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When Oiir Journal published its translation of an article by
John Schaller on "The Kingdom of God" {Das Reich Gottes; Quartal-
schrift, April 1918), questions were raised and discussion follow
ed which, we are sure, would have been welcomed by the original
author and which we consider a most wholesome sign of interest.
The convention essay appearing here is part of this discussion.
It is offered here not as a final word on the subject, but to
stimulate further thought and to facilitate further discussion at
the pastoral conferences to which it has been referred by the con
vention. — Ed.

The assignment of an essay on the meaning of the Greek
word BASILEIA had its origin in the CLC convention at Man
chester, Wisconsin, a year ago. That convention dealt
with a memorial in which Pastor Paul G. Koch questioned
a number of statements occurring in a translation of Prof.
Joiin Schaller's essay on "The Kingdom of God" which ap
peared in the JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY. Vol II, No. 1, Feb. 1962,
The four statements questioned were the following:

Page 20, bottom: ". . .we come to realize that the
entering into the kingdom of God does not specifi
cally signify the process by which the sinner becomes
a child of God. To enter into the kingdom of God
does not mean to be converted or regenerated, "



Page 21, middle; "The creative act by which God
transports a sinner out of death into life must have
preceded the state of his being in the kingdom in the
sense of the passage here under consideration,"

Page 22, top: "To be in God's kingdom, therefore,
means nothing else than this: that through God's
gracious ruling one knows that one is under this rule
of grace. In keeping with God's purpose that is the
normal state of those who have entered His kingdom."

Page 24, bottom: "Whoever reaches for rank and
honors in the kingdom of heaven and desires to be
preferred above others is not yet therein. In the
kingdom of heaven, under the Gospel rule of God,
such thoughts simply do not arise. Whoever is un
der the sway of the Gospel rejoices in it as a child
which is well aware of its weakness and inadequacy

and therefore lays no claim to 'greatness.'"

The floor committee dealing with this memorial decided
that "further clarification of the Journal of Theology

essay is needed in order to give answer to question #6 of the
Koch memorial, " and therefore resolved "that a study of
the essay in question be assigned for presentation to the
next convention of the CLC, such study to give special re
gard to point #6 of the Koch memorial. "

The same Committee on Doctrine studied Pastor Koch's
essay on THE MEANING OF EKKLESIA IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, and
found itself in agreement with the substance of the essay
with two exceptions. One was the statement: "In this latter
usage basileia is a synonym of ekklesia and denotes in al
most every instance the Communion of Saints." The con
vention therefore also resolved "that an essay be assigned

now for presentation at the next convention of the CLC re
the meaning of basileia, such study also to give specicil con
sideration to point 1 above," (Proceedings, 1962, p.21 & 22).



President Albrecht will bear out that the present essay
ist had no inclination whatsoever to intrude upon this dis
pute, and that, in fact, every plausible excuse was proffered
to evade the assignment. A "critical study" of the Schaller
work has been requested. I surely do not relish the role of
undertaking such a study of the work of an author for whom
I have not only very great respect as a theologian but also
hold high esteem as a grandfather. Since the assignment had
been made, however, I did not wish to refuse making an exe-
getical study of the pertirtent scripture passages and present
ing my understanding of their meaning. I can only pray that
the fruits of the study will contribute toward a solution of
the controversy, and not add to the confusion.

The basic issue here appears to be whether the N. T.
phrase "Kingdom of God" in its true sense refers only to the
"eternal and continuous rule-activity of the almighty God,"^
as Prof. Schaller holds, or whether the concept can also
"denote the believers as the subjects of Jesus' Kingdom" and
thus include the Church, as Pastor Koch contends. 2

All of the four passages questioned in the Schaller essay
are logical extensions of that writer's basic premise that
essentially the expression "Kingdom of God" means only the
gracious ruling of God through the Gospel, and does not, in
its proper sense include the believers as subjects of that
rule. This position is described by the author most clearly
in these words (my emphasis):

"Thus we arrive at the proposition that the expression
'kingdom of God, ' when employed by Scripture in its
proper sense, appears exclusively as a designation for
the gracious creating, working, ruling of God by means
of the Gospel. " ̂

An examination of the four contested passages will show
that they are indeed based on the basic premise quoted above,
and stand or fall with it.



Since the sainted professor held that the "kingdom of
God" refers only to God's royal activity or rule, and not to
the Church, it followed naturally that "to enter the kingdom
of God" cannot be the same as becoming a member of the
Holy Christian Church by conversion. So he says;

"We come to realize that the entering into the kingdom
of God does not specifically signify the process by which
the sinner becomes a child of God, To enter into the
kingdom of God does not mean to be converted or re
generated."^

By this he does not wish to be misunderstood as say
ing "that conversion and regeneration have nothing to do with
the entering into the kingdom of God."^ He quotes Jesus'
words to Nicodemus "Except a man be born again, he can
not see the kingdom of God" . .. "Except a man be born of
water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of
God," (John 3:3, 5), and concedes that this indicates a re
lationship between regeneration and entering the kingdom of
God, but holds that it is a relationship of cause and effect,
that being converted is not the same as entering the king
dom of God, but is the cause of entering it. ̂  Then follows
the second controverted passage:

"The creative act by which God transports a sinner out
of death into life must have preceded the state of his
being in the kingdom in the sense of the passage here
under consideration."^

Since according to Prof. Schaller's basic premise the
kingdom of God does not essentially include the Church,
"entering the kingdom" or "being in the kingdom" cannot
mean the same as entering or being in Christ's Church.
What then is meant by the many passages that speak of en
tering the kingdom of God? The professor's conclusion is
summarized in the next passage questioned in the Koch me
morial;



"To be in God's kingdom, therefore, means nothing else
than this: that through God's gracious ruling one knows
that one is under this rule of Grace. In keeping with
God's purpose that is the normal state of those who have

entered His kingdom; they know and by faith sense that
that they dwell under the gracious Basileia of God and

Christ.

The fourth and last passage in question occurs when
Prof, Schaller is discussing the dispute among the disciples
as to which should be the greatest in the kingdom of heaven.
Jesus at that time "called a little child unto him, and set

him in the midst of them, and said. Verily I say unto you.
Except ye be converted, and become as little children, ye
shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven. Whosoever
therefore shall humble himself as this little child, the same
is greatest in the kingdom of heaven," Matthew 18:1-4. In
this connection Schaller states (my emphasis):

"Whosoever reaches for rank and honors in the kingdom
of heaven and desires to be preferred above others is
not yet therein. In the kingdom of heaven, under the
Gospel rule of God, such thoughts simply do not arise.
Whoever is under the sway of the Gospel rejoices in it
as a child which is well aware of its weakness and in

adequacy and therefore lays no claim to 'greatness. '"^

This statement would be absurd if the writer were

thinking of the kingdom of God as denoting the Church, for he
had sufficient experience in the Church to be fully aware of
how easily the desire for rank and honors actually arises
among its members. John Schaller was not by these words
trying to read the quarreling disciples out of the Holy
Christian Church. He was not trying to say that you cannot
be a Christian if you have ever detected such vainglorious
ambition in your heart. We must remember his basic pre
mise, that the expression kingdom of God does not in its
proper sense mean the Church at all, but only God's gracious



rule through the Gospel. The line of thought seems to be
this- The kingdom of God equals His gracious rule through
the Gospel. To be in the kingdom simply means to be con
sciously aware that one is under this gracious rule. Now
the author points out that if one is puffed up with pride in
one's personal accomplishments and harbors grandiose am
bitions, one is rejoicing in oneself, and therefore cannot be
at that moment in a state of rejoicing in God's gracious rule.
By Schaller's definition he is therefore not in the kingdom
of God. Such thoughts do not come from being under God's
influence, but indicate that at the moment at least, such a

one is under Satan's evil prompting.

Thus we see that all four of the questioned passages from
the Schaller essay begin from, and can be understood only in
the light of, his basic premise that strictly speaking the be
lievers are not a part of the concept of the kingdom of God as
subjects, but that rather, "the expression 'kingdom of God, '
when employed by Scripture in its proper sense, appears
exclusively as a designation for the gracious creating, work
ing, ruling of God by means of the Gospel. The question
then arises, is this premise sound? Is this a correct defi
nition of the kingdom of God? Can it be supported from
Scripture? Or can it be said that there are instances in the

N. T. when "basileia is a synonym of ekklesia and denotes,,
,, the Communion of Saints" as Pastor Koch holds? Just

what, then, is the meaning of BASILF.lA in the New Testa
ment?

I. The Problem of Definition

A definition is by no means simple to arrive at. Just be
fore Christ's ascension His closest followers asked Him,

"Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the kingdom to
Israel?" (Acts 1:6). We easily feel slightly superior to them
because they may have been still clinging to their old Jewish
hopes that the kingdom of God would be a material, earthly
restoration of David's kingdom, but with bigger armies, better



chariots, more extensive boundaries, and an even more glo
rious King. We perhaps wonder how it was possible that at
that late date the disciples could still fail tc understand that
the promised kingdom was entirely spiritual in nature. But
we should begin to soften in our judgment of them when we
stop to consider how much of Christendom to this very day
doggedly holds to the same misconception ! Many still think
of the kingdom of God as a material entity that needs some
friendly lobbyists in Congress, How many are not still con
vinced that they are helping the kingdom of God come in its
full glory by urging laws to keep businesrestablishments
closed on Sundays, by prodding the police to enforce anti-
gambling ordinances, or by getting arrested in desegregation
demonstrations? Is this basically different from the mistaken
view that the disciples held? Any remaining condescension
we might tend to feel toward them for their lack of clarity re
garding the concept of the kingdom of God is likely to seep
away entirely when we ourselves attempt a precise definition.
It is not easy. Those who can see quite clearly what the
kingdom of God is not, still have real problems to define just
exactly what it Many are the scholars who look far less
scholarly after a discussion of the concept than they did before.
Almost every school of theological thought has at or near its
heart its own individual understanding of the phrase. ® One can
understand what led Albert Williams in his "Key Words of the
Bible" to speak of "the hopelessness of defining the nature of
the Kingdom of Heaven."9

Our minds, trained as they are in the thought patterns,of
Aristotelian logic, crave short, precise definitions. But ho-
wherfe in Scripture is any effort made to satisfy that desire
.^with a complete analytical definitions of.what constitutes the

of God. The word B AS ILEIA occurs some 163 tim^s
in the New Testament. Very frequently one finds phrases
that lead one to hope a nice tidy definition will follow: E. g.,
"Whereunto shall I liken the kingdom of God? It is like leav
en. . . " (Luke 13:20f); "The kingdom of heaven is like unto
a treasure hid in a field.. . like unto a net, that was cast into



the sea. .. " (Matthew 13:44, 47); "The kingdom of God is
not meat and drink; but righteousness, and peace, and joy-
in the Holy Ghost," (Romans 14:17); etc. Instead of a
comprehensive definition however, one finds each time that
one is being given but a single aspect of the whole, as if
the kingdom of God is such a vast concept that it can be por
trayed only piece by piece.

But let us be neither surprised nor disappointed if some
of Scriptures* loftiest concepts cannot be condensed to a cap
sule form small enough for our finite minds to absorb at one
swallow. "For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither
are your ways my ways, saith the Lord. For as the heavens
are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your
ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts," (Isaiah 55:8-9).
Let God be God! The Holy Spirit simply finds this to be the
best method of presenting the vast, supernatural idea of God's
Kingdom to human minds: bit by little bit. The grander the
diamond, the more will the connoisseur feel the need of ex
amining it facet by facet. Those of you who attended Seattle's
World Fair last summer and took a day out to drive around
near-by Mt. Rainier found that it is quite impossible to do
justice to such a magnificient mountain with one picture. You
more likely used the better part of a roll of film, finding an
entirely different scene with each new angle, light condition,
or time of day. Even with the snap by snap method, you did
not get nearly all of the grandeur. Nor does the Bible exhaust
the subject of God's Kingdom. But if we add together the
individual descriptions that are given, we do learn all we now
need to know about it.

To begin, we might point out that for our present purpose,
there is no significant difference between Kingdom of God and
Kingdom of Christ. Each portrays the same concept from a
different perspective. And there is even less difference be
tween Kingdom of God and Kingdom of Heaven. The latter two
terms are used interchangeably, apparently according to the
personal preference of the writers. (Kingdom of heaven is



found exclusively in Matthew, where it is used 33 times, while
Kingdom of God occurs only 4 times.)

The common reference in our day to a three-fold Kingdom
of Christ, with distinctions between the Kingdom of Power,
the Kingdom of Grace, and the Kingdom of Glory, will not be
of much help to us in trying to learn the precise meaning of
BASILEIA in the N. T., since this is a dogmatic distinction
not found in the Scriptures, While the division into three con
cepts has its advantages when instructing our children and
perhaps in preaching, it should not be pressed too far. As
Prof. Schailer points out, there is inevitable overlapping be
tween the borders of these "kingdoms," 12

Perhaps the most comprehensive definition to be obtained
from God's Word for the expression "Kingdom of God" is in
its contrasts with the kingdom of Satan, and again, with the
kingdoms of the world. When the Pharisees tried to make
Jesus a part of the kingdom of the devil by accusing Him of
casting out devils by Beelzebub, the Lord showed the clear
distinction between those kingdoms: "If Satan cast out Satan,
he is divided against himself; how shall then his kingdom
stand? . . . But if I cast out devils by the Spirit of God, then
the kingdom of God is come unto you, " (Matthew 12:26-28).
What is the Kingdom of God? It is the opposite of Satan's
kingdom. Wrap up everything you think of in connection with
the Old Evil Foe —his tyrannous, hate-filled rule in the
hearts of men, his legions of assistants with their dread,
superhuman power carrying out his malevolent purposes
throughout the world, his countless throngs of abject slaves
bound and trussed with the bands of their own sin, his
fiendish plans for their perpetual torment and shame. Now
take this whole picture and convert it entirely to its opposite,
changing everything from negative to positive, and you have
a pretty fair concept of the Kingdom of God,

When Pilate asked whether Jesus were a king, the Lord
phrased his brief description of His regime in terms that a



politician like Pilate would understand by contrasting it to
earthly governments, "My kingdom is not of this world. If
my kingdom were of this world, then would my servants
fight, that I should not be delivered to the Jews: but now is
my kingdom not from hence," (John 18:36). Luther particu
larly loved to dwell on this sharp contrast between the king
doms of the world, which are ruled by the sword and are

interested only in material matters such as the physical wel
fare of its citizens, and on the other hand the Kingdom of
God, which is ruled by Him through the Gospel and is con
cerned entirely with spiritual things such as grace, the for
giveness of sins, and everlasting life,

II. New Testament Uses of the Term

Since Scripture does not undertake to present a precise
and comprehensive definition of what is meant by BASILEIA
TOU THEOU and similar expressions, we must turn to a

study of the context in which BASILEIA is used. It will by no
means be possible or necessary for us here to study all or
even most of the 163 passages in which the word is found.
Those interested in more exhaustive treatments may find
them written by abler pens in the Schaller essay under dis
cussion, in Kittel's scholarly 59 page article on the term,
and elsewhere, We shall study particularly those passages
that throw some light on the issue before us, namely whether
the kingdom of God in its proper sense refers only to the
gracious rule of God, or whether it also includes the commu
nity of believers, i, e,, the Church,

There can be no question that the basic meaning of the
noun BASILEIA before and during the N, T, period was that of
the reign, the royal rule, the kingship, the sovereignty of a
king. This is the predominant meeining of the word when used
in a general sense by other Greek writers of the period, such
as Philo, This is demonstrated extensively by Kittel, who
says of BASILEIA as used in the N, T,: "As to the general use

10



of this term, it must be said that the word, which we mostly
translate as kingdom, realm, originally means only the being,
essence, situation, of a king." But he also adds: "Inevitably
an often-found second meaning follows: the dignity of a king
shows itself in the territory ruled over by him, in his realm
.... In basileia both meanings are present. In Revelation 17:12
and 17, 17, the double sense seems to be indissolubly present."^

There is particularly one instance in the N. T. where
BASILEIA CeUi have only the pure meaning of royal rule, die
Koenigsherrschaft. Strangely enough, Schaller's essay does
not refer to this passage, which would support its basic argu
ment. The idea of realm, subjects, or territory is so com
pletely absent in this instance that the K. J.V., which other
wise always translates BASILEIA as "kingdom, " here finds it
impossible to do so. In Rev. 17:18 we read: "The woman

which thou sawest is that great city, which reigneth over the
kings of the earth." The original Greek says, ". . .which has
the BASILEIA over the kings of the earth."('^owra, poo-iXeCav)This
cannot mean "which has the kingdom over the kings." It can
only mean "which has the rule over the kings of the earth.
The New English Bible puts it nicely by saying, "that holds
sway over the kings... " Another instance where the ruling
activity is strongly presented occurs in Revelation 11:15,
where we are told that "the BASILEIA (singular, not plural
as in KJV and Luther) of the world" has come into the
possession of our Lord and His Christ. The NEB gives the
only possible value to BASILEIA here by translating, "The
sovereignty of the world has passed to our Lord and his
Christ, and he shall reign for ever and ever."

There are altogether seventeen passages where the idea
of "sovereignty" is so strong in BASILEIA that the NEB or
RSV or both translate it as royal power, kingship, reign,
sovereignty, or some similar term instead of "kingdom."^®

We might discuss two more such instances. One wonders
what the malefactor was thinking of when he asked: "Lord,

U



remember me when thou comest into thy kingdom," Did he
picture Christ entering a realm, or heaven? This might
seem likely, because Jesus answered, "Today shalt thou be
with me in paradise," (Luke 23:42). But some MSS have an
interesting variant reading according to which the thought
would not be "when you come into your kingdom, " but rather,
"when you come in your royal power," (^v paatXeCa, instead
of etg T>iv paatXeCav). The RSV follows this by translating,
"remember me when you come in your kingly power."

When Christ was answering Pilate's question as to whether
he was a king. He would not have been answering the question
very directly if He had been'speaking of His realm when He
replied: "My kingdom is not of this world." More likely,
Jesus was here using the original meaning-of BASILEIA. Then
His reply becomes a very specific answer to the question:
"Art thou the king of the Jews?" Answer: "My kingdom is
of this world, my servants would fight, that I might not be
handed over to the Jews; but my kingship is not from the
world, " (John 18:33, 36). And so the RSV has it.

Although there are then numerous instances where BASILE
in the N. T, has predominantly the original meaning of royal
rule or status, it can by no means be said that this is the ex

clusive meaning of the word. There are also passages where i
has little or none of that concept at all, where in fact the mean

ing is just exactly what we today usually mean by the word
kingdom, namely a realm, a territory, with all its natural re
sources, its inhabitants, and everything that goes with it. Thu
when the devil took Jesus "up into an exceeding high mountain,
and sheweth him all the kingdoms of the world and the glory of
them" (Mat. 4:8), he was not showing Him anything as intangib]
as royal activity or rule. He was showing Him the physical
empires, together with their gold and silver, their manpower,
their treasures and their glories.

One might think at first that Jesus meant "rule" or
"reign" when he told the Pharisees that "Every kingdom di-
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vided against itself is brought to desolation," since it would
indeed make sense to say that every regime divided against
itself faces destruction. But the context favors the secondary
meaning of "realm," for Jesus immediately adds the illustra
tion, "every city or house divided against itself cannot stand,"
(Matthew 12:25). Similarly, when Jesus as a sign of the end
foretells that kingdom shall struggle against kingdom, he is
thinking of realms with their populations and armies as the
context "nation shall rise against nation" suggests, (Mat. 24:7).
Again, when Herod, pleased with Salome's dance, offered
whatsoever she would ask, "unto the half of my kingdom"
(Mark 6:23), he was not offering her half of his throne, but
anything she might desire, up to the value of half his realm.

We come now to a discussion of the passages which contain
the very specific phrases "the Kingdom of God" and "the King
dom of Heaven." Do these expressions refer exclusively to
God's gracious ruling activity through the Gospel, or may they
also refer to what we commonly call the "Kingdom of Grace,"
i.e., the Church? In this connection it is very interesting to
note that although the secondary meaning of "realm" is at
times so completely absent in BASILEIA that the NEB or RSV
in 17 places can saiely translate the word with "royal power"
or a similar term, they never translate so with the set ex
pressions "Kingdom of God" or "Kingdom of Heaven." Here
they always translate "kingdom."

One of the most common uses of this highly significant
phrase is found in such passages as Luke 4:43, where Jesus
says, "I must preach the kingdom of God to other cities also:
for therefore am I sent." This expression or similar ones
(preaching the gospel of the kingdom, showing the glad tidings
of the kingdom, preaching the things concerning the kingdom
of God, hearing the word of the kingdom, etc.) are found some
18 times in the N. T. In these instances the term Kingdom, or
Kingdom of God is used as a grand theme to cover everything
that Jesus or the apostles preached. Many were the sermons
they preached. They covered a multitude of subjects. Yet the

13



sum and substance of all the subjects put together was the
"Kingdom of God." This, then, is a vast concept! It seems to
me this brings us back to the great mountain and the little
camera taking many snapshots. "Jesus went about all the
cities and villages, teaching in their synagogues, and preach
ing the gospel of the kingdom, and healing every sickness and
every disease among the people," (Matthew 9:35). Are these
not all-inclusive terms? Everything He preached about was
included in the concept "the gospel of the kingdom." Of course
Jesus preached about the sovereignty of the gracious King who
is so concerned over His fallen, sin-burdened subjects that He
had no peace in eternity until the plan had been devised by
which they might be saved. Jesus declared that God's love

for the world was so great that He gave His only begotten Son,
that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish but have

everlasting life. He foretold how this royal Son in His pro
gram to redeem His people "must suffer many things, and
be rejected of the elders and chief priests and scribes, and

be slain, and be raised the third day," (Mark 8:31). All of

this royal activity was a most prominent part of the Kingdom
of God which Jesus preached. There was more. He also

preached about the manner in which He would establish His

gracious, saving rule in the hearts of men —not by levying
taxes or enlisting soldiers or by brandishing a sword, but
by planting the seed of the Word in human hearts, by work
ing and nourishing faith through the holy sacraments which
He instituted for that purpose. All of this too, belongs in
the grand picture of the Kingdom which Jesus preached.
Was this all He taught? Did His sermons not deal also with
the objects of all this royal planning and sacrificing and
ruling? Did He not have much to say about the community
of believers which His gracious Gospel rule would produce?

Did He not describe how this fellowship of His followers
was to administer the keys to heaven, exercise church

discipline, go into all the world preaching the gospel to
every creature and administering the sacraments? Did He

not devote large portions of His sermons to the life and con
duct of His believing disciples? (cp. the Sermon on the



Mount). Is not all this also to be included in the "Kingdom
of God" which Jesus and the apostles preached? Here the

complete plan of salvation is alluded to. Here is outlined
the entire relationship between the Savior-King and His
blessed subjects. Here is summed up the whole of God's
vast and numerous promises to man. Just as the kingdom
of Satan may be thought of as including not only Satan's
reign of terror, but also his imprisoned victims, so the

Kingdom of God may be thought of as including both His
gracious Gospel reign in the hearts of His believers, and
also the believers themselves as the objects of that rule,
or the subjects of that kingdom.

The concept "Kingdom of God" appears to me to be so
large and so rich that the greatest danger lies in trying to
restrict it and narrow it down, insisting that it means only
this or that. It can happen all too easily that someone is
given a particularly deep insight into one facet of this rich
term, but then, entranced with the depth and beauty of that
one facet, he comes to think that this part must be the whole.
Then it becomes necessary to try to force all the other

passages dealing with other facets into this one mold. This
can result in some very strained interpretations.

In my studies for this assignment, I have found no rea
son why the expressions Kingdom of God and Kingdom of
Heaven as used in Scripture are not wide enough to include
both the idea of God's gracious sovereignty through the
Gospel, and also the objects of that rule, the believers as
citizens of the Kingdom. In some passages the primary
thought of royal power at work is the more prominent; in
others, this idea is farther in the background, and the con
cept of "Church" comes out more clearly. The context in
each case must decide which is predominant. But both are

usually present together.

The "royal rule" side of the picture comes out strikingly
in Matthew 12:28: "If I cast out devils by the Spirit of God,

15



then the kingdom of God is come unto you," The flight of the
overpowered devils was graphic evidence that God's almighty
power was now in full operation in that area. Another in

stance where the idea of "Church" is very far in the back
ground is in Mark 9:1, where Jesus says: "There be some
of them that stand here, which shall not taste of death, till
they have seen the kingdom of God come with power. " This
cannot refer to the second coming of Christ, because Jesus
says that some of His hearers would still be alive when it

occurred. The event foretold is rather the descruction of

Jerusalem in the year year 70 A. D. The Kingdom of God is
wherever Jesus the King is present, ruling with His grace
and power. When Jesus spoke these words. He was ruling
with grace. But He tells the Jews that some of them with

their own eyes would "see" His ruling when it is carried out
"with power," namely with power to destroy in judgment.
The usual working of God's Kingdom is invisible, but in the
judgment over the obdurate Jews, the royal activity of Jesus
"with power" would clearly be seen.

There are other passages in which the idea of "sover
eignty" far outweighs the concept of "Church" in the expression
Kingdom of God, but these few may suffice as examples for our
purposes. There are many passages where both concepts seem

to be almost equally present. There are also a large number
of uses where it appears to this writer that the idea of "the

gathering of believers" is not only present, but actually over
shadows the original thought of "royal activity."

The Schaller essay^O and Kittel^^ both concede only two
passages where BASILEIA in the N.T. refers specifically to
the Church. They are Revelation 1:6 and the parallel passage
Revelation 5:10. (Some manuscripts read "kings" instead
of "kingdom" here, but the latter is definitely preferable
as being closer to the O.T. quotation from Exodus 19:6).
Revelation 1:6 says: Christ "made us a kingdom, priests
to his God and Father," and 5:10 reads: "hast made them

a kingdom and priests to our God, and they shall reign on
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