 

regard to I Cor.. 15.2ff.: "Paul is not seeking to prove that 
Christ is risen. He can take this belief for granted. " 



229 

two different traditions in vss. 24-27 which Paul reputedly has 
Ia 

combined. He finds the temporal clause "oTotv 7otpot6l6w- Týv 
2k ýUCYIXCICN T63 e6O Kal 7uTpP'un-ý-Pauline and attributes its derivation LL 

to an otherwise indeterminable Christian apocalytic tradition. 
3 

He posits a second tradition involving the connection of Ps. 8.6 

and Ps. 11-0.1 with the subordination of the 11powers" 

to the exalted Christ. 4 
Although it is possible that Ps. 8.6 

and Ps. 110.1 were traditionally connected in early Christian 

thought, 
5 

the remainder of Luz's supposed traditions are groundless 

conjectures. Luz, as many other scholars, operates with presupposi- 

tions and methods which are not satisfactory for proving what he 

wishes to prove. It is true that Paul only uses the term ýaaiX61(y, 

in conjunction with Christ in Col. 1.13 (cf. Eph. 5.5) and therefore 

if one rejects the Pauline authorship of Colossians, as Luz does,, 

then on the surface the link between Christ and . ýacriXela is not 

typically Pauline. But this linguistically based assumption, when 

applied to the origin, of I Cor. 15.24, overlooks the possible 

conceptual basis for Paul's statement. Paul speaks of the kingdom 

of God on nine occasions, and of these.,, four are in I Corinthians 0 

Cor. 4.20; 6.9,10; 15.50). Paul's belief in the Lordship of Christ 

as the Son of God with universal power since his resurrection from 

the dead (cf. Rom. 1.4; Phil. 2.9-11; 3.21) accounts sufficiently 

for Christ's rule over the kingdom belonging to God (I Cor. 15.25). 

The apostle's theocentric orientation led him to conclude that the 

I 
U. Luz, 

, 
Geschichtsverstandnis, pp. 343-348. Cf. Doughty, 

"Presence and Future, " p. 81, n. 73 who seems to accept the two 
traditions isolated by Luz, but questions whether or not the two 
were put together by Paul. 

2 
Luz, Geschichtsversta'ndnis, p. 343, n. 96 cites five pieces 

of evidence in favor of this View: 1) the active use of 7apa6i60vai 
with Christ as subject only occurs one other time in Paul (Gal. 2.20); 
2) this verb is never employed with respect to transference to God; 
3) the kingdom of Christ is otherwise absent in the genuine Pauline 
letters; 4) the use of the expression God and Father without genitive 
attributes is not found elsewhere in Paul; and 5) Paul normally uses 
the combination "God and Father" in a ceremonious way but never as 
in I Cor. 15.24. 

3 Ibid. , p. 346. 

5 The combining of 
tional, but the focus of 
foot" clause, in relatioý 
an original contribution 
3.22. 

4 Ibid., p. 344. 

Ps. 8.6 with 110.1 is very probably tradi- 
attention on the "putting enemies under 

n to cosmic rulers and powers, may well be 
of Paul taken up later in Eph. 1.21 and I Pet. 
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sovereignty and power exercised by Christ in the present will be 

placed under the dominion of his God and Father after his triumph 

over all opposition to the rule of God, in order that God's 

rightful position over the whole of creation might be preserved 
(vs. 28). The other arguments for the traditional character of 
I Cor. 15.24 proposed by Luz are no more compelling. That Paul could 

not use the combination "God and Father" in a way slightly different 

from his "normal" usage is absurd. Although he does not use "God 

and Father" without qualifying genitives, he does use (8) ec'os 

7TaT'np without them on several occasions (cf. Col. 3.17; 1 Thess. 

1.1; 2 Thess. 1.2). Since Paul does not speak on any other occasion 

of the tranference of the kingdom to God, it is small wonder that 

Trapa6iMvai is not used in this way elsewhere. 
I There is also 

little or no reason to believe that someone other than Paul brought 

together Ps. 8.6 and Ps. 110.1 with the idea of the subjection of 

the cosmic "powers. " Paul had every reason to do so in order to 

explain his conception of the soveriýign. ty-o-f Christ over all creation. 
2 

3.1 Cor. 15.23-24 

If the issue confronting Paul in I Cor. 15 concerns the denial 

of the resurrection of the dead, then it must be asked how vss. 23- 

28 counter this denial. The matter is relatively straightforward 
in the case of vs. 23. It is linked with the thought of vss. 20-22 

since in vs. 20 and 23 Christ is designated a6apXfj, and vs. 23 

actually requires the verb ýWO701nOTJGOVTal from vs. 22 to be under- 

stood. Christ was the first to be made alive, then those who are 

at his parousia will be,, each according to their own Tuyva. Lietz- 

mann has suggested that the TC'Xos of vs. 24 should be translated by 

the concrete term "der Rest, der noch ubrige letzte Teil der 

Menschheit, " that is, those who do not belong to Christ. 
3 

This would 

provide the expected second group (as opposed to Christ who is an 

individual) to go with 
c6"KOtCTTOS EV T63 161'*W TCCYPaT1 (Tayllot referring 

I The truth is that reference to the transference of the 
kingdom to God is uniquely Pauline among the writers of the New 
Testament. 

2 
The idea of rulers, authorities, and powers is genuinely 

Pauline as is Christ's superiority over them (cf. for example., Rom. 
8.38-39). 

3 Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 80. 
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to a group). The utilization of Tc5Xos in this sense, however, 

has little or no linguistic support. ' Professor Barrett may well 
be correct when he theorizes that Paul had in mind those who are 

alive at Christ's coming (cf. vss. 50-53; 1 Thess. 4.15ff. ) and 
those who have already died. 

2 

In vss. 24-28 the resurrection of Christ and of the faithful 

recedes into the background. Paul instead takes up the themes of 
the rule of Christ, the subjection of the universe to him, and 
Christ's own subjection to God. According to vs. 24 the TE: Xos 

of the present age comes after Christ's followers have been made 

alive at his coming. At the end of the present order, Christ will 
hand over the kingdom to his God and Father. There is no evidence 
here or elsewhere in Paul to show that he believed in the so-called 

Messianic "zwischenreich, " a kingdom existing between the parousia 

and the handing over of the kingdom to God. 
3 

Thus the subjugation 

and abolition of all rule, all, authority and power is underway 

already and will be completed at the parousia of Christ and the 

final resurrection of the dead when the power of death will be 

broken forever. 

The transfer of the kingdom to God by Christ calls for 

special comment. Apart from Col. 1.13, Paul always refers to the 

kingdom as God's, 
4 

even on the two occasions where he mentions the 

kingdom in a present sense (I Cor. 4.20 and Col. 4.11). This 

tends to confirm that Paul identified the kingdom ruled by Christ 

in the present with the kingdom of God. Thus Christ carries out 

his present rule as God's chosen viceregent. In I Cor. 15.24 

Paul links Christ's position as sovereign with his relation to God 

I KUmel in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 193; Professor Barrett, 
I Corinthians, p. 356; and Conzelmann, I Corinthians, pp. 270-271. 

2 
Professor Barrett, 1 Corinthians, p. 355. 

3 Contra Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 81; Schweitzer,, Mysticism 
of Paul, p. 65-68; and Luz, Geschichtsversta'ndnis, pp. 345-348 
among others. For a sound criticism of the "Zwischenreich" idea 
in Paul see Davies, Paul, pp. 287ff. 

4 
The kingdom of God's Son referred to in Col. 1.13 cannot be 

limited to the Church, but refers to the expanding rule of Christ 

which is overcoming all opposition until all rule and authority take 
their rightful place under his headship (cf. Col. 2.10,15). 
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who is designated his Father. Although the normal qualifying 

genitive is absent from the God and Father expression in vs. 24, 

vs. 28, with its reference to the Uclos of God, makes it clear that 

we should supply ct&09 in vs. 24.1 Christ, as the Son of God, 

reigns in the place of God (vs. 25) until he transfers the kingdom 

to the direct sovereignty of God. This idea may have originated 
in Messianic thought, 

2 
however, for Paul, Christ does not simply 

reign as the Messianic Son of God. He reigns as the obedient Son 

of God who was Son even before he came into the world as a descen- 

dant of David (cf. Rom. 1.3-4; 8.3; Gal. 4.4). Nevertheless, with 

W. ThUs. ing, we believe that Christ only entered into his rule 

after his resurrection and exaltation. 
3 

The subordination of the 

Son to the Father implied in '17apa6169 TT'IV ýWIXEICOW T-W e6yý Kal 
IL #L 

TraTpl" becomes even more pronounced in vs. 28, and as we shall 

discover, concern s an idea of fundamental importance for Paul. 

The second temporal clause of vs. 24, "'O/TON KaTaP'(jGTj TrSCYa'V 
&PXý'V KOtl 76(yav EýowiU%) KCA sets out the condition for 

the transferring of the kingdom to God, and therefore it is subordi- 
C- 

nate to the first oTav clause of*vs. 24. Christ will hand over 

the kingdom to his Father when he has abolished all other forms of 

rule, authority, and power which operate independently of God and 

against the divine will. Paul does not define what he means by the 

terms apXTI, E: ýoixrta, and 610vapis. In fact he probably does not 

have three separate and distinct categories in mind. Nevertheless, 

it is clear from other passages in Paul (e. g. Rom. 8.38-39; 1 Cor. 

2.6; Gal. 4.9; Col. 2.15) that these are cosmic powers in rebellion 

against the will of God. 
4 

Vs. 26, where the verb KaTap*YEýV is 

I Cf. Robertson and Plummer, I Corinthians, pp. 354-355, and 
Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 356. 

2 
Cf. Blank, Paulus, pp. 255-4156. Lohse, Colossians, p. 38, n. 

43, following the lead of H. A. Wilcke, points out that since the Mes- 

sianic rule only begins at the parousia in apocalyptic literature, the 
"kingdom" in I Cor. 15.24 cannot be directly related to that idea. 

3 ff Thusing, Per Christum, p. 240. The fact that the Son of God 
hands over the kingdom to God (vs. 24) and subordinates himself to 
the Father so that God may be all in all (vs. 28) presupposes the 
temporal limitation of his Lordship, that is, his standing in the 
place of God. The importance of this conception was shown in our 
discussion of Phil. 2.6-11. 

4 Cf. W. Foerster, "CýCGTIV, CýOUGfOt KTX., " TDNT 2, pp. 571-573. 
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repeated, singles out death as the last great 60vallis to be 
destroyed. 

1 Cor. 15.25-28 

Vs. 25 picks up the thought of the two temporal clauses 
of vs. 24 confirming the divine necessity of Christ's rule over 
the kingdom of God until complete victory is achieved against 
every enemy of God. As is well-known, the second part of vs. 25 

represents a somewhat modified form of the last part of Ps. 110.1. 
Originally Ps. 110.1 came into Christian usage as a Messianic proof- 
text. Perhaps its position as the most frequently quoted or alluded 
to Christological text of the Old Testament goes back to its usage 
by Jesus himself from whom it was then taken up by the early 
Christian community. 

I 
Regardless of this, in I Cor. 15.25 Paul at 

best merely assumes the Messianic use of Ps. 110.1 and completely 

subordinated this to his theological intention, 2 
the establishment 

of vs. 24 and the preparation for vss. 26-27a. The word 7TUca has 

already occurred twice in vs. 24 and the neuter TrOtVT(X occurs seven 

times in vss. 27 and 28. What makes this interesting is the fact 

that Paul has inserted into the modified quotation of Ps. 110.1c, 
j3 in vs. 25, the word imVTas before Toi)s cXepoOs. Paul seems intent 

on emphasizing the completeness of Christ's rule over all opposition 

to God. The significance of this will become clear in a moment. 

I 
This would explain why it became a favorite messianic text 

of the early church even though it does not appear to have been 
Messianic in contemporary Judaism. W. R. G. Loader, "Christ at the 
Right Hand--Ps. CX. 1 in the New Testament, " NTS 24 (1977-78), p. 
199, however, thinks that the Psalm was already being used with 
reference to the Messiah and that Christians simply took it over. 
But he gives no real evidence in support of this claim. 

2 Cf. E. E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity 
(1978), p. 204. 

3 The subject of the verb eý in vs. 25 appears to be Christ on 
the basis of grammatical considerations. Cf.. Conzelmann, I Corin- 
thians, p. 273. Several factors militate against this view. In 
the first place, in Ps. 110.1 it is God who is the subject of the 
verb 'W-. " Therefore anyone familiar with the Psalm would have 
tended to relate it to God (cf. Eph. 1.20-23). Second, in vss. 27b- 
28 it becomes clear that Paul conceived God. to be the one subjecting 
all things to Christ. This understanding is further attested in Col. 
2.15. In light of thes.. e considerations, Paul may have understood God 
to be the subject of OTQ i7i vs. 25. So Professor Barrett, I Corinthi- 

11 - ans, p. 358 and Thusing, Per Christum, p. 240. 
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Paul reaches the real crux of his argument in vss. 26-27a 

when he declares: "Death, as the last enemy, is brought to nought; 
for he has subjected all things under his feet. " The last enemy 

to be put under Christ's feet, under his sovereignty, is death. 

Professor Barrett suggests that the verb KOtTap'YE-ICTeCtI, in this 

context_, should be taken "to mean not so much 'to. annihilate' as 
'to rob of efficacy, "' and therefore it is possible that "death 

continues to exist, no longer as an effective enemy (to God) but 

,, 2 
as an instrument in his hands. The breaking of the power of 
death occurs at the final resurrection, though Paul does not make 

this clear until vss. 54ff. The quotation of Ps. 8.6 in vs. 27a 

underscores the point already made by the modified citation of Ps. 

110.1c. But by placing it after vs. 26, which mark out death as 

the last enemy to undergo subjugation, and by using ý64 ct-5'ct Con I-iilua-h'Ve 

conjunction, I Paul stresses in an emphatic way that death is one 

of the constituent elements of the 76ma of vs. 27a (note its 

emphatic position in the sentence) which God will subject under 

the rule of Christ. 
3 

The difficult problem of the origin of the 

Christological usage of Ps. 8.6 need not concern us here; Paul 

simply assumes it as he did in the case of Ps. 1.10.1 in vs. 25 (cf. 

Eph. 1.20-22; 1 Pet. 3.22; Heb. 1.13-2.9). 
4 

1 31 > 
The description of death as the "ECYXoTos E: Xepos" ties the 

thought of vs. 26 very closely with the temporal clause of vs. 25 

and the theme of the subjugation of all hostile powers to the rule 
of Christ. 

2 
Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 358. 

3 
Conzelmann, I Corinthians, p. 274 describes the quotation of 

Ps. 8.6 in vs. 27a as a "retrospective proof of vs. 26. " Vs. 28 

reveals that the aorist and perfect tenses of UcTrOTUCYCreiv in vs. 
27 are to be understood as proleptic. 

-4 The conception of Robertson and Plummer, I Corinthians, pp. 
356-357, held by others as well, that the citation of Ps. 8.6 is 

connected with Paul's Adamic Christology in I Cor. 15.20-22 has no 
real basis in fact. Paul does not make the connection and for all 
practical purposes such a connection is irrelevant to the real point 
he wishes to make. If Paul knew the Son of Man Christology it is 
just as plausible, if not more so, that he understood Ps. 8.6 in 
terms of the Gospel designation "ttirhe Son of Man. " Loader, "Apocalyp- 
tic Sonshipý" p. 532 thinks this is a possibility. Cf. Kim, Exposition 

of Paul'. ý Gosp. 2.1, pp. 232-9-35, and 313ff. who tries to connect up 
both Adamic Christology and Son of Man Christology. He thus takes 
Ps. 8 in both directions. See A. VO'gt1e, "'Der Menschensohn' und die 

paulinische Christologie, " Studiorum Paulinorum Congressus Internation- 
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If vss. 26-27a form the high point in Paul's argument of 

vss. 23-28, what'exactly has he proven against those who deny the 

resurrection? Conzelmann claims that Paul intended in vss. 23-28 

to use the "apocalyptic order as an argument for the resurrection. "' 

He fails to make clear, however, the sense in which the apocalyptic 

order provides a convincing argument for the resurrection. Normally 

those who see the problem behind ch. 15 as involving the belief of 

some at Corinth that they had already experienced the resurrection, 

simply understand vss. 23-28 as an attempt to distinguish between 

prese nt and future. 2 This overlooks, or more correctly ignores, the 

principal thrust of the paragraph (vss. 23-28). It deals with the 

sovereignty of Christ, his subjection and destruction of hostile 

powers and the subordination of Christ to God. 
3 

The significance 

of the last theme will be elucidated later. The argument of Paul, 

as we have said, reaches its high point in vss. 26 and 27a. Paul 

maintains death, like everything else will be subjected to the rule 

of Christ and be stripped of its independent power, because Christ 

will reign until every force opposing the rule of God has been 

brought low (vs. 25). The autonomous power of death must be rendered 

ineffectual, if Christ is to reign with unchallenged universal sovereign- 

ty. How does this counter the Corinthians' denial of the resurrec- 

tion? Paul has made their denial of the resurrection tantamount to 

a denial of the Lordship of Christ and of the dominion of God as 

wellý As G. Barth has observed: "Wer die Auferstehung der Toten 

alis Catholicus_1961 (1963), pp. 199-218 on the problem of the Son 
of Man designation in Paul in general and the use of Ps. 8.6 in 

particular. He does not think that anything can be proven from 
Paul's use of Ps. 8.6 in I Cor. 15.27 regarding either the Son of 
Man Christology or Adamic Christology. 

I Conzelmann, I Corinthians, pp. 269ff. 

2 
See p. 226, n. 2 for those holding this view. G. Barth, as we 

shall see, is an exception. 

3 
Vss. 23-28 certainly countervail an overly realized eschatology, 

but they also are directed to the specific problem of the denial of 
the resurrection. 

4 
Cf. Barth, "Erwagungen, " p. 523-525 and Luz, Geschichtsver- 

standnis, pp. 348-349 who takes a similar position. 



236 

lE! ugnet und also die Überwindung des Todes von der Herrschaft 

Christi ausnimmt, der bestreitet das uoývT(x Cof 
vs. 27a], der 

leugnet, dass Christus alles unterworfen werden muss. " The 

resurrection of those who are Christ's constitutes the final con- 

quest of the terrible power of death, the subjection of death 

to the rule of Christ. 
2 

Without the resurrection, death remains 
the victor; with the resurrection the victory of death is snatched 

away, and death is rendered powerless (cf. vss. 52-55). Because 

the resurrection is essential for breaking the power of death and 
bringing to fruition the unchallenged sovereignty of Christ, Paul 

has succeeded in showing that those who deny the resurrection also 
deny the Lordship of Christ. He has proven the theological necessity 

of the resurrection, if the universal Lordship of Christ is to be 

maintained. 
3 

Having achieved the goal of his argument in vs. 27a, Paul 

adds an important qualification to his argument lest he be misinter- 

preted. God, the one subjecting all things to Christ, is excepted 

from the otherwise universally inclusive category of things which 

will be subjected to Christ. But Christ's dominion in the place of 

God has limitations, albeit temporal ones, and thus in vs. 28 Paul 

returns to the theme of vs. 24a. In doing so he takes us to the 

end of redemptive history and reveals to us one of the most funda- 

mental of factors in his theological thought. 
4 

In vs. 28 Paul reintroduces a temporal schema (o"Tav 

TOTE ... 
) which by virtue of the content of the verse must be 

seen as taking place at the "end. " after everything has been subject- 

ed to Christ (vs. 28a) and at the time when Christ will hand over 

the kingdom to God (vs. 24). What Paul says is: 'O'TaV 6'6 U'ffOTaý, n 

I tv 2 
Barth, "Erwagungen, " p. 523. Luz, Geschichtsversta'ndnis, p. 349. 

3 
Cf. Barth, "Erwa'gungen, " p. 524. 

4 
If vss. 25-27a constitute the real keynote to the argument 

of vss. 23-28, and vs. 27b provides an important and necessary 
qualification, vs. 28 has a certain independent character. It does 

continue on with the thought of vs. 27b, but it is unnecessary for 

the argument. In a sense vs. 24a makes the same point as vs. 28. 
What we are suggesting is that vs. 28 allows us an almost gratuitous 
glimpse into the inner workings of Paul's theology, and what we see 
is the true theocentricity of his thought. On this theme in I Cor. 
15.24,28 see Thusing, Per Christum, pp. 239-254. 
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ONTCO T(ý, MVTa, T6, rE: a6Týs 6 UcIbS 
ý70Tay"ý(TETCU 

TG UCJTOTCýC(XVTI (IýT(Z 

5 cl Tc 
Ta 7T(XVTCt, I Vcý V0 eebs TravTct EN Tr6a*I'V. At the end Christ not only 
transfers the kingdom to the sovereignty of God, but he also is 

subjected to God in order that the rightful reign of God over all 
things may begin, as was intended from creation (cf. Rom. 11.36). 1 

The choice of the term "Son" in I Cor. 15.28 is hardly a matter 

of chance. Paul uses the absolute Oc Ul"Os, setting it off with the 
intensive pronoun duýTos, instead of qualifying it with the customary 

auToO L= God's) because in his mind the entire discussion in 

vss. 23-38 specifically focuses on the one who is Son of God. The 

rule of Christ over the kingdom, the neutralization of hostile 

rulers, authorities, and powers, and the subjugation of every enemy, 
including death, under his dominion occur because he is the obedient 
Son of God who has worked as God's unique agent and representative 
in creation and redemption. 

2 
For Paul, Christ was Son of God before 

his human existence (Gal. 4.4; Rom. 8.3), during it (Rom. 5.10; 8.32), 

and now in his present position as exalted sovereign (Rom. 1.4; 1 Thess. 

1.10). That Paul resorts to the Sonship idea in I Cor. 15.24,28 

when he treats the end of the present order, reveals its foundation- 

al character for his thought. Christ's relationship with God and 
his function in God's redemptive purposes are, in the final analy- 

c 
Although Paul uses the passive future u7oTayTjcrETm with 

reference 'to Christ's subjection to God, it does not imply that God 
has to force the Son into subjection in the same way that the hostile 

cosmic powers must be subjected. The obedience of the Son dictates 
that he willingly offers himself in subordination to the Father. Cf. 
Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 360. The phrase eEbS 7T&VTa 
ev Trrxaiv is not mystical in outlook nor does it lead to the "threshold 

of acomplete eschatological absorption of the Son in the Father, " as 
Cullmann, Christolo_gy, p. 248 suggests. "That God may be all in all" 
refers to God's restored sovereignty over the whole creation and is 

therefore soteriological in orientation. Cf. Conzelmann, I Cor- 
inthians, p. 275; Professor Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 361; and 
ThUsing,, Per Christum, pp. 343-346. 

2 It will be remembered from our examination of Phil. 2.6- 
11 that dhrist entered into the position of sovereign to whom worship 
was due at his exaltation and that this was the very thing he refused 
to grasp in his pre-existence. S. Hanson, The Unity of the Church 
in the New Testament (1946), p. 100 maintains with respect to I Cor. 
15.24-28 Lhat vs. 24a "implies that Christ, having hitherto repre- 
sented God, will cease to be His representative. He will enter into 

the same relationship to God as others, though certainly as 
7TpwToToKos (Rm. 8: 29), still being the First and Greatest. " It is 

true to say that his representative role will end, but those who are 
his will enter into his Sonship relation with God; he will not enter 
into a different relationship with God, as Hanson seems to imply. 
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sis, inextricably connected to his Sonship. I 
This is why when 

Paul comes to the final event in redemption history, before the 

complete and uncontested rule of God begins, he speaks of an act 
involving =3Tbs OS U110s. The final drama in God's redemption of 

mankind and the universe (cf. Rom. 8.19-23) concerns the Son 

obediently subjecting himself to the one subjecting all things to 
him, in order that God may be all in all, in order that he may rule 

as the unchallenged universal sovereign. 
2 

In this chapter we have examined five Christological Sonship 

texts which are primarily oriented towar ds the Son of God in the 

present and in the future. Several Sonship passages already discussed 

in previous chapters impinged upon the theme of this chapter (Rom. 

1.3-4; Gal. 1.16; Phil. 2.6-11; and Col. 1.13-20), but the passages 

treated in this chapter relate almost exclusively to the theme of 

the Son of God in the presentand in the future.. Both I Cor. 1.9 

and Gal. 4.6 concern the Son of God's relation with those whom he 

died to save. The Christian has a living fellowship with the Son 

of God who is his Lord (I Cor. 1.9), and this through the work of 

the Holy Spirit who, as the Spirit of the Son,. himself works son- 

ship in believers (Gal. 4.6; cf. Rom. 8.14-16). For the Christian 

salvation can be described as a process of conforming to the image 

of the Son of God so that he, the Son, might be the firstborn 

among many brothers, who themselves have become sons of God (Rom. 

8.29). The Spirit, who as we have said, Paul identifies as the 

Spirit of God's Son, is presently working in believers to conform 

them inwardly to Christ's Sonship (Rom. 8.12-16). In the resurrection 

I 
Cullmann, Christology, pp. 293-294 claims of I Cor. 15.28; 

"Here lies the key to all New Testament Christology. It is only 
meaningful tospeak of the Son in view of God's revelatory action, 
not in view of his being. But precisely for this reason, Father 
and Son are really one in this activity. Now we can say of the 
'Son of God' what we said earlier of the Logos: he is God as God 
reveals himself in redemptive action. " This statement reflects 

-Cullmann's functional view of Christology, and is essentially correct. 
For Paul, the Son of God is the one in whom God reveals himself in 

redemptive history. Nevertheless, even though Paul is not inter- 

ested in "ontological questions about Christ, " the view he presents 
of Christ implies a certain ontological understanding of Christ. 

2 For an orthodox attempt to explain Christ's position after 
the transfer of power to God, see Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 560-562, but 
such discussions remain speculative since Paul has nothing to say 
on the subject. 



239 

conformity shall be completed through final adoption, the redemption 

of the body (Rom. 8.23). Then the sons of God will not only be 

like Christ in obedience to God, but they shall be outwardly glorified 
to correspond to the Son's appearance as the image of God. Naturally 

this theme concerning believers as the sons of God will receive 

greater attention in part two of the thesis. 

Not only is a process of conformity to the unique Son of God 

. under way, according to Paul, but Christians eagerly await the 

coming of the Son of God from heaven (I Thess. 1.10). The parousia 

of the Son of God from heaven, in all probability, must be connected 

with the final subjection of all things to him 0 Cor. 15.24-28). 

Until that time the Son of God rules as the sovereign Lord of the 

universe in the place of God himself; when that time comes the 

Son will return the Kingdom to his Father and will himself be sub- 
jected to the rule of God as his obedient Son. Thus at every stage 
in the world's existence Paul acknowledges that the one who became 

the man Jesus Christ was God's Son. Because he was God's Son in a 

unique way, he shared with God in creation and redemption. Apart 

from his Sonship relation with God, it is impossible to understand 

the person and-place of Jesus Christ in Paul's Christology and 

soteriology. 

F. Conclusion to Part One 

Having examined the Christological Son of God passages in Paul, 

we are now, by way of concluding part one, in a position to offer a 
brief. systematic statement concerning the meaning and significance 

of Christ's divine Sonship 'in Pauline theology. 

The divine Sonship of Christ has a profound importance for 

Paul because it characterizes the relation between God and Christ 

which is necessary for appreciating the position and work of Christ 

in creation and redemption. For this reason the-designation "Son 

of God" (and its equivalents) in Paul may not be understood. s'IMPly 

as an honorific title. Paul believed that Christ was the unique 

S on of God at all times. He believed that he was the unique Son 

of God in relation to his roles as agent in creation and redemption, 

and in his present position of universal sovereign. Thus Christ's 

divine Sonship provides an important inclusive category within Paul's 

Christological thought and a crucial key to his soteriological thought. 

The origin of Paul's belief in Jesus Christ as the Son of God is 
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to be traced to the Christophany which he experienced on the road 
to Damascus. According to Paul, God revealed his Son in him in 

order that he might preach him (God's Son) to the Gentiles. From 

this starting point the whole of Paul's Christological thought 
developed. The crucial factor, from our perspective, is that he 

himself describes this as a revelation of God's Son. In other words, 
the divine Sonship of the resurrected Jesus Christ was the beginning 

point from which all of Paul's Christian thought sprang. 
Although the letters of Paul are not given to flights of 

recondite speculation regarding the pre-existence of Christ, 

Colossians shows that Paul held Christ, the visible 61K6v of God, 

in whom and through whom and for whom all things were created, to 
be the Son of God (Col. 1.15-17). The place which Paul ascribes to 

the pre-existent image of God in Col. 1.15-17 is almost certainly 
based on the position of Wisdom and Logos in Jewish cosmological 

speculation. For Paul, however, the mediator or agent of God's 

creative acts is not a personified or hypostatized attribute of 

God but a divine person whom he calls the Son of God and whom he 

believes became the man Jesus when God sent him into the world to 

bring about eschatological salvation (cf. Gal. 4.4; Rom. 8.3 and 

Phil. 2.6-8). Christ's Sonship relation to God is presupposed by 

Col. 1.15-17 in its connection with 1.13-14 and provides the 

necessary assumption for his role as God's agent in creation. That 

God created all things for him (Col. 1.16) attests God's love for 

his Son, because creation itself is intended for God's Son as an 
inheritance (cf. Rom. 8.17; Col. 1.13; 1 Cor. 15.24-27; and Heb. 1.2). 

When the fullness of time arrived, the time appointed by God 

to bring about his saving work, he sent his own Son into human 

existence as his representative and agent for accomplishing the 

work of salvation (Gal. 4.4; Rom. 8.3; cf. Rom. 1.3). The Son, who 

existed in the form of God, emptied himself of his divine glory and 

his prerogative to be served in order to become a servant vis-a-vis 

God. Having become a man, the Son remained true to his divine origin. 

He was obedient to the will of God, even unto his death on the cross 
(cf. Phil. 2.8; Rom. 5.19). For this reason the Son of God never 

came under the power of sin in his flesh (cf. Rom. 8.3); he remained 

sinless (cf. 2 Cor. 5.21), and therefore he was able to accomplish 

God's saving work, as God's unique incarnate representative. Without 
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Christ's divine Sonship, Paul's entire Christologically grounded 
soteriology would be inconceivable because it is the Sonship relation 
and status which Christ has with God that places him on God's 

side in the work of salvation, even as a man. God demonstrated 

his love for sinners in the death of Christ precisely because 

Christ was his Son (cf. Rom. 5.8;. 8.32). Christ was able to effect 
justification, redemption and reconciliation for sinners for the 

reason that as the Son of God he represented God in his death (cf. 

Rom. 5.9-10; Gal. 4.4-5). That God demonstrated his own righteousness 
in the blood of Christ in order that he might be both righteous and 
justify the man who believes in Christ (Rom. 3.25-26) presupposes 
Chr. -Ist's Sonship relation with God. Thus in the theology of the 

cross, Paul's Theocentric, Christocentric, and soteriological thought 

come together in conjunction with the Father-Son relation of God and 
Christ. This is why Paul specifically claims that he preaches the 

Gospel of God's Son (cf. Rom. 1.1-4,9; 2 Cor. 1.19; Gal. 1.16). 

God did not allow death to have the victory over his Son. He 

raised his Son from the dead and exalted him to his present position 

of Lordship giving him the name above every name that at the name of 

Jesus every knee should bow in heaven, on earth, and under the earth 

and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of 

God his Father (Phil. 2.9-11). Although Paul refers to the Lord 

Jesus Christ in a context concerned with his incarnation (2 Cor. 8.9) 

and says the rulers of this age would not have crucified the Lord 

of glory if they had recognized him 0 Cor. 2.8), he nevertheless, 

apparently believed that Christ's reign as the ruler of the universe 

to whom God will subject everything only began with his resurrection 

and exttltation. To the extent that Christ now rules the universe 
in the place of God, and receives worship due rightfully to God, it 

is because he is the obedient Son of God (cf. Rom.. 1.4; 1 Cor. 15.24-27; 

Col. 1.13). According to Paul's Theocentric thought, when the end 

comes and the Son of God comes for his people (I Thess. 1.10) and 

all things have been subjected to his rule, then the Son will be 

subjected to God so that God may reign over his creation (I Cor. 15.28). 

In the present time , Christians have fellowship with the Son of 

God (I Cor. 1.9). They know and experience the Son of God in their 

lives through the Holy Spirit, whom the apostle identifies as the 

Spirit of God's Son (Gal. 4.6; Rom. 8.9-10). The Spirit of the Son 
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effects divine sonship in believers as a part of the present 

process of conformity to the image of the Son of God. This process 

of conformity to the Son of God will ultimately culminate in the 

completion of adoption when the sons of God will conform inwardly 

and outwardly to the unique Son of God who now reigns as the 

Lord of the universe (Rom. 8.29). Thus at the personal level Christ's 

Sonship relation and status with God has everything to dowith the 

salvation destiny which God intends for those who believe. 

Thus from beginning to end and through and through Paul's 

Christology and soteriology are dominated by the apostle's belief 

that Jesus Christ was, is and shall remain the Son of God. The 

place of Christ in creation and redemption depend upon his being 

the unique Son of God. 

We must now turn to the other side of the divine sonship theme 

in Paul for, as we have already seen, Christ's divine Sonship 
s ineluctably leads to the believer sonship conception in Paul. 



PART TWO 

THE SONS OF GOD IN PAULINE THEOLOGY 
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CHAPTER VIII 

BELIEVERS, THE SONS OF GOD: AN INTRODUCTION 

The apostle Paul not only believed and taught that Jesus Christ 

was the unique Son of God, he also believed and taught that one of 
the effects of the redemptive work of Christ was to make possible 
the adoptive divine sonship of all who believe in Christ, regard- 
less of their physical connection with the Jewish people, who were 
the sons of God according to the Old Testament and post-Old Testament 

Jewish thought. Although God is frequently referred to as the 

Father of Christians in the letters of Paul, almost all of these 

occurrences are in formulary phrases, 
I 

especially in the proems 

of the letters, or are for emphasis in solemn statements. 
2 Such 

references to the Fatherhood of God tell us little about Paul's 

believer sonship conception except that it may have played a more 

prominent part in the preaching and teaching of the apostle than 

we might be led to believe by a cursory reading of his letters. 

With two insignificant exceptions, 
3 

Paul's use of the sonship idea 

with reference to believers is confined to four chapters: Romans8 and 

Cf. Rom. 1.7; 8.15; 1 Cor. 1.3; 2 Cor. 1.2; Gal. 1.3,4; 4.6; 
Phil. 1.2; 4.20; Col. 1.2; 1 Thess. 1.3; 2 Thess. 1.1,2; Phm. 3. 

2 Cf. I Thess. 3.11; 3.13; 2 Thess. 2.16. The only specific 
reference to God's Fatherhood of Christians which is neither part 
of a formulary phrase nor used for emphasis in solemn pronouncement 
is 2 Cor. 6.18, but this is part of an Old Testament citation. On 
2 Cor. 6.18 see the following note. 

3 
In Phil. 2.14-15 Paul instructs'his readers to "do everything 

without grumbling and dispute, in order that you may be fautless 
and pure, blameless children (TF-KVD. ) of God in the midst of a 
crooked and perverse generation. " The sonship statement is not 
intrinsic to the argument of the passage, and therefore we shall 
only touch on it in conjunction with our discussion of Rom. 8.12-14, 
a passage concerned with the ethical aspect of believer sonship. 
2 Cor. 6.18 applies what looks to be an Old Testament allusion 
based on 2 Sam. 7.14, but since it occurs in a series of Old Testa- 
ment quotations and no particular stress is laid on it we need not 
concern ourselves with this text. We should perhaps say in passing 
that the frequent assertion that 6.14-7.1 is a non-Pauline fragment 
is not completely convincing. Cf. Professor Barrett, 2 Corinthians, 
pp. 193ff. 

244 
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9, and Galatians 3 and 4. But the very places and ways in which 
he employs the sonship conception give it a position of importance 

in his theological thought which has not always been appreciated. 
I 

The purpose of part two of this thesis is to examine Paul's 

use of the believer sonship language and conception in Gal. 3-4 

and Rom. 8-9 in an attempt to determine how it is employed and 

what significance it has for the apostle. It is our contention 

that the sonship of believers was an idea of major importance for 

Paul because it expressed the relational and ethical character of 

salvation and because it was an inclusive idea relating to both 

the present and future character of eschatological salvation. 
As in the study of the Sonship of Christ, our approach to the 

believer sonship texts will be exegetical in orientation. By this 

procedure we hope to avoid forcing a preconceived understanding 

upon Paul. Since in both Romans and Galatians the believer sonship 

conception is used in the context of Paul's theological argumentation, 

occurx1n, q at particularly decisive junctures, it is necessary to 

examine the contexts in which the conception is used for clues to 

its place and significance in the apostle's thought. But before 

we turn to our exegetical study of believer sonship in Paul, we 

must first investigate the b ackground of this idea in order to 

see Paul's thought within its historical context. 

I The only major treatment of the believer sonship theme in 
Paul known to us is J. L. De Villiers, Die betekenis van (HUIOTHESIA) 
in die briewe van Paulus (1950), but we have not had access to this 
work. (It is referred to bS Ridderbos,. Paul,, pp. 197ff. ) 
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THE BACKGROUND TO PAULS 

BELIEVER SONSHIP CONCEPTION 

The study Of the background and possible sources of influence 

on Paull. s believer sonship conception presents nothing like the 

complexities and problems connected with Christological Sonship. 
No one, to our knowledge, doubts that the essential background of 
Paul's believer sonship idea lies in the Old Testament and Judaism, 

though it should be added that Jesus' teaching concerning the Father- 
hood of God and the sonship. of God's people undoubtedly also played 

a role in the development of Paul's thought. In the pages which 
follow we shall examine the Old Testament, post-Old Testament 
Judaism, and the Synoptic Gospels in order to provide a framework 
in which Paul's believer sonship material may be understood. It 

must be kept in mind, however, that the sonship idea cannot be 

dissociated from the Fatherhood of God either in the background 

material or in Paul himself. 

A. The Old Testament 

The application of the Father-son language to describe the 

relationship between God and his people Israel never attained a 

position of dominance in the Old Testament; rather it simply 

remained one of several relational motifs or images available for 

describing God's relation with his*people. Other such motifs included 

the covenant relationship, the idea of the master and his servants, 

the king and his subjects, the husband and his wife, and the shepherd 

and his sheep. A number of scholars c-Qnside-r the Father-son motif 

to be a rare one in the Old Testament, I but this is inaccurate. 

I 
E. g. G. E. Wright, "The Terminology of Old Testament Religion 

and its Significance, " Journal of Near Easter Studies 1 (1942), p. 
406; 0. Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12. A Commentary (1972), p. 8; C. Westermann, 
Isaiah 40-66. A Commentary (1969), 393; The only person voicing a 
definite objection to this view, as far as we are aware, is G. Fohrer, 
%ýo`s, " TDNT 8, p. 351, n. 106. 
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The Old Testament contains fifteen explicit allusions to God as 
Father, though five of these are with reference to God's Fatherhood 

of the king. These allusions are as follows: Dt. 32.6; Jer. 3., ý 
3.19; 31.9; Isa. 63.16 (twice); 64.7,; Mal. 1.6; 2.10; Ps. 68.5; 2 Sam. 
7.14; 1 Chr. 17.13; 22.10; 28.6; and Ps. 89.26.1 If these passages 

represented all of the available evidence, one might well agree that 

a real paucity of references exists; however besides the above allu- 

sions to the Fatherhood of God, twenty-one different passages (twenty- 

nine actual usages) speak of God's son or sons in a direct way: Ex. 

4.22-23; Dt. 14.1; 32.6,18-20,43; 2 
Is. 1.2,4; 30.1,9; 43.6; 45.1i; 

63.8; Jer. 3.14,19,22; 4.22; 31.20; Ezek. 16.21 ; 21 . 10; 23.4,37; Hos. 

1.10; 11.1; Mal. 1.6; 2.10; Ps. 2.7; 73.15; and 80.15-16.3 There 

are also five clearly metaphorical texts in which God is said to be 

like a Father or to have Fatherly feelings, or Israel is compared 

to a son: Dt. 1.31; 8.5; Mal. 3.17; Ps. 103.13; and Prov. 3.11-12. 

This evidence indicates that the Father-son motif was known and used 
in Israel for God's relationship to his people, and not altogether 
infrequently. Several factors, however, appear to have prevented 
it. from becoming a dominant image in Israel's religious thought. 

4 

In the first place, the Father-son image never developed into a fixed 

concept designating the quintessence of Israelite faith in Yahweh, 

as the covenant idea did in the Deuteronomic tradition. While its 

antiquity and continued usage throughout the period of the Old 

The last five are in conjunction with the king of Israel and 
therefore belong more to the Messianic Sonship background than to the 
believer sonship background. Having said this, however, the 2 Sam. 
7.14 passage is interpreted in a believer sonship sense in 2 Cor. 6.18 

2 
The Masoretic text of Dt. 32.43 appears to be defective. On 

the basis of the LXX and a 4Q document from Qumran, it seems probable 
that the passage originally referred to Israel's sonship. See P. Win- 
ter, "Der Begriff 'SO'hne Gottes' in Moseleid Dtn. 32.1-43, " ZAW 67 
(1955), Pp. 41-44. 

3 It is worth noting that in a majority of the passages where the 
Father-son terminology appears, God is either directly or indirectly 
the speaker. These passages include: Ex. 4.22,23; Hos. 11.1; 13.13; 
Is. 1.2.4; 30.1,9; 43.6; 45.11; 63.8; Jer. 3.14,19,22; 4.22; 31.9, 
20; Ezek, 16.21; 21.10; 23.4,37; Mal. 1.6; 2 Sam. 7.14; 1 Chr. 17.13; 
22.10; 28.6; Ps. 2.7; and 89.26. 

4 
Perhaps the most common explanation for the relative infrequency 

of the Father-son terminology in the Old Testament involves the claim 
that Canaanite myths regarding the natural begetting of humans by the 
cultic deities resulted in an avoidance of the idea in Israelite religion. 
See for example, Westermann, Isaiah 40-66, p. 393; Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12, 
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Testament may not be disputed, it only became popular during the 

period of the prophets when an acute need arose for images and 

metaphors to emphasize the personal and ethical character of Yahweh's 

relationship with his people. But even during this period it was 

only one of several images such as the master-servant and husband- 

wife images. No less significant in accounting for its lack of usage 
is the fact that the much more prevalent idea of Israel as "God's 

chosen people" conveyed much the same idea as the Father-son 

concept; both stressed dependence, obedience, elective love, and the 

covenant. In fact these very ideas represent the theological essence 

of the Old Testament's use of the Father-son motif. 

Deuteronomy 32 contains what are probably some of the oldest 
instances in the Old Testament of the Father-son imagery being applied 

to God and Israel. 2 The Son9of Moses has for its theme the saving 

activity of Yahweh in the history of his people. Within the Song's 

salvation historical framework the Father-son motif occurs at three 

key places: in vss. 5-6 where the charge of unfaithfulness by Israel 

is first raised; in vss. 18-20 where the transition from Israel's 

rejection of God to God's rejection of Israel occurs; and in vs. 43 

where Israel's restoration and vindication are assured. The usage 

made of the Fatherhood of God in vs. 6 (cf. vs. 18) is foundational 

for a proper understanding of the Father-son relationship in the 

Old Testament. This verse conceives God to be a Father standing at 

the beginning of the historical existence of the nation of Israel in 

p. 8; Wright, "Terminology, " pp. 41Off.; and Fohrer, "uc-, it i6s, pp. 352- 
353. Against this view is the observation of Marchel, Abba, pp. 42-43 
that it was during the period of greatest resistance to pagan religion 
(the eighth and seventh centuries), that the prophet Hosea*and succeed- 
ing prophets took up the Father-son motif and developed it. From the 
earliest Old Testament usages of the Father-son idea (Ex. 4.22 and 
Dt. 32) forward, God's Fatherhood and Israel's sonship were grounded in 
the process of history and not myth. 

1 Cf. P. Baur, "Gott als Vater im AT, " Theologische Studien und 
Kritiker 72 (1899), p. 485 and D. J. McCarthy, "Notes on the Love of 
God in Deuteronomy and the Father-Son Relationship between Yahweh and 
Israel, " CBQ 72 (1965) p. 147. Several passages appose the Father- 
son terminology with the idea of Israel as God's people: Dt. 14.1,2; 
32.6; Is. 1.2-4; 30.9; Jer. 4.22; and Hos. 1.10. 

2 
See 0. Assfeldt, The Old Testament. An Introduction (1965), 

227. 
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the same way that a human father stands at the beginning of his 

son's life. In vs. 6 three words are utilized to describe the nature 

of Yahwe-. h's Fatherhood of Israel: 1-71 and God 
T4r 

created, made, and established Israel as his son. These are not 
terms connected to the biological sphere, but words tied to creation. 

] 

In the first instance, then, Yahweh's Father-like relation to the 

people resulted from his having created the people as a nation. Because 

he was a Father to the people of Israel, he rightly expected obedience 
from his sons and daughters. But for all his parental care, his 

children repaid him with provocations and infidelity, so much so that 

he rejected them and withdrew his Fatherly support (vss. 19-20). 

According to vs. 5 they forfeited their right to be called sons because 

of their unacceptable behavior; this unacceptable behavior was nothing 
less than religious apostasy to foreign gods (vss. 16-17). Vs. 43, 

on the other hand looks to a time of vindication when the children of 

Yahweh will be avenged against their foes and will be restored to their 

proper sonship relation. 

The Song of Moses establishes several important themes which 

recur with regularity, either implicitly or explicitly, in passages 

where the Father-son motif is found. First, there is the theme of 

election: God elected and made the people of Israel his sons in the 

course of their actual history, thereby establishing his Fatherly 

authority over them. Second, sonship necessitated obedience, particu- 

larly in the area of religious practices; failure to remain obedient 

constituted an abrogation of the right to be treated as a son by God. 

Closely connected with the two previous themes is the covenant idea; 

the Father-son relationship is often, as in Dt. 32, cast in the form 

of a covenant with responsibilities for both parties. 
2 Finally, the 

Father-son image frequently includes real love and . compassion on God's 

'G. Quell, "TraT"p, " TDNT 5,972. 'n 
2 
F. C. Fensham., "Father and Son as Terminology for Treaty and 

Covenant, " Near Eastern Studies in Honor of W. F. Albright (1971), pp. 
123-135 has shown convincingly that the terms father and son played 
an important part in treaties and covenants in the ancient. Near East 

and that many of the Father-son passages in the Old Testament reveal 
similar characteristics to the usage of father and son language in 

treaties and covenants. See also McCarthy, "Notes, " pp. 144- 
147. 
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part; this theme is suggested in vs. 10 where the image of adoption 
is emploYed. 

A second. very ancient text, Ex. 4.22-23 declares Israel's 

corporative sonship: "Israel is my firstborn son ... let my son 

go that he may serve me. " This passage in Ex. 4 really presupposes 
Ex. 11.4-5, the promise of the last great plague in which all the 
firstborn of the Egyptians were to be destroyed. The Israelites as 
the 'J-7 of God are probably not to be thought of as one 

among many sons, but as God's beloved and dear son. A unique Father- 

son relationship, initiated by God, exists between God and his 

people. Vs. 23 gives substance to the nature of this relationship: 

Israel, as God's son, is to serve him in the wilderness, and ostensibly 

at all subsequent times. In spite of the key position which Ex. 4.22- 

23 hold in the narrative of the Exodus, the son motif is not 

repeated, even though the call, "Let my people go that they may serve 

me, ti recurs with regularity. The probable explanation for this is 

that the words "Israel is my firstborn son" formed a creedal state- 

ment with an autonomous existence. 
I 

The various occurrences of the Father-son motif in the prophets 

presuppose the ancient traditions of Dt. 32 and Ey. 4.22-23. Already 

in these two texts the main lines of the developing Father-son image are 
discernible. Our purposes do not necessitate the examination of 

every Father-son allusion in the prophets; rather we may simply look 

at some of the more representative occurrences. 

The first, or at least one of the first of the classical 

prophets, Hosea, acquired the Father-son motif from the sphere of 

religious images, 2 
and then gave it a powerful application. His 

most graphic application of this imagery occurs in the extended 

metaphor of ch. 11 where he provides an exposition of Israel's 

I 
W. Schlisske, GottessO'hne und Gottessohn im Alten Testament: 

Phasen der Entmythisierung im Alten Testament (1971), p. 161. 

2 
H. W. Wolff, Hosea: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet 

Hosea (1974), p. 198 suggests that the wisdom tradition or the tradi- 
tion of the court and cult provides the source of this imagery. Wolff 
mentions the wisdom tradition because he sees divine education as one 
of the themes of the passage. He also says that 11.1-7 has the 
appearance of a legal complaint made by a father against a stubborn 
son (P. 194). 
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election and apostasy, and predicts punishment and restoration all 

within the framework of the Father-son image. Few passages in the 
Old Testament match the pathos of Hos. 11.1-11, and few paint God's 

love for his people in such vivid terms. In Hos. 11.1 Israel is 

treated as a collective personality with words obviously drawn 

either directly from Ex. 4.22-23 or from the traditional formulation 

from which it derived. But a striking difference exists between 

Hos. 11.1 and Ex. 4.22-23. According to Hosea, God called his 

son Israel out of Egypt not so he might serve in an uninhibited way 
but because he loved him with Fatherly love. Hosea's understanding 

of Israel's corporative sonship and his description of Israel as a 
Y3 in vs. I enabled him to talk about the nation's historical 

existence in terms of a child's development under the attentive care 

of its father. Vss. 1-4 present a strong contrast between God's 

elective love of Israel. which includes fatherly concern and Israel's 

wayward and intractable behavior. God loved and chose Israel (vs. 1); 

he taught them to walk and tenderly took them up in his arms as a 

father does an injured or crying child (vs. 3); he led them with 

cords of kindness and love, and he became to them as one who lifts 

a nursing child to his cheek and as one who bends down to feed the 

child (vs. 4). But Israel persistently rejected God's Fatherly care 

and compassion, becoming more intractable with every call (vs. 2); 

they even ignored him when he healed their injuries (vs. 3b). Vss. 

5-7 spe 1 1.1 out the consequences of Israel's behavior: captivity, 

destruction, and servitude. But according to vss. 7-9, God's Fatherly 

nature caused him to recoil; his love and compassion prevented him 

from allowing Israel to be destroyed totally, though it deserved 

such a fate. As a loving Father, God wanted his people's punishment 

to be remedieal, not destructive. Finally, in vss. 10-11 Israel's 

restoration is predicated; the scattered sons of God will once again 

be called back to their homeland. 

Hos. 11.1-11 strongly emphasizes the covenant and elective 

love of God through the extended application of the Father-son motif. 

The real significance of Hos. 11.1-11 for the New Testament concept 

of the Father-son idea relates to the genuine love and compassion it 

attributes to God as the Father of the nation of Israel. The intensity 

of pathos, as articulated in this passage and certain other Old Testa- 

ment texts, may help account for the place of the Fatherhood of God 

in the teaching and experience of Jesus. 
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One other passage from Hosea deserves mention in passing 
because Paul actually quotes it in Rom. 9.25-26. The idea that the 

people of Israel are God's sons appear s in Hos. I. 10 (MT 2.1). The 

designation of Hosea's son with the name "Not my people " (Hos. 1.8) 

represents the breaking of the covenant relation by God in judgment 

upon the nation of Israel. But 1.10 offers hope of restoration for 

the people: "Where it was said to them 'You are not my people, ' it 

shall be said to them, 'Sons of the living God. "' Even though Israel 

destroyed the covenant relationship by its disobedience and apostasy, 

the prophet announces that God shall restore the relation between 

Israel and himself; the people of Israel shall once again be his 

sons. Paul, on the other hand, uses this passage to include the 

Gentiles in the blessing of sonship (cf. Rom. 9.25-26). 

The extreme love and compassion ascribed to God's Fatherly 

nature in Hos. 11 is approximated in Jer. 31. Much of Jer. 31.1-22 

originates from the early period of Jeremiah's prophetic career when 

hope existed for a political and religious reconciliation between 

the defunct northern kingdom and Judah. In 31.9b God asserts his 

Fatherhood over Israel when he declares, "I am a Father to Israel 

and Ephraim is my firstborn cf. Ex. 4.22 and Ps. 89.27). The 

preceding verses of the chapter, particularly v5s. 2-3, express God's 

great love for his people, and in light of 9b may be thought of as 

indicating the Fatherly compassion of God. The compassion of the 

loving Father also pervades vs. 20 where God asks the rhetorical 

question: "Is Ephraim my dear son? Is he my darling child? " In 

strongly anthropomorphic terms, God, as Ephraim's Father, declares, 

"My heart yearns for him, I will surely have mercy on him. " In the 

words of P. Baur: "Gott nicht bloss va'terlich handelt, sondern 
1, wirklich auch va'terlich fUhlt. "l Vss. 18-19 form a penitential 

confession and plea for God's re-acceptance by Ephraim; vs. 20, then, 
2 is rightly understood as Yahweh's Fatherly response. The theme of 

God's Fatherly love towards Israel also plays a significant role in 

Jer. 3, though a certain amount of care is requi red in discussing 

1 
Baur, "Gott als Vater, " p. 491. 

2Quell, "TraTfip, " P. 973, makes the interesting observation 
that in Jer. 31.18-20 one can perceive the origins of the parable 
of the prodigal son. 
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Jer. 3 since some of the Father references refer to God as a 
husband (cf. 3.1-5; 3.19-20). 

The prophet, or prophets, whose work is preserved in Is. 40- 
66 make use of the Father-son motif to describe the loving compas- 
sion of God towards his people, and in Is. 63-64 a significant 
development evinces itself. Although the loving Father image is 

found in 43.1-7, the most interesting passage in Is. 40-66 is Is. 
63.7-64.12.1 Direct reference is made to Israel's sonship in 63.8, 

a verse dominated by the theme of God's love for Israel (vss. 7 and 
9). God chose the people of Israel in love, becoming their Savior, 

with the expectation that his sons would respond with obedient 
behavior. But, as the historical prophet Isaiah had long before 

noted, the sons proved faithless and rebellious against their 

Father (vs. 10; cf. Is. 1.2-4). Having recognized the error of their 

way, the community begins in vs. 15 to implore God to return to them. 

The confession of vs. 16 represents one of the most moving verses in 

the Old Testament because the people cast themselves upon God in total 

dependence on his Fatherly care: 

For thou art our Father, 
though Abraham does not know us 
and Israel does not acknowledge us; 

thou, 0 Lord, art our Father 
our Redeemer from of old is thy name. 

This verse and Is. 64.8, where God is again spoken of as "our Father, " 

constitute the first appearances of the Father designation for God 

in a prayer in Jewish literature, and they are the only occurrences 
in the Old Testament. 

The tender and compassionate understanding of God, the loving 

Father of Israel, put forward in Hosea, Jeremiah, and Deutero-Isaiah 

contrasts with a judicial conception of the Father-son relation between 

God and Israel in Is. 1-39 where the term invariably is connected 

with Israel's sinful and guilt-laden condition. 
2 

God, Israel's 

Father, denounces the disobedience and recalcitrance of his sons in 

accordance with the judicial precepts of Dt. 21.18-21; a sharp note of 

I Is. 63.7-64.12 contains a community lament expressed in the 
form of a psalm according to Westermann, Isaiah 40-66, p. 386. 

2 
Cf. Von Rad, Theology 2, p. 353. 
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condemnation punctuates each mention of Israel's sonship (cf. 
Dt. 32.5-6,18-20). The opening verses of Isaiah (1.2-4) present 
a trial called by God, the aggrieved Father, against his obdurate 
sons, the people of Israel. Instead of the elders of the city, God 

calls upon heaven and earth to bear witness to the veracity of his 

charge against his sons. Based on this passage's similarities 

with broken covenant formulas in Deuteronomy (cf. Dt. 4.26; 

30.19,28; 32.1ff. ) and the facts presented against Israel in vss. 2- 
4, it is evident that the issue at stake is the broken covenant 
relation between God and his people; Israel has refused to keep 

covenant faith with God. God reared and brought up the people of 
Israel as his sons in the course of history, but their only thanks 

was to rebel against his authority (vs. 2). Unlike dumb animals 
who at least know their masters, the people of Israel never even 

perceived God's Fatherly care for them (vs. 3). The rejection of 
God by the perverse sons led to their total estrangement (vs. 4). 

In Is. 30.8-14 the people of Israel, as God's sons, are once again 

condemned for their infidelity (vs. 9-11) and are sentenced for 

their sins (vss. 12-14). The theme of God's claim against his 

disobedient sons re-emerges in Jer. 4.22 (cf. Ezek. 21.10) as well. 
The breadth of usage of the Father-son motif in the Old 

Testament has precluded examining every individual text where the 

M otif occurs and its particular contribution to the Father-son image. 
Nevertheless, the brief examination above sets'out the main themes 

which the various writers of the Old Testament associated with the 

Father-son idea. Essentially a tension existed between God's Father- 

ly love and compassion and the disobedience of the sons who time and 

again rejected him. From the perspective of the New Testament the 

most important thing is simply that God is regularly thought of as 

the Father of his people and that he cares for his people with father- 

like love and compassion. The historical Jesus took up this under- 

standing and, if Paul is anything to go by, made it a theme of 

central significance for explicating the relation between God and 

his people. 

I 
No attempt has been made here to discuss those texts 

relating to the Fatherhood of God and the sonship of the king 
because they were treated in the background to Christological 
Sonship. 
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B. Post-Old Testament Judaism 

Jewish writers in Hellenistic and Roman times, from 200 B. C. 

onward, took up the Old Testament Father-son motif on occasion and 

even applied it in several ways which represent developments of 

tendencies in the Old Testament usage. For the most part, however, 

the Father-son idea did not achieve a central place in the theological 

conception of post-Old Testament Judaism, except in Christianity. 

But Wisdom of Solomon and the Philonic corpus are somewhat exception- 

al in the frequency with which they employ the Father-son language. 

Since the author of Wisdom of Solomon,, like Philo, may have come 
from Alexandria, this may reflect, to some extent, the special 
interests of the Hellenistic Jewish community of Alexandria. I Although 

the differences between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism are not 

nearly so great or so clear-cut as was formerly thought, it will 

nevertheless be helpful to distinguish between writings originating 
in Palestine and in the Diaspora. Rabbinic, Jewish writings, while 
being Palestinian in origin, reflect a somewhat variant tradition 

from the apocryphal and pseudepigraphicwritirig-S and, therefore shall 

be treated independently. 

1. Palestinian Jewish Writings (Non-Rabbinic) 

a. Tobit 13.4-5 

One of the oldest extant instances of the Father-son motif in 

I 
11V ý( /I Schweizer, ios, ' p. 356 maintains: "In general it may be 

seen that the hesitation to speak of the son of God was no t by a long 
way so strong in Hellenistic Judaism as it was in Palestinian 
Judaism. " The word "hesitation" seems to suggest a conscious avoidance 
of the idea of divine sonship in Palestinian Judaism, but it seems 
to us that the paucity of references is merely a matter of chance. 
The real problem, as in the Old Testament, was that the divine Father 
and the human son image was only one of many, such symbols for the 
relationship between God and his people. Moreover, if one excludes 
Wisdom of Solomon, which is unusual in its utilization of the Father- 
son motif, and Philo, approximately the same number of instances of 
the divine Father-son terminology are extant in Palestinian writings 
as in Di; tspora works, and it aclizally occtirs in alore 1); Iletitirlian wc)rkfq 
Lhan Di. asj)or; i works. IL wý)tild I)e true to s; iy, however, that Diaspora 
writings did not hesitate to address God as Father whereas in 
Palestinian works it is confined to one work. 
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intertestamental literature is found in Tob. 13.4-5.1 In this 

passage, which purports to be part of a prayer of rejoicing, Tobit 

calls upon the sons of Israel to make God's greatness known "because 
he is our Lord and God, he is our Father for ever" (vs. 4). He goes 
on to point out that God afflicts the people of Israel for their 
iniquity and then shows mercy (vs. 5). To the extent that the Father 
idea is connected with paternal discipline and mercy, the idea is 

straight out of the Old Testament. The context in which vss. 4-5 

occur, however, contains certain eschatological overtones such as 
the reference to the gathering of the dispersed people of God (13.5), 

the reference to the coming of the nations to worship God (13.11), 

and the description of a "new" Jerusalem exalted forever (13.16-18). 

The connection of the Father-son motif with eschatological expecta- 
tions represents one of the major developments in the use of the 

Father-son motif, though in Tobit the idea only, appears in a nascent 
form. 

b. Jubilees 1.22ff. 

The use of the Father-son conception in a clear-cut eschato- 
logical way first appears in the Book of Jub. ilees, a work probably 
dating from the second half of the second century B. C. 2 

In the first 

chapter of the work, Moses prays to God that he will not forsake 

his people, and that he will deliver them from their sins, and from 

the hands of the Gentiles who would cause them to sin. The Lord 

responds to this prayer of Moses by acknowledging the recalcitrance 

and disobedience of the people of Israel, but he also promises a 
future day when they shall turn to him in uprightness forevermore 

(1.22-23). When this happens, the whole character of the people 

of Israel will be changed for the Lord says: 

They will fulfil my commandments and I will be their Father 
and they shall be My children. 3 And they shall be called 

I 
On the date see Eissfeldt, Introduction,, pp. 584-585. 

2Cf. D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyp- 
tic (1964), p. 54, and Eissfeldt, Introduction, p. 608. Eissfeldt 
suggests the work originated at Qumran since fragments of nine Hebrew 
manuscripts have been found there, and some of the thought patterns, 
such as separation from all uncleanness, and the solar calendar are 
identical (pp. 607-608). 

30. Michel and 0. Betz, "Von Gott gezeugt, " p. 14, suggest 
that the adoption formula of 2 Sam. 7.14 is given a collective . 
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children of the living God, and every angel and every 
spirit shall know, yea, they shall know that these are 
My children, and that I am their Father in uprightness 
and righteousness, and that I love them (1.24-25). 

Thus the Book of Jubilees establishes a close connection between 

divine sonship and obedience to the commandments of God; God's 

Fatherhood of the nation will only be recognized when the Israelites 

turn to God with righteous behavior. The whole context of the 

passage is eschatological as is shown by the emphasis on the eternal 

quality of the new relationship that is to exist between God and 
his people (vs. 23) , by the promise of God to descend and dwell 

with his children for eternity (vs. 26), and by the prospect of a 

renewed creation (vs. 29). The sonship thus takes on an eschatologi- 

cal character which presupposes a new order of existence for Israel 

in which the sonship of the people of Israel will, be made apparent. 
In spite of the connection between righteous behavior and sonship 
in Jubilees, the author understands sonship as being corporative 

since in 1.28 he asserts that God is "the Father of all the 

children of Jacob. " But this is a warm and tender relationship 
based on God's love for his people (1.25b). According to 2.20 and 
19.29 Israel's corporative sonship is derived from the special son- 

ship of Jacob whom God declared to be his firstborn (cf. Ex. 4.22). 

In other words, sonship is ultimately a matter of election for the 

author of Jubilees, and in this he is merely, following'the Old 

Testament. 

The eschatological conception of sonship found in Jub. 

1.24ff. has obvious similarities with Rom. 8.18ff. where Paul empha- 

sizes the eschatological character of his own sonship conception. 

It is also interesting that in both Jub. 1.29 and Rom. 8.19-22 that 

the renewal of the whole creation is connected with the eschatological 

manifestation of the sons of God. Very clearly Paul operates within 

a Jewish framework in Rom. 8.18ff., though he differs from Jubilees 

in that sonship is not portrayed in corporative terms. 

c. Wisdom of ben Sirach (Hebrew) 

If the It eschatologizing" of the Father-son motif in Jub. I 

constitutes one of the significant developments in its use, then 

interpretation here in Jub. 1.24. Cf. E. Lohse, "iji6s, p. 359. 
This is ol- special iiiterest bec; mse II)e same thing happens in 2 
Cor. 6.18. 
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another presents itself in Wisdom of ben Sirach. This work 
provides the first known instance where the idea of divine sonship 
is attributed to an individual. as a result of his righteous or godly 
behavior. The work dates from roughly 175 B. C. and was written in 
Jerusalem by an orthodox Jew concerned about the rising influence 

of Hellenistic liberalism among his coreligionists. 
I 

The work was 
originally written in Hebrew and then translated into Greek at Alexan- 
dria by the author's grandson, according to the prologue of the work. 

2 

Since differences exist between the proto-Hebrew text and the Greek 

translation of Sirach in passages relating to the Father-son motif, 
we must give attention to Sirach here and in our discussion of Diaspora 

3 literature. 

At the beginning of ch. 4 Jesus ben Sirach offers instruction 

on the proper attitude and behavior of the wise man towards the 

poor, the oppressed, and the displaced members of society. He concludes 
his admonition by saying: 

Incline thine ear to the afflicted 
And return his salutation in meekness. 

Deliver the oppressed from his oppressors. 
And let not thy spirit hate just judgment. 

Be as a father to orphans, 
And in place of a husband to widows; 

Then God will call thee 'son'. 
And will be gracious to thee 4 And deliver thee from the Pit (Sir. 4.8-10). 

For an excellent discussion of the work of Jesus ben Sirach 
and particularly his confrontation with. Hellenistic liberalism see M. 
Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism 1 (1974), pp. 131-153. 

2 
The Hebrew text of Sirach was lost until 18960y4en/cIragments 

of a Hebrew version of Sirach were found at the Geniza 
A ynagogue in 

Cairo. This sparked off a controversy over whether these fragments 
were derived from a Hebrew original or were merely translations of the 
Greek or Syriac translation of the Hebrew original. A. Di Lella, 
The Hebrew Text of Sirach: A Text-Critical and Historical Study 
(1966) has argued with cogency that the text recovered from the Geniza 
Synagogue represents a proto-Hebrew text which is independent of the 

-Greek and Syriac translations. His conclusions rest on a detailed 
study of the various textual traditions and a careful assessment of 
recent archaeological finds at Qurinran. 

3 
The LXX of 23.1,4 has ttie father-son idea, but it is highly 

improbable that the origina. 1 Hebrew did. 

4 
This translation is taken from Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 

1, and is based on the Hebrew text. Th Hebrew of Sirach can be found 
in F. Vattioni,. Ecclesiastico: Testo ebraico con apparato critico e 
versionij; reca, latina e siriaca (1968). 
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In an appendix to the book the writer recounts GQd1a deliverance 

when he sought it in hiadesperation. He Srays: "Yea I- cried: 
'0 Jahveh, my Father art Thou, / For Thou art the hero of my salvation" 
(Sir. 51.10). 1 Together these two passages from Sirach provide 

evidence for a decisive change in the Father-s-on idea in Judaism. 

For the first time an individual Israelite, apart from the king, is 

called a "son of God" and is able to pronounce God as his Father for 

a reason other than his membership in the nation of Israel. I't is 

not surprising that this change should emerge first within the wisdom 

-genre of literature with its interest in the individual learner and 
his behavior. Sir. '4.1-10 reveals that the individualized concept of 
divine sonship is founded upon the righteous behavior of the individual 

which shows him to be godlike and therefore worthy of being closely 
identified with God. The fact that God pronounces the righteous 

man ltson" and responds to his needs with Fatherly concern (4.10) 

results from the personal relationship which was thought to exist 

between the two. Thus in Sir. 51.10 the righteous individual is 

able to call upon God as his Father in the hour of his need. 

With specific reference to Sirach, Walter Grundmann maintains 

that the., individualization of sonship in Jewish thought,.. resulted' 

from the influence of Hellenism: 

Der eigentliche hellenistische Einfluss aber zeigt sich nach. 
dem, Haufigerwerden des Symbol vor allem in seiner Individual- 
sierung; die den atlichen Rahmen sprengt ... Unter dem 
Einfluss des Hellenismus ist Fr'o'mmigkeit und Gerechtlgkel*t 
zut Voraussetzung individueller Gotteskindschaft geworden. 2 

But this view is at best an oversimplification. A model for individu- 

alized sonship was available to Ben Sirach from the Old Testament. 

I 
This translation is also taken from Apocrypha and PseudepigraRha 

I., and is based on the Hebrew text. The Hebr--e-w- of vs. 10 is apparent- 
ly based on Ps. 89.27 (MT). Cf. Marchel, Abba, p. 70, who says, "La 
frappante ressemblance entre le texte hebreu et le Ps. 89,27, semble 
indiquer que Sir 51.14 EHebrew) est une citation libre de ce psaume. " 
the LXX of 51.10a reads: 676K UXEaa'VnV Ký)PION) 7aTEPa KUPIOIJ VOU/Uj 14E 
6YKOtTaXI7ET'V EV &EPaIS OXi/ýcws, and seems to be a Christian alteration 
based on Ps. 110-1. Cf. Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 1, p. 513, n. 
10 and Marchel, Abba, p. 70, n. 16. 

2 W. Grundmann, Die Gotteskindschaft in der Geschichte Jesu und 

. 
ihre religionsgeschichtlichen Voraussetzungen (1938), p. 36. Grund- 
mann believes that it was only under the influence of Hellenism that 
references to divine sonship became frequent in the Old Testament. He 
cites Is. 63.8,16; 64.7; and Mal. 1.6; 2.10 as falling in this class 
(pp. 33-34). However, -,, s we have seen, the divine sonship idea is well 
dispersed in the. Old Testament, and today few would see any Hellenistic 
influence in Is. 63 and 64, aiid NA. I -ind 2. 
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He need only have looked at Ps. 2.7 and Ps. 89.27 to find a basis 

for calling an individual a son of God. The similarity between 

Sir. 51.10 and Ps. 89.27 suggests that this. is exactly what he did. 

In a period in which increasing emphasis was being put on the 

religious faithfulness of the individual, it was only natural to 

assume that the Old Testament referred to individuals as sons of God 

when it spoke of God's sons in a collective way. Thus in Sirach 

the righteous man is God's son by virtue of his behavior, not by 

reason of his birth or through a change in his nature. 

Psalms of Solomon 

In the first century B. C. collection of psalms known as 

the Psalms of Solomon both the individualized conception of sonship 

and the eschatological application Of the Father-son terminology 

are found. Ps. Sol. 13 portrays the righteous individual being 

treated as a son of God who receives personal correction and chastise- 

ment from his divine Father. 

For He LGodJ correcteth the righteous as a beloved son-, 
And his chastisement is as thatof a first-born (Ps. Sol. 
13.8 Gr. vs. 9). 

While the extant Greek text speaks of the Father-son relationship 

between God and the righteous man in somewhat metaphorical terms, 

the original Hebrew may not have contained a simile, but instead it 

may have spoken directly of the sonship of the righteous. 
I Ps. 17.30 

(Gr. 17.27) explicitly calls the righteous "sons of their God. " Ps. 

Sol. 17 looks forward to the coming of the descendant of David who 

will establish the Messianic kingdom and rule in righteousness 

over the nation of Israel. Thus, the psalm concerns what may be 

designated Messianic eschatology. The recognition of the sons of 

God will come about under the Messiah's rule. The Father-son idea 

also appears in Ps. Sol. 18, another Messianic eschatological psalm: 

Cf. P. Winter, "Monogengs para Patros, " Zeitschrift f" ur 
Religions- und Geis tesgeschichte 5 (1953), p. 346, n. 30 who makes 
the same point with respect to Ps. Sol. 18.4 by pointing out that 
the Greek text of Sir. 4.10 adds W 
not have 

'ýs where the original Hebrew does 
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Thy love (is) towards the seed of Abraham, the children 
of Israel. 

Thy chastisement is upon us as (upon) a first-born, 
only begotten son. 

To turn back the obedient soul from folly that is wrought 
in ignorance (vss. 4-5a). 

God will deal with the nation of Israel as a wayward son, but also 

as an especially loved son when the Messianic kingdom comes. The 

seed of Abraham as the sons of God has particular significance in 

terms of Paul because this idea has parallels in Rom. 9.6ff. and 
Gal. 3. Rom. 9.8, in particular, suggests that Paul assumed the 

existence of a connection between Abrahamic descent and being a 

child of God. When this as sumption is applied to the argument in 

Gal. 3 it perhaps suggests part of the reason why in 3.26-29 Paul 

could move from the Galatians! divine sonship to their being seed of 
Abraham: Divine sonship and Abrahamic descent go hand in hand; 

therefore, since the Galatians were sons of God, they were also the 

seed of Abraham. As we shall see, the thought of Gal. 3.26-29 

is somewhat more complicated than this, but the relation between 

divine sonship and Abrahamic descent is certainly in the background 

of the passage. 

A few other references to the Father-son motif have been 

preserved in the non-Rabbinic Jewish literature originating in 

Palestine, but they add little to the conceptions already discovered 

(cf. I En. 62.10-12a; Assumption of Moses 10.3; 4 Ezra 6.58; 2 

Baruch 13.9-10; IQH9.34-36 I 

I That the writings of Qumran have yielded only this 
solitary reference, apart from texts where the Old Testament 
is quo ted, is somewhat surprising. J. Carmignac, Recherches sur 
le "Notre Pe"re" (1969), p. 58 claims of the Father reference in 
IQH9.34-36, "Mais alors ce n'est pas une simple mention fugitive, 
clest un veritable de'veloppement, qui insiste en particulier sur 
la tendresse et la sollicitude de notre veritable Pere nourricier. " 
This, however, overstates the case, not only because the same sort 
of tender language found in IQH9.34-36 appears in the Old Testa- 
mant (cf. Jer. 31.20; Hos. II. Iff. ), but also because the emphasis 
of the verses is on God's gracious care which is described as 
fatherly care, motherly care, and foster-fatherly care in rapid 
succession. 
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Hellenistic Judaism 

The extant Hellenistic Jewish writings, most of which 

originated in Alexandria, betray no hesitancy in employing the 
divine Father-son terminology in a variety of ways. On close 

observation, the theological use of the Father-son idea in Hel- 

lenistic Judaism reveals that it was under the divergent influence 

of both the Jewish and Hellenistic traditions of religious and 

philosophical thought. On the one hand, when personal and 

ethical aspects of the divine Father-son relationship are eur- 

phasized, or when the idea is placed in an eschatological 

setting, the influence of the Old Testament and contemporary Jewish 

thinking are readily discernible. On the other hand, when God's 

Fatherhood is depicted as being cosmological and genealogical, when 

universalism is stressed, and when the Father-son idea becomes 

a philosophical category, the influence of Hellenistic thought is 

present. 

a. Wisdom of ben Sirach (Greek) 

The Book of Sirach, or Ecclesiasticus, which was previously 
discussed under the heading of Palestinian Judaism, must also be 

given special mention with respect to Hellenistic Judaism. The rea- 

son for this is that the Greek text of 23.1.4, where God is address- 

ed as Father, probably constitutes a modification of the original 
Hebrew text. 

The Book of Sirach was translated into Greek at Alexandria 

by the author's grandson according to the prologue of the work, and 

this most likely occurred in the period 132-116 B. C. I 
Because of 

its relatively early date, of translation, it provides a bridge 

between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism With respect to the 

use of the Father-son motif. The translation and dissemination of 

Sir. 4.1-10 into Greek is clear evidence for the fact that very 

early Hellenistic Judaism knew the idea that the righteous individual 

enjoyed a special relationship with God as a son (Kbu ecM ws UýOs 

OýIaTou, Sir. 4.10; cf. Lk. 6.35). On the basis of Sir. 36.12, 

I 
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 1, p. 293. 
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the idea of corporative sonship along the lines of the Old 

Testament was also known. But in the case of Sir. 51.10, it 

is not possible to know how the initial Greek translation read 

since the existing texts probably reflect Christi-an editorial work. 
In Sir. 23.1,4 a new feature was introduced. There is no extant 

early Hebrew text for this passage, but it seems highly improbable 

that the original Hebrew would have addressed God as Father by 

using the triple vocative found in the Greek text: KUPIC 7TaTEP 

KM 66(jTrOTa CWRIS 110U (23.1) and KIýPIE TFaTEP K(X. I' ftý CWTJ'S TIOU (23.4). 

The translator probably mistranslated the common Hebrew expression 
'17 "1 "God of my f ather, (cf. Ex. 15.2) as "Lord, 

2 Father. " In this he may have been influenced by the Hebrew 

of Sir. 51.10 where Yahweh is described as At any rate, 

the Greek text of Sir. 23.1,4 is the first known instance of God 

being addressed as Father in a personal prayer in Jewish literature; 

as such, it represents a logical development in Jewish thought 

concerning God as Father, and therefore need not be attributed to 

Hellenistic borrowing. 

b. 3 Maccabees 

The first century B. C. Alexandrian Jewish work of 3 Macc., 

which is a legendary story, alludes to the paternal-filial image 

on several occasions. God's fatherhood is mentioned in four passages, 

and two of these occur in prayer contexts (3 Macc. 5.7-8 and 6.2- 

15). In the more interesting of the two prayers, a certain devout 

and righteous old priest named Eleazer prays to God, addressing 

him as "King of great power, most high, almighty God who governest 

all creation with loving-kindness, ... 0 Father (7(xTcp) ... 0 

Father (7mtTep) .. ." (6.2-15). The obvious intention of the prayer 

address to God as Father was to elicit his Fatherly sympathies for 

his children in a time of great need. Although it is true that 

the Greeks addressed Zeus as "Father of all, " the personal relation- 

ship implied in the prayers of 3 Macc. clearly distinguishes the 

I Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 28-29, and cf. Marchel, Abba, pp. 66- 
67. However, see Dalman, Words of Jesus, pp. 184-185, for a differ- 
ent view. 

2 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 28-29. 
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Jewish address to their God as Father from that of popular Greek 

religion. 
I Further, the description of Eleazer's pious character 

in 6.1 has the effect of demonstrating his worth and right to 

address God as Father on behalf of the whole people; this may indicate 

that there is a connection'here between the righteousness of the 
individual and the address to God as Father. 

One other significant reference to the Father-son idea occurring 
in 3 Macc. requires attention. In the fictitious letter of King 

Ptolemy Philopator, he acknowledges God's protection of the Jews 

against their enemies: "The God of heaven surely protects the Jews, 

fighting on their side continually as a father for his childres (w"s 

, ffotTýPot VcTrZc'p UrlFov) (3 Macc. 7.6). The writer of the work is 

obviously stating his own view which is that the relation of God to 

his people is admirably depicted by the Father-son image. In keeping 

with traditional Jewish thought, the passage implies the existence 

of a personal relation between God and the Jewish people which causes 

God to intervene on behalf of his people. 

c. Wisdom of Solomon 

No writer in the intertestamental period employs the Father- 

son motif more frequently than the author of-Wisdom of Solomon. In 

the second part of the work, ch. 11-19, the sonship idea becomes one 

of the two means used for depicting God's relationship with his 

people. In ch. 11,12,16,18, and 19 God's Fatherhood and the 

sonship of the Israelites stands in contrast to the hostile 

relation existing between God and other peoples. The Egyptians of 

the time of the Exodus are made a type of the opponents of God's 

sons throughout history. The series of references to the Father-son 

motif in Wis. 11-19 (see 11.10; 12.19-21; 16.19,21,25-26; 18.4,13; 

19.6) constitutes the most extensive and consistent application of 

I Jeremias, Prayers, p. 27 says, "It is certain that God was 
addressed as 7M"Tcp in Diaspora Judaism, which followed the example 
of the Greek world here. " He specifically cites 3 Macc. 6.3,8 as 
examples of this. However, Marchel, Abba, pp. 61-84, argues cogently 
that the address of God as Father in Hellenistic Judaism represented 
a legitimate internal development of Judaism which was prepared for 
in the Old Testament by Is. 63-64. Greek usage may have provided a 
certain impetus, but on the whole, the contexts where God is addressed 
as Father in Hellenistic Jewish writings owe their genius to Judaism. 
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the idea in ancient Judaism. The emphasis of these references 

rests on the personal and ethical quality of the relationship 
between God and his people, and special attention is focused on the 

profound caring love of the Father for his sons. Similar in 

character to the occurrences of the Father-son image in ch. 11-19 

are the two found in chapter 9 (9.4 and 7). The usage of the 

Father-son image in Wis. 2 and 5, however, merits closer examination. 
According to 2,12-18, righteousness is a requisite for 

sonship to God, but it is sonship for the righteous man as an 
individual along the lines of Sir. 4.10, and thus it is not simply 
because he is a Jew. I The section beginning in 2.12 and ending at 
5.23 is an extended discourse on the-behavior and fate of the godly 

righteous man vis-a-vis ungodly sinners; ultimately, the righteous 
2 

man's hope is seen to be in God. The descriptions of the suffering 

righteous man in ch. 2-5 are almost certainly drawn from. the image 

I 
Jeremias, "ntlfs, " p. 684 maintains the IMTS KUPf, 0U (child 

of God) in Wis. 2 and 5 is a type of the righteous and that this is 
based on a collective interpretation of Is. 53. However, for the 
author of Wis., an individual possesses sonship on the basis of the 
quality of his own life; the individual is not A son of God because 
he is a member of a group of the righteous, but because his own 
behavior is righteous, and by it he proves himself to be a child 
of God in his own right. Cf. Dalman, Words of Jesus, p. 185. Fuller, 
Foundations of Christology,, p. 82, n. 15 rightly rejects Jeremias' 
view that pseudo-Solomon intended a corporative interpretation of 
the TraTS KUPfOU: "the examples from Wisdom are hardly collective; 
they are rather references to the individual righteous man. " See 
also his discussions on pp. 66, and 70-71. The view of Bousset, 
Kyrios Christos, pp. I 87-88ý 94 that a new element from the Hellenistic 
mystery religions has entered Judaism in Wis. 2.13ff. is completely, 
groundless. As Fuller, Foundations of Christology, p. 71 points 
out, the characteristics which Bousset claims are Hellenistic 
borrowings are precisely the features relating to the righteous 
man in the Old Testament. 

2 
On the eschatological character of Wis. 1.1-6.11 and 6.17-20 

see J. Reese, Hellenistic Influence on t- he Book of Wisdom and its 
Consequences. (7970), pp. 109-114. Reese's discussion is unfortunate- 
ly marred by a tendency to equate eschatology with apocalyptic. How- 

ever, his final assessment of the first six chapters of Wis. is 

essentially correct: "its aim is primarily apologetic in the sense 
that it seeks to offer an into man's true destiny; it is an 
appeal to him to strive for iL in spite of difficulties and opposing 
theories of life. " In other words, this section of Wis. is concerned 
with personal eschatology. 
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of the suffering servant of Yahweh in Dt. Is. 40-55, especially 
52.13-53.12. It is possible that the somewhat ambiguous use of 

Trais and Sou^Xos in Is. 40-55, coupled with the fact that-TmTs 

meant son as well, led the author of Wisdom to understand that the 

7raT4s of Dt. Is. was synonymous with uclos (cf. Wis. 2.13 with 2.16, 

18). 2 
His interpretation of Dt. Is. encouraged the author of 

Wisdom to expound the idea'that the righteous man is the son of 
God who knows that God is his Father. 

Although the words of Wis. 2.12-20 are put into the mouths 

of the ungodly, they accurately represent the author's own view of 

the godly righteous man as is shown by the vindication of the godly 

man's claims in 5.1ff. One of the charges of the ungodly against 

therighteous man is that "he professes to have knowledge of God, 

and calls himself a child (Tra-1s) of the Lord" (2.13). For the writer 

of Wisdom, it is the fact that a man has knowledge of God and has 

been righteous in his behavior which enables-him to call himself a 

child of. God. It follows from this that the righteous man is able 

to call God his Father, though the claim of a personal relationship 

with God appears as an id-le boast to the unrighteous (2.16). With 

cold calculations, the unrighteous determine that they will test 

the pretensions of the righteous: 

I The parallels in thought, but not in vocabulary, to Is. 52. 
13-53.12 are most obvious in ch. 5, but similarities are also dis- 
cernible in 2.12-20 and 3.1-9. Jeremias, "rafs, " p. 684 suggests 
the following parallels: Wis. 2.13 par. Is. 52.13 and 53.11; Wis. 
2.19f. par. Is. 53.7f.; Wis. 4.18 par. Is. 53.3; Wis 4.20 and 5.3f. 
par. Is. 53.2-4; Wis. 5.5 par. Is. 53.12; Wis. 5.6f, par. Is. 53.6; 
Wis 5.15f. par. Is. 53.10-12. To Jeremias' list might be added 
Wis. 3.2-3 par. Is. 53.3-4; Wis. 3.5 par. Is., 53.11; and Wis. 3.5ff. 
par Is. 52.15 and 53.10-12. However, it must be added that one 
feature of Is. 53 is conspicuous by its absence, namely vicarious 
atonement. For the author of Wis., the suffering of the righteous 
individual neither atones for others nor for. himself; his suffering 
merely proves him worthy of God (3.5f. ). Cf. Suggs, "Wisdom of 
Solomon, " pp. 29ff. who suggests that Wis. 2.10-5.1ff. forms a 
homily based on the Fourth Servant Song. He says, "The homily is 
not a mere paraphrase of Isaianic materials, for the verbal similar- 
ities to the older book are too slight for this to be the case. It 
is rather, a sermon which always has Isaiah's iTotTs in view 
(P. 33). 

2 
Cf.. Palman, Words of Jesus, p. 279 and Suggs, "Wis. of Sol., " 

p. 29. Jeremias, 11 767s, " 1). 683 says, "The greater the distance 
from the original Heb. tvxL Ow more strongly the second view ýthaL 

ntTs meant 'child of God, 
,I prevziilcd in the Hellenistic Jewish 

understanding of Is. 40ff. " 
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Let us see if hiswords are true, 
and let us test what will happen at the end of his life; 
for if the righteous man is 'God's son, he will help him, 
and will deliver him from the hand of his adversaries. 
Let us test him with insult and torture, 
that we may find out how gentle he is, 
and make trial of his forbearance. 
Let us condemn him to a shameful death. 
for, according to what he says, he will be protected 

(2.18-20). 

For the writer of Wisdom, sonship is not merely a titular claim of 
the righteous man; it is a bond which guarantees God's help and care 
for him, particularly in times of tribulation (cf. 3.1-9). 

The nature of human existence in a world where evil exists 

along with good means that the vindication of the righteous man 

against his adversaries must await the judgment, though it is not 

clear from Wisdom whether this is at the end of the age or at the 
death of the individual. Nevertheless, the vindication of the 

righteous will come as a fearful and astounding turn of events for 

his godless persecutors (4.20-5.8). The final confirmation of 
the ways of the righteous man consists in his being numbered with 
the other sons of God in the presence of his accusers (5.5). 

Thus pseudo-Solomon presents a very developed conception of 
the paternal-filial relation between God and the righteous individual, 

making. it a firm basis for the eschatological hope of the righteous 

man. But the sonship which belongs to the righteous individual 

in Wis. 2-5, is also characteristic of the race of righteous men 
in ch. 11-19. The Israelites of the Exodus are thus a type of all 

righteous men to whom the designation "sons of God" belongs. 

d. Sibylline Oracles 

The Hellenistic Jewish religious propaganda tract, the Sibyl- 

line Oracles, once speaks of the Jewish God as "the Immortal Father 

of gods and men" (Book 111,278), a title which it obviously borrows 

, 
from Zeus. I This same cosmological-genealo. gical sense comes through 

later in the work when the Sibyl says, "I besought the Great Father 

I See Eissfeldt, Introduction, p. 616 on the origin of the 
Sibylline literature, especially Book III which underwent several 
redactions. See P. Dalbert, Die Theologie der hellenistischen. - 
iudischen Missions-Literatur unter Ausschluss von Philo und Josephus 
(1954), pp. 106-123 on the religious propaganda intention of the 
Sibylline Oracles. 
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to ease me from my spell" (Book 111,296), and again when the Greeks 

are called to "reverence the name of the Father of all and forget 

him not" by laying aside their false religious practices (Book III 
550). The emphasis in these passages on the universal Fatherhood 

of God is probably attributable to the author's concern to offer a 
religious appeal to non-Jews. However, the author returns to a 

much more traditional Jewish usage of the divine Father-son motif 

near the end of the work where divine sonship is made the exclusive 

possession of the Jewish people: "Then again all the sons of the 

great God shall live quietly around the temple rejoicing in those 

gifts which He shall give, who is the Creator, and sovereign 

righteous Judge" (Book 111,702-704). This is an eschatological 
happening according to the context. A few lines later the depth of 

the Father-son bond between God and his people is brought out: "How 

doth the Eternal love those men! For all things work in sympathy 

with them and help them .. ." (Book 111,711-712; cf. Wis. 16.25b- 

26 and 19.6). The Jewish people respond to God's goodness towards 

them in the eschatological time by saying, "Come, let us throughout 

God's people fall upon our faces, and gladden with hymns God our 

Father throughout our households. . ." (Book 111,725-726). Thus 

the Jewish writer of this work is willing to employ Greek ideas 

concerning the Fatherhood of God, but at heart, he remains essentially 

Jewis h in his understanding of the divine Father-son relationship. 

Philo 

The complex interrelationship of Hellenistic and Jewish 

thought in Philo Judaeus makes his work a distinct element within 

the broader context of Hellenistic Judaism. The complexity of his 

thought extends quite clearly to his designation of God as Father 

and a plethora of things as God's children. Repeatedly, the works 

of Philo refer to God in such patently Greek terms as "Father of the 

universe, " "Father and Creator of the universe, " "Father and Ruler 

of all things, " "Father and Creator of all men and all things, " and 

I In Book V. which stems from well into the second century A. D., 
the father image is universalized on the six occasions in which it 

occurs (284-285; 328; 360; 406; 497-500 twice). 
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"Father of the stars. ttl These and similar ascriptions found in 

Philo are not in anyway characteristic of the Jewish understanding 

of God's Fatherhood because they place the emphasis on cosmological 

and genealogical Fatherhood. 
2 However, at the same time, Philo 

inserts aspects of the Jewish understanding of the personal divine 

paternal-filial relation into passages where God is designated 

as universal Father in a Greek sense. This tension in Philonic 

thought has been described most admirably by E. R. Goodenough: 

Far as Philo went in accepting the abstract Pure Being 
of the Greek philosophical deity, he never lost the personal 
and merciful God of the Jews. The two are logically strange 
company, but appear in constant juxtaposition. '3 

In conformity with Greek concepts of God's Fatherhood, Philo 

often elaborates the cosmological-genealogical role of God as Father. 

In Quaest. Gen, 111,49, Philo makes clear that God is the true 

genealogical source of all life: 

Very naturally does (Scripture) instruct those who think 
that they are the causes of generation, and do not intently 
fix their minds on seeing the begetter of all things, for 
He is the veritable and true Father. But we who are called 
begetters are used as instruments in the service of 
generation .. . 11 

The cosmological Fatherhood of God is undoubtedly intended when 

reference is made, as in the previous quotation, to God as the "be- 

getter of all things; " thus we find in another place, by implication, 

that everything created, whether human, subhuman, or inanimate, 

has God for a Father: 

Let us then reject all such imposture and refrain from 
worshipping those who by nature are our brothers, even 
though they have been given a substance purer and more 
immortal than ours, for created things, in so far'as they 

I 
For a convenient index and citation of every reference to 

the idea of the divine Father and the divine son in Philo see 
Carmen, "Philo's Divine Father, " pp. 493-518. 

2 See Schrenk "TraT , p, " pp. 978-979 on cosmological and TI 

genealogical Fatherhood. 

3 
E. R. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo (19622), p. 85. 

However, Goodenough is guilty of a false assumption when he says 
in the same context, "The abiding appeal of Judaism ... was its 
doctrine of God the Father who is not only the Father creator, as 
with the Greeks, but the loving protector of his children. " God is 

only called the Father creator in Jewish literature when it is 

unýer Greek influence. The cosmological Fatherhood of God is, most 
clearly, not a traditional Jewish idea. 
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are created, are brothers, since they have all one 
Father, the Maker of the universe (Decal., 64). 

Not only is God the cosmological-genealogical Father of the universe, 
but the knowledge possessed by God, divine wisdom, is the mother of 
the universe (Ebriet., 30-31). The visible universe is the younger 

son of God (VE(LTEPOS ul6s), according to Philo, and the intelligible 

universe is assigned the position of elder (ITPCCrKTEPOV) and 
firstborn (TTPEcr$efwV) son of God (Deus Immut., 31-32). This means 
little more than the world of ideas and intellect precedes in time 

and priority the physical universe; but it does demonstrate the 

extent to which Fatherhood and sonship have become philosophical 

categories in Philo for explaining ontology. 
As we have seen in another connection, Philo grants the 

divine Logos the status of Son. God is his Father and Wisdom his 
2 

mother: He Lthe divine Logos] is the child of parents incorruptible 

and wholly free from stain, his Father being God, who is likewise 

Father of all, and his mother Wisdom, through whom the universe 

came into existence" (Fuga, 109). 

For Philo, the Fatherhood of God extends to and includes his 

Fatherhood of men, not merely in the genealogical sense, but in a 

metaphysical and ethical sense. 
3 Some men are sons of God by virtue 

of their nature, while others are unworthy of such an exalted 

designation. According to Philo, Moses properly differentiated 

between those worthy of the status of divine sonship and those who 

Philo's ontology is essentially derived from Plato's Timaeus, 
but Jewish Wisdom speculation is also introduced into ii. S 
Hengel, *Son of God, pp. 51-53. Also see H. A. Wolfson, Philo: 
Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity 
and Islam 1 (1948), pp. 295-324. 

2 
On the difference between the Logos and intelligible 

universe both of which are called God's elder sons, see Wolfson, 
Philo, pp. 226-240. Hengel, Son of God, p. 52 fails to distinguish 
between the two. 

3 
Hengel, Son of God, p. 53 is right to point out that Philo 

exercises restraint in applying the category of sonship to men. The 
metaphysical and ethical aspects of human sonship are essentially 
derived from Stoicism. Thus Lý'. Brehier, Les Idees Philosophiques 
et Religieusesde Philon d'Alexandrie (1950-3), p. 234, says of 
Fhilo's-human divine sonship: "Le fils de Dieu ... nlest donc 
que le sage au sens stoicien .. ." Hengel, Son of God, pp. 53-54, 
56, is in agreement with this view. 
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were unfit: "Moses give[s] to good and excellent men the name of 
'son of God, ' while wicked and evil men (he calls) 'bodies"' 

(Quaes. Gen., 1,92). The context makes it clear that men are 
called "sons of God" when they conform to the higher spiritual 

order of existence. Wisdom is a requisite for metaphysical 

sonship. Thus Philo says, "But he who has this portion Cwisdom] 

has passed beyond the bounds of human happiness. He alone is nobly 
born, for he has registered God as his Father and become by adoption 

Cý His only son ('(CYO\)! S CIMTOInTOS a? L)TO POVOS* ýAOS) (Sobr. 
, 56). 

This text is of particular interest in connection with Paul because 

it is the only instance known to us from the New Testament period 

of the adoption metaphor being used in a religious sense outside 

of Paul. 

In the understanding of Philo the metaphysical sonship 

evinced by Sobr. , 56 is something to be attained by man: "For if we 
have not yet become fit to be thought sons of God yet we may be 

sons of his invisible image, the most holy Word" (Conf. Ling., 147). 

The way divine sonship is acquired is through moral effort, as in 

Stoicism: "Indeed with those whose soul is thus disposed it follows 

that they hold moral beauty to be the only good, and this serves 

as a counterwork engineered by veteran warriors to fight the course 

which makes Pleasure the end and to subvert and overthrow it" (Conf. 

Ling., 145). 

In spite of the fact that human divine sonship almost always 

takes on Greek philosophical overtones in Philo, it also has on 

occasion a personal dimension which is indubitably attributable to 

Philo's Jewish heritage. The relationship between God, the divine 

Father, and his sons is a reciprocal one in which there is inter- 

communication between the Father and his sons. The angels "convey 

the biddings of the Father to His children (c'yyovois) and report 

the children's need to their Father" (Somn., 1,141). The sons are 

obedient to their Father and seek to imitate his very nature 

(Sacr. Abel., 68). and God has Fatherly mercy on them for their 

moral strivings (Sacr. Abel., 42). 

The personal aspects of the divine Father-son relation are 

found in one context that may actually be described as eschatological, 

(though one wonders if Philo has not given us an allegory of his own). 

Philo foresees a day when the Jews of the Diaspora will return to 
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their homeland, at which time they will be reconciled to their 
divine Father. Three intercessors plead for this reconciliation: 
the first is the "clemency and kindness" of God their Father "who 

prefers clemency to punishment"; the second is the "holiness of 
the founders of the race" who supplicate the divine Father on behalf 

of their sons and daughter; and the third is "the reformation work- 
ing in those being brought to make a covenant of peace ... with 
God, as sons may with their Father" (Praem. et Poen., 165ff. ). 

The diverse and often contradictory ways in which Philo 

employed the Father-son image in his works argue, strongly that it 

was not a fixed category for him. Instead it was a very elastic 

metaphor which could be used in a cosmological and genealogical 

sense, or for metaphysical and ethical purposes. While often 

the metaphor was governed by Platonic and Stoic conceptions, 

nevertheless, on occasion, Jewish elements did leave an impression 

on its usage. In some respects, Philo's use of the divine Father- 

son image forms a microcosm of the influences and ambiguities of 

the Jewish and Hellenistic elements of his philosophy. 

Rabbinic Judaism 

Rabbinic Judaism frequently employed the Father-s. o. n terminology 

in discussions concerning the relationship between God and Israel, ' 

2 
and addressed God as Father in certain liturgical prayers. The Rab- 

Jeremias, Prayers, p. 16 suggests that it was only in the 
second half of the first century A. D. that the use of the designation 
"Father" for God became well-established. Cf. Strack-Billerbeck 1, 
p. 393. The Targums on the prophets show a consistent reluctance to 
speak of God as Father in a narrow sense according to Dalman, Words 
of Jesus, p. 191 and Marchel, Abba, 111-112. The expression "Father 
in heaven" does occur thirteen times in the Palestinian targums 
Pseudo-Jonathan, Fragment Targum, and Neofiti on the Pentateuch. But 
the fact that the three only agree in one passage makes it difficult 
to draw conclusions, except to say that the Palestinian tradition 
did allow for the reading in of the divine Fatherhood idea into a 
passage in order to interpret it. See M. McNamara, Targum and Testa- 
ment. Aramaic Paraphrases of the Hebrew Bible: A Light on the New 
Testament (1972), pp. 116ff. 

2 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 24-25, asserts, "From the first two 

centuries A. D. we can mention with certainty only two prayers from 
Palestine which address God as Father. The oldest example is likely 
to be the prayer ; '7_ý77) /7: _. ý/7 H (the second of the two b'enedictions 
which introduced the morning Shema') .. ." The second benediction 
begins "Our Father, Our King. " The other prayer from this period 
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binic usage is in fundamental harmony with that of the Old Testament 

and the developments of Palestinian intertestamental Judaism, with 
the noticeable exception that the Father-son motif is almost never 
employed in anything like an eschatological context. 

I The range 
of application in Rabbinic literature indicates that no one pattern 
existed for the employment of the paternal-filial bond. Sometimes 

corporative sonship is presented, while at other times individualized 

sonship is suggested. On occasions the motif is placed in contexts 
setting out special requirements for sonship, while in other instances 

the Israelites are presented as remaining God's sons even when they 

sin. 
2 The citation of a few passages is sufficient to establish 

the general tendencies in Rabbinic literature with respect to the 

application and significance of the Father-son designation. 

In conformity with the dominant Old Testament usage, sonship 
is most often predicated of Israel in a corporative sense in Rabbinic 

writings. Thus Rabbi Johanan said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer the 
Galilean, that when Israel stood at Mt. Sinai and promised to obey 

and do all God had commanded, God told the angel of death: "Even 

though I made you a universal ruler over earthly creatures, you 

making use of the word "Father" in addressing God is the Litany for 
the New Year in which each verse comences with the address, "Our 
Father, Our King. " At a later date God is frequently addressed as 
Father in prayers; it is from a later period that the simple address 
"Our Father" entered into Eighteen Benedictions (Jeremias, Prayers, 
p. 26). However, as Jeremias points out, the existence of the phrase 
"Our Father who art in Heaven" in the Lord's Prayer indicates that 
God was perhaps more commonly addressed as Father in Palestinian 
Judaism than is now obvious from the sources. Cf. Marchel, Abba, p. 
87ff, who is in essential agreement with Jeremias. 

'Jeremias, Prayers, p. 21 maintains, "There seems to 
be no eschatological connotations at all to 'Father' as a divine 
title in Rabbinic literature. " However, in Sotah, 9.15,, there is 
a reference to God as "our Father in heaven" in a passage that is 

close to eschatological since it speaks of the signs that portend 
the coming of the Messiah and the end of the time of exile. Never- 
theless, the eschatological context does not condition the reference 
to God as Father since the phrase "our Father in heaven" is a thrice 
repeated refrain, but on the first two occasions it is not a refrain 
to an eschatological statement. 

2 Rabbi Meir (ca. A. D. 150) was perhaps the most outspoken 
proponent of the view that Jews remained sons even when they committed 
sins. This view is ascribcd to Iiiin in three entirely different 

sayings: Kiddushin, 36a; Deut. Rabbah, 2.24; and Sifre Deut., on 
14.19 308,133ab. But as Jeremias, Prayers, p. 19 says, Rabbi Meir's 
is an isolated voice. The predominant idea is that God is Father of 
the righteous. 
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have nothing to do with this nation. Why? -. Because they are My 

children" (Lev. Rabbah, 18.3). 1 The fact that the writer goes on 
to quote Dt. 14.1 as verification for this statement shows that he 
is working with an essentially Old Testament idea. The corporative 
idea is borne out in a very different fashion by Mekilta Pisha, I on 
Ex. 12.1, which discusses the three types of Old Testament prophets: 

.. One insisted upon the honor due the Father EGodlas well as 
the honor due the son [Israe]J; one insisted upon the honor 
due the Father without insisting upon the honor due the son; 
and one insisted upon the honor due the son without insisting 
upon the honor due the Father. 2 

The singular use of "son" here is very much like the uses found in 

Ex. 4.22-23 and Jub. 2.20. 

Although the theme of corporative sonship certainly predominates, 
the ra bbis do refer to God as the Father of the individual as well.. 
Where allusions to God as the Father of the individual occur, they 

represent a logical extension of the idea of corporative sonship; 
if God is the Father of all devout Jews collectively, then he is 

also the Father of each individual within the group. Thus, in a 

rather well-known exhortation, Rabbi Judah ben Tema addresses 
individuals in the second person singular saying, "Be strong as the 
leopard, (and) light as the eagle, (and) fleet as the hart, and 

might' as the lion to do the will of thy Father 77 '_-7, ýý ) who YI 
"r 

is in Heaven" (Aboth, 5.20). 3 In Mekilta Bahodesh, 6 on Ex. 20.6, 

it is said concerning the martyrs of Hadrian's persecution that, 

they attested as individuals, "These wounds caused me to be beloved 

of My Father in heaven. " More common than first or second person 

references to God as Father are those of the third person singular. 
4 

Thus, when Rabbi Eliezer was arrested on suspicion of being a Min 

(a Christian), he told the judge, "'I acknowledge the judge as right. ' 

I All quotations from the Midrash Rabbah are taken from Midrash 
Rabbah, ed. by H. Friedman and M. Simon (1951), vol. 1-7. 

2 All quotations from theMekiltaare from J. Lauterbach, 
Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael (1933), vol. 1-3. 

3 
All quotations from the Mishna are from P. Blackman, Mishnayoth 

(1964), vol. 1-6. 

4 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 21-22. In notes 40 and 41 he lists 

all the references to father accompanied by first or second singular 
pronouns. 
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The governor thought that he referred to him-though he really 
referred to his Father in Heaven-and said, 'Because thou hast 

acknowledged me as right, I pardon; thou art acquitted"' (Abodah 
Zarah, 16'b). I 

Quite apart from the question whether particular references 
to the Father-son motif are corporative or individualistic in 

application, there is the important matter of how the image is 

used. Sometimes the Father-son language was employed because it 

was particularly suited for connoting certain things about the 

relationship between God and his people. But other times the 

terms were used because they suggested the existence of a special 

relation between God and Israel. 2 The love of God for his children 
is clearly enunciated by Rabbi Akiba when he says, "Beloved (of 

God) are Israel, for they were called children of the Omnipresent 
but by a special love was it made known to them that they were 

. called children of the Omnipresent, as it. is said, ye are children 

u nto the Eternal Zour God" (Aboth, 3.14). God's Fatherly love and 

compassion were exercised especially with respect to Israel's sins. 
In Yoma, 8.9 it says, "Happy are ye, 0 Israel, before whom do you 

cleanse yourselves and who cleanses you? Your Father that is in 
3 heaven. " In another text it relates how the prophets implored 

God to be merciful to Israel when the people were in distress: "God 

asked them, 'For whom do you plead mercy? ' and-they replied, 'For 

thy own children .... Just as a father has mercy on his chi ldren 

though they have sinned, so must Thou have mercy on them, ' as it'says, 

'But now, 0 Lord, Thou art our Father"' (Ex. Rabbah, 46.4). Accord- 

ing to the very late work of Num. Rabbah, 17.1-, ' God's Fatherhood of 
Israel entailed the same five specific obligations incumbent upon 

any Jewish father, namely, he must: 1) circumcise his son; 2) teach 

him Torah; ý) redeem him; 4) teach him handicraft; and 5) take a 

wife for him. 

Just as the Fatherhood of God implied his love and compassion 

towards Israel, the sonship of Israelites suggested certain things 

Cf. Kilaim, 9.8; Gen. Rabbah, 71 on 29.32; Siphra Deut. 48 

on 11.22; and Berakoth, 30a. Certain exceptional individuals are 
said to have been called "sons" by a heavenly voice. See Vermes, 
Jesus, pp. 206ff. 

2 E. g., Pesikta Rabbati, 104b. 
3 

Cf. Deut. Rabbah, 2.24. 
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about their relation towards God. Sonship placed on the sons the 
obligation to be obedient by doing the will of their Father, by 

receiving his Torah, I 
and keeping his commandments. This idea is 

well put by Rabbi Judah ben Shalom who relates that God told Israel, 
"When are you My children? When you receive My words .... If you 
wish to be distinguished as My children, then occupy yourselves 
with the (study of the) Torah and with the precepts, and all will 
see that you are My children" (, Deut. Rabbah, 7.9). The matter of 
obedience to God was so important that Rabbi Akiba made it the 

standard for distinguishing whether Israel was a son or a servant: 
"You are called, both sons and servants. When you carry out the 
desires of the Omnipresent you are called 'sons, ' and when you do 

not 'carry out the desires of the Omnipresent, you are called 'servant"' 
(Baba Batra, 10a), 2 

Despite the important and weighty obligations of sonship, it 

also entailed special privileges. As Sotah, 9.15 shows, Israel's 

sonship enabled them to trust in God, their heavenly Father, in 

times of acute distress. Sonship also allowed Israel to have 

confidence for the time of judgment (Midrash Ps., 128.7). However, 

the ultimate privilege of sonship for Israel was to know God as 
Father, to know his love and his mercy. 

In summary, It may fairly be said of the rabbis, that they 
basically follow the lines of development already established in 

the Old Testament and the intertestamental literature. They show no 

In actuality, the keeping of the law was both an obligation 
and a privilege in Rabbinic thought. This is lucidly demonstrated 
by a remark from Rabbi Judah ben Shalom concerning the Mishnah, i. e., 
the oral law. Rabbi Judah said: "Moses desired that the Oral Law 
(lit. Mishnah) should be written also. But God foresaw that the 
Gentiles would one day translate the Torah and read it. in Greek, and 
say, 'They (the Jews) are not (the true) Israel. ' God said to Moses, 
'The nations will say, "We are the sons of God. " And now the scales 
are evenly balanced. ' So God said to the Gentiles, 'Why do you claim 
to be my sons? I know only him who has my mystery in his possession; 
he is my son. ' Then the Gentiles asked, 'What is Thy mystery? ' God 
replied, 'It is the Mishnah. "' (Pesikta Rabbati, 14b). The polemic 
regarding who are the true sons of God is undoubtedly directed 
against Chrsitians, but the point is clear: to possess and to keep 
the Oral Law was the highest privilege which God has granted to his 
true sons. 

2 Cf. Sifre Num., 112 on Deut. 32.5, and Pesikta Rabbati, 
132b which express a similar idea. 
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real reservation about the Father-son motif precisely because 
it is a very poignant way of describing the relation which existed 
between God and his people Israel. Nevertheless, as in the Old 
Testament and the intertestamental literature, it remains only one 
of several ways of depicting God and Israel's relationship, albeit 
a very warm and evocative way. 

The divine Father-son motif was no more central in the thought 

and literature of intertestamental and Rabbinic Judaism than it 

had been in the thought and writings of the Old Testament. Neverthe- 

less, the idea occurs sufficiently often to indicate that it was a 

generally accepted image for expressing the relationship between 

God and his people. The preceding examination of the texts has 

revealed that certain important developments took place in the 

use of the Father-son motif in the pbst-Old Testament period. The 

most significant development, undoubtedly, was that the Father-son 

relation was given an individualized application with respect to 

righteous men. This, of course,, stands in marked contrast to the 
Old Testament where only the Davidic kings were designated as sons 

of God in an individual sense. The wisdom genre of literature led 

in the application of sonship to the individual on the basis of 

righteous behavior, and in fact, until the Rabbinic period, individu- 

al sonship was limited to wisdom and wisdom-like contexts, except 

that figures of antiquity were designated as sons of God on 

occasion (cf. Jub. 2.20,19.29; Joseph and Asenath, 6.2,6; 13.10; 

21.3). 

The second major development of the intertestamental period 

was the tendency to use the Father-son image in eschatological 

contexts. This tendency was adumbrated in the Old Testament in 

Hos. 1.10 and Is. 63-64, but the intertestamental literature shows 

a proclivity for placing the recognition or use of the divine 

Father-son relation in eschatologically orientated passages. It 

is difficult to suggest a reason for this, but W. Twisselmann 

may be right when he says, 
Weil die Sunde und Schuld ein Hindernis für die Gotteskind- 

I 
schaft war und wegen der dauernden Gefahr zu sundigen, nur 
selten die Zuversichtlichkeit und Gewissheit eines innigen 
KindschaftsverhUtnisses zu Gottes aufkommen. Deshalb 

erwartete man die Gotteskindschaft als Heilsgut erst von 
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der messianischen Zukunft-1 

A third innovation was characteristic exclusively of 
Hellenistic Jewish writings, especially Philo. (Cf. Sibylline 

Oracles, Book 3. ) Following Greek ideas, the Fatherhood of God 

was given cosmological and genealogi cal significance, and sonship 

was given philosophical and metaphysical qualities. 

Despite its innovations, the literature which has been examined 
has much in common with the Old Testament use of the Father-son 

motif. In the first place, sonship is still generally the special 

privilege of the people of Israel because of their unique relation 

with God. Also it continues to have an ethical demand, and the 

paternal-filial relationship often includes a warm and personal 

element. Although individualized sonship occurs, corporative sonship 

still predominates. 

C. The Synoptic Gospels 

Romans 9.4,6-8,25-26; 2 Cor. 6.18 and the eschatological 

orientation of sonship in Rom. 8.18-22 show quite clearly that Paul's 

understanding of the Father-son idea in relation to God and believers 

must be seen against the apostle's Jewish background. But Rom. 8.15 

and Gal. 4.6 show that it must also be seen in conjunction with 

the teachings of Jesus. In Rom. 8.15 and Gal.. 4.6 Paul introduces 

the designation "Abba, Father" for God in the contexts of discussions 

about believer sonship. ' As we have seen in an earlier chapter, the 

address of God as "Abba" appears to have been a hallmark of Jesus' 

own relation with God-a relationship into which he brought his 

disciples. Another feature of Paul's use of the "Father" designation 

for God has a clear connection with the Gospel tradition. Paul 

distinguished between God as "our Father" (cf. esp. 2 Cor. 1.2 and 

Col. 1.2) and God as the Father of "our Lord Jesus Christ" (cf. esp. 

2 Cor. 1.3 and Col. 1.3). The Synoptic Gospels reveal a similar 

differentiation when Jesus speaks of "my Father" (cf. for example, 

Matt. 10.32-33; 11.27; 12.50; 16.17; 18.10,14; 26.19; Lk. 10.22; 

22.19) and "your Father" (cf, for example, Mt. 5.16; 45; 6.1,4,8, 

9; 7.11; 10.20; Mk. 11.25; Lk. 6.36; 12.30,32). In light of these 

1 W. Twisselmann, Die Gotteskindschaft der Christen nach dem_ 

Neuen Testament (1939), p. 32. 
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connections between Paul and Gospel tradition it is necessary to 
examine the Father-son idea in the teachings of Jesus for the 
illumination it sheds on Paul's use of the concept. 

A study of the sonship of God's people and the Fatherhood 
of God in the teachings of Jesus immediately encounters certain 
difficulties. In the case of non-Christological sonship sayings, 
very few have been preserved. 

] All those which do exist are located 
in Matthew and Luke. Matthew preserves two: Mt. 5.9 and 45. Luke 
has a parallel saying to Mt. 5.45 in Lk. 6.35, as well as an 
independent one of his own in Lk. 20.36. The infrequency of 
reference to non-Christological sonship in the Synoptic Gospels 
is problematic. It gives credibility to the view of Ernst Lohmpyer 
that sonship was a later inference drawn from Jesus' teaching about 
the Fath I erhood of God. 2 Itis possible, however, that the expansion 
of Christological Sonship into the Gospel traditions led to a 
corresponding suppression of references to non-Christological 
sonship. That sonship probably formed an element in the eschatological 
teaching of Jesus is supported by the fact that sonship was looked 
for as a blessing of the eschatological age in Palestinian Judaism 
(cf. Jub. 1.24-25 and Ps. of Sol. 

. 
17.30). 

In contrast to non-Christological sonship sayings, the 
Gospels abound with "Fatherhood" sayings. But on closer examination 
the very distribution of the "Fatherhood" sayings raises a problem 
for getting back to the teaching of Jesus. Mark, the earliest Gospel, 
has only four references to the Fatherhood of God, while Luke has 

E. Lohmeyer, "Our Father. " An Introduction to the Lord's 
PrUer (1965), pp. 48-49, observes that the parables which speak of 
father and children must be excluded because "they are only analogies 
which, while preparing for believers to be called children of God, 
do not say this outright. " The one parable which explicitly refers 
to God as Father and the disciples as sons, the parable of the weeds 
(Mt. 13.36-43). does so in an explanation added by the church 
comuni. ty. Lohmeyer further suggests that the sayings of Jesus 
concerning children cannot be accepted either, because they are not 
clearly connected with the idea of the chil. dren of God. Cf. H. F. D. 
Sparks, "The Doctrine of the Divine Fatherhood in the Gospels, " 
Studies in the Gospels: Essays in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot (1955), 

p. 255, the second note. 

2 Lohmeyer, "Our Father, " pp. 48-49. 
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seventeen, Matthew forty-five, and John an amazing one-hundred-eigh- 
teen. These statistics suggest that in the course of time a 
tendency existed to increase the number of references to the 
Fatherhood of God within the Gospel tradition. This suggestion 
is clearly borne out when the Synoptic Gospels are compared with 
one another. 

2 

1. The Father Material in the Synoptic Gospels 

Mark and LuWs references to the Fatherhood of God are 
easily summarized. Mark has four instances of the word "Father. " 

Three times it is employed as a name for God (Nk. 8.38; 11.25; 
13.32) and once it is an address to God in prayer (Mk. 14.36). Mk. 
8.38; 13.32; and 14.36 are concerned with God's Fatherhood in 

connection with Christ. Only Mk. 11.25 concerns God's Fatherhood 

of believers. Luke has appropriated two of, the Marcan traditions: 
Mk. 8.38 at Lk. 9.36, and Mk. 14.36 at Lk. 22.49. In addition, he 
has nine instances from Q, namely: Lk. 6.36; 10.21 (twice), 10.22 
(three times); 11.2,13; and 12.30. The remaining six occurrences 
in Luke are unique to him: Lk. 2.49; 12.32,22.29; 23.34,46; and 
24.49. The first and last of these six may be excluded from 

consideration since they are not from the ministry of Jesus. The 

pericope of Lk. 12.32 is indeed very old, perhaps even going back 

to Jesus. The term "Father" in Lk. 22.29 looks like a late develop- 

ment because the Matthean parallel, 19.28 does not mention the 

Father. It would be very surprising as we shall see, if Matthew 

omitted a "Father" reference from the tradition. Luke 23.34 and 
46 appear to be part of the Lucan reworking of his sources or a3 
derivation from a separate passion source from the one used by Mark. 

I 
The complexities involved in comparing John with the 

Synoptic Gospels and in isolating authentic sayings of Jesus 
preclude our discussing Johannine material in the pages which follow. 
On the sonship idea in John see M. Vellanic. kal, The Divine Sonship 
of Christians in the Johannine Writings (1978). 

2A 
comparison will help to isolate the material with the 

greatest claim to authenticity. 

3 The textual evidence for Lk. 23.34 is perhaps weighted 
against its inclusion in the original text of Luke, but as E. E. 
Ellis, The Gospel of Luke (1966), p. 267 suggests, other factors 
favor its inclusion such as Luke's "ignorance motif" and its 

connection with Acts 7.60. 
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Only Lk. 6.36; 11.2; 11.13; 12.30; and 12.32 relate to God as the 
Father of the elect. The other twelve occurrences of the "Father" 

designation in Luke are Christological in orientation. 
The case of Matthew is somewhat more complicated. Matthew 

has a parallel for all four of the Marcan occurrences (Mt. 6.149 

par. Mk. 11 . 25; Mt. 16.27, par. Mk. 8.38; Mt. 24.36, par. Mk. 13.32; 

Mt. 26.39, par Nk. 14.36), but he also adds the "Father" designation 

to his Marcan material on four occasions (Mt. 12.50; 20.23; 26.29; 

26.42). He takes up the word "Father" in all the Q-sayings where 
it occurs in Luke (Mt. 5.48, par. Lk. 6.36; Mt. 6.9, par. Lk. 11.2; 

Mt. 6.32, par. Lk. 12.30; Mt. 7.11, par. Lk. 11.13; Mt. 11.25,26, 

par. Lk. 10.21, twice; Mt. 11.27, three times, par. Lk. 10.22, three 

times). In addition "Father" is found in six Q contexts where it 

does not occur in the Lucan parallels (Mt. 5.45, cf. Lk. 6.35; Mt. 

6.26, cf. Lk. 12.24; Mt. 10.20, cf. Lk. 12.12; mt. 10.29,32,33; 

cf. Lk. 12.6,8,9). This poses the question did Matthew or Luke 

alter the Q-sayings at the points where Father is found, or did 

both alter Q at different times? A further question must be raised: 

Did Matthew insert EV TOIS oupavois or its equivalent into the 

Q-sayings at Mt. 5.45,5.48,6.32, where Luke has 6ý10`TOU in one 

and 
6 MTýP 611COV in the other two? T. W. Manson argues concerning 

the Q-sayings that "'Father, ' 'heavenly Father, ' and especially 
'Father in heaven, ' are favorite words with the First Evangelist, 

and that he was apt to insert them in his text even when some 

other expression was used in his sources. "' This statement needs 

some clarification. In the case of Mark, Matthew did add four 

"Father" sayings, but only one contained an "in heaven" reference, 

that is, Mt. 12.50 which reads "To17 7rotTpos TIOU Tog EV o6pavoTs. " 

All four, howeverhave "my Father" in some form. In other words, 

Matthew was more interested in fostering a "my Father" tradition, 

than simply a "heavenly Father" or "Father in heaven" tradition. 

This looks to be the case in Mt. 10.32,33 as well, where Matthew 

altered the original Q-saying, "before the angels of God" (cf. 

Lk. 12.8-9) to "before my Father in heaven.,, 2 The fact that Luke 

I. 
T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus (1931), p. 96. 

21 On the originality of Luke's "the Angels of God" see KU'MMel, 
Promise, p. 44. 
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4ý: and Mark know the "L ToYs oýpavoTs" tradition (Lk. 11.13, o 

ITUTýP 9 ýEE 
OUPOCV010, cf . Mt. 7.11 ; and Mk. II. 25 ,0 MXTýP 611W-V 0 EV 

-J TOls O'JpaVOýs, cf. Mt. 6.14) shows that it is not exclusively 

Matthean. It is possible that Luke has eliminated the original 
CC-C .3 Q reading "0 TrOtTi)p U'PW'V 0 OUPUVOTS" (Mt. 5.45) in 6.35 and replaced 

it with 
6*ýCrTOU 

which appears to be redactional (cf. Lk. 1.32,35, 

76; 2.14). If this is the case, then Mt. 5.48; 6.26.32; 10.29 

may all preserve the original reading of Q against Luke. 
I 

Luke may 

have preferred to avoid the expression "in the heavens" because of 

his Greek audience. 
2 

With respect to Mt. 10.20, par. Lk. 12.12, 

the version of Luke is probably redactional given Luke's interest 

in the Holy Spirit (cf. Lk. 1.35,41,67; 2.26; 4.1; 10.21; 11.13, 

and Acts. 1.5,8; 2.4; etc. ). It is possible that Matthew has retain- 

ed the original reading of Q here, though it is by no means certain. 
3 

What emerges from the analysis above is that Matthew introduced 

if my Father" into the traditions of Mark and Q on six occasions. When 

this is added to the fact that he has fourteen additional instances 

It 4 
of my Father, " thirteen of which do not occur anywhere else, it 

is safe to conclude that Matthew has a special interest in God as the 

the Father of Jesus. Luke only has four "my Father" references 

(2.49; 10.22; 22.29; 24.49) and only one of these, 10.22 is held 

in common with Matthew. The rest appear to be redactional or 

later traditions. This leads to the startling fact that the distinc- 

tive 'Imy Father" formulation hangs on only one tradition which has 

I 
Van Iersel, Der Sohn, pp. 103-104. Cf. H. T. Wrege, Die 

Uberlieferungsgeschichte der Bergpredigt (1968), p. 122. 

2 
Cf. Schrenk, "ntvlp, " pp. 985-986 who says, "It is obvious 

, that Lk. sometimes cuts down the longer 'Father in the heavens' as 
a Jewish expression. Suspect is U191 6ocr[Ou in Lk. 6.35 where 
Mt. 5.45 has: UtOl TOO 7aTPbs 611GV TOO 6N 06pavoTs. Lk. 11.13 ... 
gives us even more reason to suppose that here the original Q is 
better preserved in Mt. It is probable that Lk. made changes 
consonant with his purpose of writing for the Gr. world. " 

3 
Van Iersel, Der Sohn, pp. 96-97 thinks Luke has suppressed 

a Father saying in 12.12; however, cf. Schrenk, "7TaTTIP, " p. 986. 

4 
Mt. 7.21; 8.21; 15.13; 16.17; 18.10,14,19,35,23.9; 

25.34,41; 26.29,53. 
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any strong claim to antiquity, Mt. 11.27, par. Lk. 10.22. But 
aa we have suggested in the chapter on the background to Christolog- 
ical Sonship, this saying i's probably authentic and reflects 
Jesus' unique Sonship relation with God. 

Matthew adds nine "0 TraTTIP 6-^ (or croG)" sayings to 
those already mentioned above. 

I The effect of this, w hen taken 
With his 8 TraTIP pou additions, is to accent the difference between 
Jesus and his disciples, a clearly Christological motif. Neverthe- 
less, the earliest tradition provided a basis for making this 
differentiation, a differentiation which exists in Paul-as well 
(cf .2 Cor. 1.2-3). 

The problem of whether the various expressions related to 

r:. v Tols 00pavols" are specifically Matthean is less clear than 

sometimes thought. Both Mark and Luke know the phrase. Mark has 

too few Father references to say much more. Luke has conceivably 

on occasion suppressed the phrase from his Q source as being inappro- 

priate for his readers. Matthew includes it in only three of the 

six Father sayings he introduced into his Marcan and Q sources. 
The probability is thus that "o raft 6 IV roTs oýpavo-is and its 

equivalents are largely pre-Matthean in origin, and may go back to 
Jesus himself. 2 

The reasons for the extreme variations in the use of the 

term "Father" in the Synoptic Gospels may be summarized as follows: 

Mark with his shorter Gospel and his primary interest in action, 
dialogue and narrative naturally did not find room for "Father" 

3 
expressions which were most prevalent in the teaching material. 
The Q tradition preserved a number of sayings' in which the term 
"Father" was used of God, and these were taken over by both Matthew 

I Mt. 5.16; 6.1,4,6(X2), 8,15,18 (X2) (cf. Mt. 23.9). It 
is worth noting that of the twenty instances of the "your Father" 
designations, seventeen are in the Sermon on'the Mount. 

2 Jeremi4s, Prayers, pp. 31-32, Schrenk, "TraTýp, " 5, p. 986 
says, "In Mt. we have to reckon not me-rely with Jewish assimilation 
but also with real elements of authentic tradition. Without attempt- 
ing solve the problem in pedantic biographical style, we might say 
that Jesus used both 'Father' and 'Father in the heavens. ' How often 
it is authentic in the texts there can be no saying. " 

3 It is certainly possible that Mark simply did not have 

extensive material available from which to select Father sayings. 
H. W. Montefiore, "God as Father in the Synoptic Gospels, " NTS 3 (1956- 
57), p. 34 concludes after an examination o, f the twenty-one occasions 
where the word God is used in Mark, Lliat "I, 'ather" would have been 
inappropriate in every instance. 
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and Luke. Luke adopted one old traditional usage independently 

(Lk. 12.32). (It could have been a part of the Q material passed 
over by Matthew. ) He has constructed Lk. 22.29; 23.34,46 or 
perhaps derived them from other sources. Matthew has added a 
number of "Father" sayings into traditions which had not previously 
possessed them and has taken up independent "Father" traditions 

as well, in order to develop his "Father-Son theology. " 

The Fatherhood of God in the Teaching of Jesus 

Given the number of "Father" sayings in the Synoptic Gospels, 

and the complexity of determining each one's tradition history, it 

is impossible to search out all those sayings which might prove 

authentic or at least very early. Instead, we propose to examine 
the one Marcan non-Christological "Fatherhood" saying along with 
those Q-sayings where both Matthew and Luke have preserved the 
"Father" designation in non-Christological contexts. This represents 

an easily manageable number of texts, and these have an inherent 

claim to antiquity. Whether or not they are all authentic dominical 

sayings, they provide an indication of the tradition associated 

with the teaching of Jesus regarding the Fatherhood of God as it 

would have been available to Paul. From our study of*Christological 
Sonship in the Synoptic Gospels, we must bear in mind that Jesus 

apparently understood himself to have a unique Sonship relation with 

God which permitted him to distinguish between his relationship 

with God as his Father and that of his disciples. 

We may begin our examination with the "Father" address in 

the Lord's Prayer since it quite clearly reflects Jesus' own teaching 

on the Fatherhood of God and has relevance for the origin of the 

11abba" tradition in the early Church. 

The Lord's Prayer has come down in two quite distinct forms. 

Luke 11.2-4 represents the more original length of the prayer but 

not necessarily the more original content. 
I Luke alters some of the 

original elements, most notably the eschatological character of the 

1 
W. Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach Mattha'us (1971 2 ), p. 1999 

says, "Der Vergleich zwischen den beiden Fassungen'ergibt, dass Lukas 
im Gesamtduktus der Urfassung na'herstehen dürfte, jedoch in den 
Einzelaussagen Mattha'us den Vorzug verdient. " See Jeremias,. Prayers, 
pp. 89-94. 
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third petition of his version of the prayer (cf. the fourth 

petition of Matthew's version). Matthew's crýVEPOV and aorist 
imperative 60s in the request for bread is much more expectant 
of the consummation that Luke's Tb IcaeDnjiE': pav with the present 
imperative Wou, which seems to look to an extended period of 
time in the life of the church. There is good reason to believe, 

moreover, that Th aPTOV nCVGV Th Enoýxriov refers to bread for 

the "coming day" and the bread of life in the eschatological age, 
2 

but Luke has toned this down by his Tb Kae) Tjcp9pav. 
3 

Matthew 6.9- 

13 conforms more to liturgical usage as the expansions and balance 

of the prayer indicate, 4 
though as was suggested above, Matthew 

does provide a more original reading at several points. 
5 

This leads to the important question whether Matthew or 
Luke's address to God in the Lord's Prayer is the more original. 

6 

Against the main current of scholarly opinion, W. Marchel seeks to 

argue: IlMatthieu paratit donc avoir respecte et conserve litterale- 

ment Vinvocation primitive, telle qu'elle a ete prononcee par 

Jesus. " 7 He argues first against the normal view that Abba stands 

behind the 76TEP of Luke 11.2 and that this form goes back to Jesus. 

He maintains: 

I R. E. Brown, New Testament Essays (1965), p. 239; Jeremias, 
Prayers, pp. 91-92; and Ell-is, Luke, p. 163. 

2 Hill, Matthew, pp. 137-138 and Lohmeyer "Our Father, " 
pp. 250-252. See also Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 100-102. ' However, see 
the discussion of Black, Aramaic Approach, pp. 203-207 for an 
argument that Luke. has preserved the original meaning of the petition 
which was presumably non-eschatological in intent. 

3 Lohmeyer, "Our Father, " pp. 250-252. 

4 
Davies, Sermon on the Mount, pp. 5,310-313; Grundmann, 

Matthaus, p. 199; and Jeremias,. Prayers_, pp. 89-94. 

5 
This is especially true of the bread and forgiveness peti- 

tions. On the forgiveness petition see Lohmeyer, "Our Father, " pp. 
160-162. 

6 
On the originality of the r6TEP of Lk. 11.2 see Metzger, 

Textual Commentary, p. 154. 

7 Marchel, Abba, p. 188. Brown, Essays, p. 225, n. 31 

suggests a simila7r-p-ossibility but does not seem to favor it. 
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En enseignant le Pater, notre Seigneur a certainement eu 
le desir d'9tre compris. Tout en leur infusant un esprit 
nouveau, il a prefere se servir d'expressions traditionnelles, 
auxquelles les disciples etaient habituds: de fait, toutes 
les, formules sont juives. L'invocation Abba, dont les 
disciples ne connaissaient que Vusage exclusivement profane, 
serait incompatible avec leur pi4td vis-ýi-vis de Dieu. 1 

He proceeds to assert that for Jesus to introduce a radical change 
like Abba into the prayers of the disciples would have required an 

explanation to them; this is completely lacking in the Gospels. His 

final contention on this point is that if Jesus had taught his 

disciples simplyAsay "Abba, " who would have dared to change it 

to the form which occurs in Mt. 6.9? 2 

The last argument cuts both ways since it might equally be 

asked, who would have dared to alter the invocation given by Jesus 
C-C .7 IN -7 0% 11 from "iT6TEP nj1WN) 0 EV TOIS OUPaVOIS to the attenuated form "TraTEP" 

of Luke? The weight of the evidence on such matters favors the view 

that a simple form is much more likely to be expanded into a longer 

liturgical formula rather than that a longer liturgical formula 

should be shortened. 
3 

If Matthew is in fact an essentially Jewish- 

Christian document reflecting the conditions of Syria in the latter 

part of the first century A. D., 
4 

then there is good reason to believe 

that an originally brief formula "TraTEP" Qý, ]ý, \') might have been 

altered to conform to the standard synagogue form of address of the 
5 

time which was W "our Father in the heavens. " 
7' 

The assumption by Marchel that Jesus would not have offended 

the piety of his disciples by giving them the overly familiar 

address "Abbal' is not well-grounded either. The'Synoptic traditions 

all agree that Jesus taught and acted with authority (cf. Mt. 5.21-22; 

7.9,9.6; Mk. 1.27; 3.15; 11.28-33; Lk. 4.32). The very basis of 

discipleship was acceptance of his authority (cf. Mk. 1.16-20; 2.14; 

Lk. 14.26-27). Jesus scandalized the pious of his day by his intimate 

associations with the tax-collectors, harlots, and 'am ha-aretz 

Marchel, Abba, p. 186.2 Ibid., p. 186. 

3 
Jeremias, Prayers, pp. 89-90. 

41 Kummel, Introduction, pp. 119-120, and Hill, Matthew, pp. 48-52. 

5 
Wrege, Bergpredigt, p. 101; Jeremias,. Prayers, p. 91; and 

Davies, Sermon on the Mount, pp. 310ff. 
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(cf. Mk. 2.13-17). In short, Jesus was not a person who was 
inhibited by the piety of his day for the very reason that he 

possessed authority which transcended social and religious customs. 
In light of this, Jesus would not have hesitated to teach his 
disciples an address which ran contrary to the piety of his day-if 
it conveyed a true understanding of God, and this is exactly what 
Jesus thought the term "Abba" did. The very fact that Jesus 
himself used Abba in his prayers means that the disciples were 
familiar with the word as an address to God. By granting to his 

disciples the privilege of addressing God as Abba in the prayers 

which he taught them he extended to them the intimate relation which 
he himself had with God. The occurrence of Abba in Rom. 8.15 and 
Gal. 4.6 shows that the address was preserved in the early traditions 

of the church as something of great significance. The most reason- 

able explanation of this fact is that Jesus passed it on to his 

disciples in his teaching on prayer. But quite clearly the 

disciples' encounter with God as "Abba" derived from Jesus' unique 

relation with God, and therefore from the very beginning, a distinc- 

tion existed between Jesus' relation to the Father and that of his 

disciples which is embodied in the contrasting "my Father" and "your 

Father" sayings. 
Mark 11.25, which contains a primitive tradition, if not an 

authentic saying of Jesus, employs the formula "your Father" in a 

saying spoken to the disciples by Jesus: KOA 'OýTON CTTnKETE ffPOGCUXOj1C- 

N)OI, c4fCTE 61 TI EXETE KOtT6 TI'VOS, IVa KOtI 
ý0: 

TrUT)P 611-WV 0 67V TOIS 

06pffvois 
&ýý 611-1v TOt TrOtPOtTrTW'POtTa 61iw-'V. This verse is often discussed 

in terms of Mt. 6.14 with the implication that the Marcan form some- 

how represents a tradition secondary to the Matthean version (cf. 

Mt. 6.14). 2 The argument has been pressed to its ultimate by H. F. D. 

Sparks who avers that Mk. 11.25, like Nk. 11.26, is an addition to 

the original text of Mark taken from Mt. 6.14, though no textual 

-103; and Grundmann, Matth"us, p. 199. Wrege, Bergpredigt, pp. 102 a 

2Cf. S. E. Johnson, A Commentary on the Gospel According to 
Mark (1960), p. 192; and D. E. Nineham, The Gospel of St. Mark (19684), 

p. 305. For a fuller treatment on the relation of Mk. 11.25 to the 
Gospel of Matthew see this writer's forthcoming essay "Mark 11: 25 

and the Oospel of Matthew, " it) the Papers of the Oxford Congress on 
Biblical Studies, 1977, vol. 2. 
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traditions have preserved a version of Mark which does not contain 
11.25.1 This factor alone is strong evidence against Sparks' 
hypothesis. His principal arguments against the textual integrity 

of Mk. 11.25 are that it breaks the context of Mk. 11.24, and it is 

absent from the Matthean parallel passage Mt. 21.20-27, essentially 
a reproduction of Nk. 11.20-33, except for vss. 25-26. He further 
finds a number of Matthean characteristics in Mk. 11.25. All of 
these arguments have weaknesses. The connection between vss. 24 

and 25 in Mark is loose, but both verses do set forth conditions 
for efficacious prayer. The fact that Matthew had already used a 
form of Mk. 11.25 in Mt. 6.14, with its obverse expression in vs. 
15 ("if you do not forgive neither will your Father forgive"), in 

a more appropriate context may have prevented him from repeating it 

in the original context of his Marcan source (cf. also Mt. 18.35 

where a similar form of the expression occurs at the end of the 

parable of the unforgiving servant). Finally, Sparks' instances of 
Matthean language in Mk. 11.25 are very questionable. He says 

7m-4rTýo-pa is more Matthean than Marcan but it only occurs twice in 

Matthew and both instances are in Mt. 6.14-15, the very passage 
in dispute. The same problem is true of "EXCIV T1 KCtTOt Tivos which 

only occurs once in Matthew at 5.23. The phrase "your Father which 

is in heaven" is typical of Matthew, but it is not his exclusive 

possession, as we have seen already. In short, there is little reason 

to doubt that Mk. 11.25 was in the original version of Mark, nor is 

there any reason to treat it as being more Matthean than Marcan. In 

fact it is possible that Matthew has taken it from Mark and given it 

a new context. The expanded positive-negative character of the 

saying in Mt. 6.14-15 with its connection to the liturgical form of 

the Lord's Prayer, however, suggests an already existing liturgical 

usage of the Matthean community. 

Although probably isolated from its original context, Mk. 11.25, 

as it stands, is addressed to the disciples (cf. 11.21-22). Matthew's 

version of the saying is definitely intended for the disciples, and 

there is no reason to doubt that this was not true of the original 

saying, whether it goes back to Jesus or not. The description of 

I Sparks, "Divine Fatherhood, " pp. 244-245. 
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e God presented to the disciples, "0 7MTýP ýJIFOV J 'EV TOTIS- W' PaVOTS" 

clearly separates Jes-us from the disciples. The saying emphasizes 
Jesus' authority to mediate the will of the Father to the disciples i 
(cf. Mt. 11.27). In this case Jesus commands his disciples to 
forgive others if they expect their Father to forgive them of their 

own tresspasses. 

Several more examples Of ý 7UTýP 6ý10V formulations are 
found in Q material preserved by both Matthew and Luke. Luke 

6.36 par. Mt. 5.48 offers one instance: 

. )f <-A rIVCCFeC O? KTIPýIOVES, Caccrec 03V UJIEIS TEXE101 

KOLO(IS 6 7TOtTYIP 15POV (5S 0' 7TCtTDP ýTIFZV 8 oupavlos 
OIKTIPIIWV EUTIN (Lk. 6.36) . TEXCIOS ECTTIV (mt. 5.48). 

The basic thrust of both versions of the tradition is that the 

disciples should imitate an aspect of God's nature, a common 
Jewish idea. The question of whether the TEXEios of Matthew 

3 
or the OIKTIpýiwv of Luke more faithfully preserves the original 

saying has brought forth several alternative explanations. 
2 

The 

most convincing view is the one held by Heinz Schurmann that by 

using TE'-Xcios in the sa . ying "Matth weitet ins Grundsa'tzliche aus und 
beschliesst den Abschnitt in Ruckblick auf 5,20" so that TEXCIOS is 

redactional (cf. Mt. 19.21 and par). 
3 

This is further supported by 

u H. Sch"rmann, Das Lukasevangelium. Erster Teil (1969), p. 360.. 

In the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, on Lev. 22.28 there is an almost exact 
parallel in the first person plural. 

2 
Black, Aramaic Approach, p. 181, argues that paronomasia 

exists in Mt. ý. 47-48 in Aramaic. The Greek c-"tcmctýcaea, of vs. 47 
renders the Aramaic shelam. and the TCýXclos of vs. 48 renders shelima. 
His view is dependent upon the juxtaposition of vss. 47-48 in the 
Aramaic tradition, but this is far from certain since there is no 
formal connection between the two verses. Matthew uses vs. 48 as a 
summarizing verse which suggests its present location is redactional 
(cf. the order of Lk. 6.35-36). (Cf. Wrege, Bergpredigt, p. 87 on 
this point. ) Further,. vs. 48 combines not only some of the actual 
words of the LXX translation of Lev. 19.2 and Dt. 18.13 0F_CfE: cYec and 
TcXcloi) but also the ideas of the two verses. Interestingly, the 
TF6_Xcloi of Dt. 18.13 is a translation of L7 ', -ý x-t , not /_ý77 (Hill, 
Matthew, p. 131, also takes the view of Blaci. T Grundmann,, rMattha'us, 

p. 181, following a suggestion by K. Bornha'user, offers the possibility 
that the TE: Xcios of Matthew "von einer etwaigen arama'ischen Grundlage 
her im Sinne von barmherzig, gut (vgl. 19,17) gedeutet werden muss. " 
This is based on the occurrence of L17', 'I-Oin Baba Kamma 1.4; but the 
relationship of this Mishna passage to the idea of mercy is not immedi- 

ately clear because it speaks about harmless and dangerous animals. 

3 Schurmann, Lukasevangelium, p. 360. Cf. Jeremias, Prayers, p. 
4L, and Van Iersel, Der Sohn, p. 98. 
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I 
the fact that OIKTI'PIIWV is a common characteristic of God in the 

Old Testament, but TEfXcios is not. The use of the term "Father" 

for God in this pericope creates a sense of relationship with the 

Father for the disciples; they are called to act like good sons 
by imitating their Father. 

Another 6 7MTýP6ýLV formula occurs in Mt. 6.32 par. Lk. 12.30: 

TrCWTOt 'Y&p TCWýTOt &ood 
and drinQ TOtOTCt 'yo'tp 7TaVTa Ta 

IT 2/ eVTJ TOC K&Twu c) 
ýOVTJ Ta C 67TIýTITOOGIV* 016EV 6 'T 1ýTITOUGIV' 

yap 8 TT(XTýp ýJIGV 0, oupavlos 11WV ETp ol 
66ý 

(ý Trot T'l 
ý66V 

ýTl XP CETE TOOTWV Ct7T6VTWV OTI XpfCETC TOOTWV 
111 (mt. 6.32). 

V 
(Lk. 12.30). 

Luke 12.22 indicates that the extended series of pericopes from 

12.22-32 on anxiety were addressed to the disciples; Matthew's 

version is of course contained in the Sermon on the Mount. It is 

very probable that this saying's setting in life was the preaching 

of Jesus. If this is so, it was spoken to a broader audience than 
just the disciples. This does not, however, provide evidence for 

the view that Jesus proclaimed the universal Fatherhood of God. 

Since Jesus' audiences were Jewish, 
I 

the Fatherhood of God was a 

presupposition of their heritage. The implied distinction in Mt. 

6.32 between thelcewl and the audience of Jesus was a fundamental 

feature of Jewish thought. The early church naturally lost sight 

of the fact that this saying originally embraced the Jewish people, 

or at least those in Jesus' audience, irrespective of whether they 

were disciples or not. 
2 

The use of 0': 7T,, T*'lp Ucj0v by Jesus to distin- 

guish himself from his hearers thus may have played. a significant 

role in the preaching and teaching of Jesus. 

A final Q tradition, Mt. 7.11 contains the long "d Trcmi)p 
C)- 

Upwv o ev Tois oUpawýs" but the Lucan parallel, 11.13, has 0' 
c Jý o"pavoO_ The full 7TaTTIP 06U Q-saying included Mt. 7.9-11 par. Lk. 

11.11-13 and formed an a fortiori argument (Tr6aw ljaUov) that was 

I 
For this reason Montefiore, "God as Father, " pp. 44-45 

is incorrect when he infers that Jesus taught the universal Father- 
hood of God because he employed the expression "your Father" in 
speaking to the multitudes. 

2 Sparks, Divine Fatherhood, pp. 247,259-260 fails to 
recognize this, assuming that all the Gospel Father references 
(with perhaps the exception of the obscure Mt. 23.9) are either 
said in connection with the disciples or with Jesus himself. See 
also the discussion below of Mt. 7.11 par Lk. 11.13. 
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originally a polemical saying aimed at the opponents of Jesus who 
refused to trust in God as Father. I 

The reading of Luke which 
lacks the býOov is therefore the more original form, at least with 
respect to the 6'P(av. 

This view is supported by several considerations first put 
forward by A. T. Cadoux and later expanded by Dr. Jeremias. 2 The 

shift from the second person to the third person is unexpected in 
t. IV Mt. 7.11 (and Lk. 11.13): UPETS 7TPVnPO'l 30ý'VTES 

016UTE 60-PUTa U'Yot e 0-t 
6160VU1 TOTS TCKVd-IS UC11'-W*V ... 0 TrotTT*l P... 6W-061 UyUea Td-IS 

CtITOUC71'V ATON). The change in persons contrasts "those who ask" with 
11you who are evil. " In Mt. 12.34 Jesus addresses the Pharisees as 

TrO'VTIPOI ovTcs which indicates these words are more than just a 

generalized comparison of man to God. 
3 

The pericope itself is 

introduced by TIS _E)ý u5p@v which is also used in addressing Jesus' 

opponents on other occasions (cf. Mt. 12.11, par. Lk. 14.5; Lk. 15.4). 

To these may be added the fact that 7TOVTIPos is polemical in a number 

of other passages, (cf. Lk. 11.29, par. Mt. 12.39; Mt. 12.45; 15.19; 

16.4). The saying concerning the eschatological good things (ayccea) 

which the Father gives to those who ask him has thus lost its original 

significance and has become part of Jesus' instruction on prayer. In 

light of this, the 61igv qualifying God as Father is a secondary 

expansion in Matthew, 
4 

making the saying appropriate to its present 

context, but it was alien to the setting in Jesus' ministry. The 

use of 0 7avlp as a designation for God is probably conditioned by 

the father-son analogy at the beginning of the pericope. If, as 

we suggested above, Jesus used the 8ý7avilp UllCov to his audiences 

in preaching, the absence of it in a polemical saying is all the 

more striking. It implies Jesus did not consider God to be related 

I 
J. Jeremias, Parables, p. 145 suggests the polemic was 

specifically directed towards the religious elite who found Jesus' 
behavior towards religious outcasts unacceptable. 

2 A. T. Cadoux, The Parables of Jesus. Their Art and Use (no 
date), pp. 76-77, and Jeremias, Parables, pp. 144-145. 

3 
This is the view of Hill, Matthew, pp. 148-149 and Grundmann, 

Mattha'us, p. 225. 

Jeremias, Prayers, p. 37. 
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to his Jewish enemies (presumably the enemies of God as well) as 
Father (cf. Mt. 11.25-26 and in Paul, Rom. 9.6ff. ). 

3. The Sons of God in the Synoptic Tradition 

The disciple sonship passages are indeed very few, but all 
three of the ones which are extant are eschatological in orienta- 
tion and may well be authentic dominical sayings. 

Luke 6.35 and its Matthean parallel, 5.44-45, both present 

an ethical instruction which leads to a statement about divine 

sonship. The wording of the Lucan form better retains the original 

eschatological-character of the preaching of Jesus than does Mt. 

5,45; 1 
the reward promised for loving one's enemies, doing good, 

and lending without expectation of return is future (cbnti 0 

piaos 6pFov TroX! 3s), and consist in the promise of sonship (EGECrOE: 

C. I býfCTTOU) 
.2 U101 Luke's eschatological sonship comports well with 

the eschatological nature of sonship in intertestamental Palestinian 

Judaism (cf. Jub. 1.24-25; Ps. of Sol. 17.27,30; and Ass. of Moses 

10 . 3). It is from these and similar sources that Jesus may well have 

derived his own teaching on the eschatological-character of sonship. 

In Matthew sonship is probably thought of as a present reality for 

the righteous: OtYaTTaTE TOOS EXePOI)S 611@'V Kal 7TPOCrC'C)XCCY8C 67%Cp 

L 
TCOV 61WKO"VTWV 6ýfft, oc7us yevnaec uioi TOU 7TOtTPbS 611W-V TOIJ ýV 

oýpomis (5.44-45). 3 
For Matthew, sonship is the expressed goal 

which is attained by loving one's enemies and praying for one's 

persecutors; the sense of future reward is completely lacking. 4 

Matthew alone has the beatitude which promises spnship. 

Matthew 5.9 declares: 

, 
qKOLP101 01 ElplIV070101 

OT I CAT017, )ic-oi eCOO KXTjOnCFO\)Ta1. 

As we have seen above, Matthew's TOý 7aTpbS bll@'V TOO 'LV 

oUpavols may very well be more original than Lulýe's 6ýIaToU. 

2 Cf. Schurmann, Lukas 
8, p. 390. 

3 Schweizer, ibid., p. 
x n. 3 thinks the 

'blms YE: VTIGeF- 

you (now) show yourselves to 

evangelium, p. 355, and Schweizer, "U10s, 

390. Jeremias, Theolog 1, p. 181, 
C. , U101 ... of Mt. 5.45 "seems to mean 'that 

be sons 

4 Wrege, Bergpredigt, p. 86. 
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This pericope, as one of the beatitudes, looks to the future age 
when God will reward those who have endured the difficulties of 
this age, who have been godlike in character, and who have remained 
faithful-. I "Peacemaking" is a positive virtue in Rabbinic thought 

and is frequently referred to; 
2 however, making peace was also 

thought to be an activity of the Messianic Age, so it is possible 
that this verse is a call to involvement in the age of salvation. 

3 

The final divine sonship saying is found in Lk. 20.36 in 

what looks like a derivation from a special Luc4n source in which 
11die Formulierungen semitische Sprachform. trag en. ,4 It is perhaps 

an attempt to explain the relationship of those who are worthy of 

resurrection to the heavenly hierarchy: iu6yycXoi yao cinv, 
-XI Kal U'ýl 0ý F-I'CFIV 

eEb-U TT_jS _0)NaCTTCtG6WS U101 ovTcs. The eschatological 

character of the saying is made clear by the context (20.27-39) which 
deals with the future resurrection (cf. Wis. 5.5). 

The Synoptic Gospels reveal that a tendency existed to 

multiply Fatherhood sayings in the Gospel tradition, though this 
is more pronounced with respect to "my Father'! sayings than with 

respect to "your Father" sayings. Nevertheless, when account is 

taken of this phenomenon, we may still say with a high degree of 

confidence that Jesus taught the Fatherhood of God to his disciples 

as well as their sonship. The "your Father" and "my Father" 

distinction which is found in the Gospel tradition and in Paul very 

probably goes back to Jesus himself. At the same time it seems 

probable that Jesus taught his followers to pray to God using the 

intimate address "AbbA" which was characteristic of his own relation 

with God. However, to the extent that the disciples entered into 

a special relation with God as their Father, typified by the thought 

and content of the Lord's P rayer, it was based on Jesus' relation 

with God, which arose out of his unique sense of Sonship. Paul 

Hill, Matthew, pp. 109-110. Though as Kummel, Promise, p. 49, 
n. 98 maintains, "their 'futurist-eschatological meaning does not 
appear from the wording, but only from their connexion with the rest 
of Jesus' eschatological pronouncements. " 

2T. W. Manson, The Sa vings of Jesus as Recorded in the Gospels 
According to__St- Matthew and St. Luke (1949), p. 151. 

3 Lý it Grundmann, Matthaus, pp. 131-132; and Schweizer, "uios, 
p. 390, n. 405. 

4 
Grundmann, Lukas, p. 374. 
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preserved the distinction between Jesus and his followers not 

only in the "our Father" and the "Father of our Lord Jesus Christ" 

language but also in his use of the adoptive sonship conception 
(Gal. 4.5; Rom. 8.15,23; 9.4; cf. Eph. 1 . 5) to characterize the 

sonship of Christians in contrast with the unique Sonship of the 

pre-existent Son of God who was sent into human existence. As 

we have noted before, Paul has also preserved the Abba tradition 

as a distinctive mark of_the Christian understanding of the Father- 

son relation (Gal. 4.6; Rom. 8.15). In sunmary, Paul's teaching on 

the sonship of believers must be seen against the background of 

the Father-son idea in the Old Testament and post-Old Testament 

Judasim as well as the teachings of Jesus in the Gospel tradition. 

With this understanding of the background material and some 

of the connection which can be drawn from it to Paul's sonship 

conception in mind, we may begin our examination of the believer 

sonship conception in Paul's letter to the Galatians. 



CHAPTER X 

GALATIANS AND PAULS USE OF 

THE BELIEVER SONSHIP IDEA 

A.. Introduction 

One of the two most extensive discussions involving the 

theme of believer sonship in Paul occurs in his letter to the 

Galatians. Paul has introduced this thene into his theological 

argument as a constituent element. This fact necessitates that 

the sonship theme undergo examination in relation to its position 

and function in the theological argumentation of Galatians, 

particularly ch. 3 and 4, rather than that it be isolated in 3.26-4.7 

and treated as though it were a systematic statement of Paul's 

understanding of the sonship idea. This procedure will inevitably 

result in a less systematic discussion of sonship in what follows 

than if we were to talk exclusively about son'Ship in Gal. 3.26- 

29 and 4.4-7 without recourse to the theological argument of Gal. 3 

and 4. The "contextualizing" approach to the sonship discussion in 

Gal. 3.26-4.7, however, poss esses a decisive advantage with respect 

to our thesis. In determining Paul's thought, in this case his 

conception of believers as the sons of God, why something is said 

may prove almost as valuable as what is actually said. This is 

especially true since we can only recover Paul's thought through 

his letters which are by their very nature occasional; they seldom 
if ever tell us everything Paul thought or believed about anything; 

and they certainly were not intended as syStematic statements of his 

theology, not even Romans. 
I 

Only when we have completed our exegetical analysis of the 

I 
On the nature of the Pauline sources and the problems this 

poses for the study of the theology of Paul, see M. D. Hooker, Pauline 
Pieces (1979), pp. 7-20. 
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sonship texts and their contexts in Paul's epistles to the 
Christians in Rome and Galatia will it be possible 
to present anything like Paul's theology of sonship. Even then the 
results will have a provisional character because of the nature of 
the sources available to us. In the meantime we must undertake 
the task of discovering why Paul introduces the theme of sonship 
into Gal. 3 and 4 and how it is used, in an attempt to determine 

what its use there tells us about its place in his thought as a 

whole. 

B. Paul's Opponents and the "Other Gospel" 

If we are to comprehend the argument in Galatians and the 

place of believer sonship in it, as part of our attempt to under- 

stand the nature and significance of believer sonship in Paul's 

thought, we must begin with a brief discussion regarding the 
identity of Paul's opponents and the problem engendering the 

letter to the Galatians. 

The question of the identity of Paul's opponents and the 

nature of the "other gospel, which is not another" (Gal. 1.6b-7), 

has received a great deal of attention from New Testament investiga- 

tors and has generated considerable controversy. J. H. Ropes, 

writing fifty years ago, called this the "singular problem" of the 

epistle to the Galatians. 
IA history of the discussion regarding 

Paul's opponents and their "gospel" would require far more space 

than it merits within the confines of this thesis, and several 
2 

recent sur; veys are available anyway. It will suffice for our 

purposes to identify the most important positions in the current 

debate and then to suggest the most probable interpretation of 

the evidence of Galatians. 

one current view, advocated by W. Schmithals, proposes that 

I 
J. H. Ropes, The Singular Problem of the Epistle to the 

Galatians (1929). 

2 
For more extensive surveys of the history of the discussion 

see F. F. Bruce, "Galatian Problems 3. The 'Other' Gospel, " BJRL 
53 (1970-71), pp. 253-261, Eckert, Urchristliche Verku'ndigung, pp. 
1-18: and Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 14-24. 
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Paul's opponents were Jewish Christian Gnostics. I 
He bases his view 

on several pieces of evidence. Schmithals finds Paul's defence 

of his apostleship as coming directly from God inexplicable with 

respect to a Judaizing Christian interpretation since Jerusalem 

Christians did not have such a view of apostleship. Gnosticism, 

however, did have such an understanding, and therefore Schmithals 

asserts that it was Gnostic apostles who were active in Galatia. 2 

He also argues that the circumcision demand fits the belief that 

the opponents were Gnostics because later Gnostics preached circum- 

cision as a symb ol of release from the flesh. Gal. 4.9-10 has its 

background in the Gnostic observation of specific times and the 

worship of angels. The attack on libertinism in 5.13ff. and the 

references to fleshly behavior (3.3; 5.13; 17.19; 6.8) also point 

to Gnostic adversaries. 

Several scholars have followed Schmithais interpretation, 3 

but this understanding has several weaknesses. R. McL. Wilson has 

detected one fundamental problem: "the view that Paul's opponents 

were not Judaisers but Jewish-Christian Gnostics involves the 

,, 4 
reading in of interpretations based on later sources . For example, 

much of Schmithals' case rests on his claims regarding the Gnostic 

view of apostleship and circumcision. But our*knowledge of these 

comes from a much later period, and thus cannot be used as evidence 
in the case of Galatians. 

5A 
second major problem with Schmithals' 

11 
W. Schmithals, "Die Haretiker in Galatien, " ZNW 47 (1956), 

pp. 25-67, now in slightly revised form in Paulus und die Gnostiker 
(1965), pp. 9-46 from which quotations are taken. Others had spoken 
of gnostic features in Galatians before Schmithals, e. g., G. Bornkamm, 
"Die Ha'resie des Kolosserbriefes, " TLZ 73 (1948), pp. Hff. which 
now appears in Das'Ende des Gesetzes: Paulusstudien. Gesammelte 
Aufsa'tze 1 (1961), pp. 139-156, but Schmithals gave the first 
systematic presentation of the thesis. 

2 Schmithals, Die Gnostiker, p. 22. 

3 
Cf. W. Marxsen, Introduction to the New Testament: An Ap 

proach to its Problems (1968), pp. 53-57; E. GUttgemanns, Der 
leidende Apostel und sein Herr (1966), pp. 177-185; and K. Wegenast, 
Das Verstandnis der Tradition bei Paulus und in den Deuteropaulinen 
(1962), pp. 36ff. 

4 
R. McL. Wilson, "Gnostics in Galatia? " Studia Evangelica 4, 

Texte und Untersuchungen 102 (1968), p. 366. 

5 
Cf. ibid., pp. 361-366 an d Drane, Paul, pp. 14- 

23,90-91. 
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hypothesis is that it fails to explain satisfactorily the main 
arguments in chapters 3 and 4. He claims that 3.6-4.7 and 4.21- 
31 consist of "Topoi der Auseinandersetzung des Paulus mit den 
Juden uber die Frage des Gesetzes. " He is forced to maintain that 
it was not written for the Galatians originally. Its sole value in 
Galatians is to show that "das Gesetz kann fu'r den Glaubenden 
keinerlei Geltung mehr beanspruchen. " In other words, Schmithals 

admits that the main theological argument of Galatians is largely 
irrelevant to the problem encountered by Paul. I Such an admission 
is a damning acknowledgment of the failure of Schmithals' theory 

to deal with the total evidence of Galatians. 

A second major interpretation of Paul's opponents in Galatia 

differs from Schmithals' conception primarily by degree. 2A 

number of scholars have maintained that Paul's adversaries were 

syncretistic Jews. 
3 

Dieter Ldhrmann, for example, argues that the 

Schmithals, Die Gnostiker, p. 29. He presupposes, "dass 
Paulus nur sehr spa'rlich Mer die Vorga'nge in Galatien orientiert. 
... Er kennt anscheinend lediglich einige VorwUrfe bzw. For- 
derungen und Verhaltensweisen der HUretiker, ohne offenbar Uber deren 
Herkunft und deshalb auch Uber ihre Gesamthaltung Genaues zu wissen" 
(p. 12). Marxsen, Introduction, p. 55 takes the same position: "The 
various difficulties are best solved by assuming that Paul did not 
fully understand the position of his opponents. " If Paul did not 
know who they were and what they stood for, it. seems highly improbable 
that we will ever know since he is our only source. What Schmithals 
and Marxsen appear to be doing is opening up Galatians to whatever- 
interpretation they want to put on it. 

2 
D. Georgi, Die Geschichte der Kollekte des Paulus für 

Jerusalem (1965), p. 35 says of the Galatian heretics in relation 
to Schmithals' view: "die galatischen Waretiker selbst Pneumatiker 
waren. Darin hat W. Schmithals recht. Nun darf man nicht wie 
Schmithals die Polemik des Paulus in den Kapiteln 1 und 2 und 5 
und 6 von der in den Kapiteln 3 und 4 (besonders 3) isolieren. Die 
Pneumatiker waren auch Nomisten, judaistische Pneumatiker wie die 

11 Haretiker des Philipperbriefes, Vorla'ufer einer Gnosis, wie sie dann 
später im Kolosserbrief und in den Ignatienen. beka'mpft wird. " 

3 D. Lührmann, Offenbarungsversta'ndnis, pp. 67-73. Bornkamm, 
Paul, pp. 82-83; Georgi, Kollekte, pp. j-5--37,; R. H. Fuller, The New 
Testament in Current Study (1962), r. 67; H. Köhter, "Aretiker 
im Urchristentum, " RGG 3, co1.18; idem, Trajectories 
through Early Christianity (1971), p. T75-, --ST-uhlmacher, Paulinische 
Evangelium, pp. 65ff.; C. H. Talbert, "Again: Taul's Visit to Jerusa- 
lem, " NT 9 (1967), pp. 27-35; and Schlier, Galater, pp. 19ff. 
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syncretists preached an ascetic observance of the law of Moses as 
"das Gesetz des ganzen Kosmos" which "führt zur Vollendung und 
gibt den Besitz des Pneuma. " I Ko"ster, on the other hand, thinks 
that the apparent libertinism evidenced by Gal. 5.13ff. arose from 

the belief of the heretics that the law of Moses was ritual law not 
entailing moral imperatives. 2 

According to Lu'hrmann, circumcision 

was seen as a cultic "stigma, " a cultic "Schutzzeichen. ,3 Those 

maintaining the syncretistic interpretation invariably base their 

case on the speculative understanding of the law of Moses supposedly 
H attested by Gal. 3.19; 4.3,8-10. Luhrmann and Uster, for example, 

assume the phrase "ordered through angels by the hand of a mediator" 
in 3.19 to be a primary element in the heretics' theology and 

4 
then connect this with the elemental spirits in 4.3,8-10. Their 

approach fails, however, because it isolates 3.19 from its context, 

and then assumes a connection between it and 4.3,8-10. In its con- 

text Gal. 3.19 forms part of Paul's attempt to show the priority of 

the promises given directly to Abraham by God (3.15ff. ). Because 

the law was given after the promises and wasgiven through angels 

and the hand of a mediator, it has a secondary quality in relation 

to the promise's which derive from the testament or covenant made by 

God with Abraham. Thus. those holding that 3.19 reflects the nature 

of the opposition's view do not take serious account of the argument 
in which it occurs. 

5 
They also ignore the fact that it was probably 

III 
Luhrmann 

, Offenbarungsverstandnis, p. 69 

2 See Ko"ster, "Ha'retiker, " col. 18. 

3 t, Luhrmann, Offenbarungsversta'ndnis, p. 69. 

4 
Ibid., pp. 69-70. KBster, "HHretiker, " col. 18. 

5 The idea that angels were present at the giving of the law 
was quite common in Judaism as Strack-Billerbeck, 3, pp. 554-556 shows 
(cf. Dt. 33.2; Ps. 67.18 LXX, Acts 7.53; Heb. 2.2). The idea that 
the angels cooperated in giving the law as in Gal. 3.19, is less common 
(cf. G. Delling, "TOLUCU KTX., " TDNT 8, p. 35); however, the book of 
Jubilees (see especially 6.22-and 30.12,2-1) makes it clear that it was 
not unheard of. Jubilees can hardly be called a syncretistic Jewish 
writing. On Gal. 3.19b as disparaging the law see A. Oepke, "ýICGITTJS: 
KTX.,, " TDNT 4, p. 618; Schoeps, Paul, pp. 182-183, and Drane, Paul, p. 
34. Drane rightly points out, "If we interpret Galatians in total 
independence of Romans (as its original readers had to do), it appears 
more likely that Paul intended tlie mention of angels to 

, 
disparage the 

Law. " 11c goes Loo far, liowever, when fic adds, "on Lhe basis of this 
particular passage we can only (-onclude Lliat here he was meaning to 
issue a categorical denial of the divine origin of the Torah. " 
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Paul who connected the law with the "elements of the world" in 4.3 

and 8-10. Paul argues in 4.8-9 that acceptance of the law constitutes 

a return to the "weak and beggarly elements" to which the Galatians 

were enslaved in their pagan past in a different form. The evidence 

of 4.10 provides the slenderest of supports for maintaining a 

speculative-cosmological interpretation of the law since one could 

use simil. ar language for accepting the Jewish calendar of sabbaths, 

months, and festivals. The references to circumcision in Galatians 

can only be used in support of a syncretistic heresy if one first 

can prove the existence of a magical view of circumcision at this 

date. This has never been done. 

The most reasonable view of the evidence in Galatians regard- 
ing circumcision and the law supports the contention that Paul's 

opponents were Judaizers who sought to compel Gentile Christians to 

live like Jews in order to receive-the benefits of the Jewish Messiah. 

The Judaizing character of the opposition is supported by several 

points besides the general discussion of law and circumcision. In 

2.14 Paul reports that he asked Peter, "If you, being a Jew, live 

as a Gentile and not as a Jew, how do you compel (WXYMC61s) Gentiles 

to live as Jews The grammar of vs. 14 suggests that 

the Jewish Christians of Antioch, led by Peter, were in fact urging 

Gentile Christians to accept Jewish customs, probably to preserve 

the unity of the church. Whatever caused the problem at Antioch, 

and we believe that it was non-Christian Jews (TOOS 2EK 7TEPITOJInSo 

vs. 12) putting pressure on Jewish Christians in Judea, 
2 

Paul felt 

the events at Antioch were relevant to the Christians of Galatia. 

Perhaps the Galatian problem was even connected in some way with 

the rise of problems in Antioch. Gal. 6.12b offers support for 

this view because in this verse Paul accuses his opponents of 

compelling (&'VaYK&CoUaiv-the same word used in 2.14) the Galatians 

I 
It is unnecessary to see anything more in "days, moons, 

seasons, and years" than a reference to the keeping of the Jewish 
calendar. Schoeps, Paul, p. 77 and Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 
299-301. 

2 
Cf. W. Schmithals, Paul and Jesus (1965), p. 67; SchU'tz, 

Paul and Apostolic Authority, pp. 150-154; and J. Munck, Paul and 
the Salvation of Mankind ( 1959), rp. 106-108. 
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to be circumcised for fear of being persecuted for the cross of 
Christ. The persecution in this instance must have been coming from 

non-Christian Jews and was directed towards Jewish Christians still 
in the synagogue. The possibility of persecution by Jewish Chris- 

tians or Gentiles hardly seems likely in 6.12. It is unlikely that 

Jewish Christians would perwýcute others on account of the cross. and 
it is virtually impossible to conceive of a situation in which 

compelling people to be circumcised would prevent persecution by 

Gentiles for the sake of the cross. The whole argument of 3.6-24 

reflects an attempt to show that faith, righteousness, and the promises 

made to Abraham stand outside the law and works of the law. Such 

an argument makes little se nse unless Paul's opponents were Judaizers. 

The warning of 5.3 concerning the obligation to keep the whole law, 

if circumcised, also comports well with a Judaizing heresy, as does 

the warning to those trying to be justified by the law in 5.4. In 

our opinion, the evidence of the letter strongly favors the view 

that Paul's opponents were straightforward Judaizers. But were 

they Jewish Christians or Gentile Christians? 

J. H. Ropes conjectured that Paul's opponents were Gentile 

Christians, 
2 

but it was a study by E. Hirsch th at gave this view 

teeth. 
3 

He claimed that the present participle TrEPITE'PVOIIEVOI in 

6.13 pointed to Gentile Christians as the source of the heresy: 

scheint mir die Stelle es vOklig zu sichern, dass die von 
Paulus bekUmpften Judaisten des Galaterbriefes ursprUngliche 
Heidenchristen sind, die nachtra'glich zur Beschneidung 

1 getreten sind. Ich kann mir das Prasens rEpiTelivopE: vol 
nicht anders erklären denn als eine die Gleichheit der 
Sendboten als Neujuden jungen Datums mit den Galatern 
selbst unterstreichende Brandmarkung. 4 

I In spite of the numerous and ingenious attacks on the tradi- 
tional view, it remains the most widely supported understanding of 
the problem and adversaries encountered by Paul in Galatia. See, for 

example, the recent discussions by Ktimmel, Introduction, pp. 500-501 

and esp. n. 16 which lists numerous people_ýoldiýig the traditional 
view; Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 24-25; Drane, Paul, pp. 78-94; Bruce 
"The 'Other' Gospel, " pp. 253-261; and Eckert, Urchristliche 
Verkündigung� pp. 31-71. 

2 
Ropes, Singular Problem, p. 45. 

3 
E. Hirsch, "Zwei Fragen zu Galater 6, "' ZNW 29 (1930), pp. 192- 

197. 
4 

Ibid., p. 193. 
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The present participle 7T6PIT6jJVOjI6VOI in 6.13 is the linchpin for 

all those since Hirsch who have argued for the Gentile Christian 

Judaizer position. 
I Apart from this one scrap of evidence there is 

almost nothing else in the letter to support this contention. The 

view of Hirsch and others ignores an important fact. The present 

participle in 6.13a is no more technically correct of recently circum- 

cised Gentiles than it is of Jews c1rcumcised as infants. 2 The one 

possibility, if the tense of the participle is pushed, is that the 
C 

01 7TEPIT6ý1VO"PCV01 were a group who were in the process of undergoing 

circumcision. But since the opposition arose from outside the 

churches of Galatia, 
3 it seems improbable that such a group could 

have convincingly compelled the Galatians to be circumcised. It 

also seems doubtful that Paul would have missed pointing out the 

tenuity of their position as uncircumcised preachers of circumcision. 

Other interpretations of the present participle are plausible. J. B. 

Lightfoot understood the disputed participle as middle, instead of 

passive, and rendered it "the advocates of circumcision, " citing 
Acts of Peter and Paul 63 in support of this rendering. 

4 
H. Schlier 

I 
J. Muncký Paul, pp. 87-134, presents 

, 
the most detailed 

exposition of this position ever offered. Munck differs from Hirsch 
at one key point. He thinks that the opponents were indigenous to 
Galatia and were in fact Paul's own converts, whereas Hirsch thought 
they bad come from Antioch and had been circumcised in connection 
with the struggle between Peter and Paul recorded in Gal. 2.11ff. 
Munck's view is highly improbable because the troublemakers were 
apparently from outside the churches of Galatia. Whenever Paul speaks 
of those who were disturbing the Galatians, he shifts from the 
second person used in addressing the Galatians to the third person 
(cf. 1.7,9; 3.1; 4.17; 5.7,10,12). This clearly indicates that 
the troublemakers were interlopers. Others accepting that the 
Judaizers were Gentile Christians include W. Michaelis, "Judaistische 
Heidenchristen, " ZNW, 30 (1931), pp. 83-89; Schoeps, Paul, pp. 64-65; A. E. 
Harvey, "The Opposition to Paul, " Studia Evangelica 4jexte und 
Untersuchungen 102 (1968), pp. 318-332; M. Barth, "Jews and Gentiles: 
the Social Character of Justification in Paul, " Journal of Ecumenical 
Studies 5 (1968), p. 251, n. 15; an, d Richardson, Israel in the 
Church, pp. 84-97. 

2 
0. Holtzmann, "Zu Emanuel Hirsch, Zwei Fragen zu Galates 

6, " ZNW 30 (1931), p. 6 first recognizes this. See also R. JeVett, 
"The Agitators and the Galatian Congregation, " NTS 17 (1970-71), pp. 
202-203. The use of the participle 7T6piTcýiVoli6v-win 5.3 is not 
determinative for 6.13. %. 

3See 
supra note 1.4 Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 222. 
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't A understands it as a customary present: "01 ITEPITEP'V011EV01 sind 
'die im Zustand der Beschneidung Befindlichen, oder 'die die Besch- 

neidung üben, ' ohne Reflexion darüllber, dass die Gegner selbst 

schon beschnitten sind. "I Our own view is that 7TF_p1Tc'P%)6ji6, jo1 

is middle and should be translated "those who are circumcisors. " 

The choice of the middle participle was to emphasize that the 

Jewish Christian circumcisors had more than a passing interest in 

circumcising Gentile Christians. It was not only part of their 

scheme to avoid persecution (6.12b), but it also enabled them to 

"boast in the flesh" of those they circumcised (6.13b). 

In the end, one participle, capable of several interpretations, 

constitutes a slender hook on which to hang a whole theory. In the 

case of 76PITEJAV0ý16VOI this is especially the case. It is technical- 

ly no more correct of Gentiles circumcised as adults than it is of 

Jews circumcised as infants. For this reason, it is better to 

assume that Paul's opponents in Galatia. were Jewish Christian 

Judaizers. 

C. The CoMosition and Argument of Galatians 

The Composition of Galatians 

According to H. D. Betz 

In a recent essay, H. D. Betz has offered some important 

suggestions pertaining to the overall composition and argument of 

Galatians. He maintains that Galatians represents "an example 

of the apologetic letter genre" of the Graeco-Roman world. 
2 Since 

no apologetic letters contemporary with Paul are extant, Betz 

relies on well-known treatises regarding the art of oral defenses 

from the period in order to obtain his model of what an apologetic 

letter would contain. By this procedure he purports to show that 

most of the generally accepted structural units in Galatians 

correspond to specific elements prescribed for rhetorical apologies. 

According to his analysis, 1.6-11 conforms to an exordium in which 

I 
Schlier, Galater, p. 281. Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, 

412, n. 23. 

2H. 
D. Betz, "The Literary Composition and Function of Paul's 

Letter to the Galatians, " NTS 21 (1974-75), pp. 353-379. 
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a summary of the case is presented, albeit in a biased way. 
I 

The f ollowing main section, I. 12-2. J 4, cons titutes a narratio in 

which a "statement of facts" is presented in chronological order. 
2 

2.15-21 corresponds to a propositio. According to Betz, this 

element serves "to sum up the narratio's material content" and 
if ,3 sets up the arguments to be discussed later in the probatio . 
The probatio extends from 3.1-4.31 and represents the proof section 

of the epistle in which Paul attempts to prove his case against 
his opponents through a variety of argumentative techniques. 

4 
The 

final major section is the paraenesis of 5.1-6.1.0. Because the 

rhetorical apology of Galatians is embodied in a letter, it is 

enclosed within the normal epistolary framework of a prescript 
(1.1-5) and a letter conclusion (6.11-18). The letter conclusion 

of Galatians, however, functions as a rhetorical peroratio, a 

recapitulation of the case and an emotional appeal for an affirma- 

tive decision. 5 
In a rhetorical apology each section was intended 

to perform particular functions in the total attempt to persuade 

the audience of the truth of the defence's case, and according to 

Betz , this is true of Paul's letter to the Galatians. 
6 

Betz has made a significant contribution towards understand- 
ing the literary character of Galati-ans by offering an explanation 

concerning the relationship between a number of the structural 

units of Galatians and their function in the overall purposes of 

the letter. His analysis of Galatians helps to free Paul from the 

charge common since the days of Adolf Deissmann that the apostle was 

a rambling, discursive letter writer. In view of the rhetorical 

apologetic tradition of antiquity, Paul's letter to the Galatians 

represents a well-argued case. Having said, this, however, several 

reservations must be noted. In the first place, other scholars have 

I 
Ibid., pp. 359-362. 2 Ibid., pp. 362-367. 

3Lbid., 
pp. 367-368.4 Ibid., pp. 368-375. 

5 Ibid., pp. 356-359. 

6 The relationship of Galatians to rhetorical apologies 
extends beyond the basic structure of the argument to include a 
variety of specific elements within the argument. E. g. 3.6-18 
corresponds to exempla which were given a certain level of value 
in persuasion, and 4.12-20 constitutes a friendship topos which 
carried a limited amount of inherent authority. 
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recognized the interrelation of most of the features of Galatians 

without being able to give an exact literary explanation. Thus 

Betz has not revolutionized our understanding of Galatians, rather 
he has provided an explanation for the phenomena others have 

observed. It is inaccurate to describe Galatians as "an example 

of the 'apologetic letter' genre, " as he does, simply because no 

other examples of this genre are extant, or even known of indirectly. 

By Betz's own analysis, Galatians has features characteristic of 

rhetorical apologies, philosophical letters (the paraenesis), and 

magical letters. This suggests that Paul was not bound by a 

particular literary form or genre, but used various accepted 

techniques in arguing his case. 

The most questionable feature of Betz's work pertains to 

his discussion of the function of the letter. He argVes that 

rhetoric is the "art of persuasion" which "has little in common 

with the 'truth' but it is the exercise of those skills which make 

people believe something to be true. "' He then urges with respect 

to Paul: 

Having to use this rather suspect form of logical argu- 
mentation becomes even more questionable when one realizes 
that no kind of rational argument can possibly'defend the 
position Paul must defend. In effect, his defence amounts 
to a defence of the TrVeGlia which was given to the gentile 
Galatians outside of the Torah. How can an irrational 
experience like the ecstatic experience of the divine Spirit 
be defended as legitimate if the means of such a defence 

t*? 2 
are limited to. those available to the 'apologetic letter 

Betz has failed apparently to appreciate the actual argument of 

Galatians as opposed to the form of the argument, and he neglects 

to see the relevance of a point, which he himself makes regarding 

supernatural authority. Paul directs his argumentation in Galatians 

to refuting the rational argument presented against his Gospel 

by his Judaizing opponents. 
3 

Betz seems to think that rhetorical 

argument itself is morally suspect, but in this he ignores the 

real essence of rhetoric. Rhetoric begins withobservations about 

Betz, "Literary Composition, " p. 378. 

2ýLbid. 
, p. 378. 

3 
Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 27-28 and Professor Barrett, 

"The Allegory of Abraham, Sarah, and Hagar in the Argument of 
Galatians, " Rechtfertigung (1976), pp. 6ff. 
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the way in which the human mind responds to intense argumentation 

and then suggests the ways in which argumentation may be presented 

most effectively. Is Betz's article to be counted suspect simply 
because he uses the conventions of modern scholarly argumenta- 

tion to convince his readers of the truth of his position? In the 
hands of someone like the apostle Paul., who was. convinced of the 

truth of his position and that the truth of his position would 

convince his readers, the structure of rhetorical apologies merely 

provided a useful framework in which the truth might be argued. If 

Paul's presuppositions about the Gospel and the nature of salvation 

are accepted, there is nothing irrational or fundamentally dishonest 

about the form of argument utilized by him in Galatians. Paul's 

defense in Galatians is not just "a defence of the TrVc-Spa which 

was given outside the Torah. " Paul's defense involves historical 

considerations about the authenticity of his Gospel (1.12-2.14), 

the logic of Jewish-Christians demanding obedience to the law when 

they acknowledge that they too are saved by faith in Christ (2.15-21), 

the priority of the promises to Abraham and the blessings of the 

Gentiles in the seed of Abraham apart from the law (3.6-25) and so 

on. Betz is also incorrect in assuming that the experience of the 

Spirit was "irrational" for Paul or the Galatian's in the sense that 

it is "irrational" for "twentieth century man. " It is clear from 

I Cor. 12 that for Paul the Spirit manifested himself in observable 

ways. This understanding is reflected in Gal. 3.1-5. If what 

Betz says concerning the supreme value of evidence of supernatural 

origin is correct, 
I 

then the presence of the divine Spirit among 

the Galatians (3.1-5) need not be defended at all. It is, instead, 

one of the strongest evidences for the truth of Paul's case, at 
least by the standards of his own day. 

The Argument of Galatians 

Since we are interested in determining how Paul employs 

the believer sonship theme in the'argument of Galatians as part 

of our endeavor to understand its significance for him, 

it is necessary to present the general thrust of the letter's 

argument before turning to the specific argument in chapters 3 and 

I 
Betz, "Literary Composition, " p. 370. 
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4. 
Paul begins the letter to the Galatians with an almost 

polemical salutation in 1.1-5. He stresses from the very first 

words of the letter the divine source of his apostleship and the 

origin of salvation in Christ Jesus. Among the letters of Paul, 

Galatians has the distinction of being the only one not to have an 
introductory thanksgiving. Instead, the apostle comes straight to 

the point: "I am amazed that you are turning away so quickly from 

him who called you in the grace of Christ, to a different gospel 

which is not another" (1.6b-7). Then in vss. 8-9 Paul invokes a 

curse on anyone preaching a message contrary to the one which he 

preached to the Galatians. 

The first main section of the epistle stretches from 1.11 to 

2.14 (possibly 2.21). The material is essentially historical and 

autobiographical, but the precise reason that Paul p resents the 

sketch is not so clear. The emphasis on his Gospel, its origin 
0.11ff. ) and validity (2.1-10), suggests that he felt compelled to 

defend it from some form of attack by his opponents. It is improbable 

that Paul was actually accused of dependence upon the Jerusalem 

apostles (and perhaps others as well) for his Gospel. I The Judaizers 

themselves probably appealed to Jerusalem for authority and may 
have claimed that Paul had deviated from preaching the original 
Gospel which he had received from the Jerusalem apostles. Paul's 

response in Gal. 1.11-2.14 was probably intended to undercut his 

opponents' claims by demonstrating that he had never been dependent 

upon Jerusalem (1.11-24) and that the Jerusalem leaders had accepted 

his Gospel without reservation when he presented it to them (2.1- 

10). 2 The details of the argument need not concern us because they 

do not bear directly on the argument where believer sonship comes 

I 
For this v lew see Duncan, Galatians, pp- 28f. and Burton, 

Galatians, pp. 38ff. In relation to 1.6-9,1.11-12 asserts the 
divine origin of Paul's Gospel justifying the curse against anyone 
presenting an alternative gospel. 

2 
Cf. G. Bornkamm, Paul, pp. 18-19; Bruce, "The 'Other' Gospel, " 

pp. 261f.; and Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 62ff. Betz, "Literary 
Composition, " pp. 363-364 thinks that 1.11f. represents a denial by 
Paul, but it is more likely that vss. 11-12 counter the claim of the 
Judaizers that their gospel is based on the true primitive tradition. 
Paul, in effect, declares that his Gospel is divine in origin 
"through a revelation of Jesus Christ. " Schutz, Paul, pp. 131-158 
maintains that Paul sought in Gal. I and 2 "to provide a rationale 
for apostolic authority in the absence of a concept of apostolic 



into play. 

The narrative section ends in 2.11-14. According to these 

verses, when Peter came to Antioch, he had table fellowship with 
Gentiles (presumably Christians). But when some men came from James, 

Peter withdrew fearing those of the circumcision. The rest of the 
Jewish Christians and even Barnabas followed him. Paul thus felt 

bound to oppose Peter to his face by asking him how he could force 

Gentiles to live like Jews when he lived like a Gentile. This 

sets the stage for 2.15-21 where Paul makes the transition from the 
historically oriented polemic to his main theological polemic. It 

is possible that 2.15-21, or part of it, derives from Paul's actual 

confrontation with Peter at Antioch. I 
Nevertheless its relevance 

to the situation in Galatia is obvious since Paul introduces the 

themes of "works of the law, " "faith in Christ, " and "justification" 

which recur throughout the argument in chapter 3 (cf. also 5.2ff. ). 2 

Several issues are raised by vss. 15-21, but three are of fundamental 

significance. In vss. 15-16 Paul reminds his readers that even Jews, 

who are not sinners like the Gentiles, become acceptable before God 

(this is what justificiation refers to) on the basis of faith in 

Jesus Christ and not works of the law. In vss. 19-20 Paul acknowl- 

edges that he has died to the law through the law in order to live to 

God. The life he lives is not lived with Christ. And in vs. 21 he 

reasons that if righteousness comes through the law then Christ died 

to no purpose. 

The section beginning at Gal. 3.1 and continuing to 5.1 

represents both the central portion of the epistle and its main 

theological argument. It is within this section that Paul introduces 

his discussion of believer sonship (3.26-4.7). We will return to 

this section in a moment since it requires a somewhat more detailed 

discussion than the rest of the letter. 

legitimacy which is sufficiently well developed to include within 
itself an implicit appeal to authority" (pp. 156-157). SchUtz's 
work is very interesting, but one wonders if he has not read too 
much into Gal. I and 2, far more at any rate than the Galatians 
themselves could have comprehended. Although the two cannot be 
separated, the real issue in Gal. 1.11-2.10 concerns the origin and 
validity of the Gospel preached by Paul rather than his personal 
apostolic authority as such. 

I See the references in n. 4, P. 172 supra. 

2 Cf. Burton, Galatians, p. 117; Oepke, Galater, p. 87; Mussner, 
Galaterbrief, pp. 145-i-46, Tllmniel, "' Tndi vi dual ges chi chte, "' pp. 161-163. 
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Gal. 5.2 to 6.10 constitutes an exhortative section. The 
first paragraph, 5.2-12, concerns the Galatians'possible defection 

to the Judaizers. Vss. 2-6. in particular, draw practical con- 
clusions from the theological argument, while vss. 7-12 deal with 
Paul's personal reaction to the Galatians' situation and those 

troubling them. In vss. 13-26 Paul either anticipates or counters 
the charge that his Gospel of freedom from the law leads to anti- 

nomianism by spelling. out what is and is not Christian behavior. 

The paraenesis continues in 6.1-10 and as in 5.13-14,26 the theme 

of Christians' behavior towards one another is emphasized. The 

passage 6.11-17 offers a final attack on the circumcision party 
troubling the Galatians before Paul concludes the letter in vs. 18. 

Having given this brief outline of the basic features of 
theletter, we must now turn to the central argument of the letter 

as found in ch, ýapters 3 and 4 in order to determine what role 3.26- 

4.7 plays in it. 

The Argument of Gal. 3. Iff. 

The key to understanding the basic lines of argument in 

Gal. 3 and 4 is the historical situation addressed by Paul. 
1 

In a 

previous section, we determined that the fundamental problem 

confronting Paul was the presence and the agitation fomented by 

Judaizing interlopers who sought to compel-the Galatians to be 

circumcised (6.12) and to come under the law (4.21). The phrase 

Ta e"evn zotvayatýeiv 3iou6a, ýEiv in 2.14 probably embodies the 

essence of the JUdaizer's position. The frequency and significance 

of Paul's references to Abraham and matters related to Abraham in 

chapters 3 and 4 and the interaction with the theme of the law 

suggest that these things played a crucial role in the Judaizers' 

"different gospel" (1.6). 2 The theological arguments of Gal. 3 and 

I Schmithals, Die Gnostikers, p. 29 denies this. In agreement 
with our view see Eckert, Urchristliche Verkundigung, pp. 99-102; 
Burton, Galatians, p. 142; and Professor Barrett, "Allegory, " p. 6. 
When insufficient account is taken of the historical situation it 
can easily lead to a misrepresentation of the argument. Thus Sanders, 
Paul, p. 493 oversimplifies the argument of Galatians 3 by assuming 
that Paul is only concerned with the theme "'works of the law. " 

2 
Cf. Professor Barrett, FirstAdam, pp. 33-34 and Eckert, 

Urchristliche Verkundigung, pp. 102-130. Drane, Paul, p. 24 main- 
tains that the basic issue in 3.6-4.7 is sonship to Xbraham and 
through him to God, while in 4.21-6.10 the law and circumcision are 
at the center of the discussion. This is not totally accurate because 



310 

4 are thus, in all probability, intended to counter the theological 

claims of Paul's opponents. At the same time, Paul seeks to 

maintain the complete and exclusive legitimacy of the Galatians' 

religious experience in Jesus Christ. In order to accomplish 
his aims., Paul presents a series of connected arguments directed 

towards the Galatians' religious experience and against the unaccept- 

able claims of his opponents. 
In Gal. 3.1-5 Paul asserts the indisputable authenticity 

of the Galatians' initial religious experience in Christ. He also 

presents the fundamental issues at stake with the Galatians, at 
least from his perspective. The opening verse of chapter three is 

connected logically with 2.21 since both refer to the death of 
Jesus. I 

Paul feared for the Galatians because they were being 

bewitched, without recognizing it, 
2 

into rendering the death of 
Jesus meaningless through acceptance of the arguments of the Judaizers. 

They apparently did not realize that acceptance of the Judaizers' 

preaching and of circumcision would make Christ of no more value to 

them (cf. 5.2) and would annul the grace of God for them (cf. 2.21). 

In vs. 2 Paul poses a crucial rhetorical question: Did you receive 

the Spirit by works of the law or by hearing with faith? ,3 The 

answer to this question was of decisive significance for Paul's 

position, and there could be no doubt of the answer required from 

the Galatians: they had received the Spirit from hearing the Gospel 

the law plays a major role in 3.6-4.7, and 5.13-6.10 is general 
paraenesis which only concerns the law in an indirect way by showing 
that Paul is not an antinomian in an ethical sense. Cf. also Jewett, 
"Agitators, " p. 200 who declares, "In the light of the fact that 
Paul devotes a main portion of his argument to the question about 
the true sons of Abraham, it is likely that the agitators argued for 
circumcision on the grounds that the entrance into the elect spiritual 
community demanded prior admission into Abraham's covenant through 
circumcision. 

Cf. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 133. 

2 
This is the connotation of the verb ýotcxafvelv. See G. 

Dell ing, 11 ýctcwafv W, TDNT 1, p. 595. 

3A 
The words "OtKOrIS 71GTCWS" (cf. vs. 5) are capable of 

several different renderings. See Eckert, Urchristliche Verkundigung, 
J., 

p. 74. The intended contrast between cpya \)6ýiou and &KO-nS TEWS 
favors the active idea of "believing" for TrilcrTcws (cf. Rom. 10.17). 
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and believing in jesus Christ (cf. vs. 5). This had occurred 
before the question of "works of the law" was ever raised. 

] 

Vs. 3 contains two more rhetorical questions from Paul. As if to 

underscore the importance of the second question, he prefaces it 

with the words, "Are you so foolish? " Paul was concerned that the 

Galatians were unaware of the implications of their Christian 

experience, and thus he asks, "Having begun in the Spirit, are you 

now finishing in the flesh? ,2 The genuineness of the Galatians' 

initial Christian life was confirmed by their objective experience 

of the Spirit in the works of power which they experienced (cf. vs. 

5). In a similar way, the experience of circumcision would 
have established them as living by "works of the law. " Thus Mussner 

observes, 

Trvculjot und crag bilden hier also die einander ausschlies- 
senden Gegensa'tze; mit den beiden Dativen sind verschiedene 
Bestimmungsweisen der religi8sen Existenz gekennzeich- 
net. 3 

The intent of vs. 3 is further clarified by the rhetorical question 

in vs. 4: TocTotont bTaETE EIKV? Because there is nothing in the 

letter to suggest that the Galatians had suffered as a result of 

their faith, 7racyXciv is best rendered as "experience. " The TOGUOTU 

then refers to the works of the Spirit which would have become 

useless if theytried to finish by the flesh. The culmination. of 

Paul's emphasis on the experience of the Galatians comes in vs. 5. 

The present participles 67TiXopTj'Y@, V and evcpy@v imply that the Galatians 

were still experiencing the gift of the Spirit and God's powerful 

working through the Spirit. Since they continued to experience the 

'The 
primary "work of the law" in Paul's mind is circumcision. 

This becomes clear in 5.3 when Paul reminds them that circumcision 
obligates one to the whole law. 

2 The normal temporal sense of cvapýacrea, suggests that 
67TITEX63COal should be taken as a present middle with the active 
meaning "to finish" according to G. Delling, "TEXOS. KTX. ý" TDNT 
8, p. 62. Cf, ' Burton, Galatians, p. 149. "Flesh" is a loaded 
word in vs. 3 because the Judaizers were urging the Galatians to 
accept the fleshly mark of circumcision as a completion of their 
initial faith. 

3 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 209. Cf. Jewett, Anthropological 

Terms, pp. 99-100 on Gal. 3.2-3. Jewett's analysis of a three- 
staged development in Galatians of Paul's understanding of the 
categories of flesh and spirit is not altogether convincing. 
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Spirit and the powerful working of God even though they had not 
accepted circumcision, a work of the law, these things musthavecome 
by faith. I 

Paul accomplishes the transition from his appeal to the 

experience of the Galatians to his theological polemic against the 

views of the Judaizers by introducing the quotation of Gen. 15.6 

into Gal. 3.6. The frequent references to Abraham, and who his 

descendants were, played an important role in the Judaizers, 

propaganda. 
2 The question of vs. 5 expected the answer "by hearing 

with faith. " Lagrange thinks that the Kaewýs of vs. 6 should be 

1 ,3 taken to mean, "c est de la meme facon que In other words, 

the faith of the Galatians which led to their experience of the 

Spirit was of the same sort that Abraham had when he believed in 

God, and it was credited to him for righteousness. Paul is not 
interested in the meaning of Gen. 15.6 at this point, as he is 

in Rom. 4.3ff.; he is concerned solely with Abraham's experience of 

salvation through his believing in God. On the basis of Gen. 15.6, 

Paul draws the conclusion (apa) that sonship to Abraham is based on 
faith, not on circumcision, nor on physical descent. 4 

Later in the 

chapter (vss. 16 and 29) he attempts to prove that Gentiles are 

the children of Abraham in a spiritual sense through Christ. In 

vss. 8-9 Paul proceeds to show that Gentiles have a share in Abraham 

apart from circumcision and works of the law. His initial evidence 

for this comes in the form of a mixed quotation from Gen. 12.3b (LXX) 

I Cf. R. Bring, Commentary on Galatian s (1961), p. 109. 

2 
Similarly Drane, Paul, pp. 24ff.; Eckert, Urchristliche 

Verkundigung, pp. 75-76; and Burton, Galatians, pp. 156-159. Cf. 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 217. 

3 
Lagrange, Galates, p. 62. See also Burton, Galatians, p. 153. 

4 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 219 observes with perception: "Die 

Spiritualisierung des Ausdrucks 'SO'hne Abrahams war ohne weiteres 
11 möglich, weil schon im AT der Terminus 'Sohn' nicht nur im physischen 

Sinn verstanden wurde; es kann sogar ein SchülerverhUltnis als ein 
Sohnesverhältnis genommen werden, vor allem in der Anrede 'mein 
Sohn'. ... In den AusdrÜcken wie 'Söhne des Lichtes, ' 'So'hne der 
Finsternis' usw. bedeutet die Sohnschaft Zugehbrigkeit zu einem 
bestimmten geistigen Bereich. So war es auch mO"glich, 'die aus 
Glauben' als 'S8hne Abrahams' in einem spirituellen Sinn zu bezeich- 
nen. 11 
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and 18.18b (LXX) (cf. Acts 3.25). 1 
The unique introductory formula 

to the quotation of the Old Testament in vs. 8 has considerable 

significance for Paul's argument. When Scripture announced before- 
hand the blessing of the Gentiles in Abraham, it did so because 

God already intended to justify the Gentiles throu gh faith. This 

enables Paul to conclude in vs. 9 that those who believe are blessed 

with the believing Abraham. He does not limit vs. 9 to the Gentiles 
because even Jews are only blessed on the basis of faith (cf. 2.16) 
in the same way that Abraham was. 

The precise line of reasoning in vss. 10-14 is difficult to 
follow as the diverse expositions of modern commentators indicate. 

Vs. 10 itself, however, contrasts with vs. 9. Unlike the blessing 

of those who believe (vs. 9), those who live by "works of the law" 

live under a curse (vs. 10a). This is the first time that Paul 

has indicated the negative effect of living by works of the law. 

The Galatians had to see themselves as potentially among the 6GOI 

of vs. 10 if they chose to live by works of the law. The authorita- 

tive basis for the Assertion of vs. IOa is the Scriptural citation 

of Deut. 27.26 in vs. 10b. The alteration of Deut. 27.26 by Paul 

provides the clue for the way in which the Old Testament citation 
2 

confirmed his statement in vs. 10a. In the LXX, after cýiýicvci, 

the text reads, "C'V 7TaCIV TOiS XOYOýS TOO VOTIO'U TOOTOU. 11 Paul, on 

the other hand modifies it to say, V'7TjS(J1V TOTS YCYpaýIýIEVOIS ?V Tý3 
3 C. 

ýIýXIWTOO N)0ý10U. " Paul's modification of Deut. ' 27.26 interprets 
L 

the statement as referring to the whole Torah; therefore, it includes 

the Abrahamic narratives of Genesis. The full significance of the 

I On the mixed quotation, see the remarks of M. Wilcox, "Upon 
the Tree'--- Deut. 21: 22-23, " JBL 96 (1977), pp. 95-96. 

2 The normal view regarding Paul's citation of Deut. 27.26 
assumes that Paul merely presupposed the impossibility of fulfilling 
the law. Cf. J' * Calvin, Commentaries on the Epistle of Paul to the 
Galatians and Ephesians (1854), p. 89; Burton, Galatians, p. 164; 
Oepke, Galater, p. 105; and Eckert, Urchristliche VerkUndigung, p. 77. 
But such an assumption would seem to require proof in a polemical 
situation like Galatians. 

3 These words actually occur in Deut. 29.19-20 (LXX) and 
30.10, but in both cases the expression is followed by Toucou. 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 223-224 is the only one we have found who 
sees the significance of Paul's alteration as applying the curse 
to the whole Torah. 
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quotation of Gen. 15.6 in Gal. 3.6 now becomes clear. Paul views 
Gen. 15.6 as a decisive declaration from the Torah. It announces 
the principle that acceptability with God is based on faith. Vs. 11 
forecloses on the possibility of justification through works of law, 

and vs. 12 makes the reason clear: the law is not by faith. Thus 

those who live by works of the law are under a curse because they 

try to make acceptability with God rest on their nomism, rather than 
by abiding by the principle of faith laid down in Gen. 15.6.1 

Vss. 13 and 14 are not incidental to Paul's argument for 

they provide a strong argument against any who are tempted to live 

by works of the law. In vs. 13 Paul returns to the theme of the 

curse of the law found in vs. 10. Although in vs. 10 Paul refers 

to "all those who live by works of the law, " an obvious allusion to 

Jews, as well as any Gentile Christians who may be tempted to live 

by works of the law, in vs. 13 the Tjcýias implies that Christ died to 

redeem all Christians from the curse of the law. The way in which 

this was true for Jewish Christians is clear, but it is not so 

apparent in the case of Gentile Christians. Perhaps the redemption 

mentioned in vs. 13 is proleptic for Gentile Christians with Christ 

dying under the curse of the law to keep them from ever coming under 

the curse of the law through trying to live by works of the law. 

More probably, Paul thought that Gentiles were in principle under 

the curse of the law in respect to Deut. 27.26 because they did 

not. "remain in all which was written in the bI ook of the law. " 

However this may be, Paul believed in the redemptive death of 

Christ for all Christians. If the Galatians attempted to gain 

their acceptance before God by works of the law, they then would 

pass under the curse of the law in the sense of 10a, the very curse 

from which Christ redeemed the Jewish people. 
2 

I 
Rom. 9.31-32 to some extent helps confirm our interpretation 

of Gal. 3.10b since Paul says: "Israel, pursuing the law of 
righteousness, did not come up to the law. Why? Because they did 

not pursue the law by faith but by works, " Cf. Professor Cranfield, 
Romans 2, pp. 507-510 on the interpretation of Rom. 9.31-32. 

2 
On the significance of the use of Deut. 21.23 here see Y. 

Yadin, "Pesher Nahum (4Qp Nahum) Reconsidered, " Israel Exploration 
Journal 21 (1971), pp. 1-12 and M. Wilcox, "'Upon the Tree, '" pp. 
88-90. On the Lheme of Lhe substitutionary character of Cal. 3.13 

sce Berger, "Abrahim, " 1)1). Mtissncr, 
-Galalcrbrief, 

p. 213; and 
Riddcrbws, p. 190. 
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The two ýVa clauses of vs. 14 depend on the whole thought of 
vs. 13. The first of thesesclaims that the redemptive death of 
Christ had the goal of bringing the blessing of Abraham to the 
Gentiles in Christ Jesus. This is a positive statement directed 

against the implied conception that the blessings of Abraham 

were to come to the Gentiles through their acceptance of the law 

and obedience to it. The blessing promised for the Gentiles comes 
in Christ Jesus through their faith in him; so then the emphatically 

placed "in Christ Jesus" of vs. 14 supplies the missing object of 
faith from vss. 8 and 9. This point becomes clear in the second 

purpose clause which defines the F-U3Xoyla -coC Aýpa&4i in the first 

purpose clause. As K. Berger has seen, "In V. 14b wird also der 
"Segen" Abraham näherhin interpretiert als eine'Verheissung, die 

Abraham gegeben wurde, deren Inhalt das Pneuma ist. "' The first 

person plural verb, XUwpcv, indicates that both Jews and Gentiles 

were recipients of the promised Spirit, and the emphatic 61& TfTs 

TrfcrTcws makes it clear that this gift comes through faith, faith 

which has Jesus Christ for its object. By this step in his reasop- 

, 
ing, Paul "proves" that the Galatians had already experienced the 

blessing connected with Abraham because they unquestionably had 

experienced the Spirit. 

The nature of Paul's argument shifts in 3.15-29, though the 
idea of, the 17Tay-ycXfot is taken up from vs. 14. Whereas the argument 

of 3.6- 14 was carried forward by a series of Scriptural quotations) 

the words KaTa ONePWTrOV, XE-YW signal a change in the argument to one 
bas ed on human analogy. 

2 
Paul wishes to prove the priority of the 

promises connected with Abraham, which are received by faith (vss. 

6-14), over the law. To accomplish this he takes an illustration 

from the human sphere (vs. 15) and applies it to the divine sphere 
(vs. 17), thus presenting an argument aminori ad majus. The debate 

I Bergp 
, 
r, "Abraham, " p. 53. Cf. also Schlier, Gal, ater, 

pp. 140-141 And Duncan, Galatians, p. 103. 

2 
The formula "I speak according to men" appears to be a 

technical expression similar to two Jewish ones: y)X)7 and 

. 
13 the disetissions of C. J. rrr Nach Sc Id jerkel, in 

me r) "; c 
ýi 

IicIi *r :Weiserrv (I cicIi F(Illk ti ()I) III)d Si I)I) des 1), 1111 i 1) i S(-11(-Tl 
Atisdruck, " ST : 16. (1972), pp. 6)-100 ; 111(1 1). DaIllm., ThN (- WTcII TrI f. 11 t 
alld Rabb ill i( - 

--. 
1-11dai sill (1950) 

, pp. T)/I-/I()(), thmi""11 his explal)"If Ion 
is less coiiviiicitig than 1)Jerýchmd's. 
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surrounding Paul's use of the term 6, aeTjKn in vss. 15 and 17 

need not concern us here. The context and the surrounding 

technical terms favor the idea of testament. Although 6ictel rjKTj 

properly means covenant in the Genesis narrative regarding Abraham, 

the essentially one-sided nature of the promises, made by God (cf. 

Gen. 15.18; 17.1-10) allowed Paul to interpret it in its normal 

sense of testament. Thus in Paul's view, God bestowed on Abraham 

and his descendants a testamentary largess in the form of the 

promises. The argument of vss. 15-17 runs as follows: 

No one can set aside or add a codicil to a will which is 
already validated. The promises were spoken by God to 
Abraham and his seed so a valid, irrevocable will is in 
existence. This will has temporal and qualitative priority 
over the law which only came 430 years after the enactment 
of the will by God. For this reason the will made by God 
in favor of Abraham cannot be invalidated, setting aside 
the promise, on the basis of the law. 2 

Vs. 16b parenthetically adds a very important point for the later 

discussion. The promises were to Abraham and his seed; Paul 

interprets the singular c77TEPlia as referring to Christ. Paul 

probably did this because he found the real fulfillment of Gen. 

22.18 in one person, Christ Jesus. 3 

Vs. 18 moves the argument of vss. 15-17 a step further. 

The KXnPOVOý110t Of VS. 18 logically refers to the content of the 

testament made by God. If the inheritance to Abraham and his 

seed were granted on the basis of law, then it would no longer rest 

For various explanations of the term 6merlKn as meaning 
IIIWý, testament" see Lagrange, Galates, pp. 174-175; P. Bonnard, L Epitre 
de Saint Paul aux Galates (1953), pp. 70-71; Mussner, Galaterbrief, 
pp. 236-237; and E. Bammel, "Gottes AIAOHKH (Gal. iii. 15-17) und 
das jU'dische Rechtsdenken, " NTS 6 (1959-60), pp. 313-319. In 
favor of the meaning covenant see Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 141; 
Burton, Galatians, pp. 178-179,182-183,501-504 and Duncan, Galatians, 
pp. 105-106. J. D. Hester, Paul's Concept of Inheritance (1968), pp. 
74-75 tries to combine the two ideas. 

2Bammel, "Rechtsdenken, " pp. 313-319 offers an interesting 
explanation of vss. 15-17 through the Jewish legal practice of 

,, q; l which enabled a testator to transfer possession of the 
inhe'ritan-6e while retaining the right of usufruct. 

3 Cf. Dahl, "Atonement, " pp. 23-24 and Wilcox, "'Upon the Tree, " 

pp. 96-99 who think that Gal. 3.14a is derived from Gen. 22.18 with 
"in Christ Jesus" replacing "in your Seed. " This latter phrase is 
then explicated in Gal. 3.16 to mean Christ. 
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on the promise of God. But since God has given to Abraham through 
promise, then the law cannot effect the means of receiving the 
inheritance for this would overthrow the original and irrevocable 

testament made by God. 

The preceding discussion of the priority of the promises 
to Abraham over the law, leads Paul to a fundamental question in 

vs. 19a: "why then the law? " In answering the "why" of the law in 

vss. 19b-25, the apostle places it in the salvation historical 

context of its origin, purpose, and temporal limitation. The 

discussion is not theoretical, however, because it has immediate 

relevance for the way in which the Galatians should understand the 
law. The law according to vs. 19, was added on account of transgres- 

sions (cf. Rom. 4.15; 5.13) but even with its giving, its limitation 

was set as the coming of the seed to whom the promise had been 

made. Vss. 19d and 20 have been the subject of much debate. Without 

entering into the debate, we may simply observe that these verses 

were apparently intended to depreciate the significance of the 

law in the salvation purposes of God. I 
The restrictions Paul places 

on the time and function of the law in vs. 19bc confirms this, as 
does the question posed in vs. 21 and its answer which indicates 

Paul was aware of the possible radical conclusions which might be 

drawn from his somewhat disparaging remarks in vss. 19c-20. 

According to vs. 21 the law is incapable of giving life and 

so righteousness does not come from the law (cf. 2.21), and in vs. 

22 Paul points to the plight of V'TO*ýt IT6\)Ta": "All things are confined 

together by Scripture under sin in order that the promise of life 

and righteousness might be by faith in Christ Jesus to those who 

believe. " The conception set forth here that Scripture confines 

all men under sin is comparable to what Paul says in some detail in 

Rom. 3.9-20 (cf., Rom. 11.32). 
2 

In vss. 23-25 Paul places faith and 

I 
The views of Kleirý"IndividualgeschichteundWeltgeschichte, " pp. 

209-214; Bultmann, Theology 1, p. 268; and Oepke, Galater, pp. 114- 
117, who find gnostizing dualism present in vss. 19-20ýare to be re- 
jected. Paul's belief in the God-assigned function to the law (Gal. 
3.19b and 23-24) refutes the views of Klein, Bultmann, Oepke, and 
others that Paul conceived the law to be a hostile power. Cf. Mussner, 
Galaterbrief, pp. 245-250. 

2 
For good discussions of vss. 21-22 see ibid., pp. 250-254 

and Schlier, Galater, pp. 163-166. Burton, Galatians, pp. 195-196 
restricts the reference to "the Scripture" in vs. 22 to Deut. 27.26, 
but this is probably too specific for what Paul has in mind. 
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law in tension. The law had a restrictive function similar to 

a mxi6aywy6s who does not really educate his charges but oversees 
their behavior until they come of age. As Schlier observes 

regarding the Trai6aywyO's: "Zu seinen Erziehungsmethoden geho'rten 

reichliche Tadel und Zuchtigung. "l But the law only served this 
function until faith in Christ became possible. When it became 

possible those under the tutelage of the law were released. The 
implication for the Galatians could hardly be clearer. The law has 

been replaced by the principle of faith with the coming of Christ 

in order that the salvation blessing of justification might be 

by faith. 

Having followed the argument of Galatians to 3.25, we may 

now enter into a discussion of Gal. 3.26-4.7 where Paul introduces 

the theme of believer sonship into the argument. With the argument 

of Galatians in mind, it should be possible to avoid distorting what 
Paul actually says regarding believers as sons of God. 

D. The Theme of Believer 

Sonship in Gal. 3.26-29 

The whole line of argument in Gal. 3.6-25 comes to a con- 

clusion in 3.26-29 as Paul attempts to tie down the Galatians' al- 

ready existing claim to the promises of Abraham. The weight of the 

conclusion falls squarely on vs. 29 where Paul asserts: "If you 

are of Christ, then you are the seed of Abraham, heirs according 

to the promise. "2 The figure of Abraham plays a decisive role 

I Schlier, Galater, p. 168. 

2 
Viewing Gal. 3.26-29 as the conclusion 'to the argument in 

3.6-25 entails a difficulty: what is the relationship of Gal.. 4.1-7 
to what precedes it? The problem of the relationship of 3.26-29 
and 4.1-7 has been answered in several different ways. Drane, Paul, 
pp. 35-36 suggests that in 3.25-29 Paul draws the theological 
conclusion, while in 4.1-7 he draws the historical conclusion to the 
section. Lagrange, Galates, pp. 91,94 thinks that 3.25-29 forms 
the "conclusion principale (de 111,15-29), " and that in 4.1-7 
Paul returns to the relation of promise (= testament) and law 
pedagogue) in the life of the believer through fusing "les deux 
metaphores" of 3.15-25. J. D. Hester, "The 'Heir' and Heilsgeschichte: 
A Study of Galatians 4: lff., " Oikonomia: Heilsgeschichte als Thema 
der Theologie (1967), p. 118 maintains that 4.1-7 forms the "climax if 

of the argument from 3.15ff. and that any division between 3.29 
and 4.1 distorts Paul's thought. Sanders, Paul, p. 504 (cf. p. 457) 
clainis 3-15-29 represents the "clinching, concluding -irgument" of 
chapter I ; in(l that 4.1ff. inerely contintio [he theme of soiiship an(] 
slavcry. 1-: ckcri, Urchristlichc Vcrk("hi(1i),, mi),., 1). 80 that 
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throughout 3.6-29 because he is the prototype of the Christian be- 
liever (cf. 3.8-9) and because he is the source of salvation 
blessings for those who believe, including the Gentiles (cf. 3.14). 
But the discussion of 3.6-25 left Paul with a major problem. He 
had not yet proven that the Gentile Galatians had legitimately 
inherited the promises made to Abraham and his seed (cf. 3.16) 

apart from circumcision as a sign of entrance into the Abrahamic 
line. Paul had anticipated the solution in 3.7 by claiming those 

who believe are sons of Abraham. Tn vss. 26-29 he attempts to 
demonstrate to the Galatians that they are already legitimate 

heirs of Abraham. This is why Paul shifts to the second person 
in 3.26-29. He calls upon the experience and "theological knowledge" 

of the Galatians to establish his argument. 
I 

The Reasons for the Introduction of 
Believer Sonship in Gal. 3.26 

In order to accomplish his theological goal in Gal. 3, Paul 

introduces the theme of believer sonship in vs. 26. The very fact 

that he does so and the way in which he does it are important for 

a proper understanding of believer sonship in Paul. Gal. 3.26 asserts 

Paul draws "die Summe aus seinen bisherigen Ero"rterungen" in 3.26- 
29. Vs. 29 is "das Ergebnis der Ero"rterungen fur de-n Galater" (p. 
88), and 4.1-11 is a "kurzen Abriss der Heilsgeschichte" with special 
attention to the heathen past of the Galatians (p. 88). Those who 
see a break between 3.29 and 4.1 with 3.26-29 forming a conclusion 
to the thought progression of chapter 3 are correct because Gal. 4.1ff. 
obviously does take up the, Galatians situation in a more direct way 
than the discussion in 3.6-29. In 4.1-11 Paul speaks of the problem 
of enslavement both past and potentially present. This discussion 
has connections with a number of ideas in ch. 3, but at the same time, 
it constitutes an independent argument which can stand on its own 
without chapter 3. 

I Previously in vss. 1-5,7,15 of chapter 3, Paul had 
addressed the Galatians directly. Apart from these verses Paul 
had used either the third person (cf. 3.8-12 and 15b-22) or the 
first person plural (cf. 3.13-14,23-25). In the case of vss. 7 
and 15a the direct address of the Galatians has no bearing on the 
argument. In 3.1-5 Paul had argued from the experience of the 
Galatians in proving the priority of faith over works of the law. 
The reintroduction of the direct address of the Galatians in 3.26- 
29 appears to have the same significance as it had in 3.1-5 
for the nature of the argument. 
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that the Galatians are sons of God. The question is: why is 
believer sonship inserted into the discussion at this point 

and what significance does it have for the argument' The complete 

answer to the second part of this question can only come when the 
thought of vss. 26-29 is unpacked. The first part is more 
immediately answerable. Many have noted that the image of the 

wMaywy6s in 3.24-25 prepares the way for the introduction of 
the sonship theme in 3.26. The 7al6aywyos was responsible for 

a VnTrios or 7TMS, but when the child was old enough to be responsi- 
ble for himself the pedagogue was no longer needed. Mussner thus 

observes with respect to vs. 26: "Den Ausdruck 'SO"hne' gebraucht 

also der Apostel deutlich im Sinn von erwachsenen, freien SO 'hnen und 

als 0 als Gegensatz zu den VT7101 und Sklaven. �2 There is a problem 
in assuming that the image of the law as a pedagogue (vss. 24-25) 

directly prepares for the divine sonship theme in vs. 26. It is 

unclear to what extent Paul intended the Galatians to see themselves 
in vss. 23-25 and in fact to what extent they would have seen 

themselves in those verses. 
3 

The image of the pedagogue may 

prepare conceptually for the sonship theme, 
4 

but it does not account 
for the divine sonship of the Galatians being introduced. But 

quite apart from this problem, the previous discussion in ch. 3 in 

no way prepares us for the description of the Galatians as "sons of 

God" in vs. 26. On the basis of the preceding discussion in Gal. 3 

the designation which we might liave expected was "sons of Abraham. " 

This, however, was the very thing which Paul sought to prove 

I 
Cf. Burton, Galatians, p. 202; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 149; 

Oepke, Galater, p. 123; Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 261; and H. J. 
Venetz, "'Christus anziehen. ' Eine Exegese zu Cal. 3.26-27 als 
Beitrag zum paulinischen Taufverstgndnis, " Freiburg Zeitschrift 

it fur Philosophie und Theologie 20 (1973), p. 13. 

2 Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 261. 

3 
See Burton, Galatians, p. 202. 

4 
The y6p of vs. 26 connects the thought of the verse with 

whit precedes, but it seems to have little more force than a 
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regarding the Galatians. 
I Apparently the apostle introduced the 

designation "sons of God" in order to support the statement in vs. 
29: "If you are of Christ, then you are the seed of Abraham, 

heirs according to the promise. " This means that the Galatians 

already knew of their own sonship to God, and Paul was able to 
draw upon it in his attempt to prove their sonship to Abraham. That 

Paul had taught the Galatians of their divine sonship in Christ 

cannot be doubted. In the salutation of the letter Paul twice 

refers to God as "our Father" (Gal. 1.3,, 4). Although the expres- 

sion may be typical of Pauline salutations (cf. I Cor. 1.3; 2 Cor. 

1.2; Phil. 1.2; Col. 1.2), it nevertheless must have been taught 

by Paul to his converts to have become so common in his letters. 

The use of Aramaic Aýýa in Gal. 4.6 without explanation further 

indicates the Galatians' familiarity with the Fatherhood of God 

from Paul's teaching. Paul undoubtedly also taught the corollary 

of the Fatherhood of God, namely sonship of believers, as Rom. 

8.12ff. and Phil. 2.15 demonstrate. Thus when he announced in 

Gal. 3.26, "All of you are sons of God, " he was only reminding his 

readers of what they already knew and accepted (cf. 4.6). 

Since our primary interest is in what we can learn about 

Paul's believer sonship conception from Gal. 
. 
3.26-29, we must now 

attempt a careful exegesis of these verses within the argument 

of Galatians and within the wider horizon of Paul's thought in 

order to aid in reconstructing Paul's concept of believer sonship. 

2. Gal . 3.26 

The emphasis of vs. 26 rests on the 7T6\). Tcs which occupies 

the primary Position in the sentence. If the community in Galatia 

consisted of both Jews and Gentiles then the emphatic Tra'VTES 

would have served to group both the Jewish and Gentile members of 

the comunity together within the status of divine sonship (cf. vs. 

I J. C. O'Neill, The Recovery of Paul's Letter to the Galatians 
(1972), pp. 54-55 uses the emphasis in the context on the sons of 
Abraham to argue that the original reference in 3.26 was to the 
sons of Abraham. In the process he completely ignores the actual 
argument in 3.26-29 and relies on three minor witnesses (Tertullian 

quoting Marcion, the same reading in Hilary, and Clement of Alexan- 
dria). His textual criticism seems to be based on the philosophy 
of "divide and conquer" rather than sound evaluation. 
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28). Not knowing the composition of the community, we must leave 

this as a hypothesis. What is undisputable is that Paul wished to 
include all of the Galatian Christians in his statement in vss. 26- 

29. 

The divine sonship of the Galatians is "through faith in 

Christ Jesus" according to vs. 26. The phrase "TýS 

E:, V XPIGTWý'DjcroO, " however, presents a complex problem. In the 
first place, it is ambiguous. Is it intended to mean that the 
Galatians' faith was "in Christ Jesus, "' or should it be joined 

,C12 with uioýf 0600 ECTTE9 If this latter suggestion proves to be cor- 

rect, how is the phrase "in Christ Jesus" to be. interpreted here 

in light of Paul's usage of the phrase and its equivalents elsewhere? 
On the basis of normal Pauline usage, it is doubtful that "in 

Christ Jesus" should be understood as the personal object of faith. 

Paul normally designates Christ as the object of faith through the 

formula 6i(*x 7TICYTCWS 31nCr06J XPIUTW, or an equivalent appellation, with 

the designation for Christ being an objective genitive (cf. Gal. 2.16, 

20; 3.22; Rom. 3.22,26; Phil. 3.9 also cf. Col. 2.12) 3 On the 

other hand, the customary Pauline use of "faith" (it occurs more 

than 100 times in Paul) does not include the expression of the 

object of faith at all. Only one other instance, of 7T iaTls being 

followed by & XpicrTw-"I-ncToi7 occurs in the Pauline letters we accept 

without reservation. But Lightfoot, Moule, and Lohse agree that 

in Col. 1.4 "in Christ Jesus" does not constitute the object of 
faith. It is the sphere in which faith exists. 

4 
In light of this 

Lagrange, Galates, pp. 91-92. Cf. Berger, "Abraham, " p. 
57 and Marchel, Abba, p. 209 seem to take., this view as well, 
but they may well A ust be interpreting 61a TFIS 7TICrTEWS without mean- 
ing to imply that CV XPIUT63 'ITIGOU- indicates the object of faith in 

vs. 26.4. 

2 
This is the view of most commentators. Cf. Lightfoot, 

Galatians, p. 149; Burton, Galatians, pp. 2Q2-203; Bonnard, Galates, 

p. 77; Oepke, Galater, p. 123; Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 261; and 
Schlier, Galater, p. 171. 

3 
Cf. also Phil. 1.27 and Col. 2.12 where the object of faith 

is indicated by the objective genitive. 

4 
Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 131; Moule, Colossians, p. 49 

(probably); and Lohse, Colossians, p. 16. Lightfoot thinks that Eph. 
1.15; 1 Tim. 3.13; and 2 Tim. 3.15 are all to be explained in terms 
of the "sphere in which faith moves. " Cf. Professor Cranfield, 
Romans 1, p. 210 on Rom. 3.25. 
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evidence it seems probable that "in Christ Jesus" in Gal. 3.26 
belongs with the words "you are sons of God. " As we shall later 

show, the proper understanding of vss. 27-28 supports this view. 
In what sense are the Galatians sons of God "in Christ Jesus? " 

The expression "ev XpicTTC Yn(JOO" (and its equivalents) has long 
been an object of particular interest to New Testament investigators, 

and opinions still vary as to its meaning. The number of times 

which it occurs in Paul precludes our attempting a complete study 

of the Pauline references to "in Christ" and its equivalents. Be- 

sides this would not necessarily prove helpful for determining its 

meaning in Gal. 3.26 because as is now recognized by many, the 

expression does not have a single all-encompassing meaning. It may 
have a derived and general sense which means little more than the 

word "Christian" or "as a Christian" or "with reference to the 

Christian life or Christ" (cf. Rom. 9.1; 15-17; 16.22; 1 Cor. 4.10; 

2 Cor. 2.14,17; Gal. 1.22; Phil. 1.1,13,26; 4.7,21; 1 Thess. 

1.1; 2.14; 4.16; Philemon 16). 2 It may indicate that Christ is the 
instrument or agent of God's saving work (cf. Rom. 3.24; 8.39; 1 Cor. 

1.2,4; 2 Cor. 5.19; Gal. 2.17; Phil. 3.14). 3 
But perhaps the most 

characteristic usage of "in Christ" relates the Christian believer 

to Christ and to a share in the salvation which he has accomplished 
(cf. Rom. 6.11; 8.1; 12.5; 1 Cor. 1.30; 4.15; 15.19,22; 2 Cor. 2.14; 

5.21; Gal. 2.4; 3.14; 5.6; Phil. 3.8-9,14; 1 Thess. 3.8). 4 
The 

E. g. Best, One Body in Christ (1955), pp. 1-8; Kummel, Theol- 
ogy, pp. 218-220; Moule, Phenomenon, pp. 22-23; Conzelmann, Outline 
of Theology, pp. 208-212; and Professor Cranfield, Romans 2, pp. 
833-835. 

2 Bultmann, Theology 1, pp. 328-329; Moule, Origin of Christology, 
p. 54; Best, One Body, p. 4. 

3 Cf. KUmmel,, Theology, p. 218; Conzelmann, Outline of Theology, 
p. 210; Moule, Originof Christology, pp. 54-55; and F. Buchsel,, "In Christus' 
bei Paulus, 11 z 42 (1949), pp. 141-158. Best, One Body, pp. 5-6 
urges that even when the instrumental idea is dominant, the idea of 
the believers' relationship to Christ is not entirely excluded. 

4 it Cf. Kummel, Theology, p. 219; Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 
127; Professor Cranfield, Romans 2, pp. 833-834; Conzelmann, Outline 
of Theology, p. 211 and Best, One Body, pp. 1-8,21. The dividing 
line between the texts we have placed under this rubric and the 
texts mentioned as having a derived and general sense is not always 
clear-cut. The distinction noted by some between the indicative 
use of "in Christ" and the imperative use of "in the Lord" need not 
concern us. 
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context must determine our understanding of individual instances of 
the "in Christ" language. In Gal. 3.14 Paul employs the expression 
"in Christ Jesus" in conjunction with the saving death of Christ. 

According to vss. 13 and 14a, Christ died to redeem men from 

the curse of the law in order that the blessing of Abraham might 
be to the, Gentiles "in Christ Jesus. " The "in Christ Jesus" 

signifies the one through whose life and death, and in a living rela- 
tion to whom, the Gentiles experience the blessings of salvation. 

I 

In 3.26 the same general meaning of the phrase seems to be present. 
Paul says in vs. 24 that the law was a pedagogue leading to Christ, 

in order that justification might be by faith. The reason the law 

led to Christ was because he was the source of the salvation bless- 

ingsof God. 2 Thus when Paul turns to the Galatians in vs. 26 and 
declares them to be sons of God "in Christ Jesus, " it is because 

they experience the salvation blessing of sonship in and through 

their relationship with the living Christ whom Paul himself describes 

as the Son of God on a number of occasions in Galatians (cf. 1.16; 

2.20; 4.4,6). 3 
The line of thought expressed in vs. 26 is taken 

up by vs. 27, as we shall see shortly, but for the moment we must 

examine one final expression in vs. 26. 

Paul tells the Galatians that their experience of divine 

sonship is related to 7TiaTis. In fact, he explains, "You are sons 

of God 61& TT'14S 7TICYTCWS. " H. Schlier understands the use of the 

word faith in vs. 26 in terms of its use in vss. 23 and 25. In 

these verses faith corresponds to the "objective salvation principle, " 

Dunn, Jesus and Spirit p. 324 maintains the "in Christ" 
expression "denotes religious experience (or a particular religious 
experience) as experience of Christ--deriving from. Christ as to 
both its source and its character. " He goes on to say that in 

many passages "'in Christ' or 'in the Lord' expresses not merely a 
rational conviction, but something more--a sense that Christ is 
thoroughly involved in the situation or action in question--a 
consciousness of Christ. " 

2 The verb 6IKalweýva, in vs. 24 is probably intended to 
refer not only to the act of justification but the state of 
justification which for Paul includes the idea of life (cf. vs. 21). 

3 
That Paul understood "in Christ Jesus" in vs. 26 in the 

sense of Christ being a "corporative pneumatic personality" as 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 262 claims, seems doubtful to us. On 
"corporative personality" cf. ilso Best, One Body, pp. 20ff. and 
Motile, Origiii ()F Christology, pp. 47FF. 
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the "means and principle of salvation. "I Thus he claims: 
7TIaTIs kommt also hier dem Begriff der Glaubenspredigt 
(Röm 10.8) nahe ... Mit 7iCYTis ist die mit Christus 
gekommene neue MO'glichkeit des Menschen als Wirklichkeit 
gemeint. Es ist also ein von jeder Schwankung im perso"n- 
lichen Glaubensstand des Einzelnen unabh'angiges Faktum, 
dass der mit Christus gekommene Glaube alle in Christus 
Jesus zu So"hnen Gottes gemacht hat. 2 

This ignores the use of Wt (TfTS) Tr1CrT6WS in 2.16 and 3.14, as 

well as the majority of references to 7TIGTIS in chapter 3. In 

2.16 Paul speaks of a man being justified 61CL 7TICrTCWS 4ITICrO'G 

XpicTTOG. The objective genitive following TrICYTEWS leaves no 
doubt that the apostle has in mind the actual act of believing 

in Christ. Although the objective genitive does not occur with 
61a TýS71UTCWS in 3.14, the repeated use of the expression 01 

CK TrICrTCWS in 3.7f f. as a counterpart to "Abraham who 67T1CrT6UGCV 

T9 OC7 in 3.6 makes it almost certain that TrIGTIS in 3.14 refers LL 
to the act of believing. In 3.22 Paul explains that the Scripture 

shut up all things under sin in order that "T1 cTrotyyeXiot EK 

TrICITEWS 3ITIGOO XPICYTOO 600D TdTIS TricrTcý)=Tiv. " As in 2.16, the 

objective genitive assures us that faith is the activity of 

believing in this passage, and the participle TrIGTEý)OUGIV confirms 

this. This verse also adds certainty to our contention regarding 

7TICYTIS in VS. 14 because there, as here, it is the ciTayyeXia which 

is referred to and said to come by means of believing. In light of 

vs. 22, it is reasonable to assume that Christ is the unexpressed 

object of faith in vs. 14. Even in vs. 24, which is sandwiched 

between vss. 23 and 25, where 7TIaTis relates to the salvation 

principle of faith rather than the actual act of believing, iTi(Ms 

refers to the act of believing whereby a man is justified (cf. 2.16). 

Thus when Paul says in vs. 26, "You are sons of God 61ýt TT-1S TrICYTEWS, " 

there can be little doubt that he refers to theGalatians' act of 

believing: they became sons of God through their belief in Jesus 

1 Schlier, Galater, p. 167. Venetz, '*'Christus anziehen, " 
p. 8 says of vs. 25, No Paulus vom Kommen des Glauben spricht, 
wirklich schwierig zu entscheiden ist, ob es sich nun um das neue 
Heilsprinzip handelt oder um das Heilsereignis, Christus. " 

2 
Schlier, Galater, p. 172. 
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Christ, I just as justification (2.16; 3.8,24), the Spirit (3.2, 
5,14), the promise (3.14,22), and Abrahamic sonship (3.7) were 

predicated on faith as an act of believing. Within the polemic of 
Gal. 2-3, the assertion in vs. 26 that the salvation blessing of 

sonship comes through faith represents the final explicit reference 
to a salvation blessing achieved through faith rather than by works 

of the law. 

3. Gal. 3.27 

The yap of vs. 27 serves to connect the thought of the verse 

with vs. 26, thereby offering the grounds or proof for the statement 
in vs. 26. Some scholars think that vs. 27 provides the basis only 

for the "in Christ Jesus" phrase of vs. 26.2 It is possible that 

Paul intentionally juxtaposed E: i7s XPI CYT5'V 6$a1TT1-CFeTJTE (vs. 27a) 

with 'E: v Xp1CFTW-, 'ý1T1aO0 (vs. 26c) . But if vs. 27 grounds "in Christ 
L 

Jesus, " then it is the main clause "you put on Christ" and not the. 

relative clause "as many of you as were baptized into Christ" that 

does so. Although the "in Christ Jesus" of vs. 26 does stand in 

a plate of stress at the end of the sentence, 
3 it seems more 

probable that Paul wanted to ground the main theme of the 

verse, the Galatians' divine sonship in Christ through faith in 

him, 
4 

than one element within the whole. This' is especially the 

case when it is recognized that "in Christ Jesus" is 

not an independent statement but qualifies "you are sons of God 

Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 262; Burton, Galatians, p. 203; 
G. R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament (1962),, pp. 150f.; 
Venetz, "Chri. stus anziehen, " pp. 10-11. Bonnard, Galates p. 77 and 
S. Legasse, "Foi et bapteme chez saint Paul: Etude de Galates 3, 
26-27, " Bulletin de Litterature Ecclesiastique 74 (1973), pp. 88-89 go 
to great pains to insure that "faith" in vs. 26 is not understood as 
a work. Thus Bonnard says, "la foi est Vacte par lequel je reconnais 
que Dieu fait de moi son fils en Jesus-Christus. " While this explana- 
tion may not be wrong at a fundamental level, it does seem to say 
more than Paul wishes to say. 

2 
Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 149; Schlier, Galater, p. 173; Beasley- 

Murray, Baptis , p. 147 and Best, One Body, p. T9. Venetz, "Christus 

anziehen, " p. 14 claims this is the position of most Catholic authors. 

3 
It is conceivable that it was placed here in order to juxtapose 

it with vs. 27a. 

4 Cf. Burton, Galatians, pp. 203-204; Oepke, Galaber, p. 124; 
Venetz, "Christus anzichen, " pp. 14-15P 29; Lagrange, Gakates, p. 92; 
Legasse, "Foi, " p. 98; and A. Grail, "Le Bapteme dans 1'2pitre aux 
Galates (III, 26-IV, 7), " RB 58 (1951), p. 508. 



'FýýO' ýM'hl - 
0ý J, a I- / 

through faith. "I 
The statement in vs. 27 has received a great deal of atten- 

tion from exegetes of Paul principally because of its reference to 
baptism. While less discussed than baptism, the second image of 
the verse, Xpl(TTýv c\)M6acTeai, has also engendered interest both 

in its connection with baptism and in its own right. Within the 

structure of vs. 27 the relative clause "c' .7 -Y A OCrOI CIS XPIGTýV 6ý0tTrTICTeTITE 

provides the subject of the main clause "XpiaTbV cý'%)06aacyeE. " The 
Vol ocrol is dependent upon the TTa%)TCS of vs. 26, and itself includes all 

the Galatians who were Christians. It certainly cannot be construed 

to indicate a subgroup among the Galatian Christians who were 
2 baptized as opposed to others who were not. But what is the 

relationship between being baptized into Christ and putting on 

Christ? Dunn believes the two are "alternative and interchangeable 

expressions for the same reality, " and he bases this view on his 

assumption that ýOMTICreýVUI like cvMcrotaeai is used metaphorically 

here. 3 Although this is possible, it is more probable that Paul 

refers to the actual act of baptism. It constituted a decisive 

and tangible experience for the Galatian Christians at the beginning 

of their life in Christ. To those who were baptized, as Paul's 

converts were (cf. I Cor. 1.13-17), the aorist passive CýaTrTICFenTC 

could hardly do otherwise than remind them of their physical 

baptismal experience. in point of fact, the words, "cis XpicrT)v 

6 ýOMT IcTeTITO are, in all probability, an abbreviation of the expres- 
->4 Sion "cis T'O 'OVOlla XPICrTOU ITIGOO 6ý0tTrTICTOTITC. " Quite obviously such 

I 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 262 maintains, "Die Partikel yUr begrund- 

et ... warum die Gottessohnschaft der Gl'aubigen. in Christus Jesus' 
ihren Seinsgrund hat .. ." This seems to us the only way in which one 
may argue f or vs. 27 supporting "in Christ Jesus" in vs. 26, but even this 
leads to a distortion of the actual thought of the two verses. 

2 
Cf. Burton, Galatians, p. 203. On the meaning of oc/aoi as 

"all who, " see Arndt-Gingrich, "Ou0s, -n, ov, " p. 590. 

Dunn, Baptism, p. 111. 

4 This view of the meaning of "You were baptized into Christ" is 
widely held. Cf. Burton, Galatians, pp. 203-205; Mussner, Galaterbrief, 
p. 262; Oepke, Galater, p. 124; Beasley-Murray, Baptism, p. 147; 
Schnackenburg, Baptism, pp. 16-21; Schlier, Rome'rbrief, p. 192; Professor 
Barrett, Romans, p. 122; and Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 301. 
Against this view see K'asemanp, Romer, pp. 155-156; Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 
207,403; and Best, One Body, pp. 65-73. In I Cor. 1.14,15 Paul employs 
the phrase "you were baptized 'ý Is 'rý ýj"vojja TrauXou"' which suggests thaL 
chri, sti. in baptismwas "inLo H)e muric of Christ. " I Cor. 10.2 speak8of bapLism 
"intoMoses" and probablywas formed oii themodel of "baptized into ChrisL. " 
It means no more than baptized "with reference to and in relationship to 
Moses. " Although I Cor. 10.2 cannot be made determinative for "baptized 
into Christ, " it nevertheless suggests the direction in which it should be 
understood. 
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an expression would refer to the actual baptismal experience of 
the Galatians. If vs. 27a does concern the baptismal experience of 
the Galatians directly, then vs. 27a and b are not simply two 

metaphors referring to the same thing, as Dunn suggests. Instead 

vs. 27b represents a metaphorical expression which Paul wished to 

associate with the experience of baptism. The reason he did so 

can only become clear through an investigation of the metaphor 

and its meaning in its current context. 
The key to the metaphorical statement in vs. 27b, "you put 

on Christ, " is the verb kv6OcaOai. The metaphorical use of the 

verb 'c'vMciv was well-established long before the time of Paul. 

The Septuagint, for example, employs it in a metaphorical manner on 

a number of occasions. The Lord is clothed with majesty and power 
(Ps. 92.1 LXX; cf. Ps. 104.1 LXX; and Is. 51.9); men wear righteous- 

ness (Job. 29.14; cf. Sir. 27.8); the priests and others are clothed 
in salvation (Ps. 131.9 LXX; Is. 61.10); but men may also be clothed 
in shame (Job 8.22; cf. Ps. 34.26 LXX). The good wife wears 

strength and dignity (Pro. 31.26 LXX). 2 Three particularly interest- 

ing passages in the Septuagint are Jud. 6.34; 1 Chr. 12.19; and 
2, Chr. 24.20. The texts of Jud. 6.34 and I Chr. 12.19 are uncertain, 

3 but Rah-lf s' edition is probably correct to read 6Vc6UCr6(V) . In 

each of these texts the Spirit of God is said to have clothed some- 

one; the implication is that he clothed them with power or inspired 

Beasley-Murray, Baptism, p. 129 and Schnackenburg, Baptism, 
p. 24 think that a causal relation exists between vs. 27a and 27b, 
but see the argument of Burton, Galatians, pp. 205-206 against a 
causal connection. 

2 
Venetz, "Christus anziehen.. " p. 17 points out with respect 

to the Old Testament, "Alle Anzeichen deuten darauf hin, dass auf 
die Vorstellung des Überziehens eines Kleides kein Gewicht gelegt 
wird, dass das Bild verblasst, so dass man das Verb cv uccrOai gut 
mit 'U'bernehmen, ' 'sich aneignen, ' Ubersetzen k8nnte. " For an 
extensive treatment of E)VHJCIV in the Old Testament see E. Haulotte, 
Symbolique du V&tement selon la Bible (1966). 

3 The reading preferred by Rahlfs in the case of Jud. 6.34 is 
supported by Lucian against the evidence of codices A and B, and 
Origen: In the case of I Chr. 12.19, codex A supports a different 
reading from the one adopted by Rahlfs. The Hebrew of both Jud. 
6.34 and I Chr. 12.19 has the root L, ', -77 which is consistently 
rendered by b6uciv in the LXX. The aftrernative reading of the LXX 
for &6uciN) in both passages is ýv6uvotVoOv. This word only occurs 
one other time in the LXX (Ps. 51.7), but there it translates i\ '). 
In 2 Chr. 24.20 ý-Tý is translated by On the basis ý-f'r 

this evidence RahlfS Would appear to be justified in preferring 
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them. 

It has sometimes been suggested that the background to 
Paul's metaphorical application of EvH)ECreal in relation to 
baptism is to be found in the mystery religions, but this is 

highly improbable. IA Gnostic background is proposed by some, 
2 

but the parallels are either too late to be of any relevance or 
differ in character from Paul's use. 

3 
Moreover, the richness of 

the Biblical usage of the metaphor and its use in Greek writings 

unconnected with Gnosticism and the mystery religions provide a 

clear basis for the Pauline applications of the metaphor. 
4 

Paul employs the verb 6%)Hcaeai on nine occasions apart 
from Gal. 3.27, always in the middle voice (1 Thess. 5.8; 1 Cor. 

15.53 (2X), 54; 2 Cor. 5.3; Rom. 13.12,14; Col. 3.10,12). 5 The 

four references in I and 2 Corinthians all relate to putting something 

on in life after death, while I Thess. 5.8 and Rom. 13.12 

concern putting on spiritual armour and weaponry respectively. Col. 

3.12 calls for Christians to put on virtues like holiness, love, 

and compassion. In relation to Gal. 3.27, Rom. 13.14 and Col. 3.10 

are of special interest. 

Rom. 13.14 is of special significance be. pause it is the only 

other passage in Paul besides Gal. 3.27 where Paul makes Chr ist the 

object of the verb cvMcaecn. It occurs in the exhortative section 

Rom. 12.1-15.13. Beginning in Rom. 12 Paul expatiates on the 

ethical imperative of the Gospel as a '. 'realization or actualization" 

to read cv&6civ in Jud. 6.34 and I Chr. 12.19. 

Schweitzer, Mysticism of Paul, pp. 134-135, Schnackenburg, 
Baptism, pp. 23-24; and Lohse, Colossians, p. 141. 

2 
Cf. E. Kasemann, 

, 
Leib und Leib Christi. Eine Untersuchung zur 

paulinischen Begrifflichkeit (1933), pp. 87-94 and Oepke, Galater, ' 
p. 125. P. W. van der Horst, "Observations on a Pauline Expression, " 
NTS 19 (1972-73), p. 181 wrongly attributes this view to E. Lohse. 

3 Cf. Lohse, Colossians, pp. 141-142; Van der Horst, "Observa- 
tions, " pp. 181-182; and Eltester, Eikon, p. 160. 

4 
Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 2, p. 689; W. L. Knox, St. 

Paul and the Church of the Gentiles (1939), p. 138; and Haulotte, 
Te-tement, pp. 210-211. Van der Horst, "Observations, " pp. 184-187 

cites a very interesting parallel to Col. 3.9 in which the philosopher 
Pyrrho says, XaX676V CUTIV T'0ý', ) a'VOPW70V ýK613MXV' 

with reference 
to a contradiction between his behavior and his philosophy. 

5 The verb also occurs in Eph. 4.24; 6.11,14. 
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of the dogmatic indicative as set forth in the preceding chapters. 
The inmiediate context of Rom. 13.14 involves an exhortation based 

on the nearness of the day of final salvation (vss. 10-13). Paul 

exhorts his readers, "Let us put off (&7Toew'1ic8a) the works of 
darkness" and "put on (6)V6UCrW'VcOa) the weaponry of light" (vs. 12), 
"to live as is seemly in the day, not in revelry and drunkenness, 

not in sexual excess and debauchery, and not in strife and jealousy" 
(vs. 13). He then goes on to instruct, "But put on (EV&Ocracrec) 

the Lord Jesus Christ and stop making (11Tl TroIETaec) provision 
for the lusts of the flesh" (vs. 14). Vss. 11-14 are logically 

connected with Rom. 6 and the results of baptism because they call 
for behavior flowing from the fact that the believer is "dead to sin 

and alive to God in Christ Jesus" (6.11). It is exhortation calling 
for a realization in the readers' lives of the behavior that must 

accompany their conversion and baptism, a behavior based on their 

new life in Jesus Christ. 2 Thus "to put on the Lord Jesus Christ" 

in Rom, 13.14 relates to living a new moral and spiritual existence 
determined by Jesus Christ and his Spirit (cf. Rom. 8.1-14). 

In Col. 3.9-10 Paul utilizes the dual image of "taking off 

the old man with his deeds" and'butting on the new man who is 

being renewed unto knowledge according to the image of the one 

creating him. " As with Rom. 13.14, the verses surrounding Col. 3.9- 

10 are exhortative in character (cf. 3.5ff. and 3.12ff. ). The 

hortatory context of the aorist participles a7TEK6UCf6, PEVOi and 

c%)6i)cTOtpc%)oi has led some to claim that these participles should be 

construed as imperatives, and they find further support for this 

in the use of EJ: V6'66creal elsewhere in Paul because it is normally 
found as an imperative. 3 

This last point loses some of its 

I 
On the relation of-the indicative to the imperative in 

Paul see Furnish, Theology and Ethics, pp. 224-227. 

2 The connection of Rom. 1 13.14 with the theme of Rom. 6 and 
baptism is widely noted. Cf. Leenhardt, Romans, pp. 341-342; Haulotte, 
Vgtement, p. 222; Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 254; Professor 

ff Cranfield, Romans 2, p. 688; and Ka'semann, Romer, p. 347 who says 
of vss. 11-14, "Unsere Verse sind als typische Taufermahnung zu 
betrachten. " To some extent we suspect that Gal. 3.27 leads many 
scholars to note the connection between Rom. 13.14 and Rom. 6 and 
baptism, but even without Gal. 3.27 such a connection is completely 
justif iable. 

3 
Cf. Lightfoot,. Colossiams, pp. 212-213 and Lohse, Colossians, 

141. 



331 

significance in light of Gal. 3.27 where the aorist indicative 

EVEMaucTee occurs in relation to baptism (cf. Col. 3.11 with Gal. 
3.28). The real problem for those taking the participles of 
Col. 3.9-10 in an imperatival sense, however, arises from the verse 

which follows. In vs. 11 Paul asserts, " CO, 07TOU 06K '76"VI cEXXTIV KU-1 
ltou&xlos KTX. " If the participles of vss. 9-10 are imperatives, 

then, for the Colossians, the statement in vs. 11 was left hanging 

as though unfounded until they acted on the imperatives of vss. 9- 

10.1 Elsewhere, however, Paul understands the unity suggested 

by vs. 11 to already exist among those who are baptized (cf. Gal. 
3.27-28; 1 Cor. 12.13). For this reason, the participles in vss. 9- 

10 are better explained as providing the reason for the imperative 

"stop lying to one another" in vs. 9a and the necessary supposition 
for the declaration in vs. 11.2 

To what then does "having put on the new man who is being 

renewed unto knowledge according to the image of him who is creating 

him" refer? It has been shown in a different context that the 

creator is God and the "image" referred to is Christ. The "new 

man" cannot be identified with Christ as such because he is the 

creation of God and requires continual renewal (a"VOtKa1VOOj1CVO1) 

unto knowledge. 
3 

Nevertheless the obvious allusion of the passage 

to'Gen. 1.26-27 suggests that the "new man" is created by God 

KOtT'E: '1KOVa and that image is Christ. The two participial phrases 
(X7T6K6UCF(5'tj16'VO1 TZov TrotXaiov a'vepwiTov cri)%) MIS Trpd'ýEcylv AT0011 

(vs. 9b) and 
IMUCTUENOI T'O'V 'VF-'O'V KTX. " probably allude to the 

Colossians' conversion and perhaps more specifically to their 

I 
The "new man" of vs. 10 appears to be the presupposition for 

the ý67= of vs. 11 according to Arndt-Gingrich, "gTroi), " p. 579. 

2 Cf. T. K. Abbott, The Epistles to the Ephesians and to the 
Colossians (no date), pp. 283-284; 0. Merk, Handeln aus Glauben 
(1968), p. 205; and Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 235-236. 

3 
Cf. Best, One Body., pp. 67-68 and Professor Barrett, Firs. t 

Adam, p. 98. Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 246-248 associates Christ with 
the new man but in a very special sense: "Der neue Mensch iSt KUTI 
C? KOVa, ein Abbild des himmlischen Christus, und in dem Abbild ist 
immer das Urbild persO'nlich anwesend, wonach der neue Mensch auch 
)(piaTos genannt werden kann. " But as Jervell recognizes, the new 
man is not simply identical with Christ because Christ has a 
separate existence from the new man. The new man exists because 
of the presence of Christ and his Spirit in him (spiritual 

renewal), but the new m, -)ii is not simply Christ or the Spirit. 
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baptismal experience. 
I In baptism, Paul reminds them, they were 

buried with Christ and were raised through faith (2.12). He 

proceeds to connect this with new life based in moral renewal 
(2.13) and spiritual renewal (3.1-4, cf. Rom. 6.2-11). Thus in 
baptism the old man with his evil practices was shed and the new 
man, who is being renewed in knowledge of God and his will (cf. 
Col. 1.19-10), was taken up. It is only in an ethical-spiritual 
sense that the "new man" may be recreated in the image of Christ 
during the period of earthly existence, and this through the indwelling 
Spirit of Christ. 2 

In Gal. 3.26-27 the experience of "putting on Christ" 

somehow supported Paul's claim that the Galatians were sons of God. 
The aorist indicative form of the verb cvcMcracrec) indicates 

that Paul referred to a past event in the Galatians' Christian 
life. 3 Vs. 27a. implies that this experience had an intrinsic 

connection with the Galatians' baptismal experience, baptism being 

a focal point in their conversion and initiation into the new life 
in Christ. Rom. 6.3-4 along with Col. 2.12-13 show that in Paul's 

mind, and therefore presumably in the understanding of his converts, 
baptism signified. a death to one's old sinful self and, by analogy 
to Christ's resurrection, signified the entrance into a qualitative- 
ly new life, a new ethical and spiritual existence (cf. Rom. 6.5-11 

and Col. 3.1-4). Because of the connection to baptism in Gal. 3.27, 

This possibility is supported by the relation of vs. 10 
to vs. 11. The language and thought of Col. 3.11 occurs in Gal. 
3.28 and I Cor. 12.13. In both Gal. 3 and I Cor. 12 the idea of the 
oneness of Christians is Conjoined to statements about baptism. M. 
Bouttier, "Complexio Oppositorum: -Sur les Formules de I Cor, XII. 13; 
Gal. 111.26-8; Col. 111.10,11, " NTS 23 (1976-77) pp. 1-19 argues 
that the passages from Gal. 3,1 Cor. 12, and Col. 3 reflect "la 
persistance d'une sentence ou, a Voccasion du bapt9me, le Christian- 
isme hellenistique a exprime sa conscience de constituer la 
Communaute eschatologique reuniSsant, par la grace de Dieu, ceux 
que tout separait. " He thinks that this idea arose before Paul but 
was preserved by his school. This is, however, nothing more than a 
shot in the dark. There is no reason why the reunification theme 
may not. have originated with Paul (cf. G. Bornkamm, Paul, p. 39) per- 
haps in conjunction with his concept of the o0vot (cf. I Cor. 12.13). 

2A The words 7UVTa KUI cv 7aaiv XpiaTos at the end of Col. 3.11 
suggests that the thought of Christ's indwelling of the believer (cf. 
Rom. 8.9ff. and Gal. 2.20) may not have been far from Paul's mind when 
he wrote vs. 10. Cf. Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 246-248. 

3 Dunn, Baptism, p. 110 thinks that the middle voice of 
evOOaaaOc and the parallels in Rom. 13.14, Col. 3.10, and Eph. 4.24 
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"putting on Christ' in 3.27b may refer to the new moral and spiritu- 
al existence in which the Christian's life is determined by the 
death and resurrection of Christ. I 

Both Rom. 13.14 and Col. 3.9-11 

provide support for this interpretation. In both of these texts the 
"putting on" metaphor relates to the new moral and spiritual 

existence of the believer which has come about through his relation- 

ship to the salvation effected by Christ's death and resurrection. 
How then does "putting on Christ" confirm vs. 26? Sonship to 

God in Christ Jesus through faith is confirmed by the new moral 

and spiritual existence of the Christian brought about through his 

taking up of Christ, and the salvation determined by him, in 

conversion and baptism; by so doing, he comes to share in Christ's 

own Sonship. Paul seems to rely on the fact that the Galatians 

would understand the allusion. This in turn suggests that Paul 

thought that the new moral and religious existence of the believer 

was to be understood in connection with the new sonship relation 

established with God (cf. Rom. 8.12ff. ). 

Gal. 3.28-29 

The lack of a connective in vs. 28 to join it with vs. 27 

sets it off from the preceding two verses to a certain extent. The 

to Gal. 3.27b indicate that an act of the will is signified by the 
sentence "you put on Christ" in Gal. 3.27. 

Venetz, "Christus anziehen, " p. 28 comes to much the same 
conclusion relating vs. 27b to Rom. 6.4: "die Galater in der Taufe 
Christus angezogen haben, so ist das 'Wandeln im neuen Leben' das 
Ergebnis aus der Tatsache, dass wir in der Taufe auferweckt wurden 
durch den Glauben. " Dunn, Baptism, p. 110 maintains, "To put on Christ" 
is simply a figurative usage to describe more expressively the Spiritu- 
al transformation which makes one a Christian. " Dunn, however, very 
explicitly separates this from ritual acts, namely, baptism. He 
goes on to say, "The spiritual reality of which Paul is thinking 
is probably the gift of the Spirit, and he would probably equate 
putting on Christ with receiving the Spirit of Christ. " This 
understanding seems to stand in contradiction, to some extent., with 
Dunn's view that evcMacta6c emphasizes the volitional character of 
the act; one does not receive the Spirit by an act of the will but 
in response to an act of the will. The reception of the Spirit is 
undoubtedly a significant part of the experience of putting on 
Christ (cf. Legasse, "Foi et Bapteme, " p. 94 and Schnackenburg, 
Baptism, pp. 28-29), but this perhaps limits what Paul means in 
Gal. 3.27b too much. Cf. Bouttier, "Complexio Oppositorum, " p. 7 
on the meaning of "put on Christ. " 
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initial asyndeton may result from the rhetorical asyndeton of the 
three pairs of opposites. 

I The theme of the abolition of social 
opposites in Christ was probably connected with baptism. 2 The first 

pair of contrasting elements, Jews and Greeks (= Gentiles), which 
no longer exists, according to Paul, has an obvious relevance to 

the Galatian situation. If the religious distinctions between 

Jews and Greeks have beenbroken down in Christ, then there is no 
basis for Gentiles becoming Jewish proselytes in order to share 
in the salvation blessings promised to Abraham. The end to 
"Jewishness" and "Gentileness" pertains to the standing of people 
from these groups before God and with respect to the salvation 

which comes from God. The other two pairs of contrasting identities, 

slave and free, male and female, do not seem to have any direct 

bearing on the argument in Galatians. They were probably included 

simply because they were commonly placed alongside the first and 

most important pair of abolished contrarieties. 
3 

The second half of vs. 28 confirms and explicates the 

meaning of the three pairs of opposites which are irrelevant 

with respect to sharing in God's salvation. It is formed on the 
TC 

model of vs. 26 with cis replacing the words U101 6605 61a -11-Is 

7rfCrTEWS from vs. 26. The key to the meaning of vs. 28d, "You are 
El 

all one in Christ Jesus, " lies in the interpretation of the c1s. 

Perhaps the most common explanation of the cis relates it to the idea 

of a corporate personality in which believers participate in 

Christ. 
4 

Although this concept is frequently discussed in relation 

On asyndeton for rhetorical effect see Blass-Debrunner- 
Funk, sect. 462,494. 

2 
Bouttier, "Complexio Oppositorum, " pp. 1-19. 

3 
For scholars besides Bouttier (see note 2) supporting the 

formulary character of vs. 28 see Eckert, Urchristliche VerkUndigung, 
p. 88, n. 1. Eckert himself thinks it is a possibility. See also 
H. D. Betz, "Spirit, Freedom, and Law. Paul's Message to the 
Galatian Churches, " Svensk Exe. ýetisk 

Xrsbok 39 (1974), pp. 145-153. 
He claims that Gal. 3.26-28 is a pre-Pauline "macarism" associated 
with baptism. His form-critical observations, in particular, 
are unfounded. 

4 
Cf. Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 264-266; Best, one Body, p. 

80; Oepke, Galater, p. 126; Schweitzer, 
' 
Mysticism of Paul, p. 118; 

Schlier, Galater, p. 175; Hanson, Unity of the Church, pp. 81-82; 

and Davies, Paul, p. 57. 
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to a number of Pauline passages, not the least of which is Gal. 3.26- 
28, the idea remains very imprecise as it is normally expounded. 
That the apostle Paul, who taught the individual resurrection of 
the dead (cf. I Cor. 15.3ff. ), believed in a realistic incorporation 

of Christians into a corporate personality seems improbable. It 
does not appear to be appreciated sufficiently that the corporative 

personality idea, if treated realistically, implies an ontological 
absorption of individual personalities into the corporate personal- 
ity. In light of this, those instances in Paul where incorporation. 

into a unity is implied (cf. Rom. 12.4-5; 1 Cor. 12.12-13; Col. 3.1.5), 

should be r egarded as figurative rather than real. Thus Gal. 3.28 

does not refer to a mystical (or perhaps more correctly in modern 

terms mythical) incorporation into a corporate personality. It 

relates to a figurative and qualitative oneness based on the 

Galatian common and equal sharing in the salvation benefits 

deriving from Christ's death and resurrection, and to this extent, 

relates to their sharing in the death and life of Christ himself. 2 

They are therefore "one in Christ Jesus. " 

The protasis of the conditional clause found in vs. 29 

reveals that vss. 26-28 have one primary purpose for Paul; they 
3 

are to establish the connection of the Galatians to Jesus Christ. 

The reason for doing this becomes clear in the apodosis of the 

conditional sentence: if the Galatians are of Christ, that is, 

have a share in him and the salvation he has brought, then they are 

the seed of Abraham, heirs according to the promise. Gal. 3.16 

and the peculiar interpretation it places on "Abraham's seed" is 

Even so convinced an advocate of corporative personality in 
Christ as C. F. D. Moule is forced to admit "puzzlement" in how to 
handle or apply the concept. See Moule, 

, 
Origin of Christology, 

pp. 47-53. Recently the supposed Old Testament background for the 
corporative personality idea has been challenged by J. W. Rogerson, 
"The Hebrew Conception of Corporate Personality: a Re-examina- 
tion, " JTS 21 (1970), pp. Iff. 

2 
Both Moule, Origin of Christology, p. 72 and Burton, - Galatians, 

pp. 207-208, while favoring the corporate personality concept for 
Gal. 3.28, admit that the ýTs might be taken in a qualitative sense 
to imply that there is no differentiation before God. 

3 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 266 argues that the ci of vs. 29 

approaches to having a causal sense. 
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recalled in vs. 29. Christ is identified as the one seed of 
Abraham and therefore is made the recipient of the promises of 
God, including the inheritance (vss. 16,189,19). It is through 
the Galatians' identification with the one seed of Abraham, Christ, 

that they then may be said to be "seed of Abraham, heirs according 
to the promise. " But it also means that even Jews by birth, only 
have access to the promised inheritance through Jesus Christ; hence, 

with regard to salvation, there is no longer a distinction between 

Jew and Gentile but all must become heirs of Abraham through Christ 

(cf. Gal. 4.21-31). 

In the final analysis, however, the inheritance at stake is 

not the patrinomy of Abraham but the patrinomy which comes from 

God. This may provide a further reason for why Paul introduced 

the theme of divine sonship in Gal. 3.26. If one is a son of 

God he is an heir of God (cf. 4.7). If he is an heir of God then 

he must also effectively be related to Abraham since the inheritance 

of God was promised to Abraham and his seed, who is Jesus Christ. 

E. The Theme of Believer Sonship 

In Gal. 4.1-7 

Previously it was argued that a break in the argument of 

Galatians occurs between 3.29 and 4.1. The Xc'-yw 6E at the beginning 

of vs. 4, is to be understood as resumptive, not of the preceding 

argument but of the themes of 3.23-29.4.1-7 provides a new line 

of argument regarding the problems of freedom and enslavement, 

sonship and heirship. The thematic connection between 4. Iff. is 

borne out by the recurrence of several terms and images from the 

foregoing chapter. The term KXTjPov6vos and the concept it involves 

are taken up from 3.29 by 4.1-7. The temporal framework of 4.1-4 

has clear analogies with the time conception present in 3.23-25, 

and the imagery of the %)TITrios under the cTrITP07TOI parallels the 

thought of the iToti6aywy0s in 3.24-25. The statement in vs. 3 

concerning the enslaving GTOIXETOt TOO KOCFýIOU seems to relate to 

the function of the law before the coming of Christ in 3.23-25, 

as the first person plural of 4.3 indicates (cf. 4.9,21-5.1), and 

the same is true of 4.5a. 
2 The believer sonship idea of 4.5-7 

I Cf. Berger, "Abraham, " p. 58. 

2 G. Delling, "GTOIXCW KTX., " TDNT 7, p. 684. On the aToiXcia 
see the references supra, p. 117, n. 2. 
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connects to 3.26-27 where the idea was first introduced. But in 

spite of these similarities, the thought of 4.1-7 stands in indepen- 

dence from the preceding argument. Paul directs the argument in 

4.1-7 to establishing the freedom of sonship which Christians 

enjoy over against both the enslaving power of the law and pagan 

religions. 
I For this reason, 4.1-7 prepare for Paul's statements 

in 4.8-11. 

The basic thought flow of Gali 4.1-5 has been presented 

already in a previous chapter and the meaning of 4.4 and 5a has 

received special attention. On account of this it is unnecessary 

to treat 4.1-5a in detail here, but a brief rehearsal of the 

thought progression in 4.1-5 will help set the stage for examining 

the believer sonship theme in 4.1-7. Paul employs two different 

metaphors in 4.1-5 though both relate to the theme of sonship and 
2 heirship. In vss. 1-3 Paul portrays the pre-Christian past of 

both Jews and Gentiles (cf. vs. 3) as a period of minority in 

which, though they were heirs, they were no better off than slaves. 

The Jews were in servitude to the law (cf. 3.23-25) and the Gentiles 

were enslaved to false gods (cf. 4.8). Such was the condition of 

mankind before God sent his Son at the fullness of time to accomplish 

eschatological salvation for all men (vs. 4). Vs. 5a refers to the 

Son's redemption of those under the law in the form of a purpose 

clause; by this we may perhaps understand Paul as meaning those 

under the curse of the law from 3.13, which may include the Gentiles 

as well, as we have seen. However this may be, vs. 5a introduces 

a new metaphor in which the enslavement of the pre-Christian past 

is placed under a different image from the one in 4.1-3. In vs. 5 

Christians are portrayed as slaves who required redemption before 

they could be adopted into a sonship relation which would make them 

heirs. 

From the perspective of this present study, Gal. 4.4-7 has 

special significance because it explicitly unites the twin themes 

of Christ's Sonship and the sonship of believers. Christ the Son of 

God was sent into human existence (born of a woman, born under the law) 

I 
The theme of enslavement and freedom appears to have a special 

connection with the theme of sonship as Gal. 4.1-7 and Rom. 8.1-17 
indicate. 

2 
Cf. Dunn, Baptism,, pp. 112-113. 
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to bring about redemption from enslavement to the law and to 

enable humans to enter into a sonship relation with God through 

the Spirit. Thus Gal. 4.4-7 presents a classic instance of what M. D. 

Hooker describes as "interchange in Christ": "Christ becomes what 

we are, in order that we might become what he is. "I The argument 
in 4.4-7 has the amazing effect of making sonship and heirship 

to God the all-encompassing goal of the saving activity of God. 

In other words 4.4-7 makes sonship and its concomitant heirship, 

the essence of eschatological salvation. To what extent it is 

determined by Paul's deep-seated theological convictions is of 

great importance for assessing the significance of the sonship theme 

in Pauline thought. To put the matter differently, could Paul 

have said the same thing in a different way? We can only answer 

this after further study of this passage and Romans 8. 

1. Adoptive Sonship in Gal'. 4.5 

C The word uioftaýa and the idea which it conveys requires 

brief attention before we attempt to explain vss. 5b-7. According 

to P. W. von Martitz UiOeccrla "is attested only from the 2nd century 

B. C. and means 'adoption as a child'; there are, however, older 

verbal equivalents jL, *o%) Tiecpai and iAbV Troi6opai [sic] in the sens-e 

'to adopt. ,, 2 
The word does not occur in the Septuagint and only 

occurs five times in the New Testament, four times in Paul (Gal. 

4.5; Rom. 8.15,23 ;39.4) and once in Ephesians (Eph. 1.5), a 

letter intimately connected with the Pauline tradition. Adoption 

was a common practice in Greco-Roman culture with its almost 

exclusive purposes being to assure a progeny and to provide a 

legitimate heir. 
4 

The same does not appear to have been true of 

I 
Hooker, "Interchange, " p. 352. Cf. Lightfoot, Galatians, 

p. 168 on the chiasm in vss. 4-5. 

2 
P. W. von Martitz, `0io0ccTI(x, " TDNT 8, p. 397. For a general 

discussion of adoption in antiquity see L. Wenger and A. Oepke, 
"Adoption, " RAC 1, col. 99-112. 

3 Rom. 8.23 is textually uncertain, but uioftala isprobably to 
be accepted as the original reading. See infra on this passage. 

4Hester, Inheritance, p. 58. Cf. F. Lyall, "Roman Law 
in the Writings of Paul-Adoption, " JBL 88 (1969), p. 459 and 
Martitz, "U10OF-Clia, " p. 398. Von Martitz suggests that adoption 

was sometimes used as a means to provide for old age. 
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Jewish culture from the Old Testament onward. The practice of 
multiple wives (in the earliest period), female heirs and 
inheritance by next of kin (cf. Nu. 27.1-11), and levirate 

marriages (cf. Dt. 25.5-10) provided the institutionalized means 
for insuring heirs without recourse to the legal practice of 
adoption. Undoubtedly informal adoption did take place, 

I but 

nothing is known of the legal institution of such a practice. F. 
Lyall maintains, "No Jewish legal writing contains any provisions 
which can be construed as adoption, and the human examples we have 
in the Old Testament can be explained without resort to the concep t2 
If this is correct, then Paul's use of the adoption idea and the 
term uloewta must be based on Greco-Roman practices. Nevertheless, 

Paul applies the term Uioftafa to Israel as one of its privileges 

as the people of God (Rom. 9.4), and in fact gives it a 

prominent position by placing it immediately after the privilege 

of being Israelites, the privilege which determines their right to 

all the others. 
3 

The only possible conclusion which may be drawn 

is that Paul conceived of Israel's f requently mentioned sonship in 

the Old Testament in terms of divine adoption. The image of adoption 
lent itself to this task admirably because it emphasIzed the 
initiative of the adopter. On the religious plane this could then 
be understood in terms of God's election and grace towards Israel. 

In the case of Rom. 9.4 it is doubtful that uioecafa may be limited 

to the act of adoption since in the Old Testament the emphasis rests 

completely on the status of sonship which God granted to Israel. 
4 

I Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 398. 

2 
Lyall, "Roman Law, " p. 459. In support of this claim, he 

analyzes the possible Old Testament exceptions showing them to 
rest either on foreign practices or showing them not to be genuine 
exceptions. 

3 
The other privileges were the glory, the covenants,, the law 

(Vopoeccrla), the worship (of God), and the promises, as well as to be 
from the fathers and to have Christ be born of their number. On the 
adoptive sonship of Israel see M. W. Schoenberg, "Ruiothesia: The Adop- 
tive Sonship of the Israelites, " American Ecclegiastical Review 43 
(1960), pp. 261-273. 

4C Cf. ibid., p. 265. Schoenberg further thinks that uloecafa 
refers "to an external and objective privilege rather than to an 
internal status" in Rom. 9.4. But he also thinks that some held adop- 
tion as "an internal disposition of soul and so became sons of God 
in fact, the true seed of Ahrahatyi" (p. 266). Rom. 9.6ff. implies 

such a differentiation whether one wishes to accept Schoenberg's 
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Paul's use of the adoption terminology in Rom. 9.4 without further 
detail perhaps suggests that the image was a common one. Certainly 
the practice of adoption was widespread 

C 
enough in the ancient world 

to render the verbal image created by uioeccria transparent, 

even in a transferred sense. For this reason it is unnecessary to 

attempt to specify the exact legal practices behind any of Paul's 

references. 
2 

In Gal. 4.5 the "receiving of adoption" by the Christian 

constitutes the gracious purpose of God in sending his Son into 

human existence. Its character as one of the explicit saving 

purposes of God in Christ gives it the appearance of being a 
fundamental expression of salvation (cf. Rom. 8.12-30). Like 

justification, adoption is solely the act of God and is juridical 

in nature. But unlike the verb 61KOtION, which refers exclusively 

to acquittal or the conferring of the status of righteousness 
3C 

on an individual, uioecafot implies the creation of a new personal 

relationship between God and the man who is adopted. The new 

relationship of sonship is effected through the work of the Spirit 

in the individual (cf. vs. 6; Rom. 8.14-17). Adoption also means 
that the one who is adopted has become an heir of God and a joint 

heir with Christ to God (Gal. 4.7; Rom. 8.17). In the context 

of Galatians this conception has decisive importance. By it Paul 

affirms the completeness of the Galatians' religious experience and 

terminology or not. Cf. Twisselman, Gotteskindschaft, pp. 56-57. On 
the possibility that'vtoecal-a sometimes implies the result of 
the act of adoption see besides Schoenberg, E. Schweizer, 
91 C UIOOEcrtot, " TDNT 8, p.. 399 and Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, 
p. 398, "n. 1. 

Cf. Philo, Sobr. , 
56 where Philo uses the word 61(1701TITOS 

of those who attain to wisdom: 'po'vos y('xp cuycvýs N-re OF-b\) cTTiyE: - 
YPOtVPEVOS TMTEPOt Kal ^YC'YON)WS CICFTTOITITbS ATT- povos ulos. " This 
clearly shows that Paul was not alone in using the adoption idea 
in a transferred sense. 

2 
Cf. Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 197-198, n. 55. The attempt of 

Hester, Inheritance, pp. 59-62 to equate the image in Gal. 4 with 
the Roman institution known as adrogation appears forced. For 

example, *he fails to notice that the CrTOIXErC& of vs. 3 are not 
properly part of the second image (vss. 4-5) and that the redemption 
image in vs. 5 comes from 3.13. 

3 Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 95 and J. A. Ziesler, 
The Meaning of jighteousness W Paul. A Linguislic and Tteological 
Enquiry (1972), p. 168. 
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gives a "legal" basis to the position of heirship to God mentioned 
in vs. 7. 

Several scholars have detected an inner connection between 

the ideas of justification and adoptive sonship implied in Gal. 4.5. 

W. Grundmann appears to identify the two ideas when he asserts: 
Nas Paulus Rechtfertigung aus dem Glauben nennt ... die dem 

Glaubenden zugesprochene Gerechtigkeit Gottes, das ist Einsetzung 
in den Sohnesstand, verbunden mit dem Loskauf vom Gesetz, mit der 

Befreiung von seinem den SUnder treffenden Fluch. "' The differences 

in the two metaphors of justification and adoption mentioned above 
forbid the identification of the two ideas. Mussner puts the 

matter differently. He finds justification in the background of vs. 
5a and then says of the verse, "Diesen Befreiung Cfrom the law] hat 

aber als Heilsziel, wie der zweite civa, 
-Satz (V5b) erkennen la'sst, 

die Sohnschaft der Glaubenden. " He then proceeds to assert from 

Gal. 4.5: 

Es geht also in der sog. Rechtfertigung nicht nur um die 
Befreiung aus der Herrschaft des Gesetzes, sondern positiv 
um die Einsetzung in die Sohnschaft. Die iustificatio impii 
ist also umfangen von dem viel gr seren Horizont, der 
Uýoecaffa heisst. Die Rechtfertigung fÜhrt zur Sohnschaft. 
Das hat auch zur Folge, dass das juridische Element in der 
pln. Rechtfertigungslehre ... transponiert wird auf die 
Ebene des personalen Seins ('Sohn, "Erbe. ' 'Freier'), ohne 
dass diese Ebene deshalb zur 'Metaphysik' wUrde. 2 

Gal. 4.5 cannot bear the weight of the argument placed on it by 

Mussner. It is true, from a logical point of view, that the metaphor 

Uioeena presents a wider horizon than justification because it 

includes both a juridical act and the establishment of a personal 

relationship. It is also inconceivable that sonship could come into 

existence without justification. But Paul does not make these 

connections for us in Gal. 4.5, rather Mussner is theologizing at 

this point. Nevertheless, a certain inner connection between 

I 
W. Grundmann, "Geist der Sohnschaft, " p. 179. Grundmann 

goes on to claim, "Sohnschaft beschreibt also den Stand der aus 
dem Glauben Gerechtf ertigten als einen ihnen geschenkten und nicht 
selbst erworbenen Stand. " But in what sense this is true he 

never specifies. Cf. Thusing, Per Christum, p. 118. 

2 
Mussner, Galaterbrielf, D. 75. In his explanation of 

adoptive sonship in Gal. 4.5 Mussner is taking what he himself 
identifies as a position typical of Catholic theology over against 
the views of German Evangelical theology (p. 76). 
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justification and sonship may have existed in Paul's thought. 
In Gal. 3.24 Paul maintains, "The law became our pedagogue unto 
Christ in order that we might be justified by faith. " He proceeds 
to say in vss. 25-26, "But since the coming of faith we are no 
longer under a pedagogue; for you are all sons of God in Christ 

Jesus through faith. " We have already seen that Paul had a specific 

reason for introducing the believer sonship theme into Gal. 3.26. 

But the very fact that he inserts the expression "you are all sons 

of God through faith" at the point that we might have expected the 

words "you have all been justified by faith" to be reiterated 
from vs. 24, implies a possible close relation between justification 

by faith and sonship through faith, in Paul's mind. 
I 

Such a connection 
in thought would have been natural for a Jew like Paul because, as 

we have seen., divine sonship was often based on personal righteous- 

ness or virtue in contemporary Jewish thought (cf. Wis. 2.16,18; 5.1-6; 

Sir. 4.1-10; Philo, Quaest. Gen., 1,92). On the basis of Gal. 3.24- 

26, it is possible that he understood an inherent connection to 

exist between justification and sonship, but it would be dangerous 

to press this point, even though one is able to formulate a logical 

connection between the two, as Mussner has done. 2 

Paul's description of the believer's sonship as adoptive. in 

Gal. 4.5 probably has specific significance in relation to Christ's 

Sonship. 
3 

In vs. 4 Christ is depicted as the Son whom Goa sent 

into the world. Paul's use of ý)Ioftcrla in vs. 5 has the effect of 

differentiating the believer's sonship from that of Christ's. His 

Sonship appears to be direct, unmediated, and natural in contrast 

to the sonship experienced by Christians. This inference receives 

u Cf. Venetz, "Christus anziehen, " pp. 13-14 and Th"sing, Per 
Christum, p. 118. 

2 Twisselmann, Gotteskindschaft, p. 62 describes justification 

and UTOecalot as "Parallelbegriffe, " but, as we have suggested, they 
are only parallel to a point. U'f-oeccrta, as a metaphor, comes 
closer to being parallel to the two metaphors of 61K(XIAývai and 
KaTaUoty'ýVotl in Rom. 5.9 and 10. 

3 
Against the possibility of simply C rendering uitoftcrýa as 

though it were the later appearing word oioTns, see Moule,. Phenomenon, 

p. 52. The fact that Gal. 4 talks about a transfer from slavery 
to sonship necessitates that JoOccria be rendered "adoption" in 

Gal. 4.5. Cf. Hester, Inheritance, p. 59. 
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support from vs. 6 where Paul speaks of the role of the Spirit of 
the Son in the believer's filiation) as well as from Rom. 8.14-30, 

especially vs. 29, where Christ the Son of God is described as the 
image to which the other brethren are conformed. As is well-known, 

the author of the fourth Gospel distinguished between Christ's 

Sonship and that of his disciples through his exclusive application 

of utos to Christ and TF-K\)Ct to the disciples. ' 
Paul accomplishes 

a similar differentiation for theological reasons through his use 

of ulcoOcala for believers vis-a-vis the original pattern of 
Sonship as seen in Christ. 2 

2. Sonship and the Spirit of 
The Son in Gal. 4.6 

The more than juridical character of uioftaia for Paul 

becomes clear in vss. 6-7. The COTI of vs. 6 has crucial'importance 
for understanding the verse and Paul's intention in the argument. 

Two differing interpretations of the cb'Ti are possible and are 

widely defended. One group of exegetes, following the lead of 

most of the Greek Fathers, take the STi to be declarative "that 

you are sons. " 3 This explanation requires that the4KTi be dependent 

upon a verb like oi6aTc or MýXov which is to be understood. The 

second clause concerning the sending of the Spirit of the Son then 

confirms the Galatians' sonship or gives its source. This interpre- 

tation has the advantage of agreeing with Rom. 8.14-16 in making the 

Spirit the agent in confirming divine sonship, if not the source 
ý'MýeTc iTvcUpa ui(oOcaias Rom. 8.15). 

4 
of sonship (6 a 

This matter has recently received special attention from 
Vellanickal, Divine Sonship in the Johannine Writings. 

2Moule, 
Phenomenon, . p. 52 says of Christ the 7PWTOTOKOS in 

Rom. 8.29, "1 b'elieve that the distinction between the 'birthright' of 
the eldest and the only derivative status of the rest Lof the sonsj 
is clear. " 

3 See Blank, Paulus, p. ? 76, Jeremias, Prayers, p. 65, n. 74; C. H. 
Giblin, In Hope of God's Glory. Pauline TheoLogjical Perspectives (1970), 

p. 77; Lagrange, Galates, pp. 103-104; J. A. T. Robinson, "The One Bap- 
tism as a Category of New Testament Soteriology, " SJT 6 (1953), pp. 
262-263; Moule, Idiom-Book, p. 147; and A. Duprez, "Note sur le 
R31e de VEsprit-Saint d_ýns la Filiation du Chretien. A Propos de 
Gal. 4,6, " RSR 52 (1964), pp. 421-431. Duprez lists others holding 
this view. See p. 422, n. 7. 

4 On this understanding of Rom. 8.14-16 see ibid., pp. 423-424; 
on 8.15 in particular see Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 396-397. 
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A second group of exegetes want to translate (6Tj in a causal 
sense, 

I 
thus avoiding any need for understanding a verb at the 

beginning of vs. 6. This gives the meaning, "because you are sons, 
God sent ... and makes the reception of the Spirit depend 

upon adoption. But this interpretation poses a number of difficulties. 

In the first place, the position of the 'O'TI clause is unusual. 
C', Causal bTj occurs in the post-positive position on 397 occasions in 

the New Testament and only eleven or twelve times in the pre-positive 

position according to N. Turner. 
2 

Apart from Gal. 4.6, Paul only 
has one other instance of pre-positive causaL. 'oTj 

, if Turner is 
3 

to be believed. The position then of the 'OýTlclause in Gal. 4.6, 

if taken as causal, is unusual in Paul, to say the least. 
4 

In the 

second place, the verb tenses of vs. 6 do not favor the causative 

rendering of coTi either. If Paul wished to say that the Spirit 

was sent because of sonship then yeyovaTc would have made much 
better sense in the cOT1 clause. Thirdly, the shift from the second 

person in the 6Ti clause to the ýP@v in the following clause is 
5 

also more difficult, if oTj is taken as causative. Fourthly, the 

interpretation which causal O(Tj necessitates, runs counter to the 
s; ixe 

thought of Rom. 8.15 (see above)-A the Spirit was received in the 

conversion-initiation experience, - in what sense could or would 
-Frt M Paul have said that the gift of the Spirit resulted A or was caused 

by sonship? 
6 

Mussner, who accepts the causative sense, recognizes 

'Lightfoot, 
Galatians, p. 169; Schlier, Galater, pp. 197-198; 

Burton, 
, 
Galatians, pp. 221-222; Hermann, Kyrios, I pp. 94-96; Thusing, 

Per Christum, p. 117; and Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 274-275. 

2 
J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek. Syntax. 3 

(N. Turner) (1963), p. 345. 

3 
Ibid., p. 345. 

4 
To find an example of demonstrative con in the initial 

position we need look no further than Gal. 3.11. 

C5 
Cf. Jeremias, Prayers, p. 65, n. 74. The alteration of 

Tlp@v to JpCov in DKLT and other witnesses represents an attempt 
to smooth over the difficult ýpOV. In the context the ýP63v may 
indicate that Paul is quoting a fixed formula of some sort; 
however, cf. I Thess. 5.5. 

C/ 

6 
Dunn, Baptism, pp. 113-114 maintains that regardless of how 

bTi is translated, "the more plausible interpretation is that 4.6 

refers to the gift of the Spi-rit at conversion--initiation whereby 

the objective fact of sonship accomplished by the coming ... of 
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this problem and appeals to Blank for an explanation: "Der 
Empfang der uloftcria schliesst sicher die Geistbegabung eo ipso 

mit ein, eins ist ohne das andere nicht zu denken. "l He fails to 
note, however, that Blank translates the 'o"Ti with "dass" not 
"weil. " Blank thinks that the causative translation,, espoused by 
Mussner and othersfragments what was for Paul an essentially 
"innerlich zusammenha'ngt" conception of sonship and the gift of 

2 the Spirit into a logical progression. 
The argument tips decisively in favor of declarative oTi when 

the thought of Gal. 3-4 is taken into account. 
3 Paul does not need 

to confirm the gift of the Spirit because he has already done 

this in Gal. 3.1-5. Instead he requires positive evidence for the 
Galatians' divine sonship in order to establish that they are 

already sons and heirs of God and no more slaves. This is the 
C/ ?7 conclusion he wishes to come to in vs. 7: "WCFTC OUKftl C1 60OXOS 

-3 -. 7 11 Oz . Ct x v3t i) 
cl 0S 61 66 UIOS, K(11' KXTIPO'VOPOS 61d ecoG. " As Duprez observes, 

the Son becomes the individual's personal possession in his subjec- 
tive experience. " Burton, Galatians, p. 221 ends up with a very 
convoluted explanation of vs. 6 because he insists on the causal 

C/ translation of o-ci. He asserts, among other things, "The sonship 
here spoken of being antecedent to and the grounds of the bestowal 
of the Spirit is not the full, achieved fact, nor the consciousness 
of a filial relation, but the first and objective state This 

3 interpretation renders the present tense of ccrTý with the past tense 
Of Fi-'ý676"CrT61X6V incomprehensible. Burton urges a little later, "It 
is involved in this relation of sonship and the possession of the 
Spirit that from the consciousness of the latter one may infer the 
former, and it is doubtless to induce the Galatians to draw this 
inference 

... that this sentence was written. " In a word, Burton 
Col now explains the 

' verse in a way which fits with the declarative OTI 
not the causal O"'Ti. But he immediately reaffirms the causal 
character of the oc"Ti. Such is the muddle that one gets into in 
accepting the causal 'ýTi and its logical consequence in a context 
which requires the declarative interpretation. Schlier, Galater, 
p. 200, in attempting to harmonize Rom. 8.14 with Gal. 4.6, speaks 
of a sonship of "being" connected with baptism and a sonship of 
"experience" connected with the Spirit. This. explanation is no more 
convincing than Burton's because it presupposes'a fragmented under- 
standing of sonship on Paul's part. 

I Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 275 quoting Blank, Paulus, p. 276. 
In agreement witý Blank's statement see Duprez, "Filiation, " p. 431. 

2 Blank, Paulus, p. 276. 

3 
See especially Duprez, "Filiation, " p. 424-431. Cf. also 

Moule, Idiom-Book, p. 147 and Burton, Galatians, p. 221. (See previous 

p. 344, n. 6. 
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if thec6"-ci of vs. 6 is taken as causative, then Paul "utiliserait 

au V. 6 comme preuve cela precisement qu'il entend conclure 
au v. 7. "' Such a non sequitur seems highly unlikely. Rather 
Gal. 4.6 proves that the Galatians were sons not slaves by demon- 

strating their sonship through their possession of the Spirit of the 
Son which enabled them to cry to God, "Abba, Father. " On the basis 

of Gal. 3.1-5 it is clear that they could not deny having received 
the Spirit. The wording of 4.6, however, may have in mind some 

specific occasion at which time they consciously acknowledged the 
Fatherhood of God on thebasis of their reception of the Spirit. 

The verb 6"ýcmocYTEEXXciv in the main clause of vs. 6 is the 

same verb used for God's sending of his Son into the world in 

order to serve as the agent of his eschatological salvation. In 

vs. 6 Paul employs the verb to refer to God's sending of the Spirit 

of his Son into the hearts of believers. The verb, in conjunction 

with the context, once again suggests the idea of agency. The Spirit 

serves as the agent of God in effectively establishing and confirming 

the divine sonship of those who believe in Jesus Christ, the Son of 
2 God (cf. Rom. 8.14-16). But the Spirit is here called the Spirit 

of the Son. It 'is not to be distinguished from the Holy Spirit of 

God, but it is designated "the Spirit of the Son" because, as we 

suggested previously, 
3 it represents the Son to the believer. The 

believer can only know the risen Christ through the Spirit and its 

works in his life. The believer enters into a real sonship relation 

with God through the work of the Spirit who reduplicates in the 

believer the Sonship experience of. the one true Son. 
4 

How the Spirit 

accomplishes this task will become clearer in a moment, but mean- 

while there is more to be said about the significance of the verb 

Eýa7OGTEXXEIV. Its aorist form indicates that Paul is referring to 

a past event. The Spirit is not sent again each time the believer 

cries "Abba, Father, " rather the Spirit is sent into the heart of 

the believer once. This can only mean that Paul is alluding to the 

I Duprez, "Filiation, " p. 429. 

2 Cf. ibid., p. 430 and Schlier, Galater, p. 198. 

3See 
supra, pp. 198-21: ),,,. 

4 Cf. Dunn, Jesus, p. 22 and Blank, Paulus, p. 278. 
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coming of the Spirit at the time of his readers' conversion and 
entrance into the faith (cf. 3.1-5), 1 

though he includes himself 
in this experience through his use of,, the 71'ý11-wv. Thus Paul 
identifies the initial experience of the Spirit as the experience 

of the Spirit of God's Son. 

God sends the Spirit of the Son into the hearts of believers. 

This is not unimportant. In Biblical thought in general, and in 

Paul in particular, the heart (KOtp6la) is the center of a man's 
2 being. The heart is connected with thinking and reflection (I 

Cor. 2.9; Rom. 1.21), and is also the source of emotions and desires, 

both good and bad (Rom. 1.24; Rom. 9.2; 10.1; 2 Cor. 7.3; Phil. 1.7). 

The heart is especially related to the will and to intentionality 

(I Cor. 4.5; 7.37; 2 Cor. 9.7; Col. 4.8) and is the place where God 

and man encounter one another (Rom. 5.5; 8.27; 10.9-10; 1 Cor. 

14.25; 2 Cor. 1.22; 2 Cor. 4.6; 1 Thess. 2.4). When the Spirit of 

the Son enters the heart of a man, it means that "the direction of 
,, 3 

the heart's intentionality is determined by Christ's Spirit . The 

Spirit, who is the Spirit of the Son, brings a man into a real sonship 

relationship with God for the first time through indwelling his 

heart. 

The objective proof of this new condition of sonship is the 

crying of the Spirit in the believer, "Abb 
, 

Father. " The participle 

Kpaýov refers to an action of the Spirit in Gal. 4.6. But in Rom. 

8.15 it is the believer who cries (KpaýOJJCV), "Abba, Father, " in the 

Spirit. Although the word KpaCciv may denote a forceful ejaculation, 

as that of the demons in the Gospels (cf.. Mk. 3.11; 5.7; 9.26; Lk. 

4.41; 9.39), 
4 

and therefore could refer to an ecstatic cry in the 

]Cf. 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. 275; Dunn, Baptism, p. 113- 

114; and Marchel, Abba, ' pp. 178-179. 

2 
On this see , 

F. Baumga'rtel and J. Behm, "KCtPSf(X, " TDNT 3, pp. 
605-613; Bultmann, Theology 1, pp. 220-227; Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 119- 
120; and Jewett, Anthropological Terms, pp. 304-333. Jewett provides 
a very helpful survey of research into the subject. He is particularly 
critical of Bultmann's "identification Of Kap6tta as a variant of 
volUs" (Ridderbos follows Bultmann) because it obscures the difference 
between "traditional Hebraic terms depicting a psycho-somatic unity 
of man and the Hellenistic terms which implicitly deny such unity" 
(p. 312). 

3 
Jewett, Anthropological Terms, p. 323. 

4 For the standard treatment of the word and its use see W. Grund- 
mann, 'fKPCtCW. KTX., " TDNT 3, pp. 898-903. 
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power of the Spirit, 1 
Paul's use of it in Gal. 4.6 and Rom. 8.15 

is more probably determined by its use with respect to prayers in 
the Septuagint, especially in the Psalms, where it denotes an 
earnest and faithful calling upon God in prayer (cf. Ps. 3.4; 
17.6; 29.2; 54.16; 56.2; 87.2, etc. ). 2 

Paul seems to assume that 
all Christians cry "Abb4,, Father" through the Spirit. This argues 
against its being an ecstatic cry or a form of glossolalia. By 
identifying the "Abba" cry with the Spirit in Gal. 4.6, Paul probably 
wants to suggest that the Spirit alone, working in the heart of the 
believer, makes possible the genuine cry of the Christian to God 

as his Father. The logic of this is relatively straightforward. A 

man could not call on God as his Father in a true sense until he had 
first become a Christian. Since the Spirit was received at the time 

of conversion and initiation, Paul could justifiably say that the 
Spirit, entering a believer's heart, led to the person being able 
to call upon God as his Father. It was, as it were, the Spirit, 

crying to God as Father in the heart of the believer, which resulted 
in the prayer address to God as Father by the man himself. 

The content of the cry to God, "Abba, Father, " goes back 

to Jesus himself and derives from the form of address which he used 
for God. 

3 
The intimacy which this address implied between God and 

Jesus was unique in Judaism. Undoubtedly it Was the unusual 

character of this form of address to God which led to the preservation 

of Abba in the traditions of the Church, even among those who could 

not speak Aramaic. Jesus may in fact have taught his immediate 

disciples to pray to God as Abba, and this may have been the original 
form of address of the Lord's prayer. 

4 
By it Jesus may have sought 

This view is held by Oepke,, Galater, p. 134, though he thinks 
Abba may have had a wider application; Schlier, 

' 
Galater, pp. 198-199; 

Bonnard, Galates, p. 88; Mussner, Galaterbrief, pp. 275-276 (possibly); 
0. Kuss, Der Ro'merbrief: Ubersetzt und ErklHrt 2 (1959), p. 603; 
Dodd, Romans, p. 129; and Michel, Rgi-ner, p. 260. 

2 Grundmann, "KP6CW, " p. 903; Lightfoo t, Galatians, p. 169; 
Marchel, Abba, p. 219, n. 12; and Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 
399. Others have suggested that KP6CCIV, in conjunction with Abba, 
Father, indicates a public acclamation (cf. Rom. 9.27), e. g. Leenhardt, 
Romans, p.,, 214; G. Delling, WorshiR in the New Testament (1962), p. 71; 
Paulsen, Romer 8, pp. 88-96; and Ka'semann, Rgmer, p. 218. Grundmann, 
"Kpa'CW9" P. 903 suggests this possibility as well for Gal. 4.6. Acclama- 

tion or proclamation as understood by Leenhardt, Grundmann, and 
Paulsen is not necessarily to be taken as unrelated to prayer, 
contra Ka"semann. 

3See su , pp. 48ff. 4 
See supra, pp. 285ff. 



349 

to introduce his disciples into his own relation with God. Many 

scholars have suggested that the Abba of Gal. 4.6 and Rom. 8.15 

reflects the continuation of the Abba address of the Lord's Prayer 
in the life of the non-Palestinian Church. 

I This is a genuine 

possibility, but we lack the necessary evidence to establish it 

conclusively. "Abba, Father" may have had a wider currency in the 

prayer life and perhaps also the "liturgical" 
* 
activity of the 

early church; we simply cannot say for certain. 
2 

With respect to Gal. 4.6, it is probable that Paul had taught 

the Galatians to pray to God "Abba, Father" as a mark of their 

new sonship relation with God after their conversion. If vs. 6 is 

anything to go by, Paul taught that the Spirit. of the Son entering 

a man's heart was essential, if a man were to address God as his 

personal Father. The Galatians had received the Spirit in their 

hearts and by it called upon God as their Father, using the words 

of the unique Son of God himself. This had the effect of confirming 

or demonstrating their real sonship relation with God. They had 

entered into the sonship relation of the Son of Gdd whom God had 

sent into the world to make men sons of God. The reality of this 

new relation is underscored by vs. 9 where Paul reminds the Galatians 

that they now know Goo and are known by God. In conjunction with 

Gal. 4.1-7, this knowing of God and being known by God can refer to 

nothing but the new Father-son relation established by God with the 

Galatians. 
3 

3. Sonship and Heirship in Gal. 4.7 

With vs. 7 Paul arrives at the conclusion of his thopght in 
C'. vss. 1-6 as the repetition of the terms 6oOXos, uios, and KXTIPOVOIJOS, 

all of which are drawn from vss. 1-6, suggests. The statement in 

vs. 7 logically follows on the words of vs. 6b: God sent the Spirit 

I 
Cf. Jeremias, Prayer, p. 65, n. 73; Grundmann . 

"Geist der Sohnschaf t, " 

p. 188; Seeberg, Der Katechismus, p. 243; Marthel, Abba, -pp. 177- 
178; Cullmann, Christology, pp. 2-08-209; Oepke, Galater, p. 134; 
Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 163-164 (possibly); and Professor 
Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 400. 

2 Cf. G. Schrenk, "Tromjp, " p. 1006. 

3 it Cf. Thusing, Per ChriStum, p. 118; Betz, "Spirit, " p. 151; 
and Twisselmann, Gotteskindschaft, p. 62. 



350 

of his Son into the Galatians' hearts enabling them to cry to God 

as their true Father; therefore, Paul infers (wcTTF_), they are no 
longer slaves but sons, and if sons, also heirs through God. 
Several features of vs. 7 are worthy of particular notice. The 

change to the second person singular 61 and the singular forms of 

the nouns 60OXOs, U16s, and KXTIPOVOýi0s are striking. By this 

device Paul apparently wishes to stress the relevance of what he is 

saying, for each of his readers as individuals: each one of them is 

a son of God and therefore an heir. 

-The expression KXTIPOV05110S 6ia eco17 is also of interest for 

two reasons. The KXqpovollos links vs. 7 with vs. I and thereby to 

3.29. Paul established in 3.26-29 that his readers were heirs 

according to the promise given to Abraham through their relation 

with Christ. In 4.7 he makes a somewhat different point. They are 

sons of God and therefore the heirs of God. According to the Old 

Testament, Abraham and his descendants were to receive the inheri- 

tance of the land from God (Gen. 15.7; 28.4; Nu. 34.2; Dt. 30.5). 

Paul's view in both Gal. 3 and 4 is that the inheritance is by 

promise (3.15-19) and the heirs inherit because God has made them 

sons through adoption- a connection which does not seem to have 

been made in Jewish literature. Paul, however, does not specify 

the nature of the inheritance in vs. 7. As in Jewish thought where 

the inheritance came to have an eschatological character, 
I 

the 

Galatians are the heirs of God's eschatological salvation-What 

Paul calls the kingdom of God in Gal. 5.21--a transcendental 

reality. In contrast to normal Jewish thought, however, the inheri- 

tance came to have no connection with the land for Paul because, as 

W. D. Davies observes, Paul discovered the inheritance to be "in 

Christ. ,2 The Christian is heir to the salvation blessings of God 

in Christ, though, as we shall see, Paul goes even further in Rom. 

8.17 by identifying Christians as the fellow heirs of Christ. 

The second reason that KXnPOV6POS Wt ecou- is of interest is 

because of the somewhat unusual 61'a Oco-5. The textual variants 

W. Foerster, "KAfTPCS TDNT 3, pp. 779-780. He 

points out that the inheritance came to be associated with eternal 
life (Ps. Sol. 14.10), the c--ming aeon (4 Ez. 7.96; S. Bar. 44.13), 

or the glory of God. 

2. 
W. D. Davies, The Gospel. and the Land (1974), p. 2'19. 
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associated with the phrase reveal the difficulty that this expres- 

sion created in the minds of the various manuscript copyists. 
6id 0607 is almost certainly the original reading because of the 

strength of the early witnesses favoring it (p 46 
, 111ý , A, B, C), 

the difficulty of the reading compared to the other possibilities, 

and its ability to account for the other readings. 
2 

The words 
"through God" view God as the "Urheber der ganzen Heilsveranstaltung, " 3 

and as he who makes the Galatians heirs and assures them of their 
inheritance. 4 

The Galatians are no longer slaves but sons and heirs of 
God. They have nothing to gain by undergoing circumcision and 

accepting the Jewish law. They have the blessing of Abraham through 

Christ, and as adopted sons of God, they are the heirs of God. Thus 

in vss. 8-11 Paul proceeds to point out that by altering their course 

they are in imminent danger of being re-enslaved. To turn to the 

weak and beggarly elements was in essence a renunciation of their 

status as free sons of God. Such an act was in Paul's mind tantamount 

to rendering null and void his missionary work among them. 

Paul could only hope that the Galatians would accept the 

argument of Gal. 4.1-7 if they already knew something of their 

position as the sons of God through the saving act of the Son of 

God whom God had sent into the world. Paul did preach Christ, the 

salvation bearing Son of God, as part of his Gospel proclamation. 

Gal. 3.26 and 4.6 makes italmost certain that the Galatians already 

knew of their sonship to God, a knowledge which went back to Paul's 

original preaching and instruction among them. The conclusion 

reached in vs. 7 that they were the heirs of God through the saving 

The variants include: OcoO, 6m Ocov, 6ia XpicyTou-, 61& 
**ITI(YOU- xpicrToio, ecoc 6, N xpicrToo, 0669 61(4a iTICTOD XPICTOO9 61& 660'U 

XPICTTý 'Inao! D, and even Av eco-o o, )yKxnPovoP. os n xpimot)'. 

2 
See Metzger, Textual Commentary, pp. 595-596. 

39 
Mussner, Galaterbrief, p. Z. 77. \ 

4Cf. 
Burton, Galatians, p. 225, who mentions both these 

possibilities but favors the latter. It is unnecessary to limit 
Paul in this way in our opinion. 
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activity of God may have been a consequence drawn by Paul from his 

sonship teaching. It may have been put forward in the argument 
against the Judaizers to counter their claims that the inheritance 

was only to be had through a relationship to Abraham based on 
circumcision and through obedience to the law. ' However this may 
be, the use of the divine sonship theme at a crucial point in 

his polemic with his opponents results from the fact that divine 

sonship, inclu ding the living relationship it implied with God as 
Fatherý was a fundamental expression of salvation for Paul. His 

understanding of sonship as originating in the gracious act of 

adoption by God and as resulting in a new relation with God as 
Father, through the work of the Spirit, gives sonship both a 
juridical and an existential quality. In other words, it unites 
two crucial aspects in Paul's understanding of soteriology: the 

unilateral saving act of God towards an individual man and the 

opening up ofa new living relationship with God based on the act 

of God. Although it has a different content, it embraces in one 

theme the soteriological duality implied in Rom. 5.9,10 where 
justification and reconciliation occur together. The work of the 

Spirit in sonship is absolutely crucial, but we may hold back on 

summarizing this theme until we have examined Rom. 8 and 9. 

Paul's sonship conception as presented in Gal. 4.4-7 seems 
to stand in the background when he explains the allegory of 
Sarah and Hagar in 4.21-5.1. The children according to promise, 
those according to the Spirit, are the free sons who are to inherit 
(vss. 28-31). From Paul's point of view they can be none other than 
the children of God. Cf. Cerfaux, Christian, pp. 277-278; 
Jewett, Anthropological Terms, pp. 100-101; Burton, Galatians, pp- 
267-268; and Twisselmann, Gotteskindschaft, p. 57. 



CHAPTER XI 

ROMANS AND PAUL'S USE OF 

THE BELIEVER SONSHIP IDEA 

A. Introduction 

The theme of divine sonship appears in chapters 8 and 9 

of Romans, but a marked difference exists in its usage in the two 

chapters. In Rom. 9 the divine sonship idea first involves the 

conception of Israel's special privilege of adoption (vs. 4). 

Paul limits divine sonship to only a segment of physical Israel, 

however (vss. 6-8), before employing a quotation from Hosea which 

establishes that non-Jews have been called to divine sonship as 

well (vss. 24-26). In the thought of Rom. 9 sonship is hardly 

more than a sub-theme, but it indicates that Paul's own sonship 

conception is rooted in the Old Testament and post-Old Testament 

Jewish idea that the people of God are his sons. By contrast, 

Rom. 8 contains the apostle's most extensive exposition of the 

sonship theme. Rom. 8.14-17 is closely connected with the thought 

of Gal. 4.5-7. but the context in which it occurs is decidedly 

different, and the idea is explicated in greater detail. In 

Rom. 8.18-30 the place of sonship in the eschatological salvation 

to which God has destined his elect is given considerable emphasis 

because the final state of adoptive sonship is said to be the 

object of Christian hope (vs. 23). 

As in Gal. 3.26-4.7, the sonship theme in both Rom. 8 and 9 

does not stand in isolation from the argument of. the letter. For 

this reason it will prove helpful to set out the main structure of 

Romans, and by so doing we-should gain further insight into the 

place of sonship in the thought of Paul. This will be followed 

by an exegesis of the relevant material in Rom. 8 and 9. But before 

examining the structure of the argument in Romans, it is necessary 

7' , 53 
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to discuss briefly the purpose and character of Romans. 

B. The Purpose and Character of Romans 

The uncertainty surrounding the situation in Rome and Paul's 

purpose in writing Romans exceeds by far the problems associated 

with Galatians. With regard to this, K. P. Donfried speaks of "a 

Romans debate in process which is far from complete. "' In the 

case of Romans, it is not even certain what can be described as 
the major positions in the debate because so many scholars have 

offered very different solutions to the problem of the origin and 

purpose of Romans. 2 
Donfried has attempted to limit the field by 

arguing, from a methodological point of view, "Any study of Romans 

should proceed on the initial assumption that this letter was 
,3 written by Paul to deal with a concrete situation in Rome . He 

bases this statement on the fact that all the authentic Pauline 

letters were "addressed to the specific situations of the churches 

or per sons involved. ,4 This assumption, however, ignores one very 

crucial difference between Romans and other Pauline writings. 

Romans was not addressed to a church established by Paul (or a 

colleague as in the case of the church at Colossae), and therefore 

he had no direct claim to authority over them. For this reason 

Donfried's presupposition must be rejected, but this does not mean 

that Romans was not directed to a specific situation in Rome. If 

I 
K. P. Donfried, "Introduction, " The Romans Debate (1977), 

p. xi. This book consists of a collection of essays by nine scholars 
concerning the question of the purpose and audience of Romans. Don- 
fried chose the essays, all but one of which had been published 
previously, to give the reader some idea of the diversity and 
conflicting opinions regarding the problem of the "situation in 
life" of Romans. 

2 
Apart from The Romans Debate, see W. S. Campbell, "Why Did 

Paul Write Romans? " ET 85 (1973-74), pp. 264-269 for a recent 
survey of the various solutions proposed. He discusses contributions 
under five headings: "Romans as a Letter of Self-Introduction, " 
"Romans as an Assertion of Paul's Apostolic Authority, " "Romans as a 
Letter to Jerusalem, " "Romans as a Circular Letter, " and "Romans 

as a Letter to Rome. " This sbould give the reader some idea of 
the diversity of opinion on the life situation of Romans. An 

extensive bibliography on this issue may be found in Professor 
Cranfield,. jýomans 2, pp. 814-815, n. 3. 

3 
K. P. Donfried, "False Presuppositions in the Study of Romans, " 

Romans Debate, p. 1-72. 

4 Ibid. 



chapter 16 is part of the original letter, and we think it is, I 

then Paul had a number of contacts in the Roman church to whom he 

extended personal greetings. Very possibly many of them were Jewish 
Christians whom Paul had met after they had been driven out of 
Rome by the decree of Claudius in A. D. 49 and who had then returned 
after Claudius' death. Paul may even have converted some of them 
to Christianity. Thus it is entirely possible that he had intimate 
knowledge of the church situation in Rome through his friends and 
acquaintances. 

On the surface of it, Paul wrote Romans to prepare the way 
for his future visit to Rome (cf. 1.1-13; 15.14ff. ). He also wanted 
to have the Roman Christians share, through prayer, in the Jerusalem 

collection (cf. 15.30-33). 2 
But these goals would not have required 

the main body of the letter (1.16-15.13) to have been written. When 

Rom. 1.8-17 is studied with care, an important reason for the writing 

of 1.16-15.21 comes into focus. Paul wished to see the Roman 

Christians, who were largely unknown to him, to impart a spiritual 

gift to them (Rom. 1.11). He desired to have some fruit among them 

as he had had among other Gentiles (vs. 13); thus he was eager to 

preach the Gospel to them (vs. 15). It is this last point which 
functions as Paul's springboard into the main part of the letter. 

He begins in vss. 16-17 with the statement: "I am not ashamed of 

the Gospel, for it is the power of God to salvation for all who 
believe, to the Jew first and also to the Gentile. For the righteous- 

ness of God is being revealed in it from faith, to faith, as it is 

written, 'The righteous by faith shall live. "' These two verses 

are programmatic for the contents of the whole main body of the 

letter. But in light of their connection with vs. 15, an important 

fact emerges. Rom. 1.16-15.13 represents an initial attempt by Paul 

to "preach" the Gospel to those in Rome in order to have some fruit 

among them. As N. A. Dahl has noted, "In Greco-Roman antiquity, a 

written message was regarded as a substitute for personal presence 

I 
See K. P. Donfried, "A Short Note on Romans 16, " Romans Debate, 

pp. 50-60; Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 9-13; Professor Cranfield, 
Romans I it 

., 
pp. 5-11; and Kummel, Introduction, pp. 314-320. 

2 
On this latter point see especially A. J. M. Wedderburn, 

"The Purpose and Occasion of Romans Again, " ET 90 (1978-79), 

pp. 137-14). 
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and oral communication. " Thus he goes on to describe Romans as an 
e. xample of "preaching the Gospel in writing. "' 

Other motives for the writing of Romans seem to lie just 
below the surface. The emphasis on the Jews and Gentiles within 
the salvation scheme of God, is perhaps attributable to a conflict 
between Jews and Gentiles within the Christian community at Rome. 
Some suggest that the strong and the weak of 14.1ff. are to be 
identified as liberal-minded Gentiles and conservative-minded Jews 
respectively. 

2 On the basis of Rom. 11.13-24, among other passages, 
it is possible that the Gentiles felt a certain sense of superiority 
over Jewish Christians and that Paul wished to bring them into line. 
The strong appeals of Paul regarding the Jews and his own feelings 

towards them (Rom. 9.1-3; 10.1-2; 11.1-2; 11.14) perhaps suggest 
that some felt or claimed that Paul had no. interest in the Jewish 

nation or possibly had rejected Judaism altogether. Paul was 

perhaps accused of antinomianism by some (3.9; 6.1). It is difficult 

to be certain about these matters from only hearing Paul's end of 
the conversation. 

3 Nevertheless, it seems probable to us that Paul 
has attempted to present the Gospel of God to the Christians. in 

Rome in order to explain the place of Jews and Gentiles within God's 

salvation purposes. By so doing he*Wished to ease the tensions 
between Jewish and Gentile Christians in Rome and to spell out his 

own understanding of the place of the Jewish people and perhaps 

the law in the salvation activity of God. 

C. The Structure of the Argument of Romans 

The structure, just as the "situation in life" of Romans, 

N. A. Dahl, Studies in Paul: Theology for the Early Christian 
Mission (1977), p. 75. 

2 
E. g. Campbell, "Romans, " p. 268. P. S. Minear, The Obedience 

of Faith: The Purpose of Paul in the Epistle to the Romans (1971), 
pp. 8-17 sees the weak as primarily converted Jews and the strong as 
Gentiles or "liberated" Jews. But he goes too far when he finds a 
further distinction between the weak who condemn the strong and the 
weak who do not and the strong who despise the weak and those who 
do not. The attempt to relate almost every part of the main body 
of the epistle to all, or to one or the other of these groups, or 
another group he desj-gnates doubters, ignores the limitations of 
the evidence available. 

3 Donfried, "False Presup-, usitions, " p. 126, is correct, in our 
view, when he argues that the so-called diatribe style does not dis- 

prove that Romans was directed to specific issues in the Roman church. 
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has received considerable attention from scholars without anything 
like a consensus being achieved. The conclusion of the letter, 15.14- 
16.23 (27), causes no difficulties. Similarly the paraenetic 

section beginning in 12.1 and running to 15.13 presents little 

difficulty becattse this material constitutes a thematic unity 

concerned with the practical and ethical ramifications of the Gospel. 

Paul normally included paraenesis in his letters and grounded it in 

so-called "indicative" statements concerning the Gospel. Rom. 12.1- 

15.13, in conjunction with Rom. 1-11, corresponds to this model. 
The real trouble for the exegete comes in the section 1.16- 

11.36 which follows the salutation and body introduction (1.1-15). 

Few would deny that 9.1-11.36 forms a unit dealing with Israel's 

position in God's salvation plan, but its conceptual relationship 

to what precedes is debated. C. H. Dodd, among others, claims that 

it is a mere digression or .a secondary argument in Romans, I 
while 

B. Noack thinks that it is the main point of the letter and that much 

of what precedes is in some senses secondary. 
2 

Neither of these 

extremes is to be accepted. Rom. 9-11, in all probability, was 

not only demanded by the situation in Rome, and by the practical 

experience of Paul as well, but it was also a natural outgrowth of 

Paul's explication of the Gospel in chatpers 1-8 . We have already 

treated the purpose of Paul in writing Romans. It is apparent 

that the nature of his own ministry as well as the wider experience 

of the early church must have posed for. jewish Christians especially, 

but also for Gentiles, the problem of why Israel had not accepted 

her Messiah. 
3 

Several features in Rom. 1-8 look forward to and, to 

Dodd, Romans pp. 148-150. He maintains that the 
"immediate sequel to 8.31-39" is 12.1ff., and that "chapters 9-11 
form a compact and continuous whole, " which can be read satisfactori- 
ly without reference to the rest of the epistle. Dodd sees it as a 
sermon inserted into the text of Romans to clear up the problems 
left by 3.1-9. 

2 B. Noack, "Current and Backwater in the Epistle to the 
Romans, " ST 19 (1965), pp. 154-156. He especially designates 

chapters 4-8 as a "side issue" in comparison to 9-11. 

3 Cf. U. Wilckens, Rechtfertigung als Freiheit (1974), pp. 
168-169, who views Romans as an apology for the Pauline Gospel, 

an opinion with which we hav-e considerable sympathy. He thinks that 
in Rom. 6. Iff. Paul turns to the complex of objections raised by 

Judaizers against justifica-Hon without the law. Wilckens then claims 
that Rom. 9-11 treats the second fundamental objection of Judaizers 

against Paul's Gospel, the problem of what has become of God's 

chosen people. 
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a certain extent, necessitate the discussion in Rom. 9-11. The 
contrast in 2.26-29 between the t-rue Jew who is circumcised in 
his heart and the outward appearing Jew who is only a Jew in his 
flesh by virtue of circumcision is closely related to Rom. 9-11. 
Within the argument of Rom. 3.1-9, the position of the Jewish nation 
before God is raised, further paving the way for the discussion 

of Rom. 9-11.1 Rom. 4.9ff. with its discussion of Abraham and 
his seed who are. righteous by faith, whether circumcised or uncir- 
cumcised, also points forward to the argument of Rom. 9-11,2 particu- 
larly chapter 9. E. Dinkler has suggested a more immediate connec- 
tion between Rom. 9-11 and what precedes it. In Rom. 8.28-30, Paul 
introduces the theme of God's predestination and elective call, 
but according to Dinkler, Paul does not specify whom God foreknew 

and predestined in vss. 28-30.3 He asserts, "Paul wrestles with 
this question in chapters 9_11.,, 4 

Dinkler is right in seeing a 

1 
U. Luz, "Zum Aufbau von Ro'm. 1-8�" TZ 25 (1969), p. 175 

maintains that in Rom. 1.18-4.25 Paul systematically contrasts 
the righteousness of God with the unrighteousness of men. He 

it proceeds to assert: "Rom. 3,1-9 ist in diesem Zusammenhang als 
Exkurs zu beurteilen.. dessen Thema in Ro"m. 9-11 wieder aufgenommen 
wird. " He later says of 6. Iff.: "Jetzt hat er £Paulj zeit fUr vorher 
offengebliebeneFragen: fÜr die Frage nach der Indifferenz des 
sittlichen Handelns (R8m. 6. Iff. ), für die Frage nach dem Sinn des 

t1 Gesetzes (3,31, vgl. 7,7ff.; 8,3ff. ), für die Frage nach der 
Treue Gottes gegenüber Israel (9-11). " Cf. J. Dupont, 'le Probleme 
de la Structure Littgraire de llEpitre aux Romains, " RB 62 (1955), 
pp. 383-393. 

2Cf. A. Feuillet, "Le Regne de la Mort et le Rýgne de la Vie 
(Rom. V. 12-21), " RB 77 (1970), p. 505. R. Scroggs, 

. 
"Paul as 

Rhetorician. Two Homilies in Romans 1-119" Jews, Greeks and Gentiles. 
Religious Cultures in Late Antiquity (1976), pp. 270-298, maintains 
that Rom. 1.16-4.25 and 9.1-11.36 form what was originally a 
single homily. He notes, "Chapter 9 picks up both development and 
scriptural support where chapter 4 ended" (p. 275). This is an 
interesting proposal, and he is certainly right in seeing a connection 
between Rom. 1-4 and 9-11. Whether Rom. 1-4 and 9-11 formed a 
single homily is another matter. It is possible but far from proven 
by Scroggs. His explanation for the separating of chapters 9-11 from 
1-4 by a second homily of completely different character is not 
entirely convincing (pp. 288-289). 

3 
E. Dinkler, "The Historical and the Eschatological Israel 

in Romans Chapters 9-11: A Contribution to the Problem of Predestina- 
tion and Individual Responsibility, " JR 36 (1956), pp. 113-114. 

4 
Ibid., p. 114. For a criticism of Dinkler's view con- 

cerning "eschatological Islael" in Rom. 9-11, which seems to have 
colored his understanding of Rom. 8.28-30, see infra., p. 365, n. 2. 



359 

connection between Rom. 8.28-30 and Rom. 9-11, but it is not the 

one he thinks. Those whom God foreknew and predestined in Rom. 8.28- 
30 are obviously Christians, whether Jews or Gentiles. Nevertheless, 

vs. 28, in particular, implicitly raises the fundamental issue at 
stake in Rom. 9-11: if all things work together for good for 

those whom God calls, what of Israel? She was called by God and 

granted a variety of special privileges (Rom. 9.4-5), but the 

people of Israel did not turn to the Gospel. Had the word of 
God failed (Rom. 9.6)? What good was God working for Israel through 
her failure to respond to the Gospel? These are the problems which 
Paul seeks to solve in Rom. 9-11, and they are implicit in his 

confident assertion in Rom. 8.28 as soon as Israel's divine call 
is remembered. The fact that in Rom. 11 Paul attempts to show the 

good which God was working for both Jews and Gentiles in Israel's 

temporary exclusion from the salvation blessings of God suggests that 

Paul perhaps intended a connection between Rom. 8.28 and chapters 
9-11. 

Since the sonship theme in Rom. 9-11 is limited to chapter 9, 

where it plays only a minor role in the actual argument, it is 

unnecessary for our purposes to make a detailed analysis of the 

thought progression in chapters 9-11 . Instead the development of 

Rom. 9.1-29 will be treated. in our discussion of sonship in Rom. 9. 

The problem of the structure of Rom. 1.16-8.39 is especially 

disputed. Some think 1.16 (or 18)-5.21 forms one integrated unit, 

while 6.1-8.39 (or even 11.36) forms a second. Others agree that 

there are two sections in Rom. 1-8 dealing with differing themes, 

but find the break between 4.25 and 5,1.2 A. Feuillet has championed 

the view that a major division occurs at 5.12 so that 5.1-11 goes 

with 1.18-4.25 and 5.12-21 with chapters 6-8.3 In contradistinction 

1 E. g. Sanday and Headlam, Romans, pp. xlvii-1; J. Dupont, 
Ir "Probleme de la Structure, " pp. 366-382; and X. Leon-Dufour, "Situa- 

tion Litteraire de Rom. V, " RSR 51 (1963), pp. 83-95. Wilckens, 
Rechtfertigung, p. 168 seems to hold this opinion as well. 

2 
This view is widely he'd. See for example Dodd, Romans, p. 71; 

F, 2semann, pp. 121-122; Schlier, RO"merbrief, pp. 1271-5-, Michel, 
it Romer, pp. 43-47; Professor Bar-t, -ett, Romans, p. 101; and Professor 

Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 103,252-254. 

3 s l' pttre A. Feuillet, "Le Plan Salvifique de Dieu d'Apre E 

aux Romains, " RB 57 (1950), pp. 338-387 saw three major divisions in 

Rom. 1-8; 1.18-5.11; 5.12-7.6; and 7.7-8.39. In 1959 Feuillet seems 
to have modified his earlier understanding on the basis of the 
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to all those who find two sections with different themes in Rom. I- 
8, U. Luz claims that Rom. 1-8 cannot be divided thematically. 
According to him, the letter develops around the single theme of the 
"Gerechtigkeit des Gottes. "I Luz, however, ignores the differences 
in thought and content in Rom. 1-4 and 6-8. In Rom. 1-4 Paul is 

concerned with man's alienation from the righteous God, through 
sin, his just condemnation, and his justification by faith through 
the gracious act of God. Chapters 6-8 and, as we shall see, chapter 
5 as well, principally treat the new life of the man who has been 
justified and the problems arising from his new life in Christ. 

The proposal of Feuillet that 5.12 is the dividing point 
between the section on justification and the one on the new life 

which results from it is particularly attractive because it is 

based on an important linguistic consideration. Ile thinks that 
the Habakkuk quotation in Rom. 1.17 was utilized in conformity with 
Paul's intention for organizing the epistle. 

2 
The words OC SIK(XIOS 

tK Tr(CYTEWS from Rom. 1.17 correspond to 1.18"5.11, according to 

Feuillet, and Cý(YP-Toti relates to 5.12-8.39. He grounds this claim T1 

in the fact that 61KOtIOS, 61KMOW, 61 KOtl OG6 %)TI, TrIaTis, and 

TTiaTc, 6w occur with regularity in 1.18-5.11 but seldom in 5.12-8.39, 

while on the other hand, C(XW, CWTý12 a7O8V"GKW, and eavaTos are 

confined almost exclusively to 5.12-8.39. If word statistics alone 

were considered, Feuillet's contention would probably merit assent. 

But when the content of 5.1-11 is examined, Paul has gone considerably 

beyond the theme of sin and justification by faith to the theme of 

Habakkuk citation in Rom. 1.17. Thus in "La Citation d'Habacuc 
11.4 et les Huit Premiers Chapitres de VEpItre aux Romains, " NTS 
6 (1959-1960), pp. 55-56 he discusses the bipartIte division of 
Romans with the division occuring at Rom. 5.12. He tries to salvage 
his earlier work by finding three antitheses based on his earlier 
division of Rom. 1-8. Now see his essay "Regne de la Mort, " pp. 
501-515. Leenhardt, Romans, pp. 132-133,139-140 also adopts the 
view that the main division in Rom. 1-8 occurs at 5.12. 

1 
Luz, "Aufbau, " pp. 165-181 . 

2 
Feuillet, "Citation dHabacuc, " pp. 55ff. This position 

is in no way unique to Feuillet, though he is the only one to use 
it in proving the main division of Rom. 1-8 is located between 
5.11 and 5.12. See for example Michel, R8mer, p. 43 and Professor 
Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 102. 
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new life in Christ, even though the term CwTI only occurs once, and 
then it is in relation to Christ (5.10). - The introductory words of 

chapter 5, "61KUIW6E-VTES 0 CK 7rfCFTCWS, " seem to draw together 

the previous discussion, while thewD-rdswhich follow, "cipTIVTIV 

'VXOVEV TrPýS T'O'V 86. O'V KTX. " seem to take up the consequences of the 

new status of justification. The shift to the first person plural 
in 5.1 also marks a decisive change from the third person argumenta- 
tive form which characterizes the previous discussion. I 

More- 

over, as Dahl noted some years ago, Rom. 5.1ff. is closely related 
to chapter 8 in both vocabulary and thought. 

2 
It should therefore 

be connected with what follows rather than what precedes. These 

observations have the further effect of rendering untenable the 

claim that the major division in Rom. 1-8 occurs at 6.1.3 

Because the believer sonship theme occurs in Rom. 8, part 

of the second main section of Rom. 1-8. it is unnecessary to follow 

the argument of Rom. 1.16-4.25. It is sufficient to note that 

believer sonship must be seen as a consequence of God's gracious 

act of justification. The nature of the argument in Rom. 5-8 also 

makes it unnecessary to examine the line of thought in chapters 5-7 

in detail. Rom. 5-8 does not proceed by a single unbroken line of 

argument but through a series of interconnecting ideas by which Paul 

explores the one thýme of new life in Christ and its meaning. The 

various subsections of chapters 5-7 are fairly clear and may simply 

be listed along with their primary thrusts: 

1) 5.1-11: Those who are justifed have peace with God and 

hope for the future. 

2) 5.12-21: The gift of life comes through the obedience 

of Christ as death came through the disobedience of 

Adam. 

3) 6.1-14: Believers are dead to sin and alive to God 

I Cf. Schlier, Ro"merbrief, p. 138 who takes a similar position. 
II Kasemann, Omer, p. 122 rejects the connection of 5.1 to what precedes 

on different grounds: "Unser VerstHndnis von c. 4 als Schriftbeweis 
erlaubt nicht, 5,1-11 noch zur, vorigen Teil zu ziehen. " See also 
the references supra, p. 95q, n. 2. 

2 
Dahl, "Romans 5, " pp. 37-39. Cf. Scroggs, "Paul as 

Rhetorician, " pp. 285-286. 

3 Cf. Michel, Ro' it mer, p. 176 and Schlier, Romerbrief, p. 138. 
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in Christ. 

4) 6.15-23: The former slaves of sin have become the 

slaves of righteousness and of God. 

5) 7.1-6: Believers are freed from the law as a constraining 

orce. 
6), 7.7-12: The condemnation resulting from the law was 

due to sin, not the law itself. 

7) 7.13-24a: The law of sin is still at work in the life 

of the believer. 

These subsections are logically connected together as Paul moves 
the whole of R om. 5-7 forward through a series of rhetorical 

questions placed at the beginning of each new section. In each 

case the questions are raised by the previous section. The one 

exception to this is 5.12-21, but the 61d' TOLITO of 5.12 probably 

should be understood in its normal sense as having a back referencep 
2 

and thereby it serves to join 5.12 with what precedes. When Paul 

comes to chapter 8 he begins with an inferential apa which, as 

we. have noted previously, 
3 links Rom. 8.1 with 7.6. In 8.2 Paul 

reintroduces the Spirit into the discussion from 7.6 and 5.5. 

I 
If this device is intentional, as it seems to be, it may 

mean that 7.24b introduces a new section, but this poses a difficulty 
since the'Kpa of 8.1 refers back to 7.6, so that 7.7-25 has the 
appearance of an excursus. It is true, nevertheless, that 8.1 
provides assurance for the man asking the question in 7.24a. 
Scroggs, "Paul as Rhetorician, " pp. 282-283 suggests that each 
section of 5.1-8.39 concludes with a refrain or formula that either 
speaks explicitly of life and death or implies the theme. He differs 
from us in that he thinks 6.1-11 and 6.12-23 are the subsections in 
chapter 6, and he considers 7.7-25a a single unit. While his 
proposal is very interesting, the frequency with which words relating 
to life and death occur in ch. 5-8 (almost 70 times) makes it not 
surprising that they should appear at the close of sections as well. 
But the primary problem with his contention that death and life were 
intentionally used in concluding formulas comes in chapter 6. It 
seems more likely to us that the rhetorical question of vs. 15 
introduces the new section than that vs. 11 ends the previous section. 
It also strains the section conclusion at 8.29-30 to get the death 

and life antithesis out of it, and Scroggs, like many others, must 
excise 7.25b from the text to get a neat section conclusion at 7.24- 
25a. 

2 11 11 Michel, Romer, p. 186: Schlier, Romerbrief, p. 159; Professor 
Barrett, Romans, p. 110; and Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 271. 

3See 

_2Miýa, 
PP- 133. 
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The theme of the Spirit in the life of the believer then dominates 

much of what follows in chapter 8, but it is also into this context 
that Paul introduces the theme of the divine sonship of believers. 
For the apostle divine sonship is rooted in the gift of the Spirit. 
The exact relationship of these two themes, that of the Spirit and 
of sonship, in the argument of Rom. 8 may be seen best in the 
context of our exegesis of the sonship material in Rom. 8. However, 

at this point several general comments may be made about the place 
of believer sonship in Romans. 

The divine sonship theme is interjected at the end of the 
discussion regarding new life in Christ in Rom. 5-8. It actually 
occurs in 8.12-30 which leads up to Paul's paean regarding the 

profound love of God, an idea which itself cannot be distanced 

too far from the sonship conception in vss. 12-30. The way in 

which Paul introduces it at the end of his discussion in Rom. 5-8 
has the effect of making it appear as a keystone for the preceding 
discussion, especially in light of 8.18-25 and 29-30 where sonship 
is portrayed as one of the final goals of salvation. Sonship 

epitomizes the new life which the Christian experiences through the 
Spirit (8.1-16). It is the ultimate result of the believer's 

justification (5.1,9), and it constitutes the unique relation 

vis-a-vis God which results from reconciliation with him (5.10). 

Although Rom. 9 represents the beginning of an entirely new section, 
Paul makes use of the divine sonship idea on three separate occasions. 
In the process he reveals that for him divine sonship always played 

a part in the salvation plan of God. 

Because the use of believer sonship in Rom. 9 indicates the 

historical antecedent for its use in Rom. 8, we shall begin by 

examining Rom. 9. 

D. The Divine Sonship. of the People of God in Rom. 9 

The complexity of Rom. 9-11 precludes our discussing these 

chapters in detail, and besides, as was noted-above, the sonship 

theme appears only in chapter 9 where it plays a very minor role. 

The last three verses of Rom. 9 (vss. 30-32) seem to go with 

chapter 10. The remainder of the chapter subdivides into three 
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main paragraphs: vss. 1-5; vss. 6-13; and vss. 14-29. Interest- 
ingly each of these paragraphs contains a reference to divine 

sonship, but each instance has its own peculiar significance. 
Rom. 9.1-5 functions as the introduction to the third 

main division of the epistle, chapters 9-11. In vs. 1-3 Paul 

expresses his deep-seated grief over the failure of his kinsmen 

according to the flesh to believe in Christ, the Messiah of Israel. 
This sets the stage for what follows in Rom. 9.6-11.36 because it 

reveals Paul's earnest desire for Israel's salvation and shows the 

tremendous difficulty created for him by Israel's general failure 

to respond to the Gospel as God's message of salvation. At issue 

was whether God was true to his promises or not. In vss. 4-5 the 

apostle enumerates in four relative clauses a series of privileges 
C/ I granted to Israel by God. The first relative clause, OITIVES 

CIGIV ýUPUTIXTTOtI, 
while identifying Paul's kinsmen according to 

the flesh from vs. 3, has a comprehensive character about it. 

Israel was the honorific name granted to Jacob by God as a 

blessing (Gen. 32.22-32). In the post-Old Testament period it 

became the preferred self-designation of the Jewish people emphasiz- 
2 ing their status as the chosen people of God. For Paul it denotes 

the same thing because in Rom. 11.1 when he raises the question of 

whether God had rejected his people he responds by answering, 
"Never, for I also am an Israelite. " As W. Gutbrod notes, "This 

makes sense only if, as an"1IUPUTJX1Tr1s2 he is a member of God's 

people. " 3 

The all-encompassing, privilege of being an Israelite 

included a variety of other prerogatives for Paul. In Rom. 9.4b 
cc9,, he links six of these boons together: Tj Ui0eccria, n MEa, a1c 

6iaOýKai, Tit volioecaia, Tjý ýarpcia and al- E17TayyE:, Ii In light of 

the infrequent use made of divine sonship in both Old Testament and 

intertestamental Judaism (Wisdom Of Solomon 11-19 is the sole 

I 
W. Gutbrod, 14IOPall. KTX., " TDNT 3, pp. 386-387 and Professor 

Cranfield, Romans 2, p. 460. 

2 
M. Rese, "Die VorzUge Israels in Ro"m. 9,4f. und Eph. 2,12: 

Exegetische Anmerkungen zum Thema Kirche und Israel, " TZ 31 (1975), 

p. 215 and K. G. Kuhn, l'ýIOPUfýIX KTX., " TDNT 3, p. 360. 

3 
Gutbrod, "tcrpaTiX, " p. 386. 
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exception), it is somewhat surprising that Paul listed UI-Oecujýcj 
as a significant privilege of being an Israelite. In fact he gives 
it a position of prominence by placing it first in the list of 

specific blessings granted to the people of God. I 
This may reflect 

Paul's own conception of the importance of the F4ther-son relation 
between God and his people, an importance which Paul only came to 

see after his conversion to belief in Christ. In the discussion of 

the term U100CUla in Gal. 4.5, we concluded that Paul understood 

Israel's divine sonship in the Old Testament in terms of ucioftaiaq 

adoptive sonship, because this emphasized the completely sovereign 

action of God by which Israel became a son. 

The other prerogatives of Israel are not of great significance 

to our discussion here. It suffices to say that the whole of vss. 4 

and 5 help explain the great tragedy Paul saw in the general failure 

of Israel to come to terms with God's salvation in Christ. But it 

also posed an acute practical and theological problem for Paul and 

all other Christians: Had the word of God failed? Could God be 

tr I usted, if his promises to the people of Israel remained unfulfilled? 
Paul's solution to this difficulty began with his recognition that 

a process of election and grace had always operated in the life of 

Israel. He claims in Rom. 9.6b that not all those from Israel 

are Israel. Thus Paul makes a distinction between mere physical 

descent from Jacob (Israel) and a more exclusive sense of being 

Israel whi ch transcends the inclusive category of physical descent. 

Paul does not intend a reference to the Gentiles as the true Israel, 
2 

or even as a part of the true Israel, either here or anywhere else. 

-The o5Toi 'ýIcypaf)X of vs. 6b refers to a group within physical Israel 

(Trav'res oir- Q3Icypafjý) who have been chosen to share in the salvation 

D. W. B. Robinson, "The Priesthood of Paul in the Gospel of 
Hope, " Reconciliation and Hope: New Testament Essays on Atonement and 
Eschatology (1974), p. 234 calls the 11sonship" of Rom. 9.4 "the chief 
prerogative -of Israel among the nations, " but he fails to note that no 
one except Paul ever seems to have made this identification. 

2 
See J. Munck, Christ and Israel: An Interpretation of 

Romans 9-11 (1967), pp. 34-36 and P. Richardson, Israel in 
the Church (1969), pp. 70-158. Dinkler, "Eschatological 
israel, " pp. 114-117 and n. 22, p. 126 argues that the distinction 
Paul seeks to make in Rom. 9.6-13 concerns "empirical-historical 
Israel" and "eschatological Israel, " the latter of which includes 
both Jews and Gentiles to whom the promises of God were given. His 
distinction between the two Israels forces him to posit a "clear 

contradiction" between Rom. 9.6-13 and Rom. 11.1-32 since in the 
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granted in Christ from the outset. But this cannot be construed 
as an attempt to reinterpret completely Israel's special place 
before God because, as Rom. 11 shows, Paul believed that 'tall" 
Israel would be saved, though. presumably not every individual 

Israelite. 

Paul clarifies and expands upon the distinction proposed 
in vs. 6b by his statement in vss. 7-8. He introduces the idea 

of Abrahamic descent in vss. 7-8 because the principle of divine 

selection was active among Abraham's descendants from the beginning. 

In vs. 7 the apostle states the principle of exclusion as being 

that "not all are children of Abraham because they are the seed of 
Abraham. " To ground this assertion, he cites Gen. 21.12. According 

to the narrative of Gen. 21, when Sarah demanded that Hagar and 
her son Ishmael be sent away, so that Isaac would be Abraham's sole 
heir, God supported her request to Abraham by informing him that 
his descendants were to be named through Isaac (Gen. 21.12). 1 

Although Abraham had two physical sons at the time (he was later 

to have six more- Gen. 25.2), only one was chosen to continue 

the. line, receiving the promises of God. In vs. 8 Paul explains the 

meaning of the Gen. 21.12 quotation (TOV F25GTIV) in the following 

words: "ou" T& TEKVOt TTTS Cr(YpKbS TCOTa TEOKVa TOa ecoo, 'aXX& T& 

-. .1 it TCKVa TTIS C1TaY'YCX1aS XO'Y1CCTa1 COIS CMEPýML. The appearance of the 

expression T6KVOt TOU eco'g is unexpected. Nowhere in the Genesis 

narrative is there any connection between Abrahamic descent and 

latter passage the promises are said to have been given to historical 
Israel (11.1-10). Dinkler blames the contradiction on "Paul's 
complex interest" in wishing to maintain an "escha tological Israel" 
which embraces Jews and Gentiles, while not denying the original 
prerogatives of "historical Israel. " It seems more probable to us 
that the contradiction between Rom. 9 and 11 arises as a result of 
Dinkler's "complex interest" in maintaining the conception of 
"eschatological Israel" in Rom. 9.6-13. Nothing in Rom. 9.6-13 
suggests that Paul had Gentiles in mind and 9.1-5 argues very 
strongly against this View. The evidence adduced by Dinkler from 
outside Rom. 9-11 is inadequate to prove his contention.. What Paul 
seeks to do is demonstrate that throughout the history of Israel a 
process of selection based on divine election has been operating. 
For Paul this helps to explain why not all Israel turned to the 
Gospel. 

I The KXTIOrICFETal Of the Gen. 21.12 quotation approaches 
the meaning of "be. " See Arndt-Gingrich, llKaXE'w, tl p. 400. 



367 

divine sonship. The immediate reason for the introduction of the 

words "children of God" in vs. 8 appears to be to contrast with 
the expression "the children of the flesh" (TEKVCC T'ýS Cr(XPKOS) . But 

the shadow of Rom. 9.4 hangs over the verse. Divine sonship was 

a privilege granted to Israel, but in a more exclusive sense, it 

was not established by mere physical descent from Abraham. Divine 

sonship was based on God's decision, the principle of divine selection, 
which operated in the case of Isaac and Ishmael and all the subse- 

quent progeny of Abraham. I 
From the perspective of this examination, 

the interesting factor in vs. 8 is the way in which Paul interjects 

the divine sonship idea into the text. He makes no effort to 

explain it, and in fact he uses it to contrast with "children of 
the flesh" and perhaps to balance vs. 8b with vs. 7a, even though 
it does not really seem to fit. This suggests that Paul assumed that 

divine sonship, a concept drawn from the Old Testament, was a 
fundamental category for understanding the relation of the elect to 

God. Vs. 8c, "but the children of promise are considered seed, " 

then balances with vs. 7b and is itself grounded by vs. 9 which 

confirms that Isaac was indeed the son of Abraham through divine 

promise. 

In vss. 10-13 Paul proceeds to show that God's elective 

love was operative in the birth of Isaac's sonsJacob and Esau. 

He does not make it explicit, but the story of Jac. ob and Esau 

affirms the thought of vss. 7-8 because it was only one of the two 

grandsons of Abraham, Jacob, who was called to inherit the promises 

made to Abraham. 2 
Paul argues in vss. 14-18 for the sovereignty 

of God in election and the bestowing of mercy, and he defends God 

against those who would accuse him of arbitrariness in vss. 19-21. 
- 

According to vss. 22-24, God has a sovereign right to the choices 

Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 2, p. 475 on the relation 
between ufoecna in Rom. 9.4 and-7 T6Kva Tog ecou- in vs. 8. Ile 
thinks the difference between sonship in vss. 4 and 8 is comparable 
to the idea of the "selective connotation" of the "Israel within 
Israel. " For a somewhat different view see D. W. B. Robinson, "The 
Salvation of Israel in Romans 9-11, " Reformed Theological_Review 
26 (1967), p. p. 84-85 and Schoenberg, "Adoptive Sonship, " pp. 265- 
266 (see supra, p. 339, n. 4 who distinguishes between an objective 
privilege' and a subjective appropriation of it. 

2 Cf. Munck, Christ and_Israel, p. 37. 
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Paul takes up the idea of the call of God which has brought 

both Jews and Gentiles into the new elect co=unity of the saved 
in vs. 24. In support of this he employs a series of Old Testament 

quotations, the first two of which come from Hosea and are intended 

apparently to establish that it was God's will to include Gentiles 

among the elect. First Paul cites Hos. 2.25 (LXX)inwhich God 

says: "I will call those who are not my people, 'my people, ' 

and her who was not loved2 'my beloved. "' This he follows with 
Hos. 2.1 (LXX): "And it will be in the place where it was said 

to them, 'You are not my people, ' there they will be called sons 

of the living God. "' Here for the third time in chapter 9 the 

sonship designation occurs. It is always difficult to determine 

how much emphasis to place on an Old Testament citation by Paul, 

but the quoting of Hos. 2.1 (LXX) seems especially significant 
in the context of chapter 9. In effect, Paul maintains from 

Scripture that it was always God's will to include the Gentiles in 

the privilege of 4ivine sonship, a privilege which originally 

belonged exclusiveý Thus as in vs. 4 where uioftaia 
, y, to Israel. 

was given a position of prominence among the prerogatives of Israel, 

in vss. 24-26 divine sonship becomes an inclusive expression for 

the salvation gift of God granted to the Gentiles. 
2 

Aswe shall 

see, this idea was prepared for by chapter 8. Vss. 27-29 then 

establish the election and selection process-which occurred among 

the Jewish people, rounding off Paul's thought in 9.6-29. 

E. The Context of Sonship in Rom. 8 

As with Rom. 5-7, Rom. 8 contains several different themes 

which center around the main theme of chapters 5-8, the new life 

of those who are justified in Christ Jesus through faith. But, 

apart from the theme of life, the various themes of Rom. 8.1-30 

are unified by a second element, the emphasis on the Spirit who 

brings life and ministers life to the believer. The Spirit is men- 

tioned on eighteen different occasions in 8.1-30, giving Rom. 8 

I IV > 
On the problem of whether -IV T63 T67y 01) EKE1 in vs. 26 

refers to a specific place compare ibih., pp. 72-73 with Professor 
Cranfield, Romans 2, pp. 500-501. 

2 Cý 11 Cf. Schweizer, "Uibs,, p. 391 who remarks, "The use of the 
quotation Hos. 2: 1 in Rom. 9: 26 shows already that the divine sonship 
awaited at the eschaton is fulfilled for Paul in the community of Christ. " 
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the distinction of containing more references to the Spirit and 
his work than any other chapter in the whole of the Pauline corpus. 
By contrast, the Spirit is only mentioned on eleven occasions in 
I Cor. 12, the chapter with the next most frequent usage of the 
term Spirit. But it is not merely that the term Spirit occurs with 

regularity in Rom. 8.1-30; these verses also provide detailed 

exposition of the role of the Spirit in the life of the Christian 

and in the saving activity of God. Thus if life is the overarching 

theme of Rom. 5-8, the Spirit is the overarching theme of Rom. 8.1- 

30. Narrowing our focus still further, when we come to Rom. 8.12-30 

yet another dominant theme emerges within the concentric circles 
formed by the themes of life (Rom. 5-8) and the Spirit (Rom. 8.1- 

30), that of believer sonship. This becomes a third concentric 

circle which seems to stand at the very heart of what Paul says in 

Rom. 5-8, for the theme of sonship embraces both the present and 

the future of God's salvation. It is both a present reality and 

a hoped for element of future salvation; it is of the essence of 

what Paul understands life to be in chapters 5-8. 

The main part of Rom. 8, vss. 1-30, divides into four main 

paragraphs: 
1 8.1-119 12-17,18-25,25-30. The divj^sions between 

the paragraphs, however, especially between the first and the 

second and the second and the third, are somewhat fluid. Within 

these paragraphs we are treated to what P. von der Osten-S4cken 

calls a "Beispiel paulinischer Soteriologie" in which Christology, 

pneumatology, and eschatology play important roles in relationship 
2 

to each other. But behind it all stands God who has acted decisively 

(Rom. 8.3,28-30) to save his elect. 

It has previously been noted that Rom. 8.1 actually takes up 

again the thought of 7.1-6 in general, and vs. 6 in particular. 

Paul writes in Rom. 7.6, "And now we have been freed from the law, 

having died to that by which we formerly were held fast, so that we 

might be slaves in the newness of the Spirit and not the oldness of 

'The 
paragraph 8.31-39, while connected with the thought of 

vss. 28-30, seems to function as a conclusion to the whole of 
R if chapters 5-8, as well. See especially Von der Osten-Sacken, omer 8, 

pp. 309-319. 

2 
Ibid., esp. pp. 319-321. 
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the letter. " This provides, the basis for Paul's inference in 8.1: 
"Consequently now there is no condemnation for thos-e in Christ 
Jesus. " The believer is free from the condemnation of the law. 

4-- - -even though sin still works in him, attempting 
to dominate his actions through the flesh (7.14-25), because the 

saving activity of the Spirit, who is the source of life for the 
believer, frees him from the power of sin and death which works 
through the law. As we have seen in the discussion of Christ's 

Sonship in Rom. 8.3-4,1 Paul establishes the thought of 7.1-6 and 
8.1-2 through his Theological (in the proper sense of the term) and 
Christological statement in vss. 3-4. But Paul does not forget the 

tension at work in the Christian's life between the law of God 

which controls his intellect and the law of sin which works in 

his flesh (7.25). 2 
His solution involves the presence and control 

of the Spirit who brings life (8.2). The Christian is not left to 

his own devices in combatting the law of sin and death which war 

against the good intentions of the mind through the flesh (7.23,25; 

8.2). The Spirit frees from the law of sin and death, but not from 

sin and death, for the believer still sins in spite of his good 

resolve and ultimately must face death, but not without hope in 

the resurrection. Thus in 8.5ff. Paul contrasts life lived accord- 

ing to the flesh with life lived according to the Spirit. By so 

doing he expounds 8.4 (the yap of 8.5 connects vss. 5ff. with vs. 4) 

which suggests that part of the fulfillment of the righteous demand 

of the law includes living according to the dictates of the Spirit 

and not according to the leadings of the flesh. 
3 

Vss. 5ff. do not 

seem to be concerned precisely with contrasting pre-Christian and 

Christian existence as such, but with the possibilities which face 

every person who becomes a believer: 
4 

he must either live by the 

See supra, pp. 135ff. 
2 See supra, pp. 132ff. 

3 
Cf. Professor. Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 385 and Schlier, 

R6merbrief, pp. 243-244. 

4 
This understanding is suggested by what Paul says in 7.25b 

as well as 8.12-13. Cf. 'Kuss, Ro'merbrief 2, pp. 596-597 and J. D. G. 
Dunn, "Rom. 7,14-25 in the Theology of Paul, " TZ 31 (1975), p. 263 

who maintains: "in 8,4ff. Paul does not contrast believer with 
unbeliever; rather he confroncs the believer with both sides of the 

paradox, both sides of his nature as a believer. If he lives solely 
on the level of the flesh, solely as flesh, then his ultimate destiny 
is death (vv. 6. ff., Gal. 6,9a). But if he allows his walk to be 
determined by the Spirit, then his ultimate destiny is life-life in 

death, life through death, life beyond death (vv. 6,10f., Gal. 6,8b). 
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Spirit and so come to life and peace through overcoming the flesh 
by the Spirit, or he will continue to -live under the domination of 
the flesh which will result inevitably in death, not life (vss. 5-6. 

cf. vss. 12-13). In the life of the Christian, even as in the life 

of the non-Christian, the strivings of the flesh are at enmity 
with God because they can never be subjected to the law of God 
(vs. T, cf. vs. 8). But the Christian does not live in the power 

of the flesh; he lives under the power of the Spirit since the 
Spirit of God lives'in him (vs. 9). 1 

In fact there is no such 

person as a Christian, apart from the Spirit who is the Spirit of 
Christ, and he is the Spirit of God (vs. 9b). The resultant 

condition of the person who has Christ in him is that even though 

the phy sical body is doomed to death on account of sin, 
2 

which 

affects believers and non-believers, the Spirit which he has received 

means life on account of the righteousness which comes from God 

(vs. 10). The implication of vs. 10 becomes somewhat clearer in vs. 

11, as does the role of the Spirit in bringing life. The reference 

here to the resurrection of Jesus shows the direction in which Paul's 

thought is moving. He knows that the believer must experience death 

on account of sin (vs. 10b), but the Spirit means life in death 

for the Christian. God will give life to the mortal body of the 

Christian through his indwelling Spirit. There are few other 

references to the Spirit's activity in the resurrection of believers 

(cf. Gal. 6.8), but it is probable that this is what Paul refers to 

here. 3 Thus in vss. 1-11 Paul has moved from the present experience 

of the believer with the Spirit, in opposition to the flesh, to the 

future role of the Spirit in raising the Christian to life in the 

In vs. 9 Paul turns directly to his readers to apply what 
he has been saying as the use of the second person plurals indicate. 
He continues to use the second person in vss. ]Off. 

%2 With Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 389 we agree that the 
words 6idt &vapTiav make it difficult to understand the T*O' ý1ý"V dOlIct 

clause as a result of the indwelling of Christ and therefore as 
a reference to the effects of baptism, since in 6.2,11 it is death 

tp-sin, not because of sin. Cf. Dunn, "Rom. 7,14-25, " pp. 263-264 

and Leenhardt, Romans, pp. 200,209. The concessive force of the 

pEV should thus be emphasized. 

3 This presupposes that the reading 6idt T01) EVOIKOUVTos 
(II)TOU M)Ek)PUTOS is correct. On this see the convincing arguments 

of Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 391-392. Cf. also Schlier, 
11 Romerbrief, pp. 248-249; H. W. Schmidt, Der Brief des Paulus an die_ 

Rbmer (19662), p. 140; and Lietzmann, RTorm-er, p. 80 against e. g. 
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resurrection. In other words, Paul has shown that the Spirit works 
in both the present existence of the Christian and his future 

existence to minister life where death works. 
As Paul links the Spirit to both the present and the future 

life of the believer in Rom. 8.1-11, he defines both the present 
and future life which comes-from the Spirit in terms of divine 

sonship in Rom. 8.12-30. 

F. The Present Experience of Sonship: Rom. 8.12-17 

1. Rom. 8.12-13 

The thought progression of Rom. 8.12-17 has caused problems 
for exegetes because the relationship of vs. 13 to vs. 14 has 

often been thought difficult. 0. Kuss has observed, Nie sich die 

Gedankenreihe, VV. 14-17 an VV. 12.13 anschliesst, istnicht auf den 

ersten Blick deutlich. "l And 0. Michel has said, "Der Ubergang 

von V 13 zu V 14 ist logisch nicht ganz einfach. ,2 The at/pa o6v of 

vs. 12 indicates that Paul is drawing an inference from what precedes 

(ýpa), while, making'a transition (o&) to a new thought. 
3 

The 

apa probably embraces the whole of 8.1-11. The point which Paul 

wishes to make was implicit in the previous discussion. Christians 

are morally bound not to live under the corrupting influence of the 

flesh; they are obliged to resist the flesh. The reason 

is clear: living according to the flesh, even for the person who 

has been baptized and introduced into the comunity of faith, will 

lead to death-not mere physical death but final and total death (vs. 

13a). On the other hand, the ceaseless attempt to put to death the 

deeds of the body, by the power of the Spirit will lead to life 

(vs. 13b). 
4 

The way of the Spirit does not free the believer 

from moral effort, but it is only by the Spirit that he may achieve 

Schweizer "7Tvc0lia, " p. 422 who prefers To 6VOIKdDV -1 TOO 7VEOPCt 9 au 
as the lectio difficilior. SpEcifically against Schweizer's claim 
see Ka'semann, R8mer, pp. 214-215. 

1 1,2 if Kuss, Rbmerbrief 2, p. 599. Michel, Romer, p. 259. 

3 Arndt-Gingrich, "C'/'Po,, " p, 103, sect. 4. 

4 
Paul says in Rom 6.6: "Our old man has been crucified, in 

order that the body of sin might be done away with so that we might 
no longer be slaves to sin. " In typically Pauline fashion Rom. 8.12- 

13 suggests that what was accomplished in principle in baptism must 
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any success in the never ending struggle against the flesh. 
C. H. Dodd has argued that vss. 12-13 "would naturally form 

an introduction to a section dealing with Christian ethics in 

practice. "I He goes on to say, "But Paul remembers that there is 

much more that should be said of life in the Spirit, on the 

purely religious plane. ,2 Dodd finds the true sequel to vss. 12-13 
in chapters 12-15.3 This conception of Dodd ignores the connection 
which Paul makes between vss. 13 and 14. Vs. 14 does not simply 
take up a totally unrelated thought, at least not in the mind of 
Paul. He joins vs. 14 to vs. 13 with a y6p, and thus vs. 14 must 
be viewed as a continuation of the thought of vs. 13 or perhaps an 

4 
explanation of vs. 13 or some part of it. In other words 
Dodd is wrong to isolate vss. 14ff. from vss. 12-13. We shall 

return to the relationship of vss. 13 and 14 later, but first we 

must mention the views of H. Paulsen. Unlike Dodd, he takes. vss. 
12-17 as a unity, but then he goes on to connect this material 

with chapters 12ff., as Dodd has done with 8.12-13.5 He describes 

vss. 12-17 as a transition to the paraenesis of chapters 12-16. 

He maintains: 

Die Digression in den Versen 18ff vertieft die Verse 12-17; 
diese Weiterführung ist für Paulus innerhalb von R8m 8 
deshalb erforderlich ... Dennoch markiert von der Sache 
her das öt'Pct A'V des V. 12 den Einsatz der Para'nese und 
deutet den Umschlag von Indikativ zum Im 9 erativ an; Ro"m 
12-16 wird in diesen Versen vorbereitet. 

Apart from the problem of whether chapter 16 should be included 

in the paraenetic section of Romans, the question is whether 

Rom. 8.12-17 was intentionally formulated to introduce the 

paraenetic material in Rom. 12ff. Neither Paulsen nor Dodd gives 

a convincing explanation of why the paraenesis should be introduced 

be accomplished in practice through the daily act of will by the 
believer in the power of the Spirit. It is the theme "become 
what you are. " 

I Dodd, Romans, p. 126.2 Ibid., p. 127. 

3 Ibid., p. 128. 

4 
This connection between vss. 13 and 14 has been noted by 

several scholars including Kuss, Ro"merbrief 2, pp. 600-601; Schlier, 
Rb'merbrief, p. 251; K. Stalder, Werk des Geistes, pp. 469-470; 
Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 393,395-396; and Von der Osten- 
Sacken, R'O'mer 8, pp. 1,34-135'. 

5 if 6 
Paulsen, Romer 8, pp. 81-83. Ibid., p. 82. 
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three and a half chapters before the matter is to be taken up. 
Dodd's view, that Paul started his paraenesis and then "remembered" 

more should be said about life and the Spirit, makes Paul look 
like a stream-of-consciousness writer. Such a conception simply 
does not fit with the careful thought development evidenced in 

Romans. In the case of Paulsen, no attempt is ever made to 

explain how 8.12-17 can serve a "Uberleitende Funktion" three and 

a half chapters before the transition actually occurs. 
It seems much more probable that 8.12-17 arose quite 

naturally from what had gone before. Paul wished to express a 

consequence of his previous discussion, and this implicitly had 

paraenetic significance. The fact that no imperatives occur in 

8.12-17 shows, however, that Paul is not yet interested in explicit 

paraenesis. He is still concerned with the theme of life, for it 

is this theme which dominates the thought of vss. 12-13 and provides 

the connection with vss. 14ff. 

In vs. 13 Paul poses two possible scenarios for the Christian: 

continue living by the flesh and die or put to death the deeds 

of the body by the Spirit and live. Having used the terms CWTI and 

CTIv throughout not only chapter 8.1-13, but also chapters 5-7, Paul 

moves to explain what he means by life for the Christian., Thus, 

though the terms ýwj and ýfTv occur more than twenty times in 5.1-8.13, 

the final instance being the v-icrccreE of vs. 13b, they do not appear 

at all in 8.14-30 precisely because Paul is trying to give substance 

to these terms. 
I 

This view is supported by the fact that in all 

probability the yap of vs. 14 indicates the transition to the 

explanation of vs. 13b. An obvious connection exists between the 

thought of the words TrVEýJMTI T&S 7TpCtEE1S TOO C611aTOS eaVaTOOTE in 

A vs. 13b and OKTO1 TrVEI)IMT1 OEOU ayovTal in vs. 14a, so that it is 

legitimate to see the latter words as explanatory of the former words. 
2 

But Paul's real purpose in vss. 14ff. appear to be to elucidate the 

The future form of Cýcrccrec and its parallelism to pe'-: XXETc 

a7oeVýCXCIV suggests that "will live" refers to the final salvation 
of the individual, to eternal life. 

2 Cf. Michel, R8mer, p. `59; Schlier, RO"Merbrief, p. 250; and 
Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 395. Professor Cranfield also points 
out that the way in which vs. 14 takes up only the positive side of 
vs. 13 indicates "that v. 14 is to be connected only with 13b and not 
v. 13a as well. " 
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CTIUCaec at the end of vs -I 3b. Two interrelated factors bear 
this out. First the CTICrEcree of vs. 13b corresponds to 

JTOI 

C 
ujol ecoi)- E: Icriv of vs. 14b, if, as seems to be the case, vss. 
13b and 14 are parallel in structure: "if by the Spirit you put 
to death the deeds of the body" = "for as many as are lect by the 
Spirit; " and "you will live" = "you are sons of God. " Although 

a correspondence exists between vs. 13b and vs. 14b, the statement 
in vs. 14b only takes on significance in light of vss. 15ff. Thus 

the meaning of "you will live" only becomes clear through Paul's 

explication of sonship and its character in vss. 14-30. The way 
in which sonship bears on the meaning of "you will live" can only 
become clear through the exegesis of vss. 14-30. 

2. Rom. 8.14 

The theme of believer sonship is first introduced in Romans 

by the statement in Rom. 8.14 which is intended to help clarify 

the meaning of vs. 13b. Paul makes the identification, "As many as 

69oi are led by the Spirit, these are the Sons of God. " The 

problem of whether the cocroi 
of vs. 14 should be understood as 

exclusive or inclusive has long been discussed by exegetes. Although 

in practical terms it makes very little difference which way it 

is understood, in a technical sense it probably should be rendered 
in an inclusive way because Paul is not concerned here to. limit 

sonship to those who are led by the Spirit (though he undoubtedly 

thought this was true), rather hewi'she: s to make the point that "all 

who are led by the Spirit" are included in sonship. 

The "leading of the Spirit" mentioned in vs. 14 poses the 

question: in what sense did Paul think the Spirit led Christians? 

The connection we have discovered between vss. 13b and 14 suggests 

very strongly that Paul refers to an ethical dimension in which 

the Spirit directs the Christian in putting to death the immoral 

deeds associated with the flesh or body. The ethical orientation 

1 Cf. Von der Osten-Sacken, Ro"mer 8, p. 139 who says, "Man vird 
deshalb als Thema des ganzen Abschnittes Ro"m. 8,14-30 formulieren 

11 11 können: Die vom Geist bestimmten Gottessohne sind Miterben Christi. " 
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.0 3/ Of 7TVEU*PaTI e600 ayovTai is borne out by Gal - 5.16f f. In Gal. 5.18 
Paul says to the Galatians: "If you are led by the Spirit (7rvcuýIaTj 

CtY6CTeE), you are not under the law. " In the context, being led 

by the Spirit is equivalent to "living by the Spirit and not 
carrying out the desires of the flesh" (Gal. 5.16). Michel suggests 
"being led by the Spirit" in Rom. 8.14 has an 11ekstatisch" sound 
and refers to the "power of encouragement" (Macht des Antriebes) 

coming from the Spirit. I 
Whether or not the controlling and direct- 

ing by the Spirit can properly be described as ecstatic, Paul did 
believe that the Spirit impelled Christians towards righteous and 
obedient behavior against the natural human instinct to live 

according to the flesh (cf. Rom. 8.1-13). Thus, in the words of 
W. Pfister, Rom. 8.14 has a "paranetische Ausrichtung"; 2 however, 

the paraenetic orientation of vs. 14 is implicit, not explicit. 
Paul does not call his readers to be led by the Spirit, rather he 

tells them the significance of being led by the Spirit: to be led 

. 
by the Spirit into the new righteousness (cf. vs. 10) is a mark 

of the sons of God. By means of vs. 14a, Paul connects the sonship 
discussion of vss. 14ff. not only with vs. 13b, but with 8.1-12 

where he emphasizes the role of the Spirit in the life which the 

Christian lives. Nevertheless, it was natural for Paul to link the 

obedience of Christians, which results from their being led by the 

Spirit with their position as sons of God because, as Phil. 2.13- 

15 shows quite clearly, 'the apostle saw divine sonship as entailing 

ethical implications. 

The paraenetic orientation of vss. 12-14 has caused several 

scholars to explain the whole of vss. 14-17 in ethical terms as 

well, thereby interpreting the sonship discussion of vss. 14-17 

primarily in terms of the obedience of the sons of God. 0. Michel 

thinks that both vss. 12 and 13 "betonen die Notwendigkeit, sich 

dem Gesetz des Geistes und des Lebens (8,2) unterzuordnen. " 3 

Michel, Ro"mer, pp. 259-260. Cf. Kasemann., Romer, p. 216 

who maintains the phrase "led by the Spirit" stems from enthusiastic 
usage on the basis of I Cor. 12.2. 

2 
W. Pfister, Das Leben im Geist nach Paulus. Der Geist 

als Anfang und Vollendung des christlichen Lebens (1963), p. 76. 

3 
Michel, Rol'mer, p. 257. 

11 
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He then proceeds to assert: 
Die Pflicht zum Gehorsam, die aus dem Gesetz des Geistes 
und des Lebens entsteht, kann nur dann richtig verstanden 
werden, wenn man das neue Gesetz als Ausdruck der Sohnschaft 
und nicht der Knechtschaft auffasst. In diesem Sinn haben 
V14-17 die Aufgabe, den neuen Gehorsam als den Yehorsam 
des Kindes und des Erben Gottes zu beschreiben. 

He is followed in this interpretation by W. Pfister who uses it 

to maintain the unity of vss.. 12-17.2 

Although the human sons of God may be identified by the 
fact that they are led by the Spirit of God into a new life of 
purity and obedience, sonship is not introduced into the discussion 

of Rom. 8.12-17 on account of its ethical dimension. The explica- 
tion of the obedience of son8hip is not the point of vss. 14-17.3 

Rather sonship is mentioned because it is a present reality for the 
Christian which points to and anticipates his future. Vss. 15-16 

concern the present nature of sonship and what it means to be a 

son, but the actual argument pursued by Paul moves from vs. 14 to 

vs. 17 since Paul wishes to explicate his assertion "You will live" 

I Ibid., p. 257.2 Pfister, Leben im Geist, pp. 70-71. 

3 
Following the lead of K. Barth, A Shorter Commentary on 

Romans (1959), pp. 95-96, Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 401 

maintains, "Verse 15 ... harks back with its confident positive 
assertion, ? XaýETE 7rveupct uicoeccrias, to the fundamental indicatives 

of vv. 1-11 which are the context and presupposition of vv. 12ff, 

and gives to the obligation Tý TrVE15PUTI T017 KaTa' Trvd: ýja ýýV, which 
was implied but never expressed in v. - 

12, its final and definitive 

expression in the relative clause 7CV (J") Kpaý0ý16V'2Aýý01 8 7aTTIP. This 
then is what it means to live after tte Spirit, to mortify by the 
Spirit the deeds of the body, and to be led by the Spirit of God- 

simply to be enabled by the same Spirit to Cry, 'Abba, Father'. 
All that must be said about the Christian's obedience has been 
already said in principle when this has been said. Nothing more 
is required of us than that we should cry to the one true God 'Abba, 
Father' with full sincerity and full seriousness. That this 
necessarily includes seeking with all our heart to be and think and 
say and do what is well-pleasing to Him and to avoid all that dis- 

pleases Him, should go without saying. " Cf. idem, A Commentary on 
Romans 12-13 (1965), p. 2. While this represents a powerful exposi- 
tion of the ethical implications of the Father-son relation discussed 
in Rom. 8.14-16, it is doubtful that Paul himself intended to say so 
much in vs. 15b. The ethical side of sonship is much more clearly 
implied in vs. 14 than it is in vs. 15b. The connections which 
Professor Cranfield makes between vss. 1-11 and vs. 12, and vs. 15b 

may equally well be made for vss. 1-11 and vs. 12, and vs. 14. 
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(understood as life after death) in vs. 13b, a theme already intro- 
duced in vs. 11. Consequently, vss. 15-16 are not part of the main 
thought. They have a certain parenthetical quality, 

I 
as Paul 

attempts to give substance to the existing sonship relation of his 
readers (and himself) with God. The way in which vss. 13b, 14, and 
17 connect together will be shown later. 

Rom. 8.15 

Paul relates the sonship theme introduced in vs. 14 to his 
readers in vs. 15 by confirming that they are sons of God. He 
tells them: "You did not receive a Spirit of slavery leading 

you back into fear, but you received the Spirit of adoption in 

which we cry, 'Abbg, Father. "' Paul does not wish to imply that a 
I Spirit of slavery" actually exists which might have been given; 
rather he formulates "Euiia 60UXciCxs on the model of TNcUpa Joeurius. 

His point is that when the Romans were converted, they did not 

receive a Spirit who enslaved them, reintroducing fear, but they 

received the Spirit who brought adoption. Paul contrasts slavery 

to the law and the freedom of sonship in Gal. 4.1-11 and 4.21-5.1. 

Given the relation of Rom. 8.15 to Gal. 4.5-6, this section of 
Galatians may have come to his mind when formulating vs. 15a. But 

one need not look so far away to understand the thought behind vs. 
15a and the "Spirit of slavery leading again to fear. " Paul ended 

chapter 7 with th e paradoxical statement, "I myself serve-(6ouXF_-6w) 

the law of God with my mind, but the law of sin with my flesh. " Such 

a situation might well result in the Christian returning to the fear 

of divine wrath in the judgment (cf. Rom. 1.18) and leaving him with 

no hope that he would "be saved from the body of ýdeath " (Rom 7.24). 

The Spirit which Christians receive at conversion does not return 

them to those fears which characterized their pre-Christian life 

because it is the Spirit of adoption, which enables the believer to 

relate to God as a son and to call upon God as his Father, not with 

1 11 1t Kasemann, Romer, p. 217 asserts, "15-16 sind nicht (gegen 

eine Parenthese, die sich (Lietzmann) an Zweif elnde wendet, Lagrange) 
vielmehr Beweis fu'r 14. " That vss. 15-16 serve as evidence for vs. 
14 does not necessarily contradict the claim that they have a parenthet- 
ical quality, as Ka'semann thinks. We understand vss. 15-16 as 
parenthetical because the actial. argument moves from vs. 14 to vs. 17. 
Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, 1). 163 and Ridderbos, Paul, p. 201. 
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fear, but with confidence. 
' 

One of the important points we maintained in relationship 
to Gal. 4.6-7 is confirmed by Rom. 8.15: It is the Spirit himself 

who effects the sonship of the Christian. Apart from the Spirit, 

sonship does not exist. Not all would agree that this is the 
2 '. meaning of cXaýETF_ Tr\)E1JJ1a Ucioftaifots in vs. 15. Several scholars 

have argued that the TIVE91ja Ulco0calots in vs. 15 cannot be understood 

as the Spirit who effects adoption because in vs. 23 Paul says, "We 

ourselves groan in ourselves U10eEGIM) a)1T6K6Q0JJ6\)01q the 

redemption of our bodies. " Thus they reason that the Spirit of 

adoption5which the Christian now has. does not actually effect 

the adoption, but anticipates it. 2 This interpretation, while 

seeking to do justice to vs. 23, has its own set of problems. In 

vss. 14,16, and 17 sonship is treated as a present reality (note 

the present tense verbs of vss'. 14 and 16), as it is in Gal. 4.6-7. 

In the thought of vss. 14-17, it is because sonship is an existing 

state that it is able to serve as a guarantee of the future inheri- 

tance which is then portrayed as glory (vs. 17). If sonship is a 

present reality for the Christian, then adoption must in some sense 
have already taken place. Vs. 15, read without vs. 23, clearly 
implies that the Spirit works adoption and therefore sonship in 

the believer. 3 How then is the tension between vss. 14-17 and 

vs. 23 to be resolved? 

P. Benoit overcomes the problem by adopting the reading p46vid 

D, G, 614, Ambrosiaster, Ephraem, Ambrose, Pelagius and a few others 
4 

who omit ufoeccriwfrom Rom. 8.23. The principle of lectio difficili- 

I 
Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 163 observes with regard to vs. 

15: "The contrast is not so much between those who look upon God as 
master, tyrant, or judge, and those who approach him as Father with 
the confidence of children, as between those who have no hope for 

the future, and those who can confidently look forward to life and 

glory. " To the extent that this is intended in vs. 15, vs. 15 
furthers the thought of vs. 13. 

2 Ibid., p. 163; B. N. Kaye, "'To the Romans and Others' Revis- 
T ited, " NT 18 (1976), p. 59; and Jervell, Imago Dei, p. 279. 

3 Cf. Von der Osten-Sacken, Ro"mer 8, p. 135; Professor Cranfield, 

Romans 1, p. 397; Kuss, R8merbrief 2, p. 601; 'and Schlier, R8merbrief, 

p. 252. 

4 P. Benoit, "We too groan inwardly (Romans 8: 23), " 

Jesus and the Gospel 2 (1974), pp. 40ff. 
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L 

or and the dominance of UlOeEGia in the textual tradition clearly 
C argue against this view, in spite of Benoit's claim that uioecaiot 

was placed into the text by someone who did not feel that the 
deliverance of the body was a worthy object of the "passionate 

expectation described by the Apostle. "' In reaction to P. Benoit, 
J. Swetnam has offered an explanation which seeks to preserve the 
difficult reading uiýOecafaVin vs. 23, while lessening the apparent 
tension between vs. 23 and vs. 15.2 He claims the participle 

C 0t7T6K66X0J16V01, of which uioecnav is the object, should be understood 
,, 3 not as "await eagerly" but as "arrive at by inference 

. He cites 

as evidence for this rendering two second century writers. He 

then maintaina, "'adoptive sonship' is something which is at once 

arrived at by inference 
... even though already existing, and 

which in turn serves as the basis for further inference ('as the 

redemption of our body') of something which is not yet existing. "4 

This explanation fails to carry conviction on several grounds. If 

Swetnam's rendering of vs. 23b were correct, we would have expected 

some form of connecting word between uio6cumv and -in'v Ct70XUTPWCr1V 

KTX., to indicate that the latter was an inference from the former. 

Instead T'nV 0t7r0X'6TPWCRv appears to be in apposition to ulcoecalav and 

to explain it. More importantly, Swetnam's translation of 

UTTOEX011EV01 9 when applied to vss. 19 and 25, does not make 

particularly good sense. "For the longing of creation arrives by 

inference at the revelation of the sons of God" as Swetnam renders 

vs. 19,5 leaves completely unexplained what it means to say that 

the creation "infers" the revelation of the sons of God. Certainly 

no basis for the inference is given in the context. On the other 

hand, "eagerly awaits. " makes very good sense in the context. In 

the case of vs. 25, it is not altogether obvious that "arriving at 

hope for that which we do not look upon by inference from endurance" 
6 

is a better or even as good a translation ýs the traditional one. (Cf. 

I 
Ibid., pp. 49-50. 

2 
J. Swetnam, "On Romans 8,23 and the 'Expectation of Sonship, 

Biblica 48 (1967), pp. 102-108. 

3 
Ibid. , pp. 106 ff. 

Ibid., p. 108 

41bid., 
p. 107. 

6 
Ibid., *p. 108. 
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also I Cor. 1.7 and Phil. 3.20 where Swetnam's rendering of 
WTEK66XECýe(Xi does not seem appropriate. ) 

The best explanation of the tension between vss. 15 and 23 
is to see. them as a typical example of the Pauline tension between 

the 'salvation already experienced and its completion in the future, 
"the already and the not yet. " I Just as justification may be said 
to have already come to the believer (Rom. 5.1,9; cf. Gal. 2.16, 
3.7-9), Paul also speaks of the hope of righteousness as future(Gal. 

5.5), and so- also with adoptive sonship. 
2 

Sonship exists in the 

pr esent because of the adoption effected by the Spirit, but it will 

only attain its final form in the resurrection when the adoption 

already experienced inwardly will culminate in the adoption that 
3 if includes the redemption of the body. As Kasemann observes with 

regard to vss. 14-17 and vs. 23: "So liegt auch kein wirklicher #I 
Widerspruch vor, weil Pls die Heilsgabe nie als unanfechtbaren 
Besitz versteht. Immer charakterisiert er sie dialektisch bald 

prasentisch, bald futurisch, um ihre Realitak mit ihrer irdischen 

Gefghrdung auszugleichen. �4 

The EXaýETE Of VS. 15 stresses that the "Spirit of adoption" 

was received at some point in the past. This cannot refer to any- 

thing other than the coming of the Spirit at the time of conversion. 

It was this experience which made believers to be adopted sons of 

God because the Spirit, which they received, wa Is the Spirit of God's 

Son (cf. Gal. 4.6 and Rom. 8.9) who represented the resurrected 

Christ to them and enabled Paul to speak of Christ indwelling them 

(. cf. Rom. 8.10 and Gal. 2.20). K. Stalder seeks to deny that the 

I 
On this theme in Paul see Cullmann, Salvation in 

Histor pp. 248-268 and Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, pp. 308-318. 

2 
For other. examples of this phenomenon in Paul see ibid., pp. 

308-310. 

3 Cf. Leenhardt, Romans, pp. 227-228; Schlier, Ro"merbrief, p. 
252; Dunn, Jesus and Spirit, p. 310; and Professor Cranfield, Romans 
1, pp. 412-413,419. Professor Cranfield maintains that the tension 
between vs. 23 and vss. 14-16 is to be resolved by the phrase "the 

revelation of the sons of God" in vs. 19. He asserts: "We are 
already sons of God, but our f--onship is not yet manifest. We have 

been adopted, but our adoption has ye*t to be publicly proclaimed. 
Uioeccria here [in vs. 23] denotes the final manifestation of our 
adoption, our revelation as sons of God. " 

it R8mer, p. 227. Kasemann, 
-- 
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Spirit establishes the believer's sonship. Instead, he argues 
that the Spirit is "das Kennzeichen und der Erveis unserer in 
Christus begrundeten Gotteskindshaft. "I He rests his assertion 
on three props: 1) Vs. 14 does not demand that the Spirit be 

seen as establishing sonship; 2) Gal. 4.6 forbids such an 
interpretation; and 3) vss. 15-17 demand another explanation, 

namely, how the work of the Spirit is characterizing (kennzeichnend) 
2 for sonship. These arguments are not nearly strong enough to 

overturn the clear implication of vs. 15 that the Spirit, received 
at the time of conversion, establishes the adoptive sonship of 
believers. Although Stalder may be correct in saying that vs. 14 

does not "demand" that the Spirit be the source of sonship, the 

verse certainly implies that a close connection exists between the 

Spirit and sonship. Dunn goes so far as to say, "Unless the 

reception of the Spirit [in vs. 15J is the reception of sonship 
,, 3 Paul could not have written v. 14 . Stalder does not make clear 

why Gal. 4.6 forbids interpreting the Spirit as the source of 

sonship, but it is pres umably because he takes the S'Tj of vs. 6 

as causal. As we have shown in our discussion of Gal. 4.6, 

the causal meaning of OTI is improbable for a variety of reasons. 

The real basis of Stalder's view, however, is "dass 
... die 

Sohnschaft nicht primar in einer menschlichen Haltung oder Stimmung 

besteht, sondern aus einer gÖttlichen Tat hervorgeht und so auch 

schon in Geltung steht, wenn der Mensch noch nicht davon Kenntnis 

,, 4 
genommen hat . Such a conception seems to presuppose neat stages 

in conversion whereby a man first becomes a Christian and therefore 

a son of God, whether he knows it or not, and then later receives 

the Spirit. But, as we have suggested before, Paul does not seem 

1 11 Stalder, Werk des Geistes, p. 479. Cf. Schlier, Römerbrief, 

p. 254. 

2 
Stalder, Werk des Geistes, pp. 478-479. 

3Dunn, Baptism, p. 149. 

4 
Stalder, Werk des Geistes. p. 483. He goes on to say: 

"Zu einer menschiichen Bewegung wird die Sohnschaft erst durch 

. gen Geist, der der Geist ist, der zu dieser Sohnschaft den Hei h* 
gehökt, und der die Wirklichkeit dieser Sohnschaft im Menschen so 
zum Aufleuchten bringt, dass der Mensch sich als Kind Gottes wissen 
kann und auch als Kind Gottes leben darf. " 
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to isolate conversion-initiation into neat stages. For him, the 
Spirit is the sine qua non for being a Christian (cf. Gal. 3.2-5, 
14; Rom. 7.6; 8,2). According to Rom. 8.9, "If anyone does not 
have the Spirit of Christ, he is not of him. " If the Spirit 
brings about adoptive sonship, and a man cannot be a Christian with- 
out the Spirit, then it is apparent that the sort of distinction 

suggested by Stalder between the divine act. which makes a man a 

. son and the man's awareness of sonship is erroneous. Just as there 
is one essential criterion for whether a man is a Christian, there 
is one for whether he is a son of God, and it so happens that the 

criteria are the same: does he have the Spirit of God, the Spirit 

of Christ, the Spirit of adoption? 

It has sometimes been suggested that a full stop should be 

read after UýOeWias in vs. 15, thereby connecting vs. 15c with 

vs. 16. Jeremias, for example, maintains that "the full stop should 
be put after vioftaias rather than 7TaTflp, because otherwise the 
beginning of vs. 16 would be the first asyndeton in Romans. " I By 

placing the period after "adoption, " vs. 15c is joined with vs. 
16 so that the "Abba" cry becomes the witness of the Spirit to 

the human spirit, hence the reading of the RSV: "When we cry, 'Abba! 

Father! ' it is the Spirit himself bearing witness with our spirit 
I Ir that we are children of God This rendering makes the EV W 

of vs. 15c a conjunction (cf. Heb. 6.17); otherwise vs. 15c 

would suffer from asyndeton. But it seems to us that the ev W 

should have the meaning in whom" or "by whom! ' in light of Gal. 

4.6 where the "Abba" cry is said to come from the Spirit of the 

Son in the believer's heart. Thus the cry "Abba, Father" by the 

Christian is not connected with the testimony of the Spirit to (or 

with) his spirit in order to confirm his sonship. Vs. 16 is to be 

seen as a clarification of 7T\)cOVa uitoOccrias and ýv I of vs. 15. 
L 

The asyndeton gives the words of vs. 16 "solemnity and weight, " and 

I Jeremias, Theology 1, p. 197. Cf. idem, Prayers, p. 65, n. 75; 
WH: mg, RSV, and Dodd, Romans, pp. 128-129 is following Moffatt's 
translation. Without committing themselves on the punctuation 
problem Michel, Ro"mer, p. 261 and Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 164 

offer explanations which presuppose the logical connection of vs. 
15c with vs. 16. 



perhaps even suggests that the thought has sprung out of Paul's 

emotions. 
I 

Before going on to vs. 16, however, we must offer a 
few observations on vs. 15c, though the reader is reminded that 

we have already discussed the meaning Of KP61ý61V and Aýýa 0 7aTTIP 

in connection with Gal. 4.6.2 

The divine sonship which the Spirit establishes in the life 

of the Christian is characterized by the fact that the Christian, 
by means of the Spirit (E3: v invokes God as his Father (vs. 15c) . 
More than this, he addresses God with the same intimate designation 
"Abball used by the earthly Jesus, the Son of God. The preservation 

of the Aramaic, "Abba, " even among Greek speaking Christians, 

indicates that an intentional connection was made in the early 

church between Jesus' form of address to God and the address used 
by Christians. According to Paul the invocation of God as "Abba 

Father" was only possible by the Spirit who effected adoption. The 

juxtaposition of vs. 15b with vs. 15c suggests that the adoption 

effected by the Spirit is not to be seen primarily in legal terms, 

but as the institution of a real sonship relationship, one modeled 

on Jesus' own Sonship relation with God. That Paul later on in 

Rom. 8 speaks of the conformity of Christians to the image of the 

Son of God (vs. 29) perhaps confirms that he intends vs. 15 to be 

seen in terms of the conformity of believers to Christ's Sonship 

in relation with God. After all, it is the Spirit of the Son (cf. 

Rom. 8.9; Gal. 4.6) who effects the adoption and enables the 

unique address of God as "Abba Father. " Thus we may say that 

believer's sonship is completely dependent upon Christ's Sonship 

both in its origin and in regard to its content. 

The idea expressed in vs. 15c apparently contrasts with the 

earlier statement about "returning to fear" in vs. 15a. The person 

who has received the Spirit of adoption and is empowered to cry 

to God "Abba Father" lives in dependence upon God, as God's child, 

and therefore has no fear (Angst) of God. 
3 

I 
On these two points see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, sect. 462 

and 463. 

2 See supra, pp. 346-347. 

3 
Cf. Dunn, Jesus and SpLijilt, pp. 240-241 and Grundmann, "Der 

Geist der Sohnschaft,, " p. 179. 
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Rom. 8.16 

We have already suggested that vs. 16 helps to clarify 
"the Spirit of Adoption" and "by whom" in vs. 15. The crucial 

question in interpreting vs. 16 relates to how the verb aujiliapTupe? 

should be rendered. The subject of the verb, "the Spirit . himself" 

naturally refers to the Spirit who works adoption and enables the 
Christian to cry "Abba, Father" from vs. 15. But in what sense 

C. - does this Spirit 110'UýIýIaPTI)PETI T63 7TN)61-)J1OtT1 TITIWV" that we are the 
L 

children of God? The word CTUýIýnPTUPCTV originally meant "' to bear 

witness with' 'to attest or confirm something as one witness along 

with another or several witnesses"' and eventually came to mean 
"to confirm" a statement of another. 

I 
Paul only uses the word 

three times and all of these are in Romans. In Rom. 2.15 Paul 
C/ V 

writes, "OITIVcs EV6E1KVUN)Ta1 T-Oý EPYOV TOU VOJIOU ypaTrTOV 'EV Tot IS -1 

KUP610US ATj3V, CrUJI11apTUPOOMIS allTGJV TjS CrUVE16TIGEWS ... This 

verse is probIematic in several respects, but with reference to 

o-UýivapTupo'Ocrns, the associative dative is lacking and therefore 

must be supplied from the context or the participle must be rendered 

simply as "testify'. ' or "attest" and 
ATO-is, 

understood as the 

indirect object of the verbal idea, must be supplied. 
2 In Rom. 9-1- 

2 Paul uses a very similar expression to 2.15 when he writes: "OU' 

ZO ý666011al, CrUýIýIaPTUP06GTJS POI TfTS O*UVE16TICTEW'S POU EV 7NEUVOLT1 

ayIW50TI Xý)Ml VOI EOUTIV J1EY6XTi Here Paul abstracts his 

conscience from himself so that his conscience confirms what he 

says with his mouth. Because of the two possible renderings of the 

crUppapTupo6ans phrase in 2.15 it cannot be said that we have a 

definite Pauline usage in respect to whether the word means "to 

testify with" or "to testify to. " 

The chief pr. oblem with taking Tn TNEUIJUTI -ncp-w\) as the associa- 

I 
H. Strathmann, 1157TIllaPTUP" 

, OA411MPTUP" , KTX. " TDNT 4, 6 F-W 6w 

pp. 508-509. 

2 
On these two alternatives cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 

53 and Professor Cranfield, Ro)-nans 1, p. 1 62. 
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tive dative of the verb CYUT*aPTUPET in Rom. 8.16 arises when it is 
recognized that the human spirit only knows that it is a son of 
God through the work of the Spirit. As H. Strathmann observes: 
"Does it not finally amount to the fact that the Spirit of God 

confirms Himself? "I R. Jewett answers yes, and then says that 

we must accept "the logical difficulties in conceptualizing this 
,, 2 in modern terms . He maintains that Paul 

can differentiate the apportioned spirit from its source 
by means of the possessive pronoun (TO 7TV60PCtT1 TIPCOV) 
it is given into a man's possession so' that although it 
does not lose its divine nature it is nevertheless autonomous 
enough to be able to make a witness which stands over against 
the witness of the Holy Spirit.,, 3 

Jewett has seen the implication of taking UUJIJMPTUpý-l as "confirm" 

or "testify with, " and has given it a forceful exposition. The only 

question is whether or not Paul had such a complicated understanding 

in mind. It is possible that Paul was simply careless in his 

formulation of vs. 16, writing out the statement without stopping 

to ask how the human spirit had knowledge of sonship. Much more 

probable, however, is the view that he used cn)liýiapTUPET in the sense 

of "to testify to, " the T@ 7vcOlian rlpOv being used as the indirect 

object and the cO'Ti clause indicating the content of the testimony. 
4 

The point then becomes that the Spirit ever again (note the present 

tense of the verb) testifies to the inner man that he is a child of 

God. Thecontinuance of this testimony of the Spirit explicates the 

words "you received the Spirit of adoption. " It makes clear that 

the same Spirit who effected adoption at the time of conversion 

continues to testify of the sonship he has instituted in the life of 

the Christian. The importance of this ongoing testimony emerges 

when it is realized that the suffering faced by Christians in this 

present life flies in the face of their belief that they are the 

Strathmann,, "auppotpTupew, " p. 509. Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 

p. 203 overlook this point in their explanation. of vs. 16. 

2 
Jewett, Anthropological Terms. p. 199. 

3 
Ibid., p. 199. Cf. Schlatter, Gerecht, igke , p. 266. 

4 
Cf. Strathmann, "O*U1ijjapTup6'w, " p. 509; Leenhardt, Romans, p. 

if 215; Kuss, Romerbrief 2, p. 606; Schmidt, Ro'mer, p. 142, and Professor 

Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 403ý Schlier, R86-erbrief, p. 254 correctly 

notes, "Das Kompositum ersetzt in der lCo-inehaUfig das Simplex. " 



387 

sons of God. 

The OTI clause of vs-. 16 gets Paul back to the line of 
argument he wishes to pursue. Paul does not seem to distinguish 
between the terms Uýio`*i 6COG and T6KV(X e605 when applied to Christians. 
Thus when he identifies the testimony of the Spirit in vs. 16, he 

says virtually the same thing as he had said in vs. 14b, except that 
he has shifted from the third person to the more vivid and personal 
first person. Vss. 14-16 have served to establish one primary fact: 
Christians are sons of God in the present through the work of the 
Spirit, and know themselves to be sons through the leading and 
testifying of the Spirit. 

Rom. 8.17 

The reason for the apostle's interest in sonship comes to the 

fore in vs. 17 when he asserts, "El 6ý TEK%)(YI Kal KATIPOVOpoi. " The 

61 indicated an assumed fact: "since we are children of God, then 

we are heirs. " Paul quickly proceeds to define this new category 

of heirship and does so in relationship to God, "heirs of God" and 
Christ, "fellow heirs with Christ. "' In effect, Paul moves from the 

present experience of sonship to its future implications: divine 

sonship in the present is a guarantee of heirship from God in the 

future. The c4crecrec of vs. 13b therefore is defined in terms of 

divine sonship in the p resent which assures the believer of future 

salvation as an heir of God and a joint heir with Christ. Von der 

Osten-Sacken is thus correct in seeing a connection between vs. 13band 

vs. 17 and in suggesting that Paul achieves the goal of his thought 

in vss. 14-17 in vs. 17b: "Die Christen sind S8hne Gottes und als 

solch (doch erst) Anwgrtet auf das Leben, weil ihre Anteilhabe am 

I 
R. Tannehill, Dying and Rising with Christ: A Study in 

Pauline Theology (1967), p. 113 notes that "CTUYKXTjPOVOVO1 R XPIGTOO 
is formulated as a conscious parallel to "KXTjPO'VOW1 'PýV OF-00 ... 
and TF-Kvot ftoi%" In each case the genitives are of possession or 
relationship, and therefore GUyKXnpoVOj1O1 ... XpicrTou should be 

translated as "Christ's fellow heirs. " Since Paul only uses the CPJV- 

prefix with KXT)POVOý101 in relation to Christ and not God "the prefix 
expresses association with the one indicated by the genitive" and 

not the relation of believers to one another. This is an important 

point for it effectively invalidates the view which Hester, Inheritance, 

p. 65, n. I attributes to P. Hammer, The Understanding of Inheritance 
in the New Testament (Dissertation, Heidelberg) (1958), pp. 118,120 
that CFUYKXTIPOV6'POI ... XP19TOO indicates Christ is the inheritance 
itself. 
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Eschaton Miterbschaft mit Jesus Christus ist. 111 In other words, 
Paul uses sonship to point forward to the eternal life which awaits 
the Christian as the heir of God and the fellow heir of Christ. 
Christ himself has already entered into the inheritance (cf. vs. 11); 
the Christian looks forward with great eagerness to his full entrance 
into the inheritance. This, as we shall see, becomes the theme of 
vss. 18f f., but we shall wait until vs. 17 is discussed more thorough- 
ly before. examining its relation to what follows. 

The theme of heirship has previously been encountered in our 
study of Galatians. In Paul it only occurs in Gal. 3 and 4 and Rom. 
4 and 8. Gal. 3 and Rom. 4 correspond in that both are concerned 

with heirship in relation to Abraham. But unlike Gal. 3, where the 
heirship of Abraham gives rise to the discussion about heirship to 

God in Gal. 4, Paul makes no connection between the heirship to 
Abraham in Rom. 4.13ff. and heirship to God in Rom. 8. 

. 
Rom. 8.17 is 

most like Gal. 4.7, but the differences in formulation are striking, 

reflecting the differing purposes of the arguments in Gal. 4.1-7 and 

Rom. 8.12-17. In Gal. 4.7 Paul seeks to emphasize the freedom that 

sonship entails from former slaveryland that as sons of God, his 

readers are now heirs. He does not say heirs of God and fellow 

heirs of Christ, however, as in Rom. 8.17. Instead he says heirs 

6ia e6oc to underscore the origin of the salvation condition of 

heirship in God and that God himself has made Christians to be 

heirs. The content of the inheritance remains unexpressed, but 

since it is heirship to God it includes sharing in everything which 

is God's. When Paul relates Christians to Christ as fellow heirs 

in Rom. 8.17, he takes the theme of heirship forward a step. Joint 

heirship with Christ represents the logical concomitant to sharing 

in the divine Sonship which belongs properly to him; but as the 

latter part of vs. 17 maintains, being a fellow heir of the Son of 

God entails suffering. 

Being an heir of God and a joint heir with Christ is not with- 

Von der Osten-Sacken, R"mer 8, pp. 135-136. See also pp. 0 
137-139. Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 162-163 who maintains, 
"Paul is interested in sons as heirs ..., and in sonship as a 

relationship which guarantees future salvation, and is established 
in the present through the Holy Spirit, who anticipates the future 

... 11 See also p. 164. 
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out cost. The E: 176P of vs. 17c does not interject a condition, but 
like the el" at the beginning of theverse, indicates an assumed 
fact. 

I 
To be an heir of God means to suffer, not alone, but with 

Christ (crtjpTr6o-XopcN)) the joint heir who has already shown the 

way in suffering. Suffering with Christ in the present leads 

ultimately to glorification with him (O'UV60EOtGeG'PEV). As R. Tanne- 

hill explains, "Suffering, which in itself would be evil, is not 

alien to present Christian existence, but is being used by God to 

work his purpose of glorification. ,2 The suffering which Christians 

experience is certainly not to be limited to "suffefing for the 

faith" in the sense of persecution, but includes the suffering 

involved in the struggle against sin and the flesh (cf. Rom. 7.14- 

25), 
3 

the suffering which results from knowing what is to be but 

being unable to bring it about (cf. vss. 18-25), and finally the 

suffering of death before entering'into life. This becomes the 

believer's share in the suffering which God's Son has experienced 

in bringing salvation (cf. Phil. 2.6-8). But such suffering has the 

purpose of leading to glorification with Christ. The profundity of 

this thought can only be appreciated when it is remembered that 

glory is of the essence of God. To be glorified with Christ is to. 

receive a share in God's very nature, to be conformed to the image 

of the Son of God (cf. vss. 29-30), to share the family likeness 

of God. Sin robbed men of this (Rom. 3.23), but God gives it back 

to them as part of his legacy for his sons. This is to say that the 

inheritance which the sons of God are to receive, along with the 

Son of God, is the glory of God. In the concatenation of God's 

acts on behalf of his elect in vss. 29-30 his glorifying of his 

elect is made the final goal of his saving activity; the purpose 

to which predestining, calling, and justifying his people leads. 

The inheritance with Christ, understood as sharing in his 

I 
Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, pp. 164 -165; Professor 

Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 407; and Michel, Ro"mer, p. 262. 

2 
Tannehill, Dying and Rising, p. 114. He expounds vs. 17C 

in terms of the theme "dying and rising with Christ" and further 

points out in relation to the theme of suffering "that through 

suffering the Christian is kept from trust in the flesh and forced 

to rely on God alone. " See also the discussion of Hester, Inheritance, 

pp. 94-96. 

3 
Cf. Lightfoot, Philippians, p. 151 who comments on Phil. 3.10, 

a verse which, along with 3.11, reads like Paul's own commentary on 
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glory, which comes from the Father, provides the substance of 
what Paul wished to say by the. ý7'jaccrec of vs. 13b. In vss. 18- 
30 Paul elaborates upon what he has already said in vss. 14-17, 
but especially vs. 17 which was the goal of the statement in vss. 
14ff., so that Von der Osten-Sacken is not far off the mark when 
he maintains: 

Man wird deshalb als Thema des ganzen Abschnittes R"m. 8, 0 
14-30 formulieren kO"nnen: Die vom Geist bestimmten Gottes- 
II sohne sind Miterben Christi. Literarisch gesehen ist damit 

nicht V. 18 die These, die im folgenden expliziert wird, 
sondern V. 17b: CYUYKXqPOVOVOI 66 XPICrTOU, 6176P O-UT17UGXOV6V 
lVa K(11 (3vvsoc(xaewwv. 1- 

The connection of vs. 17bc with vss. 18-30 is seen quite clearly 
by the continuation of the theme of suffering in hope of glory in 

vss. 18-25 and the fact that vss. 29-30 end with the salvation 
destiny of the elect depicted as conformity to the image of God's 

Son, their fellow heir, and as glorification. . 

G. Sonship and the Future: Rom. 8.18-30 

In vs. 18 Paul takes up the twin ideas of present suffering 

and future glory which he had brought into the discussion of vs. 

17 in order to explain the significance of being a fellow heir 

of Christ. This actually represents a return to a theme first 

introduced in 5.2-5 where Paul spoke of "boasting in the hope of 

the glory of God" and "boasting in tribulations. " Through a 

catena of statements in 5.3-4 he argued that it is tribulation 

which ultimately works hope in the believer, hope which cannot 

disappoint, "because the love of God has been poured out in our 

hearts through the Holy Spirit which was given to us" (vs. 5). 

Significantly, vss. 17c and 18ff. expatiate on the ideas found in 

5.2-5, as Paul attempts to give a fuller explication of the theme 

of present suffering and future glory. The need for this exposition 

Rom. 8.17c: "The conformity with the sufferings of Christ implies 

not only the endurance of persecution for His name, but all pangs 

and all afflictions undergone in the struggle against sin either 

within or without. The agony of Gethsemane, not less than the agony 

of Calvary, will be reproduced however faintly in the faithful 

servant of Christ. " 

Von der Osten-Sacken, R"mer 8, p. 139. (He uses no accents or 0 
breathing marks when quoting Greek. ) Cf. Professor Cranfield, Romans 

1, pp. 404-405 who connects vs. 17 with vss. 18-30 rather than accepting 

the more usual link between vss. 14-16 and vs. 17. While it is right 

to emphasize vs. 17's connection with vss. 18-30, it must also be seen 
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is inevitably raised by conflict between the salvation promised in 
Christ and the realities of this present age of suffering and 
death. I 

1. The Structure of Rom. 8.18-27 

It is widely held that Rom. 8.18-30 forms a main section 
in chap te r 8,2 but the, breakdown of this unit into its constituent 

parts has led to several different analyses. Perhaps the most 

common scheme of analysis sees vs. 18 proposing a thesis of sorts, 

or simply giving a theme, which is then supported through three 

closely reasoned statements: a) vss. 19-22 concern creation; 
b) v9s. 23-25 concern Christians; and c) vss. 26-27 concern the 
S13 pirit. . Ka'semann sees these as three concentric circles *narrowing 

in its relation to vss. 14-16, for which it forms the goal of the 
thought expressed in them. 

Cf. Kuss, Romerbrief 2, p. 619 who maintains in connection 
with vss. 18-30: "Es meldet sich hier wieder ein zentrales Problem 
paulinischer Theologie: Wie kann man denn begreifen, dass das Heil 
da ist, wenn der Glaubende nun doch immer noch in einer offenbar 
feindlichen, Schwierigkeiten, Drangsale, Leiden, Tod verursachenden 
Welt leben muss? " A. Vo'gtle, "Ro'm 8,19-22: Eine scho"pfungstheo- 
logische oder anthropologisch-soteriologis. che Aussage? " Mglanges 
Bibliques en hommage au R. P. Beda Rigaux (1970), p. 354, apparently 
following up a suggestion of Ka'semann [see idem, "The Cry for Liberty 
in the Worship of the Church, " Pers2ectives on Paul (1971), p. 125] 
maintains that the question formulated by Kuss (whom he quotes) was 
first raised by early Christian enthusiasts, presumably because they 
felt a tension between possession of the Spirit and present suffering. 
It probably did not take "enthusiasts" to realize that a tension 
existed between present suffering and the promised future glory. This 
tension was built into the "already and not yet" of salvation as 
preached by Paul. 

2 E. g. H. Schlier, "Das, Worauf Alles Wartet: Eine Auslegung 

von Ro"mer 8,18-30, " Interpretation der Welt. Festschrift fur Romano 
Guardini zum Achtzigsten Geburtstage (1965), pp. 599-616; U. Gerber, 
"R8m. viii 18f f als exegetisches Problem der Dogmatik', "NT8 (1966), 

pp. 58-59; Vogtle, "Ro"m 8,19-22, " p. 355; Kasemann, Romer, pp. 219- 
234; Kuss, Romerbrief 2, pp. 619-620. and Leenhardt, Romans, pp. 217ff. 

II Von der Osten-Sacken, Romer 8, pp. 139-144 thinks 8.14-30 constitutes 
a single paragraph, and Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 403ff. 

views 8.17-30 as a single section. 

3 
Cf . the ref erences in the preceding note with the exceptions 

of Vogtle, Von der Osten-Sacken, and Leenhardt. See also Balz, 
Heilsvertrauen, pp. 33-34 and Paulsen, Romer 8, pp. 107-109. 
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down to the cry of the Spirit for freedom, in the Church's worship. 
H. Balz, who is followed by J. Baumgartenp offers a very detailed 

analysis of the three units contained in vss. 19-27: 

Die drei Gedankenga'nge von V. 19ff Sind deutlich gegliedert. 
Dem yap (V. 19) entsprechen &XXa Kal (V. 23) und 6aaOTws 
Kal (V. 26). Jeder dieser parallelen Gedankengange enthglt 
einen einleitenden Hauptsatz mit einer die These von V. 18 
stutzenden Aussage (V. 19 ...; 23 ...; 26 ... 

). Jeder 
dieser Aussagen wird selbst mit einem nachfolgenden Y(xp 
begründet und entfaltet (V. 20.24.26b). Alle diese 
Begründungen werden mit einem zusammenfassenden Satz 
abgeschlossen Cvss. 22,25,27J 

, der zeigt, dass der 
aufgewiesene besondere Zustand einen bestimmten phgnomenalen 
Wirklichkeit (KTICYIS/fiýE-IS/Tý TrvcUPot) eine Hinweis- und 
Erwartungscharakter hat. 2 

While at first sight this constitutes an impressive formal 

analysis of the thought progression of vss. 19-27, Balz has over- 

simplified matters. - He claims that the aUa Kal of'vs. 23 corresponds 

to the Yap of vs. 19, and therefore he assumes that vs. 22 concludes 

the preceding section and that vs. 23 commences a new one. This 

is a commonly held view, but it obscures or ignores altogether the 

relation of vs. 22 to vs. 23. The aXX Kaf of vs. 23 does not 

correspond to the Y6P of vs. 19 because it is part of the linking 

construction 11ou v6vov 69, aXX& Kaf" which joins the thought of vs. 

23 to that of vs. 22. The Iou j16vov 6e, aXXa' Kaf ... must be 

understood as an ellipsis for, "and not only does creation groan 

and suffer labor painsp but'also ,3 If vs. 23 supports the 

statement in vs. 18, as it does, should not vs. 22 offer similar 

support for vs. 18 in as much as Paul is talking about two related 

phenomena in vss. 22-23? But what then of the relation of vs. 22 

to vss. 19-21? It is undeniable that vs. 22 is conceptually 

related to vss. 19-21 since creation is the subject of both. Further- 

19 suggests that more the T1 03MOKapa6OKfa "(ýXITEK66XETal Of VS, 

K semann, "Cry for Liberty, " p. 132. Cf. Balz, Heilsvertrauenp 4 
pp. 33-34 

2 Ibid., pp. 33-34. Cf. Baumgarten, Paulus und Apokalyptik, 
174. 

3 
The unity of thought between vss. 22 and 23 is especially 

emphasized by the study of W. D. Stacey, "Pauline Certainties: II. 

God's Purpose in Creation-Rc-, ý-. ins viii. 22-23, " ET 69 (1957-58), 

pp. 178-181. 
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creation has a heightened sense of expectation. This probably 
implies that creation senses the nearness of the final act of 
salvation. Vs. 22 seems to pick up this idea by indicating that 
creation is already groaning and experiencing the labor pains 
caused by the impending birth of the coming salvation condition (or 

new age). 
I 

This may be understood as the anguish and travail 

preceding the freedom creation will experience in the freedom arising 
from the glorification of the children of God (vss. 20-21). But 

when vss. 19-21 are examined together, the imminence of the revealing 

of the sons of God is not the focus of attention. As we shall see, 
Paul wants to emphasize the greatness of the salvation which will 

come to believers in order to support his claim that present suffer- 
ing is not worthy of comparison to the future state of glory (vs. 18). 2 

We would suggest that vs. 22 should be seen as elaborating 

an idea implicit in vss. 19-21, but making a different point, in 

relation to vs. 18, from the one made in vss. 19-21. If this is 

correct, it means the argument of vss. 19-27 cannot be understood 
in terms of the concentric circles mentioned by Kasemann since Paul's 

interest in creation and in the sons of God is not so neat as to 

allow for a simple division between vss. 22 and 23. 

Rom. 8.18 

In vs. 18 Paul utilizes an apocalyptically oriented schema 

which contrasts the present with the future (cf. 4 Ezra 7.10-18), 

though he does not define the present simply in terms of "the 

present evil age" (cf. Gal. 1.4), nor does he speak of the future 

age as such. Instead he operates with a very personalized conception 

of present and future. "o v0v Kaipos" is qualified as the time in 

which the faithful followers of Christ experience the same sort of 

I Cf. Schlier, Ro"merbrief, p. 263 on the connection of vs. 22 

with vs. 19. 

2 
On this cf. Von der Osten-Sacken, Ro"mer 8, p. 141. He 

recognizes that vs. 19. confirms vs. 18 by documenting the greatness 
of the glory to be apportioned, but he then denies that anything 
more than vs. 19 grounds the statement of vs. 18.. This is because 
he misunderstands the point of vý, s. 19-22 asserting that "Paulus ... 
in Ro'm. 8 das VerhUltnis der Scho'pfung zum Schopfer mittels einer 

grundlegenden Kategorie seiner Rechtfertigungslehre auslegt" (P. 

102). Von der Osten-Sacken is not alone in seeing Paul's primary 
interest in vss. 19-22 in terms of "creation's redemption. " Cf. for 

11 
example, Gibbs, Creation and Redemption, pp. 34-41; Kasemann, Romer, 

pp. 222ff.; and Gerber, "Exegetische Problem, " pp. 58-81. See 
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suffering which he experienced during his earthly life. The word 
TraefýiaTa of vs. 18 corresponds to the cruji7T' .1 allX0116V mentioned in 

vs. 17. These sufferings are an extension of the suffering first 

experienced by Christ. In a similar way the apostle speaks of 
the coming blessings of salvation as ? 'TTýJv IiEý-Uouactv 66E(Y, \) 

WTOKCtxuý &Tvot , c'I: s ýpgs. " The CIS T111&s indicates that something more 
is at issue than glory to be revealed to believers since the simple 
dative Tl"Iiiv would have sufficed for that purpose. Paul is concerned 

with the future salvation in which Christians actually participate, 

experiencing the glory of God as fellow heirs of Christ. This then 

corresponds to the OrUV6oEaU6GVEV of vs. 17. The use of IjEXXoucrav in 

conjunction with the aorist infinitive 'CM0KCtxuoFiva, 
, even though 

separated by the word 60ýot, indicates that the revelation is imminent: 

the glory is about to be revealed. 
I 

Paul has completely personalized 

the original apocalyptic schema of the two ages in vs. 18 in order 

to establish what he considers to be the crucial fact about the 

present and the future as far as the Christian is concerned. 
2 

The 

fact is that the present sufferings experienced by Christians are 

not worthy to be compared with the coming glory which is to be 

revealed in and for the Christian (cf. 2 Cor. 4.17). Paul cannot 

prove this; only when. the glory is revealed will it be proven that 

Christians were justified in enduring the sufferings peculiar to their 

existence in Christ. 
3 

He nevertheless supports his contention in 

Baumgarten, Paulus und ýpokalyptic, p. 172 on the causes of this 
distortion of the text. 

I Arndt-Gingrich, "pE: XXw, " p. 502. 

2 
C. F. D. Moule, "The Influence of Circumstance on the Use of 

Eschatological Terms, " JTS 15 (1964), pp. 11 comments regarding Rom. 
8: "A majestic eschatology is unfolded which is essentially non- 
apocalyptic. I know that in fact the actual words oý2tTroKaXuýeývm and 
&TrOKa"XI)ý1s. do occur (vv. 18f. ); I am well aware also that the cosmic, 

and not only a human perspective enters in (vv. 19ff. ). But the values 
throughout the chapter are personal values and are expressed in terms, 

not of myth and apocalypse, but of personal relationship-e specially 

sonship. " 

3 
W. Michaelis, "7Tuenila, " TDNT 5, p. 934 correctly notes of the 

suffering in vs. 18: "Afflicnons here are those which necessarily 
arise from the antithesis between the Christ event and the nature of 
this aeon. " Dunn, Je 

- 
sus and Spirit, p. 332 describes the suffering 

mentioned in vs. 17, Tnd there-fore vs. 18 as well presumably, as "the 

Messianic woes. " The Christian suffers as a part of the death throes 

of the present age. In this he shares in the Messianic woes experienced 
by Christ. 
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the verses which follow, while giving hope and confidence to his 
readers. 

3. Rom. 8.19-21 

The first support for the statement in vs. 18, expressing 
Paul's conviction in the supreme worth of the future salvation, is 
found in vss. 19-21. The yap of vs. 19 relates it to vs. 18 as an 
element of support for the thesis put forward there. Paul claims 
in vs. 19 that creation expectantly awaits the revelation of the 

sons of God. I 
The long-debated question of whether Paul refers 

only to subhuman creation, or creation including man, or creation 
including extrahuman entities such as angels, demons, and so on, 

need not concern us here. The real intent of what Paul wishes to 

say in vs. 19, as well as its supporting verses, concerns the 

content of what the creation eagerly expects: the revealing of the 

sons of God. In the words of A. V8gtle, "Ro"m 8.19-22 will ho"chst- 

wahrscheinlich nicht als schopfungstheologische sondern als anthro- 

pologisch-soteriologische Aussage verstanden werden. ,2 This is to 

some extent confirmed by the fact that Paul does not explicitly 

make creation the recipi ent of the longed-for revelation; rather, 

as he goes on to argue in the verses which follow, creation hopes 

to gain freedom from the "slavery of corruption" when the revelation 

comes. However, it is indicative of the greatnes s of the coming 

glory to be revealed in and for the believers (vs. 18), that creation 

itself awaits eagerly for this to happen. The importance of the 

G. Bertram, 11XTrOKaPa6OKfOt, 11 ZNW 49 (1958), pp. 264-270 
tries to make the case . -that WTOKapa6OK170L in vs. 19 has a negative 
content on the basis of prefix aTT6 His point is that creation 
looks forward to the revelation of the sons of God with anxious 
(angstlich) longing because of the burden it carries (see esp. p. 
269). It is unclear, however, in what sense the expectation might 
be accompanied by anxiety or nervousness, unless doubt existed regard- 
ing the thing expected. Such a thought would actually work against 
the goal of Paul's statement. Schlier, Ro"merbrief, p. 259 hesitantly 

suggests that Paul, chose _&7OKaPa6OKfOC to avoid the more personal and 
j confident idea of U7Tfs in light of the reference to the whole crea- 

tion. Vs. 20 casts doubt on this explanation, however, since there 
Paul does use "CX7Tfs in respect to the creation. 

2 it Vogtle, "R8m 8,19-22ý' p. 366. Cf. Professor Barrett, 
Romans, p. 165. 
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idea of sonship throughout vss. 12-30 comes to surface again in vs. 
19, because Paul appear .s to equate the "coming glory to be revealed 
in and for us" of vs. 18 with the revelation of the sons of God 
in vs. 19. The believers' participation in the glory of Christ, 
the Son of God, becomes a revealing of their status as sons of 
God, something which they alone know in the present through faith 

and the witness of the Spirit, but which all will know when God com- 
pletes his saving work. 

The statement in vs. 19 receives clarification in vss. 20- 
21 as Paul explains why creation waits with eager expectation and 
what this has to do with the sons of God. Paul's interest in crea- 
tion, even in vss. 20-21 where the creation itself seems to be in 

the foreground,, is completely determined by his anthropological and 

soteriological concern. He begins with the assertion that creation 

was subjected to futility or purposelessness. Bultmann claims to 

find an allusion to a Gnostic mythology of the fall of creation 
here, I but he gives no evidence to substantiate his claim. It is 

much more probable that Paul is dependent upon a traditional 

Jewish idea regarding the disruption of creation caused by the sin 

of Adam, an idea which goes back to Gen. 3.17,. 
2 

According to Paul, 

creation was subject to futility, OUX EcKOU-CRI, but on account of him 

who subjected it. In s-pite of the controversy in the past over 

who subjected creation, this is undoubtedly a reference to God's 

activity. Implicit in the thought of God's subjection of creation 

without its willingness, or perhaps more accurately without its 

willful involvement in the matter, is the fact that creation's sub- 

jection to futility was based upon God's response to man's willful 

sin. Creation suffers on account of man's sin, not on its own 

account. Thus its restoration to purposefulness and harmoniousness 

can only take place when man himself is restored and no longer 

suffers the punishment of God against his sins. For this reason 

Paul says creation was subjected "in hope. " 

, 
Verse 21 provides an expression of the content of the hope 

I 
Bultmann, *Theology 1, p. 174. 

2 
Davies, Paul, pp. 38-39 and Balz, Heilsvertrauen, pp. 

41ff. 
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of creation: OTI K001, allTTI Tj KTICYIS CXCUeEPATI (170 TFS 6OUXEfas 

TTIS ýeOP& CIS TýV Eý 'XCUeCPý(XV TT'"IS 60ýTJS T'W-V TCKVWV To17 eEoc.,, C. F. D. 
Moule thinks it more natural to translate TTIV 6 'XCUeCPfaV 

TT_jS 605ýns 
in a semitic fashion as "glorious freedom, " rather than allowing 
60ýa to stand as an independent idea. 2 

This makes the translation 

of the latter part of vs. 21 smoother, but it overlooks the fact 

that structurally MEa corresponds to Oopa in the preceding 

prepositional phrase, and that Paul is concerned in the context 

specifically with the idea of the glory that believers will possess 
in the eschatological future. Although one might expect the combina- 

tion "freed from bondage ... for the harsh tautology 

created by "freed for freedom" suggests that cis TT'lv eXcuecpfav should 
be understood as* 

?V JXCUecpfý, 
a phenomenon quite common in Koine 

Greek. The point which Paul is making is not, "creation will be 

freed from bondage to corruption into the freedom belonging to the 

glory of the children of God, " but "creation will be freed from 

bondage to corruption in the freedom belonging to (or produced by) 

the glory of the children of God. " Creation can only attain freedom 

from corruption when the children of God, themselves freed from 

suffering and death, possess the glory which they are to share with 

Christ in the eschatological future. 

Paul is not, as Kasemann suggests, concerned with "Heil fur 

die gefallene und stO'hnende Welt. ,3 Rather, he seeks to explain 

why creation eagerly awaits the revealing of the sons of God (vs. 

19), in order to establish the greatness of the coming glory which 

is to be revealed in and for the sons of God (v s. 18). Creation 

10 C/ 
The textual tradition varies between 8Ti 

and Sifti. OTI 

represents the reading of the oldest and best witnesses according 
to Metzger,. Textual Commentary, p. 517. He thinks 616n arose 
through dittography, though it might plausibly be argued that 

ýTi 

arose through haplography. bT1 makes better sense in the context 
and since in the case of dittography the principle of lectio 
difficilior does not necessarily apply, the oTi reading is to be 

preferred. Cf. Vogtle, "Rom 8,19-22, ' p. 359 and Schlier, Ro"mer- 

brief, p. 262. Michel, Ro"mer, p. 268 ar i ues for 610TI and then 

understands the verse as though it read O'Ti since in the Hellenistic 

period 6! fti was sometimes used for tTI. 

2 
Moule, Idiom-Book, p. 175. 

3K it asemann,, R'Omer, p. 224. 
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eagerly awaits the revealing of the sons of God because only then 
will it be freed from the bondage to corruption which has affected 
it since the transgression of Adam. While this does not prove that 
glory will come to believers, it does argue that the present 
sufferings of Christians are a small matter compared to the glory 
that they will receive. The whole creation will be affected by the 
liberation which proceeds from the glory which they are to gain. 
In light of this, there can be no doubt -that Paul's attention is 
fixed on the sons of God in vss. 19-21. The eager expectancy of 
creation is introduced exclusively to support Paul's contention 

about the greatness of the salvation that the sons of God will share 
with Christ after their sufferings are completed. 

4. Rom. 8.22-25 

The relation of vs. 22 to its context has been treated in 

some detail already, so we may concentrate on expounding the verse 

and its function. In vs. 22 Paul maintains that the whole creation 
is groaning and suffering birth pains together until the present. 
The imagery of a woman in labor pains to describe a distressing 

si tuation was common in Antiquity among both Greeks and Jews, and 

in the Rabbinic literature, in particular, it was associated with 

the travail ushering in the Messianic age. 
I In connection with 

the thought of coming salvation the groaning and suffering of labor 

pains mentioned in vs. 22 probably suggests two things: 1) the 

"birth" of final salvation (or the coming age) is close at hand; 2 

See Balz 11-)6 
. Heilsvertrauen, pp. 52-54 and G. Bertram, W IV, 

WJSNw, " TDNT 9, pp. 667-672. Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 416, 

n. 2 observes, "The metaphor is a very natural one to express the 
thought of severe distress from which a happy and worthwhile issue 
is to be looked for. " 

2 
Cf. S chlatter, Gerechtig eit, p 274; Baumgarten, Paulus und 

Apok4lyptik, p. 176; and Vogtl-e, "Orm 8,19-22, " p. 361. Torg--tle 

asserts: "Wenn das In-Geburtswehen-Liegen 'bis zum Jetzt' andauert, 
so ist damit vom Bild der Geburtswehen her gesagt: das Ende des 

SeufzenmÜssens steht bevor; das Kommen des lleils kann nicht mehr 
lange auf sich warten lassen. " Davies, Paul, p. 37 claims that 
Paul is thinking in vs. 22 of the "account of creation given in 

Genesis as the counterpart of the new creation in Christ. " This is 

reading a foreign idea into Rom. 8.22 because the thought of vss. 19- 

21 does not suggest "new creation" but renewal of creation to its 

original purpose. 
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and 2) like labor in a woman, there is no stopping the process 
now that it has begun. The words of6alicv yc'ýp indicate that Paul 
is introducting a conception, whose truth is well-known and 
indisputable, in order to support his previous assertion (cf. 
Rom. 7.14 and 2 Cor. 5.1). The idea of the present birth pains 
of creation preceding the advent of final salvation, which Paul 

assumes to be familiar to his readers, may be related to such 
sayings of Jesus as Mk. 13.8 where the signs of the end are given: 
"Nation will arise against nation, kingdom against kingdom; there 

will be earthquakes in various places and famines; these are the 
beginning of labor pains (w36i'vwv)" (cf. Mk. 13.25-27; Mt. 19.28). 

The phrase "until now" (YaXpi TO vu'v) does not reflect the 
long ages in which creation suffered in bondage, but probably 
includes only the time between the death of Jesus and the present 
(for Paul the time of his writing), for this is the period of 

Messianic woes preceding the arrival of complete salvation for the 

elect, and the freeing of creation from bondage, at least according 

to Pauline reckoning. 
' This explanation of the phrase "until now" 

is confirmed by vs. 23. Paul correlates the possession of the 

Spirit as the first fruits of salvation with the groaning which 

anticipates final redemption. The Spirit was only sent in the wake 

of the Christ event, 'and likewise the groaning for final redemption 

by the sons can only be understood as possible after the saving 

work of Christ. The parallelism between vss. 22 and 23, suggested 

by their connection through the words "and not only, but also, " 

means that vs. 22 refers to the time between the death of Christ and 

his parousia just as vs. 23 does. 

The knowledge of the present state of creation with respect 

to its labor pains before the arrival of final salvation should 

assure the believer of the imminence of his own glorification with 

Christ. This is turn makes the endurance of present suffering more 

bearable. Thus Paul's assertion about creation in vs. 22 is directed 

towards confirming Christian hope as expressed in vs. 18.2 

I Cf. Michel, Ro"mer, p. 269 and Vo'gtle, "Ro"m 8,19-22, " pp. 
361-362. 

2 Cf. ibid., pp. 363-365; Baumgarten, Paulus und Ap2ýýq 

p. 176; and Schlier, "Das, Worauf alles Wartet, " p. 606. 



400 

The* relation of vs. 22 to vs. 23 has already been dealt with. 
The nature of the link existing between the two verses means, in 

all probability, that the - two verses are intended to make the same 
basic point, namely the nearness and certainty of the salvation for 

which the'Christian hopes. The analysis of vs. 23 and vss. 24-25, 

which are joined to it, will confirm this supposition. 
In vs. 23 Paul asserts, "We ourselves, who have the first 

fruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan . in ourselves, while 

eagerly awaiting the adoption, which is the redemption of our 
bodies. " The emphatic construction lla&oi 

... TIPETS Kal OtýTO`11' 
C 
EaVTOTS CrTEVaCOJ1EV11 makes for an awkward translation, but it under- 

scores the completely personal character of the groaning mentioned 
in the verse, in contrast to the groaning of creation in vs. 22. 

Kasemann and Balz think that the 
6 

c"otuTois should be interpreted 

as meaning "unter uns" because they believe that the context, 

particularly vss. 26-27, show that Paul is speaking about something 

which happens in the divine worship of the community. 
I 

Whether 

or not vss. 26-27 should be seen in this light, it seems doubful 

that vs. 23 should be. Nothing in vss. 18-22 or 24-25 suggests, 

let alone requires, seeing these verses in the context of divine 

worship. In the case of vs. 23 a "communal groaning" seems to be 

unlikely by virtue of what is longed-for and on account of the 

pro bable nature of the groaning itself. The "final state of adoption, 

the redemption of the body, " is in its very essence a personal 

experience for which the Christian longs as an individual. 2 it 

follows from this that Paul intended the groaning to be understood 

in a similar fashion as the groaning of individuals "within them- 

selves. " 3 
The likely cause of the groaning virutally assures our 

interpretation. In Paul's mind, why do Christians groan? Is it 

Kasemann, Romer, pp. 226-227 and Balz, Heilsvertrauen, pp. 579 
91-92. 

2 Cf. Professor Barrett, Romans, p. 167. 

3 
Professor Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 418-419, n. 2 who accepts 

this rendering, points out that this does not forbid the outward 
expression of this groaning. Michel, Ro"mer, p. 264 and Schlier, 
R8merbrief, p. 265 render the expression in question "im Blick auf 

uns selbi-t-" apparently in order to avoid an overly internalized 

conception of the groaning 6V Cýal)TOIS. 
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not because they are suffering in the present, while they await 
their coming glorification? The inward groaning is the result of 
the present suffering of Christians who live between the death 

and resurrection of Christ and the coming age when salvation will 
be completed. T hus the "groaning" of vs. 23 is to be understood 
in terms of vs. 18. To suggest that Paul referred to a "communal 

groaning in worship" is to miss the real and profoundly personal 

experience to which he refers in vs. 23. 

One further point may be made against the interpretation of 

Kasemann and Balz. 
. 

If Paul had wished to express the idea of 

communal groaning, groaning "unter uns, " then we would have expected 

him to repeat the compound form "CrUUTCVaý61V" from vs.. 22, but he 

does not. This suggests that he does not have a corporative 

activity in mind. 

The experience of groaning by the Christian is connected 

with an important fact of the present and points forward to a 

future experience of fundamental significance for Paul. The present 

fact is that Christians have the 6mapXýv TOG 7TVE6PCCT0S. Paul 

nowhere else apposes the words "first fruits" and "Spirit, " but 

it is common to see a close connection between "the first fruits of 

the Spirit" and the expression "T'0-V appaýW-N)a T017 7T'1)6U5P(XT0S" in 2 Cor. 

1.22 and 5.5 (cf. Eph. 1.14). Kasemann, for one, thinks that they 

are synonymous; 
I however, a slight distinction between the two ideas, 

at least as they are used in Rom. 8.23 and the two passages in 

2 Corinthians, is to be observed. Both 2 Cor. 1.22 and 5.5 emphasize 

that God is the giver (d 6o0s) of the down payment or pledge which 

consists in the Spirit, but Rom. 8.23 refers to the Christian "having" 

(E1: "XoVTES) the first fruit of the Spirit. In 2 Corinthians &ppaý& 

stresses the Spirit as a gift which is received as a first installment 

or guarantee of salvation, whereas ajTrap 6 in Rom. 8.23 looks to the XTI 

actual work of the Spirit, in those who have the Spirit. 

The question of how "ToO TNEU"jjaws is to be taken with the 

term "first fruits" in vs. 23 is of significance. Exegetes divide 

over whether it is a partitive genitive or an epexegetic (or apposi- 

1 11 Kasemann, Rbmer, p. 226. Cf. Lietzmann, Omer, p. 
85. 
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tive genitive. 
I 

The context favors the partitive genitive with 
TOII 7TV6I6PCtTOS understood as a reference to the work of the Spirit. 
Paul has already given the Spirit a decisive role in effecting the 

sonship relation which the believer has with God and assuring him 

of that relation (vss. 14-16). But he has also said that the 
Spirit of God will play a role in making "the mortal body" alive 
in the resurrection (vs. 11). Thus the Spirit has produced the 
first fruits of salvation in the Christian, but he still has further 

work to accomplish in the believer atýthe resurrection. When vs. 
23 is viewed from this perspective, the adoption, which is correlated 

with the redemption of the body in the latter part of the verse, 
is seen as the completion of the work which the Spirit has already 
begun. 

In verse 23 the future experience of Christians is conceived 

as an extension and completion of their present experience. With 

respect to the thought of vss. 18ff., the first fruitý of the Spirit, 

which consist of the sonship relation with God worked by the Spirit, 

becomes a pointer to and an assurance of the future work of the 

Spirit which will lead to complete salvation. The present groaning 

of Christians results from the tension between what is and what will 

be. Having already experienced the first fruit of sonship, it is 

small wonder that Christians should eagerly await the completion 

of sonship wherein their bodies shall be redeemed from corruption, 

mortality, and death (cf. I Cor. 15.42-53). The inner experience of 

sonship will then extend to the outward appearance of men, for the 

uioeeafa, or redemption of the body, for which Christians eagerly 

await, is their future share in the glory of Christ (vs. 17). 
2 But 

to share in Christ's glory is to be conformed to his image since 

the essence of his image is the glory which he has from the Father 

I 
Among those seeming to favor 

Arndt-Gingrich, "&TrapXTI, " pp-. 80-81; 
p. 209; Lietzmann, Mmer, p. 85; and 
p. 486, n. 17. Those favoring an ep 
include Professor Cranfield, Romans 
p. 226; Schlier, R8merbrief, p. 264; 

the partitive genitive are 
Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 
G. Delling, lIct7apXn', T'-TDNT 1, 

exegetic or appositive genitive 
11 1, p. 418; Kasemann, R&er, 

and michel, Ro"mer, p. 270. 

2 Cf. Jervell,, Imago Dei, p. 277 and Balzq Heilsvertrauen, 
58. 



403 

(cf. vs. 29). 1 

When vs. 23 is viewed in this light, the Pauline conception 
of believer sonship takes on a profound dimension. It represents 
a decisive element in the continuity between present and future. 
I. t is a salvation good which is already possessed and lived out, but 

at the same time, it is one which does not and cannot attain complete 
fulfillment until the resurrection. Sonship, is not only an inward 

experience, a real and living relation with God in the present, 

effected by the Spirit; it also will have an o utward manifestation 
in that the children of God are to share in the glory of the unique 
Son of God, to be conformed to his image in the resurrection. It 
is this for which creation longs, for this is what the "revelation 

of the sons of God" consists in (cf. vss. 19,21). 2 

Although Paul has not used the word "hope" in relation to 

Christians in vss. 18-23, the theme of Christian hope permeates the 

passage. Vss. 22 and 23, are dominated by the idea of hope as 
Paul attempts to give hope to Christians who live with the tension 

and distress caused by their incomplete experience of salvation in 

an alien and hostile environment. The hope which he desires to 

impart concerns the certainty of final salvation and its imminence. 

The essential thought of vs. 23, in relation to vs. 18, involves the 

fact that believers have experienced the first fruit of salvation 

and therefore wait for its completion with hope. Thus Paul writes 

in vs. 24: "For we were saved in hope. ,3 Von der Osten-Sacken 

I 
Both Dunn, Baptism, p. 150 and Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 278- 

280 see a connection between vs. 23 and vs. 29. Jervell maintains: 
"Was nun die Christusgleichheit [of vs. 293 besagt, drUckt Paulus 

zunachst durch Negationen aus. Christusgleich wird der Mensch 

erst, wenn er voklig erl8st ist. Deshalb heisst Chris tusgleichheit 
ýTrOXOTPWCFIS TOU CFOýXtTOSý V. 23" (p. 278). He goes on to say, "Positiv 

ausdruckt, heisst Gottebenbildlichkeit oder Christusgleichheit, die 

U106ECTliot zu bekommen, V. 23,29" (p. 279). As we have seen, however, 

Jervell is wrong when he understands adoption as completely future. 

2 On the relation of vs. 23 to vss. 19 and 21 see ThUsing, 
Per Christum, p. 121. 

3J. 
G. Gager, "Functional Diversity in Paul's Use of End-Time 

Language, " JBL 89 (1970), p. 329 describes these words of vs. 24 as 

attempts to reconcile the "already" and the "not yet. " 

I 
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propounds the view that "das Resumee der Verse 24f. den Charakter 

einer Korrektur hat, ohne die die Aussage V. 23 fÜr Paulus nicht 
tragbar w'are. "' Put more precisely, he thinks that the "groaning 

expectation" of vs. 23 required the correcting force of the words 
"awaiting eagerly with patience" in vs. 25b. His understanding of 
the role of vss. 24-25 seems to be determined by the fact that he 

sees vss. 23 and 26-27 as a traditional piece which Paul has taken 

up. 
2 Since, acc . ording to Von der Osten-Sacken, vss. 24-25 are 

inserted into the traditional material, he seems to assume that 

they must correct some unacceptable feature of the tradition. 

Th e discussion of hope in vss. 24-25, however, appears merely to 

make explicit the theme of vss. 18ff., while the statement about 

waiting with patience, already prepared for by 5.2-5, indicates 

that patience is the concomitant of hope. Vs. 25b does not correct 

vs. 23; it simply clarifies the nature of Christian hope. it is 

eager waiting for God's salvation with patience, so that hope is 

not swallowed up by despair as the waiting continues for longer 

than anticipated. 

5. Rom. 8.26-28 

Not only does the Spirit work the first fruits of salvation 

in the sons of God; according to vss. 26-27, he takes an active 

role in helping the saints in their weakness, by interceding on 

their behalf before God. 
3 

As creation groans (vs. 22) and the sons 

Von der Osten-Sacken, R8mer 8, p. 103. 

2 
See ibid, pp. 97-100. 

3 
The longstanding debate over whether or not vss. 26-27 refer 

to the phenomenon of Spirit-inspired speaking in tongues (see especial- 
if ly Kasemann, "Cry for Liberty, " pp. 127-137) should probably be answer- 

ed in the negative. In support of this assertion see Professor 
Cranfield, Romans 1, pp. 421-424; K. Niederwimmer, "Das Gebet des 

Geistes, R6m. 8,26f. 11 TZ 20 (1964), pp. 263-264; Michel, Ro'merj pp. 
272-273; and Schlier, Orm-erbrief, p. 269. It should be said against 
KI hemann and others, e". g. Baumgarten, Paulus und Apocalyptjik, P. 177 

and E. Gaugler, "Der Geist und das Gebet der schwachen Gemeinde, " 

Internationale Theologische Zeitschrift 52 (1961), pp. 67-94, that it 

is far from clear that vss. 26-27 relate to the Christian community as 

such and not to the individuals within the community. The whole of 

chapter 8 seems to be concerned with individual persons and their 

religious experience rather than the communal side of Christianity. 
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groan (vs. 23), awaiting freedom and redemption respectively, so 
the Spirit makes unspoken (or unspeakable) groans (cfTcvayýjoj's 

OtxaxTITOIS. But the purpose of the Spirit's groaning is different 
from the groaning of creation and the sons of God. TbLese groans on 
their ownaccount for final salvation and freedom, but the Spirit 

groans in order to intercede on behalf of the sons before God. He 

aids the saints in their fleshly weakness (cf. Gal. 4.13), in 

their inability to pray for what is required in light of the distress 

and tensions which characterize their lives (cf. 2 Cor. 12.9). The 

point which Paul is making in vss. 26-27 is simply that the sons of 
God are not left on their own in the time of their suffering (vs. 18). 
The Spirit who effected sonship (vss. 14-16) and who will be working 
in the redemption of the body (vs. 23, cf. vs. 11) is active in 

communication between the sons and God. Because-of this the children 

of God may have confidence that their lives are under the immediate 

care of God who knows their needs through the intercession of his 

own Spirit. 

Vs. 28 follows from this. The people of God know with certain- 

ty that all things work for their good-even suffering (vs. 18), tribu- 

lation, distress, persecution, danger, the sword, and so on (vs. 35) 

-because God cares for his elect, those who respond to him with 
love, and therefore he directs all things for the ultimate well- 

being of his own. The sufferings and troubles of this present time 

actually work to accomplish the saving purpose of God for the 

individual. Thus vs. 28 provides one more item to instill confidence 

in the children of God who experience suffering while waiting 

for glorification (vss. 17c, 18). 

Rom. 8.29-30 

The thought of vs. 28 leads to vss. 29-30 where Paul brings 

to a conclusion the whole thought progression from vs. 12 onward. 

From the perspective of this thesis vss. 29-30 are extremely interest- 

ing because Paul makes explicit the relation of Christians, as the 

children of God, to Christ the unique Son of God-they are brothers. 

But Christ is the image to whom all the children of God are 

conformed so that he may have priority among all the brethren (vs. 29). 

It is unnecessary to present a detailed exegesis of vss. 29- 
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30 here because we have already examined them closely in conjunction 
with our study of Christ's Sonship in part one of this thesis. 
There it proved impossible to discuss Christ's Sonship and its 

significance in Rom. 8.29 without considering what was said about 
those whom God foreknew and predestined to be conformed to the image 

of his Son. As a result of this, we may simply reiterate the 

principal findings of our previous examination of vss. 29-30 

making special reference to the thought connections between vss. 12- 

28 and vss. 29-30. This will then bring to completion our examination 

of the believer sonship theme in vss. 12-30 and in Romatis. 

Vss. 29 and 30 are probably intended to support the statement 

made in vs. 28. They appear to provide a reason for believing that 

God cares for his elect and in all of the vicissitudes of life contin- 

ues to work his saving purposes. Vss. 29-30 form a sorites in which 

Paul begins with the foreknowledge of God about those who shall be 

saved and concludes with the assertion that they shall be glorified. 

Into the sorites Paul inserts the words 110UJIý10PýOUS TýS F__1KOVOS TO'O 

1AO13 (16TOG 611S TOZ' EIVU1 OWTOV ITPWTOTOKOV EV 7OXXOTS &66XýOTS. " It is 

this which makes vs. 29 of such special interest for our purposes. 

This insertion, following after the word 7rpo6picrEv, expresses the 

final destiny which God has appointed for his saints. In the 

sorites itself God's saving activity, which includes justification, 

has for its final goal the glorification of the elect (cf. vss. 17c, 

18,21). There is no contradiction between the conclusion of the 

sorites and the insertion into it because to be conformet to the 

image of the Son of God is synonymous with being glorified. But, 

as we have seen previously, conformity to the image of the Son of 

God has both present and future significance. In the present it 

concerns an inward conformity.; This conception is made possible 

because the EIK6V of something is an outward manifestation of its 

inner essence. If Christians are to be conformed to the E1"KW'V or 

outward appearance of Christ, if they are to share in the glory 

which is characteristic of his outwar .d appearance (cf. 2 Cor. 4.4,6), 

in the resurrection, then they must be made to conform to his inner 

essence, and this is what is happening in the present. Christ is 

the 6iK6V of God, the visible manifestation of God, because he is 

I 
See supra, pp. 207ff. 



the Son of God. In other words, as we have seen previously, 
Christ's possession of the imago Dei is closely connected with 
his Sonship relationship to God; it is an outward expression of his 
Sonship relationship with God. That the elect of God have already 
become sons of God through the work of the Spirit (vss. 14-16) 

represents the initial step in the process of conformity t, o the 
image- of the Son of God. This inward transformation precedes their 
outward transformation and includes a number of other changes such 
as the "putting to death of the deeds of the body" (vs. 13) ; the 
renewal of the mind in the knowledge of God and his will according 
to Christ, the image of God (Col. 3.10, cf. 2 Cor. 4.16-17) ; and the 

process of transformation from one degree of glory to another (2 Cor. 
3.18). The inward conformity to the image of the Son of God is 

probably to be understood in terms of Christ dwelling in the believer 

through his Spirit (Rom. 8.9-10); that is, the first fruits of the 
Spirit (vs. 23) are to be associated with the inward process of 

conformity with the image of Christ, the Son of God. 

In the 'future, at the resurrection, the inward conformity of 

the children of God to the Son of God. will become manifest in 

outward conformity. As the EIKW"V Of Christ is characterized by 

glory, so shall the CIKWN) of the children of God who are to share 
in Christ's glory (vss. 17-18). When Paul asserts that the children 

of God eagerly await their adoption, the redemption of their bodies, 

in vs. 23, he refers to their desire for outward conformity as the 

children of God, to the image of the unique Son of God. But the 

sonship of the children of God remains secondary to that of Christ 

the Son of God. He ii s himself the image of God and not, as the 

other sons of God, an image of the image of God. For this reason 

he is the firstborn among the brethren, in the sense that he holds 

the position of pregminence. 
Vs. 29c, which speaks of Christ as the firstborn among many 

brethren, draws the logical conclusion regar ding the Sonship of 

Christ and the sonship of believers: they are brothers. This is 

the only place in Paul where this relation is made explicit, but 

vs. 17 which describes Christians as the "heirs of God and fellow 

heirs of Christ" clearly presupposes this relation between the Son 

of God and the sons of God. This is not simply to be identified as 

a statement of Christ, the Son of God, as the Last Adam, for the 

brotherhood motif does not fit well with that thought. It is a 



related but separate conception in which Paul works out the 
implications of the two strands of sonship: Christological Son- 

ship and believer sonship. In the process he has raised believer 

sonship and its attendant features to the status of a bridging 

conception which holds together the present and future aspects 
of salvation, while providing an immediate and unique connection 

with one of the more important features of his Christology, namely, 
the divine Sonship of Christ. In conjunction with Rom. 8.3 (cf. 

Rom. 8 . 32) the theme of sonship in Rom. 8.12-30 becomes an example 

of the interchange conception which M. D. Hooker has spoken of: 
Christ the Son of God became a man so that men might become sons 

of God. 
I That Paul can make brotherhood with Christ, and there- 

fore sonship to God, an ultimate expression of the salvation 
destiny to which God has appointed his elect indicates how dynamic 

and important a conception sonship was in his theological reflection. 

Conclusion to Part Two 

Having completed our exegetical examination of the principal 

texts in the letters of Paul where the divine sonship of Christians 

is discussed, we may now attempt to present a concise statement 

concerning the apostle Paul's conception of non-Christological divine 

sonship and its significance in his thought. 

In ascribing the status of divine sonship to Christians, Paul 

was taking up an idea found in the Old Testament and post-Old Testa- 

ment Judaism in relation to the people of God. Paul, as an Israelite, 

believed that the privilege of adoptive sonship originally was the 

exclusive prerogative of Israel. In Rom. 9.4 he gives it pride of 

place among the privileges granted to Israel by God. In doing so he 

appears to have gone beyond the normal Jewish understanding of the 

significance of divine sonship. Only Wis. 11-19 offers anything 

like a similar emphasis on Israel's sonship relation with God. The 

rank which Paul gives to sonship in Rom. 9.4-5 is perhaps indicative 

of the significance he came to attach to the idea as a Christian. But 

the privilege of sonship as given by God did not guarantee that 

every Israelite entered into the relation. Paul claims that God had 

I Hooker, "Interchange, " pp. 354-355, though it is not a 

perfect interchange, for Jesus does not cease to be Son of God 

and the sons of God do not cease to be men. 
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always worked a process of election among the descendants of 
Abraham and Israel (Jacob), and therefore physical descent from 
the patriarchs was not an exclusive guarantee of a sonship relation 
with God. Even among the offspring of Abraham, only the children 
of promise, those whom God foreknew and predestined to sonship, 
entered into the relationship (Rom. 9.6-13). But Paul believed 

that the original sonship prerogative of Israel was to be shared 

with those who were not physical descendants of the patriarchs, 

and he found in Hos. 1.10* Scriptural proof for this: God also 

called the Gentiles to share in sonship. 

Though Paul's conception of the divine sonship of believers 

was based on the granting of the privilege to Israel and God's 

subsequent inclusion of non-Israelites in the sonship relation, 
Paul's understanding of sonship appears to have been conditioned 
by the Gospel tradition as well. His use of "Abba, Father" 

evinces an awareness of 'the special place this had in Jesus' life 

and teaching, and his differentiation between the Sonship of Christ 

and the sonship of believers clearly has its roots in the teaching 

of Jesus. But one crucial feature of Paul's sonship conception 

appea rs to have been his own contribution. Nowhere in Judaism or 

the Gospel tradition do we find the Spirit of God playing a decisive 

role in the sonship of God's people. Given Paul's emphasis on the 

work of the Spirit, however, it is perhaps not completely surprising 

that he should do so. 

The heart of what Paul taught about the divine sonship of 

believers is to be found in Gal. 3.26-4.7 and Rom. 8.12-30. The 

limited amount of material involved and the absence of reference 

to divine sonship in the majority of Paul's letters bel ies the 

importance of the idea in Paul's thought. Careful attention to 

the way in which Paul introduces and uses the sonship conception 

indicates that the idea formed a standard part of the apostle's 

teaching and was of major significance in describing the nature 

of salvation in Christ. As we have seen, the argument of Galatians 

necessitates the conclusion that Paul had previously taught the 

Galatians of their divine sonship status and that they understood 

their Christian experience in terms of their sonship relation with 

God. Thus Paul was able to demonstrate to them that it was unnecessary 

for them to become Jews to secure the blessings of salvation since 

in Christ they were already the sons and heirs of God as well as 



410 

the heirs of Abraham. 

The use of. the divine sonship idea in ROM. 8.12-30 is also 
of major importance in understanding the place of sonship in 
Paul's thought. While Romans is not a systematic presentation 
of Pauline theology, it does represent what was undoubtedly a 
well-thought-out attempt by the apostle Paul to present the Gospel 
in written form in order to gain some fruit among the Romans and 
to prepare for his anticipated visit. The sonship passage in 

Rom. 8.12-30 forms a sort of keystone to the discussion about new 
life in Christ in Rom. 5-8. Paul was able to use the believer 

sonship conception in this way because it was an inclusive idea 

which related to the spiritual, and ethical quality of the Christian's 

present and future experience of salvation, while being grounded 
in the experience of the divine Spirit. In Rom. 8 sonship lies 

at the center of the believer's personal relation with God who is 

his Father (8.16), with Christ who is his elder brother (8.17,29), 

and with the Spirit who mediates the relationship (8.14-16,23, 

26-27). 

For Paul, the divine sonship of Christians was determined, 

from start to finish, by Christ, the unique Son of God. The 

starting point for Paul's believer sonship conception was God's 

sending of his Son into human existence to redeem those under 

the curse of the law, in order that they might become sons of God 

through adoption (Gal. 4.4-5). At issue here is what Dr. Hooker 

has called "interchange in Christ": the Son of God became a man 

so that men might become sons of God. Thus at a fundamental level, 

the divine sonship of Christians originates in the saving act which 

only the unique Son of God could accomplish. A person can only 

enter into the adoptive sonship relation made possible by the Son 

of God through faith in Christ who is the Son of God. Sonship is 

thus an experience only available "in Christ" (Gal. 3.26). Sonship 

is effected and confirmed through the Spirit (Gal. 4.6; Rom. 8.15-16), 

but the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son (Gal. 4.6; cf. Rom. 8.9-10). 

The goal of sonship in the present and in the future 1*s conformity 

to the image of the firstborn Son of God (Rom. 8.29). In the present 

it is inward conformity to the Sonship relation of the Son with God- 

to the mind of the Son and to his obedience through the work of the 

Spirit. In the future it will be complete conformity to the image 

of the Son so that the sons of God will appear in the resurrection 
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with the glory like the glory of the unique Son of God; they will 
be like him from the inside out. Even the future inheritance 

which is promised by God to Christians as his sons and heirs is 
determined by the unique Son of God who has pree"minence among the 
heirs (cf. Rom. 8.17,29). 

The divine sonship of Christians is both spiritual and ethical 
in orientation. It is spiritual because divine sonship, for Paul 

at any rate, is inconceivable without the work of the Spirit in the 
heart of the believer effecting the new relation with God as Father 

and assuring the spirit of the believer that he is a son of God 

against all apparent contradictions to this fact (Rom. 8.15-16; 

Gal. 4.6). Divine sonship for the Christian is ethical because 
it entails putting to death the deeds of the body through the help 

of the Spirit (Rom. 8.12-14); to be a son of God is to have put on 
*6 Str te 

the Son of God, Christ, in orderýto ecome morally perfect even as 
he is (Gal. 3.26-27). 

The exegesis of Gal. 3-4 and Rom. 8-9 has shown that the 

conception of the divine sonship of believers is interconnected 

with a number of important thoughts in Paul: Christology (Gal. 4.4- 

6; Rom. 8.29); Israel (Rom. 9.4-13); the inclusion of the Gentiles 

in the people of God (Rom. 9.24-26; Gal. 3.26-29); redemption from 

enslavement to the law (Gal. 4.5); justification and reconciliation 

(Gal. 3.23-4.7); the resurrection (Rom. 8.23); the destiny of 

creation (Rom. 8.18-23); the Spirit (Gal. 4.6; Rom. 8.14-16,23, 

26-27); baptism (Gal. 3.26-27); the new moral existence of believers 

(Gal. 3.26-27; Rom. 8.12-14,29; Phil. 2.13-15); the present and 

future experience of salvation (Rom. 8.12-30. ); the glory of God and 

Christ (Rom. 8.17-21); the inheritance (Gal. 3.26-74.7; Rom. 8.17); 

suffering with Christ (Rom. 8.17-18); and conformity ýo the image 

of God (Rom. 8.29). In light of these connections, which arose from 

our exegesis and not from an attempt to systematize Pauline thought, 

we may say that the believer sonship theme constituted a very im- 

portant integrative theme in Pauline thought. What would be inter- 

esting to know, but would require a great deal more research, is 

whether or not any other category in Paul's anthropological-soteriolOg- 

ical thought was ever used in su&ý, an integrated fashion. 

I 
Cf. W. Grundmann, "Der (; ei, -, t der Sohnschaft, " pp. 172-192 who 

sees divine sonship in Paul and the concepts related to it as a 
"Mittellinie" in Paul's thought. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Through the two parts of this thesis with their differing 
focuses upon the one theme of divine Sonship in Paul, we have 

seen that this idea, in both its forms, cannot be relegated to 
the periphery of Pauline thought. It is unnecessary to reiterate 
the conclusions we have drawn at the end of part one and the end 

of part two to make this point. Rather, in concluding this thesis, 

we may simply point to several of the most important aspects of 
the two types of Sonship in order to indicate the importance of 
divine Sonship for Paul. 

The designation "Son of God" and its equivalents when used 
in relation to Christ are not simply titular in nature but relate 

to the real relationship which exists between God and Christ. The 

importance of this idea is best judged by the fact that in Paul's 

thought Christ's divine Sonship is the necessary presupposition 

for his role in both creation and redemption. At every stage of 

his existence Christ has been the unique Son of God and has acted 

in doing God's work because he was and is God's Son. Without this 

conception Paul's soteriological thought would collapse, and Christ's 

present role as sovereign of the universe would become inexplicable. 

In essence then, Christ's divine Sonship is an integrative conception 

in Paul's Christological and soteriological thought. 

That Christians are called sons of God by Paul results from 

Paul's belief that God sent his Son into human existence to redeem 

men . from enslavement to the law in order that they might become 

sons of God through adoption. Because the divine sonship of 

believers embraces their present and future experience of salvation 

and serves as a focal point to which Paul relates a variety of 

conceptions in his anthropologically oriented soteriological thought 

it too must be seen as an integrative idea within Pauline theology. 

Together the two-sides of the one theme of divine Sonship serve 

to draw together some of the most important features of Pauline 
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thought. That this was accidental seems unlikely. In all 

probability Paul gave Sonship an important place in his thought 

precisely because it highlighted the personal character of 

salvation from a variety of different perspectives as no other 

conception could. Anyone who wishes to understand Pauline theology 

in its totality would do well to begin with Paul's belief in the 

Son and the sons of God. 
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