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THE TRIAL OF JESUS CHRIST
Paul Tiefel, Jr.

What some would call the “trial of the decade” seegmcome along every few years. And every
few decades a headline-grabbing court case getsiahee “Trial of the Century.” So goes the hype
anyway. It can safely be said, however, that aadied Trial of the Decade or Trial of the Centurguid
have to yield in prestige to the Trial of the Millgum. Indeed, the trial of all time would have beke
trial of Jesus Christ, if it actually had occurr&dhat follows is an attempt to examine what migémén
been if there had been at least a little semblahgestice in the matter of the Sanhedrin (and Rent
Pilate) v. Jesus of Nazareth.

And yet, one could ask, was there not a trialJiesus? Scripture does record a sequence of six
trials that were packed into the late hours of Miuhhursday and the early hours of Good Fridaye€&hr
of those trials were under the jurisdiction of #®svish leaders. They included:

a. A preliminary trial or hearing before Annas

b. The first trial (at night) before Caiaphas ame $anhedrin

c. The second trial (in the morning) before Caiapdradthe Sanhedrin.
Then another three were conducted under the jatiediof two Roman authorities:

d. The first trial before Pontus Pilate, procuraitbdudea

e. The trial before Herod, tetrarch of Galilee ®atea

f. A second trial before Pontus Pilate.
In light of all the legal proceedings that the Rilvecords, can it really be said that Jesus dichave a
trial?

1. The human authorities involved

It was not so much a matter that Jesus did not levegal. Surely He did. But were the
proceedings against Him fair and impartial? Were thals administered justly? Before the Roman
authorities, Pilate in particular, justice was legtien the trial judge declared Jesus to be innpdwmrit
then sentenced Him to death. The holy transcripih@se proceedings reads as follows:

Luke 23:4So Pilate said to the chief priests and the crdéind no fault in this Man.”

Luke 23:13-14Then Pilate, when he had called together the ghrieists, the rulers, and the people,
said to them, “You have brought this Man to mepas who misleads the people. And indeed,
having examined Him in your presence, | have fauméhult in this Man concerning those things



of which you accuse Him.”

Luke 23:22Then he said to them the third time, “Why, what Bais He done? | have found no
reason for death in Him. | will therefore chastlden and let Him go.”

Matthew 27:24Nhen Pilate saw that he could not prevail at allf bather that a tumult was rising,
he took water and washed his hands before the toldti saying, “I am innocent of the blood of
this just PersonYou see to it.”

The matter of justice before the Jewish court waitecdifferent. Here the verdict of guilty was
predetermined, decided by the Lord’s opponentsrbéhe trials had even begun.

John 11:47-50, 53hen the chief priests and the Pharisees gatherenuacil and said, “What shall
we do? For this Man works many signs. If we let Hilone like this, everyone will believe in
Him, and the Romans will come and take away bothptace and nation.” And one of them,
Caiaphas, being high priest that year, said to théMou know nothing at all, nor do you
consider that it is expedient for us that one miaoudd die for the people, and not that the whole
nation should perish.” ... Then, from that day tey plotted to put Him to death.

Matthew 26:3-4Then the chief priests, the scribes, and the eldérthe people assembled at the
palace of the high priest, who was called Caiaptzal plotted to take Jesus by trickery and Kill
Him.

Matthew 26:59Now the chief priests, the elders, and all the cdusought false testimony against
Jesus to put Him to death.

In addition to the obvious prejudice against théeddant, historians point out at least four
illegalities in the three trials before the Jewjstiges, which include a few points of law that veed in
our judicial system to this day.

a. No one accused of a crime could be forced tofyesgjainst himself.

b. Late-night meetings of the Sanhedrin were illegal.

C. Any trial that involved the death penalty requieedecond trial to be held the following day if the
verdict was guilty.

d. False witnesses did not belong in the courtrbom.

Now what if justice had been served? What if Jesagld have had a fair trial after all? What
follows is a look at such a trial based on the reéad God’s Word in the four Gospels.

2. The charges against Jesus

Four indictments were brought against Jesus. loo#te inquiry of historians are the accusations
brought by the false witnesses, who could not agrebeir stories. The indictments or charges ifalb
two categories. Three were of a political naturg ane was a question of religion or theology. The
Jewish trials focused on the matter of religiont Bince that would be of little concern to Roman
authorities, different charges had to be broughireg Jesus in the court of Pontius Pilate.

The religious question—the chief concern in the iSbwourt—centered on two points. Was
Jesus the promised Messiah? And secondly, whatdwbel Messiah do when He came to His people?
There was no denying that the Messiah would be rag.KBut what type of King? The endearing
expressions of Psalm 72 had been lost to the nohdgny, including the Jewish leaders at that tiiie.
recall some of the Messianic terms and descriptions

* Righteousness, righteousness, righteousness taitths Son” (Psa. 72:1-3)
* He shall reign as “long as the sun and moon enduxe™, 7, 17)

e His “dominion from sea to sea”; “all nations shedkve Him” (vv. 8, 11)

* He shall “save souls” and “redeem” lives (vv. 13-14

Of course, we could reference other propheciespbait to the same truths. Well known to us
are:



Isaiah’s “Prince of Peace” ruling His everlastinggdom (Isa.
9:6-7);
Jeremiah’s “The LORD our Righteousness” (Jer. 23:6)
Malachi's “Sun of Righteousness” who comes “witlalmgy in His wings” (Mal. 4:2).

Yet many in Israel were expecting their Messiah Kito establish an earthly kingdom—
something political in nature, Jewish sovereigrggtored to the people and their land—a kingdom that
would last for a time perhaps, while sin and deabluld continue to reign over all everyday. With Isuc
expectations in the people’s minds, we see KingHacheming behind the backs of the wise men to kil
in infancy what he fantasized was a potential rimajears to come. The Jewish misconception hung
around for years with the result that the Savidl t@refute it during His public ministry. It pessed
beyond the Savior's ascension and was thriving @nsmme of the Jews, even while the city of Jerusale
was being destroyed stone by stone. Rejectioneobiblical truth about the Messiah’s kingship would
lead to the senseless slaughter by suicide abtlress of Masada. And the misconception livesoolay
as one observes the false notion at work in thewarteachings of dispensationalism and millemalis
which anticipate an earthly rule of Christ's Chuncthis world.

But back to our focus on the trial. Because Jegas not the type of Messiah that many were
expecting, He was rejected. The plain truths ofpfare, however, could not so easily be set aditie
teaching and miracles of Jesus gave indisputalifeess to the truth, and it was displayed beforedte
in Jesus was teaching authority so different fromreligious leaders. Here in Jesus were miradesrm
done or heard of before in the history of mankiid.fact, shortly before the Passover Jesus had
performed the incredible resurrection of Lazarushiea nearby village of Bethany. News of this event
would soon become the talk of the town in Jerusalend the impact it had on the enemies of Christ?
John 11:47-48 reports:

Then the chief priests and the Pharisees gathereduacil and said, “What shall we do? For this
Man works many signs. If we let Him alone like,teigeryone will believe in Him, and the Romans
will come and take away both our place and nation.

We should note that the Sanhedrin held their posiof power (see endnote 1) only with the
blessing and permission of the Romans. And Roméroaties in control of Palestine were well awafe o
the prevailing Jewish view that expected the Mésstacome and restore self-governance to the Jewish
nation. Consequently Pilate, his officers, andRloenan garrison of soldiers became wary of any sign
Jewish revolt or uprising, especially in Jerusal@ime Sanhedrin, meanwhile, had a sense of what the
Roman authorities might do to squash a rebelliod, €0 to preserve their political power, they came
one conclusion: Jesus must die.

It is impossible to measure the depths of unbgloéhg on at this time. Think for a moment of the
logic involved in John 11. Jesus had just raisezhlias from the dead. While the religious leaderghtni
try to twist the testimony of the blind man who e®®d his sight from Jesus (John 9) and could even
threaten the man and his parents, they were qelf#ess against the miracle of Lazarus risen fragn h
grave. So many witnesses to the death scene. Rysraf decay and a stench too. A corpse bound in
burial cloths. But now the man was alive! In respoto this moving, breathing, talking witness te th
power of Jesus over death, the leaders would decetis kill Jesus, and Lazarus too (John 12:10-11)
Did it ever occur to them that as often as theyhinlgll Lazarus, Jesus couldise him from the dead
again? Why not rejoice rather in the One who caadrpower death, the last enemy of every human
being? How could they hope to eliminate someonkh thiat kind of power? Such is the depth of unbglief
which in a twisted way has, like faith, a walk tff own that is not by sight. And that, let’'s remembs
the same unbelief that we once had in our own &earttil the Holy Spirit rescued us with His cal t
faith by the Gospel.

Such unbelief had fully taken hold and dominatesl Jewish courtroom. The verdict had been
decided: Execute Jesus. Well, what kind of chargs the job done? It has to be blasphemy, argued
along these lines:

* You say that you are the Christ.



* But you are not the Christ.
* Toclaim to be God when you are not is blasphemy.

* Blasphemy, according to the Law of Moses, is patidd by death.
Note that three of the points above are true; sm®i. And the whole trial before the Jewish covstild
hinge on the one false bullet.
So the first indictment is set: Jesus has blasptesimee He is not the Christ. But such a charge
would not fare well before Pilate. The Jewish leadealize that Pilate would not get involved in a
religious dispute. And the only way to get the dgatnalty would be a guilty verdict given in therRam
court. And so we note in John 18:31:
Then Pilate said to them, “You take Him and judgmtdccording to your law.” Therefore the Jews
said to him, “It is not lawful for us to put anyoteedeath.”
Thus the charges were modified to appeal to Pifatg.go the concerns about the Messiah and
the claim to be God and in come three chargesatbald surely get the attention of the Roman governo
These included:

* Inciting the nation to riot
e Forbidding to pay taxes to Rome

e Claiming to be the King of the Jews.
But no witnesses were called. No testimony wasmgie any of the charges made. In fact, it wouldrsee
that the Jewish court in great arrogance was ofral that Pilate should simply accept their wordttha
Jesus was an evildoer (John 18:30).
These were now going to be the three indictmentsidgit against Jesus, in which the religious
charge punishable by stoning had become a civilgehpunishable by crucifixioh.

3. The defense

We are not left to wonder how Jesus would haverdifé Himself in the venue of a legitimate
courtroom. For the Savior had told Annas in they¥est hearing:
“I spoke openly to the world. | always taught imagogues and in the temple, where the Jews always
meet, and in secret | have said nothing. Why doagkuMe? Ask those who have heard Me what |
said to them. Indeed they know what | saidbhn 18:20-21).
Indeed, we who have heard the Savior teach us mowaun time would, under a different set of
circumstances, be just as qualified to serve akitttkof withess to which Jesus referred.
In tracing a legitimate defense of Christ, let’arstwith the three charges made by the Jewish
leaders in the court of Pilate.

To the charge ahciting the nation to riot

As a first witness in His defense Jesus might lealied Malchus, the servant of the high priest.
It was only a few hours earlier that Jesus had kdddisciples not to fight with the sword. He evant a
stop to violent resistance by healing the man’swhich Peter had cut off in his misguided zeadégend
Jesus (Luke 22:50-51). How big was the mob thatectomarrest Jesus? Each one of them could have
testified to the power of His Word that sent thextirig backwards to the ground (John 18:1-6). Gtht®
fact that Jesus said He could call on twelve legjiohangels for help, but would not do so. Jesusdco
easily have resisted capture or incited a rebelBurt He did neither.

To testify to His many deeds of kindness, Jesuddcalso have called upon thousands. During
the Passover festival underway many of these cbaig been present in Jerusalem, with a firsthand
knowledge of how Jesus had fed hungry crowds, Healery illness, cast out many demons, and even
raised the dead. Also present in the city at tine tvere many more who had heard the doctrine osJes
They could testify to the fact that Jesus spokeansingle word that even hinted of rebelling agaihe
Roman authorities.

And the witnesses for the prosecution? NONE.




To the charge diorbidding to pay taxes

Defense witnesses might have included the collsctdrthe temple tax in Capernaum (Matt.
17:24-27). These men questioned Peter, who affirtimgdJesus did pay such a tax. And just to mage th
matter clear, Jesus promptly paid the tax for Hifresed Peter. Though the issue was that of the kemp
tax, mainly a Jewish matter, such testimony wowddehdemonstrated the Lord’'s attitude of submitting
even to a lower authority.

Likewise, Jesus could have called some of theigdes or some of the Herodians who had come
to Him on the Tuesday before the trial. Knowing tiemes and even the exact location of any such
witness would have been no problem for the omnmcavior. This group had brought the question, “Is
it lawful to pay taxes to Caesar or not?” Cleatiynark here was a subtle plot to trap Jesus witiick
guestion. And depending on the Lord’s answer, faeymight get the evidence that Pilate would have
take seriously. But the answer Jesus gave hadeduttve questioners, who went away marveling. The
inspired account of Matthew reports:

But Jesus perceived their wickedness, and said,y‘@¢hyou test Me, you hypocrites? Show Me the
tax money.” So they brought Him a denarius. Andshiié to them, “Whose image and inscription is
this?” They said to Him, “Caesar’s.” And He said tbem, “Render therefore to Caesar the things
that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that acel&” (Matt. 22:18-21).

Meanwhile, witnesses for the prosecution were NONE

To the charge oflaiming to be King of the Jews

This term “King” is much like the term “Messiah.’h& correct response to such a charge would
depend on one’s definition of “King.”

If taken in the sense of an earthly king with artldg kingdom, then Jesus is not guilty. Again,
we hear in the Savior's own words a decisive angwéne governor’s inquiry: “Are you the King ofdh
Jews?” The inspired account of John reports:

Jesus answered, “My kingdom is not of this worfdMi/ kingdom were of this world, My servants
would fight, so that | should not be delivered e Uews; but now My kingdom is not from here”
(John 18:36).
Also relevant to the charge was the feeding o080, especially what the crowd was thinking atfver
miracle Jesus did. When the Lord knew that the lgesere going to take Him by force and make him
their King, He removed their opportunity to actwighdrawing to the mountain (John 6:15).

Where were the witnesses that Jesus claimed ta baréhly king? There were NONE.

Pilate, meanwhile, had recognized the truth ofrtizgter: that Jesus, whatever type of King He
might be, was no threat to the Roman Empire—neithats emperor Caesar nor to the local governor
Pilate. But more would be said in the Lord's refaya follow-up question from the governor. We higer
testimony given in John 18:37:

Pilate therefore said to Him, “Are You a king thé@esus answered, “You say rightly that | am a
king. For this cause | was born, and for this caldeave come into the world, that | should bear
witness to the truth. Everyone who is of the thehrs My voice.”

If the issue is this that Jesus claims to be thegKhat God promised to set on His holy hill of
Zion (Psa. 2:6), then the Savior admits the tritk: was that King. He was, and is, the King who
established His kingdom by His own death! That Himm would bring spiritual blessings for all, which
include the forgiveness of sins, defeat of the ldewid eternal victory over death. That kingdom ldou
not consist of meat and drink, but righteousnese @s. 72 again), joy, and peace in the Holy Spirit
(Rom. 14:17). That kingdom would rule in the heatssinners, dethrone the kingdom of Satan, and
outlast all earthly kingdoms in this world.

And where are the witnesses for the prosecutiamitocharge of Jesus claiming to be a King?
There are NONE.

4. The real charge and the Lord’'s defense againdt i




The three charges before Pilate were all smokenainars. Pilate saw right through it, “for he
knew that they had handed Him over because of e(Mgtt. 27:18).The governor declared Jesus not
guilty of any of the charges made against Him, brthaee counts. Then, with the trial and its gilt
verdict on the verge of slipping away, the religideaders brought out the real charge, as recarded
John 19:7:

The Jews answered him, “We have a law, and accgrtbnour law He ought to die, because He
made Himself the Son of God.”

This declaration by the Jews is the heart of thelevimatter. Jesus did declare Himself to be the
Son of God. If it's true, there is no blasphemyalved and the religious leaders are the ones or.dBut
if it's not true, then Jesus is indeed a blaspheamel should be punished as prescribed in the Law of
Moses.

But let us hear the testimony of Jesus on the matte

The case for the Lord's defense
Jesus was not given the privilege of calling anghesses to defend Himself in the human courts
that tried His case. But had He been able to dg thare would have been no shortage of qualified
candidates to speak favorably in His behalf. Imaghre compelling testimony that could come from the
mouths of these:
* A once-dead but now living Lazarus, the youth ofrfand the daughter of Jairus
* Thousands fed miraculously (5,000 men plus wometh @rildren and, again, around 4,000
people)
e Many with evil spirits delivered
* Thousands upon thousands who heard sermons “witiordty” and not as the religious leaders
of that day.

And yet the Savior in John 5 gives a hint that Hril go in a different direction and call upon
witnesses that we probably would not have suspeétedecorded in the fifth chapter, Jesus introduce
these witnesses with a curious remdtk:l bear witness of Myself, My witnhess is not guThere is
another who bears witness of Me ...” (John 5:31-8%)saying, “My witness is not true,” the Lord was
only acknowledging an accepted principle of jurnigfgnce: that one’s own testimony, if that is alhlas,
is not sufficient to prove the claim. A defendaeeds corroborating testimony from others. And sudé
case the other witnesses were quite impressive.

In the rest of John 5 Jesus would call the witresd®o verify that He is the Son of God and the
promised Messiah. We should note here the origindlence who heard these words that Jesus spoke in
the temple. They were His Jewish critics in Jerrsalvho “sought all the more to kill Him, because He
not only broke the Sabbath, but also said that ®ad His Father, making Himself equal with God”
(John 5:18). To these men, who might have inclustade members of the Sanhedrin, Jesus made His
appeal on the sure basis of the following testimony

The testimony of witness #1There is another who bears witness of Me, and dwrthat the witness
which He witnesses of Me is true. You have sedbho, and he has borne witness to the trugihn
5:32-33).

Jesus was referring to the testimony of John tygtiBt, which the audience of John 5 had heard
in their investigation of John’s ministry. The iga transcript of an earlier chapter makes cldaatwhe
forerunner, John, had said about the Messiah, JJesus

Now this is the testimony of John, when the Jewsmeests and Levites from Jerusalem to ask him,
“Who are you?” He confessed, and did not deny,dmuntfessed, “I am not the Christ.”And they asked
him, “What then? Are you Elijah?” He said, “| am hb“Are you the Prophet?” And he answered,
“No.” Then they said to him, “Who are you, that wey give an answer to those who sent us? What
do you say about yourself?” He said: “I am ‘The e®iof one crying in the wilderness: “Make
straight the way of thedrD,” as the prophet Isaiah said.”"Now those who weeatswere from the




Pharisees. And they asked him, saying, “Why theryalo baptize if you are not the Christ, nor

Elijah, nor the Prophet?” John answered them, sayi‘l baptize with water, but there stands One
among you whom you do not know. It is He who, cgraiter me, is preferred before me, whose
sandal strap | am not worthy to loose.” These tkimgere done in Bethabara beyond the Jordan,
where John was baptizing. The next day John sausJesming toward him, and said, “Behold! The

Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world$ TthHe of whom I said, ‘After me comes a Man
who is preferred before me, for He was before m@géhn 1:19-30)

The testimony of witness #2But | have a greater witness than John’s; for therks which the Father
has given Me to finish—the very works that | do—+étness of Me, that the Father has sent Me. And
the Father Himself, who sent Me, has testified ef Mou have neither heard His voice at any time, no
seen His form”(John 5:36-37).

Living as we do after the fact, with all the revaa of the New Testament available to us, we
can divide the second witness into two by sepayatite testimony of the Lord's “works” from the
testimony of the Lord’'s “Father.” For those men wineard Jesus in the temple, however, they would
have been familiar only with the Lord’s works, that His words and deeds, especially His miracles.
What the Father said on behalf of His Son was aotething they were privileged to hear at the Jordan
River. But we, like John who was there, can hearritnging endorsement spoken out loud from heaven:

When He had been baptized, Jesus came up immgdiaisi the water; and behold, the heavens
were opened to Him, and He saw the Spirit of Ga&teleding like a dove and alighting upon Him.
And suddenly a voice came from heaven, saying,s“T$iMy beloved Son, in whom | am well
pleased.”(Matt. 3:16-17)

The testimony of witness #3You search the Scriptures, for in them you thiok y\ave eternal life; and
these are they which testify of Me. ... Do notkhhrat | shall accuse you to the Father; thereng avho
accuses you—Moses, in whom you trust. For if ydevssl Moses, you would believe Me; for he wrote
about Me*“(John 5:39, 45-46).

The Old Testament Scriptures were so vital inrngyout God's plan of salvation through the
person and work of the Messiah. One marvels aptheision of the prophecies that foretold in great
detail who the Savior would be and what He would @bat precision was something Jesus put to
effective use when speaking to the two on the wdyrhmaus:

“And certain of those who were with us went totibrab and found it just as the women had said; but
Him they did not see.” Then He said to them, “Oligloones, and slow of heart to believe in all that
the prophets have spoken! Ought not the Christateelsuffered these things and to enter into His
glory?” And beginning at Moses and all the Prophéis expounded to them in all the Scriptures the
things concerning Himself. ...And they said to anether, “Did not our heart burn within us while
He talked with us on the road, and while He opethedScriptures to us?(Luke 24:24-27, 32)

After His ascension the apostles and their helperdd do the same in their Gospel ministries—

making the case that Jesus is the Christ on the bashe prophecies that He fulfilled in their peace.

As one example we note Philip’s witness to the etraf Ethiopia:
The place in the Scripture which he read was thie was led as a sheep to the slaughter; and as a
lamb before its shearer is silent, so He openedHi®mouth.In His humiliation His justice was taken
away, and who will declare His generation? For Hife is taken from the earth.” So the eunuch
answered Philip and said, “l ask you, of whom dttesprophet say this, of himself or of some other
man?” Then Philip opened his mouth, and beginnibthe Scripture, preached Jesus to hi#cts
8:32-35)

No trial in the history of the human race could reliepe to have such an impressive set of
witnesses. Only Jesus can point to the unimpeaeheasiimony of:

1) John the Baptist

2) God the Father

3) The Old Testament (and New Testament) Bible.




5. The jury (if there could have been one)

There was no possibility of finding a panel of gety serve as jury in the case of Jesus. In fact,
no jury at that time was ever impaneled. Still, egild point to a number of people who with great
insight had made their own conclusions on the maftevhether or not Jesus was innocent. For the mos
part their conclusions were the result of direattaot with the innocent God-Man, who had conducted
Himself in a way that no other defendant had ecezdabefore. Here is their testimony.

Juror #1: Pilate’s wife
While he was sitting on the judgment seat, his sefa to him, saying, “Have nothing to do with
that just Man, for | have suffered many things tootea dream because of Him(Matt. 27:19)
Juror #2: Pontius Pilate
Then he said to them the third time, “Why, what bas He done? | have found no reason for
death in Him. | will therefore chastise Him and k&t go.” (Luke 23:22)
Juror #3: Herod Antipas

Then Pilate, when he had called together the cpigfsts, the rulers, and the people, said to

them, “You have brought this Man to me, as one wigleads the people. And indeed, having

examined Him in your presence, | have found not fiuthis Man concerning those things of
which you accuse Him; no, neither did Herod, f@eht you back to him; and indeed nothing

deserving of death has been done by Hifhuke 23:13-15)

#4: Judas Iscariot

Then Judas, His betrayer, seeing that He had beademned, was remorseful and brought back

the thirty pieces of silver to the chief priestddagiders, saying, “I have sinned by betraying

innocent blood.”(Matt. 27:3-4)

#5: The penitent thief on the cross

But the other, answering, rebuked him, saying, ¥@a not even fear God, seeing you are under

the same condemnation? And we indeed justly, foreagive the due reward of our deeds; but

this Man has done nothing wrong(Luke 23:40-41)

#6: The centurion overseeing the crucifixion
So when the centurion saw what had happened, hdiggioGod, saying, “Certainly this was a
righteous Man!" (Luke 23:47)

Though they were not sequestered with instructfoom® a judge, though they did not deliberate
together in a room, this jury was unanimous inrtlveighing of the evidence and their independent
declarations. All six jurors were agreed that thespcution did not prove its case and that the One
accused, condemned, and sentenced was truly rt gui

Sadly though, the man with the authority to camy joistice that day gave in to the pressure of
the Jews and did the unthinkable. Fearing what3aehedrin might say about him to Caesar, Pilate
authorized the crucifixion of Jesus without decigrHim guilty.

6. The Verdict of the Supreme Court

In our country it seems that a capital case hasnaber of avenues for appeal beyond the first
trial. There was an appeal process in place inlélys of Jesus. The Sanhedrin had a built-in protbed
required a second trial on the next day, whichha tase of Jesus was deliberately bypassed, as
mentioned earlier. There was also the possibilitgppealing one’s case to Caesar. But that wagha ri
afforded only to Roman citizens. Jesus, therefald not experience what Paul did—years later as a
Roman citizen, he would use this process and asut bring the Gospel of Jesus Christ to Rome.

Every court on earth is to serve as God's reprasigat whether the court acknowledges the
God-given nature of its responsibility or not. Gatends with all judges and courts to maintain some
semblance of justice and of law and order in thsldv God intends for His representatives to punish
evildoers. This plan is much more preferable torgvme seeking his own revenge. But it remains an



imperfect system on several fronts. Because oagahits curse, judges, juries, and withesses dijecu
to mistakes, lying, bribes, and other evils. Evaaynan lacks omniscience and so decisions are lmsed
imperfect or incomplete knowledge. In the final lggs God controls the outcome of every trial, and
Christian will acknowledge that God works througidan spite of an imperfect system in place. Iis thi
sense, then, God is the supreme court, not justirodbwn land, but also of the whole world.

So how would the Supreme Judge rule in the trialesius? We are not left to wonder or guess,

for God reveals His decision.

On the charge of blasphemy for claiming to be tbe 8 God The guilty verdict of the Jewish
courts is overturned. The Supreme Judge made tloeviiog rulings as recorded by the Supreme Court
reporter, the Holy Spirit:

Psalm 2:71 will declare the decree: LORD has said to Me, livare My Son, Today | have begotten
You.”

Isaiah 7:14Therefore the Lord Himself will give you a sign:hB&l, the virgin shall conceive and
bear a Son, and shall call His name Immanuel.

Isaiah 9:6For unto us a Child is born, unto us a Son is gjvand the government will be upon His
shoulder. And His name will be called, Counseloigity God, Everlasting Father, Prince of
Peace.

Matthew 3:16-17When He had been baptized, Jesus came up immgdfeteh the water; and
behold, the heavens were opened to Him, andawethe Spirit of God descending like a dove and
alighting upon Him. And suddenly a voice came fle@aven, saying, “This is My beloved Son, in
whom | am well pleased.”

Matthew 17:5While he was still speaking, behold, a bright clavershadowed them; and suddenly
a voice came out of the cloud, saying, “This is iMjyoved Son, in whom | am well pleased. Hear

Him!”

On the charge of inciting the nation to rebBhe verdict of not guilty rendered by the Gentile

court is overturned.
On the charge of failing to pay taxéshe verdict of not guilty rendered by the Gentitaurt is

overturned.
On the charge of claiming to be a King in the sesfs@ rival to CaesaiThe verdict of not guilty

rendered by the Gentile court is overturned.

How can any of that be? God tells us that to catry our release from sin and the pending
sentence of death in hell that hung over us allpldeed all of our crimes on the holy Jesus.

Isaiah 53:4-&urely He has borne our griefs and carried our sas; yet we esteemed Him stricken,
smitten by God, and afflicted. But He was wounaedtir transgressions, He was bruised for
our iniquities; the chastisement for our peace wapsn Him, and by His stripes we are healed.
All we like sheep have gone astray; we have tureedry one, to his own way; and the LORD
has laid on Him the iniquity of us all.

2 Corinthians 5:21He made Him who knew no sin to be sin for us, #atmight become the
righteousness of God in Him.

1 Peter 3:18or Christ also suffered once for sins, the justtfee unjust, that He might bring us to
God, being put to death in the flesh but made diéhe Spirit.

God even used the custom of a governor’'s pard@sgsnbol of the spiritual exchange at work.
Using the worst possible villain that he had intody, Pilate stacked up the innocent Jesus against
Barabbas, who was known to be guilty of rebellion anurder. The innocent Jesus is condemned. The
guilty Barabbas is set free. In a similar way Gaedamplished the same for each of us and for every
sinner. Jesus is made to be my sin, so that | be¢cberighteousness of God. And in the resurreaifon
Christ the supreme verdict in our favor is madei@f, just as Paul has testified in Romans 4:24-25

It shall be imputed to us who believe in Him whsed up Jesus our Lord from the dead, who was

delivered up because of our offenses and was réiseduse of our justification




is the great marvel of the whole story of the vasitrials of Jesus Christ. Each human court got it
wrong, but God got it right. And while our courtsrl on earth and their verdicts are being swepy amwa
the flood of time, God's great courtroom weighirng tverdict of humanity will never be swept away,
changed, or overruled. The trial of Jesus goes xkyioe trial of the decade, or the trial of thetaen
even beyond the trial of the millennium. It is fe and for all people the trial of time aeiernity!

Endnotes

! The history, identity, and authority of the Sanirechave been documented in several sources. liBibie
History Commentary: New Testamevibl. 1 (Northwestern: Milwaukee, 1989), Werneafizmann gives a helpful
summary about the Sanhedrin at the time of Christ:

The Sanhedrin, or High Council, consisted of thekesses of members, namely: 1. “the chief priests,”
which designated in part those who had once fillexloffice of high priest and, in part, the heaflthe 24
classes or divisions of priests; 2. “the eldershef people,” the heads of tribes or family grougar(s); 3.
“the scribes,” the experts in the law. SometimeaspBae includes all three classes in the titleariBedrin.”
... But often a “shortcut” is employed. In Matth@m and 20:18 we have “chief priests and teachietiseo
law [scribes].” In Matthew 26:3 and 27:1 we havhé‘tchief priests and elders ...” But in each case t
omitted class is understood. The whole Sanhedmme@nt. ...

The Sanhedrin had 70 members, plus the presidentong its members were other officers. The High
Council also had a “police force” under its commaHaese were the temple guards. ...

We should say something about the jurisdiction hed Banhedrin. It was very extensive, since both
ecclesiastical or religious and civil matters cameer its domain. It was the court of appeals fedhiower
courts. It alone could pass judgment in mattersctifig a whole tribe, in deciding questions of geand
war, and in trying a high priest or members of 83amhedrin. Religious matters remained the primangern
of the High Council. It ruled in matters of doceinlt passed upon the claims of any prophet wheearid
gave its verdict in cases where the charge wagplidasy. ...

It is a striking fact that the jurisdiction of tt@ouncil was not limited to Palestine, but extentteévery
place where the Jews had settlements. (Acts 9:At3pne time the Sanhedrin could inflict capital
punishment, but it had lost that power. When J&gss on trial before it, it could still pass the tegrce of
death on the accused, but the authority to exestuth a sentence was reserved for the Roman govefhor
558-59)

2 For further discussion on these points see AlfrddrBheim,The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiabl. 2
(Eerdmans: Grand Rapids, 1959), pages 556-563 alainAFahling,The Life of Christ{Concordia: St. Louis,
1936), pages 628-632 and 637-639.

% What looks like gross injustice was, of coursedamGod’s control at every turn. An unjust stonaiglesus as
a blasphemer could never happen, for God would kis€Son experience something far worse—the fultewof
God’s wrath as the full propitiation of all sin. &cord with the Old Testament provision of Deuteray 21:22-23,
“Christ crucified” would thus mean that the Oaaointed by GodChrist) would be the Oneursed by God
(crucified), even as Paul states in Galatians 3:

Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the lawing become a curse for us (for it is written, fé€ad is
everyone who hangs on a tree.” (Gal. 3:13)

* The pivotal testimony of the forerunner, namels, public identifying of the Messiah should be drpositive
that Jesus is the One. John the Baptist servirtgeapredicted “voice of one crying in the wildersiefisa. 40:3)
who “prepares the way of the LORD” (Isa. 40:3, M&ll) makes it clear that he was in the predetezchjposition
of Messiah’s forerunner. Therefore the One comiftgr alohn, the One whom John identified as the “haoh
God,” should be accepted by all, then and nowhahrist.



THE NEW COVENANT OF GOD’S FORGIVENESS IN CHRIST

A study of God's forgiveness as it relates to thard’s Supper
Steven Sippert
* The following is a revised version of its origirfarm as a 2011 CLC General Pastoral Conference
essay. The 2011 essay was assigned to the writerthvasubtitieabove. All Scripture quotations are
New King James unless indicated otherwise.

We look forward to our Confirmation services asmnaetwhen young Christians come into the
communion of those deemed ready to receive theuset for their spiritual blessing. They, like \aee
taught that the Lord’s Supper is a means of gracgrengthen their faith in Christ. They are taught
recognize the Lord’s body and blood in, with, amdier the bread and wine, as Jesus plainly saidsn H
words of institution. They are also taught to ensbrand trust what Luther set forth in the Small
Catechism: “What is the benefit of this eating aniehking? The words, ‘Given and shed for you foe th
forgiveness of sins,” show us that God gives faegess of sins, life, and salvation through the
Sacrament. For where there is forgiveness of #imse is also life and salvation” (Sydow 10j.is our
hope and prayer that the sacrament now availabtbeim will bless the confirmands in the way our
Savior intended when He gave His Supper as the cexenant for all of His disciples in the New
Testament (new covenant) era.

The title | chose for this essay is due in largd pathe institution words of Christ recorded by
Luke and Paul. For me a study of these two texsamicular have helped to solidify what | learnad
Confirmation class, reviewed in religion class, ahedied in-depth in the seminary. And yet theseda/o
along with those recorded by Matthew and Mark, soéorief in comparison to otheedes doctringe
such as the proof texts that treat Christologystification or conversion. To this writer it igiking that
so few passages, only twenty-two verses (Matt. 282 Mark 14:22-25, Luke 22:19-20, 1 Cor. 10:16-
17, 1 Cor. 11:23-32), have generated so much \gehia the form of doctrinal confessions, dogmatics
presentations, essays, articles, even entire bdeksted to some aspect of the Lord's Supper. The
literature on the subject is abundant and genevadiyh reading. But constraints of time do not pieus
to explore or review at length a defense of thépessence or the moment of the real presencewibr
we rehearse what constitutes a legitimate celaraif the sacrament or the judgment on unworthy
communing that Paul refers to in 1 Corinthians e scope and purpose of this essay will be a &gtus
examination of the connection to be made betweattisForgiveness of our sins and the sacrament Jesus
gave as “the new covenant in My blood.”

To that end the following outline will serve as guide:

I.  The new covenant of God'’s forgiveness has les¢ablished by the atoning death of Christ

II. The new covenant of God's forgivenesslispensed through the means of grace

[ll. The new covenant of God'’s forgivenesgisen personally in the Lord’s Supper

IV. The new covenant of God's forgivenessagsured by the real presence

V. The new covenant of God's forgivenessdseived only by saving faith in Christ

VI. The new covenant of God's forgiveness is theans andguarantee of all other spiritual
blessingsavailable in the sacrament.

I. The new covenant of God’s forgiveness has been
established by the atoning death of Christ

A word search for “new covenant” in the New Kingn#s yields only eleven passages, several of
which are found in HebrewsPaul records only two, and one of them is paradidluke 22:20. If one
follows the Majority Text, there are only three ooences of “new covenant” in the Gospels, and all
three are the Lord’s words of institutidr/et Jesus was not the first to mention the “newecant” as
such. That was done by Jeremiah in recording thRD® prophecy of the new covenant in Jeremiah
31:31-34, the only prophecy using those distinctiveds in the Old Testament.



This is not to say, however, that the “new covehavds a brand new concept at the time of
Jeremiah. What God had announced and foretoldspliin of salvation in Christ, going all the wayka
to Genesis 3:15, was essentially what the new @ewould be. When the promise of the woman’s
Seed became the promise of Abraham’'s Seed who vibed all nations, God took measures to attach
His promise of a Savior to a covenant in which Aara’s descendants were promised the land of
Canaan. In the event recorded in Genesis 15, wéoltdhat Abram “believed in the LORD, and He
accounted it to him for righteousness” (v. 6). Gocbvenant was decreed when Abram inquired of God,
“How shall | know that | will inherit it?” When hearried out God's directive to select and kill fiee
animals, Abram got the answer to his question, taildd prophecy of the bondage and release of his
descendants in Egypt, which God introduced to Abvéth the words, “Know certainly " (Gen. 15:13-
16).

Notice that the covenant made with Abraham andclgta to the gospel promise of a Savior
involved the sacrificial death of animals—a pragticat would continue when the Lord “remembered His
covenant with Abraham” (Exod. 2:24) and liberated tsraelites in the aftermath of the first Passove
Accordingly, the Passover sacrifice and the maniynalnsacrifices of the Sinaitic covenant were
established by God in deference to, in servicéhefdriginal promise and covenant—what God intended
to do in Palestine (Canaan) through Christ, HissBaer Lamb, His once-for-all atoning sacrifice that
would truly and completely take away the sin of wld.

So when the Lord announces through Jeremiah aeftinesv covenant” for Israel, it's a prophecy
declared after the Sinaitic covenant (what we kiaswhe old covenant) had been in place for cesturie
This new covenant would make the old “obsolete”l{H&:13). It would effectively do what the old
covenant could never do. And it would feature agliiving force and effective principle the forgness
of sins. So says the LORD in Jeremiah 31:31-34:

Behold, the days are coming, says the LORD, whetll Imake a new covenant with the house of
Israel and with the house of Judati*not according to the covenant that | made witlir thaghers in

the day that took them by the hand to lead them out of thellahEgypt, My covenant which they

broke, though | was a husband to them, says the.3RBut this isthe covenant that | will make

with the house of Israel after those days, says @ieD: | will put My law in their minds, and write

it on their hearts; and | will be their God, aneytrshall be My peoplé’ No more shall every man

teach his neighbor, and every man his brotherngayknow the LORD,” for they all shall know
Me, from the least of them to the greatest of theays the LORD. For | will forgive their iniquity,

and their sin | will remember no more.

Although a thorough exegesis of this text wouldfiieng for the purpose of this essay, a brief
listing of the main exegetical points will hopefuiuffice, as given below.

V. 31) What Jehovah here decrees will happen;nhoafail. What He calls a “new covenant” will be
one-sided in its dispensation, as the rest ofékerhakes clear. The LORD will provide the action
and the gift, and His people will receive. And as ¥earn from certain passages in the New
Testament, this new covenant will even have theather of a last will and testament. Cf. Galatians
3:15-18 and Hebrews 9:15-17.

V. 32) Unlike the covenant God made with IsraeSatai, the new covenant will not be broken. The
terms it stipulates and the relationship it estdigs will remain intact.

V. 33) Only by realizing that “the house of Israi"the Holy Christian Church, i.e., all true bebes
in Christ, can we see the prophecy truly fulfill&tese believers will retain Jehovah as their God,
and He will retain all of them as His people. Oneams of keeping this relationship perpetually
intact is God’s act of internally inscribing HisW” on the mind and heart of every believer.

V. 34) This new covenant between God and His peejflldbe all encompassing in the sense that all
believers from small to great will know Him by faitn Christ. But note the subordinating particle
“For.” The ongoing reality of all believers knowirdghovah as their God will result from the fact
that He forgives their sin.

The book of Hebrews helps to underscore how the c@venant would be established by the
atoning death of Christ. For Jesus “is the Mediatiothe new covenant, by means of death, for the



redemption of the transgressions under the firsewcant, that those who are called may receive the
promise of the eternal inheritance” (Heb. 9:15).tAs eternal Son of God who also became Man, Jesus
gualifies as “a priest forever” who is also ther&ty” (guarantee) of the “better covenant” (Hel®17:

22). Of course, what makes Jesus so effective adiatbe, High Priest, and Guarantor of the new
covenant is the fact that He’s the Sacrifice tbe,dufficient propitiation that takes the placelbipeople.

To His Father, the God who judges all and requusestitution, full payment for all the sins afl the
sinners, Jesus offers His perfect life and innobémbd as that satisfactory payment. For it taka$ing

less than the blood of God's Son to “cleanse usifadl sin” (1 John 1:7). Only the blood of One wiko
God Himself can purchase us as His own (Acts 20:28)

Such is the mystery, the reality, the glory of Gdadlay. As for the impact this once-for-all
Sacrifice would have on the Judge, the heavenlizdfathat is made clear three days later. For the O
“who was delivered up because of our offenses” alas “raised because of our justification” (Rom.
4:25). Because of the sacrifice made by His own, &osacrifice completely sufficient to satisfy digi
justice and pay off the debt that everyone owed,HBod has rendered His acquittal, His verdict of
righteous on all people. That's the good news weknow as objective justification, which in esseic
the same as the forgiveness of all sins—a trutteamn from the parallel statements in Romans 4.Whe
God “justifies the ungodly” (v. 5), it's the same &od “imputing righteousness” to him (v. 6), whish
the same as having “lawless deeds forgiven” ants“sovered” (v. 7).

This good news of objective justification rings aléarly in other Scriptures that point to the
“Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the worlddln 1:29) and to God “in Christ reconciling the
world to Himself, not imputing their trespassestitem...” (2 Cor. 5:19). Now the gospel of all sins
forgiven in Christ is more than a truth of Scrigult’s the foundational basis of the new covemanbat
it provides the certainty of grace that is needmdelvery believer’s faith. That is, | know thatolotam
forgiven because | am part of the whole world afnsrs, all of whom are forgiven because Jesus
adequately took the place of all people. That seentainty extends to every sin we’'ve ever done idir w
do. That is, because Jesus adequately paid foarf #ilem, all of our sins (all of them!) are forgivéy
God, who sees Jesus when He looks at the defeffgamtand me) and regards His sacrifice as the
established, unimpeachable reason why we are agbidnoly, spotless in His eyes.

The certainty of God’s forgiveness in Christ is timeving principle that makes the new covenant
work, as the Apostle Paul also teaches in Romar/11And so all Israel will be saved, as it is tien:
‘The Deliverer will come out of Zion, and He williiin away ungodliness from Jacob; for thidvg
covenant with them, when | take away their Sin&od’'s covenant with us restores the broken
relationship by effectively and completely removialy the sins, the very thing that caused the hreak
Likewise, the new covenant has the means to wattk fia human hearts by providing full and complete
forgiveness as ready-made, given for the takingeabively true, and permanently established by the
atoning death of Christ. This pivotal event of ffest is the best kind of history, because no oné—no
even the devil—can go back in time and undo whatislelid on the cross. This past accomplishment,
more than any other, has far-reaching effect orptesent and the future because it decisively kstes
the forgiveness of sins as the sure basis of Getbsionship to us and our relationship to Him.

II. The new covenant of God'’s forgiveness idispensed through the means of grace

The new covenant is not the exclusive privilegéhefHoly Christian Church. In His unsurpassed
love for the whole world, God intends His new camatnfor all. Thus the sacrifice of Christ that wibie
forgiveness of all sins is to be proclaimed tosatiners. We hear no restrictions or limits made whe
Jesus decrees to His Church: “Go into all the wardd preach the gospel to every creature”; “make
disciples of all the nations, baptizing them .Mafk 16:15, Matt. 28:19). These two familiar terfsthe
Great Commission are parallel to a third: “Repecg¢aand remission of sins should be preached in His
name to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem” (L24®7). God’s covenant of forgiveness in Christdoe
nothing for anyone if it remains a secret. Only tiggpensing of this forgiveness, a primary functan



the means of grace, can make the new covenannhdhalis realized, a prophecy that is fulfilleddaan
everlasting relationship that is established betviee heavenly Father and His children on earth.

Thus the Lord Jesus prescribes the worldwide pregobf sins forgiven, the gospel in Word,
with no limits attached. The gospel Word is to g t all nations in all the earth. The same casdid
of the gospel in baptism; it too is meant for abple, “all the nations,” as He said in Matthew128:
With either of these means of grace the gospelaak wot only imparts the forgiveness of sins; gaal
conveys the power of the Spirit to convert, to tedaith in a once-dead heart with the result that
person believes in Christ and thus receives trggvieness of sins offered in Christ.

Such power of conversion, however, the Lord didgiee to the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.
We must recognize this fact as we acknowledgettimgospel of the Lord’s Supper is limited to those
who already believe. The Lord’s Supper is not tatiee comprehensive teaching tool of indoctrination
that the Word is going to be. But as it is with timmp and the gospel either preached or taught, ohd's
Supper is still good news grounded in the forgigsnef sins won by Christ. It conveys the same grace
from God, as noted by Luther and others when tissgréed, “The Sacrament is the Gospel.” And so its
saving effect on faith is to preserve and strengihim the hearts of believing communicants.

As effective tools of the new covenant baptism #mel Lord’s Supper will serve somewhat
different functions when God establishes the newenant relationship with believers at their coniars
and then maintains the relationship thereafter tiBapis effective in initiating the covenant retatship
between God and a person because of its powee#&becsaving faith, which happens, for instancéhén
heart of a baptized baby. Therefore this sacranseperformed only once—at the beginning of one’s
spiritual life, the point when he or she entersriee covenant as one of God’s people.

The Lord’s Supper, on the other hand, will be répealt will serve through the power of the
Spirit as a means of preserving and strengtheraith ind so will help to maintain what the new
covenant is destined to be: a steadfast link ofegykeetween Jehovah and His people and a steaidiast |
of faith between His people and Jehovah. The rbkhe Lord’s Supper in this objective, however,wil
not involve something essentially different tharatvhaptism and the gospel in the Word have to offer
will be the same grace of God's forgiveness tharthe sacrament, which then serves as the appointed
means of dispensing and assuring that forgiveressl twho receive the sacrament in the way Christ
intended.

lll. The new covenant of God’s forgiveness igiven personally in the Lord’s Supper

At this point we shall follow a progression thaides the issues at hand from the starting point of
Scripture to Luther and the Confessions and thecotdessional Lutheran explanations given in more
recent times. It is imperative, of course, that aff#'mations and explanations of Luther and alevs
since be nothing less and nothing more than wieaStriptures teach.

What Jesus says in His words of institution
(Matt. 26:26-28, Mark 14:22-25, Luke 22:19-20, 1IrCidl:23-25)

Some general comments are in order before examspegific texts. The variation of wording
that we find between Matthew 26 and Mark 14, ondhe hand, over against Luke 22 and 1 Corinthians
11 on the other is not a problem, not if we keemnind the following points. 1) There is no essdntia
difference in meaning between “My blood of the newenant” and “the new covenant in My blood.” 2)
Jesus (and the Holy Spirit too) has the right tovey the same meaning in different wordings. 3c&in
Jesus distributed the sacrament to more than egbl and had occasion to repeat His words, psrhap
He did so with variation. 4) In the setting of thassover meal Jesus likely spoke Aramaic, whitiud,
would make each of the inspired texts an accurateskation into Greek. It may also help to note thi
distinction: Matthew 26 and Mark 14 point to thes@sxce of the sacrament, the real presence, when
recording “This is My body ...; this is My blood.”.Luke 22 and 1 Corinthians 11 point a bit mavette



purpose of the sacrament when the “new covenartigislighted and the command is given, “Do this in
remembrance of Me.”

As said at the beginning of the essay, our consiaer of the Savior’'s words will not involve a
defense of the real presence. We will assume a@gmeon this matter that Jesus spoke clearly and
literally and through His words caused it to beettbat His body and His blood are indeed given and
received in, with, and under the bread and winedaha consumed. That being said, some consideration
the details, especially the modifying phrases, khbe helpful for the purpose of this essay.

In Matthew 26:26-28we read’And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, bleasedbroke it,
and gave it to the disciples and said, ‘Take, &g is My body.” Then He took the cup, and gaaalks,
and gave it to them, saying, ‘Drink from it, all ydu. For this is My blood of the new covenawtich is
shed for many for the remission of sihsT’he underlined modifiers are relevant to the maitdrow the
forgiveness of sins is connected to the Lord’s 8uppAs Jesus gives His blood in and with the wime i
the cup, He defines it as “My blood of the new awv@” (o aiud pov T Thc kawfc dLadikng).” If the
second article is original, it would highlight thgenitive modifier along the lines of an emphatic
attributive adjective; one could translate, “theda of Me, which is of the new covenant.” Surelig tis
no ordinary human blood. This is the blood of thessiah bringing into effect the covenant of sabrati
promised to Abraham and his descendants, the cot/émat would be new according to Jeremiah 31. It's
also the blood of Christ that would be “shed forngndor the remission of sins™{ mepl mMOAAGY
EKYLVOLEVOY €lg AbEOLY GuapTLOY).

The prepositional phrase of this last modifier reque to Matthew 26, for none of the other
institution texts havei¢ adeowv auaptidv. The prepositioric with the action noudgeowy indicates
purpose or goal and most likely is adverbial, mgdi the participletcyuvéuevor right before it. The
entire participial clause further defines the bladdChrist given in the sacrament. It is His bldbeing
shed for many” so as to forgive sins. What Jeswg @and still gives in His Supper is the very bladd
propitiation, that which has redeemed the worl@, ‘thhany,” and won the forgiveness of their sins. As
such this same blood of Christ, shed on the cross dispensed in the sacrament, is the means of
establishing the new covenant as in effect.

Given the similarity between Matthew 26:26-28 andrki14:22-24, we now turn to the words of
Christ recorded ihuke 22:19-20 again with key phrases underlinédnd He took bread, gave thanks
and broke it, and gave it to them, saying, ‘ThiMisbody which is given for ypdo this in remembrance
of Me.’ Likewise He also took the cup after supperjregy This cup is the new covenant in My blpod
which is shed for youl. In distinction from the words of Jesus in Matthamnd Mark, Luke records the
attached modifier in connection with Christ's boagd also the command to keep doing this in His
remembrance. From the commanebfo moieite eig Ty éuny avapvnowr) we know that the sacrament is
to be repeated, done continually (note the presaperative). The participial claus® Umep Luov
dioouevor, which modifiessoue, stresses the personal substitution aspect obGhdeath, namely, His
body “given in your place” (and also for your bet)ef

Similar to what Paul records in 1 Corinthian 11:2bke 22:20 has the non-verbal assertion,
“This cup is the new covenantT¢bto to motiplov N kewvn Suednkn). The demonstrativeodto marks
10 TotnpLov as the subject. Since the predicate nominativewrn Suednkn has the article, the assertion
made by Jesus is what the grammarians call a coilegproposition. That is, “the subject and predic
are identical and interchangeable” (Hoerber 373)cddrse, Jesus by synecdoche is referring to the w
in the cup, which, as we know from Matthew 26 anak14, is also His blood. Now to think of the cup,
or the drink in the cup, as the actual covenanbisthe point. Rather, we should understand thesesv
as Ylvisaker notes iffthe Gospels

It is “the new testament” which is to be emphasimeHaul and Luke, to be projected, as it wer@ int

the foreground, and it is this expression whichedatnes the order of the words. When the Lord
gave the institution of the Holy Supper to PaulHe would emphasize the fact that the drinking of
the cup makes the recipient a participant in “tbes nestament.” ... When Paul and Luke speak of
“this cup,” ... it is again the idea of approprstiwhich they desire to stress, and which detersnine




the form; for the cup is the medium wherein theklis offered for acceptance. We realize therefore
that the words in Paul and Luke do not stress schrttoe content of the cup from an objective point
of view—this is also stated—but rather what thedef the cup effects. ... Therefore the point is
emphasized that the contents of the cup bring eg#rticipants a share in the new testament. The
concept “testament” is not used in this passagtsiatrictly objective sense; for, as Bugge says, a
drink may never be a covenant, objectively speaking rather subjectively, the realization of the
covenant upon men (Bugge). Therefore the drink bwgaid to be the testament, that is, the drink
which “realiter” mediates the covenant. (667)

In Luke 22:20 Christ’s reference to His blood corass prepositional phrage: ¢ aipati pov.

Not all are agreed on whether the phrase modifiesithole statement, indicating how or why this =up
the new covenant (cf. Ylvisaker, pp. 667-668 anepBi, Vol. Ill, p. 352), or whether it serves oty
modify “the new covenant,” even though it lacksaaticle (cf. A. JustConcordia Commentargn Luke

p. 835). That the statement in Luke 22 is parédleélThis is My blood of the new covenant” in Matthe
and Mark leads me to favor the adjectival sense. tBe difference in meaning seems to be one of
emphasis, not one of substance. Of greater impaetenthe phrase itself, especially the sense @f th
preposition. Here there is general agreement timtptrase indicates “by means of’ or “because of”
Christ’s blood (Pieper 359)It is indeed the Savior’s blood, shed on the ceoss dispensed in the cup,
that puts the new covenant into effect and britgybenefits to the communing recipients.

The final modifier contained in Luke 22:2€ omep Ludv ékyuvvduevov, iS a curious one. For
unlike its parallel in Matthew 26 and Mark 14, éesns to modifyto motnpLov, with which there is full
grammatical agreement, rather thanciuate, which is not in the same nominative case as énggple.
Francis Pieper Ghristian Dogmatics Vol. 1ll) explains that the phrase in questiomdtgh in the
nominative, is best referred to the immediatelycpdingtg «ipati pov. Theirregular case emphasizes
the thing stated of the blood of Christ, namelwtttihis blood is shed for us, more than had thevelat
been repeated” (fn 92, p. 352, emph. mine). Ndtet@verlooked is Luke’s second usemfp tucv, by
which Jesus once again directs His disciples tinelhn@w to regard His blood present in the sacrament
shed personally “in your place.”

As we now reach the words recordedlinCorinthians 11:23-25 we see in contrast to the
preceding texts no mention of the disciplaad a minimal use of attached modifiers. Paulesrto the
congregation he founded in Corinth and to whomahugiht “the Lord’s Supper” (1 Cor. 11:20, 23jor
| received from the Lord that which | also delivér® you: that the Lord Jesus on the same night in
which He was betrayed took bread; and when He haehghanks, He broke it and said, ‘Take, eat; this
is My body which is broken for you; do this in renfigance of Me.’ In the same manner He also took the
cup after supper, saying, ‘This cup is the new rawéin My blood. This do, as often as you drinknit
remembrance of Me (wv. 23-25).

The underlined sentence points to the main difieedretween this text and Luke 22:20, namely,
the repetition of the command, “This do ... in remeanize of Me,” which Jesus said in reference to the
cup. The doubling of the command frames the apprdhat the Christian Church is to take in its
repetitious use of this sacrament. Both the breabtveine, both the body and blood of Christ are¢o b
continually given and received “in remembrance Biifn (ei¢ v éunv avauvmowy). Like a similar
construction in Matthew 26:28, the prepositida with the action nougveuvnowr expresses purpose or
goal. We celebrate the Lord’s Supper so as to rdmeidim. In 1 Corinthians 11:26 Paul explains what
that means: “For as often as you eat this breaddandd this cup, you proclaim the Lord’s dedith He
comes.* In our remembrance of Christ in the sacramentfagas especially on His death, not in mere
honorary memoriam of a past sacrifice, but in @ow@tion (especially to ourselves) that this deathu$
(bmep vpav) has brought the new covenafitkgrn dabrkn) of God's forgiveness to us.

For the first time in the entire New Testament rdcthe Lord has now mentioned “the new
covenant” and done so in the setting of institutitig holy Supper. Surely in choosing those distinct
words He has specified the prophecy of JeremialM®te than that, on the night before His death &te s
in motion the fulfilment of that new covenant, which the Lord’'s Supper was to be such an integral




part. It needs to be said that the new covenactiied is both the gospel covenant to Abraham redew
and the last will and testament of Christ. On tlghinbefore His death Christ gave His will to the
Church!! Upon His death, the death of the testator, ther@hparticipates in His will as His heirs and
beneficiaries. Thus states the writer of Hebrewsir‘this reason He is the Mediator of the new cangn
by means of death, for the redemption of the tna@ssgons under the first covenant, that those who a
called may receive the promise of the eternal itdrgre. For where there #&stestament, there must also
of necessity be the death of the testator” (Het6-96).

Do we not have in the prophetic utterance of “tlesvncovenant” in Jeremiah 31 and the
subsequent reference to the “new covenant” by Jestishe book of Hebrews a solid link between God's
forgiveness of all our sins (Jer. 31:34), the dedt@hrist as our redemption (Heb. 9:15), and thadls
Supper (Luke 22:20, 1 Cor. 11:25)? Do we not ree@ivand through the Lord’s Supper the benefits of
the new covenant, which include the forgivenessig? Are not these same benefits guaranteedas us
bought and paid for, since we also receive in Heranent the very body and blood of our Benefactor,
our Testator who has redeemed us?

Our confessional Lutheran forefathers certainlydyeld so and said as much, including Luther
himself. But before we examine their words of cesfen and explanation on this doctrine of God’s
Word, we set forth a proposition. The foundatidnlassing of the new covenant, the forgivenessnd, si
is not only offered in the Lord's Supper. It is igeted directly and given personally to the
communicants. The vehicle of delivery is both tleelypand blood of Christ, in and with the bread and
wine, and also the words of Christ in which He styshe communicants about that body and blood,
“Given for you,” “shed for you,” “shed for the ression of sins.” The forgiveness of sins dispensed,
however, is not something partial or piecemeal,foliiand complete—God’s forgiveness of all ourssin
as the core blessing that establishes and mairiteensew covenant relationship between Him and us.

What Luther and others affirm about this, partieliyan the Lutheran Confessions

The quotations below are meant to be representatotecomprehensive, and include an excerpt
from Luther’'s Works

From the Small Catechism (Enchiridion: under thedieg “The Sacrament of the Altar”)

What is the benefit of such eating and drinkidgBwer. That is shown us in these wor@szen, and
shed for you, for the remission of simamely, that in the Sacrament forgiveness of, difes and
salvation are given us through these words. Forevtteere is forgiveness of sins, there is also life
and salvation.

How can bodily eating and drinking do such greahdgis?—Answer. It is not the eating and drinking,
indeed, that does them, but the words which stamd, mamelyGiven, and shed for you, for the
remission of sinsWhich words are, beside the bodily eating andkiing, as the chief thing in the
Sacrament; and he that believes these words haisthdyasay and express, namely, the forgiveness
of sins. {Triglot 557, ital. orig.)

From the Large Catechism

Thus we have briefly the first point which relateghe essence of this Sacrament. Now examine
further the efficacy and benefits on account ofalhieally the Sacrament was instituted; which is
also its most necessary part, that we may know wieashould seek and obtain there. Now this is
plain and clear from the words just mention€ldis is My body and blood, given and sikR YOU,
for the remission of sindBriefly that is as much to say: For this reasom go to the Sacrament
because there we receive such a treasure by antigh we obtain forgiveness of sins. Why so?
Because the words stand here and give us thiginfahis account He bids me eat and drink, that it
may be my own and may benefit me, as a sure pladdeoken, yea, the very same treasure that is
appointed for me against my sins, death, and esadgmity. {Triglot 757, ital. and emph. orig.)




Thus we have the entire Sacrament, both as to ivimtn itself and as to what it brings and
profits. Now we must also see who is the person theeives this power and benefit. That is
answered briefly, as we said above of Baptism dieth@Isewhere: Whoever believes it has what the
words declare and bring. For they are not spokgoraclaimed to stone and wood, but to those who
hear them, to whom He sayBake and eatetc. And because He offers and promises forgaseoné
sin, it cannot be received otherwise than by falths faith He Himself demands in the Word when
He saysGiven and shed for yolAs if He said: For this reason | give it, and jal eat and drink,
that you may claim it as yours and enjoy it. Whaoewvaw accepts these words, and believes that what
they declare is true, has ifr{glot 761, ital. orig.)

For here in the Sacrament you are to receive fitoenlips of Christ forgiveness of sin, which
contains and brings with it the grace of God ared3lpirit with all His gifts, protection, sheltemd
power against death and the devil and all misfat(friglot 769)

From the Book of Concord

Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Article XII (V)
Meanwhile, in temptations this faith is nourishadiivariety of ways: through the declarations ef th
Gospel and the use of the Sacraments. For thesegase of the New Testament, that is, signs of the
forgiveness of sins. They offer the forgivenesssios as the words of the Lord’s Supper clearly
testify, “This is My body, which is given for yothis is the cup of the New Testament,” and so on.
(See Matthew 26:26, 28.) So faith is conceived sindngthened through Absolution, through the
hearing of the Gospel, through the use of the $anés, so that it may not give in to the terrors of
sin and death while it struggle€dncordial62-163)

Formula of Concord, Thorough Declaration, Articlg:V

Therefore there is no doubt that also concerniregatiner part of the Sacrament these words of
Luke and PaulThis cup is the new testament in My blocaih have no other meaning than that which
St. Matthew and St. Mark giv&his (namely, that which you orally drink out of thepgus My blood
of the new testamenwhereby | establish, seal, and confirm with yoenrthis My testament and new
covenant, namely, the forgiveness of sifisiglot 991, ital. orig.)

In the administration of the Holy Supper the wodadsnstitution are to be publicly spoken or
sung before the congregation distinctly and cleaflyey should in no way be left out. Obedience
should be rendered to Christ's command, “This ddé hearers’ faith about the nature and fruit of
the Sacrament should be aroused, strengtheneaoafidned by Christ's Word (about the presence
of Christ’'s body and blood, about the forgiveneksins, and about all the benefits that have been
purchased by the death and shedding of Christadblbat are bestowed on us in Christ’s testament).
(Concordia575)

FromLuther's WorkgAmerican Ed., Vol. 37)

Where now are all the others who babble that tiser® forgiveness of sins in the Supper? St.
Paul and Luke say that the new testament is irStiygper, and not the sign or figure of the new
testament. Figures or signs of the new testamdohged to the old testament, among the Jews. He
who admits that he has the figure or sign of the restament admits that he does not yet have the
new testament. ... Christians ought to have the testament itself, without figure or sign. They
may have it hidden under an alien form, but theystrhave it truly present. Now if the new
testament is present in the Supper, then forgigeagsins, Spirit, grace, life and salvation must b
there. All these are embraced in the Word. For wioald know what was in the Supper if the
words did not proclaim it?

See, then, what a beautiful, great, marvelous tthigyis, how everything meshes together in
one sacramental reality. The words are the firisigthfor without the words the cup and the bread
would be nothing. Further, without bread and chp, iody and blood of Christ would not be there.
Without the body and blood of Christ, the new tesat would not be there. Without the new
testament, forgiveness of sins would not be théfighout forgiveness of sins, life and salvation




would not be there. Thus the words first conneetlifead and cup to the sacrament; bread and cup
embrace the body and blood of Christ; body and dlobChrist embrace the new testament; the
new testament embraces the forgiveness of singjveamess of sins embraces eternal life and
salvation. See, all this the words of the Supp&raind give us, and we embrace it by faith. Ought
not the devil, then, hate such a Supper and raurssits against it?
Now since all this constitutes one sacramentaityeaine can truly and properly say of each
part, as for example the cup, “This is Christ’sdalpthis is the new testament; there is forgiveness
of sins; there is life and salvation.” (337-338)

Explanations from other confessional Lutheran sesrc

Small Catechism editions

Gausewitz:
402. What blessing is given us in the Lord’s Suppiéte forgiveness of sins is given us in the Lord’s
Supper. 403. How do we know this? That is showhyuthe words of Christ, Given and shed for you
for the remission of sins. 404. How, according hese words, was the forgiveness of our sins
achieved? Christ gave His body into death and $tieblood for us. (Second Article.) 405. Why,
then, does Christ give us this same body and blotide Sacrament? Thereby Christ gives and seals
unto each communicant personally the forgivenessnsfpurchased for him on the cross. (¥23)

Evangelical Lutheran Synod:
367. How is forgiveness of sins given us in ther&aent of the Altar? When Jesus gives us His body
and blood in the Sacrament, He thereby brings dsaasures us of the forgiveness which He has won
for us on the cross by offering dpis very body and bloo®68. How are life and salvation given us
in the Sacrament? In the Sacrament we receiveotigeséness of sins; and where there is forgiveness
of sins, there is also life and salvation. (215pitg.)"®

Lutheran dogmatics textbooks
Hoenecke, Volume IV (under Point 7):

In regard to human beings, the special and forempagbose of the Lord’s Supper is salvation
... But according to the words of institution, therd’s Supper is also instituted for man, in ortter
make him a partaker of the forgiveness of sin inegpecially convincing way. In this regard the
purpose of the Lord’s Supper is, properly speakihg, salvation of man.... Calov has a similar
analysis: “The chief purpose of the Holy Euchaoistthe part of God is the remission of sins and the
sealing of grace. On our part it is the proclanratbthe Lord's death.”

Faith receives the forgiveness conveyed by theasaemt'*

But the great, gracious blessing of forgivenesseteivedmediatelyin the Lord’s Supper. We
partake of the body and blood of the Lord, and ghgrhave covenant fellowship and also the
covenant blessing, forgiveness. And in additiorthiat, insofar as we receive the gracious blessing
under visible signs, the Lord’s Supper is a medmggace that makes the forgiveness of sins cemain
a special way. This purpose, however, is reallgiag¢d only in the case of those who partake of the
Lord’s Supper in faith. (142, ital. orig.)

F. Pieper, Volume Il
The Lord’s Supper is no more and no less than ansneedained by Christ to offer and impart to all
who partake of this meal the forgiveness of singwiChrist secured for men.... It is a work through
which He assures us that by His reconciling deathhave obtained a gracious God. This is clearly
the sense of the words Christ used at the instiiudf His Supper.... In the Apology: “The Sacrament
... was instituted for the purpose of being a aedl testimony of the free remission of sins, ard, th
accordingly, it ought to admonish alarmed consasrio be truly confident and believe that theissin
are freely remitted"Trigl. 401, XXIV, 49). ...



Again, like private absolution and Baptism, the d’srSupper is a pledge of the remission of his
sins given to an individual.

On the other hand, Scripture very clearly indicabeslifferentia specificathat which is peculiar to
the Lord’s Supper. The Lord’s Supper confirms aeals the private absolution to the individual by
making him the recipient of the very body of Chmgtich was given for him and of the very blood
which Christ shed for him. This is the featureidigtiishing the Lord’s Supper from the other means
of grace. (293)

In part 8, “The Purpose of the Lord’s Supper,” Rregtates:

The purpose of the Lord’s Supper is the remissiosires, as has been shown repeatedly and fully,
particularly in the chapters “All Means of Gracevdahe Same Purpose and the Same Effect” and
“The Relation of the Lord's Supper to the Other Meaf Grace” (pp. 108ff., 293ff.). This purpose of
the Lord’'s Supper is ascertained not by deductremfextraneous passages of Holy Writ or by
theological conclusions, but from the words of itnsion themselves, where it is clearly stated. See
pp. 293, 111. When Christ adds, “which is givenyiou,” to the words: “This is My body,” and adds,
“which is shed for you for the remission of singy'the words: “This is My blood,” His purpose was
to call forth...this conviction, that because of fnepitiatory death of Christ they [the communicints
have a gracious God, that is, have remission &. sdther meaning these words absolutely cannot
have. We have likewise noted (p. 351) that in tagesnent ..., “This cup is the new testament in My
blood,” thefinis cuiusof the Lord’s Supper is directly expressed, siceording to Scripture the new
testament, or covenant, is nothing else than timsston of sins. Accordingly, we maintain that the
Lord’s Supper brings forgiveness of sins, the s&ongiveness which the Word of the Gospel and
Baptism offer.

Peculiar to the Lord’s Supper, however, is the veohd feature that Christ confirms and seals His
assurance of the remission of our sins by givinglissbody to eat, which was given into death far us
and His blood to drink, which was shed for the mmidn of our sins. In the Lord's Supper the
remission of sins is therefore signed over andesetd us by giving us the ransom paid for it. (373-
374)

Lyle Lange,God So Loved the World

The Lord’s Supper assures us that our sins arevearglt does more than that, however. It also
gives us the forgiveness of our sins. The Lord’pfn is a means through which Christ distributes to
us the blessings he won for us on the crossaltsign of God’s grace, but it is also a means atgyr

The Lord’s Supper, as does Baptism, personalizesfalgiveness of sins. It is an individual
application of forgiveness. It is as though Godetaks aside from the business of life and givdssis
personal assurance that our sins our [sic] forgividrat assurance comes through the forgiveness
Christ distributes through the Sacrament. (507)

IV. The new covenant of God'’s forgiveness issured by the real presence

Should we sense a redundancy here? Is it redutalafd@im from the Lord’s words of institution

“that Christ is conferring His body and blood upas in order to assure us of the forgiveness of’ sins
(Dorr 32), while also saying that the Lord’s Suppetually gives us the forgiveness of sins? Fot tha
matter, is it redundant to hear in the same sertheeforgiveness of sins announced in the litulgica
absolution, then proclaimed in the sermon, andralgeought up in Holy Communion? Consider the input
of Pieper (and Luther) in reply:

Both Scripture and experience teach that men wébtlfie weight of their sins find nothing harder to

believe than the forgiveness of their sins. Heingerepetition of the assurance of the forgivendss o

sins in various ways through the means of graceseepractical need of Christians. This need Lyther

too, pointed out in the Smalcald Articles: “ThisSpel not merely in one way gives counsel and aid

against sin; for God is superabundantly rich [ahdral] in His grace [and goodness]. First, through

the spoken Word by which the forgiveness of singrsached in the whole world; which is the



peculiar office of the Gospel. Secondly, througlp@an. Thirdly, through the holy Sacrament of the
Altar. Fourthly, through the power of the keys, aaldo through the mutual conversation and
consolation of brethren. ...T(igl. 491, Part lIl, Art. IV.J

The both-and approach alluded to above—that thedl'€oBupper gives both the complete
forgiveness of our sins and the assurance thatuallsins are forgiven—is, | believe, the result of
gathering, considering, and confessing all thatipBae says on the matters of Christ's vicarious
atonement, justification and forgiveness, the medrgrace, the real presence, and the intendedibtes
of the Lord’s Supper. A paragraph quoted from Rigpie 374) in part Il above points to the real
presence of Christ's body and blood as the linlasgurance between the atonement of Christ and the
forgiveness of our sins. All that God reveals ia Gospel teaches us to realize that our absolote;lad
certainty of His forgiveness depends on the assarahcomplete atonement, i.e., that all of ous $iave
been completely paid for to God’s satisfaction. Shhe Apostle John declares: “The blood of Jesus
Christ, His Son, cleanses us from all sihThat is, since the blood of God’s Son has atooedlf sin, it
has removed all of our sin and made us clean béfer€&ather.

Now in the sacrament Jesus gives His very blootlwas shed to cleanse us, along with His
body given into death in our place. Though His vgaodinstitution sufficiently declare that His bodgd
blood are present with the bread and wine, we lads@ 1 Corinthians 10:16 affirming the same truth:
“The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not ¢eenmunion of the blood of Christ? The bread whieh w
break, is it not the communion of the body of Cf¥isThus in a tangible way, something that we eat a
drink, we receive from Jesus the assurance of mmeaent, the assurance that all of our sins aick pa
for. Though written in a different context thanttlod the sacrament, Paul's words in Ephesians tlli7 s
come to mind: “In Him we have redemption througls Hiood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the
riches of His grace.” By receiving His body anddaan the sacrament, we receive and continue te hav
redemption, which Paul says, by way of an appasiimthe same as the forgiveness of sins.

Assurance statements in the Lutheran Confessiathéram other similar sources

Formula of Concord, Solid Declaration, Article VII
It [this most venerable Sacrament] was to be adiadpimemorial of His bitter suffering and death
and all His benefits. It was a sealing and conftromof the New Testament, a consolation of all
distressed hearts, and a firm bond of unity fori€ians with Christ, their Head, and with one
another. Concordia570)

The other eating of Christ's body is oral or saeatal, when Christ’s true, essential body and
blood are orally received and partaken of in thé/FBupper by all who eat and drink the consecrated
bread and wine in the Supper. This is done by #leying as a certain pledge and assurance that
their sins are surely forgiven them and that Clavgells in them and is at work in then€dncordia
573)

Martin ChemnitzExamination of the Council of Trent: Part Il

Moreover, in temptation the mind is troubled chiedbout this question, whether, in view of the
fact that the promise is spoken in general, | algoo believe, have forgiveness of sins; whether |
have it truly, surely, and firmly.... For this usestbfore God, who is rich in mercy, which He pours
out abundantly on the believers, instituted begsite® Word also the use of the sacraments....
Nevertheless the Eucharist, which contains theskfasithe remission of sins, namely the body and
blood of Christ, is not excluded from also this.user the Son of God testifies in the Eucharisiaby
most extraordinary and sure pledge, namely by éxngpoHis body and blood, that He surely
communicates, applies, and seals to each and exembo uses this sacrament in faith, forgiveness
of sins, reconciliation with God, and all the otlemefits which He obtained for the church by the
offering up of His body and the shedding of Hisduldhat they might be offered in the Word and




sacraments and be accepted by faith. And so faishii the use of the Eucharist a firm anchor of
consolation, trust, and certainty concerning thigif@ness of sins. (239)

“The Theology of the Lord’s Supper.utheran Synod Quarterly

It has been asked why we need forgiveness in thd's Supper when we have already received
forgiveness through the preaching of the Gospely Baptism, and Absolution.... Anyone whose
heart has been terrified by his sins knows how g it is to believe in the forgiveness of those
sins and will readily appreciate the greatnessiahd mercy in providing not only one but many
means through which we receive the forgivenessnst §herefore just as certain as we are that we
receive with our lips the body and blood of our d.evhich were given into death for our sins, just as
certain should we be that the forgiveness of sirmirs. (Schmeling 5%)

F. Pieper, Volume llI
Hence we must maintain...as to the purpose of thd't @upper: The proffer, pledging, and sealing
of the free and full remission of sins is the chaefd prime purpose of the Lord’s Supper. Christ
makes us certain of this fact by adding to the wdiichis is My body” the words “which is given for
you,” and to the words “This is My blood” the wortighich is shed for you.” (379)

Sydow edition of the Small Catechism
269. What blessings are ours in the Sacrament d¥ l@@mmunion? a. Christ assures us of
forgiveness of sins in the Sacrament of Holy Comionurb. Where there is forgiveness of sins, there
is also life and salvation. (175-17%)

V. The new covenant of God’s forgiveness received only by saving faith in Christ

That God intends His new covenant for all peopéehave already stated. Indeed, it is the God-
given function of the Gospel to distribute this eoant, the forgiveness of sins, to the entire wdslat
not everyone who hears the Gospel receives wiwdtased. Those who hear and do not believe in &ffec
reject what is offered, of whom it is said in Jdd8 that they are “condemned already, becausg’ the
have “not believed in the name of the only bego8en of God.” Only believers—all those in whom the
Spirit has worked saving faith in Christ—receive forgiveness of sins, which is offered to thendyea
made, there for the taking, in the Gospel of Claigtified and risen.

Already in the prophecy of Jeremiah 31 it was irgblthat believers only, the spiritual Israel of
the Holy Christian Church, would be the ones predias benefiting from and receiving what God
offered in the new covenant. Other Scriptures,i@adrly in the New Testament, delineate this point
quite clearly. In reference to the Gospel proclammadf Christ in the Old Testament, the ApostlegPet
said: “Of Him all the prophets bear witness thadtigh His name everyone who believes in Him receive
forgiveness of siriActs 10:43 NAS). It may indeed boggle the mihdttforgiveness, an act of God that
removes our sins from us and from His sight, ihatsame time something we can receive. And, &s Pet
makes clear, believing in Christ is the means oéireng that forgiveness.

The Apostle Paul taught the same truth. As he eslezagl in the synagogue at Pisidian Antioch,
his presentation of objective forgiveness was W#ld by a declaration of subjective justification:
“Therefore let it be known to you, brethren, tHatough this Man is preached to you the forgivertdss
sins; and by Him everyone who believes is justifresn all things from which you could not be justd
by the law of Moses” (Acts 13:38-39). Also, in thentext of objective justification Paul declared in
Romans 5: “For if by the one man’s offense deaitned through the one, much more those who receive
abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousnétisreign in life through the One, Jesus Christ”
(5:17). The words underlined are the translationiofny mepiooeioav thg yapitog kel Thg Swpeds Thg
dukatootvng AapBavovtec. Of note here is the present participle, whichallgundicates ongoing action.

In that present participle Paul describes beliewerGhrist as “receiving the abundance” of two gsn
“the grace” and “the gift of the righteousness. W& remember that in these early chapters of Romans
“righteousness” means being justified or acquitigdsod and is the same as being forgiven by God, we




have here in verse 17 a statement that beli@msnue to receivavhat the gospel brings, that is, God's
abundant grace and righteousness (forgiveness)gés &/ouldn't the communing of Christians at the
Lord’'s Table be a fitting manifestation of what teecond half of Romans 5:17 presents—receiving
God's grace and gift of forgiveness through theaaent?

It is true that no explicit passage states in saynvaords that only believers receive the blessings
offered in the Lord’s Supper. Like several othectdoes of Scripture, that truth is inferred fronmat
Scripture reveals about the means of grace, thee ablfaith, and the effect of unworthy communing
recorded in 1 Corinthians 11. And so we know thathker was not making an unwarranted leap when he
taught in his Small Catechism:

How can bodily eating and drinking do these grhatgs? It is not the eating and drinking, indeed,
that does them, but the words here written, “Giaed shed for you for the remission of sins.” Which
words, beside the bodily eating and drinking, dre thief thing in the Sacrament. And he who
believes these words, has what they say and deolaneely, forgiveness of sins. (Gausewitz 16, 224)
This is the same point Luther made in his Larges€lasm:
Now we must also see who is the person that resdivis power and benefit. That is answered
briefly, as we have said above about Baptism atehaflsewhere: Whoever believes the words has
what they declare and bring. For they are not spakeproclaimed to stone and wood, but to those
who hear them, to whom He says, “Take, eat,” andoso Because He offers and promises
forgiveness of sin, it cannot be received excepfaliyr. This faith He Himself demands in the Word
when He says, “Given ... and shed for you,” asafddid, “For this reason | give it, and ask yoedb
and drink it, that you may claim it as yours angbgrit.” Whoever now accepts these words and
believes that what they declare is true has forgge. Concordia435)

VI. The new covenant of God's forgiveness he means and guarantee of all other blessings
available in the sacrament.

As a means of grace the Lord’s Supper has theiimof preserving and strengthening our faith
in Christ. This strengthening takes place throulgé power of the Spirit at work in the believing
communicant’s heart. This strengthening also tgk@se in direct consequence of having the forgisene
of sins offered and assured in the sacrament—at ploit Pieper underscores in conjunction with the
Confessions:

We find the same teaching in our Lutheran Symbitey stress emphatically that the Sacraments
have no other purpose than the Word of the Gospehely, the attestation and conferring of the
forgiveness of sins and the engendering and stiengtg of faith in this forgiveness. Listen to the
Apology: “... For when we are baptized, when we teat Lord’s body, when we are absolved, our
hearts must be firmly assured that God truly foegius for Christ’'s sake. And God, at the same time,
by the word and by the rite, moves hearts to belawd conceive faith, just as Paul says, Rom. 10:17
‘Faith cometh by hearing.’ But just as the Wordeestthe ear in order to strike our heart, so ttee ri
itself strikes the eye, in order to move the hebhe effect of the Word and of the rite is the same
because the rite is received by the eye and ig,vesre, a picture of the Word, signifying the same
things as the Word. Therefore the effect of bottihis same.” Trigl. 309, XIlI, 4f.) Just so the
Augsburg Confession declares that the purposeeoSdcraments is “to be signs and testimonies of
the will of God toward us, instituted to awaken aodfirm faith in those who use thenTr{gl. 49,
XIIN). This terminology of the Augsburg Confessidhat the Sacraments are “signs and testimonies
of the ... will of God toward us” and therefore &e&m and strengthen faith, rests on the universal
objective reconciliation and deserves to be catladsic. (lll: 111-112)

As for the proposition that God’s forgiveness ie guarantee of all other spiritual blessings, we
hear Pieper once again:
Moreover, is not the forgiveness of sins the real ehief good lauptgu}, “the new testament,” so
that he who has remission of sins forfeits nothi&gPipture presents all other spiritual gifts and



activities as resulting from the forgiveness ofssithe state of grace, the indwelling of the Holy
Spirit, theunio mystica sanctification, the love of God and the neighlmoembership in the Christian
Church and all privileges which this includes.tiferefore, we content ourselves with the purpose of
the Sacraments as God determined it, namely, lilegtdare means of transmitting the forgiveness of
sins and for this reason also means of creatingsaedgthening faith, the reception of all remagnin
goods and gifts is guaranteed us. (Ill: £12)

At a later point in his third volume Pieper resurdescussion of the doctrine that other spiritual

blessings derive from the forgiveness of sins cgesan the Lord’s Supper:

All other effects of the Lord’'s Supper are not cdipate, but subordinate to the bestowal of the
forgiveness of sins. These other effects have listd as follows: (a) strengthening of faith, (b)
communion with Christ, (c) communion with the spial body of Christ, the Church, (d) furtherance
in sanctification, (e) kindling of love of God attie neighbor, (f) growth in patience and in hope of
eternal life. But all these effects rest not intganly, but entirely on the fact that the Lord’spper is
a means of remitting sins. Christian faith in isywnature is faith in the remission of sins preddy
Christ’s substitutional satisfaction. For this ma<ghristian faith can be strengthened only bytireda
it, through the divinely appointed means of gracethe object which generates and sustains it,
namely, the promise of the remission of sins. inc& now, in the Lord's Supper the divine
forgiveness of our sins is sealed to us with Clsrisody and blood, and is thus offered to us in an
especially impressive and comforting manner, thetgal effects mentioned result from the Lord’'s
Supper in peculiar measure. (379-380).

Like Pieper above, John T. Mueller in his o@hristian Dogmatictias made a similar point:

All these blessed effects are due to the fact tthatLord’s Supper is ... a means by which we
receive forgiveness of sins; for in proportion las believer is assured of the forgiveness of Ims, si
his faith is strengthened, his love is increased, tds hope of eternal life is confirmed. Assurédiie
adoption as God's child in Christ Jesus, he alk@gtes against sin and lives unto Him who died for
him and rose again. In short, he loves God becHedest loved him, 1 John 4, 19. (536)

Conclusion

To this writer it is clear that our Lutheran foréfars held to both ideas and confessed them both,
namely, that in the Lord’s Supper we receive thgif@ness of our sins and also the assurance lthadtt a
our sins are forgiven. To find both statementshim Book of Concord is no small thing, to be sunet B
more importantly, a study of the pertinent Scripttexts leads me to the conviction thath assertions
are true As a core part of the new covenant the Lord’spgumelivers God’s forgiveness, won at the
cross of Christ, directly and personally to the ommicant. And at the same time, because of the real
presence of Christ’s body and blood—the very medr@ir propitiation—we receive the assurance that
all of our sins are truly forgiven by God. Bothtbese realities make this sacrament a precious srean
grace to be used continually and confidently in watk heavenward. For as Luther said so briefly and
yet so well: “Where there is forgiveness of sihgré is also life and salvation.”
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Endnotes

' The citation of quoted material throughout thecetiwill, for the most part, be given parentheficalccording
to MLA guidelines. See Works Cited on page 45 fathars, titles, and publishing information. Most thfe
subsequent endnotes will give explanatory or supetgal information.

2 Jeremiah 31:31, Matthew 26:28, Mark 14:24, Luke2@21 Corinthians 11:25, 2 Corinthians 3:6, Hebrévés
Hebrews 8:13, Hebrews 9:15 (two times), and HebrEx24.

% According to the text of Nestle-Aland/United BitSeciety (UBS) the number of occurrences in the Gissis
only one—Luke 22:20.

*This helpful observation is made by Francis Piépafolume Il of Christian Dogmaticspages 351-352.

® The 27" edition of Nestle-Aland has a shorter readifigaiud pov tic Siedfknc. Note the omission of the
second articleo and the omission of the adjectine .

®While avti is used to indicate simple substitution or excleafhigfp is also capable of expressing substitution in
the New Testament. An observation by Tren8gnonyms of the New Testamastto the point: “We obtain a
perfect right to claim such declarations of Cheigteatifor usas also declarations of his deattour stead And in
them beyond doubt the prepositiomp is the rather employed, that it may embrace bbtsd meanings, and
express how Christ died at onfoe our sakes.. andin our steagl while évti would only have expressed the last of
these” (qtd. in Wallace 388).

"Pieper offers this explanation @hristian DogmaticsVol. Ill, on page 352:

This manner of speaking, that the cup is the nexerant, or the remission of sins, is not unusualoocurs
frequently in Holy Writ; for instance, in John 15:2nd John 6:64 [sic]. Christ is the Resurrectiod the Life,
and: Christ’'s words are spirit and are life. Thasgeis not that Christ merely signifies, or is gnsof, the
resurrection and the life, but that through Chihigt resurrection is ready and to be had. Againis€&imwords
do not merely signify spirit and life, but througthrist’s words, or in Christ's words, spirit andeliare
provided. So, too, the cup in the Sacrament ofAltee does not signify the remission of sin, bumd with the
cup the remission of sins is ready and to be hadrhye of, or because of, the blood of Christifsat everyone
who partakes of the cup can also by faith takepr@priate from this cup the remission of sins.

8 Likewise, Ylvisaker contends ifihe Gospels‘The preposition ‘in'—v—expresses causality from the locative
point of view” (668).

° Consider the following as an exegetical opinion.|@ving out any explicit reference to the disaip{as the
Synoptic texts surely do), Paul seems to make Jesuds on Maundy Thursday echo down to the Coramts (and
to us), inviting them even grammatically to focus themselves as the “you” when hearing or readiregsecond
plural forms in verses 24 and 25.

The Greek of verse 26 has 6dvator tod kuplov katayyérrete—a direct object that fronts an intensive verb.



1 Speaking in defense of the real presence, confeslsioitheran polemics have made the point thaesturist
was stating His last will and testament, it wasassary that He speak plainly, literally—not in figtive terms—so
that His will would be clear. Consequently, it firened that as part of His last will and testam#re words “This
is My body” and “This is My blood” have to be undeod literally.

2Under question 405 the Gausewitz catechism haspmoging “Scripture Passages” 1 Corinthians 1234-
Luke 22:19-20, and Ephesians 1:7.

3Under question 368 the ELS catechism has John 5:24.

“0On page 142 this sentence is a centered headbaidface print.

15 Christian DogmaticsVol. llI, p. 114; words in brackets are Pieper’s.

16Cf. also Hebrews 9:22: “And without the sheddindplafod there is no forgiveness of sins” (ESV).

7 At the end of this paragraph, which is not puneidair indented as a quotation, a parentheticatamée is
made to pages 64-65 ber Kleine Gebets-Schatz.

Also of note is the origin and scope of the whaeay. “The Theology of the Lord’s Supper” was oradiy
prepared as a paper of the ELS Doctrine Commitigdbe 1988 ELS General Pastoral Conference. Inuitsent
form it comprises an entire issue of theheran Synod Quarterly

18Bjble passages used to support part A are Mattt6e@82 Luke 22:19-20, and Romans 11:27.

19 For a fuller development of how Scripture desilithe many blessings which follow in the wake of
justification” (II: 406), see pages 406-415 in Viole || of Pieper'<Christian Dogmatics

BOOK REVIEW

Johann Gerhard: On the Ecclesiastical Ministry—Part One(Theological Commonplaces
XXVI/1), translated by Richard Dinda, edited by Benpamin Mayes. Concordia Publishing
House, St. Louis, 2011, hard cover, 346 pages, plUs pages of preface material.

Concordia Publishing House has undertaken the mamiask of putting theTheological
Commonplacef Johann Gerhard (1582-1637) into English for finst time. Several volumes are
already available, including the one in review hd®hann Gerhard is often considered the thirchef t
great Lutheran theologians of the Reformationofeihg the first Martin (Luther) and the second Mart
(Chemnitz). There can be no doubt that he was aspifaithful, and hard-working student of Holy
Scripture and of the earlier fathers of the Chunetiuding Luther and Chemnitz. He was thoroughis
presentation of Christian dogmatics, covering thel area of Christian doctrine in the many voluioles
his Loci Theologicj written in Latin from 1609 to 1622. THéeological Commonplacese the English
translation of this masterpiece of systematic thgpl

The volume entitledDn the Ecclesiastical Ministry—Part Omiscusses many of the questions
that come up in discussing what is called the publinistry. Gerhard proves from Scripture that the
public ministry is God's will for His Church. He pus out that every minister must have a call fiGod
in order to have the privilege of serving in thigstry. “This call to the ministry is utterly nessary for
those who desire to be engaged in this office aligrto the will of God, with a good conscienced 4o
the benefit of their hearers” (p. 73). This callyntme directly from God, as in the case of theppsbs
and the apostles, or indirectly from God througk Bhurch, as is the case today.

With regard to the call of ministers Gerhard saynyfine things that would be helpful to those
considering a call into the ministry. For exampie, states: “Anyone who offers his work to the churc
should allow others the free judgment of himselfl ahould not push himself in with secret tricks and
illegitimate means. He should rather wait for adimary and legitimate call” (p. 171). He also sdy¢o
one should nominate or designate a certain plackificself. Rather, let him leave this to the judginef
others ...” (p. 171). “Nor should anyone allow hatigo be substituted in place of one who has been
removed from his position without the legitimategedure of judgment” (p. 171).

Throughout his discussion Gerhard takes aim afalse claims of the Roman Catholic Church
with regard to the public ministry. In particulaefard rebuts the arguments of the prominent Gathol



theologian Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621), who wnoiny volumes in defense of the papal system and
against confessional Lutheranism. The Roman chufobgurse, claimed that Christ established theepop
as the head of the church on earth, and that gfhe of calling ministers belongs to the bishopsarrttie
pope. To this claim Gerhard responds: “From Clwistatement [concerning the keys] it is indeedtrigh
draw a conclusion against the Papists that the [jgH to call ministers belongs to the entire church, t
which Christ gave the Keys” (p. 95).

What did Gerhard contend about the so-called apossuccession? Bellarmine claimed:
“Among the Lutherans there are no bishops, for tleynot have ordination nor succession from the
apostles. Therefore among them there is no chu(gtal: in p. 193). Gerhard responds: “A distinction
must be made between personal and doctrinal susnede latter succession alone is both necessary
and sufficient for a legitimate call” (p. 194). bther words, what is important is that we followe th
apostolic doctrine. That is the only kind of apdistsuccession that God requires.

On the question of ordination Gerhard maintainsevéttheless we deny that ordination is
necessary by reason of a particular divine preeepgh cannot be demonstrated; or by reason o dne
of effect that the Papists attribute to it, ag ifipressed an indelible character or conferret$ géquired
for the ministry just by working the work ...; oy beason of an absolute and simple necessity,aas#n
legitimately called by a church could not perfotme tministry before being ordained and consecrated,
for nothing can be set forth from the Scripturesuttsuch an absolute necessity” (p. 210).

May women be called and ordained to the publict@qwal ministry? Gerhard’'s answer is clear.
Referring to 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 and 1 Timoth¥2214, he maintains: “The apostle Paul with clear
words removes the female gender from the publiceff teaching in the church” (p. 271).

On the question of whether Christ's Church is gtilesent among those who tolerate false
teaching, Gerhard states: “Even in those placeghioh the ministerium is not pure in every respseud
free of all errors, the church is still gatheredl ameserved to God, as long as it retains Baptibm,
Decalogue, the Apostles’ Creed, the history ofltbed’s Passion, and other substantial and fundaahent
points of Christian doctrine” (p. 229).

At the same time Gerhard understood the vital ingmae of teaching God’s truth without mixing
in human teachings. “For since the pastor’s primamrgt principal duty is to teach pure and uncormipte
doctrine to the people entrusted to his care (i231, Matt. 13:52, etc.), therefore it is certaindguired
that he who is going to be in charge of this offieefree of fanatical opinions and heretical errarsA
bishop, then, is required to be constant in théhtaf doctrine which he knows fundamentally and
correctly, and not to allow himself to be ‘carriadout by any wind of new opinions’ (Eph. 4:14). ide
also required to be able to guard the truth of rloetagainst the adversaries ...” (p. 243). In this
connection Gerhard has suggested that it mighdbisable for a pastor to be examined not only keefor
he accepts his first call, but also when he isedalb another position (p. 244).

Since Johann Gerhard is generally considered &wodok Lutheran theologian, it is good that in
the editor’s preface to this volume Benjamin Magests out two aspects of Gerhard's presentatiah th
require correction. “First, Gerhard emphasizes thatcall to the ministry is a call restricted tcextain
place. By emphasizing the uniqueness of the apostffice, he does not seem to make room for any
office of missionary or evangelist in the preseémirch” (p. xi).

Even more serious is the second concern: “Gerheddfines the doctrine of the three estates
(church, state, and household) in a way that lesetilar control of the church” (p. xi). Mayes’ pohere
is that Gerhard argues for three parties beinglueebin the call of a minister. These three aredleegy,
the laity, and the Christian magistrate. He assttpesprimary role to the clergy, but insists thiaé t
members of the congregation must also be involvddaast to the point of giving consent. But then he
claims that if the magistrate is a Christian, thbat magistrate should be involved in the calling,
transferring, and removing of ministers. Mayes sampes Gerhard's position in these words: “Gerhard
intended to argue instead for a church governaat@nbed between the Christian magistrate, theglerg
and the laity. He argues for a consistorial chigeternment, in which the clergy and lay represergat
or ‘elders’ exercised church discipline, servedaasourt of appeals, made call assignments, etcg on
regional basis. Yet in reality, the secular ruliée appointed both the lay and the pastoral reptesives



to such consistories, and thus the laity’s voic@anticular was suppressed by the voice of thelaecu
rulers” (p. xii).

In practice, then, it seems Gerhard and other latfseof his generation were beginning to depart
from Article XXVIII of the Augsburg Confession, wth states: “One should not mix or confuse the two
authorities, the spiritual and the secularh¢ Book of ConcorKolb-Wengert, p. 92). As proof for his
point Gerhard refers only to Old Testament passtiggsare not applicable to the New Testament ldge.
recognizes that the secular government had noinolalling the ministers of the earliest Christian
congregations. He explains by stating: “The faat there is no mention of the magistracy in thatpce
is because the magistracy at that time was notCyetstian nor did it embrace the doctrine whose
preaching was being entrusted to the ministers”1(¥). He goes on to say: “From the fact that the
magistracy is not mentioned in the matter of cgliministers of the church in the first apostoliaiah
and the church that immediately followed it, onesinny no means infer that also today the Christian
magistracy has no right to call ministers of tharch” (p. 118). On the contrary, we do infer it anslist
on continuing to infer it. In the words of tBeief Statemenof 1932 we confess: “We condemn the policy
of those who would have the power of the State eygal ‘in the interest of the Church’ and who thus
turn the Church into a secular dominioi34). Gerhard goes so far as to state that it iititg of the
Christian magistrate “to see to it that the exeras divine worship flourishes pure and uncorrupted
establish salaries for ministers of churches anschbols, to keep wolves out of the Lord’s foldd aa
remove false worship” (p. 117). We doubt that thevpus two Martins, Luther and Chemnitz, would
have altogether agreed with Gerhard on this point.

For many years Lutheran seminary libraries have®eaihard’'sLoci Theologicion their shelves
in those huge, ancient Latin volumes, mostly untedc We hope that pastors today, ministerial teache
and their students will welcome Gerhard in Engli€m the Ecclesiastical Ministry—Part Ong an
attractive work, complete with table of contentslit@’s preface, an understandable translation, a
glossary, a person index, a Scripture index, ahst @f works cited (which in itself must have takan
enormous amount of research). It seems there wikdventeen volumes in all. Those already in print
include:On the ChurchOn the Nature of Theology and on Scriptuda the Nature of God and on the
Trinity, andOn Christ Individual volumes in this set are quite expeasibut as is true withuther’s
Works the cost is much less if one subscribes to thalevbet in advance.

Johann Gerhard has been one of God’s great gifést&€hurch, and through this English edition
we are blessed once more. Gerhard's method is alteagtart with Scripture and then move on to the
testimonies of the fathers. After quoting 1 Pet&; 3 Corinthians 4:1, Acts 20:28, 1 Timothy 3:13l-1
Luke 12:42-43, and Matthew 13:52, Gerhard concludissvolume:

So also, according to the diversity of his heararsjinister of the church treats some and therr othe
parts of heavenly doctrine. To the stubborn, infikx and impenitent he sets forth the threatdef t
Law; to the contrite and those with terror-striclaamsciences he sets forth the Gospel. Likewise, he
discusses one and the same doctrine in one wayebtfe less educated and simpler people and in
another way before the educated and more advanc¢d] minister of the Word, according to the
diversity of his hearers, must at one time uselgeméeprimands; at another time, harsher ones. In
fact, when necessity so demands, he must even fEua @lead member with the sword of
excommunication. He has received especially fostruments, given to him by God, for performing
his office correctly and salutarilyhe mysteries of the Word and Sacraments, chusatipdine, and
church propertyIn the management and administration of theserdotg to the diversity of persons
with whom he deals, he conducts himself in suchag that he may one day hear the very joyful
words of Christ, Matt. 25:21: “Well done, good dadthful servant; because you have been faithful
over a little, 1 will set you over much. Enter irttze joy of the Lord.” (pp. 278-279, ital. orig.)

- David Lau



