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~ Jesus. ™ Tesiis and the Word (New York:~Scribrers; 1958 ed) &

When the Jesus Seminar Meets
Jesus Under Fire:
On Whose Side Does History Fall?

DARRELL L. BOCK

The Jesus Semmar in Context

Anyone familiar with Jesus Studies knows that there
has been a major resurgence in interest. To use a secular
expression: “business is up.” The days of the Bultmannian
view that there is little that we can know or say about Jesus
are long gone.! So convinced was he ef the supposed fact

" that we could know little about Jesus that his Theology of

the New Testament discussed the theology of Jesus in thirty
pages out of over six hundred? His students became so
disenchanted with this approach that Emst Kisemann

- launched the second quest for the historical Jesus, which was
rapidly followed and paralleied by a third.

The first quest is dated from Reimarus’ Fragments in
1778 to Albert Schweizer's The Quest for the Historical
Jesus, written in 1906. Schweitzer pronounced the first quest
(a skeptical one that desired to sever the history of Jesus
from dogmatic considerations) a failure. He argued that Jesus
needed to be relocated within first century Juda:sm and
especially within apocalyptic.

The second quest started with Kisemann’s now famous
1953 address, “The Problem of the Historical Jesus.”® The
second quest still continues today, often fueled by the

Darrell L. Bock is Research Professor of New Testament
Studies at Dallas Theological Seminary.

Hn 1926 Bultmann wrote, “I do indeed think that we can
know almost nothing concerning the life and personality of

assumptions of source, form, redaction, and tradition
criticism and especially a belief that Mark tells us more
about the early church than it does about Fesus, much along
the line William Wrede laid out in 1901 in The Messianic
Secret.* _

The third quest argues that a portrait of Jesus as it
historically fits into first century Judaism can be defended.
The third quest does not ignore the source, form, redactional,
and tradition critical tools; but it has asked hard questions
about how and when they should be applied to this
discussion. It has also stressed that the sayings of Jesus need
to be placed in a historical context and assessed in that
context rather than in a piecemeal, atomized fashion. Thus
the third quest has highlighted the events and actions of
Jesus as much as the sayings maierial, while asking what
light might be shed by considering how the event and saying
interact with one another. This third quest did not begin with
a single work that launched it, as much as it emerged

-suddenly on three continents in the mid-sixties to seventies.’

Where the second quest argues that the portrait of Jesus is
mostly a theological overlay of the early church, the third
argues that there is much in the gospels that tells us about

4. Wrede, The Messianic Secret (Greenwood S.C.: Attic

Press, 1971 ed.).

51n Germany, Otto Betz, Whar Do We Know about Jesus?
{London; SCM, 1968 trans. of 1965 ed.}) and Martin Hengel,

In citing German works, I name English editions rather than the
originals to make the argument accessible io those who do not
work with German.

2Bullnmu'm, Theology of the New Testament (New York:
Scribner’s, 1951), 3-32. To say thirty pages is gencrous. The
last six pages explain why Bultmann thinks that Jesus did not
make messianic claims. He ties three themes to Jesus: 1) an
announcement of the kingdom of God’s coming with a call for
readiness to God's demand before the End, 2} a protest against
Jewish legalism, and 3} his declaration of the neamess of God tn
demand and forgiveness which places individuals at the brink of
the End.

3E. Kasemann, Essays on New Testament Themes
{London: SCM, 1964 ed)), 15-47.

The Charismatic Leader and His Followers (New. York:
Crossroad, 1981 (rams. of 1968 ed.) emphasize Jewish
backgrounds in the study of Jesus, an approach with a rich
German heritage dating back to Adolf Schlatter, Joachim
Jeremias, and Otio Michel. In Britain, S. G. F. Brandon, Jesus
and the Zealots: A Study of the Political Factor in Primitive
Christianity (Manchester; Manchester Univ. Press, 1967) and
the Jewish scholar, Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew: A Historian's
Reading of the Gospels (London: Collins, 1973) launched the
discussion. In North America, Ben Meyer's The Aims of Jesus
{London: SCM, 1979) laid important methodological ground.
Meyer called his approach “eritical realism™ in contrast to more
radically critical approaches. Major third questers today include
Norman Wright, Bruce Chilton, Earle Ellis, Craig Evans and
John Meier. The relative newness of the third quest means that it
is only now getting the press it deserves.
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selective  with  graduates . of Harvard and

what Jesus did and taught.©

Tom Wright speaks of a network of autobahn, which
currently carries the Jesus Study traffic.” The second quest
runs on the Wredebahn and is marked by thoroughgoing
skepticism, while the third travels the Schweitzerbahn, and
is often marked by a thoroughgoing eschatology, rooted in
first century Jewish apocalyptic. In the midst of the franiic
activity of the two quests, we now possess multple
competing portraits of Jesus which picture him from a full
blown revolutionary, to a Cynic-like figure, to a reforming
teacher of Judaism, to a prophet, 10 a restorer/reformer of
Israel, and to a messianic claimant.®

It is into this interstate system with its multiple
options that the Jesus Seminar appeared in the mid-eighties
and emerged full fledged with its highly visible publication
of The Five Gospels in 1993.% It argued that a representative
committee of New Testament scholars had come together to
determine what Jesus actually did say, rating each saying in
Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, and Thomas according (o a
now famous authenticity color code.1? Red means Jesus said
exactly what the Gospels'say he said (at Ieast that the Greek
reflects something .pretty close to what originally would
have been said in Aramaic). Pink indicates he said
something very close to that. Grey means the words were
that of the evangelist, but that it might have roots in Jesus’
teaching. Black means the saying had no connection to Jesus

at all; they were simply the words and theology of the early

church.

The resuits are also well knowri. Only eighteen percent
of the sayings received a red or pink rating. Approximately
fifty percent were rated black. In stating their own
conclusion, the Seminar argued that eighty two percent of
the words attributed to Jesus do not come from him.!! Other
conclusions about Jesus argued that he was not interested in

ON. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1996), 3-124,

7Wright actually develops a metaphor originated by
Norman Perrin. Wright also notes that some individuals travel
on both routes, 50 the categorization is not always airtight.

SFor a review of these various options, see B.
Witherington IU, The Jesus Quest (Downers Grove: InterVarsity
Press, 1995).

Gospels: The Search for the Authentic Words of Jesus (New

York: Polebridge, 1993).

10R;chard Hays, “The Comected Jesus,” First Things 43
{May, 1994):43-48 questions how representative the seminar is
on p. 47, “Not one member of the New Testament faculty from
Yale, Harvard, Princeton, Duke, University of Chicago, Union
Theological Seminary, Vanderbilt, SMU, or Catholic
University is involved in this project. It probably goes without
saying that the faculties of evangelical seminaries are not
represented here.” | know that only a handful of evangelicals
participated at all. The point ts that despite the Seminar’s open
invitation for participants, the groups’ actual makeup is quite
Claremont
predominating. The claim to be representative is questionable.

e Five Gospels, p. 5.
4

eschatology or judgment (placing the seminar on the
Wredebahn), that he was largely a teacher of aphonisms and
parables, and that he is best characterized as a laconic sage.!?
Much of what the church (and the gospels) say about Jesus
is the early church’s work, not from Jesus himself.

An evangelical response to which I contributed followed
two years later.!? T argued, with the Seminar, that orality
was a factor that must be taken seriousty in the gospel
tradition’s development, but that it must be examined
alongside the Jewish handling of tradition. In other words,
the gospels and the “historical Jesus question” must be
placed in a historical context. Jewish culture has a history of
transmitting tradition. We see it in the care with which the
Hebrew scriptures were copied, as Qumran has s0 vividly
shown us. We see it in the long liturgical prayers, like the
Eighteen Benedictions, which Jews memorized. Philo
discusses it in his Embassy to Gaius 210, where he
discusses how Jews guard their laws and customs. This
background shows that it is fair to characterize Jewish
culture as a “culture of memory.”t4 They knew how to pass
on tradition with care.

I then defended a distinction in assessing the sayings
material and assessing their historical value, while
discussing how one works with history and historical
perspective. The distinction I made was between the
ipsissima verba (“the very words™) of Jesus and the
ipsissima vox (“the very voice of Jesus”). This distinction,
by the way, is not the creation of fundamentalist scholars.
Its roots lie in the work of Joachim Jeremias, who knew
about as much about first century Judaism, Aramaic, and

12410 of this appears in the introduction to the Five
Gospels, pp. 1-37, which presents their rules of evidence,
including seven pillars which I have assessed elsewhere (Luke
9:51-24:53. BECNT vol. 3b  [Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996},
1961-66). They also explain their view of the rules of oral
evidence. These rules cite no ancient parallels beyond a
reference to Thucydides (460-4060 BCE), History of the
Peloponnesian War 1.22.1(431-404 BCE). The judgments they
make about Jesus’ style of teaching and themes show that the
'rules were determined ahead of time by a series of judgments one
can queslion. In fact, even the way they appeal to Thucydides as
evidencing a loose use. of oral tradition can be challenged as the
work of the classical scholar Charles Fornara, The Namre of

" .. _SRobert.Funk, Roy. Hoover.and.the_Jesus Seminar, The Five...._ History.in.Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley: University of

California Press, 1983), 143-68 shows. Fornara's work is
important because he is not discussing the biblical texts or
issues at all, but spedks strictly as a classicist about ancient
historiography. -

1 3Michael J. Wilkins, J. P. Moreland, Jesus Under Fire:
Modern Scholarship Reinvents the " Historical Jesus (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1995). My essay was, “The Words of Jesus
in the Gospels: Live, Jive, or Memorex?"

1480‘ correctly, R. Riesner, “Jesus as Preacher and

Teacher,” Jesus and the Oral Gospel Tradition, JSNTMS 64, ed. .

Henry Wansbrough (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991),

185.210. For a discussion of the flexibility of the wording of

Jesus’ sayings considered against the background of cultures of
orality, see C. Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of the
Gospels (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1987), 28-31.
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orality as anyone in his day.!> My major point was that the
gospels give us the voice of Jesus, even when they do not
give us his words, and that this voice also gives us access 10
the historical Jesus. In fact, I argued that the gospels do not
always give us his words and often summarize in a way that
gives us the gist of his teaching.

My charge. was that the Seminar exhibited historical
naiveté in failing to do serious work with either the nature
of Jewish ancient culture or with the complexities of doing
historical work with ancient sources. These flaws rendered
the seminar’s resuits questionable, especially their
conclusion that over half of the gospel material has no
connection to Jesus. As an evangelical, I was. not arguing
that everything in the gospels be printed in red. In fact a
major burden of my article was to argue everything cannot
" be put in red.!® Rather I argued that a close look at the
gospel tradition and its wording (and I considered numerous
" examples) shows that the voice/words - distinction is an
important consideration when discussing the historical
Jesus. It is a category the seminar seems to underpiay,
especially when it works with those sayings colored in
grey.1? _

Since my article in Jesus Under Fire, I have also written
a two volume commentary on Luke.!® In it I have examined
the Seminar’s work on the Lucan sayings pericope by
pericope. Their assessment of the Lucan material rendered
the sayings with the distribution of 4% red, 23% pink, 22%
grey, and 51% black— percentages pretty similar to the other
synoptic gospels. The commentary closed with an excursus
on the Jesus Seminar’s work in Luke, where [ assessed their
seven pillars, and the major issues hidden within them. For
example, pillar 5 states that the noneschatological Jesus of

aphorisms and parables should be separated from the -

eschatological Jesus.!® This premise is decidedly not a
received premise of New Testament gospel study, and to
.argue that it is distorts the history of Jesus studies. The
effect of this premise alone is that all the gospels’ teaching

13y, Jeremias, New Testament Theology (New York:
Scribners, 1971), 1-37. In contrast to Bultmann’s thirty pages,
Jeremias spends three hundred pages on the teaching of Jesus.

161his point is clearly noted in a review by Dick France of
Wycliffe Hall, Oxford, in JETS 39 (1996): 689. In fact, I would
argue that even grey categories can tell us something about the

historical Jesus.

on judgment or any elements that parallel the prophet’s call
to renewal based upon the hope of God’s ultimate saving
work are erased from the lips of Jesus by a priori definition.
I concluded, *The pillars function like a tightly knit strainer
that allows little to get through the process of assessment. If
we treated other anciemi works with similar standards, there
would be little we could say about ancient history."2°

So why this essay? Roy Hoover, an editor of the Five
Gospels, wrote a teview of Jesus Under Fire.2) Tt wreats only
my essay since it stands at the center of this debate over
authenticity and Jesus. My goal is to summarize his review
and then assess it through the eyes of one evangelical New
Testament person in the middle of the discussion.

Hoover’s Review of Jesus Under Fire

The best way to present Hoover’s remarks is to have
him spezk for himself. On my attempt to distinguish the
“voice” as reflected in the gospel writers’ summaries of
Jesus’ teaching, Hoover says,

The difference between Professor Bock’s conception of
what the search for the historical Jesus is about and that
of most critical scholars, including the Fellows of the
Jesus Seminar, is apparent in his definition of Jesus’
“yoice.” It would be more historically accurate to call
what Back calls the “voice” of Jesus, the “voice” of the
early church, It is in the early church’s formulations of
their faith that Bock finds the full meaning of what
Jesus taught, not in a recovery of what Jesus said on his
own. That Jesus meant “more” than he actually said is
what his followers grasped after Easter, and this “more”
is what Bock takes t¢ be Jesus’ authentic “voice.”
Historically viewed, what Bock claims is Jesus’ “voice”
is actually early Christian interpretation [sic].

When members of the Jesus Seminar refer o Jesus’
“yoice,” they refer to the characteristic stance and style
of Jesus® teaching before Easter, not to the retrospective
theological meaning conferred upon Jfesus’ life and
teaching by his followers after Easter. Bock’s definition
of Jesus’ “voice™ refers to the early history of Christian
thought, rather than to a search for the historical Jesus.
His paramount interest, it seems clear, is Jesus’ life’s
meaning, not his life history. Jesus does not speak for
himself in Bock's treatment of his teaching; the Gospel

- Mothers Have comimerited 1 fillabolt " How the Thanfier of
voting in the seminar skewed the resulis toward grey and black.
See the critiques of B. Witherington III, The Jesus Quest
{Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1995), 45-46, and Luke T,
Johnson, The Real Jesus(San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1996)
21-22. In fact, a Seminar member told me that each saying
started out black and had to be argued up the color scale toward
authenticity. Again the rules helped to determine the result, If
better voting methods were chosen and a different approach to
ancient oral culture and history, the results might look very
different.

181 uke 1:1-9:50 and Luke 9:51-24:53 BECNT, vols. 3a, b
{(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994, 1996).

1‘9Note how abviously the Wredebahn is asserted here as a
given!

adequately know what Jesus meant.

Noting that all my examples in the Jesus Under Fire
isolated confessional examples, he says,

These are the sayings that matter, in Bock’s view; even
though parables and aphorisms constitute about seventy
percent of the content of sayings attributed to Jesus in
the Gospels, according to one recently published

207 yke 9:51-24:53, 1964-65.

2lThe Journal for Higher Criticism 3 (1996). 310-15,

produced at Drew University.
5

authors_speak for_him. They are_the ones who:most _____ !

[




THE PRINCETON THEQLOGICAL REVIEW

estimate, not one of them is mentioned in this
discussion of his words. In The Five Gospels the first
two of the sayings Bock chooses to support his claims
are not color-coded at all by the Jesus Seminar, since
they are not sayings auributed to Jesus; the third is
colored black, because the Seminar regarded 1t as almost
certainly the creation of the Gospel authors, not a
saying of the historical Jesus. It seems likely, on the
other hand, that Professor Bock would have colored each
-of his three choices red, since they express what he
believes is the truth about the historical Jesus.22

On my motive in writing he declares,

What, in their view, the Jesus Seminar denies—*the
“biblical portrait of Jesus found in the New Testament”
(p. 3)—they want to defend. Their intention, in other
words, is to defend the reliability of the Gospels as
“authoritative scriptures, not examine them as sources in
which one may find historical evidence.23

" Finaily, in looking at my critique of the Seminar’s use of

the criteria of authenticity, he gets to his central observation
and complaint,

Professor Bock’s discussion of ‘the criteria of
authenticity ignores the fresh and nuanced presentation
of these in the introduction to The Five Gospels as
“rules of evidence,” and resorts to older definitions of
three criteria—dissimilarity, multiple atiestation, and
coherence. He claims that the Seminar both
misconstrues these, as he defines [sic] them, and fails to
use them consistently. Professor Bock’s discussion of
the criteria of historical authenticity seems to me to be
untouched by historical consciousness. Son of Man
christology together with the idea of Jesus™ death as a
sacrifice for sin and a ransom for many is the ruling
criterion of authenticity for him. Historical matters are

221 ysed the voice at the baptism, Peter’s confession of
Jesus at Ceasarea Philippi, and Jesus’ reply to the High Priest. 1
selected these 1o show that the same prnciples of recording
apply to gospel discourse material, even when the speaker is

. not Jesus, a point I noted in the essay (notc my p. 86). I also

argued quite clearly that there is difference of wording within the
parallels, so that a rating of red, if such sayings had been

merely aids to the vindication of this messianic and
redemptive meaning. With history thus safely
subordinated to theology, it is easy for Professor Bock
to see these theological themes as authentic elements of
the teaching of the Jesus of history, and easy also for
him to see flaws in the Jesus Seminar’s methodology
and assessments.

Baock’s discussion of the ciiteria of authenticity shows
that what really is at issue between him (and his
colleagues) and the Fellows of the Jesus Seminar is not
likely to be clarified by a debate about criteria. At
bottom, what distinguishes the scholars of the Jesus
Seminar from the scholars who have contributed to
Jesus Under Fire.is not so much different judgments
about the criteria of authenticity (or “rules of evidence™),
as a different conception of the meaning of authenticity.
That is, what distinguishes the two books is the
difference, as Van A. Harvey characterized it thirty years
ago, between a devotion to the ethic of religious belief
and the authority of tradition, on the one hand, and a
commitment t© the ethic of critical judgment and
historical knowledge, on the other. Within these ethical
universes both the role of the historian and the nature of
historical evidence are understood differently . . .

From the perspective of a scholar who is committed to
the ethic of critical judgment and historical knowledge,
Professor Bock’s discussion of the authentic words of
Jesus is the work of a scholar who has abdicated his role
as critical historian in order to mediate a traditional form
‘of belief. What we see in his treatment of Jesus’
sayings is not reason in search of historical truth, but
reason claiming historical support for religious belief.

So Hoover responds. Jesus Semirar meets Jesus Under Fire.
The assessment is that faith ignores history. Critical
judgment and historical knowledge (read white hats) have
come against religious belief and tradition (read black hats}.
In defending the faith, Hoover claims, history is not served.
1s that the case?

Assessing Hoover’s Argument

I take Hoover’s arguments in reverse order. My work in

evaluating the Seminar has not ignored the *fresh and

‘included, would riof be appropriate heré in some of the wording.

Thus, my point was Lo illustrate the slight variations that do
exist between recorded sayings, bul not in ways that undercut
the fundamental point of what was said by Jesus. He also fails to
note the saying example [ used from Luke 5:33-39 o show
inconsistency in the Seminar’s using the critical principle of
dissimilarity. This Luke 5 passage ropresented one of the

" aphorisms he said that he wished I would have considered.

Apparently, he missed it. Finally, I highlighted confessional
statemments, because here is where the differences are most
evident. | regard his complaint as a misrcpresentation of my
argument {2 misguided attemp! to construe motive), which is
why I note it here, and not in the later response on subsiantive
issues.

23The reference to p. 3 is to the introductory essay in Jesus
Under Fire. :

6

most New Testament scholars, the excessively early date the
Seminar gave to the Gospel of Thomas (my pp. 89-90).
Richard Hays of Duke calls this “a shaky element in their
methodological foundation.”# This Thomas element is part
of the historical reason the Seminar appeals to an aphoristic

24«the Corrected Jesus,” First Things 43 (May, 1994): 44
45. See Robert Grant and David Noel Freedman, The Secret
Sayings of Jesus (New York: Bames & Noble, 1993 reprinting
of 1960 ed). These two expert histonians of first century
Palestine analyze this gospel in detail and describe it on p. 20
as “our most significant witness to the early perversion of
Christianity by those who wanted Lo create Jesus in their own
image.” :

nuanced--presentation™-of-criteria—I-questioned;—as—would-——--——
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Jesus. However, why should we ignore the general portrait
of the equally early, if not earlier, Mark (or the
preponderance of the rest of the ancient gospel evidence) that
indicates Jesus addressed people in more than simple
proverbs? And considering Jesus’ considerable reputation as
a teacher-prophet, which virtually no one disputes, should
we posit as a basic rule the idea that the only thing people
remembered and passed on from Jesus were single sentences?
Is it historically sensitive (or practically credible; for that
matter) that a great teacher would only be remembered for
hig one-liners? Even the rabbinic tradition of Jewish culture
knows of the recording of rabbinic parables and other pieces
of discourse material.?> '

The other observation to make about Hoover's
complaint here is the almost automatic disjunction he places
between the presence of christological teaching and the
possibility of real history, If a saying is christological, like
the ransom or Son of Man saying, then it must not be
authentic. Who is operating from a faith position here?
When I cited the Son of Man saying or the ransom saying, |
noted their authenticity was debated and then I proceeded to
argue, based on the criteria of the Seminar, that dissimilarity
was for the authenticity of the Son of Man saying; and that

Considering Jesus’ considerable
reputation as a teacher-prophet,
which virtually no one disputes,
should we posit as a basic rule the
idea that the only thing people
remembered and passed on from
Jesus were single sentences? Even the
rabbinic tradition of Jewish culture
{| knows of the recording of rabbinic
parables and other pieces of
discourse material.

one could make a case on the grounds of multiple attestation

for the ransom saying. Faith did not assume the saying was
true. I atternpted to argue for the saying’s credibility on the
basis of rules set up by the Seminar. The fact that such
sayings could get through the strainer was significant, When

As a test I took a key cluster of sayings which are
considered to be among the most authentic Jesus spoke,
namely, the synoptic kingdom of God sayings2® They
distribute as follows: triple tradition, 21x; MUMk, 6x,
MLk 17x; Mt only, 22x; Mk only 2x, Lk only, 9x, a (otal
of 77 sayings units. In this key area where the likelihood
thematically of authenticity is strong according to many in
Jesus studies, the seminar’'s numbers came out as 32.5
sayings in black (42%), 19 in grey (25%), 21.5 in pink
(28%), and 4 in red (5%). These numbers are only slightly
better than the Seminar’s general average evaluations with
only one third of the sayings having a good claim to

-authenticity, while two thirds remain very suspect.?? Even

when one gives the benefit of the doubt and counts only
sayings attested in more than one gospel, of which there are
44, the numbers show a low percentage of authenticity: 15.5
in black (35%); 11 in grey (25%), 14.5 in pink (33%), and 3

in red (7%). Under these special conditions, though the

relative weight of authentic material doubles compared to
Seminar averages for Jesus sayings considered as a whole,
there is still an overwhelming amount of inauthentic
material for what is perhaps the major theme of Jesus.2® It
is these kinds of specific results that raise questions about
the Seminar’s method.

As to whether I seek to defend the faith, I must come
clean. 1 do, but it is because I have come to believe the faith
is historically defensible as a historian, not because of some
pre-ordained position of faith. I cannot prove every detail
happened as a historian, but I believe a general portrait of
Jesus’ ministry can emerge from the gospels which explains
why he was crucified and why a church was formed. My
study in the gospels tells me these documents reflect good
ancient historiography. I believe the gospels give us a solid
glimpse of the real Jesus and that the Seminar’s Jesus is

historically incredible, for their Jesus would never have done

enough to get the Jewish leadership and Rome to consider
him enough of a threat to be worthy of crucifixion.

Finally, what of the “voice” issue? Is the voice Jesus’
or the church’s? Again it should be noted that Hoover's
approach to this question assumes an either/or choice. His
position seems to be, if it is the early church’s words, then
it is the early church’s voice and nrot the voice of Jesus.
Note the significant option that has been excluded a prior:
there is no category to consider whether the earty church has
summarized Jesus’ teaching in words that their context can
better appreciate (usually a more Greco-Roman one for

Hoover refers to the “more nuanced™ use of the criteria, he is
appealing to additional, and in some cases, more
idiosyncratic criteria (like pillar 5—the noneschatological
Jesus), perhaps so that these kind of confessional statements
do not make it through, But as I noted above, this is fixing
the game’s rules so the outcome is determined before the
game is played. There is no history in this approach, only
an excessively critical kind of cniticism.

25For an imporiant summary of the impact of the stidy of
Jewish forms on the structure of gospel matenals, see E. Earle
Ellis, “The Historical Jesus and the Gospels,” Evangelium-
Schrifrausiegung-Kirche ed, O. Hofius (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr-
Sieheck, 1997), 94-106, esp, 101-04.

261 used the concordance listing of N. T. Wright, Jesus and
the Victory of God (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1996), 663-66. 1
only counted those texts where Jesus spoke and the Seminar
colored the saying. Split coloring led to a halved count. I did
not count Luke 22:29-30 as a Mark-Luke parallel, since it
appears in the Luke only list, which is where it belongs.
Percentages that follow were rounded off.

27Remember for all sayings of Jesus, the aggregate for red
and pink readings was 18%, while for Luke it was 27%. The
major movement in this case is that a few more sayings show up
as pink rather than grey or black.

28This test also shows how hard it is for singly attested
sayings to get through the critenia. -
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THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

books like Luke and Mark) and yel in a way that stiil
reflects Jesus’ voice. This option, it seems, is excluded by
definition. Does this exclusion really honor the ethic of
critical judgment and historical knowledge Hoover claims to
uphold? It seems, rather, to ignore a historical possibility.
Who is the traditionalist in this approach? One might argue
that a critical tradition is being recited like a mantra: the
zospels are the product of the early church (the second or
third Sitzen im Leben) without ties or connection to Jesus
(the first Sitz im Leben). The very point of my original
essay and its historical appeal to orality in Jewish culture
was 10 argue . that early church wording does not
automatically exclude connection to Jesus. Hoover’s
eitherfor is, for me, a both/and, My sense is that much
gospel material, far more than the Seminar suggests, has
this dual character.

The gospels themselves argue that the disciples did not
understand all that Jesus said or did. They candidly admit,

. even embarrassingly so in some accounts, that later events

helped them see what he was about and what he meant. This
duality means that a gospel writer has the choice in telling
his story historically of either telling us 1) what was meant
and perceived to be meant at the time of the utterance, 2)

what they came to see it meant as a result of later events or

3) to s0 mix the two that the ambiguity of expression might
allow the word play to continue to function in the account,
Hoover takes seriously none of these historical
complexities.

Take, for example, a term like son of God.2? This term

might conceal a mere elective relationship to God and not be

a unique confessional term at all. It could refer o a regal,

messianic figure. In the later church, it takes on even more

exalted significance. But what happens if the appreciation for
a term like this grew as Jesus’ ministry proceeded? I find
this quite historically likely. When Peter confesses Jesus at
Caesarea Philippi, I do not think he was thinking yet about
Jesus as the ontological second person of the Trinity. He
simply was acknowledging his view that Jesus was more
than a prophet and the one through whom God was working
to bring the realization of Israel’s promise. When the later
church attaches a more exalted sense to the term {in light of,
I might add, really unigue’events), it can be seen as a proper
extension of the original meaning in light of the vindication
they argued had taken place. As [ argued in the earlier essay,
some elements of history are retrospective and yet still

" historically connected to an original utterance3® A reading
- of - Peter’s--confession—can--exist—which—is---historicaily———

29Again I choose a “confessional” term, not because I have
a confessional, christological faith commitment to prove, but
because it is the best kind of illustration of the problem,
namely, the term might not have been confessional or as
confessionally exalted in its original context {or at least it may
not have been perceived that way) as it came o be. The
historical complexity is present and exploited in the ambiguity.
I think Son of Man functions similarly.

301 is the italicized portion of this sentence which Hoover
wishes to define as out of bounds at the start, but in a way that
short-circuits the full historical reality of what could be taking
place in the gospel tradition. These points need to be argued

- through careful study, not a priori defined out of existence.

B

sensitive 10 both the original setting of the historical Jesus
and 1o the later understanding of the church’s confession of
Jesus. 1 am defending the premise that, ir is more
historically sensitive to appreciate this nuancing, work with
it as a possibility, and look for this possible kind of linkage
than to define it out of existence a prior before one pursues
the discussion of the texts. It takes a genuinely critical
reading to see the texts and history this way. Both Hoover’s
oversimplified portrayal of my position and the position he
defends seem 1o me to be excessively one dimensional, and
thus historically uncritical. On one thing we agree, our two
approaches appear to possess an inherent impasse.

‘When all is said and done, one must explain historically
1) the phenomena of Jesus’ death as a regal or promise
claimant, 2) the portrayal of the disciples as having
stumbled their way through understanding Jesus during his
ministry, and 3) their resilient death defying faith after he
died. T ,

These three points are historical lodestones, whose
likelihood can be easily established. Only the most skeptical
doubt Jesus was crucified. Crucifixion must have been
through Rome for some social reason. Something of social
significance led the Jewish leadership to ask Rome’ to
execute him. The tradition which locates the cross’s titulus
as involving a messianic claim would be careless folly in 2
gospel written for Rome unless it had some base, as it
would only give Rome more cause to consider persecuting
Christians in a time when they were under pressure already.
It must be noted, because it was true. It took courage for
Mark to present this detail. .

Similarly, the embarrassment of the stumbling
portrayal of the disciples during Jesus’ ministry in Mark has
a ring of credibility about it, since most burgeoning
movements do not seek to “trash™ their current 1top
leadership without a compelling reason. The reason, of
course, is that it reflects the truth. (The fact that the other
gospels often soften this note show its likely credibility.)

Finally, ancient testimony is full of the recognition that
the early church had many heroic martyrs.

So we are left with two options, namely, the ones I
noted to begin this essay. The first is that the early church
made something out of Jesus that was never there in his
ministry (the Wredebahn). The second is that Jesus made
assertions about deliverance, promise and vindication which
fit into the first century Jewish setting, that chalienged that
setting enough to lead to his death, and that gave the

disciples.hope.when the tomb._showed up empty. I believe |

the second option is the more likely explanation, and that
for this reason the third quest, for all its varied expressions,

_ has much promise in helping us understand the historical

Jesus. In part for these historical reasons, I believe a more
credible case can be made for Jesus from the premises argued
for in Jesus Under Fire than can be made from the Jesus of
the Jesus Seminar. It is possible to be critical .in a
historically sensitive way, have faith, and make a strong
case for our access to Jesus. History stands on the side of the
gospets’ credible presentation of Jesus.

TR
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Title: An_Evangelical Christology: A Digest
Author: Dr. Bernard Ramm, Professor of Christian Theology

American Baptist Seminary of the West
- Berkeley, California

- Date:  Nelson, 1985. 229 pages

This work is a survey defense of historic, evangelical Christology. The orthodoxy of
Chalcedon is heartily defended as essential for the modern era.

Introduction

Historic Christology has affirmed the following:

(1) There is a true incarnation of the Logos, the second person of the Godhead.
This is an assumption of the divine personality of the eternal Logos, so that
they constitute, from the moment of the supernatural conception, one
undivided life.

(2) There is a distinction between nature and person in which nature denotes the
totality of powers and qualities which constitute a being; while person is the
ego, the self-conscious, self-asserting and acting subject.

(3) The God-man is the result of the incarnation. Christ is not a double being, nor
a compound being, nor a middle being, but he is the one Person of the Lord
Jesus Christ.

(4) In the incarnation there is not qualification or diminuation of either the
Godhead or the himanity of Christ,.but each retains its own integrity.

(5) It is a genuine hypostatlc union, which is a real, supernatural personal and

1nseparable union.

(6) The whole work of Christ is to be attributed to his person and not to the one or
the other nature exclusively.

(7) Jesus Christ exists only in an incarnation, and in this sense there is no Jesus of
Nazareth possessing an independent life of his own (the Anhupostaisa and

Enhupostasia). (pp 9-10).
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1. Christology at The Center

Evangelical Christianity is a continuation of historic Christology. Itis the Christology
of The Apostles’ Creed, Nicean-Constantinople Creed, Chalcedonian Creed, and Creed of
Athanasius. This Christology was attacked by Fredrick Schleiermacher and has been losing
ground ever since. "However, if there is a change in Christological doctrine, a change is
mandated in all other doctrines. Christology is so central to Christian theology that to alter
Christology is to alter all else." (p 16).

Basically there are two ways in which Christ can be present to the church & believer

~ today: (1) Risen or only (2) remembered. Ramm notes however: "To speak of Faith in a

dead Christ is impossible. A Christian cannot have a personal relationship with a totally

human Jesus who died & never rose from the dead." (p 17). Tillich & Bultmann admit no
such relationship is possible in their theology.

‘The attack on historic Christology brought to an apex in The Myth of God Incarnate
(1977) can be summarized as follows:

(1) It has been asserted that the Gospels are not substantial history, that when the
criteria of scientific history are applied to the Gospels not much survives, nor
is it possible to construct a valid biography of Jesus from the Gospels. -

-(2) The critics of the Gospels have applied various critical methods to the study of
the Gospels. They have concluded that most of the materials in the Gospels
are the products of elaboration, patching up, editorializing, and theologizing.

(3) Modern mentality is the product of many past forces and personalities. Some
of these trends include: skepticism in philosophy , the development of
scientific writing of history; the birth of psychology, sociology, and
anthropology; the growth of the sciences; and the spilling over of these into
technology and education that effects the masses. It is presumed that the
supernatural elements in the Gospels are the result of mistakes or
elaborations, or by some other process lost to us. !

(4) Theologians and biblical scholars do not do their work isolated from larger
S s e eonitexts-of-considerations:—Such-scholars-always-have-in-mind-some-larger———-———-
‘ view of the universe which has some bearing on their limited projects. To the
degree that Christian theologians and New Testament scholars are influenced
by the myth of evolution, to that the (sic) same degree they find it difficult to
defend historic Christology.

(5) The creeds of the early church were not attempts to reproduce simple biblical
‘teaching but were thoroughly permeated with Greek philosophical or
metaphysical concepts. If the New Testament and the creeds of later centuries
are so saturated with this Hellenistic vocabulary, then the New Testament and

2
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the creeds lose much of the traditional authority.

(6) There is a tyranny of truth in the New Testament. God has honored the name
of only one man whereby we can be saved (Acts 4:12). Further no person
comes to the Father except through the Son (John 14:6). This is in direct
conflict with so much modern mentality-religious or secular. Historic
Christology cannot but collide with the mentality of the Enhghtenment in its
toleration for all religious opinions.

(7) Both modern philosophy and modern science have moved away from attempting
to create grand philosophical schemes. Historic Christology comes in direct
conflict with this kind of mentality.

(8) The long-range effect of the moral philosophy of Kant has had its influence on
Christology. The tendency had been to shift theology away from dogmatic
concerns to ethical issues.

(9) Modern psychology has also created problems for historic Christology. There
are niew definitions of person, personality, and self-consciousness. Such new
definitions involve tensions with the older terms used in historic Chnstology

It has been urged that modern psychology makes it very difficult to iinagine
the nature of a person’s self-consciousness who is alleged to be both God and
man. Others have raised questions about Jesus’ sexual life and sexual
fantasies.

METHODOLOGICAL QUESTIONS
There are also questions of method.

(1) Which has the priority in Christology: the work of Christ or the person of Christ?
It is Bultmann in modern times who had argued most vigorously that
Christology should be limited to the benefits of Christ (the work of Christ) and
not be bothered with Christological speculations (the person of Christ).
Berkouwer affirms that it is the person of Christ that gives the work of Christ

12

(2) Does Christological investigation start wuh the earthly life of Jesus and from that
attempt to determine what might be special about Jesus (von unten-
Christology from below); or does Christology start with the eternal Son and

. follow his career from pre-existence to incarnation (von oben-Christology from
above)? Most New Testament scholars prefer the von unten approach.




(3) The most important decision in a method of approach to Christology hinges on

the following issue: has critical methodology in New Testament studies become
so technically sophisticated that only New Testament experts can write about
Christology? Ramm does assert: the issues in Christology involve so many

. disciplines and decisions that the final assessment is a combined philosophical

and theological decision. A theological decision without being informed by
current New Testament studies is not a responsible assessment; nor is the
assessment of the critical scholar who would ignore the inevitable

- philosophical, theological, and historical presuppositions in Christology.

(4) Another decision with far reaching implications is whether or not one accepts:

A, The historic thesis concerning the gospels integrity, or

B. The radical thesis: the Gospels are primarily the creations of the early
church communities and their scribes in which they reflect their own
trials and experiences, and working backwards from that some of the

authentic sayings and deeds of Jesus may be recovered.

(5) Since the Enlightenment, the historian i skeptical of all historical data on
principle and rejects outright all supernatural tales, This is proposed as radical -

difference in historical consciousness. It is not a matter of accepting or
rejecting things piecemeal, but it is an entire and radical difference in

- mentality. On the other hand it is argued that the gap in historical

consciousness is not all that gréat between ancient and modern historians. If
the radical critic is right, namely that the Gospels are church creations with
great elaboration of materials and deeply colored all the way through with
mythological materials, then historic Christology with all its topics is dead.

Such concepts as the pre-existence of Christ, incarnation, the virgin birth,
sinless life,- atomng sacrifice, bodﬂy resurrection, ascension to heaven, and
second coming are empty of meaning. All the great discussions about the
deity of Christ, the nature of the incarnation, and the universal significance

of Christ may have been learned, interesting, and vital in their times, but in

reality there was no substance to them. From this perspectlve historic
Chnstology was built upon many n:ustakes

13

2. Creeds and Christology

The amount of Christological materials produced by the church Fathers is enormous.

The Apostles Creed

(1) It is a confessional statement, a soteriological affirmation.
(2) It presumes the historical authenticity of the four Gospels.

4




(3) It confesses Jesus as "God’s Son and our Lord.”
(4) Tt also specifies what we call "the career” of Jesus.

The Nicene Creed

It was Arius (250-336) of Alexandria who placed the church in its first great
Christological debate. In two brief letters Arius declared that Jesus Christ is not the eternal,
unbegotten, uncreated Son of God, rather he is the first and most glorious of God’s creation
and therefore yet a creature. Athanasius (296-373) responded with On the Incarnation of
the Word, one of the classics of Christian theclogy. A later document is Bow traditionally
known as the Creed of Nicea. A document was read at the Council of Chalcedon as the
Creed of Nicea, which has also been called the Nicean-Constantinople Creed.

(1) In every way the creed affirmed the deity of Chiist so that no anibiguity could
remain. . ‘

(2) In order to state the deity of Christ in such a way that it could not be evaded by
the Arians, the creed said that Christ was of the same substance homoousios)
as the Father. The term homoousios was controversial in the church. It was
objected that it was not a biblical word. It has been charged that it is a
philosophical term.

(3) It has become so customary in this century to assert that the creed has been too
heavily influenced by Greek substance philosophical terms that the biblical
elements in the creed have been overlooked.

(4) The creed affirms the incarnation and the humanity of Christ. However it said
nothing about how the humanity and deity were related in Christ and therefore
left a problem unsolved. It took the Definition of Chalcedon to attempt a
statement of the relationship of the deity and humanity.

(5) Itis again in line with the Apostles’ Creed in being a confession about salvation.
The real issue at Nicea was: who can truly save us? The deity of Christ was
affirmed out of concerns of salvation. It was a conference of bishops from
churches rather than academicians. The incarnation was for us and our
salvation; ~Too much literature in Christology-focuses-on-Nicea-as if-it-were ——-———
a debate about Greek philosophical terms. There was debate about words, ‘
but the center of the debate was a great soteriological concern; namely, only
God can truly save us. '




The Chalcedon Creed (A.D. 451)

The Chalcedon Creed or Chalcedonian Symbol became the official creed of the
church with respect to the incarnation, which has been called two-nature Christology or
Chalcedonian Christology. The bishops at Chalcedon did not intend to add something new
to Christology but to clarify that which the church already believed. The bishops were
pastors in the church seeking to say something for pastoral concerns. Further, their use of
language was not meant to be technical in a philosophical sense but practical for pastoral
concerns; namely the confessional material of baptismal candidates.

In a summary way the creed or Definition said the following: (1) Jesus Christ on his
divine side is God undiminished; (2) Jesus Christ on his human side is man undiminished;
(3) he was sinless in his life; (4) he was born of the virgin Mary; (5) there were two natures
in the incarnation; (6) in the union of the two natures there is no con\fusion, no change, no
division, and no separation-the famous four adverbs; (7) the union of the two natures in no
manner compromises either nature; (8) there is the one person of the Lord Jesus Christ.

This "two nature" Christology has been under severe attack since the middle of the
nineteenth century. The major objections (1) it is not biblical; (2) it is a case of Greek
substance philosophy intruding into Christian theology and confusing the Christian gospel;
(3) it represents a nest of psychological problems created by two natures existing in the
commor territory of one body and one consciousness; and (4) it stated the problem but did

" not resolve it. In defense we respond:

(1) The issues raised and debated at Chalcedon were not problems unique to the
church in the fifth century; they are within the New Testament itself. It is not
maintained that the New Testament reflects the language of Chalcedon but

- rather the kinds of issues Chalcedon spoke to are to be found already on the
pages of the New Testament.

(2) Ttis not accepted by all scholars that Greek substance philosophy and its terms
corrupted patristic Christology. Macquarrie writes:
Christian doctrines were not conformed to the mould of
already existing terminologies, but terms already
available were adopted into Christian discourse and given
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new meanings: -

(3) If a theologian believes that an incarnation is impossible or that it is dated
mythology then any defensive statements of Chalcedon will make no
impression. If one accepts the incarnation of God in Christ then he already
has the scriptural affirmation that it is a mystery (I Tim. 3: 15-16). -

(4) The definition is a great affirmation of the incarnation. It stands as the limit of
‘ Christological speculation; not the complete clarification of the incarnation.

6



(5) There is a sense in which the creed states the problem but does not solve it.

(6) There was also the passion at Chalcedon to preserve the psychological unity of
Jesus Christ.

(7) The creed is not the end of reflection on christology.
The Athanasian Creed

. It is not known who composed the Athanasian Creed, but because it sounds so much
like Athanasius’ thought it has been attributed to him. '

(1) The creed has had a difficult time in the past two centuries because of its
damnatory clauses. For example it reads in article 2: "Unless a man keeps it
in its entirety inviolate [the Catholic faith], he will assuredly perish eternally."

(2) The creed places Christology in the context of the doctrine of the trinity.

(3) The Christology of the creed is important on two scores: (1) it states in a brief,
clear, and lucid manner the sum of ecumenical Christology to the time of its
composition; (2) it includes the career of Jesus. We are not saved by the
person of the God-man per se, but by the God-man who suffers, who dies, who
rises form the dead, who sits at the right hand of the Father, and who will
come again,

3. The Deity of Christ

The affirmation of the deity of Christ has been the central assertion of historic
Christology. However, in the debates of the twentieth-century liberal theologians were
willing to speak of the divinity of Jesus but not his deity. There was a small minor report
at the time of the Reformation. The Socinians in Poland with the Racovin Cathechism of

" 1605 challenged the orthodox tradition. There was also the earlier case of Micheal Servetus

(1511-53). The deity of Christ began to be systematically denied at the time of the
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Enlightenment.
DIRECT AFFIRMATIONS OF THE DEITY OF CHRIST

(1) There are two basic stances about the New Testament and its Christology.
There are the evolutionist who believe that the Christ of New Testament
Christology evolved from an original, historical Jesus who is radically
different from the later Jesus of Christological speculation. There are the
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developmentalist who believe that from a primitive Christological core the
high Christology of the New testament developed. This means that the later
Christology is the result of the logical implications of the original core of
Christology.

(2) Appeal can be made tospecific texts which according to our best knowledge of
the Gréek of the New Testament affirm the deity of Christ. Romans 9:5,
Hebrews 1:8, John 1:1, John 1:18, John 20:28, Titus 2:13, 2 Peter 1:11, 2
Thessalonians 1:12, Colossians 2:2, John 17:3, 1 John 5: 20, James 1:1, 1
Corinthians 8:6, Colossians 1:15, 2 Peter 1:1, Revelation 12:19, and Acts
20:28. : ' ' '

Indirect evidence of his deity may be also marshalled: (A) Authority (B) Lordship
over the Sabbath (C) Acceptance of Worship (D) Summons to believe in Him (E) Miracle
worker.

Although the pre-existence of Christ has been a standard concept in the history of
Christology in recent years, it has been attacked or interpreted in an unexpected way. (1)
It was a method common to that cultural epoch to indicate how important a person was.

(2) The expression means that God always had Jesus in mind from all eternity for his role

in the kingdom of God. (3) Finally it has been explained as a myth.

Hengel argues for the pre-existence of Christ on the grounds that it comes very early
in Christian thought and is certainly not that of an inflated mythological concept. It is a
concept even earlier than the virgin birth and must therefore be a Jewish rather than a
Hellenistic concept. Hence pre-existence is part of the protology ("first things") or the
theology of beginnings.

Bultmann actually inflated the concept of myth. In Bultmann’s employment of the
term in his interpretation of the New Testament, virtually every doctrine of historic
Christology is designated as a myth. One must suspect a methodology which results in such
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4. The Incarnation of God in Christ

At the time of the Enlightenment in the eighteénth century the deity of Christ and
the incarnation came under attack. During the nineteenth century the attack was enhanced
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radically, and a whole series of so-called "lives of Christ" were produced. But a real turning
point in the methodology of Christological research was initiated by W. Bousset. In his
famous book Kyrigs Christos (1913) he attempted to explain the person of Christ by a
detailed study of contemporary literature in order to show how Christology emerged out of
the sociological mix of the first Christian century. In other words Christology is not a matter
of careful interpretation of New Testament passages but rather a ransacking of the religious
and philosophical concepts of the times in order to root out the meaning of New Testament
words or concepts as they were understood in the first century.” Hence he founded the
"History of Religions" school of research.

(1) R. Bultmann endeavored to interpret much of the content of the New Testament
by a general appeal to the current terminology that was prevalent in the
culture in which the New Testament was written, and more particularly to
define much of it as myth. According to C.S. Lewis, his assessment is that
Bultmann does not really know what a myth is. According to Lewis a myth
can break out into history.

(2) The church traditionally has seen 2 Corinthians 8:9 as a metaphorical way of

- speaking of the incarnation. Inrecent interpretation of the verse the meaning

is shifted away from the incarnation to a statement of a more ethical nature.

. But the traditional interpretation of this verse was based on a true instinct
about the incarnational meaning of the text.

(3) Biblical interpretation, as with all other interpretation, does not compel a person
to accept a given interpretation. The options are open. Recent commentators
have attempted to circumvent the strong incarnational implications of key texts
so that they read otherwise. We would raise an ad hominem observation and
ask what there is about current New Testament scholarship that wishes to
reverse the historic interpretation of these verses.

(4) Another series of texts do not specifically state an incarnation but make sense

only if an incarnation is assumed. These verses speak of the Father sending
the Son into the world or of the Son coming into the world.

position to know the meaning of Holy Scripture, and it seems odd if that
assumption is chalienged.

Such a mentality focuses its attention upon problems, difficulties, and imponderables. -

It desires a religion which has not mystery, no supernatural, and nothing transcendental.
Therefore the incarnation is not a magnificent drama to be affirmed in joy but a doctrine
too imponderable to believe. It is a modernized, secularized, positivistic mentality
which has lost the capacity to wonder.. It reflects the human effort to reduce a three
dimensional universe into one or two dimensions.

9
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Ramm moves on to discuss the possibility of incarnation (pp 52-55), note the new
kind of Kenotic Christology and the ensuing debate (pp 55-57), and develop the themes of
an incognito Christology (pp 58-59). Personal or impersonal humanity is also addressed (p
60). '

Leontius of Byzantium (sixth century) reasoned that if Jesus were a man, he must
also be a person. The oddity of two persons in one body is alleviated by saying that the
human person was included in the person of the Logos (enhupostasia, meaning in-personed).
The personal life of Jesus in his manhood lived "within" the personhood of the Logos.

The other solution was to affirm the fully humanity of Christ but affirm that the
humanity had not yet come to personhood, hence, anhupostasia (or impersonal).
Theologians are saying that both affirmations are true, for each makes a valid point.

Enhupostasis seeks to emphasize the undiminished humanity of Christ. Anhupostasis
emphasizes the uniqueness of Christ in the incarnation, for there would have been no Jesus
of Nazareth if there had not been an incarnation.

I would simply add that all that man is being in the image of God would have been
in the Logos became flesh. '

5. The Virgin Birth
Various options are noted:
(1) Authentic material was preserved by relatives & friends.

(2) The material is myth reflecting the manner in which important people were
exalted at that time.

(3) Brunner interprets the Virgin Birth as an attempt to give a biological expfanation
of the incarnation. He accepts the incarnation but rejects the virgin birth.
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(4) R. Brown affirms the Virgin Birth, but believes that birth narratives of Matthew
1 and Luke 1 are later church refiections and therefore non—historical.

(5) The Virgin Birth is a myth in common with the first Christian Century.
The most common theological justification for the virgin birth is that it provides for
Christ’s sinlessness. Barth connects it with the incarnation understanding Isaiah 7:14 quite

literally. Xt is a word about divine grace and human helplessness.
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In summary historic Christology affirms the virgin birth for the following reasons: (1)
In that inspiration, revelation, redemption, and incarnation are of one piece it follows that
in the providence of God record was provided for the birth narratives; (2) that the
inspection of the documents shows the probability of the existence of a historical core to
these birth narratives so that they cannot be viewed as totally the product of early church
scribes; (3) that the church from the earliest of times believed the virgin birth part of the
doctrine of the incarnation and therefore part of vital church confession; and (4) that the
virgin birth is not a part of Christian gospel or kerygma but part of a healthy dogma. (p 73).

| 6. The Humanity of Christ

His humanity enables us to comprehend our own humanity (Barth). ‘A Christian
anthropology can be constructed only from Christology. Yet in discussing the incarnation,
we are without analogies.

Christ’s life was a sinless life. But, was it possible for him to sin?

(1) It has been affirmed that metaphysically he could not sin

(2) It has been affirmed that it was a moral impossibility for him to sin.

(3) It has been affirmed that it was morally necessary for Jesus to have the possibility

of sinning. Ramm opts for genuine temptations but a position that Christ
could not have sinned.

7. From the Cross to the Return of Christ -

Jesus knew death as part of human alienation ffom God. Therefore, it was a fearful

_prospect no matter the manner of death. , Emphasis in the New Testament falls not in the

quantity of suffering but the quality of the one suffering.

Concerning the resurrection Ramm notes:
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. In the resurrection Jesus Christ makes a transition from a state of humiliation
to a state of glory. He becomes God’s Lord and Christ.

The New Testament witnesses that, after the third day of the crucifixion, Jesus Christ

:o'se from the dead in a body. Yet, it was not the same body of humiliation but an
"eschatological" body-a body for eternity.

11
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The difference among New Testament scholars about the resurrection are many and
they are severe. There is some consensus on the following points:

(1) There is a fullness of references to the resurrection in the New Testament, |
making it one of its most important themes.

(2) There is no easy harmony of the accounts of the resurrection.

(3) There are reasons to believe that I Corinthians 15:3-7 is the most primitive
account of the resurrection in the New Testament. :

(4) The methods used to discredit the resurrection accounts employed in the
nineteenth century are considered dated and replaced by more sophisticated
methods of gospel criticism.

“(5) The cross is more than a revelation of the fullness of obedience of Christ. Its
meaning is not exhausted in its triumph over death. As part of the gospel it
is also a great theological event. '

VIEWS OF THE RESURRECTION ' !

(1) Those who hold to historic Christology believe that Jesus Christ rose bodily from
the dead on the third day. Those who believe in historic Christology are also
very wary of attempts to spiritualize the resurrection and thus rob it of its
status as the victory over death.

(2) Other New Testament scholars believe that God did truly exalt Jesus Christ as
Lord and Savior after his death. But this was an exaltation of his person
which did not involve Jesus’ body. God gave realistic visions of Jesus to the
disciples. '

(3) Bultmann has a very individualistic view of the resurrection. A vicarious death
for the sins of the world is a mythological concept and so is the resurrection

existence. Jesus was buried and there his body corrupted.

(4) Other New Testament scholars influenced by Bultmann approach the resurrection
differently, although all agree (Kasemann, Marxsen) that the resurrection .
accounts are historically botched witnesses. It is claimed that the accounts
themselves, properly sifted, revealed how the resurrection narratives came into
existence. First there is the reported seeing (Sehen-an inward psychological
interpretation and not the objective seeing as in the perception of an object)
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of Jesus among the disciples. From the Sehen of Jesus is deduced the
conviction that Jesus lives. From the belief that he lives it is further concluded
that he lives bodily. From his bodily existence the resurrection narratives are
constructed in order to account for a bodily resurrection.

However from this interpretation a negative conclusion is not necessarily
drawn. The resurrection has existential force. Kasemann calls it the faith of
the post-Easter community.

For those scholars who deny the bodily resurrection but still believe that there is a
message which stems from Jesus, the pattern of interpretation has hardly changed in more
than a hundred years. First it is conceded on scientific, historical and critical grounds that

the bodily resurrection of Jesus cannot be accepted as historical fact. Then something is.

- located in Jesus' teaching and ministry that has enduring worth or divine significance and
that constitutes the message of the Christian church. Usually it is some version of the
kingdom of God.

(5) W. Pannenberg stands out uniquely in his belief in the resurrection of Christ. He
is not in the comservative or evangelical camp, but he does believe in the
bodily resurrection. '

(6) A distinction between the Easter Event and the Easter Faith cuts across many
different versions of the resurrection accounts. The Easter Event is the bodily
resurrection of Jesus which gave rise to the Easter Faith. This has been the
stance of historic Christology. |

A PRIMITIVE WITNESS

I Corinthians 15: 3-7 is considered the most primitive witness to the resurrection in
the New Testament.

(1) Paul uses traditional language in this passage.

(2) The omission of appearances to the women is odd. Thus this list may be an
official list or a "court trial list". |
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(3) The use of the word "appear” is a remarkable one. In the Septuagint it means
a revelation of God in which God takes the initiative. -

~ (4) The startling text also implies that the early church accepted the appearance of
' Christ to Paul as a valid resurrection appearance and not a vision.

~ (5) The chapter puts the empty tomb in perspective. A tomb may be empty for many
reasons. Jesus could rise from the dead for only one reason-the power of God
(Rom. 6:4).
13




THE BODILY RESURRECTION

Those who believe in the resurrection of Christ differ in their understanding of its
historical nature. ‘

(1) Basically the evangelicals argue that the bodily resurrection is a solid historical
event. The resurrection took place in space, time, and historical sequence like
any other event of history. It can be reported again with the same objectivity
as any other event in history.

(2) The other group focuses on the uniqueness of the resurrection. It is an event in
which this world order is intersected by the eternal world order. The
eschatological has dipped into the ordinary course of history. Therefore the
resurrection must stand some measure apart from the ordinary writing of
history. Barth has been the most sustained defender of this view.

THE RESURRECTION AND CHRISTOLOGY

Historic Christology does not see the resurrection as only a matter of defending
against its factual denial. To the contrary the main emphasis is on the role the resurrection
plays in Christology:

(1) The resurrection is part of the gospel and therefore part of what must be believed
in order to be saved {ct. Rom. 10: 9-10, I Cor. 15:3-7).

*(2) Paul writes that the greatest enemy of humankind is death. The rule of
Christ shall end the rule of death. The victory of Christ overcomes the sting
of death. The hope of the believer is in the risen Lord. If the bodily
resurrection of Jesus is denied then there is no victory over death. The last
and final enemy of the human race is victorious, not defeated.

(3) That Christ is not only the divine sufferer but also the .triumphant victor has
always been a theme in Christian theology. The risen Savior is also the
Conqueror. There can be no Christus Victor if Jesus was not raised from the
dead. : '
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(4) The resurrection is also part of the exaltation of Christ

THE ASCENSION
The ascension of Christ bas been a central part of historic Christology. The direct
affirmation of the ascension and the texts which imply the ascension are very many. Yet,

curiously the accounts of the ascension of Christ defy a set chronology. In I Corinthians 15:
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3.7 Jesus seems to come from heaven for each appearance although the passage does not
mention the ascension. John 20: 17 suggests that the day of resurrection was also the day
of ascension. Luke places the ascension after forty days of appearances, and the church
calendar has followed Like’s version of the ascensiom.

Jesus ascended into a cloud: he is not pictured as ascending endlessly upward. In
Scripture clouds are one of the symbols of the apocalyptic and the eschatological. The cloud
then means that Jesus made a transition from this world of space, time, and materiality into
the sphere of heaven. Barth is perhaps right in affirming that the resurrection of Christ, the
session of Christ, and the return of Christ are one doctrine.

THE SESSION OF CHRIST

After Jesus’ ascension into heaven, the New Testament affirms that he was seated
at the right hand of the Father. This is called the session of Christ.

The Intercession

The first and most obvious deduction about the session of Christ is that he enters into
his intercessory ministry.

Cosmic Christology

In his session at the right hand of the Father, Christ begins his reign. Christ reigns
until all enemies are defeated. This interpretation and the final victory of Christ he called
_ cosmic Christology. Christ is Lord of Israel, the Lord of the church, the Lord over all
demonic forces, and the Lord of the cosmos itself. ‘

The Session and Eschatology

There are certain affirmations which all who believe in historic Christology have in

24

(1) According to Philippians 2:9-11 Christ shall one day receive universal adoration
as Lord.

(2) Christ shall reign until all the enemies of God are conquered, including death (I
Cor. 15:20-28, Rom. 8:9-11). : :

(3) The reign of Christ is universal and cosmic in that the cosmic order is recreated
(Rev. 19-20). Although Christians may differ over the details of eschatology,
15




they all unite in affirming that the human story is not over until there is a new
heaven, a new earth, and a new Jerusalem.

The Intercessor

The book of Hebrews is the richest with materials about the intercession of Christ.
His intercessory work is set within the imagery of the tabernacle, priesthood, and offerings
of the book of Exodus: (1) The Son of God became incarnate in the flesh so that he could
‘experientially know what it was like to be a pilgrim in this world (Heb. 2:14-16). (2) He is
first of all a Savior in that he offered up himself for the salvation of his people (Hebrew
9:11-28). (3) The place of intercession is heaven itself, the true tabernacle (Heb. 6:19-20,
. 8:1-2). (4) The basis of his intercession is his experience of temptation and suffering (Heb.
' 2:19, 4:14-16, 5:7-10). (5) He has a powerful priesthood for he ever lives to make
intercession (Heb. 9:11-28).

THE RETURN OF CHRIST
In historic Christology future things are believed for two reasons: (1) it is a matter
of divine revalation; (2) the end of history so revealed is the logical development of what the

Christian faith has said of events in the past and of the current experience of believers and
the church.

The return of Christ is part of the total range of redemption and salvation.

The following elements are of significance with regard to the return of Christ and

Christology: '

(1) It is the breaking out of the reign of Christ into the open, which began at his
session and is therefore part of the vindication of Christ.

(2) As affirmed in the creed of Nicea the second coming or return of Christ

| (parousia) establishes the kingdom of God, finally, openly, and for all eternity.
The doctrine is therefore part of the doctrine of the kingdom of God and the
church. '
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(3) The salvation began in the believer by faith in Christ (justification) and continued
in this life (sanctification) reaches its perfection (glorification) at the return
of Christ, _

(4) The return of Christ is also the time of eternal salvation and eternal judgment.

(5) It is the day of the universal recognition of the Lordship of Christ as announced
in Philippians 2:9-11. It has been properly said that the kingdom of God has
come, is coming, and will come. There is some truth in the claim that Christ
was prophet in his earthly ministry as the teacher or the rabbi; that in his
atoning death and its benefit Christ is a priest, and in the future reign and
victory of Christ, Christ is king.




8. Title Christology

Although the researchi in title Christology is diverse, scholars tend to fall into one
of two caraps: (1) The roots of title Christology are to be found in Jesus himself. Or (2) the
titles were thus projected backwards into the mouth of Jesus or his disciples.

EXAMPLES OF CHRISTOLOGY

A common assumption in current New Testament studies is that the Christian church
‘spread out into three different cultural-geographic circles. The three circles are: (1)
Palestinian Judaism; (2) hellenistic Judaism; and (3) hellenistic Gentiles. However this is

not accepted by all New Testament scholars, for the opponents of this three circle theory
believe that no such neat Christological circles existed.

" (1) Logos:  Possible Hellenistic and Semitic origins. Cullmann argues that John 1:1-3 is
a deliberate echo of Genesis 1:1, and therefore Logos must have a Semitic
origin. Logos has the sense of a word endowed with reason. The name Logos
was used as a bridge from the Christian faith to the Greco-Roman world.

(2) Son of Man:

" "Son of Man" is the most complex title in current New Testament

studies. The data of the title in the New Testament: (1) it occurs eighty
times; (2) the expression occurs in all the fundamental source

documents.of the Gospels, so_it.is.not the preference of one writer; (3)
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it is a title Jesus may have applied to himself; (4) the title appears in
no creed; (5) John's gospel has a special Son of Man theology; and (6)
the title defies any systematic representation.

Marshall remarks that there is no interpretation of the title Son of Man
without problems. (1) The title has its origin in Daniel 7:4 and other
materials growing out of the Old Testament, such as 4 Bzra 13 and 1
Enoch 37-71. (2) The Gospels shed new light on the content of the
title by speaking of the suffering, dying, and rising of the dead and of
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the Son of Man as the foundation of the kingdom of God. They also
speak of the Son of Man coming in glory. (3) It has the most support
among the titles as the title Jesus might have used for himself. (4) It
is an expression which raises Jesus above the rank of rabbi or prophet.

‘And (5) it is apparently a transition title, as it is not found in the

Epistles and the church creeds.

(3) Messiah, Christ: The title Christos occurs 529 times in the New Testament, with 379
of them in Paul’s writings. The title raises a number of issues: (1) What
was the current rabbinic understanding of a Messiah? (2) Did Jesus
apply the title to himself or one of his disciples, or is it a title the early
church gave him? (3) Why did the title change from that of a name

for a coming person to that of a proper name? (4) Is there any claim

by Jesus to the title from the accusation he bore with his cross? And
(5) what effect did the resurrection have on this title?

From the discussions of this title we can summarize.

(1) The ‘foot of the title is the Old Testament and more specifically the

messianic materials. Hence there is both continuity and discontinuity

in the picture of Jesus as the Messiah with Old Testament materials
about the Messiah. :

(2) We believe that the term of Messiah would not have been given to Jesus
unless there was a basis for it in Jesus’ own lifetime. ‘

(3) There is a good measure of truth in Pannenberg’s assertion that the
resurrection of Christ both clarifies and certifies the titles of Jesus.
The resurrection of Christ seems to have firmed up the title of Christ.
(4) The meaning of the word Christ as an office or an expected individual

becomes a proper name for Jesus in the New Testament.

- (4)mLJord:w.mm(_l_)lIfhe_Greek,w,or.d,for_lord,fkurios,has_aﬁg.r,e,atmnumb_qrmof meanings similar
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to the English word lord.

(2) In I Cor. 16:22 the Aramaic word for lord is used (mari) in connection
with Christ. This means that Jesus was called Lord very early in the
history of the church.

(3) In common with other titles there could have been a pre-resuirection
meaning of the term and a post-resurrection one.
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(4) From confession and worship as Lord the name then borders on a

(5) Son of God:

confession of deity, or actually becomes such a confession. Jesus Christ
was called Lord in solemn confession, and Christian worship began to
crystalize around the word Lord as applied to Jesus. '

Marshall has presented the options. (1) Jesus used the title himself
and claimed that he was the Son of God sent into this world for human
salvation. (2) It is a title imported from hellenistic thought and
signifies the myth of the divine man. (3) Behind the title Son of God
was a more primitive title, which in turn was changed to the Son of
God:; or else it was a term which expressed Jesus’ special relationship
to God. (4) In the process of the development of the early church’s

.Christology, the title Son of God emerges as one of the titles that was °
thought fit for Jesus. '

From the standpoint of historic Christology the foHowing observations
may be made about the title Son of God:

(1) The title is so honorific and important that it is debatable
it any church scribe would have given this title to Jesus without
any claim to the title stemming from Jesus.

(2) The title is a messianic title similar to Son of Man. It has its
historical roots in the baptism of Jesus.

(3) Although previous writers interpreted the title to mean Jesu§’
special sense of sonship or filial piety, that interpretation is too
mild. It is clear the when the expression Son is used the title
means a special Son of the Father. '

(4) Just as the resurrection heightens the meaning of most titles
it heightens this one. If Christ's special sonship was obscure
before the resurrection, it is clarified by the resurrection.

where in so many instances the expression the Son is used rather
than the Son of God.

(6) According to Kasper, the confession of Jesus as the Son of |

God is the hallmark confession of the Christian church.
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CHRISTOLOGICAL HYMNS

Delling says that there are no complete hymns but fragments suggesting that they
were part of a hymn. The data about Christological hymns are not firm.

The "official" list of hymns treated by Sanders is: Philippians 2:6-11, Colossians 1:15-
20, Ephesians 2:14-16, I Tim 3:16, I Peter 3: 18-22, Hebrews 1:13, and the Prologue of John.

Certain things stand out in reviewing these hymns: (1) In that hymns are confessional and

liturgical they reveal the kind of Christological affirmations made by the early church.

(2) Because the hymns are earlier than their citation in the New Testament they are then
more primitive than the New Testament. (3) The hymns cannot be arranged in any order
of theological progression. They represent "Christological explosions” in the early church.
(4) The rich Christological content of the hymns suggest that very early in the history of the
church, the church in praise, worship, and liturgy had a very high Christology. '

CHRISTOLOGICAL CONFESSIONS

Some confessions are the essence of brevity being directed toward a very specific goal
such as "Jesus is Lord" or “Jesus is the Christ". Other confessions speak of the redemptive
activity of Christ. Others are binarian.

(1) From its very beginning the church was a confessional community.

(2) The Trinitarian confessions of the later 'church'are already both directly and
indirectly in the New Testament.

(3) These confessions reveal that to be a Christian meant (among other things} one
must confess his faith. Confessions grow out of the baptistry even though
later on they become more church confession than baptismal confession.

9. Christology and Criticism

29

Historic Christology is based on the historical reliability of the Gospels.” 'If the
criticism of the Gospels shreds them into a pile of historically unauthentic materials, then
the case for historic Christology is lost. There is no question that redaction criticism of the
Gospels has produced a crisis in historic Christology.

A THEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
We do challenge the notion that New Testament studies have become so techmical

that only New Testament specialists may have the only voice in Christology. It is our thesis
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that the final assessment in Christology must be a theological one. The reasons for this
follow, » :

(1) We are all philosophers.
(2) All historical writing involves a philosophy of history.

(3) Specialization can have an inhibitory function on the decisions of the scholars.
A given "fact" is always in a circle of closely related facts, which in turn are
in circles of other facts. This means that Gospel criticism is also involved in
a circle upon a circle of facts. The critic who isolates out one mode of
‘investigation and grants it a status of independence is not clarifying the case
but obscuring it.-

This leads us to the following statement: "The mentality of the believer in
historic Christology is a confessional mentality; the mentality of the gospel

critic is a problem-centered mentality.” It boils down to this: The Gospels are |

the witness of God to the redemption of the world through his incarnate Son
or they are a collection of documents posing fascinating problems for historical
and literary research. But it is not a case of criticism or 1o criticism. New
Testament scholars who hold to historic Christology engage in critical studies.
Nor is it a case of belief or unbelief. :

APOSTOLIC CONTROL IN THE EARLY CHURCH

Historic Christology is based on the assumption that there is a substantial historical

connection between Jesus and his disciples, between the disciples and the early church, and .

between the early church and the New Testament.

To the contrarv. the modern critical assessment of the New Testament denies this.
Modern critical New Testament scholars attempt to open up an enormous gap between the
historical Jesus and the New Testament! documents. E. Kasemenn writes: “We can no longer

assume the general reliability of the Synoptic Tradition about Jesus.”

- -rIvtvhasrrbeenvsaid-thatﬁifvthewradicalﬁscholars"are.mrightfthemthe_ydisciplc‘sﬁwg_r_e raptured
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to heaven on the day of Pentecost. The claim that Jesus’ message and mission were non '
mythological, yet the framing of the same in the early churches is thoroughly mythological,

is an undigested thesis. :

 Is Paul's Christology thinking totally mythological? In FPaul’s speeches and
converstations in the book of Acts, Paul speaks of the saving death of Christ and the bodily
resurrection as factual assertions that is, not as myths. When he speaks of the resurrection of
Jesus he frames it as a historical event. There is a difference between a myth and a mistaken
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notion or factual enderstanding. Paul may have been wrong about factuality of the resurrection;
he was not wrong in understanding it as a claim to be a factual event in history.

Another problem about the mythological transformation of the mission and message
of Jesus is the matter of possible written accounts and the sheer powers of memory
possessed by people at the time. Written documents and excellent memories would be a
check on the mythological elaboration of the mission and message of Jesus.

With a well-remembered tradition, and with a copy of a notebook possibly from, for

example Matthew, it would be difficult for the critical theory to maintain itself. To put it

“in theological terms, there was an apostolic control over writing the Gospels, even though
it may be difficult to chart.

The radical thesis is breathtaking. When the radical critics list the numbering of
things that we really think we know about Jesus, it is a very small list. The thesis asserts
great elaboration of the tradition in the first sixty years.

However, even the sixty-year can be shortened. If Paul started writing about:

authentic Christology in the church about the year AD 50, the period is cut to twenty years,
If I Cor. 15:1-7 is taken very literally-we have the Christology of the church but a few years
after the death of Jesus. It must be further noted that things moved much slower in that
day in terms of transportation, cormmunication lines, means of publishing, and distribution
of materials. :

Every year the period of elaboration is reduced makes the critical theory that much
more fragile. It is our conviction that the time period is too short for such a great
‘elaboration to have taken place.

Martin Hengel argues for an unbroken sequence of the teachings, ministry, and
claims of Jesus to the writings of Paul. -

INFLUENCE OF HELLENISM ON THE NEW TESTAMENT

- = — —Jt-is-not-contested-the-there-were-hellenistic-influences-in-Palestine. - The-question —— .

is how pervasive it was.

Frances Young argues that an incarnational belief was in the air around New
Testament times. Many of the concepts used by Jesus were common in that period. She
modestly claims that she has not demonstrated that the belief in the incarnation rose out
of such a set of concepts but that it would not be surprising if it did.

Their is no need in historic Christology to -presume that the writers of the New
Testament miraculously in every way escaped their culture. But the point is that if other
22 :
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writers of that period can transcend culture, why not the writers of the New Testament?

Barth thinks that Bultmann has a definite theological-philosophical grid and
Bultmann will believe only what filters through the grid. Bultmann, having accepted this
critical grid, can never hear what the New Testament is saying. In other word, Barth reads
the New Testament as a document with its own integrity and the right to speak for itself.
Bultmann reads it as a document that is profoundly determined by an ancient world view,
and it can only be heard through a thorough critical investigation. ‘

THE EARLY CHURCH AND CHRISTOLOGY

‘The early church did not compose its own Christology; it received it. Unfortunately,
soine believe that Christology rests on a mistake. The early church said things of Jesus that
should not be said by any man. According to Wiles, Knox, Bultmann, and others the early
church wrote its own Christology. Their mistakes were innocent and sprang from good
intentions, but they are still mistakes.

The bodily resurrection of Jesus was not invented, fabricated, or devised; it, rather,
“developed naturally out of the time and needs of the early churches. These claims were
made by the early church and reflected backwards to Jesus These Christological
developments came innocently and were not instances of deception or fraud.

This may be an improvement over some of the opinions in the nineteenth century,

and we should grant that recent criticism preserves the innocence of Jesus and the early
church scribes. ' Nonetheless the conclusion is the same: the church wrote its own |
- Christology. |
|

It follows that the church created its own image of the Savior. There was not only
elaboration in the early church about the titles of Jesus but also the work of Christ. The
images of salvation in the New Testament must also be ascribed to church creation. The !
early church rewrites its Christology and its soteriology. :

Evangelical New Testament scholars know that the composing of the Gospels was
- perhaps acomplex matter. But it is the-belief of those-who-hold-to histeric Christology that
the Christology of the New Testament has its origin in Jesus Christ himself and the early |
church did not write its own Christology. The Christology of the New Testament develops
consistently out of the Christology of Jesus Christ himself, and is not an evolutionary process
resulting in a Christology in the Gospels far different from whom the historical Jesus was
and claimed. '




DEGREES OF PROBABILITY

All literary theories are probability statements: and as one theory is based on another
the probability of such a theory decreases. This means that New Testament studies work
with probabilities. It does not mean that scholarship should be less vigorous but only more
humble.

All work in biblical criticism from the most radical to the most conservative is subject
to these limitations. It would be heaithier all the way around if the limitations of critical
work were recognized. Walter Wink charges New ‘Testament scholars with having a "Guild
Mentality." ‘

HISTORICAL INTEGRITY OF THE GOSPELS

Historic Christology is built upon the belief that the Gospels are historically
substantial. '

(1) Historical information about Jesus outside the New Testament is scant.

(2) The chronology of the life of Christ among the Gospels is so different that no
sketch of his life can be made in the serial order of events.

(3) However a lack of sequence in the Gospels does not mean that there is no
historical substance to the individual events. The fact of so many variations
among the Gospels is not new. It is true that the composers of the Gospels
were Christians and wrote from a Christian perspective. But all historical
writing is partisan. In that history can be written only as there is a selection
of events, the partisan element enters. The real issue is whether the partisan
commitment thoroughly distorts the writing of history.

In history of historic Christology the impression has been given that the four Gospels
were based on solid historical materials in such a way that we have four versions of the life
of Christ each with a ring of solid, hard, historical factuality.

- - —Ac-the~church-spread-different -traditions- of-J esus,his-teachingsand his.deeds

followed along the different routes. The notion of a “"school of Matthew" and a "school of
Mark" and a "school of Luke" and a "school of John" is possibly a sound one. It specifies
perhaps how the different traditions of Jesus radiating out from Jerusalem took on
particularized forms. ‘

The Gospels are primarily witnesses with authentic rootage in history. They are
-authentic impressionistic scenes. There is no exact chronology in the Gospels but great
freedom of arrangement, The message is in the pictures, images and scenes of Jesus and
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not in the chronicling. That is why there is so much variation in details of events, parables
speeches, ect. among the Gospels.

Seen from this perspective the Synoptic problem allows that:
(1) There is a richness in the witness of Christ as seen in the four Gospels.

(2) There was great adaptability in the early church in its mode of witnessing as it
spread out into the Roman Empire.

(3) The Synoptic problem is also a commentary on the route of the traditions about
Jesus as the church spread into the Roman Empire.

(4) The important concern of the Gospels is their witness to Christ given in images,
scenes, dramatic events, speeches, and encounters with a diversity of people.

The Gospels are gospel. They are witnessing, confessing, and theological documents.
If they were not that there would be no gospel. Therefore the Gospels have a strange
historical impress, for at the same time they are history and sermon; event and message...
a foot in history and a foot out of history; the natural and the supernatural in the same

paragraph.

JESUS IS NECESSARY TO CHRISTOLOGY

Theologians with other types of Christology claim that their theology would not be
endangered by an undermining of the Gospels. In our opinion all those theologies which
would survive if it could be shown that Jesus never lived or that the details about him are
trivial are versions of Hegelian Christology. The Hegelian theologians taught that there was
a distinction to be made between the Christ idea and the Jesus of history.

" Tillich thinks it is necessary that there appear in historical life one person who
perfectly manifests New Being under the conditions of historical existence. Next he argues
that if criticism shows that Jesus never lived all is not lost. There remains the hard datum

~of Jesus-as-New. Being. . e e
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Bultmann says that if critical investigation eventually proves that we can know
nothing of the historical Jesus, then nothing is changed. He reckons there is not too much
historically valid about Jesus in the Gospels

It can be said that scholars like Know, Tillich, and Bultmann pale at the historical
risk. Historic Christology is pledged to the historical risk. Historic Christology boldly takes
the risk of history, for only in our space, in our time, and in our historical sequence of
events can an event occur which is the redemption of the world '

25




JOHN'S GOSPEL
John’s gospel is a paradox to any writer on Christology.

(1) It has long discoursive passages and conversations all with much theological
content that is not matched in the Synoptic Gospels. ‘

(2) It reveals meticulous knowledge of Palestinian matters, such as peoples’ names,
peoples’ relationships, customs, geographical sites, numbers of things, precise
movements of peoples, etc.

(3) It makes rich use of abstract nouns such as world, darkness, sin, truth, life, death,
resurrection.

(4) Its conceptual language, which came as a distinct surprise to scholars, is closer
to that found in the Dead Sea Scrolls than the other Gospels.

(5) It is very sharp in its attitude towards the Jews and is called by some an
anti-semitic gospel.

(6) Its concept of miracle as sign is different from the Synoptié Gospels as well as its

many references to glory.
(7) It records the dramatic raising of Lazarus

(8) It reflects some kind of encounter with a philosophical mind (logos?) or
hellenistic mentality far beyond anything found in the Synoptic Gospels.

Some of the theories about the nature of John's gospel follow.

. (1) It has been claimed that the many speeches found in John’s gospel given by Jesus

' are either a series of asides spoken to John or materials that the other gospel
\writers failed to include in their gospels, which John in turn adds to his gospel
to fill out the record.

(2) 1t has been claimed that these are the words of the Risen Christ to John. -

(3) Raymond Brown believes in the core. of the gospel as the work of John but
postulates five rewrites of the gospel.

(4) Barrett still remains with the thesis of the first edition of his commentary that a

"school of John" gathered in Ephesus and it was such disciples who in consort
wrote the works attributed to John.
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(5) Clement of Alexandria said that John wrote a spiritual gospel. He would say that
he wrote a “"theological gospel." He wrote to reframe the original Christian
message to make it most effective to his audience in Ephesus.

Johr's gospel is a paradigm of creative missionary preaching and teaching. It took
a theological genius to bind his faith to the historic Jesus of Palestine and at the same time
to reframe that original message for the people of Ephesus.

10. The New Quest for
the Historical Jesus

- From Reimarus to Wrede (1859-1906) a number of lives of Jesus were written.
Albert Schweitzer’s verdict was that these lives were a failure. The writers of such lives
were reconstructing Jesus in their own image. Schweitzer believed that the eschatological
element in the Gospels was not some Jewish excess to be ignored but the very key to the
historical Jesus. : : '

There were a number of assumptions in this historical quest such as: (1) the Gospels
reflect a highly developed Christology; (2) as historical and factual documents the Gospels
are suspect; (3) the miraculous events and many of the theological claims in the Gospels are
contrary to what a modern person may accept: and (4) some sort of critical methodology is
necessary to work through the Gospels and discover what is historically authentic.

However due to the thought of Bultmann a new crisis arose over the historical Jesus.
Bultmann makes a severe division between (1) existential statements and (2) objective or
scientific statements. Each territory is separate from the other, and each is autonomous.
There is one point of overlap, and that is the event of crucifixion. It is a paradox because
at the same time it is a genuine event of history and the event of world salvation. That
which appeals to faith and decision belongs to the existential. The criticism of the Gospels
is a scientific matter; the kerygma within the Gospels is an existential matter.

Kerygmatic and existential matters of the New Testament do not conflict with critical-
scientific studies because they are compartmentalized. Theology so understood is concerned

with the existential - meaning of the New Testament:~ Because-there 1is-this-severe- division - -

of the existential from the critical and scientific, nothing of the critical, scientific or historical
authenticates faith, nor even helps to authenticate faith.

Faith is defined as an existential decision. It cannot be verified by that which is non-
existential. Neither history nor more critical investigation can validate faith or give us more
assurance of faith.

Bultmann does not believe that establishing historical facts about Jesus makes the
. kerygma any more believable. The scientific cannot shore up the existential. Bultmann
28
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limits the interest of the kerygma as far as history is concerned to the event of the cross.
He speaks of the Dass or thatness of the cross. In an effort to widen the base of the
Christian faith one of Bultmann’s most able students, Ernst Kasemann, delivered a lecture
which in turn was printed. The essay opened up the new quest.

There are three things that the students of Bultmann wanted to do in correcting their
mentor: (1) to think through their common assumptions; (2) to clarify their problems; and
(3) to correct any onesidedness.

Kasemann was careful to asset that the new quest would not fall into errors of the
old quest. Bultmann did not approve of the new quest by his former students. Existential
matters and historical matters are separate, and it is impossible to shore up an existential
kerygma with more data on the historical Jesus.

THE NEW QUEST AND HISTORIC CHRISTOLOGY

Historic Christology recognizes no distinction between the Jesus who actually lived,
the Jesus as reported in the Gospels, the Lord Jesus Christ of the letters of the New
Testament, and the Jesus Christ of the Christological creeds.

The New Testament witness to Christ is rich, but there are certain beliefs that
underlie all the diversity in the New Testament.

The believer in historic Christology has a vested interest in the new quest for the
following reasons.

(1) The interest in the outcome of this quest is of maximum interest to the believer
in historic Christology because the issue is much more than academic. If God
did not become incarnate then there is no salvation as the church historically
understands salvation.

(2) The believer in historic Christology is committed to an extra dimension in his
understanding of history. Historic Christology cannot be defined within the

positivistic assumptions will produce a Jesus far different from the Jesus of
historic Christology.

Any theory about the historical Jesus is at the same time a revelation of the
scholar’s view of history. The positivists have as much intrusion of theological
and philosophical materials into their description of the historical Jesus as they
presume in those of the other camp. '

28 §

37

T vstmcture,,of_a..fpositivistic,,.writingw..offhistory.w..mA‘.vnew quest _carried. onby . ...




(3) Contrary to the positivistic mood that governs gospel criticism and the new quest,
the believer in historic Christology cannot dispense with the category of the
supernatural. To profess to be Christian and also be naturalistic is to assert
a contradiction.

(4) Historic Christology presupposes the biblical doctrine of sin. One cannot discuss
Christology apart from the necessity of propitiation.

~ (5) Historic Christology always vigorously defended the complete humanity of Christ,
yet that needs reaffirming in light of the historical quest.

THE METHODS OF THE NEW QUEST

The new quest grows out of the old quest. Certain assumptions are those of the
former quest. Advance is principally in newer methods of gospel criticism.

(1) History of Religion: The method carries with it the presupposition of the strong
influence of Hellenism on the scribes who wrote the New Testament and the
further presupposition that the New Testament is much more the revelation
of the life of the early Christian communities than a historical account of the
life of Jesus. It changes biblical interpretation from the theological exposition
of the text to a sociological commentary on the origin of concepts.

(2) Form Criticism (Formgeschichte): Form criticism is based on the premise that
a culture preserves its heritage by putting the various items of it in certain
literary forms or genre. Examples of these forms are as follows: Paradigm-A
brief, epigrammatic saying of Jesus followed by the reaction of the onlookers;
Tales-Stories of the miracles of Jesus; Legends-Stories of Jesus birth and
infancy; Myths-The transfiguration; Exhortations-The teaching materialsinthe
Gospels. .

This means that the Gospels are in no sense a biography of Jesus but
documents stitched together. Form criticism reduces the Gospels to necklaces.
< = — e Each-form-is-artificially- linked-to-the next form.. .. .

The task of the New Testament researcher is to identify the forms and attempt
to reconstruct the situation in the early chiirches which would create the
demand for such a form.

Limitations of form criticism are as follows: (1) There is no common
agreement among scholars about the list of forms; (2) the assumption that
there was a period of oral tradition before anything was written is gratuitous;
(3) it cannot be established that there were such church scribes who were
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doing this kind of elaboration; and (4) efforts to find parallels in non-biblical
materials may be more harmful than helpful.

(3) Source Criticism: The attempt to discover what written sources were used in the
writing of the Gospels. Markan priority plus a Q-source is the most popular
theory.

(4) Tradition Criticism: It is presumed there was a period of oral tradition.
Tradition criticism is a study of the phenomenon of oral tradition and as it
could apply to our understanding of the formation of the Gospels. The most
controversial feature of tradition criticism is the criteria of authenticity, There
is no accepted list of such criteria. Scholars vary somewhat but.the
‘agreements are much more than the differences. Five criteria of authenticity:

(1) If a saying is dissimilar from Jewish or Hellenistic traditions it could be
authentic.

(2) If a saying seems to be primitive, that is, something before the formation.
of the post-Easter church, it could be authentic. '

(3) If a saying agrees with material already judged authentic it can be assumed
to be authentic. :

(4) If there is convergence of materials in the three Gospels it could be
authentic.

(5) If the saying seems to be Aramaic or Palestinian it could be authentic.
In reviewing the literature on the criteria of authenticity certain
presuppositions are obvious; (1) The basic premise is that the Gospels are
untrustworthy as historical documents until proven otherwise. The Gospels
are assumed guilty of historical untrustworthiness until proven historical. This
- skeptical approach must not be overlooked nor underrated. (2) The other
presupposition is that the materials which historic Christology so values are
all mythological. (3)Itis difficult to counter the assertion that something can

-be granted to be authentically from Jesus, if it can be.shown to be irrelevant

or trivial. ('m not sure what Ramm means by point three).

(5) Redaction Criticism (Redactionsgeschichte): This means to edit something for
publication. Redaction criticism is the most specialized and most controversial
method for study of the Gospels which has developed after World War I It
is closely associated with Composition Criticism. "Redaction is the conscious
reworking of older materials in such a way as to meet new needs. It is editing
that creatively transforms." It involves close attention to the theological
convictions of the editor. '
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Redaction criticism presumes four stages from Jesus to the finished canonical
Gospels: (1) the original sayings and -deeds of Jesus; (2) the elaborations in
“the period of oral tradition; (3) the emergence of the documents assumed in
source criticism; (5) the final editing or redacting of these materials into the
canonical Gospels.

(6) Content Criticism: The critical investigation characteristic of biblical introduction
must also apply to what a text teaches. The issues in content criticism broke
out fiercely between Bultmann and Barth. Bultmann saves the worth of an

- ancient text by restating its meaning in modern existential concepts. This
‘means that unless we use content criticism we will believe things in the New
Testament no modern person should. According to Barth this procedure
determines ahead of time (a priori) what the text may say. Barth’s position
boils down to accepting the kind of picture of Jesus we have in the Gospels '
or agnosticism about the historical Jesus.

THE NEW QUEST AND MARTIN KAHLER

(1) Kahler wrote, the most important thing about the Gospels is the powerful picture
they paint of Jesus; and that faith was independent of the results of historical
research. Tillich latches on to both of these ideas.

(2) Bultmann finds other things to his liking in Kabler. First he likes Kahler’s
emphasis on preaching and the Christ in the center of preaching. Bultmann’s
theology centers on the Christian kerygma. Bultmann does not believe in 2
historical atonement or a bodily resurrection from the dead but in their
existential counterparts in preaching (the cross being the end of unauthentic,
worldly, fleshly, etc., existence, and the resurrection being new, authentic life,
the life of obedience, the life of openness to the future). Preaching in
Bultmann's theology almost reaches the point of becoming charismatic and
sacramental. Further, Bultmann likes the distinction Kahler makes between
scientific history (Historie) and theologically interpreted history (Geschichte).

from the lordship of critical scholars. Second, Kahler refuses to divide Jesus
up into the historical Jesus, the preached Jesus, and the Jesus of the history
of Christology. '

(4) W.G. Kummel sounds a necessary note of warning. Kahler makes the message -

of Jesus free from the threat of any historical judgment. There cannot be
serious faith in the importance of Jesus Christ if he does not have some
contact with history, and if there is contact with history the judgements of the
historians cannot be excluded. Historic Christology has always insisted that
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the incarnation pledges its believers to the risk of history. Otherwise the

gospel becomes moral exhortation (as it really is in Harnack), or existential
New Being (Tillich), or a lesson in existential authenticity (Bultmann).

(5) The most sympathetic treatment of Kahler is by C.E. Braaten. His thesis is that
Kahler shows the impossibility of any meaningful quest for the historical Jesus
either by the old questers of the nineteenth century or the new questers of the
latter part of the twentieth century. That is for the new questers of the latter
part of the twentieth century. That is for two reasons: (1) the Gospels do not
contain the kind of data from which any sort of biography can be written; and
(2) the Gospels are absolutely unique because there is no historical in an
incarnation. The two thesis interlock. '

SUMMARY

(1) Historic Christology is based on the historical integrity of the Gospels. The
Gospels are confessional materials but they must have rootage in history.

(2) Historic Chrlstology does not call for an end of critical studies. Critical studies
cannot be stonewalled. Nor does historic Christology regard the divine
1ns_p1rat10n of the Gospels as a source of refuge from critical theories.

(3) Historic Christology does not rule out the notion that the church helped produce
the Gospels. The church is both the recipient of the gospel and the evangelist
of the gospel.

(4) Historic Christology believes in the contmulty of the historical person of Jesus and
the New Testament documents. There is not enough time for the historical
teachmgs of Jesus to be so transmuted into a theological Christ, as is the claim
in much criticism.

(S) Historic Christology behcved that the disciples lived on in the church for many
years, and therefore critics cannot develop theories which would be possible
only if the apostles were absent from the church

(6) HlStOI‘lC Chnstology affmns that Paul is an 1mp0rtant pcrson for Chnstologmaf

studies.

(7) Historic Christology concedes that the Gospels are not biographies in the modern
technical sense, but the Gospel materials do reflect authentic history.

~ (8) Historic Christology believes the Gospel not only convey to us teachings of Jesus -

and words of Jesus but also reveal to us the kind of person he was.
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(9) Historic Christology believes that it is an odd thesis to affirm that the Gospels
tell us more about early church history than they tell us about Jesus Christ and
his public ministry.

(10) Historic Christology does not believe it is based on a mistake; a mistake that
claims the early church was over-impressed by Jesus and converted him into
Lord and Savior, and in the creeds as God the Son. To the contrary the New
Testament witness is the true reflection of who Jesus Christ was.

(11) Historic Christology does not believe that the New Testament is highly tainted

with myths. Myths can be saved from being the sort of thing impossible for

a modern person to believe by two suggestions. (1) A myth gives genuine

.insight into the nature of reality. It is ontological, which is a means of

expressing something that is true in human experience. (2) Myths can have
historical roots. They need not be timeless truths.

11. Historic Christology
in the Twentieth Century

- RECENT CHRISTOLOGICAL THOUGHT
1. Liberal Christianity

Schleiermacher is recognized as the father of liberal theology. Schleiermacher does
not build upon an interpretation of biblical Christological passages but commences with a
philosophical scheme. Man feels absolute dependance upon God then has a God-
consciousness. The feeling of absolute dependence and God-consciousness are the same.
Sin is the disturbance of this God-consciousness.

Christ is interpreted within this pattern. Christ had an undisturbed God-
conscicusness. He is a divine type. He has in his personality a power to arouse 2 similar
God-conscious in us through the event of preaching. He is boldly called our Redeemer by

Schleirmacher. Christ’s sinlessness is a comment on his ability to maintain his God-~ """

consciousness undisturbed. His sufferings and his death reveal that firmness of his God-
consciousness, for he maintained it unchanged until death.

Schleiermacher excluded from his Christology everything in the New Testament and
historic Christology which did not fit this pattern. Some of the items that were so excluded
were: the deity of Christ, the pre-existence of Christ, the virgin birth, the atoning death, a

. bodily resurrection, the ascension, and the return of Christ. Also excluded were the
Christologies of the Creed of Nicea and the Definition of Chalcedon.
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Schleirmacher criticized both the New Testament and historic Christology. Miracles
could not happen. In a sentence, Schleiermacher stands at the head of both modern or
liberal Christology and the attack made upon historic Christology.

John Macquarrie thinks that Schleiermacher’s opinions prevailed over historic
Christology. He notes three items in which Schleiermacher’s opinions were accepted: (1)
that Christ as a truly human person replaces the Christ of a divine incarnation; (2) that
Greek vocabulary be dropped from Christological discussions; (3) that our faith in Christ
be based on experience and not on the historical credibility of the Gospels which, as a
matter of fact, historical criticism was eroding away.

An odd question in Christology is, Was Jesus a Christian? For liberal theology, Jesus
_Christ was the first Christian. Historic Christology affirms that Jesus was not a Christian.,
He is the Savior, the Lord. He stands apart from sinners as their Redecmer. The first
Christian is the first believer. '

- 2. Existential Christology -

Kierkegaard is regarded as the founder of existential Christology. Both Bultmann
“and Tillich are deeply indebted to Kierkegaard’s existential thinking about Christ, with
additions from Heidegger.

Heidegger had used the terms authentic and unauthentic. These terms can be
roughly retranslated into faith and sin. Tillich retranslates them into New Being and Non
Being. Salvation is to move from Non Being to New Being. Jesus as the Christ is Jesus as
~ the one person who lived the authentic Christian life (or New Being) in the changes of
history. But an existentialist Christology arouses various apprehensions in a follower of
historic Christology. The first apprehension is the same that we have with process
Christology, namely a philosophy intrudes itself too deeply in' Christian theology.

There is no genuine interpretation of the Christological texts in Tillich. But jumping
from New Testament texts to modern existential concepts is not an adequate interpretation
of the New Testament. ' |

- -~ - - Finally, there is no-Savior. - In-Tillich’s system the.offense of the cross has ,Vanished,, S

justification by faith has been reduced to the modern psychological concept of self-
acceptance. ,

The historical Jesus is dispensable; that which is forever is our discovery of our own
self-understanding through the encounter with some Symbol of transcendence.

43




3, Process Christology

The process philosophy of Whitehead has created two waves of process theology in
American theology. Out of the second wave has come D.R. Griffin. Griffin claims that
Whitehead’s philosophy, while denying all supernatural events, nevertheless admits of special
events, even a supreme event. He attempts to show that Jesus is God’s supreme event, as
it were, or God’s decisive revelation.

First, it is clear where Griffin will not stand. He rejects the bodily resurrection of
Christ, any strong doctrine of divine revelation, any doctrine of divine inspiration, and
anything supernatural. Second, Whithead receives nothing short of adulation. Griffin runs
the risk of making Whitehead look better than Jesus.

" The principie logical flaw in his exposition is that from only natural resources Griffin
attempts to make Jesus in some sense absolute. From relativities one cannot derive
absolutes.

Finally, those who accept historic Christology must reject the distasteful pretension
that in reality what the church has lived by through its many centuries has not been historic
Christology but Jesus’s vision of reality. But it is even more distasteful when the impression
is that the only believers in historic Christology today are young, uneducated, misguided neo-
fundamentalists and charismatics.

John Cobb’s Christology in Christ in a Pluralistic Age, is a radical departure from
historic Christology. There is no deity of Christ, incarnation, sinlessness, virgin birth,
atoning death, bodily resurrection, nor return of Christ. Cobb freely states from time to
time that historic Christology is an impossible position for him, even though at other times
he tries to keep tradition. B

Cobb’s Christology is based on the concept that God is at work in each of us as a
lure to coax us on to being better persons. Cobb does not use the expression "better
persons,” preferring a more philosophical concept of "creative transformation.” This activity
of God in human persons Cobb labels as the Logos or the Christ. However, this Logos or
Christ activity going on in all persons came to a unique manifestation in Jesus.

The similarities here with Schleiermacher’s notion of the continuing power of Jesus'

personality to affect people should not be overlooked. The Logos as the principle of
creative transformation came to a unique manifestation in Jesus.

In the assessment of such Christology the following may be briefly said:
1. There is the same problem in Cobb as with Griffin. Whitehead threatens

to come out looking better than Jesus.
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. He attempts the usual rescue mission with its resulting Christology of the
paradigm. He grants the radical conclusions of current New Testament
critics and then attempts to salvage something for Christology from the
authentic scraps which remain. Soon another Albert Schweitzer will
write a summary of the New Quest for the Historical Jesus showing that
the New Questers were guilty of the same errors as the Old Questers.

. His solution to the Christological issue is essentially Hegelian. Namely
Jesus is the incarnation of the Christ-idea.

. Tn a mumber of instances Cobb states that he cannot believe something in
historic Christology because it is based on substance philosophy and not
process philosophy. But he never asks the questions: what do New
Testament texts state? Historic Christology claims its roots are in the
New Testament and not substance philosophy.

. Cobb is to be commended for setting oﬁt his logical knots. His Christology
is only as good as his solution of these logical problems.

. He makes the kingdom central to Jesus’ teaching and mission. That is
always (or usually) the case when historic Christology is given up.

. He has a severe problem by assenting to pluralism as a fact of our times
and yet making Jesus unique. '

. Cobb also gets into severe problems of a logical nature when he speaks of
how full the Logos was in Jesus. There is no conceivable basis that
Cobb can know that "Jesus existed in full unity with God’s present
purposes for his life" or that "Jesus was fully open to the Logos."

. Again as in Griffin there is the patronizing attitude that what the church

really believed was not the impossibilities of historic Christology but
some version of process Christology.

historic Christology ought to give up its vocabulary. When the
incarnation of God in Christ is denied all such terms lose their
meaning. If Jesus is really dead in a Palestinian grave we ought to
admit the implications flat out.
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10. We come back again to Brunner’s observation that those who give up

4, Paradigm Christology

A paradigm means a model, a pattern, or an example. It involves an important
methodological shift, which if not understood leaves the Christology blurred. The shift is
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from (1) Jesus as the one exhibiting something unique or paradigmatic in his life to (2)
Jesus as the theme of Christian preaching and object of Christian belief in virtue of this
paradigmatic something. Jesus as the man of authentic faith becomes the Jesus as preached
in the church and hence the object of our faith.

Jesus may be made paradigmatic in one of the following ways:

(1) He exhibits that which God expects of humankind.

(2) He exhibits faith in its truest meaning.

(3) He aligned himself with the poor, the socially outcast, and the oppressed.
(4) He exhibited a special filial piety.

(5) He exhibited a special nearness to God.

" (6) He dared to speak with the authority of God.

(7) He was uniquely the Man for other men.

(8) He was God’s agent for introducing the kingdom of God.

(9) He is the model case of the life of God in the life of all people.

(10) He was totally transparent to God or totally dedicated to the will of God.
(11) He was a completely authentic existential person.

(12) The will of Jesus was identical with the will of God.

(13) It is the cause-of-Jesus that carries over from J esus to us.

(14) Jesus loved as no other person loved.

(15) Jesus believed what he believed unto the death of the cross.

(16) Jesus had an unprecedented intimacy with God.

(17) Jesus was the most Spirit-filled of all people.

(18) Jesus was God’s representation and representative.

(19) Jesus is the paradigm of openness to God and willingness to be transformed.

There is one logical flaw in all paradigmatic Christologies: in logical terms each one
is built on a foundation of sand. Yet from this foundation of sand an absolute claim is
made for Christ. Paradigm Christology raises certain serious issues which apply also to
process Christology and the Christology of religious liberalism. '

- (1)-How can Jesus Christ in any sense be a person with universal saving significance

if historic Christology is denied? Defenders of paradigm Christology have
surely undermined any possible universal significance for Jesus Christ.

(2) How can one avoid the dilemma that, by declaring one human being who is only
man as having universal significance for the salvation of all people, one is in
danger of lapsing into idolatry?

(3) If Jesus is dead, he is dead with all his claims. To pretend that Jesus lives on in
some sense, in any sense, Nicholson call the primitive hangover.
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Kasemann pleads: "There are no grounds for lapsing into a defeatist

skepticism; there are at least some things about which we can have maximum
certainty and which free us from the necessity of judging the faith of the
community to be arbitrary and meaningless." Yet how can Kasemann speak
of Jesus as the Lord of the church, or Cobb describe him as the Logos, or

~ Marxsen appeal to the Cause of Jesus (Sadhe Jesu) if Jesus is dead?
Nicholson is right as far as he goes. If Jesus is dead we ought to be rid of a
notions of a "primitive hangover,” an afterglow, or a continuing powerful
personality and the like. Admittedly, historic Christology may be wrong, but
its logic is right in its understanding of the continuing power of Jesus Christ
in the church and in the world: Christus Victor!

5. Liberation Christology
We are limiting it here to Latin American Christianity. All their miseries could be
summed up in one word: oppression. And if there is one word which sums up the Christian
response, it would be liberation.
(1) The development of Christology in the Patristic period, the Reformation period,
cerebral, too abstract, and too divorced from the sufferings of life.

(2) Jesus Christ is seen primarily as the Liberator.

(3) Jesus Christ is seen as a political rebel.

: (4) The picture of Jesus'meek and mild" can be painted only by neglecting the full
: picture of Jesus in the Gospels. , :

(5) The cross and the resurrection are not to be seen in a narrowly individualist
manner as the means by which we are each saved. Rather they are to be seen
in the context of liberation from oppression.

(6) 1t is a von unten Christology. Christology must commence with the historical life

| : _ shaped already. It is in the historical J esus that one can see Jesus’ concern
for the poor, the socially outcast, and the politically powerless, that is, Jesus’
QWL praxis.

(7) The kingdom of God and Christology mutually interpret each other. The

kingdom of God is interpreted as the gradual (or sudden!) transformation of

this wicked world order into the order of God’s justice and love.
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and the post-Reformation period is seen as too philosophically oriented, too .

- - -~ —of Jesus since all other points of beginning are too.abstract or t00 theologically
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We list a few of our doubts concerning a Christology of liberation.
(1) It represents an excessive reaction to the regional situation.

(2) The second concern is with the centrality of praxis. The concept of praxis means
that only those in a situation know the dynamics of the situation and therefore
are the only ones qualified to make decisions But it has always been
unhealthy to exempt any movement from the moral, factual, historical, and
ethical scrutiny of its opinions. One other item that makes us restless with the
concept of praxis is that it derives from Marx. |

(3) Chalcedon cannot be so readily discarded as being too abstract or too
philosophical. As we have already pointed out more than once, the issues of -
Chalcedon are in the New Testament itself. '

6. Post-Auschwitz Christianity

M.B. McGarry has summed up the reaction of Christian theologians to three recent
developments: (1) Hilter’s effort to exterminate the Jews and the issue of anti-semitism; (2)
the emergence of the state of Israel; and (3) recent rabbinic studies which show how Jewish
Jesus’ background was. Among the key issues discussed are: (1) did historic Christology
have anything to do with the persistence of anti-semitism, which was a large factor in
Hitler'’s thought; and (2) how does the Christian concept of the finality of Jesus Christ relate
to our understanding of the Old Testament and of the Jewish people? Some of the
important matters emerging from McGarry’s survey follow.

(1) The relationship of the Christian church to the Jewish people, the synagogue, and
the Old Testament is complex.

(2) The church has commonly taken a supersessionist view, which means that the
church replaces Israel as the people of God. Hence the New Testament itself
has been called an antisemitic book.

. (3).-Opposite . the - supersessionist _theory are various dialogical theories. ~ All
supersessionist language is to be avoided. R

(4) The two-covenant theory is that God has really two people (Israel and the
church), under two covenants, each to go its own way with mutual respect
through history. :

(%) 'Ihé Jewishness of Jesus is to be clearly set out in our Christology to show how

seriously the church understands its roots in the Old Testament, in Judaism,
and in the synagogue. '
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(6) All church documents, hymnology, etc. are to be purged of antisernitic statements.

(7) The most difficult problem of all for Christians is how to understand the finality
of Jesus Christ. If a theologian denies supernaturalisin one cannot accept the
traditional Christian view of the relationship of the Testaments. However as
articulate Christians we must face the scandal of affirming that the Old
Testament comes to its central intention in the person and work of Jesus
Christ. Only in Jesus Christ can we decode the intent of the promise character
of the Old Testament. '

7. Critically Reconstructed Christology

By a critically reconstructed Christology we mean a Christology that accepts in
general the current methods of New Testament studies and some of its conclusions but seeks
to maintain some continuity with historic Christology.

Schillebeeckx and Kung both are Enlightenment men. Both believe that a theologian
must come to terms with modern critical studies of the New Testament as a condition of
voicing opinions in Christology. Both men believe that they are trying to save the gospel
for this age. Both are influenced by European and Third World versions of liberation
theology. Finally, both believe that the von unten approach is the only option for modern
theologians (even Roman Catholic ones). Both suffer from a serious ambiguity. Expositions
come through in popular language as double-talk.

8. Christology and Mysticism

Among the most famous of the Christ-centered mystics is Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-
1153). However, a more articulate Christology of mysticism is found in James Stewart’s, A
Man in Christ. . It is built upon the Pauline expression, in Chirist. It is a union which can
only be understood mystically. :

9. Rgfg{afional Christology

One of the major Christological treatises of the times is Wolfhart Pannenberg’s

('1968) Jeus-God and Man. His system is a complex tapestry of elements from Old

Testament scholars, New Testament scholars, and Hegel. All that Jesus claimed for himself -

and taught of the kingdom of God is ambiguous until the resurrection; then all is clarified.
He discounts the critics of the New Testament for being skeptics rather than historians. He
discounts the historicist veto by saying that all historical events were unique and therefore
the uniqueness of the resurrection cannot count against it. He objects to Chalcedon for he
says one cannot join two substances-an unbelievable literal interpretation of the Definition.
Rather he seems to defend a progressive incarnation.
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We experience difficulty with Pannenberg’s inconsistent methodology. At times he
cites the biblical text; at other times the key thought is from Hegel. He rejects the virgin
birth and accepts the bodily resurrection.

Pannengerg should be classified with Christologies of the future, though he like
Moltmann is also difficult to classify. The latter has been classified as a Word theologian,
a futurologist, and a theologian of liberation. To interpret the cross and resurrection in the
motifs of liberation is certainly strained exegesis.

THE RATIONALE FOR HISTORIC CHRISTOLOGY

Modern Defenders

Historic Christology has one overriding passion and that is to have a doctrine of
salvation that really saves. It is only God who can save. Christ took total humanity in order
to save the whole person. The person and work of Christ "co-inhere." Christologies which
come short of historic Christology present a Christ who cannot truly save. He may be a
spiritual catalyst, a model, a paradigm, or a divine man, but he is not a Savior.

A reductionist Christology is any Christology which comes measurably short of
historic Christology. Reductionist Christology does not deal with such absolutes as saved
or lost, heaven or hell, redeemed or unredeemed, natural humanity or spiritual humanity.
It locates the offense of Christianity in its challenge to the "life style" of modern people.
Reductionist Christology thus unburdens the church from defending the absurdities bound
up with historic Christianity and enables the church to preach a more modern, more
relevant, and more believable Jesus.

(1) J.S. Lawton (1947) argues that modern reductionist Christologies are new in the
church. These Christologies may be more right than the historic Christology
but the point of Lawton is that they are not the faith of .the prior Christian
centuries.

|

(2) The Christ of reductionist Christologies was buried and his body corrupted. The

(3) Paul presents the greatest conquest of Christ the risen Lord and Victor to be that
of death (I Cor. 15:26). A reductionist Christology may have a message which
enables us to face death with courage, but it offers no conquest of death.

(4) Reductionist Christologies state directly that the church really did not understand
Jesus properly until the nineteenth century or more likely the twentieth.

(5) The most serious defect of all reductionist Christologies is that they do not have
a Savior who can save.
41
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The Christian Hope

The Christian hope is Jesus Christ as crucified, as risen, as reigning, and as coming
again. But that hope has been eroded away in the minds of many theologians by modern
science and modern philosophy.

That a person has an immortal soul has been attacked by Hume. To Bultmann hope .

is openness to the future, which means living a life of radical obedience to love. There is
no hope centered in the return of Christ. To Tillich, eternal life is the present quality of
Christian experience.

The basic motif of the theologians of hope is that our future is not determined.

Those who believe in the hope of historic Christology do not demean the necessity of the

quality of eternal life in our present existence. But these are not the Christian hope itself.
Only in historic Christology is there the greatest hope for the human person.

It is only in historic Christology that the great hope of the church in the victory,
return, and reign of Jesus Christ our Lord is maintained. All modern denials of that hope
. or alternate versions break with a tradition from the Apostles’ Creed to the Barmen

Declaration. -

CHRISTOLOGY IN THE CHURCH COUNCILS

" (the resolution of trimnitsrian relationships
and the hypostatic union of Christ)

ERROR_AGAINST CHURCH POSITION ERRORS AGAINST

DEITY HUMANITY
Arius Nicea, 325
*{Christ is a {(Christ is Eternal

created being)

and truly God)

Constantinople, 381 Apollinarius
(full manhood of Christ (dominant logos
is affirmed) over the humanity)

Nestorius Ephesus, 431
(Christ is two (unity of Christ's
natures in a personality is
mechanical union) affirmed)

Chalcedon, 451 _ Eutyches o
(orthodox Christology (divine nature
established: two natures shallows up the
in. one person) human nature)
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Expounding the Great Christological Texts

Draniel L. Akin, Dean of Stdents/Associate Professor of Theolopy, Southeastern Baplist Theological Scninary

of resolution at thetr annual convention,

allirmed the “biblical teaching
concerning e unigueness of Jesus Christ
as the sole and sufficient Savior tor ali
persons who have fived or ever shall be.” It
was noled thal such a stalement was needed
because “the Christian church is now
confronted with various schemes of univer-

In June 1993 Southern Bapiists. by way

salism, radical pluralism, theological -

inclusivisim, and religious relativism, all of
which call into question the clear teaching
of Holy Scripture and historical Baptist
~ belief in the particularity and linality of the
revelation and salvilic work of Jesus
Christ.”

Whal is it that drives Baptists and
evangelical Christians lo make such strong
stalements of theology and (aith? | believe
the answer can be found not only in “the
clear (eaching of the Holy Scriplure™ in
general, but in the great Christolugical texts
in the New Testament in particular. [ make
reference (o the quintessential quartet of
John 1;1-18; Phil 2:0=11; Cotb 1:43-23: and
Heb [:1-3. _

The clear exegesis and exposition of
these [our passages are he hedrock lounda-
tion of an orthedox Christology. Both his
person ([ull deity and perfect humanity) and
work (sacrifice and atonement} are glori-
ously expounded in these texts, though it is
his person Lhat is more strongly empha-

sized.
' What we think and believe about Jesus
afTects ail aspects of our theology: what we
think about God, the Bible, and salvation,
for example. If we are 1o think correctly,
that is biblicatly, about Jesus. these {our

great texts should be taught clearly, consis-

tently, and courageously withoul
compromise or apofogy.

What might four exposilory sermons
on these great texts look like? What would
be an accurate assessment of their theme
and emphasis? 1 would like Lo propuse Lhe
folfowing for consideration of how (o pet af
these passages in preparing to proclaim
them Lo the people of God.

A sermon on John 1:1-18 might be
titled “Jesus Christ: The God of
Incarnation.” Such a sermon would declare

that as the Word of God Jesus powerfully
preexisted ([:1-5). was prophetically
witnessed (1:6-9), was personally rejected
(1:10-13), was permanently incarnated
(1:14), is properly exalted {1:15-17). and
that he perfectly communicated {1:18).

In this text emphasis is placed upon
Jesus as coeternal, coequal, and consubstan-
tial with the Father (1:1-3). Hc is the
perlect embodiment of God revealing
himsell (o humanity (t:14,18). and by
belicving in Christ alone we can become
chitdren of God (1:12). Various structural
analyses of the passage generally agree that
the focus is on vv. 1014, while vv. 1,18
also receive emphasis, The central verse is
considercd o be either v. 12 or v. 14, fLcan
be argued. in fact, that v. 12 contains the
soteriological heart of the passage and v. 14
the Christological heart. These two verses
along with the whole prologue set Forth the
theme of John's Gospel. The ficst and last
verses ol the passage also receive important
cmphasis.

The serawm on Phil 2:8-11 could bear
the title “Jesus Christ: The God of
Huingfiation.” This passage declares (irst
that we st cultivate the disposition of our
l.ord (2:1--5) by seeking -unity (2:1-2 ),

humility (2:3). and sensitivity (2:4-3). .

Secund. we must consider the humiliation
of our Lord (2:6-8), who humbled himself
in his renunciation (2:6), in his incarnation
(2:7}. and in his crucifixion (2:8). Third, we
should celebrate the exaltation of our Lord
(2:9-11}, who was in an exalted position
(2:9). designation (2:9-10), adoration
(2: 1)), and confession (2:11).

The second and third divisions of this

passage (2:6-11) many believe (o be based "

on an carly Christian hymn of two stanzas.
The passage is ethical (especially vv. -5)
and soteriological, with emphasis falling on
the humbling and emptying of our Lord.
This so-called “kenotic Christology™ flows
{rom this passage. which is one of the great
muving texts in all of Scripure. Emphasis
on Christ’s full deity and utter unigueness
as the Gad-man is clearly comsmunicated in
the text, '

The third sermon, on Cul 1:13-23,
could he titled “Jesus Christ: The God of

Crearion.” Here the message is that Josus is
Lord of the Crass or Savier (1:13-14), Lord
of Communicatian or Revelator (F:15),
Lord of Creation or Creator (1:15-17).
Lord of the Church or Leader (1:18-201,
and Lord of the Christian or Master
{1:21-23).

Also viewed by many as an early
Christian hymn, (his text emphasizes ihat
(1} Christ makes visible the invisible God.
{2) Christ is the agent of creation. and (3)
God's fullness dwells in him. Perhaps used
as a polemic against first-century heresy.
this text is quiie refevant in confronting
“New Age” ideas concerning the relstion
hetween God, Jesus Christ, and the world.
Furlher, the preeminence of Christ “in™ and

over” his church sounds a much-needed

call in our day when personal agenda and
self-serving attitudes unfortunately prevail
in many af our felowships,

Finally. a sermon ont Heb 1:1-3 could

“be presented under the title “Jesus Christ:

The God of Revelation.” The message of
this passage is that Jesus is God’s best
because of his praclamation (1:1-2a). his
possessions (1:2b). his power (1:2¢). his
person (1:3a). his provisions (1:3h). his
purification (1:3c), and his position (1:3d}.
Seven marvelous characteristics of our Lord
weave this texl together. Thinteen times the
author will use the word “better™ in this

- book to convey the superiorily of Jesus (o

prophets, angels, Moses, and Aaron, ie., to
the entire Old Covenant economy. The
emphasis of the prologue (which closely
parallels Luke 1:1-4; Acts 1:1-3) is upon
Christ's superior revelation (o anything
previous, as well as its climactic and defini-

live nature. Jesus is God’s very best.in .

every way. When we have Jesus, we have
all from God that we need.

Though there is some degree of
overfap in these texts, each is unique in its
own right, and all four are essential in
laying the foundation for a biblical
orthodox Chrisiology. We need (o preach
about lesus. We need to expound his person
and his work so that his people will know
their Savior for who he is and what he has
done. | commend these four great texts to
preachers of the gospel across our land with
the prayer that their exposition will exalt
the wonderful Savior who loved each ane
of us s0 much that had anyone of us been
the only person to ever live, he still would
have left heaven and died on that cross of
Calvary just for us. B




- -superior." Likewise, F. F. Bruce writes:- .. ...

The Importance of the Study of Christology

When we read the N.T., we quickly become aware of the fact that the person and
work of Christ (i.e. Christology) is central. It is central not merely to the "theology" of the
New Testament writers; it is central to the day-to-day lives of the N.T. Christians.

When we say that Christology is of central importance, what we are affirming is that
Christ is like no other person who has ever existed or could exist. The Scriptures declare
Him to be fully God and yet fully man, not in a pantheistic sense, but in a theistic sense.
Christianity makes claims about Christ which no other religion makes about its’ leaders. We
affirm that Christ is set apart by His very nature from all other men. Therefore, Christianity
itself is distinct from all other religions. Any type of world ecumenism is ruled out by the
unique person, work and claims "of' and "for"-Jesus of Nazareth. '

Christology has been the source of controversies since the early Church. The Church
however, very early determined its position of this doctrine. Contemporary denials of
Christ's deity or manhood or some other aspect of His person and work are really no
different from the heresies which the early Church councils overthrew. Few would deny
the importance of Jesus Christ, but many would dethrone Him. They would give Him
prominence but not preeminence.

The Importance of Colossians 1-2

. Many commentators have rightly proclaimed that this passage is of primary
importance in the study of Christology. T. L. Trevethan writes:

*The foundation of the argument of the letter to the Colossians is

found in 2:9-10. The gospel, Christian truth, has its source in

Jesus. He is the crown of God’s revelation because ‘in Him the whole

fulness of deity dwells bodily’ (Col. 2:9). There is no stronger

statement of the full deity of our Lord Jesus in the Scripture” (Our
Joyful Confidence. IVP, 1981, p. 13).

W. R. Nicholson says, "as a Christiological statement, it has scarcely an equal, certainly no

"This is one of the great Christological passages of the N.T., declaring
as it does our Lord’s divine essence, pre-existence, and creative agency"
(New International Commentary, P. 192).

The deity of Christ (He possesses a fully divine nature [without compromising a fully
human nature in His person]) is the foundation and focus of His uniqueness and Christian
identity. This fact alone makes Him uniquely distinctive (in kind) from other religious
leaders or anyone else, even in the face of increasing "New Age" ideology.




The Background of Colossians

Why did Paul write to the Colossians? What issues was he trying to settle in this
letter? Here scholars disagree, to some extent. All seem to feel that the Colossians were
beset by a syncretism of religious streams. An incipient gnosticism with a Jewish influence
seems to have been the problem.

The three streams of teaching flowing into the area were a declining Hellenism,
paganism, and Judaism. The Judaistic influences were particularly puritanical and breeded
asceticism in the extreme. Some suspect possibly an Essene element or influence. The
Hellenistic beliefs were an early Gnosticism, with its dualistic view of the universe (material
vs. spiritual) leading to either asceticism or libertarianism. And the local pagan climate
included superstitious occultism with mystical rites. These three streams tended to blend
together into a pseudo-philosophical soup of mystery cults.

Hence, the issue which must have confronted the Colossian Christians was how Christ
"fit into" such a culture (we see this sort of issue illustrated in Acts 19:13-16). The danger
which they faced was in blending the pure Gospel of Christ with the "religiosophy” of the
surrounding culture -- i.e., syncretistic Christianity. This same problem is a challenge we
face today!

Paul writes to these believers to remind them of the preeminence of Christ and of
what He has done for them, (i.e. His person and work), warning them against man-made
religiosity, as well as instructing them in proper Christian conduct in light of these things.
His purpose seems to be to counter the persuasive arguments of the false teachers who
were apparently well-received at Colossae, and instead to help these believers on to a "true
knowledge of God’s mystery - Christ Himself" (2: 2-3).

Most important is the context beginning in verses 13-14, which prepares us for the
section which follows: explaining that God the Father has graciously transferred the
Colossians into a new spiritual sphere -- the "kingdom of His beloved Son." The thrust of
this truth is plain: the Colossians are no longpr a part of the evil, demonic world system.

Exposition of 1: 15-23 (Background)

The Colossians belong to "the kingdbni 6f WG'(;d’s "bélrcr)ﬁvé?d’Soﬁ.“r Paul moves to

consider the King of this kingdom. He demonstrates that Christ is preeminent in four areas:

1) Communication

2) Creation

3) the Church

4) the Christian individual.
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Some view verses 15-20 of this text as an early Christian hymn (cf. also Phil. 2:6-11).
Rhythmical prose with a strophic arrangement can be discerned. The analysis of Bruce at
this point (following others) seems for the most part accurate. "The strophic arrangement
is indicated by the repetition of key words or phrases. There appear to be two strophes in
vs. 15-16 and 18b-20 with vs. 17-18a supplying a transitional link between them" (Bib Sac
1984, p. 100). Parallel phrases and reoccurring key words are clearly evident. That these
verses constitute a "Christ Hymn" exalting the Son as the Supreme Lord seems a correct
analysis.

I.  Christ is Lord of Communication 1:15
(the key verse)

Image (eikon) of the invisible God (cf. 2 Cor. 4:4), a word meaning likeness,
representation, image, form, manifestation and reflection.

This is a relative term in which the degree of likeness must be inferred from the
context. The word is used 23 times in the N.T., but only twice with reference 1o Jesus. For
' non-exact representation one may noie Rom. 1:23 for idolatry in addition to the concept
of man as the image of God (Gen. 1:26-27).

With reference to Christ (as here and 2 Cor. 4:4) it is used of precise and absolute
correspondence, the perfect visible manifestation of our invisible God. He is the
representation and manifestation of God who is invisible.

~ TDNT, IL 389, "The peculiarity of the expression is related to that of the ancient
concept, which does not limit image to a functional representation present to human
‘sense but also thinks of it in terms of an emanation, of a revelation of the being with
substantial participation in the object ... It has a share in the reality. Indeed it is the reality.
Thus eikon, - does not imply a weakening or a feeble’ copy of something. It implies the
illumination of its inner core and essence.”
Vine writes: "the word involves the two ideas of representation and manifestation.
“The idea of perfection does not lie in the word itself, but must be sought from the
context’ (Lightfoot)" (4n Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, p. 246, 2nd.
section).

Again, an eikon can mean an inexact replica of something intended to stand for that
something. For example, in Romans 1:23, men construct “images" of God and worship
them as if they were God, even though they have no relationship to God.
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Here, however, and in some other passages (e.g. 2 Cor. 4:4), eikon means that
Christ is "essentially and absolutely the perfect expression and representation of the
Archetype, God the Father ... ‘the image of the invisible God’ gives the additional thought
suggested by the word ‘nvisible’ that Christ is the visible representation and
manifestation of God to created beings" (Vine, p.247). Christ is (present tense) the image
of God in the sense that the nature and being of God is perfectly revealed in Him. Adam
may have been created in God’s image, but Christ is God’s image. He brings to light and
makes knowable the God who, both to our physical and inward eyes, is invisible.

What is important to see here is that Paul wants the Colossians to realize that Christ
is God. If you want to see and know God, then look at and believe in Christ. Christ is
not simply a picture of what God is like; He is very God Himself. ‘As Jesus said Himself,
"Anyone who has seen me has seen the Father" (John 14:9), and again "before Abraham
was born, I Am" (John 8:58 - Exodus 3:14). This is an explicit affirmation of Christ’s
divine essence. Some see a "wisdom motif' behind Paul’s use of the word as in Prov.
8:22-23; Ecclesiasticus 1:4-5; 24:9 (cf. 1 Cor. 1:24; Col. 2:3). Others identify an "Adam
Christology" background (cf. Gen. 1:26 f). Helyer accurately notes that no single motif or
theme is able to provide a comprehensive view of the Christ-Hymn. The soteriological
context 'would point to the text as Paul's argument for affirming Christ as Lord, both of
the cosmos (Eis material creation) and the Church (His spiritual creation).

Christology in Colossians 1:15-23
(His Preeminence Over All Things)

Lord of Communication

Lord of Creation

The.Incarnale
e.incar _ The Incarnale

~Jesus Christ
As
Lord Over
All

Lord of Church
- Jesus Chr‘is_t ' :

As
Creator God

~ Lord of
| Christjans

1:22




Il Christ is Lord of Creation 1: 15-17

Firstborn (prototokos) - both a "kind"” word and a  "time" word. It may be either/or, or

both/and. Here it conveys the ideas of primacy, priority, and supremacy; of priority in
time and supremacy in rank. The word thus has both a temporal and positional sense. To
understand this term, particularly as it is applied to Christ, one must rid his mind of the
idea that Christ is somehow the first of a lone succession of creatures. As we shall see,
Christ is not a creature, but the Creator Himself. Moreover, this term especially points to
the preeminence and pre-existence of Christ.

The term originally had the idea that the first son of the family inherited the rights
of the family, name, property, etc ... In fact, in some cases, his primogeniture (i.e., his
“first-born-ness") made him uniquely eligible to be the king. Psalm 89:27 should be noted
in this context, pointing to Messiah’s special position of honor. :

In }:15b, Paul has in mind that Christ is God the Father's first (and only) Son. Not
that Christ was ever somehow "born" to God, but rather that in His relationship to the
Father in the Trinity, He enjoys ail of the rights and privileges which the Father bestows
upon Him. This includes the right to oversee the creation of all things, a creation that was
created by Him, for and in Him. He is creation’s conception, continuance and
consummation. ' o

In Colossians it obviously has the nuance of supremacy and preeminence from the
expressions which follow (16-17); source-agent and preserver of creation worthy of all
honor. It is Christ as sustainer ("holds all things together") who makes the universe a
cosmos instead of a chaos. A rare word in the N.T. prototokos is used twice here because
of its emphasis upon divine preeminence as applied to the structure of the passage
(universal creation and the new creation of the Church).

‘ This is an explicit affirmation of Christ’s divine function (or divine works). Paul’s
point is that Christ is the Creator, preeminent over every creature. A Jew such as Paul
could only conceive of God as being the Creator. Further, since Christ created “all things,"
He Himself must be uncreated or the statement is untrue. Note that the word "create;
occurs twice in v. 16, the first in the aorist tense and the second in the perfect. The aorist
looks back to the creation as an act, while the perfect affirms- it as still remaining, a
- testimony, monument and proof of His creative might. Therefore, Christ is God. He is

pre-existent and pre-eminent over all creation as its’ God.
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I11. Christ is the Lord of the Church 1:18-20

He is the head of the body (18a), the church. The church owes Him exclusive
allegiance, complete devotion, and total obedience. This type of commitment is reserved,
only for God, and thus for Christ because He is God. To be head of the church is to be its
"directing brain," its sovereign, chief, leader. He guides and governs it. The pronoun
(“he") is emphatic, meaning Christ and no other is head. He alone is its Lord and Ruler.

Notice that once again we have the term profotokos in v. 18b: "He is the beginning,
the first-born from the dead." Beginning (Gr. arche) may mean: 1) supremacy in rank; 2)
precedence in time or 3) creative initiative. All three ideas are true, though creative
initiative seems to be the idea Paul desires to convey (Vaughn, Colossians, p. 41). We
saw that prototokos had to do with reference to Christ’s position as Creator of all things.
It is a word denoting source and preeminence., Here, it has to do with the fact that He
conquered death in His resurrection. He is sovereign even over death. "His resurrection
is His title to the headship of the Church” (Abbott). Paul’s point, therefore, is that Christ
has full rights over the Church because He conquered the great enemy of marn, death. In

" so doing, He proved Himself to be God! Hence, v. 18¢ sums up the matter: Christ should

have first place in everything! He is the source of the Church’s life and deserves all the
rights which accrue to such a source (cf. 3:11).

Verses 19-20 demonstrate Christ’s unique position as the Mediator who stands
between God and man. Christ is able to do this first because He is fully God. This is the
meaning of v. 19, where Paul explains that in Christ we see the very essence of God. "All
the fullness" means that Christ Jacks nothing of what it means to be God. He possesses
all the attributes of God (e.g., saving grace, love, goodness, light, omniscience, etc.). The
word "fullness” was probably a technical term in the vocabulary of the false teachers. Paul
uses this word eight times in this letter. It has the sense of "undiluted," "unalloyed;" Christ
is "pure deity," (i.e. "the sum total of all the divine power and attributes.”).

The words, "dWell in Him" has the idea of continuum, to be at home permanently,
to reside. There was never a time when Christ did not possess deity; He is always God.

Christ is able to mediate between God and man because he reconciled (brought

of v. 20 is that Christ as God allowed Himself to die as a man in order t0 do away with sin.
He is thus the One who brings God and man together. His person and work are intimately
tied together.

Paul’s point, therefore, is that Christ is preeminent over the Church because He is
head of the body, He has conquered death because He is fully God, and He has brought
God and man together. : :
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IV.

Christ is Lord of the Christian  1: 2E-23

Paul now applies the doctrine he has presented to the Colossian believers.

First, in vs. 21-22, he explains that Christ, the mediator, has been able to reconcile
the Colossian Christians to God, despite their initial hostility and sin. II Cor. 5:17-21
informs us that reconciliation transforms men, appeases God's wrath and comes only
through Christ, the sinless substitute.

Secondly, Paul declares that Christ can be counted on to take the Colossians on to
a complete spiritnal transformation, so that they will become people acceptable to
the Father. Their responsibility is to continue on in the faith as they originally heard
it and believed it, and not to fall away into syncretistic errors. "Holy" means separated
from sin and unto the Saviour for his service and sanctifying work. Here it has a
positional sense meaning cleansed from all sin and looks to our relationship to God.
"Without blemish" means faultless and relates to ourselves. "Free from accusation”
means above reproach, unreprovable, blameless. This phrase may look to our
relation and status with others.

Hence, Christ’s preeminence is of the utmost importance to-the personal lives and
destiny of the Colossian believers.

Paul’s Affirmation in Colossians 2:8-15 |
( Our Position in Him )

As the Incarnate Savior God
"Christ Jesus the Lord" provides
a complete and sufficient
relationship for His believers.

He removed the power of:

- ~_~the flesh (illustration of circumcision) 2:11
AT THE CROSS<¢in and guilt (illustration of Baptism) 2:12-14

the demonic (illustration of victorious Emperor ) 2:15
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A supplement: 2: 9-16

v. 9 begins with "for,” which means that Paul is giving the reason why the Colossians
should avoid the false teachers and instead stick with Christ.

This reason is because in Him (Christ), "all the fullness of deity dwells in bodily
form." "In Him" is emphatic and exclusive emphasizing incarnation. It recalls 1:19.
"All the fullness" emphasizes comprehensiveness and completeness. This reiterates
that Christ is completely God: there is nothing about Christ that is not God; there
is nothing about God that Christ is not.

The word here for "deity" (theotes) means that Christ is in His essence God! This is
different from a similar word, theiotes, which means the possession of divine attributes:
(cf. Rom. 1:20). The word "dwells" (katoikei) is in an emphatic position and has a
durative force. It means that there was never a time when Christ was not God (cf.
1:19). Paul takes this expression of Christ’s deity one step further than in 1:19, by
linking it with Christ’s incarnation: "bodily form." Paul’s point here is that Christ is
fully God and fully man. (See Phil. 2:5-11). This verse is therefore one of the New
Testament’s best verses to show both Christ’s deity and Christ’s humanity, as well as
to show that He is both fully God and fully man at the same time.

Paul goes on to Say that this preeminent Christ is the One who has brought -
completion and filling into the emptiness of the Colossian believers’ lives (2:10).

Christ is likewise the preeminent ruler (2:10b).

Christ, as the preeminent One, has completed all righteousnesé and has made the Colossians
righteous through His Cross (2:11-12). - :

Christ has brought life to the -spiritua}ly- dead Colossians, forgiving their sins and cancelling
every accusation against them (2:13-14). '

And Christ has disarmed and disgraced all the powers who have been holding the world in
bondage (2:15). ' '

- Paul’s point, therefore, in this section, is that Christ sets the Colossians free, through His
work on the cross, in a way that the claims of the false teachers never can.

‘CHARACTERISTICS OF FALSE PHILOSOPHY

1 After the tradition of man (Colossians 2:8)

2 Alle_r the rudiments of the World (Cologslans 2:8)

3. Not after Christ (Colossians 2:8)
CHRIST IS NOT ITS:
SOURCE,
SUBSTANCE,
STANDARD.




CHRIST IS PREEMINENT IN:

Creation
Heaven
Redsmption
Salvation
Truth

CONCLUSION

The point to remember from Colossians 1-2 is that Christ is God. The key verses to show
this are 1:15; 1:19 and 2:9. Christ is fully and completely God. "With the resurrection of
Jesus the earliest community of believers confessed the Lordship of Jesus in terms of His
victory over death and His vindication by God, but that this was quickly seen to entail
nothing short of the position in creation ascribed to the Kyrios of the O.T. In brief, cosmic
Christology was implicit from the beginning of the primitive Church" (Helyer, JETS, 177).

Colossians 1-2: Christological Summary
Christ is exclusively

1) édv (eikon) A0
(1:15)=perfect (visiblé) revelation

2) TpWTSTOKOS (prototokos)(%\@:\ggcg
(1:15,18)=pre-eminent (divine) sovereign

3) mav matpwpa (pan pleroma)

NS Nwss

(1:19; 2:9)=pure deity |
scbmros  (theotetos) (2:9) oo vamd

4) xatowe (Katoikei) Ned\s
(1:19,2:9)=permanent deity

| Therefore, walk in Him
(1:10:2:6)
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15 He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all
creation. 16 For by Him all things were created: things in
heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones

or powers or rulers or authorities; all things were created by
him and for him. 17 He is before all things, and in him ali

things hold together. 18 And he is the head of the body, the
church; he is the beginning the firstborn from among the dead,
so that in everything he might have the supremacy. 19 For
God was pleased to have all his fullness dwell in him, 20 and
through him to reconcile to himself all things, whether things on
earth or things in heaven, by making peace through his blood,
shed on the cross. Col 1:15-20

Paul frequenly states a belief in the deity of Jesus Christ. In Colossians 1:15-20
‘Pail states that the Son is the image of the invisible God. Paul also writes that he is the

one in whom and through whom and for whom 21l things hoid together.

Millard Erickson, Christian Theology Vol. 2, pg. 689

Paul's purpose in this passage is to show that Jesus Christ is first in everything.
He assﬁmes this position because he is the beginning of everything and the source for the
existence of everything. He possesses chronological primacy over all that exists, except
for the Father, because the Son is the image of the invisible God. He is even the source
for the existence of the invisible powers that He created to exist in a perpetual state of
goodness, though they revolted against Him and became the satanic opposition that He
" conquered on the cross. | o |

He is the "firstborn 6f," a title of dignity. He is also the "firstborn from," a
chronological designation of him as the beginning, the ongmator the first of the line. He
~owns the double advantage of being "firstborn” - this makes him the he1r of all things and
the owner of all things, and as the beginner of all things. To all of this is added the idea

of being the final destination of all things.
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In everything Jesus Christ holds "first place." In addition to all of this, the
preexistent Christ is also Jesus, the human in which all fullness dwells. Itis He who
made peace through his blood shed on the crgs-s. :

Gilbert Bilezikian, Christianity 101, pg.61

Paul says that Christ is the image of the invisible God. Jesus is such a
reproduction or likeness of the God who is within himself invisible to men that this God
becomes manifested or known to men. Jesus Christ occupies the pos.ition of authority
and power in the creation. He is subject only to the fafher himself. All things, without

exception, were created in him and through him. God creates, but he creates in and

through the Son. He also saves in and through the Son. It can also be said that God has

no relations with the world, either in a creative or redemptive sense, except through

Christ. He is the agent of his outgoing energy and power. Christ is not the absolute

source, but the mediating agent of creation.

W. T. Conner, A System of Christian Doctring, :pg 149

In verse 15, Christ is the perfect image of God, as men are not. As a result of this

He has concsiousness and will. He possesses all the attributes and powers of God. By

" using the word "image" Paul suggests the perfect equality with God which the title "Son"

might at first seem to deny. The living image of God is equal to himself. The object of
his infinite love can be nothing less than équ.al. Tt cannot be said that the image is
precisely the repetition of the original it represents. It can be said that Christ is the

revelation of the hidden Godhead.

A H. Strong, Systematic Theology, pg. 336

63b




63c

Special note must be taken of the verb tense used in verse 15. Paul is viewing
Christ according to His present being. He is viewing Him according to His present and.

permanent status of exaltation. In this he expresses not what Christ was, but who he 1s.

John Lange, Lange's Commentary On the Holy Scriptures (Gal-Col), pg. 20

Paul calls Christ the image of the invisible God (vs. 15). He is stating that it is
through Him alone that God, who is otherwise invisible, is manifested to us. Christ is the
. image of God because he makes God visible to us. Because of this we must be careful
not to seek Gdd elsewhere, for outside of Christ, all that claims to represent God will turn

out to be an idol.

John Calvin, Calvin's Commentaries, pg.312

In verse 15, Paul uses the phrase "the first-born of all creation.” Does not this
imply that the Son was at some point brought into existence by the Father? And if this is
true of the Son, then it is necessarily true of the Holy Spirit as well. Contrary to the Arian
position this text does not require this interpretation. The phrase used by Paul is better -
understood to mean that Christ has the rights and privileges of the "first-born.”

~ According to biblical usage this is the right of leadership or authority in one's family.
Paul means that Christ possesses all the privileges of authority and rule that go along

with being the firstborn, but in Christ's case it applies to whole of creation.

Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology, pg. 243. .

~ In ancient philosophy the Logos Was the ultimate, fundamental presupposition of
thought. It was the firm support of the whole of philosoiahy. But the-biblical idea of
creation is based upon a different Logos. The Logos of the Bible is the Image of the
"invisible God", "for through Him, and unto Him, are all things, and He is before all

things, and in Him all things cohere". This is not an impersonal Logos of thought, but the
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thought and will of God who meets us in the person of Jesus Christ. He is the origin and

foundation of all existence.

Emil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, pg.308

. Many of John's thoughts on Christology are echoed by Paul. He declares that, “all
things were made by Him" (1:16). While Paul does not use the term "Word" in his text,
the Logos idea is is clearly present in statements like in Him "all things hold together”

(v.17). Paul goes further than John by adding a teleological dimension to the character of

© Christ. He is the unitive principle of the universe, and He is also the goal toward which

all creation is directed.

The New Testament speaks of the church as the body of Christ. He is the head of
the body. The symbolism has its backéround in human anatomy more so than in the Old
Testament. Both the relationship of the physical body to its head and the organic unity of
* the human body signify what is to be done of the church. 'Bgaing the body of Christ, the

church exists solely to do the will of Christ and doing so to be His presence in the world.

Stanley Grenz, Theology for the Community of God, pg. 136, 608

Paul states in verse 17 that "by him all things consist." The preservation of all
things demands the constant exertion of the power employed in their creation. When we
remember that God created all things visible and invisible and that all these things are
- kept in existence by him we should be filled with awe. The work of preservation is the
work of Christ. Of Christ it is said, "And he is before all things and by him all thiqgs
consist." Col. 1:17. Since He was before all things, He existed prior to the creation of all
things by His power. Since their creation He has preserved them by the same power.
Through Christ all things stand together and are kept in place. -If Christ were not

conserver and creator, all things would fall to pieces.

J. M. Pendleton, Christian Doctrines- A Compendium of Theology, pgs.50,85
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In 1:18 Paul relates the headship of Christ to his preexistence and to his primeval
creationof all created things. This conception is similar to that of the J ohannine
prologue. It is the Logos of God which is the source of all the substance and structure of
reality. It is the divine activity by the creative and revelatory Logos that makes human
knowledge possible.

Carl F. H. Henry, R ] 0 horit -

Stays, bg.336

Verse 18 addresses the pre-eminence of Christ. In relation to God, Christ is the

image of the invisible God, God's representative and manifestation of Himself to the

world. He is God in human likeness made visible to men that they might see him and’
know him and be assured of all he felt and purposed tov;lards them. What we know of
God we know through Christ. He was the brightness of the Father's glory and the express
image of His person. He that has seen the Son has seen the Father.

What a wonderful thought it is that the world was created in Christ, that he is so | ;
intimately connected with all its detaiis, that the laws by which it is guided, and the ‘ |
purposes which govern all its affairs had their origin in Jesus Christ.

Edward Hastings, The Speaker's Bible, pg. 161

The thought is not that a potential we all have (openness to the divine will) was

supremely actualized in the life of Jesus. Rather, God is present in Jesus in the sense that
"in him the whole fullness of deity dwells bodily." Tt is here in the person of Jesus Christ
that the Word became flesh. Here the Word, who created all things, takes upon him our
space and place in the most literal, tangible, and objective sense.

Paul K. Jewett, God, Creation, and Revelation- A Ngo-Evangelical T heology,
pg.415
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1.

*The Lordship of Jesus Christ”

Colossians 1: 13-20

Jesus is Lord of the Cross (Savior) 1: 13-14

(This denies universalism/deism/fatalism)

1. God has delivered us from the power of Satan.
2. God has transferred us into the principality
of His sovereignty.
3. God has redeemed us through the payment of
His Son. :

Jesus is Lord of Communication (Revealer) 1:15
(This denies cultism/atheism/agnosticism) :

1. He is the representation of God. (His reflection)
5 He is the manifestation of God. (His revelation)

Jesus is Lord of Creation (Creator) 1: 15-17

(This denies evolution/naturalism)

1. He is Lord because of His sovereignty.

2. He is Lord because of His agency.

3. He is Lord because of His priority.
4. He is Lord because of His consistency.

Jesus is Lord of The Church (Leader) 1: 18-20
(This denies individualism)

1. He is first.
a. In position
b. By resurrection
2. He has fullness.
3. He provides forgiveness.

1:13
1:13

1:14

1:15
1:16
1:17
1:17

1:18

1:19
1:20
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Hebrews 1-2: A Christological Summary

; GOD’'S SUPREME SUPERIOR
CHRIST 15: REVEL ATION ~ TO
AS THE SON OF GOD ANGELS
(1:1-4) (1:5-2:18)
In His Divine As The Son
Reidtionship of Man
1:5-6 2:5-18
In-
In His Fuiftliment
Divine of O.T.
Nature - .Prophecy
1:7-12 2:5-9
In His In His
Divine Position Atonement
1:13-14 - 2:10-18
THEME DAVIDIC ADAMIC

Christology in Hebrews 1-2

Introduction

Like Colossians 1-2. these two chapters are important Christological
scripture. There are several parallels to Colossians. as well as John's prologue
(John 1:1-18) and the Christ-hymn of Philippians (2:6-11). Here in Hebrews a
number of distinctive contributions are made: : :

1} Christ as the climax of revelation
2) Christ as the fulfillment of the O.T. : o
3) Christ as the "better" or "guperior” manifestation of God, especially in -
relation to Judaism (cf. 1:4; 6:9: 7:7, 19. 22: 8:6: 9:23: 10:34: 11:16, 35.
- 40 12:24)
4) The Son as the "Davidic Messiah"
5} Christ work of atonement

The letter is addressed to a Jewish readership, one that is in danger of :
 abandoning Christ and returning to Judaism and the O.T. cultic. Thus the ietter
" is apologetic.and hortatoryas it admonishes its reader to remain raithrful to the
“superior Christ.

Exposition
H g - - v < . : 0 - : —
Chapter 1 emphasizes the true deity of Thrist. ard His climatic reveiatlon ol

God to man. Chapter 2 focuses upon His humanity. and especially His work or
atonement. Thus a full-orbed Christolegy is present in these two chapters.

1. Christ is superior to the oroohets 1:1-3
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The Supremacy of Jesus Christ 66
{Hebrews 1:1} E

Supremse Spokesman “spoken, .. by his Son”

Suprema Person “his Son"

Suprema Privilege “hair of all things"

Supreme Power “by whom. .. he made 2
the worids”

1:1—2a emphasizes the climatic revelation of Christ. Prior revelation was partial
and fragmented, but Christ's revelation is total and complete. Prior revelation
was not less true or less worthy, but it was incomplete in contrast to the "last

days" (final epoch or age) revelation via the Son. .

1:3-14 These verses support the declaration made in 1:1-2a by 7 affirmations
concerning the person and work of Christ in 1:2b-3, and 7 quotations from the
0.T. in 1:5-14, with emphasis here upon His Sonship and Messianic office. 1:4
serves as the introduction to the 7 0.T. quotations and is transitional. There is
a certain parallel pattern which ¢an be descerned in chapter one. The comments of
William Lane are noteworthy at this point: - '

In-v. 1 the preacher directed attention to the human mediators of the old
revelation—the prophets. In v. 4 he calls attention to the heavenly mediators
of the old revelation—the angels. He thus frames what he has to say about
God's Son, the mediator of the new revelation, with al lusions to the mediators
of the older revelation to which his friends had responded with respect and
obedience. The frame serves to highlight the central importance of the new
revelation through the Son. '

In the second paragraph (1:314) the preacher Irings together a chain of O.T.
passages which demonstrate the supericrity of the Son to the angels. His
purpose is to lay a firm foundation for the solemn appeal he will make to pay
the closest attention to the word spoken through God's Son (2:14). The
several passages from the 0.T. were carefully chosen to correspond to the
declarations concerning the Son of God in the openind lines of the sermon. The
string of quotations has been arrranged to parallel and support the preacher's
confession of Jesus as the Son of God.

114 o 1:5-13
Appointment as royal heir (v. Zb) A' Appointment as royal Son ard heir
(vw. 5-9) '

Mediator of the creation (v. 2c) B' Mediator of the creation (v. 10) :
Etermal nature ard pre—existent C' Unchanging, eternal nature (vv. 11-12)
glory (v. 3a).

Exaltation to God's right hand = D' Exaltation to God's right hand (v. 13)
(v. 3c) :

The development in 1:5-14 thus documents the superiority of God's Son to
the argels in a mamner which reinforces the confession of his swrpassing
dignity in the Church. The correspondence between 1:1—4 and 1:5-14 helps us
to see that both passages are confessional in nature.

The comparison between Jesus and the angels considers four points:

1) his name is greater than theirs:
he is acclaimed as "my Son" (v. 5):

2) his dignity is greater than theirs:
he is worthy of worship (v. 9):

3) his status is greater than theirs:
he remains unchanged (vv. 7-12):
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4) his func_:tion is greater than theirs:.
he reigns at God's right hand (vv. 13-14).
(Lane, Call to Commitment, pp. 34-33)

HEPREW) |

THE THEME OF THE LETTER. 1:1-8 = Cumist 13 THE )
snrntut_:tvz;stlnu &

. Gop
SUPPORTED BT o oA

1} HEIR OF ALL
2} CREATOR OF ALL =  DIYINE RELATIOWIMIF

33  DIVIXE ESSERCE
R)  DIVINE NATURE ®  DIVINL NATURE

£}  SUSTAINER OF ALL
6} SAYIOR OF BELIEYERS (cmar. 2)
7) LORD OF ALL &  DIYINE POSITION

THE THEXE 0F THE CHAPTER. 1:5-14 = Cukist 1$ SUPRENE
OVER ANGELS

SUFPFORTED BY

1)  Psawun 2 (*ruTune LESSOR)
2) 2 Sasuel 7 (TruTuRE LEsSOA)

3}  Devrexomany 32
UKIGUE SON UNDER THE FATHER = DIVINE RELATIONIHIT

§%  FaaLn 108
5)  Psan 45 (cLEAREST)

E) Psaun 102
ETERNAL Som MITHOUT & Succrsiox = pIVING NATURE,

73 Psaia 110

$OYEREIGN SOK OYER TRE ANGILS = DIVINE POSITION

The 7 fold aff:}mation of 1:2b-3 is most,importaht, "and the following synopsis of
each phrase points out the author's clear conviction of Christ' deity. o

1) appointed heir of all things — (hethaken klercnomon panton)“appointed” 1s
aorist indicative. Morris sees the idea of "designated in advance, but
notes_'the.emphais is upon His being “heir." Heir denotes firm possession,
a_nd in this context denotes His dignity and greatness (''all things"). He
is the Son in the highest place of rank and relationship.

2)  through whom he made the univese — "make" is epoiesen (aor. ind).
f'Um}ve_me" is literaily "ages" (aionos). The Son created the various
pericds of times as well as all worids there may be. God created through

' the Son. The Son is the creator. The Son is God (cf. Prov. 8:22-31).

3)  The Son is the radiance of God's giory — "radiance" or "brightness”
(apaugasma, Gk) may mean either the shining forth or outshining of
brightness (active sense) or rerflection of rightness (passive sense) Or




4)

3)

7)

4

the radiation through the source of light. It 1s as the sun radiates its
rays of light. Either way we are told that in Christ the glory of God is
visibly seen. God's glory shines out from Christ as sunlight from the sun
(cf. John 1:14}.

The evart yrenresentation of his heing — “exact representation’ is
charakter (Gk.), from which we derive our English word character. It is
hapax legomena. It means an impression, stamp, an exact reproduction. The
Son is the precise expression of divine essence; He shows us exactly what
God is. "Being" is hupostasis (GK.), meaning essence, substance, nature,
Thus Christ reveals to us exactly what and who God is (cf. John 14:9).

sustaining all things by his powerful word — The Son is creator and
Sustainer: He made it and maintains it (cr. Col. 1:15-17). The thought
may also be He carries it along toward it's goal. The emphasis on "his
powerful word" is again noted in 11:3. Attention to "all things" only
highlights again His greatness ard sovereignty, ‘i.e. His deity.

orovided pruification for sins — literally 'cleansing of sins; Having
made.” (is an aor. mid. part) The mid. suggest Christ Himself made
purification. The aor. affirms completed action. "Sin," occurring 25
times in Hebrews. is the great barrier between God and man. Christ has
solved the problem via a katharismos (Ck.). a cleansing. That Christ has
taken care of our sin problem is a much discussed theme in Hebrews. Thus
Christ’® work is seen to naturally flow out of and is related to His
divine/human person. Morris alludes to a numbey of these themes and
points out: ' '

Christ made propitiation for our sins {(2:17), offered a sacrifice
for sins (10:12), did away with sin (9:26), bore sin (9:28) . Because
of what He has done there is no longer a sacrifice ror sin (10:18).
Sins have been forgiven (10:18), God remembers them no more (10:17).
Christ's death is a ransom to set people free from sins (even those
commited in O.T. days, 9:15). By contrast, the older way could not
deal with sin (10:1-2, 4, 6, 11). Clearly the writer sees the
salvation Christ brought about as many-sided. Look at sin how you
will, the Son has dealt with it. = o - :
(Morris, Hebrews, p. 20.)

sat down at the right hand of the Majesty in heaven - Christ' divine
position is affirmed here as weli as His “"finished work.' He is now at
highest place of honor as our Great High Priest, a theme further
developed in the epistle. :

OUR GREAT HIGH PRIEST

His Posture sitting
His Position at the right hand of

the throne

His Place — in the heavens

His Privilege — a minister of the true
tabernacie

His Presentation gifts and sacrifices

His Performance mediating a better covenant
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The Superiority of Jesus Christ

. “Appointed heir of all things” _
2. “Through whom . . . He made the world”
. “The radiance of His glory” '

. “Upholds all things by . . . His power” .
. “Made purification of sins” o

1

2

3

4. “The exact refaresentation of His nature”

5

6 .
7. “Sat down at the right hand of the Majesty”

II. Christ is superior to the angels: a SYynopsis 1:4b-14

(the first specific application flowing from Christ's lordship in 1:3 in
connection with 1:13. Applications to Moses, Aaron, and us is made in chs. 3~13)

1) As supreme Lord over angels: the thrust of this passage is that angels
are subordinate servants under God and unworthy of worship. wnile Christ
is sovereign Lord worthy of all worship.

2) As supported by seven passages: the structural keys are tiwee
proclamamtions from the Father to the Son in contrast to angels (3a,

i3a).

7a,

A) The unique Son is fulfiller of the Davidic promises (Ps. 2:7 [cf.
5:5]1, 2 Sam. 7.14, Deut. 32:43), 4b—6; as Davidic king He is the
‘divine Son in the triune sense; divine relationship.

B) The unique Son is possessor of divine attributes, esp. éterm‘ty' {Ps.

104:4, Ps. 45:6-7, 102:25-27), 7-12; as the fulfiller of Davidic
kingship He is Son without successor (8a, 12b); divine nature.

C) The unique Son is divine lord (Ps. 110:1), 13-14; as the fulfiller
of Davidic kingship He is sovereign over angels who serve; divine

position. -
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Christ’s Superiority in Hebrews 1

Jesus is Greater Than the Prophets

Jesus is Greater Than the Angels

1:1-3 , 1:4-14

Seven Character Affirmations Seven Scripture Affirmations
Heir of all things (v.2) _ " Psalm 27 (v.5)
Creator _ (v.2) 2 Samuel 7:14° . (v.3)
Manifestation of God’s Dueteronomy 32:43 or

Being v.3) Psalm 97:7 (v.6)
Perfect Representation of Psalim 104:4 7

God : (v.3) ,

Psalm 45:6,7 - (vv.8,9)

Sustainer of all things v.3)
Psalm 102:25-27 (vv. 10-12)

Savior (v.3)
Psalm 110:1 (v.13)

Exalted Lord (v.3)

III.Christ is Superior in His Salvation 2:5-18

These verses, in essence, continue the theme of Christ's superiority over the
angels. They further serve as an €xpos ition of Ps. §:4-6. A number of crucial -
tyuths are present emphasizing that Christ has fulfilled man's sovereign role
over the earth by redeeming us via the assumption of a human nature. '

Christ has:

1) - suffered death (v. 9) '

2) tasted death for everyone (penal substitution. V. 9)

3) brought many sons to glory (v. 10) :

4) Dbeen perrected (experientially as a man) through suffering (V. 100

5) destroyed the devil (v. 14}

6) freed us from the devil — (victory motif, v. 15) .

7)  shared in our humanity and been made like usS without sin (vv. 14, 17-18:
4:15) '

8) become a merciful and faithful High Priest (v. 17-18)

9} made atonement (satisfaction/propitiation) for sins (v. 17)

o~
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These verses demonstrate:

1}

2)

3)

CONCTUSTON
The author's proof of Christ's deity
relationship, nature. and position. As such. He is un

a full-orbed Christclogy

reveal how fully intertwined is A) the deity {ch. 1
(ch. 2) of Christ

how intimately related is the

A) person of Christ, and .

B work of (Christ

)] and B) the humanity

-
N

on the basis of the O.T. rests on His divine

without alternative or competition.

iquely worthy of worshiip

These proofs based on Christ's divine work and natwre Tit a patterh of apostolic
defense of the deity of Christ, but also His humanity.

The Fulfillment of the Old
Testament in Christ |

Hebrews 1-2
i
IN RELATION TO HE IS THE _
OLD TESTAMENT SON OF DAVID “BETTER
PROPHETIC :
REVELATION The Sovereign (He is God's
Messiah : best in )
every way.
He is the final Compare b4 y .
m
Word. Luke 24-26 God’'s Saving Son
with Sovereign, Divine

Hebrews 1:1 Psalm 2 Hebrews 1:2-2:18

71




.

JESUS CHRIST: GOD'S VERY BEST
Hebrews 1:1-4

If you want to hear God, listen to Jesus. (vs.1-2)

A) God's revelation through His probhéts was true, but partial. (vs.1)
B) God's revelation through His Son is true and perfect. (vs.2)

If you want to see God. ook at Jesus. (vs.2)

A) Heis the divine inheritor. (vs.2)
B) He is the divine creator. (vs.2)
C) Hé is the divine revealer. (vs.3)
D) He is the divine character. (vs.3)
E) He is the divine sustainer. (vs.3) |
F) He is the divine redeeme;r. (vs.3)
G) He is the divine Savior. (vs. 3)

If you want to worship God, lift up Jesus, (vs.4)

A) He is not an esteemed servant. (vs.4; also vs.13-14)

B) He is the exalted Son. (vs.4; also vs.5)

The Superiority of Jesus Christ

. “Appoincted heir of all things”
“Through whom ... He made the world”
“The radiance of His glory”

|

L

“The exact representation of His narure”

. “Upholds all things by . . . His power”
“Made purification of sins”

“Sat down at the right hand of the Majesty”

N oo
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£ . ' !(b_rodeu;@nund,o;nei

iy mean if God was walking
- here, like we are?” she asks, then

- logksiout to the deserted market

area, a blank canvas on which to

'+ dreamup an image. .

- “If Goghbwas coming down :thé

** .. Farmers Market, I think he would:

" have dark skin — not black, but

. like one of the wise men,” she says.
"1 He would be wearing pants, a

' ;and,;,qqat,"she_said.-All_,dark.
" “i;And she would notice him right
. away, Even in the Saturday crowd.

-+ ¥ “If God walked up there to me
- " gnd said, ‘I want 5 pounds of sweet

“ potatoes ...’ I think his voice and

" I 'the way he asked for them, I would

‘say, ‘Who.are you? Do I kmow you?”
% “And he would know my name.”
-1 hear the words of “One of Us”

.. “and I think of what-we have been

. given to.work with: On religious -

. greeting cards, mass cards and
... candles, Jesus — made in his .
.. father’s image —has long brown
* . hair, soft brown eyes, a beard.
~ i} And I.think of the time I met the

_"Dalai Lama, who some believe is

S God-like, and how he was so
- . -normal. He wore Rockports and
- prown socks, the kind you could

“get at Sears. He sipped hot water

-~ “from a china cup and smiled a lot.
.1 What about God? Would we

~ 7 " know him if we saw him? _

-1 Maybe not, says Shawn Henson,

31, aDyke divinity student sitting
* in Duke Chapel, an open Bible in- -

" hislap.,

7+ ¥ “I4hink God would be justa -
el normal;ordinary’person;” he says.
¥ “Not too handsome, not too -
. ugly” he says.“I mean, it is the .
© - spiritof God to identify more with
©+ . the humbie, the low, the

" oppressed, so everyone would be '

- comfortable in'his presence.” .-
" % Outside, Scott:Kross, 21, a senior-

political-science major; scowls.. .
I God i too infinjte to try to
describe,” he says. “God is the

- uriiqueness in.everybody all put
fogether. Helisithe trees; the: -

Canyon.” «

- Nicole Brodeur; you ¢an ¢all her ot 829-8930,

- ‘orsend her a message uj her Intemet address

+

"Could God

Trp NEws & Ot

ever be
‘One of Us’?

or weeks now, Joan
-FOsborne’s “One of Us” has
A1 been running through my
head. Not a surprise, as the song
— Grammy-nominated, No. 12
with a bullet — is all over the
radio. '
But more than its catchy
melody, it’s the question the song
- poses that
keeps it with
‘me, that _'
stops me in
‘my tracks, '
that leaves
me gazing out
into the
= —  middle
NICULE © " distance,

. wondering:
BRODEUR “whatir
‘ (God was one
of us? Just a siob like one of us?
Just a stranger on the bus, trying
to make his way home?”
At a bus stop on Martin Street
in Raleigh, I find Don Sellers. He
is 49, lives in Raleigh. And a
carpenter.
~ “So was Jesus,” he tellsme
between drags of his cigarette.
God? That's a difficult question -
to ask out here in the cold, he fells .
me. He'’s waiting for the bus, *~ *. |
headed for the shower, thena
haircut, then “a person.”.. S
He smiles. Takes another drag. .
] have no idea what God.looks "
like,” Sellers says. “He’s good,all -
right; Without a doubt. He’s a |
spirit. He’s a feeling. Something~ - |
to look up to. He’s somewhereT
want to be. TR
«Pd like to meet him, someday, - |
be up there with him. If 'm
worthy.” R I
He looks down the street forthe |
bus. Or maybe he is watching his -
answer tumble down the street, ;.
because he turns to me and says, .
“That's a heck of a question.”. .
Ithel Barefoot, 73, stops - |~
sweeping herboothatthe ;- .~
Farmers Market, setsher ...~
mottied, leathery farm handon |
the tip of her broom and tekes in-
my question.
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The Structural Emphasis of John 1

Logos in the beginning was with God at Creation
(1:1a-b with 2-3)

Logos in essence is God (1c with 4-5) deity
\, [5bimplies] witness to deity (6-) witness
and response to deity (9-13)
“\\ negative (9-11) wrath
\ positive (12-13),
: . spirituallyborn ‘
o \ children leads to -, love
dn!y Begotten Logos as incamation among men {14-18)
[14b implies] witness to humanity (15) .
and reception of salvation (16-17) humanity
Only Begotten God as explanation among men (18} . summary

The Prologue of John/The Christology of John

Introduction

20th century man has difficulty with the deity of Christ (New hgeism,
Mormonism etc; with its redefinition of deity is changing this somewhat)}. 1st
century peoples actually had more difficulty with His humanity, and so John wrate
to give an answer to their confusion. John's prologue (1:1-18), as well as other
parts of his gospel, draws together several facets of Christodlogy:

1) It reaffirms Christ deity (cf. Colossians 1-2; Hebrews 1-2).
|

a) He is the Logos (revelation/communication)
B) He is Life (creation/salvation)
C) He is Light (salvation/revelation)

2) 1t sets forth Christ incarnation, tying together His deity and
humanity. :

3) It emphasizes His unique relationship to the Father and provides
content for development of the doctrine of the Trinity.

A) He is the revealer of the Father (1:18; 14:92)
B) He is the mediator of the Father (14:6)

In sum, a number of important themes are again expressed:
1) essential oneness of the Father and the Son
2) distinctiveness of persons within the Godhead
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3) functional subordination of the Son to the Father
Significance of lLogos

Background of the term

1. Logos {Word) is a word with a rich and varied history, and therefore it
has been much debated. The following have been set forth as the source for
John's concept and usage:

1) Palestinian Judaism - Wisdom is often personified (cf. Ecclus. 24)
and this usage is found in the Targums. Rabbi's would use the word
memra as a periphrasis for nGod." Thus logos is the wisdom or thought
of God. '

2) Greek philosophy - Here it usually stood for nreason," reflecting
the Greek view that divinity cannot come into direct contact with
evil matter. The Stoics saw it as both divine reason and reason
distributed in the world (and therefore the mind). It is a creative
force, the rational principle of order.

3) Hellenistic Judaism - Prominent for example in Philo (the term
appears over 1300 times), the Word is fully personified in relation
to creation, being the means whereby God creates the world from great
waste, and more over, is the way in which God is known in the mind.
again, however, the Word is not perscnal or pre-existent.

4) Hermetic Literature - Occurring frequently and being post-Christian,
it is influenced by Hellenistic Judaism.

5) Q.T. - Here the "Word of God" is seen as:

A} the agent of creation (Gen. 1; Ps. 33:6 ff: Prov. 8:22 ff)

B) the agent of revelation (Gen. 12:1, 15:1, 22:11, Prov. 8; Is.
9:8: Jere. 1:4; 20:8; Ezk. 33:7; Amos 3:1, 8)

C) eternal (Ps. 119:89)

D) the agent of redembtion (Ps. 107:20)

F. F. Bruce notes, The 1word of God! in the 0.T. denotes God in
action, especially in creation, revelation, and deliverance (Bruce,
The Gospel of John, p. 29).

II. John's Logos Doctrine

John utilized this word because of its capacity to cormunicate to multiple
cultures, i.e. Jew and Greek. The term jtself was well known, but John fills it
with "new meaning." Philo's logos was nyeason" and an "it." John's logos is "the
word" and a "He." John's logos is not only God's agent in creation, He is God.
He is God's personal, visible (1:14) communication to man in revealing and
redeeming power. Logos does not explain Jesus; Jesus explains and fills with new
meaning logos. Wisdom has become a person, divine reason a man. Walls notes at
this point, "It is not accidental that both the gospel and Christ who is its
subject are called 'the word ... ' the use of 'Logos' in the contemporary
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hellenistic world made it a useful 'bridge word.'" To the Creeks logos is reason.
To the Jews logos is the word[wisdom. In John, these ideas £ind new meaning as
they are embodied in & person.

* Jesus is the personal communication, revelation and expression of God.*

Exposition of the Prologue (1:1-18)

"When God Became A Man"
John 1:1-18

I. As the Word of God Jesus continuallv gre-existed 1:1-5
1)  Be is said to be divine in His person 1:1
2) He is said to be divine in His relation 1:2
3) He is said to be divine in His creation 1:3
4) He is said to he divine in His revelation 1:4-5
a) He is life 1:4 .
b) He is light 1:4-5

II. As the Word of God Jesus was prophetically witnessed 1:6-9
1] The witness came wWith power . 1:6
2) The witness came with a pronouncement 1:7
3} The witness came with purpose 1:7
4) The witness came with perspective 1:8-9

III. As the Word of God Jesus was personally confronted 1:10-13
. 1} GSome rejected Him in unbelief 1:10-11
2) Some received Him with faith 1:12-113

IVv. As the Word of God Jesus was permanently incarnated 1:14
i} He took a& body  like us :
2) He tabernacled among us
1) He transformed our understanding within us

v. As the Word of God Jesus is properly exalted 1:15-17
i} He is properly exalted because of His coming 1:15
2) He is properly exalted because of His blessings 1:16-17

vi. As The Word of God Jesus perfectly communicated 1:18
1) His communication is perfect because cf His essence
2} His communication is perfect because of His exegesis

NOTES

1:1 Although verbally parallel with Gen. 1:1 and 1 John 1:1, the contexts
assign temporal differences. Whereas Gen. 1:1 speaks of the beginning of
creation and 1 John 1:1 emphasizes the incarnate manifestation of God in
Christ, John in this verse establishes the preexistence of Christ in
eternity past. He already nwas" when the beginning took place. Indeed He
is affirmed as being: 1) Coequal, 2) Coeternal, 3) Coexistent and 4)
Consubstantial with the Father. Jesus is called "Word" (Logos., gk.). The
idea of the Logos was a philosophical issue in John's day, but John uses
the word in a larger sense that would include Hebrew ideas also.

To -the Hebrew, 'the word of God! was the
self-assertion of the divine personality;
to the Greek the formula denoted the
rational mind that ruled the universe. John




is asserting that the 'Word' is the source
of all that is visible and antedates the
totality of the material world. The use of
logos implies that John was endeavoring to
bring out the full significance of the
Incarnation to the Gentile world as well as
the Jewish people Cvgﬁm@%, John, EBC, 28).

The word in our text then has reference to a unique communication
of God to man, which He accomplished in human flesh (v. 14) through
the Logos, dJesus, the Son of God. But that the Logos predated
philosophical conceptions of logos is clearly seen in these word,

- "In the beginning was ([en, Gk.] the Logos." The verb is in the.

imperfect tense in Greek, indicating continuing action in past time.
Literally then, John declares that in the beginning Logos existed.
He is none other than God Himself, not only bringing the Word but
incorporating it imn His own person, life, and being. Furthermore,
this Logos was "face to face with" God, indicating a distinction of
persons within the Godhead as well as an eguality of persons.
Finally, the Logos is eternally God. There was never a time when the
Logos was not fully God. The word order in Greek emphasizes "God was
the Word." Cults such as the Jehovah's Witness have often seized
this verse for denial of the full deity of Christ. Noting the
absence of the definite article before the word "God," they offer
as an alternate and correct translation: The Word was "a_god"
(underlining mine). This translation, however, reveals again the
ignorance of Greek grammar by the cults. The comments of*kﬂweﬁ are
again appropriate here:

The three statements of v. 1 bring out
three different aspects of the nature of the
Word. The first speaks of his preexistence.
The second statement, "“The Word was with
God," is an assertion of the Word's
distinctiveness. The preposition pros
indicates both equality and distinction of
jidentity. Robertson says, "The literal idea
comes out well, 'face to face with Geod'"
(RHG, p. 623). Thus this implies personality
and coexistence with God. Robertson says it
bespeaks of "the fellowship between the
Logos and God."

The third statement, "The Word was
God," is especially significant. This is a
clear statement of deity inasmuch as the
noun theos ("God"), is anarthrous; that is,
it lacks the article. Much confusion has
spawned over this point of 'Gk. grammar.
Robertson et al. have aptly demonstrated N
that the lack of the article in the
predicate is intentional so that the subject
can be distinguished. In other words, in the
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3

phrase theos en ho logos {"God was the
Word"'), were it not for the article &(ho)
before the word logos, the subject of the
phrase would be indeterminate. But the
presence of the article shows that it is the
uWord" that is the subject. The fact that
theos is a predicate shows that it is
describing the nature of the Word; he is of
the same nature and essence as_the noun in
the predicate; that is, the Word is divine
(RHG, p. 767).

: E. C. Colwell says that "a predicate
nominative which precedes the Verb cannot
be translated as an indefinite or
‘qualitative' noun solely because of the
absence of the articlie; if the context
suggests that the predicate is definite, it
should be translated as a definite noun in
spite of the absence of the article. In the
case of a predicate noun which follows the
verb the reverse is true; the absence of the
article in this position is a much more
reliable indication that the noun is
indefinite" ("A Definite Rule for the use
of the Article in the Greek New Testament,"
JRL S2 [1933]: 20-21). '

To say that the absence of the article
bespeaks of the nonabselute deity of the
word is sheer folly. There are many places
in this Gospel where the anarthrous theos
appears (e.g., 1:6, 12, 6 13, 18), and not
once is the implication that this is
referring to just "a god.” Cfawnax, John,
EBC, 29-30).

Consequently, one may observe that at the very outset of John's
gospel he states his thesis, namely, that Jesus is the eternal God
of the ages come in human flesh. "17he Word' was deity, one with
God, rather than 'a god' or another being of the same class ...
Unity of nature rather than similarity or likeness is implied. The
external coexistence and unity of the Word with God is unmistakably
asserted" (Yewses, Johm, EBC, 28). This serves as the basis for all
that follows in the book.

Not a single thing that exists came into being except through Him. This
truth is also affirmed in Col. 1:16 and Heb. 1:2. Divine preexistence,
work and association are all affirmed. That He created all things
logically leads to the conclusion t+hat He Himself is not created. As Bruce
asserts: "When heaven and earth were created, there was the Word of God,
already existing in the closest association with God and partaking of the
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1

1:6-8

essence of God. No matter how far back we may try to push our imagination,
we can never reach a point at which we could say of the Divine Word, as
Arius did, ‘There once was when He was not. '™
(Bruce, p. 31). Couple this with the fact a Jew would only know the
God of Genesis 1-2 as the Creator, and you have further evidence of
the full deity of Jesus.

The light can never be conquered: it keeps on shining (pres. tense). The
darkness attempts to 'overcome oOr comprehend the iight," but 1is
unsuccessful. One of the great contrasts of this Gospel is that of light
and darkness. By his use of the word "light," John affirms the absoclute
perfection, the utter purity and holiness which shines forth from God.
Christ as "the light" provides spiritual illumination and knowledge of God
because He is God. Further, because Christ became man and mediates between
God and man, He is able to impart knowledge, holiness and purity to
believers.

John the Baptist is divinely commissioned to attest to the truth about

‘Christ the "Life" {(a word occurring 36 time in John's gospel) and the

"Light" in order that men might believe. To understand what John is
getting at here, one must appreciate his unique use of the term "life."
When John speaks of "life and "death," he uses these terms to describe
one's relationship to God. The one who has a relationship with God
(through Christ) has "life" because he knows God. The one who does not
have a relationship with God (apart from Christ) is "dead" because he does
not know God. In short, to know God is to experience the 1ife of God. That
is why believers are said to inherit "eternal life"; like Ged, they will
live forever, because He has promised to share Bis life with them. Notice,
also, that John constantly ties 1ife and light together throughout his
writings (1:4; 8:12).

1) Life is the complement of light; they always go together. If
1ife refers to relationship with God, then it follows that
light should mean an awareness of God's righteous standard and
a conformity to it. '

2) Hence, as one pursues his n1ife" in God, he will find himself
pursuing the "1ight" which God brings, ultimately leading to
Christlikeness. This is why John speaks of "walking in the

light" and the fact that "we ghall be like Him for we shall

see Him as He is" (1 John 3:1-3).

Oone of John's favorite terms is matureo {(Gk.)}, used forty-seven
times in the Johannine corpus and translated "witness,” "tagtimony,”
or "record." There are seven who "bear witness to" ("attest,"
nsubstantiate") the veracity of Christ's claims: 1) the Father
(5:37; 8:18), 2) Christ Himself (8:14, 18, 37), 3) the Spirit
(15:26; 16:14), 4) the works of Jesus (5:36; 10:25), 5) the
Scriptures (5:39), 6) John the Baptist (1:6-8), and 7) other men
(4:39; 12:17; 15:27}).
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Another great theological term in John's Gospel 1s "phelieve." It means to

1:7
trust or have faith that Christ is sufficient to save in exactly the way
He promised. The word is used about 100 times in this hook.

1:9-10 This verse teaches that the Son was the true light who was coming
(incarnation) into the "world" (a word used 77 times in John's
Gospel). Verse 10 states that despite +he incarnation, the world
never at any peoint knew Him. The word "know" speaks of a knowledge
born out of personal experience. '

1:11-13 One of the saddest commentaries in the book is this: "He came to His
own" (the world, places, things), but "His own" (people, nation) did
not receive Him but rejected Him (the Greek aorist tense denotes a2
decisive act). Men are cohdemned for their rejection, not their
ignorance. Rejection, however, has its counterpart in reception; God
"gave" the grace soO people would accept who and what the person is.
Being a child of God does not come about by human physical descent
nor is it attributed to human volition or the action of men. It is
a sovereign work of God that provides for and acceomplishes our
salvation. '

THE PROLOGUE OF JOHN (1:1-18)

‘=== The Word was In | The Word was The Word was

= 11 Z1 the beginning with God God

__‘"‘1":*"; The Word became | We beheld Als Giory of the only

:z£:1;£§ flesh glory begotien Son

wemwicl Ng mon hes seen | The only begotien God| He helh exegeled

1118 -3 God olenylime | i bosom of Fether | Him

1:14 Perhaps the heresy of incipient Gnosticism which claimed that Jesus only

seemed to be human is what John combats here. John insists that Christ is
kruly human: he was tired and thirsty (4:6-7); He wept (11:35); He was
troubled in spirit (12:17; 13:21), and He died (19:30). Without becoming
less than God (cf. Phil. 2:5-11), Jesus took upon Himself complete human
nature. Indeed John affirms "He Dbecame flesh" (sarx, Gk.). At His
incarnation, God. did not become man; He became God-Man. {The words "dwelt
among us]" (eskenocsen, Gk.) can be understood to mean vpitched his tent”
or "tabernacled among us." John could therefore speak of hearing, seeing,
and touching Him (1 John 1:1 ££f). Just as the Heb. shekinah ("glory"), the
bright cloud of God's glorious person settled upon the Taberpacle (EX.
24:16; 40:35), even so in Christ, God's glorious person dwelt among men
and they beheld, gazed upon examined His glory (see chart: The Prologue
of John's gospel).

1:16-17 The Christian's experience of grace begins with the reception of the

riches of His grace ("fullness") and is progressive and limitless.
Its source is Christ's abundant person (cf. phil. 4:19). Indeed
there was grace in the Law which came through Moses, but the grace
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of God which appeared at the incarnation overwhelms all previous
manifestations.

1:18 John is conveying the fact that God chose to reveal Himself physically in
Christ. "The only begotten Son" {(monogenes, Gk.), means "one of a kind,"
‘unique, "without precedent." Some manuscripts read "the only begotten
God." Bosom denotes the closest possible relationship between Father and
the Son. The sense is the same regardless of the correct reading. The
abrupt statement about a ‘begotten Son or God' is seen by some as an
intimation of the virgin pirth. The Logos, who is the Son, '"has declared”
God. He is indeed the interpreter, exegete (exegesato, Gk.), leading out
and explaining God to man. In John's gospel, The Logos explains God both
by words (7 discourses and 7 "I AM" statements) and works. 7 sign miracles

———

" signify by works the deity of The Logos.

THE SEVEN SIGN MIRACLES OF JESUS IN JOHN'S GOSPEL

2:1-11 Jesus turns water into wine
4146-04 Jesus heals a nobleman's son
5:1-16 Jesus cures a paralytic

6:1-15 - Jesus feeds five thousand men
6:16~21 Jesus walks on water

9:1-42 Jesus heals a blind man

11:1-57 Jesus raises Lazarus from the dead

THE "I AM" STATEMENTS OF JOHN'S GOSPEL

Twenty-three total times we find our Lord's meaningful "y am" in this
gospel (4;26; 6220, 35, 41, 48, 51; 8:12, 18, 24, 28, 58; 10:7, 9, 11, 14;
11:25; 13:19, 14:6; 15:1, 5; 18:5, 6, 8). From these we can identify those in
which He joins His "I am" with seven tremendous metaphors which are expressive
of his saving relationship toward the world.

"1 AM the Bread of Life" (6:35, 41, 48, 51).
nT aM the Light of the World" (8:12).

“"T AM the Door of the Sheep” (10:7, 92}.

wT AM the Good Shepherd" (10:11, 14).

"T AM the Resurrection and the tife" (11:25).
T AM the Way, the Truth, the Life" (14:6).
"I AM the true Vine" (15:1, 5)..

8:58 The absolute emphatic declaration "I am" (ego_ eimi, Gk.) is reminiscent
of Ex. 3:14 where the words stand for the eternal person of YRHWEH (Heb.).
The LXX translators render the phrase of Ex. 3:14 identically with that
of John 8:58. Therefore, there is no doubt that christ's use of this
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unusual form of identification intends to reveal Him as Ged. C

listeners understood Eim this way {v. 59).

C. S. Lewis on Jesus' Claim to Deity

Among these Jews there suddenly turns up a man who goes about

talking as if He was God ...

He says He has always existed ...

ertainly His

EBE&EL Among Pantheists ... anyone might say that he was a part of
UnnsXas God, or one with God: there would be nothing very odd about
LSS
R  TA-GS it. But this man, since He was a Jew, could not mean that kind
C R PNTED ¢ God. God, in their language, meant the Being outside the
world Who had made it and was infinitely different from
anything else. And when you have grasped that, you will see
that what this man said was, quite simply, the most shocking
thing that has ever been uttered by human lips.
That Jesus is to be identified as the God of the 0.T. is further
demonstrated by the numerous titles and works of the O.T. God which
are also attributed to Jesus as the following chart demonstrates.
JESUS IS JEHOVAH
Mutual Title
Of Jehovah or Act 0f Jesus
Isa. 40:28 Creator John 1:3
Isa. 45:22; 43:11 Saviour John 4:42
1 Sam. 2:6 ' Raise dead John 5:21
John 5:27
Joel 3:12 Judge cf. Matt.
25:31 ff.
Isa. 60:19-20 | Light John 8:12
Exodus 3:14 I hun Johnt 8:58, 1B:5-6
Ps. 23:1 Shepherd John 10:11
Isa. 42:8, cf. 48:11 | Gloxry of God John 17:1,5
Isa. 41:4; 44:6 First and Last Rev. 1:17; 2:8B
Hosea 13:14 Redeemer Rev. 5:9
Isa. 62:5 (and Bridegroom Rev. %;:2 cf. Mt.
Hosea 2:16} : 25:1 .
Ps. 1B8:2 Rock 1 Cor. 10:4
Jer. 31:34 Forgiver of Sins Mark 2:7, 10
Ps. 148:2 Worshipped by Angels Heb. 1:6
Throughout 0.T. nddressed in Prayer |[Acks. 7:59
Ps. 148:5 Creator of Angels Col. 1:16
Isa. 45:23" Confessed a&s Lord phil. 2:10
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The Antitheses of John

L Lamb
HEAVENLY ABOVE ogos(lamb)
Logos (Son) - ?& ©
inLove ~A | \ >, \
o ST TR~
\%’« | Life & Q Zr
% relationship & . 2\
\%; - Light /’° Death —ahenathn ?& %
righteousness & Darkness — evil “\ "%
i
EARTHLY &/  UndertheEvil One B2
BELOW A — , > 2
Kosmaos | NN A Z
continuum... Paraclete — Church, witness . %

with life as lights
- Cross

Exposition of John 14:1-11

This text contains several important emphases:

1) ‘Comfort in light of Christ's near departure 14:1-5
2) R word of soteriological insight 14:6
3) ‘A word of Trinitarian revelation/relations 14:6-11

This text is thematically related to 1:1-18 and 8:58. Here again, significant
importance is placed upon sight: our seeing God when we see Jesus (esp. 14:9). ;

Jesus prepares His disciples for the coming days, and in the near
context of chapter 14, He tells them about His ascension to the
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Father (cf. 13:3, 31-35). However, hearing about His imminent
departure, the disciples grow troubled (14:1). Jesus comforts them
by showing them that they can follow Bim to the Father's glory
because He is the "way" (v. 6).

Here, then, is Jesus, the “"exegesis" (1:18) of the Father, the
One who fully explains God's relationship to man through what
He does and says.

Hence, in the statements before us, Jesus points out to His
disciples that knowing, seeing, and understanding God come through
what He (i.e. Jesus) has said and done. ‘

Note, how Jesus always points out His oneness with His Father
(Trinitarian relationship) by vointing at the "works"
{miracles) he has done (cf. chapter 5) and the nwords"” which
He has spoken (cf. chapter 8).

What we need to especially notice, however, is that when Jesus
speaks of Himself as "the Way," He is identifying Himself as one of
the Trinity. ' ‘

Notice how Thomas' question sparks Jesus' comment {(v. 5).
Jesus responds that He is nthe way, the truth and the 1life;
no one comes through the Father, but through Me"” (v. 6).

Hence, Jesus makes Himself out to be the exclusive means by
which a person may come to know Ged. .

This verse in particular expresses 3 important truths of Christology
and alsc soteriology.

1) . Christ is the exclusive means of relationship (way)
2) Christ is the exclusive means of revelation (truth)
3)  Christ is the exclusive means of regeneration {life)

Moreover, Jesus goes on in V. 7 to meke Himself out to be the
exclusive revelation of knowledge about the Father.

of course, when Jesus says that the disciples have seen the Father
(v. 7), Philip immediately asks Jesus to show them the Father. To
this, Jesus responds with the core of Trinitarian doctrine.

In v. 9-15, Christ expiains His unique relationship with the Father.

First, Christ is one with God in_His divine essence.

He says that "He who has seen me has seen the Father" (v. -
10a).

Hence, seeing Christ is the same as _seeing the Father.

Moreover, in v. 10a, Jesus tells Philips that fHe is in the
Father and the Father is in Him.
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This is the core of Trinitarian relationship. Jesus is one
with the Father as to His essence, though distinct from Him
as to His person. Hence, Jesus, the Father, and the Spirit are
one God, one Being; They are nevertheless three distinct
persons, and have distinctions in_ their personalities and
functions. We ought properly to speak of a Triunity.

Christ goes on to point out His oneness with the Father in His
words (v. 10b). ) ‘

Finally, Christ points out His oneness with the Father in His
works (v. 10c-11; cf. 10:38).

Then, in 14:12-14, Christ speaks of how He and His Father
relate to the believer. Christ can provide comfort to the
believer (14:1) because He is the exclusive Way to God, the
Mediator between God and man. Moreover, He gives to man all
of the riches which His Father intends to bestow upon His
children. And this doesn't even include all that God has for
us through the Holy Spirit!

Finally, Christ completes His discussion of His relationship to the
Trinity by discussing His relationship to the Holy Spirit in 14:16-

26.
TRIVHTTARTAN  HELATIONSHIPS
ESSENCE (WHAT} = one God {coessential) : FATIER
who « low

PENSONHS {WHO) = Lhres, coequal and
coeternal

FUNCTIONS {HOW)} = Lhree in one plan- i
' decree (wilh sub-

ordination)

WHAT -~ GOD

-‘\ 3‘3
SON 55 not SPIRIT
“whe ;/:;://///,\\\\\\\\\\ "ol
4%%%/%%%y whe - how
WHAT WHAT '

(human nature) {divine nature)

ISSUES: 1) Define how our infinite God has been involved in creation-history, avoiding the
extremes of deism and humanism

2) Are divine and human attributes different in degree or kind? How do they relate?
llow are they shared? llow do they interact? . .
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John 1, 14: CHRISTOLOGICAL SUMMARY .84

CHRIST IS

IN TITLE

‘ 1) )\5}/05‘. (1:1, 14, 18) = perfect (expressional) revelation
Woed {character of God, 1:14-17)

I 2) (’3565 : i(“1:1, 18) = pure deity {light, life, glory)

IN ACTIVITY : .

| 1) Creator (1:2-3) = pre-eminent (divine) Sovereign

! 2) ;.Lovoyevﬁg (1:14, 18} = precious {unique) Son
Utane  'Son of God (3:16, 20:31)

1 3) 1 odos rat ﬁ aXijfeta Savior (14:6f4.) = powerful

icat 7 LW woy kedta  \&e |(divine) Savior
THEREFORE, BELIEVE IN HIM ~ (20:30-31)

Conclusion: Points of Application

1) As the Word, Jesus is God's unique and personal communication to man
(cf. Heb. 1:1-2).

2) It is of the essence of deity that God is life and light. Because
Christ is God, He gives light and provides life (cf. 1:4-5, 14:6;
1 John 1:1-2; 5:11). ,

3) Because Chfist ig the God-man become flesh, He can and does mediate .
 between God and man, and He is able and willing to impart life to
all believers (cf. 6:36-40; 11:25-17; 14:6}.

4} Faith should be placed in the Son because He is God and able to
save. He alone can provide an eternal relationship with the Father
as the unique provision of the Father (3:16-18; 1 John 5:12}).

5) If you want to know and see God, look at Jesus. He is the Logos,
Son, Messiah sent from the Father to explain and reveal Him (1:14,
18).

A Final Thought From C. S. Lewis

"he Son of God became a man to enable men
to become sons of God."

"Light looked down and beheld darkness
Thither will I go said light
Life looked down and beheld death
Thither will I go said Life
Love locked down and beheld despair
Thither will I go said love
So came Light and shone truth




S0 came Life and conquered death
So came Love and gave hope
"And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us'

CHRISTOLOGY

Pre-Existence

Jobe 1:1 : ) The Incarnate Christ

Hebrews 1:2
Philippians 2:5-11
Colossians 1:15-16

An ge'l of the Lord - GOMPLHE PERFEGT .
Gen 16:7-14 ’ n[l" ““HA"'I'

Gen 22:11-18
Gen 31:11-13

Ex 3:2-5 .

Ex 14:19 * REVEALS «DESTROYS
DEVILS WORKS

Num 22:22-35 . E NS I

Judges 6:11-24 SACRFICE HIGH PRIEST

Judges 13:2-24 ‘ UNITED IN ONE PERSON FOREVER

1 Kings 19:5-7
2 Kings 192:3-5
Zech 1:11

Deity zand Humanity
Luther = You should point to the whole manp Jesus and say that is God

Barth = This man Jesus Christ does not only live through God and
with God, He is himself God

Humanity - taken for granted in synopties, bhut in other parts of NT
B it seems to be witnessed to in particular as if it might
have been called into question or its significance
. neglected
Synoptics

Mark - concentrates on humanity as much as any NT pook' ] .
MT/LX - focus on birth stories as aspects of humanity ipcluding temptation

John ~ bumanity similar to ours which could be seen
1:14: 4:6,7; 11:33-35

1 John 1:1-2; 4:2-3

Acts

2:22; 3:6; 4:10; 22:8; 26:9

Paul

Rom 1:3; 5:15; 9:5

Gal 4:4

2 Cor 8:9

Phil 2:6
1 Tim 2:5




DIVINE

Father

Deity of Christ: Major Prrallel Passapes

RELATIONSHIP COLOSSIANS 1-2 JOHN 1, 14 HEBREWS 1-2 PHILLIPIAKS 2

image 1:15, 19 Word Ll:1, 1é& revelation 1:2 form 2:6

radiant glory
1:14, 14:7

first begotten only begotten first borm 1:6 equal with Goc
1:15, 18 1:14, 18 2:6 ‘
L} .
"Son 1:13 . Son 3:16 son 1:2a, 5, 8 gervant 2:7
' DIVINE WORK
Creation (all) l:16-18 (al1) 1:1-3  (all 1:2-3, 10
Salvation l:4-%, 10; 216 1:12-13 1:3; 2:10-11 2:6-8
Therefore, .
DIVINE NATURE Theoteton 2:9(1:19) Theos 1:1, 18 Theon 1:8 Theos 2:6
Exclusively 1:19, 2:9 1:18, 1416 1:3 2:6
In Flesh 2:9 1:14 1:6, 9-10, 2:7-8
) 2:14~18

The Christ Hymn of Phil. 2:6-11

Introduction

This is the 4th and final major christological text of the N.T. (cf. Col.
1:15-23; 2:9-10; Heb. 1-2; John 1:1-18). Other text of the N.T. also contribute
to our understanding of the person of Christ (e.g. Matt. 16:13-20; Rom. 1:3-43
Rev. 1:8, 13-18; 6:1-14; 19:11-16), but these four stand out as foundations upon
which we might begin to construct a balanced and Biblical christology.

‘This particular passage is especiaily noted for two important aspects of

Christology:

1) The "kenosis" doctrine or “emptying of Christ.”
2) The hypostatic union (uniting of two natures in one person).

Oour study will reveal a number of similarities to the other three major text,

and ‘it will also provide some new insights as well (note the parallel chart).

The preexistence of Christ will be affirmed for a fourth time, as will the

jncarmation (Heb. 1:1-2; John 1:14}. A new element, however, will be "the
exaltation of Christ" following His work on the Cross.

Background Issues
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s surface when this text is examined. Most
bably an early Christian hymn. At this
FTour major dissues are

2 number of debatable issue
scholars now agree that the passage is pro
point however, agreement ceases and debate begins.

significant at this point:

1) Is the hymn Pauline or pre-Pauline?
2) Is the intent of the hymn: B} ethical B) metaphysical or C)

soteriological? _
3) TIs the background of the hymn: A) Aramaic B) Hellenistic or C)
Hebrew?
4) How many stanzas and in what arrangement are the stanzas?

It is not imperative that we have definitive answers to these questions.
" Qur view of inspiration (inerrancy) after all, is concerned ultimately with the
end product and not the means unto the text. For our purpose we tentatively
answer the above questions as follows, noting that good scholarship may be called

in support.

1) The author is Paul, though his adapting of an existing hymn for his
epistolary purpose is certainiy plausible. '

2) The primary intent is ethical, though metaphysical and soteriological

questions may legitimately be raised.

3) 1 Hebrew background, such as Is. 53, is most probable.

4) The hymn should be arranged in two stanzas as follows:
A) stanza 1 vv. 6-8 Christ's humiliation

B) stanza 2 vv. 9-11 Christ's exaltatiocn

Philippians 2:5-11;
The Incarnation of Christ
As the Supreme Example
of True Humility and Greatness
(2:1-4)

Equality with Father: Exalied by Father:
Very God in essence (2:6) the supreme riame
® above everyname
Servant of Fath e o Fath
rvarit ¢i Faiher tothe ofthe Fainer
The need voluntary selfdmitafion othegion (2:9-11)
in context inincamation (2:7)
/ voluntary obedience
Evodia {o dealh
4§ A1) Syrtyche e Seath
2 - ven gea
?zf’smc}b&:;ffzt’g‘??gke Christ onacoss, 2:8
Context ' ' James 4:10. etc]

That the hymn has an ethical context is clear from 2:1-5. Here Paul urges
the Philippians to "have the mind of Christ"
(v. 5, literally "think you," a pre. imp. of command). This command is preceded
by a call to: 1) unity (v. 2), 2) humility (v. 3), and sensitivity {(v. 4).
Humility above all is identified as that character trait which exemplifies most
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the mind of Christ. Interestingly, therefore, the hymn of 2:6-11 actually serves
as an illustration (a divine one at that!) of the mind of Christ; the mind the
believer should seek after and cultivate. Believers need to express genuine
concern and compassion for one another, but this is .ot possible without adopting
the same mind or attitude (disposition) which we discover in Christ. That Christ
demonstrated such concern and compassion is the theme of the Christ hymn.

PRILIPPIANS 2

1. THE contRasT ("BUT". 7)
PREEXISTENT FoRM (D) TO
INCARNATE FoORK (7)

TEMPEY ENGT TO DONDSENVICK

CHRIST'S HARPAGHOS =

2. THE CHIRISM (7-8) 7
BONDSERYICE. /A

INCARNATION, 7B

INCARNATION. Ba

DBEDIENCE. 8B

JESUS CHRIST -

HIS DEITY HIS HUMANITY

e e N\

—

| craaacTerISTICS | sow ano somr |

DIVINE
WORKS

oe )
wohser

THE CONSEQUENCE

{9-11)
THE PRINC|PLE OF

SERVICE AS THE

BAS1S OF SOVEREIGRTY
Exposition of 2:6-11

Incarnation comes from Latin: in + carnis = "in flesh." It means the state
of being clothed or invested with flesh. Ryrie notes that theologically, "the
incarnation" refers to "the hypostatic union of undiminished deity and perfect
humanity in the one person of Jesus Christ forever (continuum from first advent)"
(Bible Doctrine, p. 51). For Paul the starting point of the discussion is with
"the preexistence of Christ."

2:6 "Who being in very nature God" {NIV)
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"Being" is hyparchon, (Gk.), and emphasizes‘continued existence (Being is
a prv . act part). Christ exist in the realm of eternity forever. He always
is (ef. John 8:58). There never was a time when He was not. He is eter.ally
existent. He therefore is God.

n"yery nature' is morphe, (Gk.), translated "form" in the KJV. This word

has been various understocod. Opinion includes:

1) image of God {as 2nd Adam, cf. Gen 1:26-27).
2} glory of God (Johannine theme)
3) essence of God

The word itself can mean "form," "shape," "appearance," or "essence."
Vincent says, "Morphe is that expression of being which is identified with
the essential nature and character of God and which reveals it" {(ICC, Pp-
57-58). The idea of an woutward display of an inner reality or substance"
is set forth by Rienecker. He states further, "Here it refers to the
outward display of the divine substance, i.e., divinity of the preexistent
Christ in the display of His glory as being in the image of the Father"
(Linguistic Keys ck. N.T., vol. 2, p. 204). The point therefore is clear,
Christ eternally exist in the very nature, essence, essential being of God.
Whatever it is that makes God God, Christ is! Morphe denotes Christ as
possessing, of being the permanent unchangeable pattern of deity. Jesus

is God!

ndid not consider equality with God something to be grasped" This phrase
looks back to the expression "heing in very nature cod." Fiercely debated,
the phrase may mean that his equal status and privileges with God were not
that which He violently sought to seize or believed He mast forcibly
retain. Grasped is harpaqmos {Gk.), and can mean: 1) robbing (active sense)
or 2} a prize gained through robbery ( pass. sense). The ildea seems to be
that being co-equal and co-eternal with God Dby the very nature of His
being, equality with God was not something Christ had to forcibly strive
for (as if He did not possess it) or assert (as i1f he could lose it). The
comments of Bruce are appropriate in this context:
There is no question of Christ's trying to snatch or
seize equality with God: that was already his because
he always had the nature of God. Neither is there any
question of his trying to retain it by force. The point
is rather that he did not treat his equality with God
as an excuse for self-assertion or self-aggrandizement;
on the contrary, he treated it as an occasion for
renouncing every advantage Or privilege that might have
accrued to him thereby, as an opportunity for self-
impoverishment and unreserved self-sacrifice.
‘ Several commentators have seen a contrast here
with the story of Adam: Christ enjoyed true equality
with God but refused to derive any advantage from it in
becoming man, whereas Adam, made man in the Iimage of
God, snatched at a false and illusory equality; Christ
achieved universal lordship through his renunciation,
whereas Adam forfeited his lordship through his
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2:7-8"but made Himself nothing" NIV (Better '"He emptied Himself").

"gnatching.”" But it is not at all certain that this
contrast was in the author's mind.

Wwhether the Christ/Bdam contrast igs in Paul's mind or not, a comparison

of the two is certainly enlightening (note also the contrast of Christ

with the attitude of Satan as typified in Isaiah 14 and Ezekiel 28).
ADAM AND CHRISTSI

Compar ison Aand ContTtIrasT

ADAM . CHRIST
Made in the divine image. Being the image and very
' essence of God.
Thought it & prizé to be *hought it hot & prize to be
grasped st to be as God; graspsd at to be as God;
Aspired to a reputation. ’ Made hineel? of ne
reputation.
' Spurned being God's servant. toox upon Eim the form of &

servant (slave)}.

Seeking to be in the likeness And was sade in the likeness

ot God; of men:
And being found in fashion as And being found in fashion
» man {of dust, how doomed) , as & man {Resans 833},
He exalted himsel?l, He humbled himself,
. ADd became discbedient unto death. Ané became obedient unte
death.
Ee was condemned and disgraced. god highly exalted Eim and

gave hiz the name and
position of the Lord.

Christ therefore grasped not at sovereignty but service. Adam was humanity
seeking deity. Christ was deity seeking humanity. His high and lofty
position was not something He could not give up for the salvation of souls
and the pleasure of the Father. He did not grasp, He gave. He did not
¢limb, he condescended.

The
crucial word is
kenoo (Gk.), meaning
simply to empty. The
import of this word
would seem, to
require both a
contextual and
theological
interpretation, or
an ethical and
metaphysical
perspective.

A) Contextual/ethical insights
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Verses 7-8 basically express an understanding of Christ's "making
himself of no reputation.”

1) He took the form (morphe, Gk.) of a servant (doulos, Gk.)

2) Be was made in the 1ikeness (homoima, Gk.) and fashion
(schema, Gk.) of a man.

3) He humbled himself (cf. vv. 2-4).

4) He became obedient unto death.

5) He died a cross-type of death (one of ultimate humiliation)

These verses express the idea that there was an emptying by
addition. The Son did not surrender His deity, He added humanity.
Further the type of humanity He added was not of a sovereign, but
a servant/slave. He received not a crown, but 'a cross. Bruce Says
it well, "He yielded himself to the furthest 1imit of submission,

to a death reserved for those who have no claim on society."

Practical Application: If our Lord so humbled himself, what type of attitude,

self-evaluation should we cultivate?

B}

Theological/metaphysical insights

Deity cannot cease to be deity, so any understanding of kenoo which
would point in this direction must quickly be dismissed. Yet a real
and genuine emptying took place. Verses 7-8, as well as John 1:14;
17:1-26 are helpful at this point. John 17:5 is especially
significant, "and now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self
with the glory which I had with thee before the world was" (KJV).
Jesus did not surrender His deity, but He did surrender His glory.
He became in a sense God incognito. Laid aside willingly in humble
obedience to the Father (V. 8) were:

1) the praises of heaven.
2) the position of heaven.
3) the prerogatives of heaven.

The wedding of deity and humanity was permanent. The emptying
however only temporary. CHRIST TEMPORARILY LAID ASIDE THE FREE AND
VOLUNTARY EXERCISE OF THE RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES OF DEITY! The
emptying therefore involved self-limitation as well as ultimate
humiliation. Christ partook of unglorified humanity. He voluntarily
forfeited, for a time, the free use of His divine attributes,
depending instead on His Father and the Holy Spirit.

God however, Paul notes, does not leave the drama unresclved. Jesus
in humiliation totally reverses the priorities and principles of
this world system. His Father affirms His pleasure in His
exaltation.
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2:9-11

HE EXISTED AS GOD.

LIMITLESS
ALL POWERFUL
ETERNAL

HE BECAME MAN.

WEAK
LIMITED
MORTAL

:_'
¥ X

'

WHEN JESUS G AME MANCHE DID NOT'STOPBEING GOD =

HE ONLY GAVE UP.(TEMPORARILY) THE VOLUNTARY, EXERCISE.
'  RIGHTS ‘AND;PRIVILEGES OF 3

Man gave Jesus a Cross but God gave Him a Crown

Man gave Jesus a Grave but God gave Him back His Glory
Man gave Jesus Anguish but God gave Him ddoration

Man Expelled Jesus put God Exalted Jesus

Man gave Jesus Thorns but God gave Him a Throne

Thesei verses affirm a three-fold exaltation of the Saviour.

v. 9 An exalted position
v. 10 An exalted adoration
v. i1 An exalted confession

"Wherefore" (dio, Gk.) notes the consequent action of God (the Son
humbles, not exalts Himself) in light of the Son's voluntary
obedience and humiliation. "Highly exalted" means to exalt above and

bayond, to super exalt. No doubt Paul has in mind here our Lord's

resurrection, ascension and session in heaven. ngiven him a name"
The later

may have reference 1o the name Yahweh, Lord or Jesus.
seems more likely, though merit {ies in all three options. Indeed

as the following chart shows, a multiplicity of names are ascribed

to our Saviour, each highlighting or drawing special attention to

some unique facet of His person and/or work.
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Jesus is Lord!

93

Blessed be the names of the Lord!

A Adam, the Second

1 Cor. 15:45-47

Advocate 1John 2:1
Almighty Rev. 1.8
Alpha and Omega  Rev. 21:6 .
Amen ARev. 3:14
Ancient of Days Dan. 7:9
Angel of His
Presence Isa. 63:9
_Angel, Mine Exd. 23:20-23
Anointed Above His Fellows

. Psa. 45:7
Anointed, His Psa. 2:2

Apostie of our Profession
Heb. 3:1

Armolthe Lord  fsa. 51:9-10

Author and Finisher of our

Faith Heb. 12:2
Author of Eternal Salvation
Heb. 5.9

Begottenof God 7 John 5:18
Beloved Eph. 1:6
Bishop of Souls 1 Peter 2:25
Blessed and Only Potentate

1 Tim. 6:15
Branch, The Zech. 3:8
Branch, A Righleous Jer. 23:5
Branch of Righteousness

Jer, 33:15

Branch of the Root of Jesse
‘ isg. 11:1
Bread of Life John 6:35

Bright and Morning Star
: Rev. 22:16

Captain of the Lord’s Host
' Josh. 5:15
Carpenter'sSon  Matl. 13:55
Chiel Cornerstone 1 Peter 2.6
Chiefest Among Ten Thousand
: Song of Sol. 5:10
Christ, The

John 1:41
Christ the Lord Luke 2:11
Christ Jesus Qur Lord
. Aom. 8.39
Christ the Power of God
1 Cor. 1:24
Counselort isa, 9.6
Covenant of the People
: Isa. 42.6
Dayspring Luke 1:78
Caystar 2 Peter 1:19
Deliverer Aom. 11:26
Door, The John 10:8

E Elect Isa. 4271
Emmanuel! Matt. 1:23(RSV)
Eternal Lile 1 John 5:20
Evertasling Father [sa. 9:6
Faithiuland True  Rev. 18.11
Faithiul Wilness Rev. 1:5
First Begotien Heb. 1:6
First Born Psa. 89:27

First Born Among Many

Brethren Rom. 8:2¢%
First Fruils 1 Cor. 15:23
First and Last Rev. 22:13

Foundation Laid in Zion

Isa. 28:16
G Giorious Lord Isa. 33:21
God of Israel Isa. 45:15
God wilth Us Matt 1:23
Great God Titus 2:13
Great High Priest Heb. 4:14

H Head of the Body ' Col 118

Head over ali Things Eph. 1:22
Heads!lone of the Corner

Psa. 118:22
Heir of all Things - Heb. 1:2
Holy One of Israel  Isa. 41:74
‘Hope of Glory Col. 1:27
fAM John 8:58
Image of the invisible God
Col. 1:15
immanuel

isa. 7:14

Jesus Christ Qur Lord

Rom. 1:3

Judge of Israel Micah 3:1

K King of Giory Psa. 24:7

King Zech. 9.9
King over all the Earth

Zech. 14:9

Lamb of God John 1:29

Light of the Worid  John 8:12

Lily of the Valleys

Song of Sol. 2:1
Living Bread John 6:51
Lord God Almighly Rev. 4:8
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ

2 Peter 2:20

Lord of All Acts 10:36
Lord Qur Righteousness

Jer. 23:6

Lord, Your Redeemer

jsa. 43:14
Love 1 John 4.8
M Man of Sorrows Isa. 53:3
Master Matt. 23:10
Messiah Dan. 9.25
Mighty God Isa. 9.6
Mighty One of Jacob /sa. 60:16
Most Holy Dan. 9:24
Most Mighty .. Psa. 453
N Nazarene Matt. 2:23
(O Only Wise God 1 Tim. 1:17
QOur Passover 1 Cor. 5.7
P pPhysician Luke 4:23
Prince of Peace isa. 9:6
Prince of the Kings of the Earth
Rev. 1.5
Prophet Deut. 18:15-18
Propitiation Rom. 3:25
R Rabbi John 1:49
Redeemer isa. 59:20
Resurrection John 11.25
Righteous Servant  fsa. 53:11
Rock 1 Cor. 10:4
Root of Jesse isa. 11:10
Rose of SharonSong of Sol. 2:1

S saviour of the World
1 John 4:14
Seed of David John 7:42
Seed of the Woman Gen. 3:15
Shepherd. Good  John 10:71
Son of God Rom. 1.4
Son of Man Acts 7:56
Son of Mary Mark 6.3
Son of the Highest  Luke 7.32
Staroutof Jacob Num. 24:17
Stone Matt. 21:42
Sun of Righteousness Mal. 4.2
Sure Foundation Isa. 28:16
T Teacher John 3:2
Truth John .14:6
U Unspeakabie Gilt 2 Cor, 9:15
"V Vine John 15:1
W way John 14:5
wonderiul Isa. 9:6
Word John 1:14
Word of God Rev. 19:13
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e L
That Beautiful Name : @;mf 5 ‘lzézs'f:ttlstc%

~ — - - v el
Joan Porry, $365-1755, alt. Mkl ], Comgp, F875-1937 Te & maid-en of low - Iy birth
o \ \ . And an-gels praised God in  heaven. That beap«tl - ful Name, That
e T ! =% T =T — He suf-fered all this for wme
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The bowing of adoration (v. 10) and the word of confession (v. 11}
serve to emphasize the deity and universal Lordship of the Son, & reality
which glorifies the Father. Is. 45:23 is echoed in v. 10. There Yahweh is
in view, here the Son. It is no accident that Jesus has ascribed to Him
that which is ascribed to the God of the 0.T., for He also is God. That
all will bow (v. 10) should be understood as a doxological and not a
cosmological statement. Nothing in all of creation is outside of the
Lordship and authority of the Lord Jesus Christ.

"Jesus (Christ) is Lord" is the guintessential Christian
creed, and in that creed "Lord" is given the most auqust sense that
it can bear. When Christiamns in later generations refused to say
Caesar is Lord," they refused because they knew that this was no
mere courtesy title that Caesar claimed: it was a title that implied
his right to receive divine honors, and in_ this sense they could
give it to none but Jesus. To them there was "only one God, the
Father, ... and ... only one Lord, Jesus Christ" (1 Ceor. 8:6). In
the Greek 0.T. Gentile Christians read, Yahweh was denoted either
by theos ("God") or (most often) by kyrios ("Lord"); they reserved
theos regularly for God the Father and kyrios regularly for Jesus.

When divine honors are thus paid to the humiliated and exalted
Jesus, the glory of God the Father is not diminished put enhanced.
Wwhen the Son is honored, the Father is glorified; for none <can
bestow on the Son higher honors than the Father himself has
bestowed."

F. F. Bruce
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In the incarnatién/emptying of the Son, deity aid humanit: were

The kenosis consisted not in a subtraction of deity but an addition

essence of the heart of God. RAs His subjects, we are constrained to

Conclusion

1}
perfectly and permanently joined: two natures in one person.

2)

_ of humanity. In the incarnation the preexistent Christ laid aside

His glory not His deity. He became God incognito.

3) Voluntary and willing humiliation for the benefit of others is the
live likewise. _ P

4) Jesus is now the exalted and glerified God-man.

* gpiritual greatness is found in servants not suEefStars.

* Spiritual greatness is found in a humble posture not an honored
position.

James 4:6, 10 - "God resisteth the preoud, but giveth grace unto the
humble {(cf. Prov. 3:34) Humble yourselves in the sight of the
Lord, and he shall lift you up {(cf. 1 Pet. 5:5b-6).

Thus we summarize as follows:

It was necessary that Christ should be both God and man. Lt was only
as man that he could be a redeemer for humanity; and only as a
sinless man that he could fittingly die for others. It was enly as
God that his life, ministry and redeeming death could have infinte
value and satisfy the demands of Cod so as to deliver others from
it. Christ has a human nature, but he ig not a human person. The
person of Christ is the God-man, the second person of the Trinity.
In the incarnation, he did not change into a human person, nor adopt
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a human personage. He assumed a human nature in addition to his
eternal divine nature. With the assumption of the human nature, -he
is not a divine person or a human person, but a divine-human person

possessing all the essential qu
nature. This is a mystery bheyo

alities of both-tpe human andé divine
nd full comprehension. Also, it 1is

confessed that Jesus has both a divine and human consciousness &as
well as a human and divine will, yet clearly a unity of person. It
is always the same person, Jesus Christ the Lord.

CHRIST AND ALEXANDER

Jesus and Alexander died at thirty-three;

One lived and died for self; one died {or
you and me.

The Greek died on a throne; the Jew died

on a cross;

One’s life a triumph seemed; the other but
a loss.

One led vast armies forth; the other walked
alone;

One shed a whole world's biood; the other
gave His own, '
One won the world in life and lost it all
in death,

The other lost His life to win the whole
world'e faith

x* L] -

Jesus and Alexander died at thirty-three;

The Greek made all men slaves; the Jew
made all men free,

One built a throne on blood; the other
built on love;

The one was born of earth; the other from
above;

One won all this earth, to lose all earth
and Heaven;

The other gave up all, that ali to Him be
given.

The Greek forever died: the Jew forever
lives;

He loses all who gets, and wins ail things
who gives.

—Charles Ross Weede




THE MIND OF CHRIST

Philippians 2:1-11

1. We must cultivate the compassion of our Savior. (vs.1-4)
A. There is the experience of divine blessings. (vs.1)
B. There is the encouragement to divine behavior. (vs.2-4)
1. Divine behavior is characterized by wnity. (vs. 2)
2. Divine behavior is characterized by humility. (vs.3)

3. Divine behavior is characterized by sensitivity. (vs.4)

II. We should consider the humiliation of our Savior. (vs.5-8)

A. He demonstrated humility in His renunciation. (vs.5-6)
B. He demonstrated humility in His incarnation. (vs.7)
C. He demonstrated humility in His crucifixion. (vs.8)

1II. We should celebrate the exaltation of our Savior. (vs.9-1 1)

A. He has received an exalted position. (vs.9)
B. He is to receive exalted adoration. (vs.10)

C. He will receive an exalted confession. (vs.11)
i .

DEATH OF CHRIST

RANSOM PROPMATION

FROM SATAN FOR SIN

RECONCILIATION i SUBSTITUTION

TOWARD GOD i FOR MAN
“a!-%-

PROOF OF GOD'S LOVE
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‘HIS NAME IS WONDERFUL: JESUS MY LORD
John 13:1-17; Phil. 2:1-11

True greatness is discovered in being a servant. The greatest person who ever lived was
Jesus. The preatest servant who ever lived was also Jesus. In John 13 we see an illustration
of his willingness to be a servant, washing nasty, dirty (ugly!) feet--yuk! Yet wonderfully,
He has washed our souls which were even dirtier and uglier. This is what Phil. 2:1-11 is all
about. Here we see an explanation of our Lord's willingness to be a servant.

I. Our Lord's compassion. Phil. 2:1-5

1) He has a heart of unity. vs.1-2
2) He has a heart of humility. vs.3
3) He has a heart of sensitivity. vs.4

* Verse § is the key verse of the text. What does it mean to have "the mind of
Christ? In church, at school, at home, on the ball field, in our neighborhood,, with
someone who is lost? (Let each one share their thoughts here).

11 Our Lord's humiliation. Phil. 2:6-8

1) His condescension. vs.6
2) His renunciation. vs.7
3) His crucifixion. vs.8

* If Jesus so humbled Himself, what should our attitude be? Attitude is the key to
action.

II. Qur Lord's exaltation. Phil. 2:9-11
1) A great position. vs.9

2) A great designation. vs.10
3) A great confession. vs.11

CONCLUSION:

James 4:6,10 teaches us that God resists the proud (think of the devil and Adam/Eve), but
gives grace to the humble (Jesus). It's not easy to be humible, but it is essential if we would
be like Jesus. His name_is wonderful. He is our Lord. Let's be like Jesus.

Dr. Danny Akin
Dean




Kenosis.

Ph. 2:6, "Who, although He existed in the form of God, did not
regard equality with cod a thing to be grasped,

(7) but emptied (ekenosen) Himself, taking the form of a bond-
servant, and being made in the likeness of men."

1. The Kenosis Theory.

The name comes from the Greek verb kenoco which is translated
n empty . L1}

Definition. "The Divine Logos by His Incarnation divested
Himself of His divine attributes of omniscience and omnipotence,
so that in His incarnate life the Divine Person is revealed and
solely revealed through a human consciousness." (J.M. Creed, in
Mysterium Christi, ed. Bell and Deissmann, 1930, p. 133; cited in
New Bible Dictionary, art. "Kenosis.')

In other words, God the Son laid aside the characteristics of
divine nature when He took human nature.

This is a convenient theory for those who believe that on
various issues they are right, and the teaching of Jesus 1is wWrong.
among such issues would be the unity of Isaiah, hell, the second
coming ... . Jesus was mistaken, they say. That is no problemn,
for He was not omniscient. :

2. Obiections to the Kenosis Theory.

You cannot have divine nature without divine attributes. The
whole idea is a monstrosity.

This theory violates the immutability of the divine nature.

Fven if it were possible for the Son to lay aside all divine
attributes ("incarnation by divine suicide") then we are left with
a Saviour who is not divine and therefore who cannot save!

The view leaves us with a Jesus whose teaching we can take or
leave. He could be right, He could be wrong. There is no certain
revelation of truth. '

This theory has historically gone hand-in-hand with a
1iberalism that denies the miraculous element in the gospels.

3. The Exedqesis of Ph. 2:7.

Linguistically the self-emptying is to be interpreted in the
light of the words which inmediately follow. ... His taking
of the servant's form involved the necessary limitation of
the glory which He laid aside that He might be born 'in the
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1ikeness of men.' That glory of His pre~existent oneness with
the Father (see Jn 17:5,24) was His because from all eternity
He existed 'in the form of God' (Ph. 2:6). It was concealed
in the 'form of a servant' which He took when He assumed our
nature and appeared in our likeness; and with the acceptance
of our humanity He took also His destiny as the Servant of the
Lord who humbled Himself to the sacrifice of Himself at
calvary. The 'kenosis' then began in His Father's presence
with His preincarnate choice to assume our nature; it led
inevitably to the final obedience of the cross when He did,
to the fullest extent, pour out His soul unto death ...
(New Bible Dictionary, art. *Kenosis.")

The phrase "He emptied Himself" is so strange to Greek that
a Semitic original has been suggested. J .Jeremias suggests that
the phrase reflects Is. 53:12, "He poured out His soul unto death."
This of course makes it a reference to His death, not to the

incarnation as such.

See the various writings of Ralph Martin on Ph. 2:5-11,
especially his dissertation Carmen Christi.
: " Localized
Human Nature Learning
Limited

He Acts Through
Either Mature

Omnipresent
Omniscient
Omnipotent

Person of

.Neither Dividing the Person
the Son

nor -
- Confounding the Natures

Divine Nature

Person of Peréon of
the the Holy
Father Spirit
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The Need for Two Natures.

1f the Lord Jesus Christ was to save us, He had to be Ged and man
at the same time. The classic on this is Cur Deus Homo? (Why Did God

Become Man?) by Anselm {(d. 1109).

1. The Necessity for His Manhood.

The fundmnentai point is that 1if Christ was to act as the
representative of men, He had Himself to be a man.

Any denial of His humanity comes from an evil spirit:

1 Jn 4:2, "By this you know the Spirit of God: every spirit that
confassaes that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh 1s from God;

(3) and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God;
and this is the spirit of the antichrist, of which you have heard that
it is coming, and now it is already in the world."

Rom. 5:12-21 works out a parallel between Adam and Christ. Each
is a representative man, whose actions affect his people. In brief,
Paul says, "Adam got us in this mess; Christ got us out of it." He
works it out as follows:

The Acts on His Act Prin- Result

Represen— { behalf of |{ l.ciple

tative Man § at work -

Adam His People | 5in { Law Death
Condermation

Christ His People | Obedience | Grace Life
Justification

The parallel between Adam and Christ is also worked out in 1 Cor.

15:

1 Cor. 15:21, "For since by a man came dedth, by a man also came

the resurrection of the dead. :
(22) For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ all shall be made

alive."

99




1 Cor. 15:45, "So also it is written, 'The first MAN, Adam, BECAME
A LIVING SOUL.' The last Adam became a life-giving spirit. ...

(47) The first man is from the earth, earthy, the second man is
from heaven."

Another crucial passage on the need for the humanity of Christ is
Heb. 2:5-18:

Heb. 2:9, "But we do see Him who has been made for a little while
lower than the angels, namely, Jesus, because of the suffering of death
crowned with glory and honour, that by the grace of God He might taste
death for every one.

(10) For it was fitting for Him, for whom are all things, and
through whom are all things, in bringing many sons to glory, to perfect
the author of their salvation through sufferings. ...

(14) Since then the children share in flesh and blood, He Himself
‘likewise partook of the same, that through death He might render
powerless him who had the power of death, that is, the devil;

(15) And might deliver those who through fear of death were
subject to slavery all their lives. ...

(17) Therefore He had to be made like His brethren in all things,
that He might become a merciful and faithful high priest in things
pertaining to God, to make propitiation for the sins of the people.

(18) For since He Himself was tempted in that which He has
suffered, He is able to come to the aid of those who are tempted.”

With that we must link:

Heb, 4:15, "For we do not have a high priest who cannot sympathize
with our weaknesses, but one who has been tempted in all things as we
are, yet without sin.

(16) Let us therefore draw near with confidence to the throne of
grace, that we may receive mercy and find grace to help in time of
need." ’ :

The following points need to be made:

_ a. Since it is man that sinned, it must be
a man that pays the penalty for sin.

b. The penalty of sin involves the
suffering of both body and soul. It is only man who has both body and
soul. Therefore only a man is qualified to bear the suffering for sin.

c. An essential element in saving us was to

deal with the fact that'as men if we wish to inherit eternal 1ife there

is a qualification which we must fulfil. That qualification is full
obedience to the Law. Our disocbedience disqualifies us.

Christ has obeyed in our place (Rom. 5:19). To obey the Law in
place of men, He has to be a man.
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d. His manhood had to be sinless manhood.
1f He had sinned, His death would be merely the punishment for His own
sins. It would not help us at all.

e. In order to save us, our Lord had to be-

free not only from actual sin but also from original sin, in terms of
both inherited corruption and also the imputation of Adam's sin. His
virgin conception by the Holy Spirit, and consequent 'holiness® (Lk.
1:35), meets this need.

f. Part of the saving work of Christ is
that he lives to make intercession for us. Because He was and is a man,
He is able to understand us, sympathize with us, and help us.

g. If He is the mediator who brings men to

God, he must have a foot in both camps. He must become man in order to
bring man to Geod. ' ‘

1 Tim. 2:5, "For there is one God, and one mediator also between

God and men, the man Jesus Christ."

2. The Necessity for His Deity.

a. To save us, Christ underwent the wrath
of God for us, survived, brought us to share in His resurrection life,
and is raising us to glory. 1f He had not been God, He would not have
survived. ‘

b. If He had been a mere man, to have .ta.ken
on Himself the wrath which one man deserved would have been a task which
lasted for all eternity.

¢. 1f Christ had been merely a sinless man,
He could have died in the place of just one sinner. A sacrifice of
infinite value requires a person of infinite value.

d. A mediator between God and man must
Himself be God if He is to bring men to God. Scmething less than Geod
could not do 1it. A twenty-foot chasm cannot be bridged with an
eighteen-foot ladder. '
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Jesus Christ: The Wonderful God-man

Philippians 2, Hebrews 4:14-16

Creator

Born of a virgin, untainted by sin
Baptizes with the Spirit

Gives rest to our souls

Dries away all our tears -

Living water

. Bread of Life

Good Shepherd

God of all comfort; one by whom all
our needs will be supplied

Faithful and true

Advocate, Intercessor, Mediator
Every knee shall bow

Requires our services

High Priest

Was worshipped

(8

=

-]

&

9. Man of sorrow and grief; did not even

1

1

1

1

. Became part of creation

Born of a woman, untainted by sin
. Baptizéd in a river by John

. Got tired

Wept

Got thirsty

. Got hungry.

Sheep before His shears

have a place to lay His head

0. Falsely accused

1. Forsaken, de’spisc;d, and rejected
2. His own received I-Ilm not

3. God’s servant

14, Prayed

15. Went to the temple




16. Unchanging 16. Grew in wisdom, stature
17. Alpba and Omega - 17. Lived 33 years

18. Great healer 18. Knew intense pain

19. Atoned for the sins of the world 19. Died with criminals

20. Rose again 20. Died

21. Righteous judge | 21. Judged unjustly

22. Will never leave or forsake us | 22. Loneliness

NAMES OF JESUS
Alpha and Omega, the Almighty, the Beginning and the End, Chief Cornerstone, First and
the Last, Door of the Sheep, Firstborn of the Dead, God with us, Holy, Immanuel, I Am,
King of Kings, Lord of Lords, Life, Light of the World, Lamb of God, lbrd of Glory,
Master, Mediator, Only Begotten Son of God, our Passover, Prince of Peace, Resurrection
and the Life, Son of God, Son of Man, Savior, Truth, the True Vine, The Word, The Way,

Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father.

-

If a theologian posits a subordination of order or of function and not of essence or nature,
he is orthodox. His view is one of economic and not emphatic subordinationism. The
emphatic is a subordination of essence and not merely of external function. This position
is heretical because it posits a Godhead not only unequal in office but also unequal in
nature. In the orthodox, or economic, Trinity, however, the Son occupies a secondary
position not metaphysically, but only voluntarily in the opera ad extra. Such
subordination is theologically acceptable . . .

Michael E. Bauman, “Milton, Subordination, and the Two-stage Logos,” Westminster Theological
Journal 48 (Spring 1986): 174.
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How CaN I PROVE FROM THE
BIBLE THAT JESUS 1§ GOD?

There are six lincs of biblical evidence that
clearly demonstrate the deity of Christ:

1. Divine names. Scveral passages refer
to Jesus as God. John 1:1 tells us *the
Wl Word [Jesus — cf.v. 14] was God.” Greek
»*¢%| grammar and the context rule out the

translation “the Word was a god.” Thomas
addressed the risen Christ as “ry Lord and my God™ (John
20:28). Note that Jesus did not correct him, but acknow!-
cdged his faith (v. 29). Titus 2:13 and 2 Deter 121 refer to
Jesus as.our God and Savior. The rules of Greek grammar
indicate that both titles describe Jesus. That is especiatly
clear in the 2 Peter | reference, since the same grammatical
construction appears in verse 11, where it is obvious that
the titles there { Lord and Savior) apply to Christ. Hebrews
1:8:9 records God the Father's testimony to Christ's duiny:
He twice addresses the Son as God. Finally, 1 John 5:20 re.
fers to Jesus as “the true God and crernal hfe”

2. Divine claims. Jesus Himself claimed to be God. In
John 10:30 He makes the startling statement, “I and the
Father are one” The Greek word translated “one” isin the
neuter gender, indicating Jesus is one in essence with the
Father, not merely one in purpose. John 8:58 records an
even more astonishing claim: Jesus applicd to Himsclf the
sacred name of God from Exodus 3:14, “TAMT (Heb.,
YHWH, “Yahweh” or “Jchovah™). If Jesus were merely
claiming to be a pre-cxistent being, He would have said
«Before Abraham was born, 1 was,” instead of “I AM.”
Unlike many today, Jesus’ opponents understood perfectly
what He was claiming, That's why they attempted to stone
Him for blasphemy (john 8:59; 10:31-33).

3. Divine titles. Many terms uscd in the Old Testament
to refer to God are used in the New Testament to refer to
Jesus. In Isaiah 6:5 Isaiah says, “My eyes have seen the King,
the Lord { YHWH] of hosts™ Yet the apostle John, referang
to Tsaiah’s vision, says in John 12:41, “These things {satah
said, because he saw His [ Clnists — cf.v. 36] glorv, and he
spoke of Him. Other titles used of God in the Old Testa-

THIS 16 ANOTHER OF THOSE DIFFICULT SAPINGS
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ment and of Jesus in the New include Holy One (Isa. 10:20
Acts 3:14), First and Last (Isa. 44:6; Rev. 22:13), Savior
(Isa. 43:11; Titus 2:13), Pierced One (Zech. 12:10; John
19:37), and Lord of lords {Deut. 10:17; Rev. 17:14).

4 Divine attributes. Jesus possesses attributes unique to
God: eternity { Jicah 5:2; cf. Matt. 2:1-6), omnipresence
( Mact. 18:20), omniscience (John 16:30), omnipotence
{Heb. 1:3), and immutability {Heb. 13:8).

& Divine works. Jesus did things that only God could
do. The first sentence of the Bible tells us God created the
universe, but John 1:3 and Colossians 1:16 speak of Jesus a
the One who brought all things into being. He also sustain
all things (Col. 1:17). Jesus; like the Father, has the author-
ity to resurrect and judge men (John 5:21-29). He also has
the authority to forgive sins — 2 right that, as His oppo-
nents pointed out, belongs to God alone (Mark 2:5-10).

6. Divine worship. Jesus affirmed the Old Testament
truth that only God is to be
«everal occasions He accepted others® worship of Him,
obviously considering it appropriate (Mart. 14:33; 289, 17
John 9:38; 20:28-29). Unlike Peter (Acts 10:25-26), Paul
and Barnabas (Acts 14:11-18), or angels (Rev. 19:10;
22:8.9), Jesus never refused the worship offcred Him.

The evidence for Jesus' deity is conclusive. Those who
deny it dishonor the Father (John 5:23), and face cternal
tragedy (John 8:24).

OF JEsus THAT I'D INTERPRET A5 HOMOR. ¥

worshiped (Mart. 4:10). Yet on’ |




8. Title Christology

Although the research in title Christology is diverse, scholars tend to fall into one
of two camps: (1) The roots of title Christology are to be found in Jesus himself. Or (2) the
titles were thus projected backwards into the mouth of Jesus or his disciples.

EXAMPLES OF CHRISTOLOGY

A common assumnption in current New Testament studies is that the Christian church
spread out into three different cultural-geographic circles. The three circles are: (1)
Palestinian Judaism; (2) hellenistic Judaism; and (3) hellenistic Gentiles. However this is

not accepted by all New Testament scholars, for the opponents of this three circle theory
believe that no such neat Christological circles existed.

(1) Logos: . Possible Hellenistic and Semitic origins. Cullmann argues that John 1:1-3 is

- a deliberate echo of Genesis 1:1, and therefore Logos must have a Semitic
origin. Logos has the sense of a word endowed with reason, The name Logos
was used as a bridge from the Christian faith to the Greco-Roman world.

(2) Son of Man:© "Son of Man" is the most complex title in current New Testament
studies. The data of the title in the New Testament: (1) it occurs eighty
times; (2) the expression occurs in all the fundamental source
documents of the Gospels, so it is not the preference of one writer; (3)
it is a title Jesus may have applied to himself; (4) the title appears in
no creed; (5) John’s gospel has a special Son of Man theology; and (6)
the title defies any systematic representation.

Marshall remarks that there is no interpretation of the title Son of Man
without problems. (1) The title has its origin in Daniel 7:4 and other
materials growing out of the Old Testament, such as 4 Bzra 13 and 1
Enoch 37-71. (2) The Gospels shed new light on the content of the
title by speaking of the suffering, dying, and rising of the dead and of
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the Son of Man as thé foundation of the kingdom of God. They also
speak of the Son of Man coming in glory. (3) It has the most support
among the titles as the title Jesus might have used for himself. (4) It
is an expression which raises Jesus above the rank of rabbi or prophet.
And (5) it is apparently a transition title, as it is not found in the
Epistles and the church creeds.

(3) Messiah, Christ: The title Christos occurs 529 times in . the New Testament, with 379

of them in Paul’s writings. The title raises a number of issues: (1) What
was the current rabbinic understanding of a Messiah? (2) Did Jesus
apply the title to himself or one of his disciples, or is it a title the early
church gave him? (3) Why did the title change from that of a name
for a coming person to that of a proper name? (4) Is there any claim
by Jesus to the title from the accusation he bore with his cross? And
(5) what effect did the resurrection have on this title?

- From the discussions of this title we can summarize.

(4) Lord:

(1) The root of the title is the Old Testament and more specifically the
messianic materials. Hence there is both continuity and discontinuity
in the picture of Jesus as the Messiah with Old Testament materials
about the Messiah.

(2) We believe that the term of Messiah would not have been given to Jesus

unless there was a basis for it in Jesus’ own lifetime.

(3) There is a good measure of truth in Pannenberg’s assertion that the
resurrection of Christ both clarifies and certifies the titles of Jesus.
The resurrection of Christ seems to have firmed up the title of Christ.

(4) The meaning of the word Christ as-an office or an expected individual

becomes a proper name for Jesus in the New Testament.

(1) The Greek word for lord, kurios, has a great number of rneémings similar
to the English word lord.

(2) In I Cor. 16:22 the Aramaic word for lord is used (mari) in connection
with Christ. This means that Jesus was called Lord very early in the
history of the church.

(3) In common with other titles there could have been a pre-resurrection
meaning of the term and a post-resurrection one.

18
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(4) From confession and worship as Lord the name then borders on a

(5) Son of God:

confession of deity, or actually becomes such a confession. Jesus Christ
was called Lord in solemn confession, and Christian worship began to
crystalize around the word Lord as applied to Jesus.

Marshall has presented the options. (1) Jesus used the title himself

-and claimed that he was the Son of God sent into this world for human
salvation. (2) It is a title imported from hellenistic thought and

signifies the myth of the divine man. (3) Behind the title Son of God
was a more primitive title, which in turn was changed to the Son of
God; or else it was a term which expressed Jesus’ special relationship

to God. (4) In the process of the development of the early church’s

Christology, the title Son of God emerges as one of the titles that was
thought fit for Jesus.

From the standpoint of historic Christology the following observations
may be made about the title Son of God:

(1) The title is so honorific and important that it is debatable
it any church scribe would have given this title to Jesus without
any claim to the title stemming from Jesus.

(2) The title is a messianic title similar to Son of Man. It has its
historical roots in the baptism of Jesus.

(3) Although previous writers interpreted the title to mean Jesus’
special sense of sonship or filial piety, that interpretation is t00
mild. It is clear the when the expression Son is used the title
means a special Son of the Father.

(4) Just as the resurrection heightens the meaning of most titles
it heightens this one. If Christ’s special sonship was obscure
before the resurrection, it is clarified by the resurrection.

(5) The title comes into its fullest meaning in John’s gospel
where in so many instances the expression the Son is used rather
than the Son of God. :

(6) According to Kasper, the confession of Jesus as the Son of
God is the hallmark confession of the Christian church.
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CHRISTOLOGICAL HYMNS

Delling says that there are no complete hymns but fragments suggesting that they
were part of a hymn. The data about Christological hymns are not firm.

The "official" list of hymns treated by Sanders is: Philippians 2:6-11, Colossians 1:15-
20, Ephesians 2:14-16, I Tim 3:16, [ Peter 3: 18-22, Hebrews 1:13, and the Prologue of John.
Certain things stand out in reviewing these hymns: (1) In that hymns are confessional and
liturgical they reveal the kind of Christological affirmations made by the early church.
(2) Because the hymns are earlier than their citation in the New Testament they are then
more primitive than the New Testament. (3) The hymns cannot be arranged in any order
of theological progression. They represent "Christological explosions” in the early church.
(4) The rich Christological content of the hymns suggest that very early in the history of the
church, the church in praise, worship, and liturgy had a very high Christology.

CHRISTOLOGICAL CONFESSIONS

 Some confessions are the essence of brevity being directed toward a very specific goal
such as "Tesus is Lord" or “Jesus is the Christ". Other confessions speak of the redemptive

activity of Christ. Others are binarian.
(1) From its very beginning the church was a confessional community.

(2) The Trinitarian confessions of the later church are already both directly and
indirectly in the New Testament.

. (3) These confessions reveal thatto be a Christian meant (among other things) one

must confess his faith. Confessions grow out of the baptistry even though
later on they become more church confession than baptismal confession.
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wTitle Christology,"™ the Concept of "Messiah" and O. T. Prophecies of His Coming

I. Title Christology

The names or titles ascribed to Jesus in scripture are various, colorful and
descriptive. Jesus Christ, wh. was etcrnally the second person of the Trinity
sharing all the divine attributes, became fully man without sin in order to
fulfill his redemptive mission. Many of the titles ascribed to the Lord highlight
or emphasize certain aspects of His person and work. Some of the more important
title, and a brief description, are the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Messiah (Christos, Gk.) - As Messiah, Jesus is “the anointed one" and is
the fulfillment of the long awaited hope of a deliverer in a political
sense. The fact that it could be understood with political overtones

explains why Jesus did not use the term himself.’ -

- It designates Him as God's agent through whom God would break through
into the present for the salvation of his people.

- Mt., 11:3 ff; Is. 35:5-6; 2 Sam. 7:12 ff

Son of David - Ps. 110:1; Mt. genealogy (Matit. 1:1-25);Acts 13:22; Rom.
1:3

- This emphasizes kingship motif, and development and fulfillment of the
Davidic covenant. '

Servant - Is. 52:13-53:12; Mt. 20:28; Mk. 10:45; Phil 2:5-11; 1 Pet. 2:21-
25

The servant theme speaks to many aspects of Christology, being baged on
Isaiah 53, and is of crucial importance in redefining the meaning of
Messiah. - '

Prophet/Teacher - Dt. 18:15; Mt. 16; Acts 3:22 \

- This emphasizes the preaching ministry of Jesus as the voice of God.

'Son _of Man - used almost exclusively by Jesus - reflects back to Dan. 7

and is multi-faceted in that it signifies:

A) his authority - Mk. 2:10

B) his humiliation - Mt. 8:10

C) his glorification - Mk. 13:26
D) his salvific work - Lk. 19:10
E) his pre-existence - Jn. 6:62

Jesus thought of Himself in terms of a heavenly Messiah fulfilling or
earth a ministry on behalf of humanity which would culminate in one
of final glory. It is this title he uses and not Messiah to announce his
Messianic office with all of its spiritual meaning, devoid of political
overtones. :




6)

8)

2}
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Lord - used for the covenant name YHWH in LXX; also a title of respect ifN

a general sense.

' A) gospels often used as a title of respect

B) significance is in early confessional formulas vitally related to
his resurrection and exaltation{Rom. 10:9; 2 Cor. 12:3; Phil. 2:11
2 Cor. 4:5) ~

It signifies:

1) relation to YHWH = deity

2) functions assigned to God's sovereignty given to Christ

3) related to his resurrection and his triumph over death

4) he is Lord and Master and his followers are willing bond=

servants.

Son of God - seldom used by Jesus himself (Mk 12:6), but is a title give
to him at his:

birth - Lk. 1:35
baptism and transfiguration - Mk. 1:11, 9:7

Confession of Peter at Casarea Philippi - Mt. 16:16
demons - MK. 5:7

signifies:
A) Sonship = Ps. 2:7; 2 Sam. 7:14; Mt. 2:15

- Jesus assumes the name of one in whom the true destiny of Israel
is to be fulfilled

B) Consciousness with Father - Mt. 11:27: Jn. 5:19-23
C} Equal with Father - John 10:30
Word/Logos - Jn. 1:1, 14; 1 Jn. 1:1-2 (Col. 1; Heb. 1)

Background - Hebrew/O.T.

A) strongly affirms his pre-existence
B) agent of God's creative activity
C) relationship to men (foreign to Greek thought)

Last Adam - Rom. 5:12-21; 1 Cor. 15:22; 45-57 (a Pauline concept)
a) solidarity of Adam with race and Christ with his people

B) through one sin came condemnation of all;through one grace provide
for all

C) one man's disobedience contrasted with one's obedience

D) what Adam lost, Christ regained
what Adam failed to do, Christ accomplished
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E) Adam shows humanity in its fallenness
Christ shows humanity in its perfection
: -
F} Adam = death
Christ = life

G) Adam - living being
Christ - life-giving spirit

H) " Adam - man of dust
Christ -~ man from heaven

10) God - 1ist century Christians did not hesitate to ascribe _deity to hin

Jn. 20:28; Rom. 9:5; 2 Thess. 1:127 Titus 2:13; Heb. 1:5-8

‘he titles affirm his uniqueness and a high view of Jesus.

. . Co |
The total impression ?
s that Jesus was recognized in his person as God and man. i

and him as absclute Lord to whom full

divine sovereignty belongs does Easter as vietory and Good
Friday as saving fact become intelligible. Only when we know
Jesus as heavenly Lord do we know ourselves to be sharers
im the Messianic kingdom as people of the new Messianic era.

‘mil Brunner (%I, 91) oOnly when we underst

|
|
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As we sing the 314th verse of “Just as I Am.” isn’t there OAVE MORE who wili come?




‘Who is ‘He: The Predicted One

1.

Seed of ‘Woman

Genesis 3:15

Seed of Abraham

Genesis 12:1-3

‘Tribe of Judah

Genesis 49:10

. ‘House of ‘David

Il Samuel 7:14

‘Born of a ‘Virgin
Isaiah 7:14

‘Born in' ‘Bethlehem

Micah 5:2

. ‘Prophet

Deuteronomy 18:156

. Priest

Psalm 110

. King

it Samuel 7;14 ff
Psalm 2

Isaigh 9:6
Zechariah 9:9

10.

Suffering SHervant
Psalm22 |
!saiah 53

11. Son of Man

Daniel 7:13-14
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The Cross of Christ: Foretold 1000 Years in Advance

Psalm 22

L. David’s prayer foreshadowed the suffering of the cross. 22:1-18

1) The suffering was spiritual in nature. 22:1-5

2) The suffering was physical in nature. 22:6-18
a) He experienced verbal scorn. 22:6-8
b) He experienced personal solitude. 22:9-11
¢) He experienced bodily suffering. 22:12-16
d) He experienced personal shame. 22:17

3) He experienced material separation. 22:18
II. David’s petition forshadowed the salvation of the cross. 22:19-21

1) It was in God alone that he trusted. 22:19-20
2) It was through God alone that He triumphed. 22:21

III. David’s praise foreshadowed the splendor of the cross. 22:22-31

1} The praise is personal because of God'’s saving resurrection. 22:22-24

2) The praise is congregational because of God's satisfying reward. 22:25-26

3) The praise is universal becasue of God’s sovereign reign. 22:27-31
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Jesus, Qur Savior: The Servanit of the Lord
Isaiah 52:13-53:12 é

1. Isaiah speaks of the Servant’s Exaltation. 52:13-15
1) He is exalted because of His success. 52:13
2) He is exalted because of His suffering 52:14

3) Heis exalted because of His salvation. 52:15

IL Isaiah speaks of the Servant’s Rejection. 53:1-3
I ) Tﬁe p.roclamation about the Servant was a cause of rejection. 53:1
| 2) The iricarnation of the Servant was a cause of rejection. 53:2
3) The reception given the 'S‘ervant was a cause of rejection. 53:3
IIL. Isaiah speaks of the Servant’s Passion. 53:4-6
f ) There was a perverse evaluation of the Servant’s mission. 53:4
2) Thereis pehal substitution in the Servant's passion. 33:5

3) There is a pointed illustration of the Servant’s redemption. 53:6

IF. Isaiah speaks of the Servant’s Submission. 53:7-9
1) Hewas submissive in His silence. 53:7
2) He was submissive in His suffering. 53:8
3) He was submissive in His shame. 53:9
V. Isaiah speaks of the Servant’s Vindication. 53:10-12
1) Heis vindicatéd by a word of revelation. 53:10
2) He is vindicated By the wondrous resurrection. 53:11

3) He is vindicated by His worthy reward. 53:12




The Virgin Birth

Introduction

The virgin birth is critical to our understanding of the hypostatic union of
Christ. For, it teaches that God became man, the Word became flesh, as the Holy
Spirit and Mary participated in the event. Hence, we find Christ as one person

having two natures, a human and a divine. That this actually happened -

demonstrates that there is no contradiction in the idea that God can become man.
God in His essence is certainly beyond ‘human apprehension., and vet the
incarnation/virgin birth demonstrates that He is not so transcendent as to be
"wholly other" and hence utterly unknowable. '

Furthermore, because the virgin birth is presented in Scripturé and accepted
by orthodoxy as a bona fide miracle, it becomes something of a ‘"test case" of
one's belief in supernaturalism. Those who deny the virgin birth thereby deny
God's supernatural act of incarnmation. Moreover, & denial of the virgin birth
also is a repudiation of the clear teaching of Scripture.

Bill McRae notes,

“There are many who openly deny this doctrine. The attacks began early in
the second century when, in the Talmud, the story was given that Jesus was
actually the illegitimate son of a Roman soldier by the name of Pardira.
This story, concocted by the Jews, was used by the pagan philosopher Celsus
in his attack against Christianity. The French infidel Voltaire, the German
evolutionist Haekel and Tolstoi, a Russian writer, propagated the same
story. Right down to our present age there are such great scholars as Emil
Bruner, Rudolph Bultmann, Paul Tillich, Nels Ferre, John Baillie and many
octhers who openly deny the virgin birth. '

In a survey published in Christianity Today (Sept. 11, 1970), it was
determined that the virgin birth is denied by 60% of the Methodists, 49% of
the Presbyterians, 44% of the Episcopalians ard 34% of the - American -
Baptists and 19% of the American Lutherans. The fact is that, although many
of us will bow before' the manger and sing the Christmas carols, 1n
Christendom today there is a wholesale selling out of the method of
Christmas — the virgin birth."

Key Text: Three crucial texts (possibly four) address the issue of the Virgin
Birth:

1) Is., 7:14 ff (cf. also 9:6-7, 11:1 £ff)
2)  Matt., 1:18-25
3)  Luke 1:26-38
* 4; Gen. 3:15
**Note possible allusions also in Rom. 1:3; Gal. 4:4: Phil. 2:6

These text and their interrelatedness is shown in the followi:}g diagram.
Matthew examines the birth from Joseph's perspective (and also provides a legal
genealogy in 1:1-17). Luke looks at the event from Mary's perspective fand

_—

provides a natural genealogy in 3:23-38). .
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GENEALOGY OF JESUS

‘Adam (Luke 3:38)

(Matt. 1:1-2) Abraham (Luke 3:34)

(Matt. 1:6) David _ (Luke .3:31)
(Matt. 1:6-7) Solomon : Nathan (Luke 3:31)
(Matt. 1:16) Joseph _ Mary (Luke 3:237)
Matthew's Gospel , , Luke's Gospel
1) Genealogy of Joseph ‘ ' | 1) Genealogy of Mary
2) Jesus' legal/royal record 2) Jesus' natural/

royal record

,\
g
I

“Harry, some people out here want fo know i they can have a voom.”
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SOLOMON E | NATHAN

. JOSEPH - MARY

indicate their innocence, righteousness and purity.
A) Matthew teaches us:
1 Joseph was in no way involved in the conception of Jesus

2)  He did have normal marital relations with ner afterwards
3) He was responsible for the naming of the child (v. 25).

hypostatic union.

5) The essential import of the virgin conception is as "a sign” that

God is going to again act (cf. Is. 7:14).

VIRGIN

Both Gospel accounts further emphasize certain aspects of Joseph and Mary which

(v. 25).
{(v. 25).

4) All of this was a fulfillment of the Virgin Birth prophecy_of Is.
7.14 (vv. 22-23). The name Immanuel ("God with us“)_ is also
significant at this point, serving even as an allusion to the

il SACRIFICIA
DEATH




supernatural,
Virginal Conception
and Birth of Christ
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pre- exzstent Matthew  theanthropic  Luke
berson 1:16-25 . person 1:26-38
Isaiah7:14 Joseph. Mary.
- Betrothed and - Betrothal relationship, |
excluded (e€Ng), 1:18 " 1:27,2:5
Virginal conception Virginal conception,
(en Holy Spirit),1:18,20 1:35

His righteousness, 1:19
apBévoc |

and Immanuel, 1:23
Virginal birth, 1:25

B) Luke emphasizes for us:

1)  That Mary is a virgin (parthencs).

Her righteousness,1:34

niapBevog, 1:27
Supernaturalness
re-emphasized,1:37-41

Matthew also has this emphasis.

2) That the entire complex of events was a surprise (1:29-30).

3) The divine agency of the Holy Spirit.

This point

is again not

ignored in Matthew, but is given greater attention in Luke (1:35).

lanier Burns notes at tms pomt

In v,
virginal conception.

This is aided in v. 31 by the meaning of,
which has the idea of "taking upon oneself."

39, Luke shows that the Sp1r1t was tO be the divine agent in the

-

“You will conceive in your womb,"

In v. 35, when the angel says that “"the Holy Spirit will come upon you," this

is parallel to the phrase,

This ‘"overshadowing," episkiazo, means
casting a shadow over, such as an eclipse.

"covering"

“the power of the Most High will overshadow you."

in the sense of

The emphasis here is not on the method of v1rgma1 conception -—— though

that is not completely out of view —
generation of Messiah.

but rather on the divine
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THE EMPHASES OF LUKE 1:35-37

MARY 15 PARTHENDS SPIRIT 1S CHRIST s
DIVINE AGENT
A
BETROTHED (JOSEPH)., 27 / \ ETERNAL., DAvIDIC KING. 33
natve (anGeL). 3H / \ Sox oF Goo. 35

R1GHTEOUS (SCRIPTURE). MIRACULOUSLY RECOGNIZED. yi

| 38
(46-55) //Z \

MARY 15 HYMAN

/(")
/ ’?\
’ \
| // Q/ \

Finally, Luke makes several theological points.

1) Most important for Luke is the supermatural nature of Jesus' conception -
and coming. ' '

A)  v. 33 emphasizes Jesus’ etermal reign in fulfillment of the Davidic
covenant. ‘ ,

B) v. 37 emphasizes the impossibility of the virgin birth spart from &
divine miracle. :

C) vv. 4344 emphasize the miracle of recognition by Elizabeth and
John,

D) Luke further emphasizes Jesus as Son of God which gives Him both
identity ard a title. :

2)  Luke further mskes the point that Mary's submissive example illustrates
the fact that God favors the righteous (cf. Joseph). The point of Luke
1:38 and 48 is that the fruitful person is the one who submits himself
to God and to the ensbling power of the Holy Spirit. ,

Tt is now appropriate to turn our attention to the prophecy of Is. 7:14, ard
in doing so we will note the various theories of jnterpretation set forth.
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INTERPRETATION THEORIES OF THE VIRGIN CONCEPTION/

VIRGIN BIRTH PROPHECY OF ISATAH 7:14

L Non Evangelical - Deny the reality of the virgin conception, or at least
reject any verifiability of it.

1) Mythological - Birth narratives are myth, Natural laws of biology make
: impossible a literal virgin conception, but the myth .
framework allows the retaining of theological truth or
meaning, i.e. Jesus is a special, unique, and significant
person. (Strauss, Taylor, Bultmann & Brunner).

2) Non-Messianic - Isaiah 7:14 was a sign to Ahaz only in that day. The text
is not prophetic, but only appropriated by New Testament
authors for their literary and theological purposes (in
harmony with #1 above).

3) Neo-orthodox - Accounts are theologically true and valuable, but
historically non-verifiable. All we can know for sure is
that the early church believed the virgin birth account

(Barth). '

11. Evangelical - Affirm the historical reality of the virgin conception as
a supernatural act of God.

1) Direct Messianic - Isaiah’s prophecy was completely future and fuifilled in
Jesus only (E.J. Young).

- 2) Indirect Messianic- Isaiah 7:14 has a dual predictive purpose: 1) a near
fulfillment in Ahaz’s day, and 2) a far and ultimate
fulfillment in Jesus. The word alma (Hebrew) is one in
which mo instance can be brought forth o designate a
young women who is not a virgin. The son to be born
is a reference either to 1) Isaiah’s son Maher-Shalal-Hash-
Baz or 2) the royal child Hezekiah. At the time of the
prophetic word, the woman in view was a virgin, though
her conception was not virginal. This would occur only
once, and in the climatic fulfillment with Mary and the
Lord Jesus.
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THE VIRGIN BIRTH

THE NATURE OF THE DOCTRINE

a.

The Meaning of the Doctrine.

1.

It means that through a special miracle wrought
by the Holy Spirit, .Jesus-was born-of the:vir-.
gin Mary "without the benefit of a human father.”
(van Ai Harvey, Handbook of Theological Terms,

p. 248).

It means that no coitus took place, human or
divine. The Holy Spirit is not to be regarded
as the Father of Jesus and has never been so
regarded by the Christian Church or any sect
or heretical group within it. (J. Oliver Bus-
well, Jr. in Baker's Dictionary of Theology.
p. 544}).

"properly understood, the Virgin Birth does not.
in any,. sense_imply that.there is-a sinful or un-
clean element’ in normal sexual relations." (J.
V. Langmead Casserly in Halvarson's A Handbook

of Christian Theology, P- 370).

The doctrine testified,to. the conviction;of the

earliest Church "that Jesus Christ-was..the.unigue

coming of God into human life, that he was the
Messiah." (Harvey, op. cit., p. 248).

Terminology

1.

Strictly speaking, the term “virgin birth” is.
a misnqper. The term should be virginal con-
ceptioni- .. The doctrine. affirms that Jesus. was
born as other men are, but denies that he was
conceived as other men are.

Jerome {(c. 342-420) formulated the doctrine of
the perpetual virginity of Mary... He .taught .also
"that Jesus passed through the wall of Mary's
womb in the same way he passed through the wall
of Joseph's tomb." (Dale Moody, The Word of
Truth. p. 417). Moody appropriately observes
that “that sounds more like Greek mytholegy than
New Testament Christology.”

Unique Nature

1.

The Bible bears witness to other .miraculous con=-
ceptions, but to no other virginal conceptions.
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There is no parallel in-thernon~Christian
religions either® -.“Without exception.the
pagan_sto;ieghhmithwnhiqhﬁcqmpavﬁgpn¢hasJ
been-attempted;invokve the ‘cohabitation of

a god with a human being." (Buswell, op. cit.,
p. 544).

Virgin Birth in Cdntroversy

In Liberal Protestantism

a. Generally repudiated. because of a bias
agqins;;§h§¢§ypg;naturall .

b. In 'recent-years,: rejected:because of

its alleged weak biblical foundations.

In Protestant Orthodoxy and Fundamentalism

' In reaction against Liberalism, Protestant

Orthodoxy and particularly Fundamentalism

have often made belief, in theivirgin birth a
test of sound doctrine:  They have thereby given
the doctrine a position of centrality which it
does not have in the biblical"witness.

In Neo-Orthodoxy

a. Emil Brunner vigorously rejects the doctrine
(Dogmatics, II, pp- 350-56).

b. Karl Barth vigorously defends it (I, 2,
pp. 172-202).

CASE AGAINST THE VIRGIN BIRTH -

Biblical

1.

It is mentioned only.in the.birth narratives
in Mt. 1 and Luke l.. It is alleged that these
were full of legendary accretions..

It is not mentiongdwg;ggﬁhe;ewinﬂﬁhe”NT. Thus
Paul and John either’ 'did not know>it ot did not
agree with it or think it important.

It does not fit with other biblical evidence.

a. The biblical geneologies in Mt. 1 and Luke 3
trace Jesus' lineage through Joseph, no% Mary.

b. Twice John calls Jesus the son of Joseph.
‘John 1:45; 6:42.

c. Rom. 1:3




It is argued that the doctrine of the virgin 121e

birth is probably introduced into the biblical
text (at least in Matthew) because of a misun-
derstanding of Isaiah 7:14.  The Hebrew word
almah, meaning a girl of marriagable age, is
translated in the LXX by map@évog¢ , parthenos,
which clearly means virgin. )

B. Theclogical

1.

Brunner sees the accounts in Matthew and Luke as
out of harmony with the teaching in John,and Paul
about the incarnation of the Eternal Son of God.
He says that Matthew and Luke deal with how the

Son of God came into existence, not with how the

‘eternal Son of God became incarnate.

The thrust of Brunner's argument is that the
doctrine of the virgin.birth undercuts the
true humanity of Jesus: "Is a man who is born
without a human father a 'true man'?" he asks.

Since the Apostles do not mention the virgin birth,
it does not belong to the kerygma of the church
(Brunner).

The doctrine of the virgin birth, according to
Brunner, does not safeguard the doctrine of the
divinity of Christ.

a. The virgin birth was affirmed by the adoptionist--

Paul of Samosata.
b. It was also accepted by the Arians.

In the history of doctrine it has become associated
with mariolatry, particularly the doctrine of the

perpetual virginity of Mary.

‘ [
I1II. THE CASE FOR THE VIRGIN BIRTH

A. Biblical.

1.

There is a clear witness to it in Matthew and
Luke. These are two independent traditions,
Matthew setting it forth from Joseph's point
of view, Luke from Mary's.

The biblical evidence is not as weak as is
commonly supposed.

a. Since Mark has no birth narrative it is
not surprising that there is no direct
reference to the virgin birth. However, in
“Mark 6:3 Jesus is called the son of Mary.
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In the parallel passages in Matthew and Luke he
is called Joseph's son.

b. The Gospel of John also has no birth narrative.
It is to be noted, however, that in the Prologue
in John 1:13 some ancient manuscripts have the
singular instead of the plural--an obviocus re-
ference to the virgin birth.

C. Paul

1) Distinction between the birth of Jesus
and other births.

a) When the NT speaks of the birth of a
child it always uses the verb
- gennao YyeEvvaw (33 times)

b) When Paul speaks of the earthly origins
of Jesus, he always uses the verb
ginomai yivopat ., to become, which is
used with this meaning nowhere else in
NT (Rom. 1:3; Phil. 2:7; Gal. 4:4, twice)

c) 1In Gal. 4 where Paul uses inomai
twice with reference to the birth of
Jesus, three times he uses gennao,
the normal NT verb, with reference to
the births of Ishmael and Isaac
(Gal. 4:23, 24, 29).

See Douglas V. Edwards, The Virgin
Birth in History and Faith.

2) I Cor. 15:49 Reference to Christ as the
man of heaven.

d. I John 5:18 "He who was born of God keeps him. .

3. With reference to the genealogies there are
words in both Matthew and Luke that imply that Jesus

was not biologically Joseph's. son.

a e Mattc 1:16
b. Luke 3:23

'B. Historical (Church Fathers and Early Creeds)

1. Church Fathers

a. Ignatius of Antioch (c. 110-117) to.the Smyrnaens
1:1-1: "He was in truth physically of the line of

David, Son of God by the will and power of God,
truly born of a virgin. . ." =~ ‘




. . Early Creedal Statements
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b. Aristides in his Apology about 140 A.D.: "The

Christians reckon the beginning of their religion
from Jesus Christ, who is named the Son of God
most high; and it is said that God came down from
heaven, and from a Hebrew virgin took and clad
himself with flesh, and in a daughter of man
there dwelt the Son of God."

c. Justin Martyr in The Dialogue with Trypho (c¢. 170)
describes Jesus as "the first-born of every crea-
ture, who became man by the virgin, who suffered
and was crucified under Pontius Pillate. . .

a. The Apostles' Creed: "Who was conceived by the
Holy_Spirit, born of the Virgin_Mary."

b. Constantinople (A.D. 38l): "Incarnate of the
Holy Ghost and of the Virgin Mary."

c. Creed of Chalcedon (451): “Born of the Virgin
Mary, the Mother of God, according to his man-
hoecd. "

d. Athanasian Creed (5th cent): "God of the substance
of the Father; begotten before the worlds; man of
the substance of his mother, born in the worid."

(See Barclay, The Plain Man Looks at the Apostles'

Creed, pp. 72-73) '

C. fTheological |

1.

"authority and early attestation by the Church. o

Brunner notwithstanding, the doctrine of the virgin
birth in no way conflicts with incarnational theology-.
It simply tells how the Eternal Son of God became a man.
There is no other explanation that claims biblical

Barth treats it as a miracle that parallels that of

the empty tomb. It is the sign of the Incarnation

just as the empty tomb is the sign of the Resurrection.
These two miracles mean that the life of Jesus is
marked off from every other human life. "Marked off
in regard to its origin: it is free of the arbitrariness
which underlies all our existence. And marked off in
regard to its goal: it is victorious over death to
which we are all liable." (I, 2. P: 182). "It is be-
cause He veiled himself here that He could and had to
unveil Himself as He did at Easter." (I, 2, p- 183).

In Jesus God and humankind meet. The virgin birth
bears appropriate witness to these two elements.
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Barth: "The Church knew well what it was doing when it

4.
posted this doctrine on guard, as it were, at the door
of the mystery of Christmas. it can never be in favor
of anyone thinking he can hurry past this guard." (I,
2, p. 181)

5. Warning: In the Catholic Church emphasis upon the
virgin birth has led to mariolatry. A clear
distinction should be made between Mary as an example
of faith and Mary as the object of faith.

CONCLUSION:
1. We should affirm the virgin birth.
2, We should remember, however, that:

2. Witness to the virgin birth was not a part of
the primitive kerygma.

b. It is possible to believe in the miracle of the
Incarnation without believing in the miracle of
the virgin birth.

c. 1t is possible to believe in the virgin birth and
" not have an orthodox Christology {(e.g., as in
Paul of Samosata and Arius).

d. "on the subject of the virgin Birth we ought to
be especially tender and sympathetic towards the
convictions of those who differ from ourselves."
(Oliver C. Quick, Doctrines of the Creed, p. 168).
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According to William LaSor, God in His infinite foresight directed the prophet to use the word
“almah” in Isaiah 7:14. “Isaiah might have used the word “bethulah.” He certainly knew the
word, for he used it in Isaiah 23:4 and 12, ... He used the word “almah,” “girl” or “young
woman.” The word was capable of being used with reference to the young woman in the days of
Ahaz: it was also capable of being used of Mary, the virgin mother of Jesus.” Hence, God
caused Isaiah to use 2 word capable of carrying the full weight of His message for His people in
Ahaz’s time, in the Gospel writer’s time and in our time,

William LaSor, fsaiah 7: 14-"Young Woman™ or “Virgin?" (Pasadena: Fuller Theological
Seminary, 1953), p.1. ,

Belief in the virgin birth is often somewhat of a testcase to determine one’s view about
miracles, the supernatural, God’s action in the world and the historicity and literal nature
of the Bible. At least four views exist concerning the origin of the New Testament virgin
birth stories: ’

(1) the traditional Christian view, which sees it as a fact of history, ie, it
happened; .

(2) the antagonist view, traceable to the early second century, which sees it as an
error, i.e., Christians got it wrong for whatever reason;

(3) the modern rationalist view, which sees it as a natural phenomenon re-
explained supernaturally, i.e., Jesus was conceived through normal means,
with Christiaris later describing the event supernaturally; and

(4) the modern mythical view, which sees it as a myth or legend, i.e., a religious
idea put into historical form. The modern rationalist and mythical views
assume an anti-supernatural bias. The antagonist view accepts the
supernatural but harbors disbelief towards Jesus as the Messiah.
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Observations

An Evangelical view of the Virgin Conception/Birth is necessary for those who
affirm the trustworthiness and historical nature of the biblical accounts.

A) inerrancy demands it

B) Gospel writers tend not to amplify upon theological significance, but
upon its facticity

C) Luke as historian/physician has made a careful study (Ik. 1:1-4): this
would have prevented him from a gullible response to an account of the
virgin conception '

D) The presence of James (1/2 brother) and Mary (mother) in the early
church would have forbidden the development of legendary material

concerning Jesus birth.
What about the rest of N.T.?

. Mark - Has no occasion'or reason to mention it. Servant emp. begins with the
ministry of John the Baptist. '

John - Interest in pre—existence/deity. No interest in birth but incarnation.

Paul - Hints at it in Rom. 1:3, Gal. 4:4, Phil 2:6; close association with
Luke would imply his knowledge and acceptance of the account.

Theological Significance of Virgin Birth

1) God's deliverance has come and it calls to mind a sign (Is. 7:14) o_»f
. God's great 0.T. promises ‘

2) Significance for Bible — can we trust Scripture at this point? Yes.

3) It affirms Jesus' humanity — he was really born, really one of us
(Ignatius and Apostle's Creed)

4) It affirms his deity — it is a supernatural event (Machen. Barth)

5) It affirms his sinlessness by theological deduction not scriptural
affirmation, which is vital to our salvation

6) It is a picture of regenerating grace. The initiative and power for
birth is of God and parallels regeneration which is an act of God, not
an act of human effort. :

What about those who reject Virgin birth?

God's people are inconsistent; but problems or rejection here opens the door
for distortion of Christology, which is the touchstone of Christian faith.

Early one morning, a resident of a little “But what happened here in Hodgenville while

community near Hodgenville, Kentucky, was | was away?" he asked of his friend.

returning from a trip to Elizabethtown some

miles away. This was a long journey in those “Nothing, reaily. Oh, ! believe that Mrs.

days. Lincotn did give birth to a baby boy iast night.
[ think they named him Abraham. But nothing

He met a neighbor who was anxious 1o know important ever happens around here.”

what was happening in the outside world. The

traveler told him of events in Washington, of Nothing important? If he had only known,

wars in Europe, and of other happenings he

had heard about as he traveled. : One night in Bethlehem, only a few simple
people knew that in this little village there had
transpired the greatest event in the history
of the world,
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I. His Human Ancestrv_is Special

THE BIRTH OF THE KING
Matthew 1:1-25

1)

2)

3)

1)
2)
3)
4)

The caption reminds us of God's great faithfulness .

a) As Jesus He is the Saving One
b) As the Christ He is the Anointed One
1) A Prophet like Moses (Deut. 18:15)"
- 2) A Priest like Melchizedek (Ps. 110:4)
3) A King like David (Ps. 2:6-9)
c) As Son of David He is the Royal One
d) As Son of Abraham He is the Promised One

The three divisions relate to God's great covenants

1:1-17
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a) The Abrahamic Covenant (Abraham to David) grants a

nation and land (Gen. 12:1-3) 1:2-6

b) The Davidic Covenant (David to Babylon) grants a
throne and city (2 Sam. 7:12-29) 1:6-11

¢) The New Covenant (Babylon to Christ) grants the
Spirit and a new heart (Jer. 31:31-34) 1:12-17

The five women resound of God's great grace

a)  Tamar (cf. Gen. 38) - God uses the undesirable 1:3
b) Rahab (cf. Josh. 2) - God uses the unworthy 1:5

c) Ruth (cf. Ruth 1-4) - God uses the unlikely 1:5

d) Uriah's wife (cf. 2 Sam. 11-12) - God uses the

undeserving 1:6

e) Mary (cf. Matt. 1-2; Luke 1-2) - God uses the

unexpected 1:16

God honors purity 1:18
God blesses sensitivity

[I. His Divine Advent was Superpatural 1:18-25

1:19-21

God fulfills prophecy 1:22-23

God smiles on humility

1:24-25
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“What Did the Early Fathers Say About the
Virgin Birth?”

“He (Christ) was in truth physically of the line of David; Son of God by the will and
power of God, truly born of a virgin.”--Ignatius of Antioch, writing about AD. 110

“We believe that God was born of a virgin because we read it.”--Jerome

“Well, he who has recorded that He was born has related also that He was born of a
Virgin. If, therefore, on the evidence stated, the fact of his being born is established, as
a matter of faith, it is altogether incredible, on the same evidence, that He was not born
in the manner stated.”--Gregory of Nyssa’s The Great Catechism 13

« He was conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the Virgin Mary.”--The Apostles’
Creed




What Has the Roman Church Taught about Mary?

1) Immaculate Conception:

The Virgin Mary was conceived and born immaculate, that is, without the stain of
original sin. Pope Pius IX, in his apostolic letter, “Ineffabilis Deus” issued on December
8, 1854, stated that “at the first moment of conception, by singular grace and privilege of
Almighty God, in virtue of the merits of Christ Jesus, the Savior of the human race, was
preserved immaculate from all stain of original sin.”?

Mary was conceived as any other human being, but at the moment of her body’s
animation, or passive conception, her soul was created and infused by God in her body

without sin.?

2) Her Perpetual Virginity:

~ Mary was a virgin ante, in et post partum: 2 Virgin before, during, and after the
birth of Jesus Christ. This was first implicitly defined in the second ecumenical council of
Constantinople (553), and was later reemphasized in the Lateran Council of 649.
Roman Catholics see the “brothers of Jesus” as either the sons of Joseph by a
previous marriage, or a term used to describe Jesus’ kinsmen, possibly even cousins.

3} Mother of God:

This was first opposed by Nestorius. He said that Mary was the mother of a mere
man who was the bearer of the divine Logos of God, His teaching was officially rejected
by the Church at the ecumenical Council of Ephesus in 431. According to the Church
Fathers of Ephesus, Mary gave birth to the Word of God made flesh through her. They
used the term Theotokos and said, “If anyone does not confess that Immanuet is truly God,
and that on this account the holy Virgin Mary is the Mother of god (theotokos) inasmuch
as she gave birth in the flesh to the Word of God made flesh, let him be anathema.

The New Testament does not use the term theotokos.

4) Protestant Views on Mary:

Luther, Melanchthon, and Zwingli did not question the previous Marian dogmas.
They were in agreement with the Virgin Birth as recorded in the Bible and the doctrine of
Mary as the theotokos. They even agreed with the idea of the Immaculate Conception as
advocated by the Roman Catholic church in the sense that Mary was sanctified in her
mother’s womb.? :

lwilliam J. Doheny, Papal Documents on Mary (Milwaukee, WI: Bruce Publ., 1954), 25.

2william Herr, Catholic Thinkers in the Clear (Chicago: Thomas More Press, 1985), 24-59.

3Harding Meyer, “The Ecumenical Unburdening of the Mariological Problem: A Lutheran
Perspective,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 26:4 (Fall 1989): 683.
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Luther did object to traditional Marian piety. “As a creature Mary cannot be
sufficiently praised, but when the Creator himself comes and becomes our own, that is
cause for rejoicing.”™

Luther saw Mary as “the great example of faith . . . the most pure venerator of
God . . ., who magnifies God above all things.”’

If Mary detracts us from Christ and God . . ., then we must practice

Christocentric moderation. Mary must be honored but Christ must be the matrix

of this veneration. Mary exists for Christ alone and this is the view of the Bible.

... Mary is nobility, wisdom, and holiness personified. Honor and prayer must be

given to her in such a way as to injure neither Christ nor the Scriptures.

Until his death, Luther continued to honor Mary by keeping her feast days and
preaching sermons about her. : S

John Calvin (1509-1564)

Calvin rejected Marian feasts. The presence of Mary in worship was rejected.’
However, he consistently defended the perpetual virginity of Mary,® but hesitated calling
her the Mother of God (theotokos). Calvin considered the Immaculate Conception
without scriptural basis and “unsubstantiated in Christian revelations.”” Mary’s holiness is
brought about by her having been chosen for the work of God’s kingdom.

Calvin objected to the excessive honor given to Mary by the Roman Catholics
saying, “it is certain the papists have made an idol of Mary.”® He denounced the Roman
Catholic belief that claims that Mary has a special cooperation in mediating God’s grace
and redemption to. humankind. He insisted that there is only one Mediator between God

and humankind—Jesus Christ.'"

‘Karl Barth (1886-1968):

Mariology is seen as “The cancer of theology.”"

The Church has elevated a “handmaid” to the “queen of heaven” forcing an i
unavoidable competition with “our Father who art in heaven.”"

Ay
Tbid., 685.
SM. LaGuardia Aoanan, “Does the Blessed Virgin Mary Have a Place Among the Protestant
Churches?”, Asia Journal of Theology 8:2 (October 1994): 272-273.
. By
Toid.
"Bernard Dupuy, “The Mariology of Calvin,” Sewanee Theological Review 38:2 (Easter 1995):

114,
8 Aoanan, “Does the Blessed Virgin Mary Have a Place™: 273.
*Tbid. ' '
"Ioid., 274.
UIbid.
'2john Macquarrie, Mary for All Christians (Grand Rapids: William Eerdmans, 1990): 103-
1035.

Ploid.
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THE MIRACLES OF JESUS T

The Gospels record 35 separate miracles performed by Christ. Matthew mentions
20 of them; Mark, 18; Luke, 20; and John, 7. These, however, are not all of the
miracles of our Lord. Matthew, for instance, alludes to 12 occasions when Jesus
performed a number of wonderful works (4:23-24; 8:16; 9:35: 10:1, 8; 11:4-5;
11:20-24; 12:15; 14:14; 14:36; 15:30; 19:2; 21:14). The Gospel writers selected
according to their purpose from the large number which the Lord performed.
There are many ways of arranging the individual miracles noted in the Gospels,
depending on the purpose of the commentator. Following is the order of their
occurrence, as nearly as that order can be determined.

1. Turning water into wine (Joh 18. Delivering a dumb demoniac (Matt.
S 2:1-11) - 9:32-33) :
2. Healing a nobleman’s son at Cana 19. Feeding the 5,000 (Matt. 14:14-21;
(John 4:46-54) Mark 6:34-44; Luke 9:12-17; John
3. Healing a lame man at the pool of 6:5-13)
Bethesda (John 5:1-9) 20. Walking on the water (Matt.
4. First miraculous catch of fish (Luke 14:24-33; Mark 6:45-52; John
5:1-11) ‘ 6:16-21) o
5. Delivering a synagogue demoniac © 21. Delivering a Syrophoenician’s
(Mark 1:23-28; Luke 4:31-36) daughter (Matt. 15:21-28; Mark
6. Healing Peter's mother-in-law 7:24-30) _ _
(Matt. 8:14-15; Mark 1:29-31; Luke 22. Healing a deaf mute in Decapolis
© 4:38-39) (Mark 7:31-37)
7. Cleansing a leper (Matt. 8:2-4; 23. Feeding 4,000 (Matt. 15:32-39; -
Mark 1:40-45; Luke 5:12-16) Mark 8:1-9) .
8. Healing a paralytic (Matt. 9:2-8; 24. Healing a blind man at Bethsaida

(Mark 8:22-26)

25. Delivering a demon-possessed boy
(Matt. 17:14-18; Mark 9:14-29;
LUke 938—42)

26. Finding the tribute money (Matt.
17:24-27) .

| 27. Healing a man born blind (John

Mark 2:3-12; Luke 5:18-26)
9. Healing a man with a withered
hand (Matt. 12:9-13; Mark 3:1-5;
: Luke 6:6-10)
10. Healing a centurion’s servant (Matt.
. 8:5-13; Luke 7:1-10)

11. Raising a widow's son (Luke 9:1-7)
7:11-15) - 28. Healing a crippled woman on the
12. Healing a blind and dumb : Sabbath (Luke 13:10-17)
demoniac (Matt. 12:22; Luke 1114) 29. Healing a man with dropsy (L_uke
13. Stilling a storm (Matt. 8:18, 23-27; 14:1-6) :
Mark 4:35-41; Luke 8:22-25) 30. Raising of Lazarus (John 11:17-44)
14. Delivering the Gadarene demoniacs 31. Cleansing ten lepers {Luke
(Matt. 8:28-34; Mark 5:1-20; Luke 17:11-19)
8:26-39) : 32. Healing blind Bartimaeus (Matt.
15. Healing a woman with an issue of 20:20-34; Mark 10:46-52; Luke
blood (Matt. 9:20-22; Mark 5:25-34; 18:35-43) '
Luke 8:43-48) 33, Cursing the fig tree (Matt. 21:18-19;
16. Raising Jairus’ daughter (Matt. Mark 11:12-14)
9:18-19, 23-26; Mark 5:22-24, 34. Restoring Malchus” ear (Luke
35-43; Luke 8:41-42, 49-56) 22.49-51; John 18:10)
~17. Healing two blind men (Matt. 35. Second miraculous catch of fish

9:27-31} (John 21:1-11)




SIGNIFICANT EVENTS IN THE LIFE OF .CHRIST AND THEIR THEOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE

Karl Barth has said, "Now 1t is no accident that for us the Virgin birth is
paralled by the miracle of whita the Eas.er witness speaks. the miracle of the

empty tomb. These two miracles belong together. They constitute, as it were, a
single sign ..." There is much to commend in Barth's statement, and therefore in

our study of Christology we devote an individual lecture to each. There are
also. however, other crucial events in the life of Christ that demand our
attention and mediation. We shall note four of these.

1.The Baptism

: . This event is recorded in all three synoptics ard is also alluded to in
John' (Matt. 3:13-17; Mk. 1:9-11; Ik. 3:21-22; Jn. 1:31-34). Taking Matthew's
gospel, a number of theoloqical purposes can be gleaned from this historical
moment in the life of our Saviour:

1) Inaguration of His public ministry vv. 13-14

2) Suhmission of His Life to the Father v. 15

3 Tdentification of Himself with sinful men vv. 15-17

4) Adoration of the Father v. 17 '

5) Sanctification of the Spirit v. 16

6) Revelation of the Triune God vv. 16-17

7) I1lustration and Definition of His Messianic Mission 3:17

Verse 17 is especially crucial to our last observation, for the Father's
declaration is a combination of Ps. 2.7 ard Is. 42:1. Psaim 2 is Messianic.
Isaiah 42 is the first of the Servant Sorxs. Thus in the declaration of the
Father. the course of ministry for our Lord is set: He is indeed Messiah, but
HIS MESSTAHSHIP WILL BE REALIZED BY SUFFERING SFRVICE. It is no accident that the

spirit which has anointea mm (filled in Luke) immediately leads (Matt.), diives

{(Mark) Him into the wildernmess to be tempted. His willingness to be this kind of

Messiah is to be immediately put to the test.

VOICE OF
FATHER
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Points of Application

II

1) Submission to God, as exemplified in Jesus, brings true spiritual
greathess. _
2} Submission to God, as exemplified in Jesus, lrings God's pleasure.

~1he Temptation

This encounter is recorded in the synoptics, with Matthew and Luke
giving the most extensive account (Matt. 4:1-11; Mk. 1:12-13; 1k. 4:1-13}.
The comments of Ralph Earle in the NIV Study Bible are helpful at this point:

This testing of Jesus (the Greek verb translated 'tempted" can also be
rendered "tested"), which was divinely intended, has as its primary
background Dt. 8:1-5, from which Jesus also quotes in his first reply to the
devil (see v. 4). There Moses recalls how the Lord led the Israelites in the
desert 40 years '"to humble you and test you in order to know what was in your
heart, whether or not you would keep his commands." Here at the beginning of
his ministry Jesus is subjected to a similar test and shows himself to be the
true Israehte who lives "on every word that comes from the mouth of the

LORD." Ard whereas Adam and Eve failed the great test and plunged the whole

race into sin (Gen. 3), Jesus was faithful and thus demonstrated his
qualification to become the Savior of all who receive him. It was, moreover,
important that Jesus be tested/tempted as Israel and we are, so that he could
become our "merciful and faithful high priest" (Heb. 2:17) and thus be “able
to help those who are being tempted” (Heb. 2:15: see Heb. 4:15-16). Finally,
as the one who remained faithful in temptat:on he became the model for all
believers when they are tempted.

Temptation of Jesus

GENESIS3:6 |  LUKE 4:1-13 1 JOHN 2:18

TREEGOOD | TURN STONES LUST OF
FOR FOOD TO BREAD THE FLESH

PLEASANT TO KINGDOMS OF LUST OF
THE EYES THE WORLD THE EYES

DESIRED TO | CAST YOURSELF PRIDE OF
- MAKE ONE WISE DOWN _ LIFE

Jesus “was in all points tempted like as we are yet without sin.”
Hebrews 4:15
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Satan's attempt is to persuade Jesus to avoid the road of a suffering servant
Messiah which His Father has planned (cf. Matt. 3:17). Temptations to under—

conf idence, other—confidence, and over-confidence are met with rebukes from

the Word or God (all three coming from Deuteronomy). Thus Christ demonstrates
both His qualifications to be Messiah as well as His sinlessness, a reality
affirmed numercus times in scripture (Rom. 8:3; 2 Cor. 5:21; Heb. 4:15; 1
Pet. 2:22).

* Could Jesus Have Sinned In His Incarqate State?

The issue of the "impeccability" (Lat. non potuit peccare,' not able to sin")
"peccability" (lat. potuit non peccare "able not to sin") of Christ has

been debated by evangelicals for centuries. - Two facts must be affirmed

regardless of one's position:

1) Christ was genuinely tempted
2) Christ did not sin

Paul Enns provides a nice summary of both perspectlves though his advocacy
of Impeccability is quite obvious:

PECCABILITY

The question in the debate is whether or not Christ could have s@nned.
Generally (not always), Calvinists believe that Christ could not have 51nneq.
whereas Arminians generally believe that Christ could have sinned but did
not.

Those who hold to the peccability of Christ do so on the basis of
Hebrews 4:15: He "has been tempted in all things as we are, yet without sin."
If the temptation was genuine then Christ had to be able to sin, othervise
the temptation was not a genuine temptation. Charles Hodge, a Reformed
theclogian, is perhaps the best representative of this view. He states:

If He was a true man He must have been capable of sinning. That
He did not sin under the greatest provocation; that when He was
reviled He blessed; when He suffered He threatened not; that He
was dumb, as a sheep before its shearers, is held up to us as an
example. Temptation implies the possibility of sin. If from the
constitution of his person it was impossible for Christ to sin,
then his temptation was unreal and without effect, and He cannot
sympathize with his people.

The supposed strength. of this view is that it alone identifies Crist
with humanity in His temptations—they were real temptations. The weaknesses
of this view are that it does not suificiently consider Christ in His Person
as God as well as man. Additionally, the word temptation (Gk. peirazo) is
also used of God as well as.man (Acts 15:10; 1 Cor. 10:9; Heb. 3:9) and the
Holy Spirit (Acts 5:9). It is unlikely that anyone would say the Father or
the Holy Spirit could have sinned. The conclusion is that temptation does not
demand the ability to sin. The people genuinely tempted God the Father and
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The Peccability versus Impeccability of Christ

Peccability Impeccability
Definition Christ could sin. Chirist could not sin.
Key Phrase Able not to sin Not able to sin
(Potuit non peccare) (Non potuit peccare)

Hebrews Christ was tempted in all thingsas we Christ was tempted in all things as we
4:15 are, yet he did not commit sin (sin is are, but he did not have a sin nature

seen in its result). Real temptation (sin is seen as nature, or state of

admits the possibility of succumbing existence). ’

to the temptation. S
Question If Jesus could not sin, how could he be If Jesus could sin, how could he be truly
of True truly human? : divine?
Humanity or
True Deity
Points of Christ's temptations were real (Heb. 4:15).
Agreement Christ experienced struggle (Matt. 26:36-46}.

- Christ did not sin (2 Cor. 5:21; Heb. 7:26; James 5:6; 1 Peter 2:22: 3:18;
1-John 3:5). '
For Peccability Against Peccability
Logical If Christ could be tempted, then he Temptability does not imply suscepti-
Argumenta- could have sinned. Peccability is a bility. Just because an army can be
tion for and necessary deduction from attacked does not mean that it can
Aaainst temptability. Temptation implies the be conquered. This also proceeds
gainst possibility of sin. from the false assumption that what

Peccability . applies to us also applies necessarily

If Christ was not able to sin, then the
temptation was not real and he
cannot sympathize with his people.

If Christ is impeccable, then his temp-
tations were slight.

If Christ could not sin, then he had no
free will,

to Christ.

Although Christ's temiptations are not
always exactly parallel to our own, he
was tried through his human nature as
we are. However, he had no sin
nature and he was a divine person also.

Christ's temptations were in every way
like ours except that they did not
originate in evil forbidden desires.
He was tempted from without, not
from within. :

Christ manifested his free will by not
sinning. Christ was free to do the will
of the Father. Being of one will with
the Father, he was not free to go
against that will.
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the Holy Spirit. but there was no iikelihood of those Persons of the Trinity
sinning. '

IMPECCABILITY

Those who hold to impeccability suggest Christ's temptation by Satan was
genuine, but it was impossible for Christ to sin. Several observations should
be noted.

Observations. The purpose of the temptation was not to see 1if Christ’

could sin, but to show that He could npt sin. The temptation came at a
critical time: the beginning of Christ's public ministry. The temptation was
designed to show the nation what a unique Savior she had: the impeccable Son

of God. It is also noteworthy that it was not Satan who initiated the.

temptation but the Holy Spirit (Matt. 4:1). If Christ could have sinned, then
the Holy Spirit solicited Christ to sin, but that is something God does not
do (James 1:13).

Christ's peccability could relate only to His human nature; His divine
natwre was impeccable. Although Christ had two natures, He was nonetheless
one Person and could not divorce Himself of His deity. Wherever He went, the
divine nature was present. If the two natures could be separated then it
could be said that He could sin in His humanity. but because the human and
divine natures cannot be separated from the Person of Christ, and since the

. divine nature cannot sin, it nust be aff1med that Christ could not have

sinned.
Evidence. The evidence for the impeccability of Christ is set forth by
Shedd and others in the following way.

1)  The immutability of Christ (Heb. 13:8). Christ is unchangeable ard
therefore could not sin. If Christ could have sinned while on
earth, then He could sin now because of His immutability. If He

- could have sinned on earth, what assurance is there that He will
not sin now?

2) The omnipotence of Christ (Matt. 28:18). Christ was omnipotent and
therefore could not sin, Weakness is implied where sin is possible,
yet there was no weakness of any kKind in Christ. How could He be
omnipotent and still be able to sin? .

3} The omniscience of Christ (John 2:25). Christ was omniscient and
therefore could not sin. Sin depends on igndrance in order that the
sinner may be deceived, but Christ could not be deceived because He
knows all things, including the hypothetical (Matt. 11:21). If
Christ could have sinned then He really did not know what would
happen if He would sin.

4) The deity of Christ. Christ is not only man but also God. If He. .

were only a man then He could have sinned, but God cannot sin and
in a union of the two natures, the human nature submits to the
divine nature (otherwise the finite is stronger than the infinite).
United in the one Person of Christ are the two natures. humanity
and deity; because Christ is also deity He could not sin.

5) The nature of temptation (James 1:14-1%5). The temptation that came -

to Christ was from without. However, for sin to take place. there
must be an inner response to the outward temptation. Since Jesus
did not possess a sin nature. there was nothing within Him to
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respond to the temptation. People sin because there is an inner
response to the outer temptation.

6) The will of Christ. In moral decisicas, Christ could have only one
will: to do the will of His Father: in moral decisions the human
will was subservient to the divine will. If Christ could have
sinned then His human will would have been stronger than the divine
will. .

7) The authority of Christ (John 10:18). In His deity, Christ had
complete authority over H1s humanity. For example, no one could
take the life of Christ except He would lay it down willingly (John
10:18). 1If Christ had authority over life and death, He certainly
had authority over sin; if He could withhold death-at will, He
could also withhold sin at will.

IITI.The Transfigquration

This is also recorded in the synoptics (Matt. 17:1-8; Mk. 9:2-13; Ik. 9528—
36), with an additjonal reference in 2 Pet., 1:16-18). Theological
significances include:

1)  The disciples receive a foretaste of his future coming and Kingdom.

2) A revelation of the glory (deity) of the Son of God.

3) A confirmation of Peter's Confession in 16:13-20.

4)  Encouragement in light of His passion prediction (16:21-23) and the task
to which disciples are called (16:24-28).

5) A declaration of the Son's unique revelation from the Father to the
worid, and His superlorlty to and fulfiliment of the Law (Moses) and
Prophets (Elijah).

6) A reaffirmation of the Father's love for and approval of the Son as He
prepares to go to the cross.

IV.The Ascension

This climatic ending to our Lord's earthly ministry is recorded onlx by
Luke in his two volumes (Luke 24:50-53; Acts 1:9-11). Paul Enns notes four
significances of the ascension: '

1) It ended the earthly ministry of Christ. It marked the end of the period
of self-limitation during the days of His sojouwrn on earth.

2) It ended the periocd of His humiliation. His glory was no longer veiled
following the ascension (John 17:5; Acts 9:3, 5). Christ is now exalted

: and enthroned in heaven. '

3) It marks the first entrance of resurrected humanity into heaven and the
beginning of a new work in heaven (Heb. 4:14-16; 6:20). A representative
of the human race in a resurrected, glorified body is the Christian's

. intercessor.

4) It made the descent of the Holy Spirit possible (John 16:7). It was
necessary for Christ to ascend to heaven in order that He could send the
Holy Spirit.
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Curtis Vaughn adds to these by noting:

3)

6)

7)

It 1is necessary corollary of the resurrection. That 1s, it is the
abiding proof that the resurrection of Jesus was more than a cemporary
resuscitation. To accept the bodily resurrection but deny the ascension,
one must affirm either that Christ is still an inhabitant of earth or
that he later died again.

It conveyed to the disciples the realization that the appearances. which
had occurred at intervals over a period of forty days, were at an erd.
Thus it relieved their tension, put their minds at ease., so that, with
the arrival of each new day, they did not wonder whether their Lord
would again reveal Himself.

It suggested that Jesus was o longer to be perceived by physical
sensation but by spiritual insight. ‘

To this we would add one final importance:

8)

It provided the occasion for the commissioning for witness and the
promise of the Spirit (Acts 1:1-8).

| “YE SHALL BE WITNESSES
' UNTO ME BOTH IN
JERUSALEM, AND IN

ALL JUDEA,AND IN SAMARIA,
AND UNTO THE UTTERMOST
" pART OF THE EARTH” }
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CHRISTOLOGY IN THE CHURCH COUNCILS
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hy; h
Arius NICEA, 325
Christ is & Created Being CHRIST IS ETERNAL
AND TRULY GOD
CONSTANTINOPLE, 381 Apollinaris
FULL MANHOOD OF dominant fogos over the humanity
CHRIST IS AFFIRMED
Nestorius EPHESUS, 431
Christ is two natures in a UNITY OF CHRIST’S PERSONALITY
mechanical union IS AFFIRMED .
CHALCEDON, 451 - Eutyches
ORTHODOX CHRISTOLOGY divine nature shallows up the
ESTABLISHED: “human nature '

Two natures in one Eerson

Docetism Marcion 2nd_ Cent. ® Denied & Affirmed
Ebionitism Jewish Cult 2nd Cent. @ Affirmed Denied
Arianism Arius 4th Cent. Affirmed Diminished
| .
Apollinarianism Apollinaris 4th Cent. Diminished M Affirmed
Nestorianism ‘Nestorius 5th Cent. M Affirmed Affirmed but
separated
Monophysitism Eutyches 5th Cent. & Affirmed i Affirmed but
mixed
Orthodoxy - Athanasius 1st Cent. & Affirmed M Affirmed and
united




- Origen

(c. 185-25%)

Origen (Greek Father: apologist and theologian--ca. 185 - ca. 254). Most

information about him is in Eusebius. (His father was martyred, and apparently

he had wished to die with him. Supposedly, his mother hid his clothes
preventing him.) ,

Origen, born in Egypt and raised by Christian parents, studied under Clement.
He became head of the Catechetical school for 28 years. Following a period of

conflict with the Bishop of Alexandria, he moved to Caesarea in Palestine

" where he set up another school. He was imprisoned in 250 and tortured (under
Decius). He died ca. 254 probably from the torturing. He castrated himself

~ (ca. 210) early in his manhood. He took Mt. 19:12 literally. He was also
famous and popular for his preaching. .

His doctrine of God (Three major Christological points)

a.

Generation of the Son

" ... The existence of the Son is generated by the Father . . . as an
act of will proceeds from the mind without cutting a part off the
mind or being separated or divided from it; in some such way the
Father is to be thought of as 'begetting the Son."

Eternality of the Son
" . ..we have always held that God is the Father or His only

‘begotten Son, who was born indeed of Him, and derives from Him,

what He is, but without any beginning, . .. " Athanasius will
emphasis this aspect of Origen's theology.

* Subordination of the Son (functional or essential?)

"I think that we should be right in saying of the Saviour that He is
the image of the goodness of God, but not that goodness itself. And
perhaps we may say that the i n lutel .
And as He is the image of the invisible God, Be is by that token
God, but not the God of whom Christ himself says 'That they may
know thee, the only true God.' Thus, He is the image of goodness

but not unconditionally good, as is the Father."

**Thus, there is tension in Origen's Christology**

“Now this Son was begotten of the Father's will, for He is the
‘image of the invisible God' and the 'effulgence of His glory and the
impress of His substance', ‘the firstborn of all creation', a thing
created, wisdom . . . I would dare to add that as He is the likeness
of the Father there is no time when He did not exist." .
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THE TRINITY:
EARLY DEVELOPMENTS

Philosophy and Theology: Logos Christology

The issue Justin and others were grappling with was this: Christians
claim to be monotheistic, yet they also claim that Jesus Christ is God.
How can both affirmations be true?

In other words, how is Jesus Christ related to God the Father?

In order to articulate their viéw they took over a concept that was well
known in their world and tried to fill it with biblical content. Stoic
philosophers used the term logos for the “Reason” that permeates and
governs the universe. (Logos is also a biblical term.)

God |
Logos = God's Reason \
Logos

v

Agent of || Agent of }|incarnate
Creation ||Revelation||Son of God

The Logos is the eternal “Reason” of God.
“The Logos is the agent of creation.
- The Logos is the agent of revelation.

The Logos became incarnate in Jesus Christ.

Dynamic monarchianism (or adoptionism)
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Dynamic monarchianism (or adoptionism) _ . _
God adopted Jesus as a unique & special man on whom His power would rest, i

(Denial of Christ etermality & deity)

Hippolytus, an early opponent of this view describes the Christology of
Theodotus, an earty heretic: ' .

~A certain Theodotus, a native of Byzantium, introduced a novel heresy, . . . .
" that Jesus was aman, born of a virgin, according to the counset of the
Father; and that after He hed lived in a way common to all men, and had
become pre~-eminently religious, He afterwerd at his baptism in ibe \form of Crenthian
Jordan recefved Cheist, who came {rom above and descended upon Him. . "\Gnostic ism )
Bul some ere disposed 1o think that this man never wes God, even at the
.descent of the Spirit; wheress others maintain thet He was mede God after
the resurrection from the dead.™. .

Paul of Semosota was the most important of the dynamic monarchianists.

He was Bishop of Antfoch around 260.

- Christ was a man who was equipped with divine powers. He possessed
the Logos (Logos is an impersonal power not a person)

- Objected to attributing ousia to the Word

His views were condemned in 268 by a synod in Antioch.

- Seen as making Jesus a mere man | - |
i

- Some say he foreshadows "economic Trinitariansim"
(contra essential Trinitarianism)

: N ' A LS




141

Modalistic monarchianism (modalism, patripassionism, Sabellianism)

The three persons are simply three ways (modes) in which the one God
has revealed Himself. Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are simply names.
They do not indicate real distinctions.

3.1. Tertullian wrote a major work against Praxeas, a prominent
supporter of this view. :

“In various ways has the devil rivaled the truth. Sometimes his
aim has beén to destroy it by defending it. He maintains that there
is one only Lord, the Almighty Creator of the world, that of this
doctrine of the unity he may fabricate a heresy. He says that the
Father himself came down into the Virgin, was Himself born of
her, Himself suffered, indeed, was Himself Jesus Christ.”

32. Sabellius, who lived in Rome in the third century, was the most
important teacher of modalism.

33. The continuing influence of Sabellianism

Origen: Tensions in his Christology

‘“Now this Son was begotten of the Father’s will, for he'is the ‘image of

the invisible God’ and the ‘effulgence of his glory and the impress of his

substance’, * the firstborn of all creation’, a thing created, wisdom. .. .1
would dare to add that as he is the likeness of the Father there is no time

when he did not exist.”

_ Tertullian introduced the terminology “trinity”, “unity of substance,”
and “three persons” into the discussion of the relation of Father, Son,

and Holy Spirit. ~

“The perversity [of Praxeas] considers that it has possession of the pure truth in
thinking it impossible to believe in the unity of God without identifying the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit; failing to see that the one may be all in the sense that

~ allare of one, that is through unity of substance; while this still safeguards the
myystery of the ‘economy”, which disposes the unity intoa irinity, arranging in
order the three persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, . .." :




3.

THE TRINITY:

THE WAY TO NICAEA

Arius (ca.. 250-336) was a presbyter in Alexandria who became champion

of subordinationist teaching about Christ.

Arius wrote in a letter to one of his supporters:

“Before he was begotten or created or defined or established, he was not.
For he was not unbegotten. But we are persecuted because we say, “The

Son has a beginning, but God is without beginning. We are persecuted

because we say, “He is from nothing.”

Athanasius, one of Arius’ opponents, quoted him as follows:

“The Son was not always; for since all things have come into existence

from nothing, and all things are creatures a

nd have been made, so also

the Logos of God himself came into existence from nothing and there

was a time when He was not; and that before He came into existence He

was not; but He also had a beginning of His being created.”

Alexander (d. 328), Bishop of Alexandria, was Arius’ earliest opponeént.

ALEXANDER

Father

Creation

The Council of Antioch (325)

142




The Council of Nicaea (325)

Three_parties
¢ Arian party
e Anti-Arian party (led by Alexander)

* the party of Eusebius of Caesarea

The Nicene Creed

“We believe in one God, the Father All Governing, creator of all things
visible and invisible;

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten of the Father as
only begotten, that is, from the essence of the Father, God from God,
Light from Light, true God from true God, begotten not created, of the
same essence [homoousion] as the Father, through whom all things
came into being, both in heaven and earth; Who for us men and for our
salvation came down and was incarnate, becoming human. He suffered
and the third day he rose, and ascended into the heavens. And he will
come to judge both the living and the dead.

And in the Holy Spirit.

But, those who say, Once he was not, or he was not before his generation,

or he came to be out of nothing, or who assert that he, the Son of God, is .

of a different hypostasis or ousia, or that he is a creature, ot changeable,
or mutable, the Catholic and Apostolic Church anathematizes them.”

Key Terms in the Creed of Nicaea

lhomoousion = the same substance, essence

Zhypostasis =- 3pusia = substance
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THE TRINITY.

CLARIFICATION OF THE DOCTRINE

esurgence of

~ Labor o
e Cappodocians

325

Council of

Nicea

Arius vs. Athanasius

Basil of Caesarea
Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Nazianzus 381

Council_of
Constantinople
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Key Terms in the discussion following Nicaea

homoousious =

It

homoiousios

homoios o=

anamoios =

of the same substance.

of like substance.

like, similar.

unlike.

Athanasian.

Non-Athanasian,
Non-Arian

Arian.

Pointedly Arian.

1

Athanasius (ca. 296
Alexandria and became the

-The deity of Christ is a soteriological issue

Verbal differences are not critical provided the meaning is the same.

-373) was Alexander’s successor as Bishop of
leading defender of the Nicene faith.

' The Holy Spirit is of the same essence as the Father




f l44a
The Three Cappadocians (Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, and Gregory

of Nazianzus) were important figures in the eventual rejection of
Arianism.

- -They made a clear distinction between ousia and hypostasis. (Basil was
~ the first to affirm and defend the formula that would lead to the

definitive solution of the Trinitarian controversy - “one gusia and three
hypostases.”)

** Note that hypostasis is beginning to take on a new meaning,

~They spoke the distinctions within the Godhead in terms of

. interrelationships. (The Father is not generated; the Son is generated of

the Father; the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son.)

-They gave more attention to the deity of the Holy Spirit than had earlier
theologians.

The Council of Constantinople was called by the Emperor Theodosius in
381. It essentially reaffirmed the decision of the Council of Nicaea.

The Creed of Constantinople

“We believe in one God, the Father All Governing, creator of heaven
and earth, of all things visible and invisible;

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten
from the Father before all time, Light from Light, true God from true
God, begotten not created, of the same essence as the Father
[homoousion], through Whom all things came into being, Who for us
men and because of our salvation came down from heaven, and was
incarnate by the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary and became human.
He was crucified for us under Pontius Pilate, and suffered and was
buried, and rose on the third day, according to the Scriptures, and
ascended to heaven, and sits on the right hand of the Father, and will
come again with glory to judge the living and the dead. His Kingdom
shall have no end. | '

And in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and life-giver, Who proceeds from the
Father, Who is worshipped and glorified together with the Father and
Son, Who spoke through the prophets; and in one, holy, catholic, and
apostolic Church. We confess one baptism for the remission of sins. We
look forward to the resurrection of the dead and the life of the world to
come. Amen.” : '
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4. Augustine (354-430)

Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son (Latin word = filioque}.

God has left vestiges or signs of the Trinity (vestigia trinitatis) in his
creation, especially in the pinnacle of creation - man. (Gen 1:26 - “Let us

make man in our image.”)

B . C. by johnny hart
WHEN HisrorY HAs EVENTZ BOTH GOODFRIDAY SHALLREIGN | - THAT MANKIND
RECORDED IT ALL; - HAPPY AND SAD As THE WoRsT aNpTHE BEST | EVER HAS HAD .




.-The Nicene

ontological

Creed |

" We believe in one God the

- Father All-sovereign, maker of

heaven and earth, and of all
things visible and invisible;

. And in one Lord Jesus Chfist,

the only-begotten Son of God,"
Begotten of the Father before all
the ages, Light of Light, true God
of true God, begotten not made,

- of one substance with the

Father, through whom al] things

"..* were made; who for us men and

oteriological

for our salvation came down

. from the heavens, and was made
- flesh of the Holy Spiritand the
 Virgin Mary, and became man,

- and was crucified forusunder
. Pontius Pilate, and suffered and
' was buried, and rose again on

' the third day according to the

. Scriptures, and ascended into
. the heavens, and sits on the right

- hand of the Father, and comes

again with glory to judge living

- and dead, of whose kingdom
.- there shall be no end:

" And in_the Holy Spirit, the Lord

". and the Life-giver, that proceeds

from the Father, who with Father
and Sonis worshipped together

- and glorified together, who
' spoke through the prophets:

-’ in one holy catholic and
apostolic church:

We acknowledgé one baptism
unto remission of sins. We look

. for aresurrection of the dead,
~and the life of the age to come.

COUNCILS
AND CREEDS

i
Ay

58

.
b

Jesus calls Lazarus from the
tomb. The sculptor has used
this incident to emphasize
the Christian hope of life
beyond the grave. .

LRI S (3 ¥ ”"ﬁ A
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Arian Controversvy

Elements of Arius thoughts

1.

Son was created out of nothing, yet of a different
essence, from the Father.

There was when the Son was not.

E

Son lst creation, and through him all else created.

On earth human element purely material, soul of man

' yeplaced by divine logos. (like Apollanarius)

‘Though a_creature, Jesus to be worshipped.

Arius had a strong and strict adherence to scripture
words.

Elements of Athanasius thoughts

1.

Jesus begotiten not by the will, but by the nature of the
Father.

Jesus of same essence as the_Father {homoousios)

Emphasis on the personality of the Son (full person vet
a separate person from the Father)

. 325 Council of Nicea - 1lst universal Council of the Church.
Led by Constantine. Eusebius sought a compromise. Arius was
condemned. Result: Nicene Creed |

4 Points of exclusion to Arius : '

Same essence as the Father and a separate personality of
Jesus.

Eternal Sonship affirmed
Full de\ty asserted

Fall humahity asserted
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AN OVERVIEW_OF THE FOURTH CENTURY ARJIAN CONTROVERSY
(A.D. 325-381)

I. Three original parties

1. Arians (rejectors of homogusios)
Majority party led by Eusebius of Caesarea (rejected language of
Arius, but were fearful of Sabellianism)

3. Nicene defenders (Athanasian defenders of homoousios)
II. Four later parties
Thoun Kelly
1. Anomoeans {(anomoios), or Anomoeans
extreme Arians ‘
. Second Creed of Sirmium (357)
1 the Son is "unlike" the Father (Ursacius, Valens)
‘ -2, Homoeans (homgejios), or political Acacius of Antioch and Homdeans
or Danubian Arians
Conservative - "middle party"
i the Sonis “like' the Father
: Father, Son,; and Spirit are
| Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, three
g Eudoxius of Antioch, Acacius of divine hypostaseis or prospopa,
| Antioch “separate in rank and glory but
7 united in harmony of will”
'* 3. Homoeousians (homoigusjos),
sometimes, bui unfairly, called Dedication or Second Creed of
Semi-Arians Antioch (341)
Creed of Philippoplis (343)
the Son is "of like substance. (or "Long-lined Creed" of 345
essence)” with the Father '
Basil of Ancyra | Homoeousians
4, Neo-Nicenes (homoousios) Meletins of Antioch, Cyril of

the Son is "of the same substance

(or essence)"' with the Father; also,

"of the gusia of the Father"

Cappadocians: Basil of Caesarea,
Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of
Nyssa '

Jervsalem
Basil of Ancyra

. Creed of Ancyra {(35%8)

Memorandum of George of
Laodicea (359)

Nicenes
Creed of -Serdica (343)

Synod of Alexandria (362) and
Athanasius

Cappadocians
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THE CHRISTOLOGICAIL CONTROVERSY:
THE OUESTION OF THE INCARNATION

The Major Councils of the Early Church: What each rejected

Date Council View rejected
325 Nicaea ’ Arianism
381 I Constantinople Arianism, Apollinarianism
431 Ephesus Nestorianism '
451 Chalcedon " Eutychianism, NeStorianism, Apollinarianism
553 II Constantinople Monophysitism
1681 TII Constantinople Monothelitism

Christology from Nicaea to Chalcedon

2.1. The contribution of Nicaea

The pre-existent Son is true God, homoousious as the Father.

22.  Alexandrian vs. Antiochene Christology
2.2.1. Logos-sarx (word-flesh) vs. logos-anthropos. (word-man)
221.1. logos-sarx Christology (Alexandrian Christology)

Jesus = Logos + flesh (unity emphasized,
humanity de-emphasized). '

Athanasius (ca. 296-373). Bishop of Alexandria. .

Apollinarius (ca. 310-ca.390). Bishop of Laodicea;
friend of Athanasius.




2.2.2.

2.2.3.

2.24.

2.21.2,

149

logos-anthropos Christology {Antiochene
Christology)

Jesus = Logos + complete humanity (humanity
emphasized, unity de-emphasized).

Theodore of Mopsuestia (ca. 350-428).
Antiochene theologian and Biblical exegete.
Became Bishop of Mopsuestia in 392.

Nestorius (d. ca. 451. Antiochene monk.
Probably studied under Theodore of Mopsuestia.
Became Bishop of Constantinople.

Nestorius attacked Cyril of Alexandria’s teaching
concerning Mary as theotokos (“God bearer” or
“mother of God”)

Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444). Bishop of Alexandria. .

Cyril’s proclamation:.

“He who does not confess that the Logos came forth from
God the Father to unite himself hypostastically with flesh,
to form with flesh one Christ, God and man, he shall be
damned.” :

Council of Ephesus (431)

Formula of Reunion (433)




3.
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Background to Chalcedon:

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

Eutyches (ca. 378-454). Head of a large monastery in
Constantinople was excommunicated and deposed.

“What Eutyches's actual doctrine was has never been easy to
determine. . . . He declared that ‘after the birth of our Lord Jesus
Christ I worship one nature, viz. that of God made flesh and
become marn’. - He vigorously repudiated the suggestion of two
natures in the Incarnate as un-Scriptural and contrary to the

~teaching of the fathers. Yet he expressly allowed that He was born

from the Virgin and was at once perfect God and perfect man. He
denied ever having said that His flesh came from heaven, but
refused to concede that it was consubstantial with us. . . . The
traditional picture of Eutyches, it is clear, has been formed by
picking out certain of his statements and pressing them to their
logical condlusion. . . . In fact he seems to have been a confused
and unskilled thinker . . . blindly rushing forward to defend the
unity of Christ against all attempts to divide Him.” - J.N.D. Kelly,

Early Christian Doctrines.

Roman Christology

32.1. - Leo I (the Great) (d. 461). Bishop of Rome wrote a letter
(Tome) approving of the excommunication of Eutyches.

32.2. The Tome of Leo

Two natures (permanently distinct).
United in one person. ‘ '
Redemption requires a mediator who is human and
~ divine, mortal ~ and immortal. A
¢ The humanity of Christ is permanent.

Council of Ephesus (449) - “the Robber Synod”
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Council of Chalcedon (451)

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

What it condemned:

Three correctives to false views:

Tome of Leo
Second Letter of Cyril to Nestorius

‘Letter of Cyril accepting the Formula of Reunion

New definition:

“Following, then, the holy fathers, we unite in teaching all men to
confess the one and only Son, our Lord Jesus Chzist. This

selfsame one is perfect both in deity and also in human-ness; this
selfsame one is also actually God and actually man, with a rational
soul and a body. He is of the same reality [homoousion] as we are
ourselves as far as his human-ness is concerned; thus like us in all
respects, sin only excepted. Before time began he was begotten of
the Father, in respect of his deity, and now in these ‘last days,” for
us and on behalf of our salvation, this selfsame one was born of
Mary the virgin, who is God-bearer [theotokos] in respect of his
human-ness. ‘

[We also teach] that we apprehend this one and only Christ--Son,

- Lord, only-begotten--in two natures; without confusing the two

natures, without transmuting one nature into the other, without
dividing them into two separate categories, without contrasting
them according to area or function. The distinctiveness of each
nature is not nullified by the union. Instead, the “properties” of
each nature are conserved and both natures concur in one
“person” {prosopon] and in one hypostasis. They are not divided
or cut into two prosopa, but are together the one and only and
only-begotten Logos of God, the Lord Jesus Christ. Thus have the

. prophets of old testified; thus the Lord Jesus Christ himself taught

us; thus the Symbol of the Fathers has handed down to us.”
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Christology after Chalcedon

51 The Monophysite Controversy - a revival of the controversy over
' whether there was only one nature in the incarnate Christ.

Second Council of Constantinople (553) condemned
Monophysitism. :

52. The Monothelite Controversy - a controversy over whether their

was only one will in the incarnate Christ.

Third Council of Constantinople (681) condemned
Monothelitism.
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II.

Iv.

PERSON OF CHRIST

Ecumenical Councils [Dealt with orthodoxy and established it
in relation to the Trinity and Christology] -- subtitle under
Fcumenical Councils

Nices (325) - Declared the Son homoousios (same essence) with

the Father (Arian heresy)

Constantinople (381l) - Confirmed Nicea and concluded Arian

controversy. Reworded Nicene Creed to also refute .

Apollinarianism.

Apollanarius - Man 3 parts; in Christ divine logos replaced
the spirit

Ephesus (431) - Rejected Nestorious (2 persons in one body)
and endorse the Alexandrian view of the relationship between

+he 2 nature of Christ.

Nestorius - Rejected theotokos - "God bearer” for Mary.
Preferred Christokos - schrist bearer". Saw in Christ two

people, personalities in one being.

* Robbers Synod {(44°9) - Approved the contention of Eutyche
that after the incarnation Christ had only one nature and it
was divine. Called by the bishop of Alexandria, Dioscorius.

Chalcedon (451) - Completed discussion of the relationship
between the two natures of christ with the words unmixed,
unchanged, unseparated, undgivided.

condemned Eutyche :

Leo's Tome - Formula defining the relation of the 2 natures

of Christ.

Futhvches -~ Before incarnation 2 natures, which became 1.

fusing ofilthe two natures resulting in a new 3rd something

ONE PERSON WITH FULLY DIVINE NATURE

FULLY EUMAN NATURE

WITHOUT MIXTURE

WITEOUT CEANGE

| CHALCEDON
WITHOUT DIVISION 51

WITHOUT SEPARATION

TIVYPOSTATIC UNION

£
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False Views of the Person of Christ

EBIONISM

Denied Divine Nature

ARIANISM

T

. Denied Divine Nature

EUTYCH]AHISM

Denied Distinction of Natures

DOCETISM

Denied Human Nature

NESTOR[ANISM

G _

Denied Union of Natures

APPOLINARIANISM

> D

Denied Human Spirit

@D

©® David Milfer. Adapted and used by permission
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Title: "Perspectives in Contemporary Christology"
(As summarized in The Present-Day

Christological Debate)

Author: Klaus Runia
Professor of Practical Theology, Reformed
Theological Seminary, Kampen, The Netherlands

L Western (primarily European) Developments

The Great battle was fought in the ancient church:
' Nicea 325 (homoousios issue)
Constantinople 381
Ephesus 431
_ Chalcedon 451 (Christ’s two natures are united in
one person: without confusion, change, division,

separation)

Jesus Christ is very God and very man. The Creeds though inadequate, are sufficient
parameters. This was universally accepted by the church as the orthodox/biblical
position until the modern era. Three criticism of historic Christology have arisen:

(1) Modern historical-critical exegesis has revealed a plurality of Christologies
' in the N.T.

(2)  The Creeds are infected with Greek philosophical language and
contaminated by the metaphysical modes of thinking of that period.

(3)  Ancient Creeds are meaningless for modern man, We no longer think
primarily in ontological categories, but modern thinking is functional and
existential. This is where we are as we approach the 21st century.

| . .-

II.  Karl Barth

- Reacted against classic liberalism

- Affirmed the Christology of the Creeds

- Jesus is the elect God-man of God o

- Barth is so Christocentric he has been accused of Christomonism
- He affirms the use of two 6th century terms:

(a)  anhypostatos - the human nature of Christ had
no separate hypostasis of its own, that is,
it did not exist apart from the Son of God
who assumed the buman nature.
1
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(b)  enhypostatos - from its very beginning the
Logos was the hypostasis of the human nature.

- Christ is the Revealer, Revelation, and Revealedness of God

- God is ontologically and essentially Triune, not just Functionally

- Barth comes close to theopaschitism in speaking of God’s self-surrender and
self-sacrifice. '

*Barth has an orthodox Christology.

III. Radical Developments

(A)  Rudolph Bultmann

. Existential N.T. scholar at University of Marburg

- Greatly influenced by the existential/ontological method of
Martin Heidegger (Being and Time)

- Demythologized the N.T. Remove the legendary/ supernatural elements
via form critical analysis. What remains is the kernal of existential
truth. :

- Accepted much from religious history school of thought (Christianity
borrowed from those around it). "We can, strictly speaking, know nothing
of the personality of Jesus." Historical Jesus is not essential to the
kerygma. '

- Two fold background to "Son of God" title:

(a)  Primitive Palestinian - Messiah,
eschatological bringer of salvation.

(b} " Hellenistic - Jesus is a divine figure,
perhaps a gnostic-redeemer.

- Basically reduces theology to anthropology. Theological knowledge is
knowledge about ourselves. . '

- N.T. is full of mythology, expressing the culturally conditioned 3 - story
universe of angels, demons, etc., of 1st century man. All of this
supernaturalism is unacceptable to modern man. ,

- Bultmann does not eliminate the myths as did older liberalism, but re-
interprets the myth for our age, via existential categories. (In
mythological language Christ is from eternity, in ordinary language this
normal kuman is where the salvation of God is present, in theological
language Christ is the great eschatalogical event).

* Bultmann rejects the Christ of the Creeds.
2
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(B) After Bultmann

- Bultmann began a new development in Christology.

- John Robinson and Paul Tillich demythed God. We transcend ourselves
and find God within not up!

- Some. opted for the God is Dead movement.

(C) Quest for the Historical Jesus

- Lessing and Reimarus (1694-1788): Synoptics vs Paul/John

_ Adolf Harnack - God as loving Father of all mankind.

- Schweitzer brought an end to the Quest of liberalism, said they saw
themselves in the Quest. ' :

(D) The New Quest

- Ernst Kasemann - disciple of Bultmann, accused his teacher of docetism.
Historical knowledge of Jesus though difficult, is possible ( also Ebeling,
Fuchs, Van Buren). Christ’s unique self-understanding was the basis for
the 'later apostolic Christ - Kerygma, although this Kerygma is something
new compared with the preaching of Jesus himself.

- All emphasize the importance of the resurrection, though they are vague
concerning it’s history (really skeptical).

- Though an improvement on Bultmann, this movement is still biblically
inadequate and theologically insufficient.

IV ~ Pannenberg and Moltmann

(A) Wolfhart Pannenberg - wrote Jesus: God and Man

(1). We must go behind the straightforward incarnational approach of
traditional Christology. ‘

(2)  We must acknowledge we live after the Enlightenment.
(3)  We work from a "Christology from below."

(a)  “"Christology from above" presupposes the
divinity of Jesus

(b)  “Christology from above" makes it difficult to

recognize the distinctive features of the
real historical man, Jesus of Nazareth

3 :
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() Tt adopts the position of God himself by
concentrating upon the way God’s Son came
into the world

(d)- Jesus is God’s Son, but in agreement with
post-Bultmannians, he says we can and must go
back behind the apostolic Kerygma (Christology
from above) to the historical Jesus (Christology
from below).

(D
@

3)

(4)
©)
(6)
(™)

Evaluation

Jesus expected the end of history .

There is a proleptic element to Christ’s
expectation and claim

‘The resurrection is the proleptic

anticipation of the end

Christology is decidedly echatological
Virgin birth is legend?!

Christ’s pre-existence is true.
Pannenberg prefers to speak of Christ’s

two "complementary aspects” instead of
natures

(1)  Pannenberg holds to a variant Chalcedonian tradition
(2)  Pannenberg takes the historical Jesus seriously
(3) Pannenberg uses historical-critical method in a'

subjective and arbitrary manner to shape data to fit his

scheme

4 He comes close to a form of anthropologi
poiog
pantheism in saying the integration of the human and divine in

Christ will ultimately extend to all of human reality

(A) Jurgen Moltmann - wrote The Crucified God, written against the

background of the atheism of the God-is-dead theology

(1) Wants a theological crucis (theology of the cross)

4

cal deification or
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Wants to answer the desperate cries of a suffering

2)
and dying humanity (post WWII context)

(3)  God is revealed in the cross of Christ who is
abandoned by God

(4)  God can only be known in the guise of opposition
(dialectical methodology)

(5) We meet God at the place where He raised the Son
He crucified! (This is no patripassianism)

(6) - Moltmann affirms patricompassionism, i.e. He, Father
suffered with the Son (A death in God).

Evaluation

Moltmann:

(1)  Takes the reality of suffering and death seriously

(2)  Comes close to pantheism or panentheism

(3)  Interest in the cross diminishes the rightful place of

- the resurrection :
(4)  Does his Hegalian framework mar his analysis?
(5)  Affirmation of Chalcedon is at best uncertain

V  Roman Abandonment of Chalcedon

H. Berkhof mentions three objections to the solution of Chalcedon.

(A)

(1)

2)

(3)

The doctrine of the Trinity here moves in the direction of

tri-theism.

The historical J esus, conceived an-hypostacially, begins

to look alarmingly like God dressed up as man, or like a

composite being: half God and half man.

The speculative doctrine of ankypostasis and enhypostasis
cannot be a part of the church’s proclamation. For all these

reasons we have to look for an alternative solution.

Piet Schoon'enberg -wrote He Is A God Of Men

(1)

Jesus is a unity in himself.
5
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(2)  Jesus is a real man. Yet He is different from us because of His
unique relationship to God.

(3)  He rejects Chalcedon. In Christology we should not operate with
the formula "God and man", but we should speak of "God in man".

(4) Pre-existent text should be re-interpreted.

(5)  In Jesus Christ the whole man is penetrated by God’s preseﬁcé.
Jesus is the "eschatological man". :

(6)  He affirms a "presence-Christology".
(7) 'God became a trinity of sorts at the incarnation. God is Triune
ontologically but not eternally. This is a Trinity of becoming

(process).

(B) Edward Schillebeeckx

He published two large and important studies on Christology:
(1) Jesus, An Experiment in Christology
(2)  The Christian Experience in the Modern World
People have difficulty in accepting the "Christ of the Church".

He decide’s to look critically into the intelligibility for man of Christological belief
in Jesus, especially in its origin. . L

fn the first volume he accordingly sets out on the quest for the historical Jesus. In
the New Testament itself the historical Jesus is overlaid with many layers of .
interpretation; but by means of the historical-critical methods it is possible to arrive at-
the picture of Jesus as he met with and was seen by his own contemporaries.

We first of all discover that the heart of Jesus’ message was the preaching of the
kingdom of God. Jesus’ original Abba-experience is the source and secret of his being,
message and manner of life. After Jesus’ death something unexpected and altogether
new happened. His disciples had an experience of forgiveness, which they expressed in
categories of resurrection. Jesus’ appearances were Seel as interpretations of conversion
and mission experiences. |

Who, then, is Jesus himself? He is the latter-day messenger of God, the .
eschatological prophet who is greater than Moses and who offers God’s salvation to us.

6
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He vigorously maintains Jesus’ humanity. On the other hand, he speaks of Jesus’
humanity as a humanity in which "being a Father" is realized. It is a real humanity, but
at the same time the centre of Jesus’ being-as-man was vested not in himself but in God
the Father. Schillebeeckx comes to a full-fledged doctrine of the Trinity. Jesus reveals

to us "three persons” in God:

(1)  Father
(2)  Jesus Christ
(3) Pneuma

This is not only an economic but a really essential Trinity.

Yet, Schillebeeckx emphatically states that nowhere in his book does he say that
God ¢an be called "three persons” before the appearance of Jesus. We cannot speak of
the Trinity in separation from the Christological interpretation of Jesus. '

Whether Schillebeeckx ultimately arrives at the classical Christology is also
doubtful. He does not go beyond a functional, revelational Christology. He makes two
complementary statements about Jesus: '

(1)  He is the decisive and definitive revelation of God
(2) In being this he also shows us what we humans can be and
should be. ‘

This historical Jesus whom Schillebeeckx claims to have found is the result of his
own research; and that, in turm, is determined by his own starting-point, namely, that we
have to see Jesus’ historical manifestation within the quite specific ongoing tradition in
which he and his contemporaries were set: the horizon of experience which we now call
the Old Testament and, even more specifically, its late Jewish or Judaistic context. From
start to finish Schillebeeckx’s historical Jesus is interpreted in categories of Jewish-
functional theology. And since this historical Jesus is the final norm and criterion by
which all later interpretations must be tested and checked, it is not surprising to see that
the whole New Testament itself is also interpreted in functional categories. Concepts
such as Son of God and pre-existence cannot be essential categories anymore. So the
road to Nicea and Chalcedon is automatically blocked.

' (C) Hans Kung

The same is true of the Christology of another famous Roman Catholic
* theologian, Hans Kung. Due to his conflict with Rome, he was dismissed as a teacher of

Roman Catholic students in the University of Tubingen.

He wishes to be an apologist of the Christian faith. This means for him that we
must abandon the old, medieval world picture and accept the picture that has arisen out

of modern science.
7
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He opts for a Christology, "from below". 'Who is Jesus? What did he wani? The
answer is to be found primarily in the Synoptic Gospels, which must be read in the light |
of modern historical criticism. Jesus himself did not assume any titles implying messianic !
dignity: not Messiah, nor Son of David, nor Son, nor Son of God. All these titles were
given to Him afterwards by the Christian community. Yet, this man raises a stupendous
claim: He demands from every one who meets Him "a final decision for God’s cause
and man’s" and He asserts a “completely underived, supremely personal authority". This
finally leads to His death on the cross. But His death is not the end. Shortly afterwards .
His disciples discover that "the Crucified lives".

We actually see several diverse Christologies emerge in the New Testament.
Take, for instance, the title "Son of God", Originally this title "had nothing to do with
Jesus’s" origin but with his legal and authoritative status. It is a question of function, not

of nature.

The exaltation Christology (i.e. the Christology "from below") was increasingly
superseded by an incarnation Christology (i.e. a Christology "from above"). Strictly
speaking we may find it only in the Gospel of John, but it cannot be denied that the idea
also occurs in Pauline writings (Phil. 2:6-11; Gal. 4:4; II Cor. 8:9; Rom. 8:3; Tit. 2:11;
2:4). The ascendance Christology is replaced by a descendance Christology, leading to
the idea of an ontological generation. For Hellenistic hearers "Son of God" becomes a
pre-existent, superhuman being of divine origin and with divine power.

_ Kung clearly opts for a *functional Christology", as distinct from an "essence

Christology". Jesus is "God’s word and will in human form. The true man Jesus of
Nazareth is for faith the real revelation of the one true God." Jesus is the Image, the
Word, the Son of God. Pre-Existence, as attributed to Jesus, means that He has always
been in God's thought. This is a functional Christology.

What does the vere Deus mean in Kung’s conception? He gives the following
interpretation: '

The whole point of what happened in and with Jesus depends on the fact that, for
believers, God himself as man’s friend was present, at wotk, speaking, acting and
definitely revealing himself in this Jesus who came among men as God’s advocate and

" deputy, representative and delegate, and was confirmed by God as the Crucified raised
to life. All statements about divine sonship, pre-existence, creation mediatorship and
incarnation - often clothed in the mythological or semi-mythological forms of the time -
are meant in the last resort to do no more and no less than substantiate the uniqueness, '
underivability and unsurpassability of the call, offer and claim made known in and with
Jesus, ultimately not of human but of divine origin and therefore absolutely reliable,
requiring men’s unconditional involvement.

‘As to the vere homo, e says that Jesus was wholly and entirely man, 2 model of
what it is to be human, representing the ultimate standard of human existence.




165

Evaluation

Kung’s Christology is a well-structured and consistent piece of theology. His
decisive starting-point is the " historical Jesus" as "discovered" by modern historical-
critical exegesis. This leads to a Christology "from below". At no stage is the idea of
incarnation seen as the ultimate statement about who Jesus really is. Kung says the
virgin birth is no more than an aetiological legend of saga.

Kung does not go beyond a functional Christology statement. Jesus is “the
revelation of God’s power and wisdom.” In Kung’s Christology ontological language is
"functionalized”,

But, this functional Christology requires further reflection; and, once reflective
questions are asked about it, it appears to demand an essential Christology to back it up.
Kung can escape this charge only by declaring that the maturer fruits of Christological
reflection in the New Testament (pre-existence, incarnation, mediation in creation)
belong to mythological ways of thought which must be discarded. But is this not a highly
unscientific way of treating material that does not fit into one’s own preconceived

scheme?
VI  Chalcedon Abandoned: Protestant Theologians

In all the Christological concepts under review here, the results of the historical-
critical exegesis of the New Testament, in particular the new quest for the “historical
Jesus", appear to have given the impetus to0 a thoroughgoing reconsideration and
reconstruction of the traditional Christology. Christology "from below" appears to be

- decisive.

Ellen Flesseman

Believing Today, published in 1972, testates the Christian doctrines in the light of
modern biblical exegesis and en rapport with contemporary thinking. She begins with the
historical Jesus, but she also sees him strictly against the background of the Old
Testament. Jesus is the true partner in the covenant that God established with Israel for

the sake of the world.

The creeds make Jesus into a being that is both God and man. But this is
impossible. She wants to drop the formula "God and man" from Christology and replace
it by speaking of "God in man: God’s presence in this man." The New Testament title
"Son of God" must be interpreted as an indication of the exceptional relationship that
existed between God and this man Jesus. In Him we are confronted with a man who
realized the God-given destiny of humanity.

Flesseman cannot accept the doctrine of incarnation. She does not deny that this
idea is present in the writings of Paul and John. But this concept is no longer suitable
g
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for our day. It reminds us too much of all kinds of mythological stories. Flesseman, like
all the other advocates of the new alternative Christology, differs sharply from the older

liberal theologians in the tradition of Adolf von Harnack. For her JTesus is the
Redeemer. He reconciled us with God. But in her opinion he was man, and no more.

she can no longer hold to the doctrine of the Trinity either. "I cannot
The Son Jesus Christ is not God, but a man who was so
pirit is not an entity beside God the

Naturally,
believe in a trinitarian God...
one with God that in Him I meet God; and the S

Father, but He is God Himself."

John A.T. Robinson

The Human Face of God, pﬁblis_he'd-in 1973.

_is to a large extent with self-

His real concern is existential. "My concern..
‘Jesus is Lord™.

questioning - with how today one can truthfully and meaningfully say,
He embarks on a new quest.

If Jesus as the Christ is to be our man, he must be one of
us: totus in nostris, completely part of our world...; in other words, a man in every sense

~ of the word. But this is only the starting-point. The order of the chapter headings
indicates the path he follows: Our Man, A Man, The Man, Man of God, God’s Man,

God for Us, Man for All

His basic starting-point:

" Christology. He does not hesitate to say that

Robinson does not opt for a "low
God dwells in Christ as in a son and that this indwelling was by personal union and not

just by intermittent grace.

on opts for a functional approach. Following Cornelis van

However, Robins
s two major shifts in the history of human thinking:

Peursen, he distinguishe

(1) . from myth to ontology
(2) from ontology to functional thinldng

erved in the developments in Christology. First there
gories to Greek categories. In recent years we see a

e functional, which means that we must start from
process with all its random

These shifts can also be obs
was the transition from Jewish cate
new shift from the ontological to th
Jesus as "this man", a genuine product of the evolutionary

mutations.

Robinson naturally has no place for a doctrine of two natures united in the one.
divine Person. The "formula" he himself presupposes is that of:

"Ope human person of whom we must use two languages, man- language and
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God-language. Jesus is wholly and completely a man, but a man who “speaks true" not

simply of humanity but of God... He is 2 man who in all that He says and does as man
is the personal representative of God: He stands in God’s place, He is God to us and

for us."

Robinson says only that we have to use two sets of language about the one man
Jesus. In the one case we speak empirical language, which is natural, scientific and
descriptive, and we say he is a man, just as we are. In the other case we us¢ the

Tanguage of faith, which is supernatural, mythological and interpretative, and we say: this

man is God’s personal representative - more than that, He is God to us and for us. This
ndouble-talk" characterizes Robinson’s whole Christology.

Robinson opts for a "degree Christology”, that Jesus differs from us in degree
only, not in essence. ' ‘

Hendrikus Berkhof -

He wrote The Christian Faith.
Berkhof states that actually there are four possible approaches in the Christology:

(1)  From Behind - here we see Jesus in the line of redemptive history, i.e., in
line with the Old Testament.

(2)  From Above - here we see how in Him the creative Word of God becomes
a historical human life.

(3)  From Below - here we see Him as a human being within the framework of
His own time.

(4)  From Before - here we see Him from the perspective of what He has
worked out through the centuries. All four approaches are complementary.

Berkhof himself prefers to start with the approach "from below” (i.e., he starts off
with the so-called historical Jesus). _

In a summary he gives the following picture of the historical Jesus:

Jesus was...convinced that in his offer of grace the Kingdom itself was already
present in a provisional form. This conviction rested on a most intimate relationship
with God whom he, very intimately, addressed as "Father", and it manifested itself in a
speaking with an unheard-of “authority", a declaring of God’s will without an appeal to
earlier authorities.

Whether Jesus used messianic titles for himself or not, one thing is clear: there
' 11




must have been in Him an "implicit Christology", on which the post-Easter community
could build interpretatively. In fact, the closer we come to the actual situation, the more
we realize that the secret of Jesus does not yield itself up, but becomes even more

mysterious.

But who is He in himself? Is He God or man or both at the same time? Berkhof
rejects the formula of both Nicea and Chalcedon. Jesus is "man, the perfected covenant
man, the new man, the eschatological man." The New Testament nowhere pictures Him
as a dual being. He is the new covenant man who lives in a thus far unknown oneness

with God.

"There are...not two subjects in Jesus, but His human T is, out of free will, fully
- and exhaustively permeated by the T of God; and in virtue of this permeation He
becomes the perfect instrument of the Father".

Berkhof cannot accept the decision of Chalcedon.

Berkhof has no place either for the idea of pre-existence in an ontological sense.
The passages that seem to speak of it are all re-interpreted. They are in a mythical form
of what today we would call "ideal pre-existence”.

In a similar vein, the virgin birth is seen as a later embellishment of the traditior,
which was used to indicate "that Jesus, the Son by pre-eminence, did not arise out of the
empirical human world, but is a new creation which man cannot bring forth but only

receive",

Nor is it any longer possible, of course to speak of a real incamation.

This view also has far-reaching consequences for the doctrine of the Trinity. This
doctrine too has to be re-interpreted. The three names, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, "do -
not constitute one being in eternity, but one history in time". The Trinity is an event, not
in God, but arising from God and leading to him. The Father is the divine Partner, the
Son is the human representative, the Spirit (who is God-in-relation) is the bond between
Father and Son and therefore also between the Son and all the other sons whom he

draws to the Father.

Evaluation

Berkhof's view shows a remarkable degree of affinity with that of the other
theologians discussed. '

His own concept proves that historical investigation, which is characteristic of the
approach "from below", is indeed unable to uncover the divine secret of Jesus Christ.

He describes Jesus as "the beginning from above". However, he always stops
' 12
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short at calling Jesus God’s Son in an ontological sense. There is in Jesus a divine
secret, but it is not the secret of His own divinity!

Does this mean that Berkhof’s concept, 100, is no more than a functional
Christology? In our cultural situation we cannot go back to the one-sided ontological
mode of thought of years ago, but at the same time we must realize that a purely
functionalistic way of thinking leads us nowhere. He wrote that "substance" and
“function" belong together as "side and reverse-side" and therefore cannot be separated.
Further on in the same article he put it thus: "The functionality of the new coventantal
man is grounded in a ontological secret.” This is the core of Berkhof's Christology. Itis
not merely functional. The relationship between Jesus and the Father is not only of a
covenantal nature, but is based on a relationship of origin. Yet it cannot be denied
cither that throughout the entire section on Christology the real emphasis is on the
function, and that the titles given to Jesus in the New Testament are primarily
interpreted in a functional sense.

The real crux of the matter seems to be that Berkhof uses the New Testament
data selectively. In the article from which he quoted before, he guite frankly admits that
he replaces the Johannine Logos-model by a kind of Pneuma-model. According to him
we cannot avoid a choice/selection, because the New Testament itself is so pluriform at
this point.

The Debate About the Myth of God Incarnate

In the late 1970’s a debate on the incarnation started with the publication of the
volume, The Myth of God Incarnate, (1977) by seven British theologians. It did not
contain much that was new. In the same year an answer was given by a number of
evangelical theologians in the small volume The Truth of God Incarnate.

In the common introduction to The Myth of God Incarnate the seven authors all
are of the opinion that the doctrine of the incarnation, when taken as a description of
factual truth, is no longer intelligible. 1

How then do the authors see Jesus? Jesus was "a man appointed by God" for a
special role within the divine purpose, and that the later conception of him as God
incarnate, the Second Person of the Holy Trinity living a human life, is "a mythological
or poetic way of expressing his significance for us."

Francis Young wishes to think of Jesus in two "models". The first one is the
nscientific model”, which finds explanations in terms of natural causes. The second one is
the "mythological or symbolical model".

There is much repetition and little cohesion in the volume.

Although the term "myth" is used in the title of the book, there is no unanimity
13 ‘




among the authors as to its exact meaning.

The authors generally show a deep and unwarranted scepsis as to the historical
reliability of the New Testament writings. Quite often the data are re-interpreted in
such a way that little or nothing is left of the original meaning, It is striking that the
resurrection of Christ plays hardly any role at all. J ohn Hick explains it as "some kind of
experience of seeing Jesus after his death”. Michael Goulder explains it entirely
psychologically. One cannot but agree with Ellen Flesseman when she comments that
this interpretation by means of mass hysteria, is at least as miraculous as the biblical
interpretation!

_ The volume is also almost entirely silent about the soteriological significance of
Jesus.

At some stage Frances Young admits that there are "incarnational elements" in
the New Testament. She also admits that "there does not seem to be a single, exact
analogy to the total Christian claim about Jesus in material which is definitely pre-
Christian; full scale Redeemer-myths are unquestionably found AD but not BC". Yet
she remains convinced that incarnational belief belongs naturally enough to a world that
was accustomed to supernatural ways of speaking. The decisive point appareatly is not
that incarnational belief is absent from the New Testament, but that the authors cannot
accept it on extra-biblical, i.e., philosophical grounds. ‘

All authors admit that Jesus is someone very special and that he is indispensable
to them. Frances Young says: I see God in Jesus, and Jesus will always be the unique
focus of my perception of and response to God. Jesus stands for God. He is "as-if-God"
for'me. Michael Goulder believes in the unity of activity of God and Jesus, and Leslie
Houlden speaks of the centrality of Jesus for all that concerns man’s understanding of ‘
God. Yet they all refuse to speak of Him in absolute and exclusive terms. This is no
Jonger possible, now that Jesus’ metaphysical uniqueness has been given up. All that is
left is a "functional® Christology, in which Jesus is seen as the main figure through whom
God launched men into a relationship with himself so full and rich that under various
understandings and formulations of it, it has been, and continues to be, the salvation of a
large portion of the human race.

Consequently, most authors opt for a religious pluralism. Even when Jesus is seen
as Savior, He is never more than one of the many saviours. As Frances Young puts it,
"o claim that Jesus as the cosmic Christ has the same ultimate significance for all
mankind irrespective of time, place or culture, is surely unrealistic". For this very reason
John Hick rejects the doctrine of the incarnation, for it "implies that God can be
adequately known and responded to only through J esus" and that the large majority of
the human race so far have not been saved. He himself believes that God’s self-
revelation can assume various forms. We do not have to convert the adherents of other
religions. All we have to do is to share our mutual religious insights and ideals.

14
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The greatest weakness of the volume under discussion, as John Macquarrie has
pointed out, is that the authors are united only in their dissatisfaction with traditional
doctrines of incarnation, but have no common reconstruction of belief to offer.
Inevitable, therefor, the impression produced is negative and reductionist. The book

does not really offer an alternative, but virtually revives the old liberal position of the
- nineteenth century.

The Christology of Process Theology

Process theology takes its cue from the philosophies of Alfred N. Whitehead and
Charles Hartshorne. It proceeds on the assumption of a pan-en-theistic conception of
God. God is operative in the whole creation, at every level of existence. Yet God is not
identical with the creation. He is the unexhausted and unexhaustible Reality who works

through all things, yet ever remains Himself,

Norman Pittenger describes Jesus Christ as the "focus" of the pervasive and
universal activity of God. He is "the focal manifestation in man" of God in action.
Rejecting the idea of a literal incarnation as wneredible and impossible”, he opts for the
_idea that in Jesus the energizing and indwelling of God by mutual interpenetration of the

divine and the human reaches a climactic stage.

In his book Christology Reconsidered he surmarizes his view in three points:
(1)  In some fashion we meet God in the event of Jesus Christ.

(2) God is thus met in a genuine, historically condifioned, and entirely human
being.

(3)  God and this man are in relationship with each other in the mode of the
most complete interpenetration.

Incarnation is not limited to the man Jesus. The man Jesus is the center of this
event. He is the One in whom God actualized in a living human personality the
potential God-Man relationship which is the divinely-intended truth about every man.
The difference between God’s activity in Jesus and that in the affairs of other men isa

difference of degree rather than of kind.

The New Testament and the New Christologies

It is quite clear that in recent years there have been many shifts in Christological
thinking. There appears to be a general dissatisfaction with the classical Christology.
* . Admittedly, some of the newer conceptions come rather close to the older liberal views.
This is especially true of the authors of The Myth of God Incarnate. '
5
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It is true however, that orthodox Evangelicals, while holding to classical
Christology, can learn much from these new Christologies. It is characteristic of most of
them that they strongly emphasize the humanity of Christ. Our first reaction is perhaps
to say that they over-emphasize it. But is it not equally true that Evangelicals often tend
to under-emphasize Christ’s humanity?

The New Testament

It is evident to everyone who knows the New Testament that it nowhere offers a
full-scale Christology a la Nicea and Chalcedon. Nowhere does it speak of a union of
two natures, a divine nature and a human nature, in one divine Person. Even the term
“incarnation” does not occur in the New Testament. But, then, what kind of Christology
does the New Testament provide? : : '

It is a matter of fact that throughout the whole New Testament we find
indications of a high Christology. Actually, all Christological statements in the New
Testament are high. Graham Stanton rightly remarks: "Judged by later standards parts
of the New Testament may seem to reflect a very "low" Christology, but in a first century
Jewish context those same affirmations about Jesus may have been extremely bold and
even quite unprecedented." Apparently the attribution of divine attributes to Jesus came
slowly and reluctantly. But that, of course, is not surprising at all, when we remember
that, with one or two exceptions, all New Testament writers were Jews, brought up in a
most stringent monotheism. For them to speak of Jesus in terms of divinity was virtually
impossible. And yet it happened!

Such a rapid development of a high Christology can be explained only by the
~ impact Jesus himself must have made on His followers.

For the source of such a development O. Cullmann, J. Jeremias and others point
to Jesus’ own self-consciousness, especially His filial consciousness. It was this self-
understanding of Jesus and the way He expressed it, in both His words, and His deeds,
that eventually led to His crucifixion. :

For the disciples the resurrection appears to be the turning point. Now Jesus is
called Kyrios. The use of this title for the risen Lord must go back to the earliest period
of the church, as appears from the fact that in the fifties Paul can use the Aramaic
expression "Maranatha". This expression indicates that at a very early stage Jesus was
‘worshipped by Christians from both Jewish and Gentile backgrounds. This attitude of
worship may well have been the seedbed for New Testament Christology. It was this
attitude of worship which in turn found expression in the more explicit and sophisticated
Christological language. Ralph Martin states that it was in worship that the decisive step
was made of setting the exalted Christ on a level with God as the recipient of the
church’s praise. :
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The Alternative Christologies

It is at this very point that the alternative Christologies of our day fall short. In
all the alternative Christologies the continuity between New Testament Christology and
the initial datum in Jesus breaks down, because it has been determined beforehand that
Jesus cannot be more than man. The alternative Christologies must all "functionalize”
the Christological titles accorded to Jesus in the whole New Testament.

'This interpretation, however, runs entirely contrary to what the Gospels tell us.
There we read that scribes and Pharisees construed Jesus’ claim of a special relationship
with his heavenly Father quite differently. This can be seen in Mark 2:7, John 5:8, John
19:7, Matthew 26:65, and Luke 22:70.

Naturally, the advocates of alternative Christologies also reject the idea of Jesus’
pre-existence. They all re-interpret the New Testament texts that speak of such a pre-
existence as Jewish or Hellenistic ways of expressing that Jesus is the fruit of the divine
initiative. Careful reading shows that both the term “Son of God" and the concept of
"pre-existence” (the two cannot be separated!) are more than just ways of expressing the
unique and universal significance of Jesus in creation and redemption.

This is also the secret of all those texts that speak of his pre-existence (Phil. 2:5ff;

“Gal. 4:4; Col, 1:15-17; Heb. 1:1-3; John 1:1-3;cf. also all the texts in the Synoptic

Gospels, according to which Jesus himself again and again says: 'T have come..."). It will

. not do to put these texts aside as Jewish or Hellenistic expressions to indicate the

sigm'ficance of Jesus. Again I would emphasize that nearly all these texts were written by
Jews. Let us face it, the very idea of an incarnation was completely foreign to the Jewish
mind. And yet, here Jewish writers speak of the pre-existence of this man Jesus of

Nazareth as the eternal Son and they speak of Him in incarnational terms.

1. Howard Marshall rightly pbints out that the view that the incarnation is found
merely on the fringe of the New Testament is a complete travesty of the facts. We find

it everywhere.
|

Functional Versus Ontological?

Nearly all alternative Christologies opt for a functional Christology over against
an ontological Christology. The greatest attraction of a functional Christology, however,
lies in the fact that the riddle of how a human being could simultaneously be God can be
effectively by-passed. Functional Christologies can accommodate themselves much more
easily to the question raised by the historical-critical method, the history of religions, and
mythology. The paradox of how God became man is avoided, and so is the
embarrassment it has caused theologians.

But can the functional and the ontological aspects really be separated? It is
17
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striking that many "functionalist" are aware of the problems involved in such a
separation.

But is such a distinction not to say separation, really tenable? G.C. Berkouwer .
points out that the [ancient] church meant to found its confession of Christ on the New
Testament and never meant to separate dogma from the New Testament.. This does not
mean that there was no development. One can indeed speak of a functional origin of
New Testament Christology. In their reflection the first Christians started with what
Christ had done for them, or perhaps we should say: what God had done to Jesus Christ
and therefore to them. In their early liturgy and confessions they tried to express that in
Jesus Christ they had discovered a new reality of salvation. But from the very start this
was connected with the person of Christ.

In the early liturgy and confessions we already hear who He is. It is not just a
quirk of the Greek mind, but a universal human apperception, that action implies prior
being -- even if, as is also true, being is only apprehended in action. In other words,
functional and ontological approaches are complementary.

"From Below" or "From Above"?

It is no wonder that many theologians reject the dilemma “from below" /"from
above" as a false dilemma. Martin Hengel calls it a "a false alternative that goes against
the course of New Testament Christology, which develops in an indissoluble dialectic
between God’s saving activity and man’s answer".

Wherever we start, we cannot help .discovering two things:

(1)  This Jesus of Nazareth is the Christ in whom the writers, belonging to the
post-resurrection church, believed.

(2)  This Jesus simply does not fit into our ordinary earthly categories, as .
1appears from both his words and his deeds. '

. All who start "from below" encounter this remarkable, incomprehensible fact. All
have to admit that we need "two sets of language, man-language and God-language".
He not only was on the side of God; He came from God and was Himself God.

Chalcedon, Ontology and Salvation

Nicea spoke of the man Jesus of Nazareth as vere Deus and vere homo. They
were well aware of the fact that they could not make the mystery of His being
transparent. They did not try to do this either, not even in the definition of Chalcedon.
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It also tried to say something about the relationship between the divinity and the
humanity of Christ. It had to do this, because there were views abroad which did
injustice to either of the two aspecis or to both of them. The Antiochene school, as
represented by Nestorius, did injustice to the unity by tending to distinguish a divine and
a human person in the one Christ. The Alexandrian school as represented by Eutyches,
did injustice to the true humanity by at least giving the impression that after the
incarnation there was only one nature in which the humanity of Christ was actually
swallowed up in His deity. Hence also the famous four negatives: "without confusion,
without change, without division, without separation". These four negatives mark off the

navigable water.

 Ontological Categories

It is evident that the Fathers expressed their view in terms and concepts of that
particular period. Terms such as ousia (substance being), physis (nature), prosopon
(person), hypostasis (subsistence) belonged to the common Hellenistic vocabulary of that
fime. Adolf von Harnack voiced his opinion that these Hellenistic thought-forms had
distorted the original gospel. Yet, it is generally acknowledged that, even though
Hellenistic terms and concepts were used, the resulting Christology was very un-
Hellenistic. John Macquarrie is altogether right when he says: "Christian doctrines were
not conformed to the mould of already existing terminologies, but terms already
available were adopted into Christian discourse and given new meanings."

Ousia is an indication of "substance". Applied to the three Persons of the Trinity
it means: the same stuff or substance of deity has three different representations or,
conversely, each person possesses the same and the complete stuff or substance of deity.

Physis is an indication of the sum-total of "basic properties that makes something
one thing rather that another”. Applied to Christ; he possesses all the properties that
make God God and all the properties that make man man.

Hypostasis is perhaps the most difficult term of all. Etymologically it means: that

which underlies or that which gives support. Gradually it obtained the meaning of a
positive and concrete and distinct existence, it came very near in meaning to the term
prosopon, which stands for mindividual®. In the formula both terms are used side by side:

“concurring into one Person (prosopon) and one subsistence (hypostasis).

A second problem posed by Chalcedon to people of today is that some of the
terms have taken on different meanings in the course of the centuries. For instance,

today the term "person” belongs to the psychological rather than the ontological order of
things. In the climate of Chalcedon "person” had an "ontological meaning’, indicating the

subject behind all those psychological phenomena.

A third problem, perhaps the most vexing for people of today, is that, because of
19
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its ontological and philosophical terminology and nature, the language of Chalcedon
sounds abstruse and even unreal. Modern man is unable to discover the living Lord in
this kind of language. He whose mysterious being is described in this formula seems to
be an abstraction rather than a living person.

However, we should not make the mistake of attributing to the Fathers of the
Council intentions which they never had. For them the discussions preceding Chalcedon
and coming to a head at the Council itself were very alive and existential issues.

Whatever one may think of the terminology used, it cannot be denied that
Chalcedon achieved two things:

(1) It established a norm of doctrine in a field in which there had been great
confusion.

(2) It did justice to the fundamental conviction of the church that in Christ a
complete revelation of God is made in terms of a genuine human life.

The Incarnation

We have to move in at least three directions. First of all, we have to spell out the
Trinitarian nature of God.

Secondly, we have to reflect more deeply on what this assumption of a full haman
life by God means for the relation of the deity and the humanity in Christ. If we take
the deity seriously, does this not mean that actually nothing is really added to the Son,
because as God-he already knows humanity to the full? It is true that the Son’s human
life cannot add any perfection to his perfect being as God. At the same time we should
realize that the human existence provided the Son with an irreplaceable experience.

- "Divine knowledge of human realities cannot be identified with man’s personal
experience of them. It was precisely this experience that enabled the Son of God to
know the human universe in a different way than before."

Thirdly, we must further explore what it means that the person of the Savior, that
is, the subject of his human life, was the eternal Son of God.

In commeon parlance we do not distinguish between person and nature, but usually
mean by person the whole being, i.e. the person together with the nature he possesses.
In Christology, however, such a distinction is necessary, and psychologically it is possible
too.

Applied to the incarnation, this means: = Jesus’ human nature is fully endowed
with human reahty and human existence...In particular, He has a human soul with a
buman consciousness and a human will, a soul that acts according to the laws of human
20




psychology and remains distinct from his divine spirit, "without any commingling”.
Without losing any of its own qualities, this human nature is personalized by the
relational being of the Word. Jesus’ human activity is not governed by a human "I', but
by the "I" of the Son of God which inspires and guides it. That is why the man Jesus
possesses a completely filial personality, capable of enhancing in the most complete way
all that is human about him.

~ Does all this mean that we have now "explained" the mystery? Definitely not!
The incarnation itself remains a mystery that can never be "explained”.

This unfathomable mystery the Fathers of Chalcedon wanted to safeguard. Their
ontological approach, taken in isolation, may seem to be very static, but behind all the
“static" formulations there is a dynamic conception.

If Jesus is only "true-man”, then there is no place left for the idea that God is
triune in His innermost being. At the most one can speak of an "economic' Trinity or a
“Trinity-in-revélation”, but one can no longer speak of an "essential” or “ontological"

Trinity..

Macquarrie writes: "Christian doctrines are so closely interrelated that if you take
away one, several others tend to collapse. After incarnation is thrown out, is the
doctrine of the Trinity bound to go? What kind of doctrine of atonement remains

possible?"

The Authority of Scripture

‘ Those who advocate an alternative Christology hold a different view of Scripture
from the Fathers of Chalcedon. In the final analysis scripture is no more than a human
witness. It is the attempt of the early church to express in human words what they have
seen in Jesus. The value of the New Testament witness is not that it definitely states the
truth about Christianity, but that it bears witness to the earliest experience of Christianity
that we possess. Ultimately it is our duty to state in our own words what we in our own

day see in Jesus.

Christology and Soteriology

It is not just a theoretical problem. The ancient church fought the Christological
battle because it believed that the gospel itself was at stake. The divinity of Jesus is not
a dispensable "extra". We can be saved only by God himself.

Many church Fathers repeat this again and again in their works, and the same
idea is encountered in the works of the Reformers,

21
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Once again the church is faced with the question: “Who do you say that I am?"
Today, just as much as in the fourth and fifth centuries, our salvation depends upon the
answer given to this fundamental question. According to the New Testament, our
salvation is nothing less than this: "For you know, the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ
who, though he was rich, yet for your sake became poor, so that by His poverty you
_ might become tich" (2 Cor. 8:9). These words, which show no trace of mythological
speculation, contain in a nutshell the whole Christology of the New Testament.

1TOLD YOU T . 1

THAT WE'VE BEEN . ‘ . '

FOLLOWING THE : a  Mary Had A Little Lamb .
WRONG STAR.. .. ’ . ' ,

Mary had a little Lamb.
" He came on-Christmas night.
- 'She laid Him in a manger bed,-
I This King of life and light.
He ate with poor and sinful folk;
. He claimed He was God's Son.
* + It made the leaders plot His death,
This holy, sinless One.

i He came to give us joy and peace;
To take away our sin.
| _ ~ He heals the sick and calms the storm
And ushers justice in.
What makes the Lamb love Mary so
And all the world beside?
By grace alone He chose His own,
For them He lived and died.
And we must love the Lamb, you know.
His blood will wash us clean. ‘
Our words must show that we are His; -
iilii Our lives by all are seen.
{8 “%: One day this Lamb will come again, -
=% More Lion than a Lamb;
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The Death of God

(a brief survey)

Its Foundation

A. Major Advocate - Thomas J.J. Altizer, William Hamilton,
Paul vanBuren

B. The nature of man’s world - Man’s understanding of the world has
changed. Science has explained the world without God. Therefore,
there is no longer a place for God.

C. The nature of man - Darwin tried to describe man in terms of the highest
form of matter. No Theory of God is necessary to account for man.

D. The nature of reality - From a metaphysical view (need for ultimate cause
and controller), there is no longer a need for God to interpret reality.

Modernity and Secularization

There is no place for God in a secular society, no need of Him by secular man

and no reasonable place for Him in man’s thinking. Bonhoeffer spoke of a

religionless Christianity.

If God is only a quéstion and answer in this generation, then God has ceased
to be.

1I1. Forerunners in the "Death of God" movement

Hegel, Nietzsche and William Blake

A. Four ways in which the "Death Of God" is used:

1. Language abeut God is dead.
We always have a problem about the meaning of the word "God."

2. The Christian Concept of God is Dead.
This is Altizer’s view, but his logic is not consistent. He does
not connect his statements from one time to the next., He is
actually a pantheist. He says that God came in Jesus and when
Jesus died, God died. Now God is made manifest in another
reality.
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3. The Thought Patterns of Qur Secular Culture Make Communion
with God Impossible.
Either God has abandoned us or we have lost Him. We must
wait in silence for His return.,

4. There is no God. (atheism)
William Hamilton’s point of view.

B. What shall we say in response to the "Death of God" movement?

1. The secular world has not overcome the Jesus of Histoery who
revealed Himself as God and was thus vindicated by the
resurrection.

2. The reality of Christianity is not tied absolutely to any world-view,
philosophy or language game.

3. Non of these views adequately confront scripture, nor do they allow
for the reality of the mystery of persomality in and beyond
history.

4. These views are little more than statements of agnosticism and
atheism, '

5. These theories raise legitimate questions but provide no satisfactory
answers. Hence the "Death of God" movement has died!
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Looking Up

Trite Friends Ave True Treasures

By James N. Griffith
Boecutive Di

The Real Jesus: An Issue Of Truth

By R. Albert Mohler Jr.
Editor

The jesus Seminar is at it again, This
group, which proposed to consider the
authenticity of the sayings of Jesus recorded
in the gospcls, has now completed its project
and is ready to report. Their findings? They
determined that Jesus said victually none of
the statements attributed to Him in the
Gospel of John, and very few found in
Matthew, Mark and Luke,

The Jesus Seminar is the brainchild of
Robert W, Funk, who cstablished the project
as an attempt te bring the conclusions of
professional biblical critics to a mass audi-
ence. His vision of democratic scholarship
involved bringing together a work group of
critical scholars who would share their
findings with the broader public.

The group has a flair for the dramaric, if
not the ridiculous. The scholars subjected
pass2ges of Scripture to rigorous critical in-
vestigation, and then voted on whether or
not the saying could be traced to Jesus, or
was an invention of the church. They vored
with coloted beads. Red indicated “Jesus
said ie;™" pink, “Jesus said something like it;"
grey, “Jesus didn't say it but it contains His
ideas;" and black, “Jesus didn’t say it.”

When all was said and done, the scholars
dropped very few red or pink beads. As
reported previously, they “determined” that
Jésus did not preach much of the Sermon
On The Mount, that He did not predict His
return to earth, and that He did not expect
His own death on the cross. Furthermore,
they stated, Jesus was not celibate and did
not preach celibacy.

Now they have tumed to the Gospel of
John, and only one of the sayings of Jesus
recorded in that gospel received one pink
vote, and that concemed Jesus's statement
that a prophet received no honor in his own
country.

What about the “I am” statements of
Jesus? The scholars were unanimous that
these statements were not said by Jesus, but
were the invention of the gospel author or
the early church, There is “virtually nothing
that goes back to Jesus.”

Funk started the group because he was
frustrated that the fruits of biblical cridcism
had not been shared with the generzl public.
Indeed, he said that the group was formed
partly in an attempt to contradict “funda-
mentafist™ interpretations of Jesus, which
would, we can quickly determine, include
any orthodox understandings of Jesus the
Christ.

Actually, the conclusions reached by the
Jesus Semintar are nothing new. Attempts to
discover the “real Jesus” behind and beyond
the biblical text were present even in the first
century. Many of the critical conclusions
reached by the Jesus Seminar were suggested

hundreds of years ago, though the seminar
now employs cridcal epproaches developed
over the past century.

The fact is that attempts to reduce Jesus
to a creative and insightful prophetic teacher
arc nothing ncw. There are, in fact, very few
new heresies. Those determined to demon-
strate their unbelief find creativity hard to
atrain. There is very little to deny that
somcone has not already denied.

Why should the church take the Jesus
Seminar scriously? Because it reveals the
incvitable result of a perspective which
denics Scripture as the revealed Word of
God. If the Bible s simply one ancicnt text
among hundreds of others; if the truth
claims in the Bible have no special revealed
status; if the professional scholar is the
authority and source of meaning rather than
the biblical text, then the church has no
business preaching Jesus Christ as the divine
Savior, by whose substitutionary atonement
our stripes are healed.

But the church has faced this issue from
its infancy untif now, and it has considered
the challenges levied against the trech of the -
Gospel, and it has come time and again to
acknowledge the Bible as the very Word of
God addressed to each individual person and
entrusted to the church as its own authority
and message.

The Jesos Seminar has become a parody of
its own objective. In so doing it has served
to remind the church of its respansibility to
call and sustain believing scholars who
recognize and affirm the full authority and
integrity of the Bible and its message. And
the Jesus Seminar also reminds the church
that unbelief must always be addressed.

“There is,” said one seminar participant,
2 real hunger for an alternative picture of
Jesus.” And so there is. Some human beings
faced with the inescapable claim placed on
them by Jesus Christ and His gospel will
have an insatiable hunger for an altemative
Jesus who is merely human and makes no
claim on their fives. The church has always
recognized that desire as a hunger for
unbelicf, and it has responded with a clear
message that Jesus is He who was fully God
and fully man, was bom of a virgin, lived
without sin, was crucificd as our substitute,
was resurrected on the third day, ascended
into heaven, antd will retuen to establish His -
kingdom. In His name, and in no other, is
salvation to be found.

Christianity stands or falls on the claims it
makes to historical events and the unblem-
ished truth of the Bible. The integrity of the
church is ae stake when unbelief is unad-
dressed. As Andres Suares observed, “There
are no hetesies in a dead religion.™ Neither is
there life in a fith which can no longer
distinguish truth from crror.

Treasurer
Geoegia Baptist Convention

As one grows older and
gains some wisdom with the
passing of the years, it be-
commes casicr to recognize that
true friends are true treasures.

‘The emphasis here is on
true fricnds—not “fair weather
friends™ who are here roday
and gone tOMOow.

Great friends are great
blessings and are worthy of all
appreciation. For true friend-
ship cndures.

ngn:c with the statement:
“T do not give my fricndship
lighdy—~but once it is given—
it fs never withdrawn.”

‘What is a true friend? Here
are a few descriptions of truc
friendship:

A friend is a source of glad-
ness-—even when there is not
too much to be h:igy about.

A fricnd ean make your
grief less painful and your pain
more bearable,

A fricnd cases your disap-
pointment and makes your
peoblems easier to solve.

But a fricnd is even more
than this.

A friend rejoices with you
when you soar to the bright-
ness of the mountaintops and
then solemnly walks beside
you through the darkness of
the valley.

A friend is one with whom
you are always comfortable
and one for whom you are
ever gratcful.

A friend is one who lifts you
up and never puts you down.

As one great man replied,
when asked why he ha
enjoyed such great success in
life, “1 had a fricnd.”

This statement is casy to
understand when one knows
from personal experience that
a friend is one who strength-
ens you with his prayers,
blesses you with his fove, and
encourages you with his faith
and hope,

A true friend is an carthiy
treasure who brings to your
{ife one of the great joys thid
side of heaven,

| _Overheard-

€C In recent years the hurricane forces of change have dra-

matically alteted our socictal landscape. The changes are
breathtaking and some skepties wonder if the church and

Christianity can survive...,

t there be no doubr—the cause and

church of Jesus Christ will not only survive, but thrive! ... As the
20th century ends and the 21 st century begins, Christians are
privileged to see God perform His great acts through Christ’s
church one more dme. Perhaps the best time of alll”
—Leith Anderson, pastor of Wooddale Church in
Eden Prairic, Minn., in Dying for Change:
The New Realities Facing the Church,

<C T'o say that the First Amendment’s guarantees of religious
freedom and separation of church and state were somehow
meant to restriet the political participation of people of faith or
to disqualify their religious convictians and belicfs from
consideration in the public arena of ideas is to nwist and to
distort the Fitst Amendment’s intent and mcaning beyond all
recognition.” o
—Richard 1. Land, exccutive dircctor,
The Christian Lifc Commission of the
Southern Baptist Convention, in Smechern
: Brprist Public Affairs, Fall/Winter, 1991,

C In previous eras, that trepidation and attendant scarch for
meaning were vented in daily church services. Now, when
months and years secm clogged with the pursuit of n:.olndos, cars,
and college tuitions, the presumption that life is a spiritual quest |
has faded. War, ironically, revived that ageless calling, sending
acar=tecord numbers of Americans to pray at synagogucs and
churches. Yet, after the last mortar is fired, picty and compassion
will likely play only bit parts in the New World Order,” - :
—A pessimistic analysis by Davig Whitman »
in U1.5. News & Warld Report, February 25, 1991, ¢
The comment betrays the Fact that much of the |
media is blind to the quict faith and picty practiced |
by miltions of Americans, with or without war. |

1

2 - The Christian Index B March 14, 1991
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Counterfelit Christs

Will The Real
]esus Please Stand

J ames Walker

- n old TV game show, To Tell the

- Truth, ended each progrém by

stand up.” Every episode featured three
studio guests, all claiming to be the same

person. One guest was aathentic, -but the
. other two were phonies. The celebrity con-
 testants had the difficult and often humor- ,
ous task of identifying the genuine article. .
(At the climax of the program, the two:

impostors remained seated and the real
guest stood to reveal his identity.

Jesus #1
Jesus #2;
Or Jesus #3

. Christians today witness many relig- .

ious groups claiming a belief in Jesus.
However, their stand on who Jesus is var-

ies widely and is often contradictory. John.

Allegro started a church in California

" called the Sacred Mushroom of the Cross..

His followers believe that Jesus Christ was
- amushroom. They. believe in Jesus — but
obviously not the Jesus of the Bible. While
most pseudo-Christian groups are not as

bizarre on their doctrine of Christ as this .

cult, they are just as wrong (2 Corinthians

11:4). Theirs is “another Jesus whom. we

have not preach
The contestants onTo Tell the Trurh had
_only two counterfeits to eliminate before

casting their votes. Today, unfortunately,
there_are hundreds of competing Christs -

Watchman Expositor

. and cach group produces llsts of convinc- .
- ing Bible “‘proof texts” for. their cand:date-
askmg the real guest to, “please |-

Is Jesus really a reincarnated “master"”

who traveled to-India to learn from the
Yogis before begmnmg his earthly minis-
try? Was he just an’ ordinary man who
discovered his “Christ Consciousness” by '
-realizing that everything and everyone is -

“God” — including himself? This is the

Jesus “of some in the New Age.

.. Was Jesus the Spjrit Brother of Lucifer?

' Is Christ the offsprmg of a Heavenly Fa-

ther and.-a Heavenly Mother? Was Christ
a polygam:st who came to America after

_‘his death and resurrection? This is the Je-

sus described by Mormon Apostlcs and

' _ lProphcts

Is Jesus réally the, archangel Mlchacl a

created being who died on a stake and -

never rose bodily from the grave? This is
the Jesus of the Watchtower..

Or’is Jesus really God incamate (both_:-
- fully God and fully man) the second per-
son of the Trinity, who died on: ‘the cross
as a total payment for the sins of those who _

fully trust Him as Sav:or"

A Deadly Case of
Mistaken Ident:ty

When the TV panehsts were fooled by
one of the fake guests, there was no real
damagedone. In fact, part of the program’s
appeal was watching a sharp celebrity be-
ing deceived by a cléver guest. But the
person who puts their trust in a countcrfclt
Christ is involved in a deadly case of mis-

-3
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. tékéh idéntity;]esus himself potnted those

out when he said, “...if ye believe not that

.1 am he, ye shail dlc in your sms“ {John
8:24),

" The Jews obviously believed in a Jesus
(he was standing right in front of them),

-but they did not believe the right things

about. Jesus. Their Jesus was only 2 man

'— a carpenter from Nazareth — who had

become a radical rabbi. Know who Christ

‘is — or die in your sins! The statement

certamly shocked the Jews with whom
Christ was debating. They answered,
“Who art thou?” (v.25). .

" In part, Jesus replied, “Verily, verily, I
say unto you, Before Abraham was, 1 AM”
(John 8:58). Jesus was clearly identifying
himself as God — the “T AM” of Exodus
3. : -

. Unfortunately these particular religious
leaders rejected the deity of Christ and
ultimately :refused to trust Him alone as
Savior. They clearly recognized. Christ’s
statement to be a claim of deity. In their
minds Jesus'-claim to be God was blasphe-
mous, Their responseé to Christ's claim to

" | bethe “I AM” was unmistakably direct —

“Then took they up stones to cast at him”

. 59).

Like those first century religious lead-

_ érs, the pseudo-Christian groups today re-

ject the true identity of Christ. Besides a

‘few historical ‘similarities, these Christs

bear little resemblance to the Jesus of the
Bible. Somctxmes only  the name is the

same'
Contmued_ on page 6
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he Bible presents Jesus Christ, the
unique Savior of mankind, as be-.

ing both fully God and fully man.

- He is eternal, without beginning or end,.

- and as the second Person of the Trinity is

co-equal with the Father and the Holy:

. Spirit. He was begotten by the Holy Spirit
in the womb of the virgin Mary, became
flesh and lived a sinless life, dying on the
cross as full payment for the sins of man-
kind. He rose bodily from the

S. '

The.'V.Vord was God";(.John 1: i)
“And Thomas answered [Jesus] and

said-unto hlm My Lord and" my (JOd"-
.{John 20 28) B o
“But unto the Son he satth Thy throne, '

O God, is for ever” (Hebrews 1:8). .
- “Christ. came, who is over all,. God

.,blcssed for ever” (Romans 9: 5)

g5

ot Purpose: To Die E"On"'C‘,‘rc::'s.‘;

-'“From that time forth bcgan Jesus to

.shew unto his disciples-how that he"
‘must.. . be killed, and be raised again the
|- third day”™ (Matthew-16:21).:

“For even the Son of Man came... to,
give his life a ransom for many” (Mark
10:45).

" “But when they came 16 .Tcsus, and saw
that he was dead already, they

.grave and one day this same Je-
sus will' physmally and wsnbly '
return to earth. ’ - :

‘On_ly True.Christ .

“For there shall arise false | §§
Christs, and false prophets and
shail shew great signs and won-
ders; insomuch that, if it were
possible, they shall deceive the
very elect” (Matthew 24:24).

-“Many shall come in my
name, saying, I am Christ; and
the time draweth near: go ye not
- . therefore after them” (Luke _

brake not his legs” (John 19:33).

“Except I shall see in his hands
the print of the nails [plural]... I
will not believe” (John 20:24).
- “Without the shedding of blood
is no remission” (Hebrews 9:22),

“The blood of Jesus Christ His
Son cleanseth us from all sin™ (1
John 1; 7)

_Bodzly Resurrectton

.1 lay down my life, that I
might take it again. No man taketh

myself. I have power to lay it

21:8). ‘ ]
*“One Lord, .one faith, one'}.
' baptism” (Ephesians 4:5)."

 Virgin-Born Human

down, and I have power to take it
again” (John 10: 17-18). ‘

, “But they... supposed that they
had seen a spirit. And he said unto
them,.. Behold my hands and my
feet, that it is I myself; handle me,

-~ .0 ", .theyoung child with Maty :
. his mother” (Matthew 2:11),

" “Behold, thy mother and thy breth-

ren...” (Matthew 12:47),
*...The Word was made flesh, and
" dwelt among us” (John 1:14). -
“Made of a woman” (Galatians 4:4).

““For there is one God and one mediator
between God.-and men, the man Christ

© Jesus” (1 Timothy 2:5).

“Mary... was found with child of the

Holy Ghost” (Matthew 1:18),

“Behold, a virgin shall be with child..,
God with us” (Matthew 1:23),

Joseph physically “knew her not tilf she
- had brought forth her firstborn son: and he
called his name Jesus” (Matthew 1:25).

Vel. 10, No. 8, 1993

“For in’ him [Jcsus] dwellcth all’. thc'
- fulfess of the Godhead bodliy" (Colos- ‘

siafis 2:9)."

* “The grcat God énd our Savnour Jesus"_'

Chnst" (Titus 2: 13)

..and we are in hiim that 15 true, even
in hlS Son Jesus Christ. This is the true'

God; and eternal life” (1 john 5: 20)

“In the beginning was the Word... All
things were made by him,.and without
him was not any thmg made. that was
made” (John 1:1-3). '

“For by him [Iesus] were aIl thmg cie- A'

ated.., all things were created by him, and
for him. And he is before all thmgs, and

by hun all thmgs consxst “(Colossians |

I: 16 17)...

Y

- and see; for a spirit hath not flesh

'_:and bones, as ye see me have” (Luke
.24:37-39).

- “Then he said to Thomas Reach hither

‘:thy finget, and.behold my hands, and
‘reach hither thy hand, and thrust it into my '
side” (John 20:27).

Second Commg

" “This same Jesus, . which is taken up-

from you into heaven, shall sO come-in

Jlike manner as ye have secn him go mto_
heaven” (Acts 1:11). .

“Evct'y eye shall see hxm (Rcvelatton
1:7).

Watchman Expositor

it from me but I lay it down of

“This is ttlc.Lord Jcsus Chnst of the
‘Bible! &




prophet of the LDS Church, “Among
" the spirit children of Elohim, the first- |}

* Christ, to whom all others are juniors”
" (Gospel Doctriiie, p. 70). The idea of

© being born implies a certain set of cir-
- cumstances, part of wh:ch is the neces-

: what is-being tanght.

" Apostle LeGraid Richards recounted
.. an incident. which had occurred earlier

- ..them raised a question. “He said, ‘We |

- have heard it said that you believe that

" have a son without a wife, do you?"”
- (Ensign, July. 1973, p. 79). It is obvious

The Jesus of...

Rick Branph

Unlike the biblical concept; which ex-

_ plains Jesus is without beginning, the Mor-
" mon understanding teaches He was a cre-
ated son of God the Father and God the

Mother in a place called the pre-exist-"

stands nor teaches the biblical concept of

..Je_sus being the Son of God.- _
-1t is also clear-that according to Mor-"
momsm, God thc Fathcr has a w1fe who

only son of God the Father and God the
“Mother. As Spencer W. Kimball, twelfth
"LDS prophet explained, “1 testify that we
[all mankind] are the spirit offspring of

ence and He 1s thc spmt brother of
Satan,
According to Joseph F. Smith, sixth

born was and is’ Jehovah, or Jesus

sity of a female counterpart. In the case
of Mormon theology, that- xs exactly'

In the 143rd General’ Conference,

‘in his career. After speaking to a group .
of ministers from other churches, one of

God has a wife. Would you explain that |
to us?" I think he thought he had me in
trouble, and so I rather facetiously said,
‘I don’t see how in the world he could’

from this statement alone, that the LDS
leadership neither correctly under-

Waichman Expositor

J ! a’loving God, cur Heavenly Father”

“(Ensign, Nov. 1988, p. 86). In addition
“to Jesus and all humans being the off-
:spring of a heavenly mother and father,
Lucifer was also in this prc-exlstcnt
spherc '

- As'Alvin R. Dyer, onc of the LDS
~Apostles’ ‘mentions, Lucifer was one of
the “spirit son$ of God the Father”
-(Who ‘AmI?, p. 140). As a spirit son,
‘Lucifer presented a plan for the salva-
~tion"of all the other sons of God who

of -the -First ‘Council of. the Seventy
wrote, “The appointment of Jesus to be
.the Savior of the world was contested by
-one of the other sons of God. He was

Haughty, - ambitious, and covetous of
power and glory, this spirit-brother of
Jesus desperately tried to become the

i The Ages, p.15). -
‘Despite. this controversy in the pre-

/| existence, Jesus eventually “accepted

the appointment to his earthly mission™
(The Improvement Era, David O.
McKay, Dec. 1964, p. 1029).
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begat Jesus. However, Jesus was not the
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would come to earth. Milton R. Hunter -

“called Lucifer, son of the morning.

Savior of mankind” (Gospel Through




No Virgin Birth

As with most cults, Mormonism too,

cannot accept the biblical teaching of the

Virgin Birth. The current prophet of the .

LDS Church, Ezra Taft Benson pro-
claimed, 'T testify that Christ was born into
mortality with Mary as His mother and our
Heavenly Father as His Father” (Ensign,
Nov, 1988, p. 86). What does that mean? -

*In simple terms, the Apostle Bruce R, '
McConkie explains, “And Christ was born

into the world: as the literal Son of this
Holy Being; he was born in the same per-
sonal, real, and literal sense that any mortal

nothing figurative about his paternity; he-
was begotten, conceived and bom in the-
. normal and natural course of events, for he
~ is the Son of God, and that designation
means what it says” (Mormon Doctrine,
p.742). S

Mamed thh Chtldren

After growmg to' adulthood accordmg.
to several LDS Apostles, Jesus was mar- -
ried to:at léast three women. As ascriptural

proof-text for this doctrine, Orson Hyde,

one of the original Apostles of the. Mor- |-
mon. Church cited John chapter two. i
..Jesus was the bridegroom at the mar-,
nage of Cana of Galilee, and he told them
. what to do. Now there was actua]ly a rnar-‘;*
_ riage; and if Jesus was not the bridegtoom -
on that occasion, please tell who was. ... I’

shall say here, that before the Savior d_ied,'
- he.looked upon his own natural children,
as we look upon ours...” (Journal of Dis-
-~ courses, Vol. 2, p. 89). Thus, not only_was

. Jesus married, He also, according to Mor-:-

" monism, had a family.
Exhlbltmg another common charac-'

tensnc «of the cults, is Mormomsm s ab-

'greatest the log an,’ explaine'd I

" Adaim’s? transgressnon
“Faith,p. 477).

T Thus, the, atonement and death of Jesus
. on the cross actually onIy forgives man-" |

carem

horrencé for the biblical teachings about
the cross of Calvary. In.the Temple
Preparation Seminar Discussion, ‘which

‘is published by the LDS Church, it is ex- ‘
" plained, *. Jesus greatest suffermg in
. making , the atoriement foi mankmd oc-

curred in the Garden of Gethsemane, when
he took . upon himself our" sms, -WhICh‘

‘caused him- to bleed.at every pore.-His"
.suffering at that point was even more in-
tense than when he.was put to death on the '
‘cross” (p 18). s

]esus and the C‘ross |

. : ' e | IF the atonement was ini Gethsemane

son is born to a mortal father. ‘There is .| what then transpired on thé cross?:As the
'LDS Churth News states;”“He paid the
price for us to rise from the grave, Through "
‘His own- w1]1ful sacrifice <=, ’

.the infinite
and etemal atonement —2 We shall live

again. .

p. 16). Hence, the cross guaranteed resur-

. rection for all and salvation only for those
.-_‘:who Couid keep the command ments

“James: Talmage perhaps M

completely and-fully, redeemed. .. : [of]
o (Artlcles ‘of

kind of Adam’s ongmal sin. How then is

man forglven of his own personal sin? In
»the' Improvemem Era, an official peri-
- odical of the LDS Church, J oseph Fielding '

2 It also, provided a- way. for;those
-who serve Him and keep His'command- | :
‘ments to_return. fo. His presence: in :the |
‘kingdom of His Father" (18 March 1989,
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tion. “Our Eternal Father would have
 every soul saved if that were feasible. Sal-
" vation, however, is based on merit and
- obedience to divine law and therefore is
only: obtained through compliance with
~divine commandments” (Nov. 1965, p.
962).
" According to Mormonism, Salvation i is
_based on Man’s merit (goodness and good
‘works) and not-on the finished work of
Jesus on the cross.
Jesus In America
'Found within the pages of the Book of .
Mormon is the story of Jeésus' visitto the
- Americas. In 1975, N. Eldon Tanner, who
.was then First Counselor in the LDS First
PreSldency, gave a speech entitled, Christ
in America. In that speech he gave a syn-
opsis of this umque doctnne of Mormon-
‘ism.-
; “Thusitis clear why the Savior, follow-
mg his crucifixion and resurrection, came
to.the Western Hemisphere amidst the
'signs and wonders which had been fore-
_ told, that these people might have the same
- advantage and opportunities for learning

: “and living his gospel as those among

* whom he lived in mortality” (Ensign, May
1975 p. 34).
:! Finally, Robert L. Mtllet chairman of

i ‘.‘the Department of Ancient Scripture at
ithout one exceptlon are. to be '

Bngham Young University, makes an in-
 teresting observation. “These are the infi-’
nite actions of a god, and they requtre the
_intervention of godly powers in man’'s be-
‘half’ (By Grace Are We Saved, p. 94).

. Born of heavenly parents, spirit brother .
.to Lucifer, elected to be Savior, married to
three wives, paid only for Adam’s trans-
_gtession and doing the work of a god — is .
- this the Jesus of the Bible? &

Real Jesus Please Stand

Jesus revealed in the Blble “This'is no ma- ,.' '

Continued from page 3 _
It Is Time “To Tell the
- Truth”

The theme of this issue of the Watchman
Expositor is an examination of some of the

counterfeit Christs in contrast with the true
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'-'Smrth tenth prophet explamed‘the solu-"1" -

nor theological “hair- _sphtttng'_f but strikes
at the very essence of the Gospel and the
fundamental differences between Christi-
anity and.the pseudo-Christian religions. .
“Whom do you say that I am?” This
question i isas relevant today as it was when

~Jesus asked it. of Peter Today, conﬂtctmg ;

answers to this question are even.more .
numerous than in the first century. This
month’s 'magazme is designed to help
" Christians recognize these counterfeit
Christs and to share the true Jesus with-
thiose who have accepted “another Jesus,
‘whom we have not preached” (2 Corin-
thians 11:4). €
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The Iesus of

E etemal but»zs hl‘ j'

James Walker

. he Watchtower Bible and Tract
" Society, headquartered in Brook-

A lyn, New York, teaches that Jesus
has not always existed, but was himself a

created being’ ongmally named Mlchacl
the Archangel.

The Jehovah’'s Witnesses' view: of-

Christ'is explained in their book, Aid to

. Bible Understanding. Under the heading

Michael, they state, “Scriptural evidence

. indicated that the namie Michael applied to.
God’s Son before he leftheaventobecome

Jesus Christ and also after his return. Mi-
chael is the only one said to be the ‘arch-

. angel,” meaning *chief angel’ or pnncnplc

ange " (p 1152).

]esus # God .

The Watchtowcr s Jesus i lS notequal t0'

God the Father, not-eternal, but is himself

. . acreated being. Under the section Jesus

‘Chnsr they teach, “Thus the. scriptures

ldcnnfy the Word (Jcsus in hlS prc-human

-they believe that, “On Nisan 14 of

" put him to-death on a torture stake

-Jesus’ hands; The Witnesses have

The Watchtowers Iesus is4|.

bemg

) '-.'cxis;encc) as God's first creation, his first-
. born Son. .
" ture of God..

..this son was actually a crea-
" (Ibid, p. 918).

Jehovah's Wltnesses also teach that thls
archangel was transformed into a human
at Bethlehem and was named Jesus — but
he was not yet the Christ. The Society’s

book, Things In Which it is Impossible -

for God to Lie, teaches, “Not at birth _but

Watchman Expositor

- laid aside the human organism in

i

at tlurty years of age Jesus bccamc Chnst

or ‘Anomted One’" (p 21 1) __‘.-

Chrtst Dzed On a.
”Torture Stake”

Jchovah's Wltncsses are also told that

_Christ did not die on' a cross, which

The Watchtower
szle and Tmct So czety

bodies. The Society states, “However for

- forty days after his resurrection Jesus ap-

peared to his disciples on different occa-
sions in various fleshly bodies, just as an-
gels had appeared to men of ancient times.
Like those angels, he had the power to
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| onstruct and to disintegrate those ﬂeshly :

is considered -to be a symbol of
apostate Christianity. Instead,

the year 33 CE. Iesus enemies

[a single upright “pole]” (The
Truth that Leads to Eternal
Life, p.-51}).- a8

By this method only one nall
would have been-used to secure

published pictures depicting such-
“torture stake” (Awake, 1 Apnl_
1974, p 14). .. o

"No Bodily” ~
Resurrection” .
“Jesus never rose bodily from the’
dead according to Jehovah's Wit-

nesses. In The Kingdom is at
Hand they explain, “At death he -

which he ministered as a new crea-
ture for three and a half years; and
in his resurrection he was no more
human. He was raised as a spirit
creature” (p. 258). - . '

The human body of Christ was
destroyed according to the Watch-
tower. After his spmtual resurrec-
tion, he appeared 1o’ his. dlsc:plcs
in dlfferent, tcmporary, fleshly |

~7-
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bodies at will, for the purpose of proving
visibly that he had been resurrected”
- (Aid to Bible Understandin_g, p- 1394).

Iésus Returned in 1914

- Because Watchtower theology

) teaches that Christ’s resurrection was not

‘bodily but spiritual o_nly. they teach that

-His Second Coming (they prefer the term ¢ |

Presence) would-be invisible (Ibid, pp.
1335-36). The Society teaches that this
. second Presence has already occurred,
- Originally, it was taught the second pres-
ence had happened in the year 1874, |

. A short biography of Charles Taze
. Russell, founder of the organization, was

- published in the Society's book, The Di-

vine Plan of the Ages, It records, “Like

. other Christians he [Russell] was lookmg

- for the second coming of Christ. Between -

- 1872-1876 he discovered that the Scrip-

tures clearly teach that the Lord would

not return ina body of flesh, but would
return as a spirit being, invisible to hu-
man eyes, and that his second presence’
was due in the auturnn of 1874" (1927
ed., p.4)." o

However, the Soc:ety later revnsed 1tsA
chronology and now dates’ this invisible:
second presence in the year 1914 (The

- Truth that Leads to Eternal Llfe p

'86). : .
According to the Jehovah’s Wlt-
_nesses, Jesus is a created being, the Arch-:

angel Michael, a man who became the :

Christ 30 years after his birth at Bethle-
hem, a resurrected spirit creature’and re-

- turned invisible in 1914, Is this the Jesus _

of the Blble? &

Wztnessmg to thnesses

Doctrmes Unto:

ful tape and documen-
tation guide for. wit-
nessing to Jehovah’s
Witnesses. It refutes
key -Watchtower

clalms and focuses on the vital issue-of’

- | authority. Available this month for a
| donation of $8.00 or more. Please ask

for it by name with your donation.

Thank you for your gift. :

i Destriiction is a help- . :
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hile most cults distort the
true nature and ‘work of Je-
R £ - sus and His mission, they at

.. His mission successfully. Rev..Sun

” Myung Moon, the founder and leader of | K

... " the Unification Church, however, dis-;

" . agrees. Jesus’ death, in Umﬁcahon the-
- ology, is explained as an error. |

- lieved that Jesus® death on the CIOSS Was

" No, it was not! It was a grievous error to

. (Outline of The Principle: Level 4 PP

" ples even to keep his identity a‘secret
-because people did not accept his legiti-

“lacked the power to be the King of

Rev. Moon s Message from Pnson, P
122y '

. King of kings, according to Moon, he
. also failed to raise the perfect family. Tn
- a section of Moon’s scripture, the Di-
- vine Principle; under the subheading,

The Purpose of Jesus' Coming as the
‘Messiah, is f_dund ‘this'ins_ightful informa- -

The Jesus of.

“The Holy Sp

R.le Branch

least acknowledge that He completed

“Christians have. tradmonally be-
‘predestined as the ongmal plan ‘of- God.

‘crucify. Jesus- Christ.... Death on'the’

-cross was not the mission that God had | &

ofiginally intended for Jesus, his Son”

79, 81). ‘

If Jesus’ death was not the' plan of
God what was the plan?

As Moon teaches, “He [Jesus] came
to erect-the Kingdom of God on earth,
but instead he had to caution his disci-

macy as'the Messiah, and he therefore-

kmgs" (God’s Warning to the World ,

‘Not only did Jesus fa11 to become the

tion.

Chrtst’s Purpose. A
Perfect MamagelPamtly

The main purpose of the earlhly ninis-
try of Jesus was to make man perfect,
which was the original intent of God in the
Garden of Eden. Once man has achieved

 Watchman Expositer

| mot commlt sins..

earthly perfcctlon, he ...becomes one
body with God, posscsses deity, and can-
. This man is notin need
of redemption or of a savior, nor does he
need the life or prayer and faith reqmrcd

~ by fallen men, because he is without origi-
.| mal sin, Such a man, being himself without

original sin, comes to_ 'multiply children of
goodness w1th0ut; sin; in consequence, his
children are not m need of a savior for the
redemptmn of thelr sins” {pp. 140-141).

irit Association for.
the Unif catzon of World Chmstmmty

Jesus Should Not .
~ Have Died on the Cross

Since Jesus, according to Moon, was
not supposed to die, and since He was

-that Jesus’ ultimate purpose was to be
married and- begin the ‘perfect family!

sights about Iesus wh:ch Moon has
taught
‘Some may wonder from where Moon

-such skeptics, he has a simple answer. In
speaking of his. authority to teach such
doctrines he explains, “I spoke with Jesus
Christ in- the spirit world. And I spoke

" World, p. 128).

tion...

. Because Jesus failed to get married

| and produce children, as well as having
| been mistakenly crucified, it may be
asked was anythmg salvagcable insucha

mismanaged life?

tion, however, is notas good as it sounds.

“Only man's -spirit can attain salva-
. Our body still awaits. redemp-
tion.... There is no one who has been
clcansed of original sin. It is for this reason
that the Messiah must -appear -again on
earth, to liquidate our sins completely and

| establish the Kingdom of Heaven, fulfiil-

ing God’s Purpose for the Creation” (Ibid,
pp. 82-83).

- This second coming w:ll provide God
with another chance to give man physical

-salvation, in addition to spiritual salvation.

180

i sinless and only a sinless man can repro- -
1.duce sinless children, it has been taught

~This is only one of the many unique in-

reccived these new doctrinal insights. For

also ‘with John the Baptist. This is my -
authority” (God’s Warnmg fo the

Fortunately, as Moon teaches, some
| benefit did come from Jesus’ death. “By
resurrecting the. crucified Jesus, God
| opened up a way of spiritual salvation, a

i way to a realm free from satanic inva-
| sion” (Outlme of The Principle, p. 82,

'\ emphasis added). This spiritual salva-
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- Advent...

As Moon explams, “Thus Jesus died on

- the cross, not to fulfill his own ultimate . _-

hope, not because of God's ‘original plan,

but by the will of sinful people. Christ was -

destined to return from that. moment on.
~ He will return to consummate his mission

* on earth. Mankind must await his second
coming for the complete salvation of the

world” (God’s Warmng to the World, p.

132).

. Not only has Moon' proclalmed hereti- '

\ cal doctrines about Jesus’ mission, he has

-~ also espoused erroneous theology con- -

.- cerning the Second Coming.
Moon continues by stating, *“In like

manner, although many-Christians up to

- .-the present have believed that Jesus would
come on the clouds, there are no grounds

© to deny the possibility of the Lord being |

born in the flesh on the earth at the Second

concerning the Second Advent from the

viewpoint that the Lord might come.on the -
earth by being born in the flesh” (Dmne '

.. Principle, pp. 500-501).
After laying the above foundatlon.
~ Moon, on several occasions, strongly im-
plied that he was this Lord of the Second
. Advent, bom in the flesh, come to fulfill
b Jesus failed mission. Then last year, he
announced to his followers that he is
“ .the Savior, the Lord -of the Second
" advent, the Messiah™ (Today's World,
- September 1992, pp. 20-21),.
According to the Unification Church,
Jesus was to get married and raise the

- peffect family but instead failed in His |

- mission by getting Himself crucnﬁed Is
_this the: Jesus of the Blble'?&“

PRAYER REQUEST

- T h el m-a
“Granny” Geer, a
veteran counter-cult
missionary, has suf-.
fered congestive
heart failure. Geer is

: & a former Mormoen, a
decendent of John D. Lee, and author of
‘the book, Mormonism, Mama, and
Me. Expositor readers are asked to pray
for “Granny.” Doctors say that her con-
dition is critical.
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i world: In hls book, Je esu
jChnst, were with Godin HlS fereknowled ge, but not in existence, before the world began.
- Neither did Jesus Chnst” (pp 131 -32).
2 Wierwxlle teaches that Jet esus dld ot ex-
- ist— except in the min
conceptlon in Mary"$ woi
. -that time “Jesus Chnst the. Son of God,

 was made by God {Ubid, pp: 103-104).
the numerous biblical records .| -

- ing more than a mlraculously conceived
~ “God’s Son™ as aresult' "f d:vme geneucf |
7 engmeenng
question ‘that the Bible teaches divine

. buthe also mamtamed himseaif sinless as

. (Ibid, pp. T2-13). - |
*. " He:goes on:to-teach that, Chnst was

o i T i i - s e - 197

dquartered in New Knoxville, Ohio, was founded by
e, who was a-devout anti-trinitarian. This organization
A eaches that Iesus'Chnst not’ eternal and did not exist before the creation of the
rist IsNot God, Wierwille teaches: “We, as well as Jesus

Dwme Geneﬁe
Engmeermg

The Jesus of The Way becomes noth-

sinless’ man; He was not God in'the flesh. !
but only avery Specml man who became | 3

Wlerwﬂle exp!am y ‘is no

conception... . Jesus was born' sinless,
he grew “older... [Because] ‘the genes
with the dominant characteristics came
to Jesus not.through Mary:- They came
by way of the creation of a*sperm by
God and thus Jesus had smlcss blood”

esus Christ”( Jésis Christ

crucified alon g with four other men (not =

o two tl‘neves) on an upright- pole or tree.
‘Seekmg to correct traditional views, Wierwille wrote, *.

.."two on this side and two on
that side and Jesus in the midst.” What a great accuracy from God's Word... then they
must have bypassed Jesus and gone around Hiscross which was really atree to the second

- miscalled thief” (Power For Abundant Living, p. 166).

While the name (Jesus Chnst) is the same and some of the historical mformauon is

-similar, by his own admission Victor Paul Wierwille and The Way, International teach

a different Jesus than the one taught by historic, orthodox Christianity. The Jesus of The
Way is not God manifest in the Flesh, the second Person of the Trinity, the Woard who
“was God" (John 1: 1) Instead He isa created being, having been created by the Eternal
God, - ‘ .

Is this the Jesus of the Blble‘? &
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The Jesus of

The First Church of Chmst Scientist

Rle Branch

‘ . nytime an attempt is made to wit-
_ ness to someone in a cult, the first

R hurdle that must be overcome is
the terminology barrier. This is the prob-
lem experienced when a Christian uses a

- term such as Jesus Christ, and the cultist

uses the same term. Yet these two terms,

. . while they will sound the same to the ear,

will have radically different meanmgs for
the two speakers.

The- cults use Christian tcrmmology,

but they impose their own unique defini-
tions on those terms. Such is the case with

" Christian Science, a forerunaer to many of

{oday’s New Age groups.
Christian Science teaches aduahsuc na-
ture as it relatés to Jesus Christ. It is actu-

. ally quite simple, anything that is material
is unreal and only the spiritual has reality, -
" - This helps explain the Christian Science |
theological understanding of who Jcsus is.
- and what Christ is. |
Mary Baker Eddy, the founder of Chns-'
tian Science, explained this duality in the -
- following way: “The invisible Christ was" |
imperceptible to the so-called personal_|.
senses, whereas Jesus appeared as a bodily |-
- existence. This dual personality of thé un- |

seen and the seen, the spiritual and mate-

_ rial, the eternal Christ and the corporeal

Jesus manifest in flesh, contmucd until the

" . Master’s ascetision, when the human, ma-

terial concept, or Jesus, disappeared, while

 the spiritual self, of Christ, continues to
: -existin the eternal order of divine Science,
- -taking away the sins of the world, as the.. :
" Christ has always done, even beforé the | |'
- human Jesus was incarnate to mortal eyes™ |
- - {Science and Health With Key to the’

- Scripture, p. 334). o

‘Not only does Christian Scnencc sepa-
rate.the man Jesus from the spiritual idea
of Christ, they also deny the biblical truth
that Jesus- was ‘and is co-equal with God
the Fatlier. During her message to The
Mother Church, Eddy rejected the fact that
Jesus and the Father were one in nature and

eternally God-as the Bible and historical

‘Watchman Expositor

Christianity very cleaﬂy teaéh. She ex-
plained, “The Christian who believes in
the First Commandment is'a monotheist:
thus he virtually unites with the Jew’s be-
liefin one God, and that Jesus Christ is not
God, as he himself declared, but the Son
of God” (Message for 1902, p. 12).-

The Blood of Christ

‘atoning work of Jesus on Calvary’s cross:
“The material blood of Jesus was no more

shed upon ‘the accurscd tree,’ than when
it was flowing in his veins as he went daily
about his Father’s business. .
sented the ideal of God bettcr than could

ThlS dualistic concept has caused Chris- -
tian Science to complctely corrupt the

'efﬁcacnous to cleanse from sin when it was

.. Jesus pre-

- any man whose origin was less spmtual

.. The divinity of Christ was made mani-

fest in the humanity of Jesus” (Science

and Health, P 25).

Sm, Szckness an Illusum

If, as Eddy says abovc, Jesus” blood did -

not bring freedom from sin, what then is

- salvation and what was Jesus” purpose for
'|' coming to mankind? In her 1887 book,
‘Unity of Good, she proclaims, “Salvation
‘is as eternal as God: To mortal thought

Jesus appeared as a child, grew to man-

“hood, to suffer before Pilate and on Cal-

vary, because he could reach and teach
mankind only through this conformity to
mortal conditions; but Soul never saw the
Saviour come and go, because the divine

“idea’is always present..

" “Jesus came to rescue men from these

very illusions to which he seemed to con-

form: from the illusion which calis sinreal,
and man a sinner, needing a Saviour; the

illusion which calls sickness real, and man
. as invalid, nccdmg a phys:cmn. the illu-
- sion that death is as real as Life. From such

thoughts — mortal inventions, one-and all
-— Christ Jesus came to save men, through

ever-present and -eternal good” (pp. 59--
60). - '

" If Jesus came not to forgive sin, but'to
teach its unreality and to expose death as

.an illusion, then how is Jesus’ death on the
‘Cross cxp'lamed?' In her magnum opus,
" Eddy dispelléd the myth ‘of Jesus® death,

“His disciples believed Jesus to be dead

" while he was hidden in the sepulchre,

whereas he was alive, demonstrating

"within the narrow tomb the power of Spirit
"to overrule mortal, matcnal sense” (Sci-
- ence and Health, p. 44). Thus, rather than
' dymg on the cross for the forgiveness of

sins as the Bible teaches, Jesus was, ac-

cording to Eddy, actually ahvc andsimply |

hiding in the tomb.
“According to Christian Science, Jesus

was not the Christ and His death; was an

illusion for sins which do not cxlst Is this
thc Jesus of the Bible?’ &‘ ;
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Is He “Another Tesus

Clete Hux

: - herefore if any man be in Christ,
- W heisanewcreature: old things are

passed away; behold, all things are

- become new (2 Corinthians 5:17).

~ The term born again has been greatly
misinterpretated by various people

- throughout history. Biblically, however, it
means “regeneration, or new birth, an'in-,

ner rccreatmg of fallen human nature by

-the gracious sovereign action of the Holy
. Spirit” (Baker’s Dictionary of Théology, .
"p. 440). It also mvolves recelvmg a new

- nature and eternal life. ‘ :

~ This meaning is intrinsically connected
and pertains fo the Christian who was

“once blind but now sees” — who was-

“dead in sins and trespasses” but now has
been brought to salvation in Christ. Of

" - course, Christians may not fully under-

stand all the implications of the term as it

:telates to their own salvation experience,
. but hopefully they will be alert to any
. misapplication of it or. any deviation from
* the normal orthodox biblical position,

A complete theologlcal understanding

of the atonément is not necessary for sal-
‘vation, but in order to distinguish truth
 from heresy, one must have a sufficient
* orientation of the work accomplished on’
. the cross wrought by the true Jesus Christ.

Just any Jesus is not sufficient! It must

" be the right Jesus! As Michael Horton

"~ points out in The Agony of Deceit, “Any |’

“teaching that denies Christ is ‘the only

* bégotten Son, the One and Only incarna-

tion of God” is heresy” (p. 269; cf. John
3116, 1114, 18110hn41) -

Concerning Christ, Philippians 2:6-7
says, “Who, being in the form of God,
thought it not robbery to be equal with
God: But made himself of no reputation,

"and took upon him the form of a servant,

and was made in the likeness of men.” "

‘Exegetically, verse six means that

Christ is of the same nature and essence of

" VoL 10, No. 8, 1993
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Kenneth COpeland a promment Word-' )
1Fatth tcacher in-his monthly publication
‘Believer's Vo:ce of Victory, related what
he claims he wis told by Jesus: “Don’t be:
disturbed. when people atcuse you. of

‘The “Born Agam” i esus
of the Word Faith Movement

.God. Itcould bo paraphrased: who, thou gh

of the same nature as God, did not think

this something to be exploited to His own ’

advantage. Verse seven says Christ emp-
tied Himself, The Greek kenosis. (empty-
ing) of Christ during His incarnation does
not mean that he relinquished any attrib-
utes of His deity, but that He received the

" limitations of humanity..It could be said

that He remained what He ever was (God)

_and became what He never was (man).

Also, his preincarnate glory (John 17: 55

was vclled as He wawad some of his di- -

‘vine prerogatives during the time He was
on earth (Matthcw 24:36), w:thout for one
morment ceasing to be God in the flesh.
The true Jesus is the eternal Son of God

~and God the Son, the second "Person of the

rinity,” the theaanthropos (the God-man
of Kistory), fully 'God and fully man hav-
ing two natures (dwme and human) within

) tho dlstmct personahty of .the Son

: Iesus Bom Agam in Hell ?

A Tesus who is anythmg less than what
thc Scnptures teach is; mdeed a dtfferent

Jesus, and the: warnmg ought to be

sounded when it-is taught that Jesus was
regenemted in hell. Suchi is the case with
the bom agam Jesus of Word Fmth theoI-

thinking you’ re ‘God.- The more you get
like Me, the more- thcy re going to think

that way of you. They crucified Me for .

claiming thatI was God. But I didn’t claim
I was God, I just claimed I walked with

Him and that He was in Me” (August

1988, p. 8).

—16—

93

The early Gnostic ‘heretic, Cerinthus,
taught that Jesus was just a man, becoming
divine only at baptism. At the cross, the

« Holy Spirit left Him, leaving Jesus devoid

of His divine nature — once again He was

*'just a man (Baker’s Dictionary of Theol-

ogy, Cerinthians, p. 113). Copeland seems

‘to advocate the same thing in the same

August 1988 issue-of Believer’s Voice of

- Victory when he says, “He voluntarily
. gave up that advantage, living His life here

not as God but as a man. He had no innate
supernatural powers. He had no ability to

perform miracles until after He was -

anointed by the Holy Spirit as rccorded in
Luke 3220

" Frederick X.C. Price, another Word-
Faith teacher, affirmed this recently from
the Los Angeles Crenshaw Christian Cen-
ter in his sermon tape, Free at Last: Re-

‘deemed From Poverty, Sickness, and
‘Death, when he said that he believed in the

“same Jesus “as the Baptists, Methodists,
Presbyterians or-any -other Christian de- .
nomination” (Tape No. RP-19). However, -

he went on to say that he was not a heretic,
but that Jesus was on the earth “just as a

: man, ‘not the Son of God” (May 1993).

Iesus Lost His Dwzmty?

On 23 October 1992, Paul Crouch of
Trinity Broadcasting Network had Beany
Hinn on his program discussing the Word-
Faith doctrines. As Hinn described Jesus’
atonement in hell and being born again in
hell, Crouch said, “‘Oh, that's when He

' [Jesus] regained His divinity” (Video on

file at. Watchman Fellowship). _
It needs to be emphasized that a Jesus

who is not fully God and fully man while -

He was on earth ministering as both God
the Son and the Son of Man isnot th_c Jesus
of the Bible (1 John 4:1-4). Such a Jesus

Watcftinau Expositor




cannot possibly atone for the sins of man-
kind.

To many teachers of the Word-Faith
movement, the emphasis is not on the
physical death of Jesus, which is what the
Bible emphasizes, i.e., “without shedding
of blood is no remission” (see Hebrews
9:12,14,15,22), buton thespmtua!death
of Christ.

They also teach that Jesus took on the
nature of Satan in His spiritual death and

in hell complefed the plan of rcdcmptxon-‘

and was born again.

For instance, Kerineth Hagin, in hlS-
book, The Name of Jesus, says, “Spmtualj
- death: means-having Satan’s nature” (p.

31). Just prior to that, he said, “Physmal
death would not remove sins” (p. 29). -

Frederick K.C. Price said, “Do you -
think that the punishment for our sins was |

to die on a cross? If that were the case, the
two thieves could have paid our price. No,
the puaishment was to!go into hell itself

"and to serve time in hell scparated from |

God” (Ever Increasing Faith Messenger,
June 1990, p. 7).
What Kenneth Hagin and Fred Price are

_alluding to is that it took not only the

physical death of Jesus on the cross to pay
for our sins, but it also took the spiritual
death of Jesus in hell.. Kenncth Copeland
is very explicit about this. In his sermon

_tape What Happened from the Cross to the

Throne, he says, “When Jesus cried, ‘It is
finished!" He was not speaking of the plan

of rcdemptlon. There were still three days

and nights to go through beforc Hc went
to the throne.” .
Regarding Christ’s words, “It is fin-

ished” (John 19; 30), the word in the Greeck

is tetelistai and is rendered “to bring to an

~end” or “paid for in full” (Vine’s Exposi--

tory Dictionary, p. 101}.
“What Christ was saying was that the

‘work' of redemption-(paying for sin and
“securing salvation) was.completed on the
cross.: If Christ did dnything else bcyond
“It is finished” in order to pa}r for man's

i T

sins, something is added to His completed
work. This is what the Word-Faith teach-
ers have done when they teach that salva-
tion was completed in hell, after Christ
died on the cross!

A Word of Encouragement

A word of encouragement about one of
the Word-Faith teachers is in order. Benny
Hinn, at his Orlando Christian Center, on
14 June 1993, explained, “At one time-I

‘taught that Jesus ‘died spiritually, I no
‘longer believe it. ‘e
' thc Word.” '

" -Hinn wenton to say, “Now, someteach ™

Itdoes not linc up with

that Jesus-went into the underworld, and
had to be born again in hell. That does not
line up with the Word of God. Even though
at once, I believed that too. And the reason

that I did is because I was reading materi-

als that really did not line up with this book

[the Bible]" (sce related stories below).&*
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*” Chuistianity stands or falls with the resuc-

* | rection of Jesus Christ. This comes on no less -
- ...| authority than the Apostle Paul, If Christis . *

| not raised, then our faith is'in vain and we'
‘| remain in our sins. But, if Christ is fisen—if "
He is the victor over the grave rather than its
vicim—then those whe place their rust in
Him will share also in His victory,” - -
Easter and Christmas put the Church on the
1 “line. The watching world looks to sce just what -
| message the Christian Church will proclaim.
| ‘The world has done all within its power to -
tame Christmas—to reduce the scandaland  *
glory of the Incarnation to a conswmerist
-fantasy and sentimentality. Anything but the -
God of the ages in human flesh! The Church .
| .has sometimes aided and abetted this attempt -
by joining in the sentimentalizing of the . o
Christmas story. But, with the exception of
die-hard secularists and the American Civil
{ ;Libertics Union, who hates a nativity scene? |
Easterls different . Thére is no sentimental”™
ism here; no baby nuzzled in 2 manger.
Easter resists the hijacking the world annually .
attempts at- Churistmas. The chicks and bunnics
| and eggs—remnants of ancient fertility cults—

the believer and the unbeliever-alike, the
problem is the empty tomb. T
* Secular rebuttals of resurrection faith are

~with no arguments the Sanhedrin did not
- | invent within hours of the resuirccton event.
-| .Paul had heard.them all before—he had

" |# made all the arguments himself. The disciples

- stole the body. The disciples misplaced the
body. They were cither lying, drunk, or

" deluded. Or, in an arguraent which must’
have secmed unspeakably absurd to those

- who witnessed-the crucifixion, He had not ™

o |really died. o T R
|- But then came an encounter on the. ..

" Damascus road, Paul the oppressor and

- prosecutor of Christians was confronted with

. the risen Lord. Not with the lifcless body of -

.|, Churist, not with a resuscitated Christ—but -

“ | with the glorified and resurrected. Christ.

When Paul wrote to Timothy that “I know
‘. whom I have belicved” he wrote from ..
: personal knowledge, And when he wrote to

. .|: the Corinthian church concerning the power

: and reality of the resurrection, he wrote with
the confidence of one who had seen the risen
| - Lord, and found salvation in Him. If Christ
"is not raised, Christianity is a monstrous lic
foisted on gullible humanity. But, Paul
. wrote, we know that He is risen.

Eastcr matters because the reswrrection of
Yesus Christ from the dead is the sign of His

" R. Albert Mobler Jr.

| Why Easter Matters: .
| Christianity. As Resurrection F

lock foolish even to the unbelieving world. For ™

‘nothing new. Modem liberalism has come up . *

., Editor - ¥

victory over sin and death. Had He remained
in the tomb, the. powers.of death would have -
been greater than the power of life. But since
Jesus has been raiscd, we know that He ds -~ ™™

not only our Savior, but the first—fruits ofall "}
; who belicve. His resurrection.is the, sign of
* our own resurrection;’Breaking the:bonds-of -
. death-and sin, Christ notionly died-for'our S

sins, according to the Scriptures—He'also - .
rosc as the sign of our victory in Him, and- ",
the gift of cternal life. He is our Savior by

" virtue of His substitutionary death on the . =

cross and His resurrection from the dead.” ..
Easter mattess because the resurrected

- Christ is now Lord of all. Surpassing the = - ..

richness of any other Christological tide, 0 ..

" confess Jesus as Lord is to acknowledge His |,
" universal ralership over-all things livingand -~ |.

- dead, created and uncreated. At His name ™
+ eyery knee shall bow and every tonguc confess

that Jesus Christ is Lord. As Pefer preached to.
Jerishleii this sameesus, whom Yo
God has raised from the dead. < *si¥ee -

Easter rhatters because it is the risen Christ

* who rules over the Church and has given the
- ‘Church its missionary commission. Only :

after the resurrection did Jesus tell His -
disciples, “All authority under heavenand . -
carth is granted to Me,”:and send them out’ .
to all the nations. /=T T ES e
Missiologist Johannes Blauw called the
resurrection “The Great Tuming-Point.” After

calling men and wormen wnto Himself during

" His earthly ministry, Christ would now send

them ont into the world. The Lord of all would
now claim the worlds as His dominion, and
send His disciples out to all the earth. ~# -

The empty tomb is & scandal to the wotld. -

If the gospel of the resurrécted Christ is'true,
then the worfd must forfeit all its comfort--
able paganisms and bow at the pame of
Jesus. In recent years, some churches have . .

‘done more apologizing for the .cx_pp't)f_‘tomb

than proclaiming it

But a resurrection—less Christianity is no
Christianity at all. Christ was bodily raised :
from the dead or we are cternally dead. He ™
ascended to the Father and now peigns a5 -
Lord, or we are without hope: A church -
which preaches a gospel without resurrecton
is apostate, Rather than preaching the scan-
dal of the gospel it has becomea scandal fo
the gospel. ~ - e

Bur the Church which boldly proclaims *
the truth of the risen Lord offers the only -
true tessage of salvation. It knews what -

those who place their trust in the risen Christ '

have come to know: Jesus Saves ... Easter
matters. LR _

(-

youaudified, | -

2 - The Christian kndex B April 8, 1993




I.

The Resurrection of Jesus Christ

(A Historical and Theological Analysis)

Intreduction:

The importance and centrality of the resurrection of Jesus has been
repeatedly recognized by numerous theologians (cf. Acts 17:30-31}.

Walvoord, Jesus Christ our Lord, p. 191, "From the standpéint of an

apologetic for Christian thecdlogy, belief in Jesus Christ as the
Son of God stands or falls with the question of His bodily
resurrection.”

s

‘John Frederick Jansen, The Resurrection of Jesus Christ in New

Testament Theology, p. 13, "The Resurrection of Jesus Christ is
the starting peoint for the Christian church and for_the Vrlt}ng
of the New Testament. The unity of New Testament faith lies 1n
its confession that the crucified Jesus is the Son of God in
power and the Lord of life through his resurrection from the
dead."

Thiessen, p. 331, "It is the Fundamental Doctrine of Christianity.

Many admit the necessity of the death of Christ who deny the

importance of the bodily resurrection of Christ. But that Christ's

physical resurrection is vitally important is evident from the
fundamental connection of this doctrine with Christianity. In 1
Cor. 15:12-19 Paul shows that everything stands or falls with

Christ's bodily resurrection: Apostolic preaching is vain, the

Corinthians' faith is vain, the apostles are false witnesses, the
Crointhians are yet in their sins, those fallen asleep in Christ .

have perished, and Christians are of all men. most miserable,lif
Christ has not risen."

Grass, "If there is one link (in the chain of sa?ing events) .
which really bears the weight, or to alter the picture - if
there is a link on which the whole chain is hung, it is, so far

N | .
as the New Testament is concerned, the Resurrection.”

Koch, “0n the whole it is clear that the Easter event is the

" central point of the New Testament message. Resurrection by God

and appearance to his disciples form the bgsis'of the New
Testament witness to Christ; it is from this standpoint that the
New Testament is written." :

Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ, "For them (the first
disciples) the Gospel without the Resurrection was not merely a
Gospel without its final chapter; it was not a Gospel at all ...
Christian theism is Resurrection—theism."

Rengstorf, p. 37, "The Resurrection is the presuppo§it10n of the
emergence of the Church ... the basis of the speciflca;ly
Christian belief in God ... of the Christian concern with man's
life in the world."
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Schweizer, Lordship and Discipleship, "What happened at Easter
overwhelmed the Church to such an extent that it dominated all

its thought and became the very centre of all its preaching."

A Historical Investigation

Qur Options

A great hoax (The resurrection is false)
A nice mythology (The resurrection is fiction)
The supreme event of history (The resurrection is fact)

Naturaljstic Theories of the 19th century Liberals -

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.
7.

8.

9.

Swoon (He did not actually die) ' ' .

Spirit (His spirit returned but not his body)

Vision (The Disciples hallucinated)

Legend/Myth (Quite popular today: Just a nice story with a teaching
point. A real Jesus is not necessary, but useful and certainly
probable} ..

Stolen Bod: + by: a) Jews b) Romans c) Dlsc1p1es Matt. 28:11-15 d)
Joseph of Arimathea John 19:38 f£f.

Wrong Tomb

Deliberate ILie for Profit

M;g;ghgg_;gga;;;x (They confused Jesus for someone who looked like
Hlm) )
Twin theorz (He had an identical brother)

These theories are rarely held today, with even liberal scholars optlng
for different positions or perspectives.

Contemporary Models of the Resurrection

1.

The facticity of the resurrection is seriously guestioned or

dismissed. The nature of the original eyewitnesses' experience
cannot be ascertained (Ex. Bultmann, Marxsen, Koester, Kung, Van

"Buren).

A literal resurrection may be true but it cannot be higtorically

verified. The important element is the nature of the disciples
experience, and the truth that the resurrection can only be

‘accepted by faith (Ex. K. Barth, Brunner, Bonhoeffer, Bornkamm,

Rahner, M. Barth and Torrance).

A _resurrection is probable and an abstract reconstruction of the
historical nature of the appearances is possible, The empty tomb is

viewd as the best explanation of the available data. However, it is
still argued that the resurrection is an eschatological event and
is not demonstrable by historical methodology, although it may -
possxbly be verified in the future (Ex. Grass-Christ appeared in a
spiritual form; Moltmann—the disciples witnessed visionary
appearances of the risen Lord). Jesus' appearances, then, were more
along the lines of private revelations {also included. here are R.
Fuller, Jeremlas, 0'Collins}). Again, such appearances cannot be
know except in faith.




4.

point. of clarification: Habermas points out,

An Apologetic for the Evangelical Model of a Literal, Historical Bo
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A literal resurrection of Jesus and an empty tomb is the most

probable solution based upon available data. (Ex. pannenberg}. Yet
Pannenberg rejects a corporeal resurrection body in favor of a
spiritual body which appeared from heaven, Wwas recognized as Jesus

spoke, and in Paul's case, was accompanied by a phenomenon of light |

(Also A. M. Hunter, R. Brown, J. D. G. Dunn, L. Goppelt and A. M.
Ramsey) .

‘A literal bodily resurrection of Jesus and an empty tomb is the f

best solution of the Easter event based upon_ the evidence. This !
position differs from number four in its affrimation of a
wresurrected body." This is the classic orthodox position, and the
one affirmed by evangelicals {significant contributions come from
Ladd, Craig, Osborne, D. Fuller, gundry and Geisler).

Having very briefly delineated this last point, it
must now be admitted that it is sometimes very
difficult to ascertain who holds to this specific
concept of Jesus' resurrection body and who does not.
Some of the scholars whom we have already discussed
also hold that Jesus was raised bodily. This appears
to be clear, for example, in the works of K. Barth and
T. Torrance. M. Barth, Goppelt, and Ramsey likewise
make this point, but at least the last two regard the
view taken by Luke and John as being too drastic.

dily

Resurrection

Habermas again makes a number of important observation with respect to
the contemporary scene:

_ death and resurrection of Jesus.

Today, most critical theologians find much less
history in the gospels than their 19th-century
counterparts, to be sure. Yet, a substantial number of

historical facts are recognized with regard to the

virtually all scholars today agree that Jesus died by
crucifixion and that his body was afterwards buried.
Due to his death, his disciples were despondent,
believing that all hope was gone. At this point many
contemporary scholars add that the burial tomb was
found empty a few days later, but that it did not
cause belief in the disciples.

It is virtually unanimous that, soon afterwards, the
disciples had experiences which they were convinced
were appearances of the risen Jesus. These experiences
transformed their lives as they believed that Jesus
was literally alive. These experiences also emboldened
them to preach and witness in Jerusalem, the very city
where Jesus had been crucified and puried only a short
time previously. Here it was the message of Jesus'




resurrection which was the central proclamation for
these eyewitnesses.

History also relates that, due to this testimony, the
Christian church grew, featuring Sunday as the primaxrv
day of worship. Some scholars add here that one of the
early chruch leaders was James, the brother of Jesus,
who was a skeptic until he believed he saw the risen
Jesus. Bascially all agree that a persecutor of the
church, Saul of Tarsus, was converted to Christianity
by an experience which he also believed was an
appearance of the risen Jesus.

These are a minimum number of facts agreed upon
by almost all critical scholars who study this topic,
whatever their school of thought. From this summary,
at least eleven separate facts can be considered to be
knowable history (while another is additionally
recognized by many): (1) Jesus died due to crucifixion
and (2) was buried afterwards. (3) Jesus' death caused
the disciples to experience despair and lose hope,
believing that their master was dead. (4) Although not
as widely accepted, many scholars acknowledge several
weighty arguments which indicate that the tomb in
which Jesus was buried was discovered to be empty Jjust
a few days later. ‘

Almost all critical scholars further agree that
(5) the disciples had real experiences which they
thought were literal appearances of the risen Jesus.
Due to these experiences, (6) the disciples were
transformed from timid and troubled doubters afraid to
identify themselves with Jesus to bold preachers of
his death and resurrection who were more than willing
to die for their faith in him. (7) This message was
the center of preaching in the earliest church and (8)
Was especially proclaimed in Jerusalem, the same city
where Jesus had recently died and had been buried. l

As a direct result of this preaching (9) the
church was born, (10) Featuring Sunday as the special
day of worship. (11) James, a brother of Jesus who had
been a skeptic, was converted when he believed that he
saw the resurrected Jesus. (12) A few years later,
Paul was also converted to the Christian faith by an
experience which he, likewise, thought was an :

appearance of the risen Jesus. ' pogyrection of Christ

HISTORICALLY ESTABLISHED AS FACT
EMATY TOME

APPEARANCES

CHANGED LIVES

SIGNIFICANT FOR
ALL CREATION
10 CHAIST

TQ ALL MEN

TO BEUEYERS

PROFHETIC
OF BELIEVERS
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such facts are crucial in terms of our
contemporary investigation of Jesus' resurrection.
With the possible exception of the enpty tomb, the
great majority of critical scholars who study this
subject agvwee that these are the minimal historical
facts surrounding this event. As such, any conclusions
concerning the historicity of the resurrection should
at least properly account for them.

Now, it needs to be carefully noted that the
actual resurrection of Jesus, in the sense of his exit
from the tomb, is nowhere narrated in the NT. The
teaching that he actually rose from the dead was a
conclusion drawn from the fact that he had literally
"died, followed by his appearances in a transformed
body to numerous individuals and groups.

Given this framework, the following is set forth as evidence for a
literal, historical, bodily resurrection.

TYPES OF EVIDENCES FOR THE RESURRECTION

subjective (Personal Experience}: also called the pragmatic test. It ask
the questions: Does it work?: Does Jesus make a difference?

Objective (Historically verifiable evidence):verifiable according to a
historical, not a scientific criteria. Verifiable in a probable sense,

not absolute, improbable, or impossible sense. Tt ask .the question:
"Does the evidence persuade .us that the event actually happened? EX.

- George Washington becoming the first President of America.

, )
Gopy For (X Lok (U Catvary
General Wiiliam Booth, founder of the Salvation '

Army, visited the Holy Land in 1905 There he

climbed Mount Calvary, and on his knees he' un-

furled thé Army flag. With tears streaming down

his cheeks, he softly repealad this stanza of Isaac

Walts' well-known hymn, “When | Survey the

Wondrous Cross™:

Were the whole ream of nature mine,
That were a present far too small;

Love so amazing, so divine,
Demands my soul, my life, my all.

When we look back to that old rugged cross "‘on
which the Prince of glory died,” we shouid be will-
ing without hesitation {o give our souls, our lives,
our ailt

“The cross is the only ladder high enough to touch Heaven's threshold.”
' —@G. D. Boardman
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10.
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13.
14.
15.
1se.

17.
i8.
19.

201

SPECIFIC _EVIDENCES

Naturalistic theories fail to explain away the event and have been
disproved or rejected (even by liberal scholarship) .

Tt does work and meet genuine needs (subjective evidence) .

The birth and continuance of Christianity with the central message of
the resurrection.

The change in the day of Worship from the Sabbath to Sunday by Jews.
Testified te have been seen by women first, inspite of the invalid
nature of their witness in the first century.

Radical change in the disciples.

A. New power
B. . New courage
c. Faithful to death

Moral character of the eyewitnesses.

Empty tomb/no body.

Numerous and various resurrection appearances.

Unlikely nature of mass hallucination.

Reported appearances which lasted 40 days then completely stopped for
all.

The 50 day interval between the resurrection and the proclamation at
Pentecost (Acts 2) in Jerusalem itself. ’

Multitude of fulfilled 0ld Testament prophecies (see previous lecture).
The Jewish leaders could not disprove the message. :

_Cconversion of two skeptics: James and Paul.

Accepted character and claims of Jesus.

He claimed to be God (John 8:58; 10:30; 14:9)

He claimed He would rise (Matt. 16:21)

C. §. Lewis said, "He is either Lord, Liar or Tunatic. He let us no
other options."

Articles left in the empty tomb (John 20:5 ff.).
Unexpected nature of the resurrection.
Reliable eyewitness documents recording the facts.

The' New Testament is the most well authenticated document from the

ancient world. There are more manuscripts of the New Testament.of_an-earlier
date and more reliable nature than for any other book from antiquity. The
following chart summarizes the evidence.

NCREDID ‘ Aﬂ DONED BY AII-T CED, DISERACED )
T A e vas! | Hude o B o ABvE, | T P ower ToMS.
HALED A5 A Kie-! Aoy, | ATEPREVE FORTRERLLY g ey |

BETRAYED BY 4 KISS;

THROUSH & LAMBAD A DOVE, | qugRe's AUNAYS TOMORROW,
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RELIABILITY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT DOCUMENTS

AUTHOR/ DATE EARLIEST TIME GAP NO. OF

BOOCK WRITTEN COPIES ‘ COPIES

Homer, 800 B.C. 643

Iliad

Herodotus, 400 B.C. A.D. 900 1300 yrs. 8

History

Thucydides, 400 B.C. A.D. 900 1300 yrs. B

History h

Plato 400 B.C. A.D. 900 1300 yrs. 7

Demosthenes 300 B.C. A.D. 1100 1400 yrs. 200

Aristotle 300 B.C. A.D. 1100 1400 yrs. 5

Caesar, 100 B.C. A.D. 900 1000 yrs. 10

Gallic Wars , ' _

Livy, Time of A.D. 900 900 yrs. .20

Roman Christ o

History .

Tacitus, A.D. 100 A.D. 1100 1000 yrs. 20

Annals

Pliny, A.D. 100 A.D. 900 800 yrs. 7

History

New TestamentA.D. 100 A.D. 200 A.D. 100 5300
A. The New Testament books were written at an early date.
B. The New Testament records have been substantiated by archaeoclogical

. discoveries. .
C. The New Testament records have been confirmed by other early historical
records.

D. The New Testament records have been confirmed by }egal analysis.
E. Secular historians (some) recognize the authenticity of the New
Testament records. )

N3
Wiy A

i &

“Well, this leaves only taxes as being certain.”




10 APPEARANCES OF JESUS 203
BETWEEN HIS RESURRECTION

AND HIS ASCENSION

Appearances Witnesses
1) MARK 16: 9-11, Joi-m 20: 11-18 MaRY MAGDALENE
2) MATTHEW 28: 1-10 OTHER WOMEN
3) LUKE 24:34, ] CoRINTHIANS 15:5 PETER
4) MaRK 16: 12,13 Luke 24: 13-35 Two DI1SCIPLES ON

EmmaNus ROAD

. 5) MARK 16: 14; LUKE 24: 36-U3; TEN APOSTLES
Joun 20; 19-25

6) JOHN 20: 26-31; 1 CORINTHIANS 15:5 ELEVEN APOSTLES
7) Jonn 21: 1-22 SEVERAL APOSTLES
8) MaTTHEw 28: 16-20: . THE APOSTLES AND MORE
#4ARK 16: 15-18.; 1 CQRINTHIANS 15:6 THAN 500 DiIsCIPLES
'9) 1 CORINTHIANS 15:7 : JAMES, JESUS‘ HALF-
BROTHER .
10) MARK 16:19; LUKE 20: Lu-49; THE DISCIPLES
AcTts 1: 4-8

The Significance of Jesus' Resurrection

“Thus, if, par impossibile, the corpse of a man was actually resusci-
tated, this would be just as relevant to my salvation as an existing self or
person as 1’:hat the carpenter next door just drove a nail in a two-by-four, or
that American technicians have at last been successful in recovering a
nose cone that had been first placed in orbit around the earth.”

—Schubert Ogden
Perkins School of Theology (SMU)
Christ Without Myth (1961), p. 136

.. and if Christ has not been raised, your faith is worthless; you
are still in your sins.”
—Paul the Apostle

1 Corinthians 15:17
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Theological Implications_of the Resurrection (1 Cor. 15)

The idea of resurrection

The biblical concept is most commonly by anastasis (from anistemi) .
Egeirds, freguently used in the N.T., also conveys the idea of rising
from the dead.

The English term comes from the latin resurgere, "to rise again.® Beyond
this definition 1 Corinthians and orthodox doctrine would emphasize the
nuance of bodily resurrection from death, since the term in its breadth
can refer to reappearances of various kinds.

1.

2.

The unigueness of Christ's resurrection should be emphasized as well.

Toynbee, whose concern in study of History is Christiap paqgﬁ
parallels, does not advance even correspondences at this point.
There have always been some who deny the fact.

A. D. F. Strauss in Leben Jesu (1835-36) conjectures that it must
. have come from first century legend. )
B. Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," in Kerydma and Myth

says, "The resurrection itself is not an event of past history
... fThe real Easter faith is faith in the word of preaching.
If the event of Easter Day is in any sense an historical event
additional to the event of the cross, it is nothing else than
the rise of faith in the risen Lord, since it was this faith
which led to the apostolic preaching."

The audience of the passage:; the contextual denial of bodily
resurrection in principle, 15:12-19

Some (unknown by identity and reason; Greek philosophy with dualistic
emphasis upon the immortality of the soul alone) of the readers were

denving the resurrection of Christ on the basis of a rejection of bodil
resurrection in principle. :

Paul argues that the resurrection is logically necessary for the
Christian faith. He argues twice (14 = 16-17) with emphatilc repetition
that faith without resurrection is vain. The core of his argumentation
(15, between the two repetitions) is that denial of resurrection 1s
tantamount to accusing the apostles and ultimately God of being liars.

A.

B.

If there is no bodily resurrection of the dead, then Christ could
not have been raised, .
Logical jmplications of the conclusion:

1. Preaching and personal faith would be shans, The powerlesgnes
of preaching stems from its lack of substance, for power is
not in volume or charisma but in the content of the risen
Christ. - ]

2. Apostolic testimony would be false, and personal faith would
be fruitless (emphatic repetition), 15-17. Faith would be
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fruitless, because there would be no power over =in through
our risen and living christ (17, cf. Rom. 6:1-11) . Thus, the
utter necessity of resurrection for spiritual life.

3. "Sleeping" Christians would be dead in an absolute (or
annihilationist) sense, 18. .
4, Living Christians should be pitied for their deluded hope. 19.

RESURRECTION REALITY

1 COR. 15:71-28

-i) HISTORICAL
" THE GOSPEL
Proof
Christ died According Buried

te

Was raised serorre Witness of many

iy LOGICAL
IF No Resurrection

" THEN No Resurrection of Christ

Apostles Hucksters
Corinthians Salvation -imaginary
Dead Believers Doomed
Pagans Correct

A
R
G
U
M
E
N
T
S

EXPQSITION OF THE FASSAGE

A. The importance of the resurrection, 15:1-34

{The foundaticnal importance of resurrection to the validity of
Christianity is established in the core of the chapter, 12-19. Now

" that logical necessity is applied to doctrine.] .
1. Tts priority in the gospel, 15:1=11 (from the persepctive of
their past, 1-2 with 11; Paul starts from where they are as

misguided believers).
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A, Their relationship to the gospel, 1-2, 11

Which Paul preached

Which they received

which they affirm

Which saves them (present tense = the progressive
aspect of salvation; the contextual implication is
that they have missed or have not applied this
implication of the gospel)

B. The content of the gospel, 3-10
["of first importance"]

1.

WHAT HE DID:
The Conquering

One

Christ died for our sins, 3a

a. According to the Scriptures, 3b

. b. Proven by His burial, 4a

Christ was raised on the third dav,4b

a. According to the Scriptures, 4c
b. Proven by His appearances,  5-11
N Cephas, 5a
2. The twelve, 5b
3. ‘500 witnesses, 6
4. James, Ta
5. all apostles, 7b
6 Paul, 8-10

There are two sets of witness in parallel structure:
key witnesses (Cephas, James), apostolic witnesses
(twelve, apostles), and living witnesses (+500,
Paul). .

I.H IS‘I'ORICALLY
a. Triumphal Entry

b.Trials

c.Death on Cross

d.Burial

e.Resurrection
. Coming Again
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I.THEOLOGICALLY
a.Redemption

TOWARD SIN

b. Propitiation
TOWARD GOD
c. Reconciliation

TOWARD MEN

Tts priority in biblical doctriné,'15:20-28 (from the perspective‘
of their future, taking up the concept of hope in v. 19}.

A. Christ is the resurrected first-fruit of God's people, 20-24.

1. The incarnate Christ as man overcane Adam's curse by
resurrection, 20-22. .
2. "Those who are Christ's" will overcome death at His

parousia, 23-24.

B. Christ is the resurrected Lord of creation, 25-28.
1. The resurrected Christ will overcome all enemies as the
conqueror of death, 25-26.,
2. The sovereign Son will subject Himself to the Father as

the supreme recipient of glory, 27-28.

[Again, the trinitarian unity in all matters is
emphasized; all things will be subjected to the Son who
will then subject them to the Father to the all-
encompassing glory of God, cf. Phil. 2:11]

Its priority in Christian living, 15:29-34; the apostle has moved
from faith [12-19] to hope [20-28] and now to love [29-34, cf.
13:131. : '

[It appears that this difficult passage is an apologetical use of
their false practice to show the absurdity of theilr denial of the

~resurrection].

A. why do they practice "baptism of the dead" as if resurrection

life could be vicariously communicated, 297

B. Why do godly, loving Christians like Paul jeopardize this 1ife
if no future life is involved (cf. Vvs. 19), 30-327

c. Why must Christians not fellowship with those who behave as if

there is no resurrection (cf. vs. 32), 33-34? The idea is thal
if there is no future, then we should nget the most out of the
present (without restraint) !"
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The nature of resurrection, 15:35-49
[This passage takes up the objection of v. 12]

1. The objection of the absurdity of bodily resurrection, 35.
2. The refutations from analogies in the natural order, 36-41.

A, The answer of the PRINCIPLE OF TRANSFORMATION (there is
transformation of kind in creation) as defense of the fact
that the same kind can have a new form (versus their false
premise), 36-38 , ‘ '

1. The living seed must be sown, 36
2. The buried seed is transformed, 37

[Grain was the symbol of. immortality in the Greek
mysteries, esp. the Eleusinian; initiation brought
magical identification (epopteia) with its life, death,
and rebirth!]

3. The transformations are God-ordained, 38 (not magically
effected!)

B. The answer of the PRINCIPLE OF VARIATION (there is variation
within kinds in creation) as defense of the fact that the san
kind can have different bodies (versus their false premise),
39-41 :

1. The variation in flesh, 39
a. Men and beasts
b. Fowl and fish

2. The variation in glory, 40-41
a. Heavenly and earthly bodies (seemingly animate
bodies as angels and men)
b. Sun, moon, and stars :
3. The application to resurrection from the dead, 42-49
A. The contrasts between the present body and the resurrection

body, 42-44

1.  Perishable - imperishable
2. Dishonor - glory

3. Weakness - power

4. Natural - spiritual

B. The contrasts between the first Adam and the last Adam, 45-4¢

1. The principle of chronological succession, 45-46
2. The principle of federal succession, 47-49

a. Earthly vs. heavenly in origin
b. Earthly vs. heavenly in pature

c. Earthly vs. heavenly in destiny

C. The subjects of (heavenly) resurrection, 15:50-58
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[This passage answers the question,
destiny of v.
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"Who inherits the glorious
49. ]

1. The earthly body will not enter the heavenly inheritance,

50.

2. The believers's bodies will be transformed to their
heavenly bodies (consistent with the principles above),
51-53.

A. The mysterious change
B. The momentary change
1. From perishable to imperishable
2. From mortal to immortal (cf. 42-44)

3. The new body will accomplish victory over‘death,‘54-58.

(cf. 23-24)

A. As anticipated in prophecy (Isa. 25:8), 54

B. As celebrated in prophecy, 55

c. As achieved by Christ, 56~57

D. As expressed in Christian living, 58 (cf. 30-34)

1 COR. 15

mark the seven transition-features of that coming resurrection:

. Tt is sown in “corruption’; it is raised in “Incorruption.”

. It is sown in “dishonour”; it is raised in “glory.”

. It is sown in “weakness”; it is raised in “power.”

. Tt is sown a “physical” body ; raised a “pneumatical” body.
. Tt is sown an “earthy” body; it is raised a “heavenly” body.
. Itissowna “flesh-and-blood” body; raised a “changed” body.
. Tt is sown a “mortal” body; itis raised an “immortal” body.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. 1 Corinthians 15 emphasizes the importance and nature of Christ's
resurrection. The validity of the Christian faith rests upon it (12-
19). It is integral to the gospel (1-11), eschatological hope (20-28),
and Christian ethics (29-34). The bodily resarrection of Christian
believers is consistent with natural principles of transformation and
variation within kinds (35-49). Hence, we like Christ can be resurrecte
and not lose our identity. Since salvation, motivation, and anticilpation
of the believer are based upon it; the resurrection is one of few :
doctrines which cannot be overemphasized.

2. The resurrection should have a significant priority in every ministry.

' It is the foundation of steadfastness and fruitfulness in the work of
the Lord, because the laborer can have assurance of future conseguences
of present commitment. : ' ' :

THE RESURRECTION OF THE LORD JESUS CHRIST

(A Summation)

The Hope of the Gospel thus is Eschatological in nature (LK. 24:45-48; Acts
2:27, 35; 1 Cor. 15) =
It is the Core of the Christian Message

Theclogical Significance

A. it tells us that the God who raised Jesus from the dead exists.
B. Tt establishes Jesus' Lordship & Deity.

C. Tt establishes the Doctrine of Justification which was accomplished on
the Cross. ,

D. The Resurrection promises that believers can live a life pleasing to
God. (We are united to Him and His life becomes our life) _

E. The Resurrection promises victory over death (Jn. 14:1-9; 1 Cor. 15:55-
57). '

F. The Resurrection is a pledge of God's final judgment (Acts 17:31,

Heb. (9:26-27) .

P
R
CHRIST’S
E E _
. Royal S Hebrews 7:1,?
4 Sacrificing T Hebrews 7:27
Consecrated | - Hebrews 7:28
Suffering H Hebrews 2:18
Praying 0 Hebrews §:7
t Sympathetic O Hebrews 4:15
Faithful D | ierews 32
W
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It Establishes The PRIESTHOOD OF CHRIST

212

A. It is important to remember that it is the Resurrected Christ, not the
christ on the Cross, who speaks peace to His disciples.

B. The ministry was foretold by Him (Jn. 6:62, 20:17). -

c. John 17 exemplifies what takes place during Jesus' Priesthood: He pleads
us guilty but pays our penalty. .

D.. 1 Jn. 2:1 informs. us that our defense with the Father is Christ (cf.

“alsoc Rom. 8:32 ££f).
E. The Doctrine of the Priesthood is also taught by Paul (Rom. 8:3
3:1; 1 Tim. 3:16). :
F. Primarily in Hebrews is his priesthood expressed - 1:i3, 6:20, 8
10:12, 12:1, 13:20).

(Also stated in the Apostles Creed)

IT IS THE BASIS_FOR HIS ASCENSION AND EXALTATION - at the Father's Right Hanc

(Luke, 24, Acts 1)
It Includes -

1. His Exalted Ministry

4; Col.

tl, 9:12,

A, Pésition of Honor (Heb. 1:3) - it is important that'He sat down at
God's right hand. It speaks of the sharing of the King's rule &

dominion. It shows the possession of Divine attributes to
is now entitled, and also the finished aspect of His work.

which He

B. Divine Attributes (according to Dockery)
1. When He became man, He voluntarily gave up the free use of Hl
divine attributes for a time
2. He will always be a man.
3. He is omnipotent.
4. He is omniscient.
5. He is omnipresent.

(Phil. 2:9-11: Now at God's right hand)
C. Authority (Eph. 1:20-21) He is Head of the church. He has

the

position of authority by being at the right hand. Mt. 28:18 - All

authority is given to Him.

D. Position as Judge - Acts 7:56 Stephen's death - 2 unique things
1. Someone else calls Him "Son of Man"

2. He is standing at the Father's right Hand
S 3. John's gospel/l Cor. 1% (John 3:17, 5:22-24)
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We have.

guaranteed eternal Ilfe _' |
(John 11:25,26; 13:19)

“justification (Romans 4:25)
a compelling mission (Acts 1: 8)

-a comforting hope
(I Thessalomans 4:13,14)

future glorification (Romans 8:11;
Philippians 3:20,21)

the Savior's abiding presence.
: (Matthew 28:19,20) .

unlimited power (Ephesmns 1: 15-21) ‘i

Hiszs Ascended Ministry

He is preparing a place for us (Jn. 14:1-8)
He sends the Spitit (Jn. 14-16 and Acts 1)

- .This is where His intercessory role of High Priest takes place. (See

Hebrews)

1. Prophet - teaching on earth

2. Priest - Cross work & intercession

3. King - Position of exaltation, rule, dominion

CHRIST OUR MEDIATOR




RUDOLF BULTMANN ON JESUS AND HIS BODILY RESURRECTION

" I do indeed think we can now know almost nothing concerning
the life and personality of Jesus, since early Christian sources
show no interest in either, are moreover fragmentary and often
legendary; and other sources about Jesus do not exist." - Jesus and
the Word, p. 8 ’

"But what of the resurrection? Is it not a mythical event pure
and simple? Obviously it is not an event of past history with a
self-evident meaning." - Kerygma and Myth, p. 38.

"The resurrection of Jesus cannot be a miraculous proof by
which the sceptic might be compelled to believe in Christ." -

Kerygma and Myth, p. 39.

"Both the légend of the empty tomb and the appeafances insist
on the physical reality of the risen body of the Lord. But these
are most certainly later embellishments of +the primitive

tradition." - Kerygma and Myth, p. 39.

| "An historical fact which involves a resurrection from the
dead is utterly inconceivable!" - Kerygma_and Myth, p. 39.

"The difficulty is not simply the incredibility of a mythical
event like the resuscitation of a dead person....... nor is it
merely the impossibility of establishing the objective historicity
of the resurrection no matter how many witnesses are cited, as
though once it was establsihed it might be believed beyond all
guestion and faith might have its unimpeachable guarantee." -
Kerygma and Myth, pp. 39-40.

_ "And if faith in salvation by Jesus is only made complete by

faith in the resurrection, does that not alsc demand a previous
faith? For the resurrection, of course, simply cannot be a visible
fact in the realm of human history." - Theoloqgy of the New
Testament, vol. I, p. 295. -

"Nothing preceding the faith which acknowledges the risen
Christ can give insight into the reality of Christ’s resurrection.
The resurrection cannot - in spite of I Corinthians 15:3-8 -~ be
demonstrated or made plausible as an objectively ascertainable fact
on the basis of which one could believe. But insofar as it or the
risen Christ is present in the proclaiming word, it can be believed

- and only so it can be believed." - Theology of the New Testament,
vol. I, p. 305.
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The Reality of the Resurrection
1 Corinthians 15:1-11

I. The rcsurrccﬁon of Jesus is a powerful rqalit\f 15:1-2

1) It provides us a standing 15:1
2) It provides us salvation 15:2

. T esurrection of Jesus j ophetic reality 15:3-4

1)  Messiah died according to O.T. revelation 15:3
2)  Messiah was raised according to O.T. revelation 15:4
(cf. Gen. 22: Ps. 16:8-11; Ps. 22; Is. 52:13-53:12; Jonah
1:17; 2:10; Zech. 12:10)

III. The [ggg[:éggign of Jesus is a proven reality 15:5-10- -

1) He was seen by Peter 15:5
2) He was seen by the apostles 15:5, 7
3) He was seen by over 500 15:6

4) He was seen by James 15:7

5) He was seen by Paul 15:8-10
a)  This gospel inspires humility 15:8-9
b) This gospel energizes ability 15:10

IvV. The resurrection of -‘Jeggs is. a p rgglamaﬁon reality 15:11

1)  This gospel must be preached
2) ~ This gospel must be believed

“The mystery of the Incarnation unfolds into the mystery of Good Friday and of Easter. And once more it
is as it has been said so often in this whole mystery of faith, that we must always see two things together, °
we must always understand one by the other...for there is no theologia crucis which does not have its
complement in the theologia gloriae. Of course, there is no Easter without Good Fnday, but equally
certainly there is no Good Friday without Easter.”

--Karl Barth Dogmatics in Outline. (New York: Harper’s and Row, 1959)

“The resurrection of Jesus was a real historical cccurrence, and not something first and foremost taking
place in the hearts and minds of the first believers. The crucifixion of Jesus by itself could not have
motivated the courage of martyrdom and unquenchable hope for the cause of salvation which Jesus
preached and embodied in his actions.”

--Jewish Scholar, Lapide Pinchas The Resurrection of Jesus: A Jewish Perspective (Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1983) p. 16.

215




What If The Resurrection Is Not Real?
1 Corinthians 15:12-19

If the doctrine of bodily resurrection is false the‘n:
L. Christ is not_risen 15:12—13, 711.5

Il Preaching is vain 15:14

III. ith_in Christ is_futile 15:14, 17

IV. We are false witnesses 15:15

V. We are still in our sins 15:17
VL. Dead believers have erished 15:18

VII. We of all men are the most pitiable 15:19

e

“Wait! Wait! He doesn't stay dead!”
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"Security for Tomorrow"
1 Corinthians 15:20-34

Because Christ was raised from the dead:

1.

III.

Death_has bccn' destroved (past) 15:20-23

1)  Christ is the promise 15:20
2)  Christ has the power 15:21-22 .
3)  Christ has the priority 15:23 _ i

"The kingdom will be delivered (future) 15:24-28

1) Christ will reign over the kingdom of the Father 15:24-26
2) Christ will relinquish the kingdom to the Father 15:27-28

Believers can be diligent (present) 15:29-34

1) We can live securely 15:29-30
2) We can live sacrificially 15:31-32
3) We can live sensibly 15:33

4) We can live sinlessly 15:34

5) We can live shamelessly 15:34
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II.

IIL.

IV.

VI.-
VIL

VIII.

"THE BODY I ALWAYS WANTED"
1 Corinthians 15:35-49

It is sown in death but it is raised in life 15:35-36

It is sown unimpressive but_it is_raised marvelous 15:37-38
It is' sown in similarity _!zgt it is raised in diversity 15:39-41
It is sown_in corruption but it is raised in incorruption 15:42

It is sown_in dishonor but it is raised 'in glory 15:43

It is sown in weakness but it is raised in power 15:43
It is sown a npatural body but it is raised a spiritual body - 15:44
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It js sown an earthly 'bod}: but it is raised a heavenly body 15:45-49

"The Victory of the King"

Jesus said Yes to the death of the cross,
Cried it is finished and slumped to die.
In the legions of darkness the devil celebrated,
"We've destroyed the King!" he cried.
But amidst the celebration footsteps were heard
walking the corridors of Hell.
‘Then the shouting stopped when a voice rang out,
A voice that rang like a bell. .
Satan then trembled as he recognized Him
" Who came to deliver His own. '
"Shut and lock the gates!" he cried.
" "Don't let Hiin ascend to His throne!"
- Then the gates swung shut in the face of the King,
To prove God's salvation untrue.
But He shook Hell's gates and cried,
"Lift up your heads, the King is coming through!"
Then out of the devil's prison house '
Came a procession led by the King, A
Shouting, "Now O grave, where is thy victory; O death where is thy sting

Author Unknown
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Joanne Carlson Brown, “Divine Child Abuse?” Daughters bf Sarah. Volume 18,

No. 3. (Summer 1992), page 26.
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THE NATURE OF THE ATONEMENT

The Various Theories of The Atonement

The Ransom To (or Victory Over) Satan Theory (dramatic historical view)

1. Its Proponents - Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine, Aulen

2. Tts Description

A. Early church view (dominated for the first 1000 years).
'B. A ransom was paid to Satan who demanded Christ’s blood.

(Ransom determined by, paid to, and accepted by Satan).
C. Satan was deceived by the death of Christ and defeated.

(Ex. fishook/mousetrap)
D. Satan defeated through "holy deception” (deity hidden cannot die).

E. Man delivered.

The Recapitulation Theory

1. Its Proponents - Irenaeus
2. Its Description - Christ recapitulates in Himself all stages of

human life, including our state as sinners.
Reversed the course Adam set us on.

The Satisfaction Theory (commercial theory)

1. Its Proponents - Anselm

2. Its Description - Compensation to the Father

A. Atonement is totally objective/ transactional.

B. There is logical ontological necessity for incarnation/atonement.
(man offended and must pay) (God is offended and an infinite
‘satisfaction is required).

C. Atonement satisfies the offended majesty of God.

(sin is failure to render God His due and thus dishonors Him).

D. Atonement satisfies nothing to Satan, for Satan is owed nothing.

E. Atonement thinking influenced by feudal culture /Roman pemnitence.
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The Moral Influence Theory

1. TIts Proponents - Peter Abelard, Horace Bushnell, Hastings Rashdall

2. Its Description

A, Atonement a demonstration of God’s love for us which

inspires a reciprocal response of love by us.

B. Divine nature does not require satisfaction - love is the

essential attribute of God not holiness.

C. Satan does not deserve a ransoim. '

D.

Popular among liberal theologians.

Thé Example Théog

1. Its Proponents - Faustus and Laelius Socinus

(modern Unitarians)

2. Tts Description

A

mon &

F

G.

Emphasized Jesus’ love for God as an example we are 10 follow

I Peter 2:21.
Jesus provides a supreme example of faith, obedience, and

dedication to God and inspires us t0 follow.

Pelagian view of sin.

God does not require satisfaction (sin is not that serious).
Christ is viewed as only human.

No true atonement.

Unscriptural.

" The Governmental Theory

1. Its Proponents - Hugo Grotius (lawyer)

2. Tts Description - Atonement a demonstration of Divine Justice

SlciSTel e

which maintains order in the universe.

Sin is serious.

Opposed to the Socinians.

Sin violates God’s moral laws which God is concerned with.
Sin attacks God as ruler of the universe.

Christ’s death is a substitution for penalty.

" Christ’s death not substitutionary but a demonstration

o_f ‘God’s hatred for sin.




G.

The Mystical Theory (similar to moral influence)

1. Its Proponents -

2. Tts Description -

Schieiermacher, Edward Irving

Atonement exercises a mystical/subjective
transformation in man via the entrance of the

- divine life.
A. Negative aspects:

1. No clear means of appropriating Christ’s work.
2. Denies the deity of Christ.

3. Denies the sinless nature.

4. Does not account for man’s guilt.

5. Not scripturally supported.

6. Not sufficient for O.T. believers.

Vicarious Repentance (representative theory)

1. Its Proponents - V. Taylor

2. Its Description -

Christ represents man in offering perfect
repentance. Also called the theory of
sympathy and identification, Christ’s work

- consists of vicarious confession of sin on behalf

of man.

The Penal Satisfaction or Penal Substitution Theory
1.

2.

Its Proponents - Calvin, Hodge, Berkof, Warfield, Morris, Stott

Its Description - Christ, by offering Himself as a sacrifice, by
substituting Himself for us, and actually bearing
the punishment which should have been ours,
satisfied the Father and effected a reconciliation
between God and man.

A. Atonement is Objective.
B. Atonement is vicarious (substitutionary).
C. Atonement is sufficient payment/satisfaction.
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3. Its Substantiation

A. The lexical argument is based on the words rendered "to propitiate"

or "propitiation" in four crucial passages describing the death of
Christ. These words are in the hilaskomai (hilasmos - meaning

mercy seat, covering) word group, and related to the Heb. kipper.
1. Romans 3:25

whom God displayed publicly as a propitiation in His blood
through faith. This was to demonstrate His righteousness,
because in the forbearance of God He passed over the sins

previously committed;

2. Hebrews 2:17

Therefore, he had to be made like His brethren in all things,
that He might become a merciful and faithful high priest in
things pertaining to God, to make propitiation for the sins

of the people. '

| - ~.Jhe

mmmmm—— SiNNErS )
SSubstitute

Barabbas: “fathers son’ Jesus: “‘Saviour”

faithful Son of God

";wenT oboﬁ,t"dolng :

good” (Acts 10:38)

. deserved;fo be
iz punished

‘innocent -

Y

she

nailed fo the cross ©
_. prepared for Barabbas -

":Jesus .was' not only the substitute for
Barabbas, He endured the cross as our
substitute too.
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3. 1 John 2:2 - and He Himself is the propitiation for our sins;
and not for ours only, but also for those of the whole world.

4, 1 John 4:10 - In this is love, not that we loved God, but that He
loved us and sent His Son to be the propitiation for our sins.

B. The theological argument is based on both explicit biblical teaching
and biblical narrative.

A.  The explicit biblical material includes, for example:
1. Teaching from every body of New Testament literature
a) Matthew/Mark: Matt. 20:28/Mark 10:45
Just as the Son of Man did not come to be served

but to serve, and to give His life a ransom for
many.

b) Peter: 1 Peter 2:24

and He Himself bore our sins in His body on the cross,
that we might die to sin and live to righteousness;
for by His wounds you were healed.

<) Luke/Acts:

Jesus is identified as the Servant of the Lord ( cf
Is. 53) Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30; 8:261f.

Jesus is identified as the Redeemer whose purchase of

DEATH OF CHRIST . C
the church is made with his blood

— | |
RANSOM - ] PROPITIATION Be on guard for yourselves and for all the flock,
" FROM SATAN E: FOR SIN among which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers,
: "- - to shepherd the church of God which He purchased
RECONCILIATION SUBSTITUTION with His own blood. Acts 20:28
TOWARD GOO FOR MAN _
% Jesus is identified as the curse-bearer by allusions to

- Deut. 21:22f in Acts 5:30, 10:39; 13:29
PROOF OF GOD'S LOVE
: ' _.Jesus is identified as the last Adam in Lk. 3; 4;
23:30-43

d) John/his epistles/Revelation:




2)
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Jesus is the lamb of sacrifice

The next day he saw Jesus coming to him, and said,
"Behold, the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of
the world!" Jn. 1:29

Jesus’ death is a propitiation 1 Jn. 2:2; 4:10

Paul’s epistles: Rom. 3:25; 2 Cor. 5:21; Gal. 3:13

2 Cor. 521 - He made Him who knew no sin to

be sin on our behalf, that we might become the

righteousness of God in Him.

Gal. 3:13 - Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law,
having become a curse for us-for it is written, "Cursedis
every one who hangs on a tree™

Hebrews: Heb. 2:17, 7:26-27
Hebrews 7:26-27-

26- For it was fitting that we should have such a high
priest, holy, innocent, undefiled, separated from
sinners and exalted above the heavens;

27. who does not need daily, like those high priests, to
offer up sacrifices, first for His own sins, and then for
the sins of the people, because this He did once for all

when He offered up Himself.

We may deduce from the major descriptions of the nature of the
atonement or its effects the Penal Satisfaction/Substitution
doctrine.

a)

b)

Sacrifice. Propitiation is the essence of the purpose
of sacrifice in the O.T. (See L. Morris, The Apostolic
Preaching of the Cross.)

Substitution- if on other grounds you establish substitution
then you must ask yourself: in what respect was Christ
a substitute? What does he bear that is ours except our
sin?

And what does sin merit except the wrath of God?
Therefore, he satisfies or propitiates the wrath of God,
the justice of God, with his own death instead of ours.




d)

Sacrifice

(I Cor. 5:7; Heb. 9
I Pet. 1:18;2:24) <

Reconciliation- this assumes there is reason for enmity
between God and man. Man is reconciled to God which
according to Greek idiom can mean that God is
conciliated (Morris p. 237). How could God be
conciliated if the cause for enmity is sin, deserving wrath?
The wrath must be vented and since reconciliation is
through the cross (Rom. 5:10), we must assume that
there the wrath of God was vented against Christ.

Redemption- this assumes among other things a price for
ransom which, according to Christ, is his own life in the
place of the many (Mark 10:45). This is nothing more
than substitution which necessitates propitiation, his

bearing the curse for us in redeeming us from the curse

of the law (Gal. 3:13).

Justification . . . man is legally acquitted of his sin.

But this can only be just if the penalty for sin is executed.
‘We are told it was legally executed at the cross. But what
is the penalty except the (legal) wrath of God against sin.
Therefore, the execution of the penalty in justification
once again necessitates the propitiation of God in the

- death of His Son.

This may be visualized as follows:

Reconveiliation
{Rom. 5:8-11;
II Cor. 5:14-21)

Justification

(Rom. 3: 21-26)

Propitiation
(I John 2.2,
4:10)

Expiation

\Q& Substitution

(Mark 10:45,1I Cor.| . .

S— /'\\l/ 5:21;1 Tim 2:6)

{Mark 10:45; Gal.
3:13)
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God is not only perfectly holy, but the source and pattern of holiness: He is the origin and
the upholder of the moral order of the Universe. He mus! be just. The judge of the earth
must do right. Therefore it was impossible by the necessities of His own being that He
should deal lightly with sin, and compromise the claims of holiness.

H. E. Guillcbaud, Why the Cross? (London, England; Intervarsity Fellowship, 1961), 130.

It is very possible for our theory of the Atonement to be crude and incoherent, but it is
hardly possible to have no theory at all . . . Some conception, however vague, of the
relations between human sin and the Death of Christ, and between the Death of Christ and
the Divine forgiveness, will take form and substance in the mind of every man who is in

' the habit of reading the New Testament, and who believes that the teaching of Christ and

His Apostles reveals the thought of God.

R. W. Dale, The Atonement (London, England: Congregational Union of England and Wales Memorial
Hall, 1899), 14.

“The atonement is the crucial doctrine of the faith . . . Unless we are right here it matters
Jittle, or so it seems to me, what we are like elsewhere.”

Leon Morris, The Cross in the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1965), 5.

“The Atonement is Christianity in epitome. It is the heart of Christianity as a system, it is
the distinguishing mark of the Christian relgion.” ' '

Dyson Hague, The Fundamentals (xi, Chicago, n.d.) 23 as cited in Ntlorris.

“He who understands the Cross aright ... understands the Bible, he understands Jesus
Christ.”

Emil Brunner, The Mediator (Philtadelphia, Pennsylvania: The Westminster Press, 1947), 435,
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In the atonement God’s righteousness is declared in that he has dealt justly with sin by
imposing its full penalty on his Son. At the same time he has justified sinners who by faith
have trusted in Jesus. No explanation insofar as I can tell adequately accounts for this
remarkable avowal except penal substitution.

Paige Palterson, “Reflections on the Atonement,” Criswell Theological Review 3 (Spring 1989): 320.

The ultimate penalty for man’s transgression is death. When a worshipper placed his
hands on the head of the sacrificial animal, he symbolically transferred his guilt and penalty
to the animal. Sentenced thus to the death penalty, the animal was slain. By any
reasonable assessment, this was penal substitution.

Palierson, 318.

Penal substitution is the major and indispensable model for comprehending what God was
doing in Christ. . . This is not to say that a fully biblical perspective of the atonement
would not include such ideas as “example,” “reconciliation,” “moral influence,” and a
number of others. However, the thesis is that the foundational understanding of the
atonement in the Bible is that of penal substitution.

‘Substitution is not a “theory of atonement.” It is rather the essence and the heart of the

atonement itself.

Stott, The Cross of Christ, 202-3.

A further line of evidence is the prepositions used to designate the precise relationship
between Christ’s work and us. The preposition which most clearly suggests substitution 1s.
anti. The word in nonsoteriological contexts clearly means “instead of” or “in the place
of’ . .. When'we look at passages where the preposition anti is used to specify the
relationship between Christ’s death and sinners, this same idea of substitution is clearly
present. ‘

Erickson. Christian Theology, 813.
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The Penal Substitution Theory of the Atonement

Necessity

Substitution

Propitiation

Imputation

Explained

God cannot merely
overiook man's sin,
nor can he just
forglve man without
requiring that
payment be made or
punishment be given
for sin. In this sense,
the atonement is
necessary for man to
be made right with
his Creator.

The normal meaning of the
word Is to be taken in
this context. It simply
means that the atone-
ment is a sacrifice
offered in place of the
sinner, Thus the
sacrifice bears the
sinner's guilt.

To regain favor or

appease God. To
_ salisfy his demands,

and thereby divert his
anger. Man's sin does
not just make God sad,
it makes him angry.
His anger, or wrath,
can be satisfied only by
the execution of his
Justice. His judicial
system cannot be
short-circuited.

While substitution and
have to do
with negative aspects of
the atonerment (what
God has taken away
from us), imputation
hastodowiththe
positive aspect of the
atonernent (whet God
hasgiventous)., God
has taken away the guilt
of believers, but he has
also imputted to them
the righteousness
Chyist. - :

Scripture
Reference

Hebrews 9:22

John 1:29; 2 Corinthians
5:21; Galatians 3:13

Leviticus 4:35; Romans
3:25-26; 5:9

Romans §:3-4

Objection

Why does God not
slmply forgive us as
an act of good will
Instead of requiring a
payment?

1s it not improper and
unjust to penalize an
innocent party?

Doesn't the appeasement
of the Father by the
Son reveal conflict
within the Godhead?

is it not improper and
unfair to reward a
guilty party?

Resgponse
to Objection

Even If God could
overlook sin against
himself as an act of
good will, he is still
bound by his nature
to preserve justice in
the universe. To
fgnore sin would
destroy the meaning-
fulness of the concept
of justice. Also,
humans may simply
forgive other humans
as an act of good will
because we are
imperfect and in
desperate need of
forglveness our-
selves. But God is
perfect and does not
need forgiveness.
Consequently, the
paralle] between
man's and God's
forglveness breaks
down.

The answer to this question
js yes uniess the
innocent party receives
the penalty voluntarily
and the judge is
inseparable from the
innocent party. Jesus
meets both of these
requirements, He gave
his life willingly (John
10:17-18) and he was
Inseparable from the
Father. Thus in effect,
the Judge punished
himself.

‘The answer to this
question may be put In
the form of another
question: Cana
persen be angry and
loving at the same
time? Any parent
knows that the answer’
is yes. The Father was
angry over the world's
sin, but he loved the ~
world so much that he
sent his Son to atone
for the sin of man.
Thus the Father did
not change from an
angry God o a loving
God when Christ died

-on the cross. God's
love was there ali the
time and was in fact
the motivation for the
atonement. His
holiness demanded a
payment for sin. His
love provided the
payment.

This question is the
other side of the
objection to substitu-
tion. it doesn't seem
fair that an innocent
party Is punished and
likewise, it doesn’t
seermn falr that a guilty
party is rewarded.
Yet that is what
happens in the
atonement. Butthe
reason that God sees
this transactlon as™
absolutely just is that
when we put our faith
In him, we become
united with Christ. In
a sense, we become
mamied, Inseparable,
gsothatitisnota
transfer of righteous-
ness as much a3
holding it in common.
It is shared.

Implications
About God’s
Character

Emphasis on God's
sovereignty and
position of official
administrator of the
judicial system of
the universe.

Emphasis on God's love
for his creation. He
defines love by his
nature. Real love
always demands
personal sacrifice.

Emphasis on God's
absolute holiness and
Justifiable anger over
sin, He deserves
respect and absolute
obedience and vents
his wrath on ungodii-
ness.

Emphasis on God's
desire fot Intimate
fallowshlp with his
creation. Because of
the atonement we are
heirs of the Father and
joint-heirs with Son.
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The Nature of the Atonement.

The atonement is a glorious reality. It regquires many terms
and pictures to do justice to it. We see reconciliation,
redemption, justification, propitiation, and so on. None of these
may be omitted without serious loss.

Various motifs are proposed as providing the basis for a
theory of the atonement. Some of these contain an element of

truth, but on their own provide only an inadequate view.

The Moral Influence Theory sees the basic effect of the death
of Christ as being in the sinner. It is subjective., The cross
reveals divine love, and man is led to new life by seeing the love
of God. '

It is true that the love of God in Christ should move us. If,
however, there was no objective necessity for Christ to die, then
the death of Christ is not a manifestation of the love of God, it
is a cruel and unnecessary act.

The Christus Victor concept (the so-called nclassical Theory")
cees the atonement in terms of the victory of Christ over sin,
death, and the devil. "While this is thoroughly biblical, it is
inadeguate in that it fails to recognise that the victory of Christ
is so complete simply because He has as our substitute paid the
penalty for sin.

It is our position that any theory of the atonement which does

not have as its central element that Jesus Christ bore our:

punishment in our place is inadequate.

1. The Atonement is Obijective.

A subjective theory would say that the fundamental effect of
the atonement is the effect it has on me, on my feelings, on my
life as a whole.

An objective theory says that the fundamental effect of the
atonement lies outside of me, that is, the death of Christ is a

- real transaction between the Father and the Son. That +ransaction

is the basis for our salvation. The evidence for this view is as
follows: : : _

a. The 0.T. Priesthood which typifies the
priesthood of Christ was fundamentally Godward in its activity.
The activity of Christ as High Priest mnust therefore be
fundamentally Godward. .

b. The ©0.T. Sacrifices were offered to God.
Therefore so was the sacrifice of Christ.
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¢. The Hebrew "kipper" speaks of atonement
for sin by "the covering of the sin or the sinner. The blcod of
sacrifice comes between God and the sinner, and in view of that the
wrath of God is turned aside.

The Greek terms hilasmos (1 Jn 2:2; 4:10) and hilasterion (Rom.
3:25), properly translated 'propitiation,' both point to the same idea.
Through the sacrifice, the wrath of God is turned away from the sinner.

We must be careful not to misunderstand the wrath of God. Man,
even in righteous anger, mixes his anger with sin and loss of temper.
God's wrath is His holy revulsion against sin, ‘the strong and settled
reaction of His holy nature against all that is sinful.

Rom. 5:9, 'Much more then, having now been justified by His

blood, we shall be saved from the wrath of God through Him.

(10) For if while we were enemies, we Wwere reconciled to God

through the death of His Son, much more, having been reconciled, we

shall be saved by His life."

d. The 1dea of Reconciliation.. The
relationship between man and God needs restoration. It was sin that
caused the relationship to break down, for God in His holiness and
justice could not be at one with the sinner. The sinner was under His
wrath (Rom. 5:9), and the sinner himself was hostile to God. God and
man can rightly then be called ‘enemies' {Rom. 5:10}.

For reconciliation to take place, two things are needed. The
problem caused by man's sin, that is, the problem of God's wrath towards
man, must be removed by the death of Christ. Then also man's hostility
must be removed by means of the new birth. :

The two sides of reconciliation are seen clearly:

2 Cor. 5:19, " ... God was in Christ reconciling the world to
Himself, not counting their trespasses against them, and He has
committed to us the word of reconciliation.

(20) Therefore we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God were
enteating through us; we beg you on behalf of Christ, be reconciled to
God."

First the trespasses have to be dealt with: then comes the

invitation,

~ e. The ldea of Redemption. Redemption is
deliverance by the payment of a price, a ransom.

There are twin backgrounds for this metaphor. In the 0.T. people
who are due to die may be redeemed by the offering of a sacrifice.

1235




(E.g., Ex. 21:29,30) Then in the slavery of N.T. times a slave could be
set free by the payment of a price. The sinner is & slave of sin, Jn
8:34, and in the domain of darkness, Col. 1:13.

1 Pet. 1:18, "Knowing that you were not redeemed with perishable
things like silver or gold from your futile way of life inherited from
your forefathers,

(19) but with precious blood, as of a lamb unblemished and
spotless, the blood of Christ.”

The ransom is not paid to the devil! The devil is owed nothing.
In the O.T. background, it is God who demands the death, and so it is to
God that the ransom sacrifice is offered. The N.T. never says to whom
the ransom is paid, and we do well to copy that reticence.

- 1f we were forced to answer with a gun to our head, we would say
that it was sin against God which led to the slavery, and so the ransom
is paid to Him to set us free. However, reticence is preferable.

2. The Atonement is Penal and Substitutionary.

"Penal" speaks of punishment. "Substitutionary" (or "Vicarious")
says that He died in our place, instead of us. We ought to have died,
and instead of us He died. .

Those who deny the penal, substitutionary nature of the. atonement
cannot be counted as evangelicals. They object that substitution is
unjust. Our response is that if what they want is absolute justice,
there. is no future for them except hell. Our response is also that it
is mighty strange for a rebel sinner to tell God what is and is not
fair.

The substitutionary nature of the O.T. sacrifices is seen in the
fact that the sinner lays his hand on the sacrifice and confesses his
cin. See Lev. l:4; 4:29-31; 16:21,22. (pp. 28,29 of these notes.)

Other passages showing clearly the penal and substitutionary
nature of the atonement:

1s. 53:5, "But He was pierced through for our transgressions, He
wae crushed for our iniquities; The chastening for our well-being fell
upon Him, And by His scourging we are healed.

(6) All of us like sheep have gone astray, Each of us has turned

to his own way; But the LORD has caused the iniquity of us all to fall
enn Him. .

(11) ... He will bear their iniquities.

(12) ... He Himself bore the sin of many ... ."

1 Pet. 2:24, "And He Himself bore our sins in His body on the
cross, that we might die to sin and live to righteouéness; for by His
wounds you were healed. ' : A
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(25) For you were continually straying like sheep ... {These
two verses clearly have Is. 53:5,6 in mind.)

Heb. 9:28, "So Christ also, having been offered once to bear the
sins of many, shall appear a second time, not to bear sin, to those who
eagerly await Him, for salvation.” :

2 Cor. 5:21, "He made Him who knew no sin to be sin on our behalf,
that we might become the righteousness of God in Him."

Gal. 3:13, '"Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law, having

become a curse for us—for it is written, 'CURSED IS EVERY ONE WHO HANGS
‘ON A TREE'--" ‘

3. 1t Involves Christ's Active and Passive Obedience. .

If it were possible for a man to earn his salvation, he would have
to obey the law in its entirety. :

We have sinned. That means two things: we have not obeyed the law
in its entirety; and we also deserve punishment for sin.

1n order to save us, Christ dealt with both of those problems. He
dealt with our lack of obedience to the law by obeying the law in its
‘entirety on our behalf. His obedience, throughout His time on earth, is
called His active obedience.

He dealt with the punishment we deserve by enduring that
punishment Himself on the cross. This is called His passive obedience.

You could say that His passive obedience saved us from hell, and
His active obedience earned heaven for us.

We are familiar with the passive obedience of Christ. Scriptures
pointing to His active obedience: ' . -

John 15:10, "'If you keep My commandments, you will abide in My
love; just as 1 have kept My Father's commandments, and abide in His
love. '™

_ Rom. 5:19, "For ‘as through the one man's. disobedience the many
were made sinners, even so through the obedience of the One the many
will be made righteous." ' '

Rom. 8:3, "For what the Law could not do, weak as it was through
the flesh, God did: sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh
and as an offering for sin, He condemed sin in the flesh, ‘

(4) in order that the requirement of the Law might be fulfilled
in us, who do not walk according to the flesh, but according to the
Spirit." The requirement of the law includes obedience. i

Ph. 3:9, "And may be found in Him, not having a righteousness of
my own derived from the Law, but that which is through faith in Christ,
the righteousness which comes from God on the Basis of faith."
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In the New Testament, the Greek word 1Adokopau or its derivatives appear in four
passages relating to Christ’s atoning work on the cross. Recently, modern liberal scholars have
vigorously challenged the traditional rendering of the iAdoxopcn word group by the word
‘propitiation’, which means “to turn away the wrath of God by an offering,” arguing that the word
‘expiation’, meaning “the cancellation of sin” or “the removal of sin from God’s sight,” represents
the correct rendering. Behind this highly technical, seemingly unimportant debate lies a far more
serious one directly involving the doctrines of God, the Atonement and the Bible.

A. The four key passages of Scripture.

1. Rom. 325 “whom God set forth to be a propitiation ({AdoTnpiov) His blood,
through faith, to demonstrate His righteousness....”

2. Heb 2:17: “Therefore...He had to be made like His brethren, that He might be
a merciful and faithful High Priest...to make propitiation (iAdoxeaBon) for the sins of the people.”

3. 1Jn. 2:2: “And He Himself is the propitiation (iAdoypos) for our sins, and not
for ours only but also for the whole world.”

4. 1]Jn. 4:10: “In this is love, not that we loved God, but that He loved us and
sent His Son to be the propitiation (1Adopos) for our sins.”

B. Defining the controversy.

1. All agree that in classical and koine (i.¢. “common”) Greek the {Adokopon
word group meant ‘to propitiate’, ‘to placate’, or ‘to appease’ an angry deity.

~ 2. All agree that the {Adokopan word group underwent an important change in
meaning when adapted by the Biblical writers for use in the Scriptures. Its biblical usage has
“nothing to do with pagan conceptions of a capricious and vindictive deity, inflicting arbitrary
punishments on offending worshippers, who must then bribe him...by the appropriate offerings.”

3. However, agreerrient ends over the extenf of this change m meaning. The
proponents of ‘expiation” insist that the iAdoxopan word group completely lost all ideas of divine
wrath and propitiation. The proponents of propitiation contend that the word group retained both
senses. : ;

C. Reasons behind the move to replace ‘propitiation’ with ‘expiation’.

1. A radical redefinition of God’s wrath against sin. God’s wrath is transformed
from His personal revulsion to sin determined by His holiness to an impersonal and “inevitable
process of cause and effect in a moral universe.” God is not, after all, really angty over sin.

2. A scholarly arrogance which holds fhat everyone else (ﬁoﬁ the first century
onwards) has been wrong in translating the {Adokopon word group using the word ‘propitiation’.

3. A heterodox view of the Bible. The biblical writers “evolved” in their
understanding of God; beginning with the “crude” concept of an angry God, they “advanced” to
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where anger as an attitude of God disappeared and “His love and mercy became all-embracing.”

4. A rejection of the theory of Penal Substitution. Retributive justice is rejected
as “shocking” and contrary to the “Father of mankind’s” love for “His children.”

D. 'Analysis of the {Adokopat word group.
1. The work of C. H. Dodd (the leading proponent of expiation).

: a. In classical and koine Greek. Dodd discovers a dual meaning among
profane sources, with ‘to propitiate’ being the primary meaning and ‘to expiate’ being a definite,
but secondary one.

b. Tn the LXX. For Dodd, a close study of the LXX is crucial to resolve
this “ambiguity” in meaning present in the pagan usage of 1Adoxopat. :

i He identifies three groupings according to whether the
{Adoxopan word group translates the Hebrew word kipper (‘to make atonement for’); whether it
translates a Hebrew word other than kipper; or whether a Greek word other than one of the
iAdowopan word class translates the Hebrew word kipper. Dodd builds his analysis upon the
associations among these words, with {Adoxopax and kipper representing the vast majority (83 out
of 105 times). He finds in each that it is the expunging of sin and guilt and not the averting of
divine anger which is in view. ,

5 He concludes that in the hands of the LXX translators the
{Adokopat word group evolved a meaning “strange to non-biblical Greek,” 1.e. all vestiges of
wrath and propitiation were removed.

c. In the New Testament.

_ i. Dodd substitutes the word ‘expiation’ for ‘propitiation’ in each
of the four key passages. Thus, they bear the sense of ‘performing an act whereby guilt or
defilement is removed’. The focus becomes manward, not Godward.

- 1i. Any other renderiﬁg is wrong and illegitimate.
3. The work of Leon Morris (the leading proponent of propitiation).

2 In classical and koine Greek. Morris denies that the {Adoxopcn word
group had a dual meaning. Dodd, he contends, fails to substantiate this claim.

b. Inthe LXX. Morris criticizes Dodd for ignoring the context, in which
the wrath of God figures prominently; for depersonalizing God’s wrath; and for reading out of
kipper any notion of divine wrath and propitiation.

i, The context: “Dodd totally ignores the fact that in many
passages there is explicit mention of the putting away of God’s anger.” Therefore, “his
conclusions cannot be accepted without serious modification.”
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ii. The wrath of God: The Old Testament contams over {wenty
words which express the wrath of God, overall, there are over 580 references o God’s wrath. Itis
not presented as an impersonal, inevitable process of cause and effect in a moral universe, but in
the most intensely personal terms imaginable.

jii, The meaning of kipper: In non-cultic usage (i.e. apart from
the sacrificial system), kipper especially denotes the averting of divine anger by the payment of a
ransom. In cultic usage, though less clear, kipper still includes the concepts of divine wrath and
propitiation. That the {Adoxopat word group translates kipper in the vast majority of cases tends
to confirm the propitiatory significance of both words.

iv. Morris concludes that “the words of the {Adoxopan word
* group,..were not eviscerated of their meaning, nor were they given an entirely new meaning.. the
removal of wrath seems to be definitely in view when this word group is used. ”

¢. Inthe New Testament.

' i If God’s wrath is taken seriously, as he thinks it must be, then
its removal will be an important part of understanding salvation. God’s wrath was just as real for
early Christians as it was for men of the old covenant.

i, The context of the four key passages requires the use of
- “propitiation’. Each passage declares that it was God Himself who acted through Jesus Christ to
satisfy the just demands of His holy wrath. To use “expiation’ would weaken this truth, since “to
speak of expiation is to deal in sub-personal categories.. whereas the relationship between God and
man must be thought of as personal in the fullest sense.”

E. ‘Propitiation’ is the correct translation of the {Adoxopan word group.

1. Because etymological and exegetical analysis demonstrates that, in the Old and
New Testaments, the iAdoxopat word group conveyed the averting of divine anger by an offering.

' 2. Because behind the move to replace ‘propitiation” with ‘expiation’ are the
denial of God’s personal wrath against sin, scholarly arrogance, 2 heterodox view of Scripture and
the rejection of Penal Substitution.

3. Because the use of ‘expiation’ redefines God’s nature by eliminating holiness
as an essential attribute of His character. He is love, but His love is no longer a holy love.

4. Because the concept of propitiation witnesses to two great realities: the
seriousness of the divine reaction against sin; and the greatness of the divine love which provided
the gift to avert the wrath from men.

5. Because the concept of propitiation preserves the full meaning and significance
of Christ’s atoning work on the cross.
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New Testament Word Meaning

AGORAZO | CORINTHIANS 6:20 TO BUY I.N A SLAVE
MARKET

EXAGORAZO  GALATIANS 3:13 TO BUY OUT OF A
'SLAVE MARKET

LUTROSIS TITUS 2:14 MONEY USED TO FREE
A SLAVE OR PRISONER

APOLUTROSIS ROMANS 3:24  DELIVERANCE.A RELEASING -
(a strengthened form of

lutrosis)
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The Extent of the Atconement

Introduction

Though not extensively discussed in our own day (the reasons
clearly being the popularity of liberal theologies and an
anthropocentric autonomous world view), the extent of the
atoning work of Christ and purpose(s) for which Christ died
were greatly debated in the past. In the early 17th century
this was especially true in the conflict between Calvinist and
Arminians. The issue before us 1is well stated by Robert
Lightener when he writes,

Unlimited Atonement, p. 33, "The task before
us ... is to discover a Biblical answer to the
question, 'Why did Christ die?' After settling
that issue, we will then be in a position to
ask a second gquestion, 'What is the extent of
the atonement?' or 'For whom did Christ die?!

There is no gquestion about it; the issue
between limited and unlimited atcnement centers
in the design or purpose of the redemptive work

of Christ."

Before proceeding to examine certain perspective, several
points of clarifications are in order.

1. All evangelicals limit the atonement in some sense. TO
affirm an absolute unlimited atonement would be
universalism (sometimes called "Objective Universalism;
Karl Barth).

2. The application of the atonement is the focus of some:
"pid the Father in sending Christ, and did Christ in
coming into the world to make atonement for sin, do this
with the design or for the purpose of saving only the
elect or all men? That is the question, and that only is
the question." L. Berkhof, systematic Theology, 394. This
focus claims to be justified by the fact that Christ's
death on the cross actually accomplished the salvation
of the elect, and therefore the extent of the application
signifies the extent of the provision of the cross. This
position is identified by terms such as limited atonement
and particular redemption. It sees the application of the
atonement to be egual with its provision. .

3. The provision of the atonement is the focus of others:
"Did Christ purpose to make provision for the elect whom
God would mysteriously draw to Himself, and also for the

- non-elect, whom God would mysteriously pass over, but
whose salvation He nevertheless desires?" This focus
claims to be justified by the fact that Christ's death
on the cross only potentially accomplished the salvation
of the elect, and therefore the extent of the provision
may be broader than the extent of the application. This
position is popularly referred to as unlimited atonement
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" or general atonement or universal redewption -

{(though the
fterm itself it is understood has a restricted meaning).
This view says the death of Christ purposed and
accomplished a universal provision which will have a
limited application or efficacy: being anplied only to
those who respond by faith.
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originally (historically) the debate came to a head between
1610 and 1618 as followers of John Calvin and Jacob Arminius
clached. Two antithetical systems of soteriology were set
forth, their major characteristics being summarized in the

following chart:

CALVIHISM_ AND ARMINIANISM CONTRASTED

Doctrine

Armindanism

Calvinlsm -

Depravily

As a result of the Fall, man has inherited a cormupled
nature. Prevenient grace has removed the guill and
condemnation of Adam’s sin. ‘

As a result of the Fafl, man is totally depraved and dead in
sim; he Is unable to save himsell, Because he is dead In sin,

. God must initials salvation.

Imputation ol Sin

God did not impute sin to the entire human race through
Adam's sin, but alf people inherit a corrupt nature as a
resutl of Adam’s lall,

Through Adam's iransgression, sin was imputed—passed 10
the entire human race 5o {hat afl people are bom in sin.

Election God elected those whom He knew would believe of their God unconditionally, from eternity past, eiecled some lo be
own free will. Eiection Is conditional, based on man's saved. Election ts not based on man's future Tesponse.
response In faith. '

Atonement Christ died for the entire human race, making all mankind God detlermined tha! Christ woulkd die for afl those whom

ol Christ saveable. His death is eifective ony In these who belleve. God efected. Since Christ did not die for everyons but only

for those who were elscled lo be saved, His death Is
complelely successiul. ‘ _

Grace Through prevenient or preparatory grace, which is given to Common grace is extended to all mankind but Is {nsufliclent

. all people, man Is able 1o cooperate with God and respond to save anyons. Through hresistible grace God drew to
to Him in salvation. Prevenienl grace reverses the eflects of | Himsell those whom He had elected, making them willing
Adam's sin. 1o respond.
Will of Man Preveniant grace Is given to all people and Is exercised on Depravity extends to all of man, including tis will. Wilhout
the entire person, piving man a Iree will. iresistible grace man's witl remains bound, unable 1o
_ respond 10 God on Its own ability. .
Persevsrance Bellevers may tumn from grace and lose thelr salvation. Believers will persavers In the {aith. Believers are secure In
. their safvation; nons will be lost.
Soverelgnty God limits His control in accordance with man's freedom God's sovereignty is absolute and unconditional. He has
ol God and response. His decrees are retated to His foreknowledge delermined all things according to the good pleasure of His

ol what man's response will be.

wlll. His forsknowledge originales in advanced planning, nol
in advanced Inlormation.
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Several points of history are noteworthy as this stage:

1.

Strict five point Calvinism was modified by some over
time into a modified four point system (limited atonement
or particular redemption being rejected) . Moses Amyrald
(1596-1664) was a popularizer of this approach.
Numerous Baptist (often designated historically as
Particular Baptist) of significance have apparently been
five point Calvinist (ex. Bunyan, Gill, Fuller(?),
Dagg(?), Spurgeon, Boyce, Broadus(?), Manly Sr. and Jr.,
Carroll(?)) ‘

Several important contemporary evangelicals are to be
numbered among this group (ex. Packer, Boice, Sproul, L.
Johnson and Nettles)

A Practical OQuestion: What is at stake?

1.
2.

3.

4.

One's concept of the nature of God and His decrees.
One's perception of the theological mystery about divine
sovereignty and  human. responsibility and their
relationship. :

One's model of the atonement: Qualitative or Quantitative
or Both? .

One's presentation of the gospel and his/her
understanding of and commitment to evangelism/missions.

The Case for Particular Redemption

A.

Theological principles support it.

1. The actual rather than potential nature of the
atonement demands limited atonenment.

a. From the salvation of only the elect: "Since
Christ's death actually saves those for whom
He died, even securing faith for them, and only
the elect are saved, Jesus must have died only
the elect." -
If someone objects that man's free will could
frustrate the purpose of God, and therefore
someone for whom Christ died could refuse to
be save, then that objector must be reminded
that the sovereign purposes of God cannot be
thwarted. The key idea is that the application
determines the provision and vice versa.

b. From the condemnation of the non-elect: "Since
the non-elect are condemned for their sins (JIn.
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3:36; 8:24), but Jesus has already actually
been punished for some sins, He must not have
been punished for the non-elects's sins, since
the same sins couldn't be punished twice,
having been fully punished at the cross.

If someone objects that unbelief could account
for the condemnation of non-Christians, then
that objector must be reminded that Jesus also
shed his blood for sins of unbelief. (This
latter statement is usually a argument by the
Universalist, e.g. Lightner).

The decree to save only the elect logically leads

one to expect an actual provision only for the
elect. Why would God provide for those whom He knew
He  would not save?  This is logic of
supralapsarianism.

Supralapsarianism

1. The decree to save some and condemn others.

2. The decree to create both the elect and the reprobate.
3. The decree to permit the fall of both classes.

4. The decree to provide salvation only for the elect.
Infralapsarianism

1. The decree to create human beings.

2. The decree to permit the fall :
3. The decree to save some and condemn others.

4. The decree to provide salvation only for the elect.
Sublapsarianism (unlimited atonement with a limited application)
1. The decree to create human beings.

2. The decree to permit the fall |
3. The decree to provide salvation sufficient for all
4. The decree to choose some to receive this salvation.
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specific passages of Scripture support it.

1.

Scripture supports the premises in the first
principle that the death of Jesus (a) actually saves
men (b) secures faith for the believer and (c)
allows for the condemnation of unbelievers.

a. It saves men. Rom. 5:10; 2 Cor. 5:21; Gal. 1:4;
Eph. 1:7

Rom. 5:10

For if while we WVere enemies, we were
reconciled, we shall be saved by His life.

2 Cor. 5:21
He made Him who knew no sin to be sin on our
behalf, that we might become the righteousness
of God in Him. '
Gal. 1:4
Who gave Himself for our sins, that He might
deliver us out of this present evil age,
according to the will of our God and Father,
Eph. 1:7
In Him we have redemption through His blood,
the forgiveness of our trespasses, according
to the riches of His grace,

b. It secures faith. Eph. 2:8; Phil. 1:29
Eph. 2:8
For by grace you have been saved through faith;
and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of

. God;

Phil. 1:29
For to you it has . been granted for Christ's

sake, not only to believe in Him, but also to
suffer for His sake.

c. It allows for the condemnation of unbelievers.

Rev. 20:10-15; Jn. 8:24

247




Rev., 20:10-15

And the devil who deceived them was thrown into
the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast
and the false prophet are also; and they will
be tormented day and night forever and ever.
and I saw a great white throne and Him who sat
upon it, from whose presence earth and heaven
fled away, and no place was found for them.
and I saw the dead, the great and the small,
standing before the throne, and bocks were
opened; and another book was opened, which is
. the book of life; and the dead were judged from
the things which were written in the books,
according to their deeds. '

And the sea gave up the dead which were in it,
and death and Hades gave up the dead which were
in them:; and they were judged, every one of
them according to their deeds.

And death and Hades were thrown into the lake
of fire. This is the second death, the lake of
- fire.

And if anyone's name was not found written in
the book of life, he was thrown into the lake
of fire.

Jn. 8:24

"I said therefore to you, that you shall die
in your sins; for unless you believe that I am
He, you shall die in your sins."

Scripture repeatedly designates a limited number of
people for whom Jesus died: "his sheep" Jn. 10:11,
15; "his church", Acts 20:28; "his people", Matt.
1:21; "the elect", Rom. 8:32-35; "the many", Matt.
20:28. (Implication: those not included in these
groups are not those for whom He died).

Jn. 10:11, 15

"I am the good shepherd; the good shepherd lays down
His life for the sheep."

even as the Father knows Me and I know the Father:
and I lay down My life for the sheep.

Acts 20:28 :

"Be on guard for yourselves and for all the flock
among which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers,
to shepherd the church of God which He purchased
with His own blood.™
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Matt. 1:21

nand she will bear a Son; and you shall call His
name Jesus, for it is He who will save His people
from th=2ir sins."

Rom., 8:32-35

He who did not spare His own Son, but delivered Him
up for us all, how will He not also with Him freely
give us all things? Who will bring a charge against
God's elect? God is the one who justifies: who is
the one who condemns? Christ Jesus is He who died,
yes, rather who was raised, who is at the right hand
of God, who also intercedes for us. Who shall
separate us from the love of Christ? Shall
tribulation, or distress, or persecution, or famine,
or nakedness, or peril, or sword?

Matt. 20:28

just as the Son of Man did not come to be served,
but to serve, and to give His life a ransom for
many."

similarly, Scripture designates a limited number of
people for whom Jesus prayed. And since, "the
sacrificial work of Christ and His intercessory work
are simply two different aspects of his atoning
work, ... the scope of the one can be no wider than
the scope of the other." (Jdn. 17:9) For whom He
prays He saves."

NI ask on their behalf; I do not ask on behalf of
the world, but of those whom Thou hast given Me; for
they are Thine;

cC. The arguments for unlimited atonement are unconvincing.

1.“

The arguments that the Bible teaches Jesus died for
the "world" or for "all" is unconvincing because it
ijs most likely that "world" and "all" are used in
a limited sense.

* It is certainly the case that these words are .

used in a limited sense at times. Contextual
clues will be the key!

a. "World" may clearly be used in a limited sense.
- Jn. 7:4; 12:19; Rom. 11:12, 15

Jn 7:4
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"For no one does anything in secret, when he
himself seeks to be known publicly. If You do
these things, show Yourself to the world."

Jdn. 12:19

The Pharisees therefore said to one another,
"You see that you are not doing any good; look,
the world has gone after Him."

Rom. 11:12, 15

Now if their transgression be riches for the
world and their failure be riches for the
Gentiles, how much more will their fulfillment
be! For if their rejection be the
reconciliation of the world, what will their
acceptance be but life from the dead?

" b. "All" may clearly be used in a limited sense.

Rom. 5:18; 1 Cor. 15:22; Tit. 2:11
Rom. 5:18 ‘

Therefore, as through one. man's offense
judgment came to all men, resulting in
condemnation, even so through one Man's
righteous act the free gift came to all men,
resulting in justification of life.

1 Cor. 15:22

For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ all
shall be made alive.

Tit. 2:11

|
For the grace of God has appeared, bringing
salvation to all men,

cC. "World" and "“all" are used to emphasize the
breadth of God's outreach to all kinds of
people and to all kinds of places. His outreach
goes beyond the "righteous" and beyond the
nation of Israel.

The argument that the gospel is offered to all men
is unconvincing, because the offer of the gospel
does not include the proclamation that "Christ died
for you" but that all who trust in Him will be
forgiven.

The argument that the Bible describes some non-
elect individuals as people for whom Christ died is




unconvincing, because better interpretations explain
the passages. In 2 pet. 2:1, for example, Peter
likely is either a) not saying Jesus died for these
false teachers or D) saying sarcastically or
graciously that the false teachers claim that Jesus

" died for them.

IITI. The Case for Unlimited Atonement

A. Theological principles support 1it.
1. cod often provides more than is appropriated.

a. In general revelation there is more present
than perceived, provided than appropriated.
b. In special revelation the same is true. '

God normally has more than one purpose in his work.

a. In general revelation (Rom. 1:18-32) ..
1. Tt can be the basis for condemnation.
2. Tt can be a step to salvation.
b. In special revelation (The signs in the Gospel
of John).
1. It can be the basis for condemnation.
2. It can be a step to salvation. -

B. Specific passages of Scripture suppeort it.

1.

Scripture repeatedly designates those for whom
christ died as being "all" those of the "world". It
is true that some of these passages may use "all"
or "world" in a limited sense, but it is unlikely
contextually and upon exegetical investigation that
in every case this is true. Three passages Seen
especially difficult to explain as using "world" or
wall" in a limited sense: 1 Jn. 2:27 1 Tim. 2:1-6;}
4:10

a. 1 Jn. 2:2

and He Himself is the propitiation for our sins; and
not for ours only (the elect/redeemed), but also for
those of the whole world (lost/potentially‘saved).

b. 1 Tim. 2:1-6 (its argument)

mpirst of all then, I urge that entreaties and
prayers, petitions and thanksgivings, be made
on benalf of all men, for kings and all who are
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in authority, in order that we may lead a
tranquil and gquiet life in all godliness and
dignity. This is good and acceptable in the
sight of God our Savior, who desires all men
to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the
truth. For there is one God, and one mediator
also between God and men, the man Christ Jesus,
who gave Himself as a ransom for all, the
testimony borne at the proper time."

N.B.- Two reasons are given for praying for all
men: (1) for <tranquility of life (2)
because it is good and acceptable in the
sight of God our Savior. To substantiate
the second reason he cites two supports:
(a) God desires all men to be save (b)
Christ gave Himself a ransom for all. (To
further argue for the universality of the
gospel Paul cites the oneness of God-cf.
Rom. 3:29). The two supports can argue

best for praying for all men on the

unlimited view.
c. 1 Tim. 4:10
n_.. we have sét our hope on the living God, who is

Saviour of all men, especially of those who have
faith." =

'Scripture designates unbelievers as those whom the

Master has bought. 2 Pet. 2:1

But there were also false prophets among the people,
even as there will be false teachers among you, who
will secretly bring in destructive heresies, even
denying the Lord who bought them, and bring on
themselves swift destruction.

N.B.- The limited or particular redemptionist
understands "Lord who bought them" as a
mockery of their claim and not a statement
of their position before the Master. But
Peter is setting forth the most blatant
heresy-denial of the Lord Jesus Christ.
And this could only mean either a denial
of His person (probably deity) or work or
both. Now on the limited view we must
suppose that these who have the audacity
to deny at least His person (and possibly
work) could have the inconsistency of at
the same time affirming His work of
redemption-impossible if denial is of His
work, and unlikely if they deny His
person, for that is the basis of His work.
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C.

on the unlimited view, however, their heresy
is genuinely accentuated (and not mocked) by
pointing out that the denial is of the Great
One who gave His life for them. They are indeed
convicted of sin, because they do not believe
in Him (Jn. 16:7-11).

Scripture records many universal offers of the
gospel (Jn. 3:16; Rev. 22:17) and many offers of the
gospel to people not known to be elect. Since the
offer of the gospel is the offer of the gift of the
Son (Jn. 3:16; Jn. 4:10), and the Son cannot be
separated from his work (since apart from that work
there is no gift) then the Son's death for sin must
be the gift offered even to the non-elect.

As Chafer said, "It would seem unnecessary to point
out that men cannot reject what does not even exist,
and if Christ did not die for the non-elect, they
cannot be condemned for unbelief (Jn. 3:18)."
Chafer, Soteriology, p. 187.

- Scripture records Jesus' prayer for the forgiveness

of those who crucified him: (Lk. 23:34a) "Father
forgive .them; for they do not know what they are
doing." These who acted in ignorance included not
only the Roman and Jewish leaders but also the
people of Israel. (Acts 3:17) "And now, brethren,
I know that you acted in ignorance, just as your
rulers did alse." Only a portion of these acting in
ignorance ultimately believed. Nevertheless,
forgiveness was asked for then. Assuming that God
granted the prayer of the Son, and offered a
forgiveness to even the non-elect, the basis of that
forgiveness must likely have been only Jesus' death
on the cross. Jesus' death for all men, then, seems
implicit in his first words from the cross.

Scripture records that Jesus looked and loved the
Rich Young Ruler (Mk. 10:21). There is no assurance
he was ever saved. This certainly refutes the hyper-
calvinist view that God has no love for the non-
elect.

The arguments for limited atonement are unconvincing.

1.

The arguments from the actual rather than potential
nature of the atonement rests on the false premises
that (a) Christ's death personally appropriated
salvation for individuals and (b) it provided no
basis of condemnation for the non-elect.
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b.

Christ's death provides a potential salvation,
not an actual one, in the sense that even the
elect are unsaved until they believe (from the
human perspective; Eph. 2:1-3). Or, in other
words, the death of Christ 1is no* the only
soteriological factor, even though it Iis
primary, and, in many passages, the only one
mentioned. His death is the material cause of
salvation, faith and repentance the
instrumental causes. It could be said Christ's
provision of salvation is actual and complete
in its sufficiency, but reguires faith for its

efficiency.

_ No scripture teaches that the death of Christ

"purchased faith", nor that faith is a foreign
entity placed in the heart of man. God in his
mysterious providence and by a free gift of
grace brings about faith (Acts 16:14; Eph. 2:8-
9), it is true, just as He mysteriously works
all things after the counsel of His own will
(Eph. 1:11). But it is the man who believes
and is commanded to believe (Acts. 16:31).

"N.B.- Eph. 2:8 does teach that salvation

is from God. The issue developed in
this text is not whether faith is
from God or man, but whether
salvation is of God by grace, or by
man and his works. The conclusion is
that it is all of grace and Geod's
gift. It would seem that "saving
faith" is included in this gift, and
is therefore something God graciously
bestows mysteriously. ‘

The potential nature of the atonement then
means that Jesus has actually paid for the sins
but 'that +that payment is not personally
appropriated until a person is united to Christ
and Christ's death is accepted as his own by
faith. Thus the nonbeliever may be condemned
for his own sins until he repents and believes,
just as the elect person for whom Christ died,

' is nevertheless lost experientially, in

darkness, dead in trespasses and sins, and
under wrath, until he believes.

The argument that the decree to save the elect
logically leads to limited atonement rests on the
false premise that one can deduce hidden parts of
the decree of God from revealed parts of the decree.
But the things revealed do not help one discover the
things hidden in the decree of God. God decrees
evil, for example, but He fights against it. God
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Iv.

decrees the salvation of the elect, but could
certainly provide for more than the elect. In fact,
it seems just as likely, if not more likely, that
God would make provision for the salvation of the
non-elect, Reformed theologians acknowledge He
desires to save, than that he would provide only for
the salvation of the elect, whom He has decreed to
save. At any rate, one can certainly not deduce that
the salvation of the elect, revealed to be in the
decree of God, helps one discover that provision
only for the elect is also in the decree of God.

3. The argument that certain Scripture specifies a
limited number for whom Jesus died rests on the
false premise that these passages intend to include
all for whom Jesus died. But this is as faulty as
arguing that when Paul said, "he gave himself for
me" (Gal. 2:20), Paul meant to teach that Jesus
didn't die for others.

Cenclusion

A.

The issue is to be biblical and not necessarily logical.
Both traditional Calvinism and Arminianism are logical
systems. But, are they Biblically defensible at every
point?

The issue is pot, "Did the Father in sending Christ, and
did christ in coming inte the world to make atonement for
sin, do this with the design or for the purpose of saving
only the elect or all men?", but rather, "Did Christ
purpose to make provision for the elect whom God would
mysteriously draw to Himself, and also for the non-

- elect, whom God mysteriously pass over, but whose
" salvation He nevertheless desires?" :

The answer is yes, and it is substantiated by the
theological principles derived from God's normally
abundant provision and multiple purposes, by a model of
the atonement that incorporated the potential nature of
the benefits of the cross, and by specific passages of
Scripture designating Jesus' death as also for the non-
elect, and therefore as part of the good news offered to
them. : -

* The Atonement is to be viewed from a theocentric
perspective.
* The Atonement is to sufficient for all but efficient

for the elect (those who believe)
Common Objections

Unlimited atonement leads to universalism if logically
consistent - No, the universal aspect is conditioned by
faith.
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- Limited redemption militates against evangelism. No,
some of the greatest evangelists have been limited
redemptionists.

Summary Observations

1.

Theologically, the Calvinistic-Arminian debates are
important. The issues are basic. The feelings are
strong. Therefore it is usually a test of:
theological skill. If the debate has taught and
illustrated anything, it has been the lesson that
extremes are problematic and dangerous. In Paul's
usage doctrinal presentations are usually couched
in explanatory contexts and should be used
accordingly (e.g., Rom. 1-11). The imperatives of
Christian responsibility frequently follow in
hortatory or motivational contexts (as Romans 12-
16). The reversal of this pattern or the neglect of
either element can generate much misunderstanding.
The relevance of the issue lies in the need to
balance the doctrine of election with the motivation
to evangelism in expository preaching. :

Christian goodwill and unity. The debates have
transpired between believers, and in many cases

polarization has resulted. In the heat of debate
(often constructive) one tends to forget in
historical perspective that great struggles and
thinkers have preceded and that he may not have the
normative answers to the problems. The real problem
in a doctrine like election may be in our lack of
omniscience. At any rate, the end (or retrospect)

of the strict and most moderate Calvinists is.

essentially the same (the elect believe, Acts
13:48).

Contextual interpretation is especially important
in this debate, for the student may find that over-
generalization is a common cause of misunderstanding
and lack of credibility. One may :note discussions
of the ™all" passages in this regard, where
potential interpretations (what can it mean?) take
the place of plain interpretation (what does it
probably mean in this passage?).

There is a tendency on this issue for crucial words
and phrases to be used in a superficial way. More
important for the student than his "number of
points: on either scale is his proper understanding
of the concept(s) and their implications (e.g.,
depravity," "“grace," "faith," etc.).
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4. . While tension may exist between varying degrees of
Calvinism, it is safe to say that division exists
between Calvinists and Arminians (in most cases) on
the issues of .grace and security.

5. These categories and positions are presented as a
flexible structure by which the student can evaluate
major alternatives. It is not meant for rigid
stereotypes, for exceptions can be found in every

case.

The Extent of the Atonement: A Comparison

ARTICUTARIST

The ‘Death of Jesus was intended to secure salvation for the
elect.

A. Developed during the Reformation, either with Calvin or
with his followers. :

B. It combines the impliéations of the Doctrine of El?ction
and the Satisfaction Theory of the Substitutionary

Atonement.

C. Development not complete until 1618 at the synod of Dort
(Church council in Holland).

- ARMINIUS argued against the Doctrine of Election.

- Synod responded with 5 points (of Calvinism) T.U.L.I.P.
to refute Arminians.

- This became the Westminster _Confession, Baptist

{London) Confession.

D. Espoused by Southern‘Baptist in 19th Century.

Scriptural Arquments/Evidences
Jn. 10:11, 15 - Christ died for His sheep '

Acts 20:28 - Christ died for His Church
Rm. 8:32-35 - Mt. 1:21 Christ died for His people

Death is an accomplished fact ,
Mt. 18:11, Rm. 5:10, 2 Cor. 5:21, Gal. 1:4, 3:13, Eph. 1:7

The passages that include "all” means "all kinds," the "worldg"
means non=-Jews.

Theologiqal Reasons

A. God's purposes are always efficacious and can never be
frustrated by humans.

B. It is clear that not everyone is saved, thereforg, ;f the
Death of Christ was intended to save all, then it is not

! doing its job.
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c. If Christ died for everyone, God would be unfair to
require double payment of sins. 1i.e., His death and
theirs (unbelievers death), '

D. To say that Christ died for everyone logically (if pushed
to an extreme) leads to universalism.

E. Christ died, not just to make salvation possible, but to
actually save us; to say that Christ only  provided
salvation leads to the possibility that there will be
none saved.

F. There are no conditions to be met in order to be saved,
because repentance & Faith are Grace Gifts secured on the.
Cross. '

G. The Trinity works logically together -

- God elects some

- Son Redeems some .

- sSpirit Applies Salvation

The most logically sound position

GENERAL

The Death of Christ was intended to provide salvation for everyone.

GENERAL (UNIVERSAL) ATONEMENT Moses Amyrant,'Amyraldianism

Christ's Death was intended for all, whether or not all
believed -
- To those who believed, it is redemptively applied.
- To those who do not believe, it provides the benefits
of common grace.
- Most Importarntly, it removes any excuse for being lost.

Historically, it is the Patristic Position, the Lutheran side of
the Reformation and of the Anabaptist. :

The Majority of Churchmen & Evangelicals hold to this position.

BIBLICAL EVIDENCE - Passages say Christ died for all
Is. 53:6: 1 Jn. 2:2; 1 Tim. 2:1=-6; *1 Tim. 4:10 (summary);j
Heb. 2:4, 2:9, 2 Pet. 2:1 :
1 Tim. 1:15, Rom. 5:6-8 Christ died for sinners
The "all" & "world" passages do not have to be strained.

THEOLOGICAL REASONS

A. God is fair in condemning those who reject the offer of
Salvation, He is not exacting judgment twice because the




results & benefits of christ's death are not applied
until one believes.

B. Tt is not denied that the Scriptures affirm that Christ
died for His own, but it is nowhere said just for them.

c. The Scriptures affirm that Christ died for sinners (1
Tim. 1:15; Rom. 5:6-8) which means all lost humanity.

D. one can more consistently offer the Gospel to all.

E. It allows us to base our Assurance of salvation on the
finished Cross Work of Christ. '

CROSS WITNESS OF THE SPIRIT BELIEVING

e——-Particular's direction of verification
General's direction of verification---=2

(both are to be affirmed)

SO GREAT SALVATION

The
Father's
Plan

Spirit's

SE LE-CT!ON SUBSTITUTION SANCTIFICATION

ALL THE WORK OF THE TRINITY
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The Extent of the Atonement

Unlimited Atonement

Statement of View

The death of Christ was sufficient for all people, but efficient for a limited number.

Support

Objections

Numerous verses seetn to indicate that the death of Christ was
for the whole of mankind. The major two verses are 1
Timothy 4:10 and 1 John 2:2, These state that Christ is the
propitiation and the Savior of the world. Other verses are

Isatah 53:6; John 1:29; | Timothy 2:6; Titus 2:11: Hebrews 2:9,

The words “&ll” and "whole” do not always refer ta the totality
of its contents. An example Is the taxing of the whole world
" by Caesar; this did not inciude the Japanese. The whole
world in these verses means people of every geographical

area.

The universal proctamation of the Qospel is based on the
unlimited atonement of Christ. In order for the Gospel to be
sincerely offered to all mankind, Christ had to have died for
all mankind (Matt. 24:14; 28:19; Acts 1;:8; 17:30).

The proclamation of the Gospel is based on the finished work
of Christ. The elect are throughout the world, and they need
to hear the Gospel In order to be saved, The taking of the

Qospel is a matter of obedience, not uhlimited atonement.

The love of God Is toward the whole world and whoever
believes |s saved, Therefore, the extent of Christ's death is

to all people.

The love of God is toward a special group, as seén in his love of
Israel {Amos 3:2). Hislovelis toward the elect of every
geographical area of the world. Those that belleve are those
God has given to the Son (John 6:37-40).

The work of Christ Is sufficient to secure the salvation of the
elect but is secured by means of faith {Rom. 10:17}.

If the death of Christ was all-sufficient; faith becomes unneces-
sary and meaningless.

The natural benefits of the world are also enjoyed by the
nonelect. These benefits include sunshine, rain, good

heaith, etc.

The natural benefits are a result of God's common grace.
These things are given from Jod because of his character.
He can be kind to whom he wishes.

Limited Definite Atonement

Statement of View

Christ's coming was not to provide salvation for alt mankind, but 1o render ce:

stain the salvation of the elect.

Support

Objections

Those who advocate a limited atonement say that God
provided salvation only for his people {Matt. 1:21), his
sheep (John 10:15, 26), his friends (Johin 15:13), the
church (Acts 20:28), and the bride (Eph. 5:25).

The atonernent will not save all men, but ls available for all.
These verses refer to those whom God chose. It is these that

have made the atonement efficient.

1 Those for whom Christ died are those whom the Father gave

to htm {John 6:37-40). Christ did not die for those whom
the Father did not give him. Therefore, it was for a certain
number that he died. -

These verses do not mention a limited atonement. Thatonly a
certain number are chosen is evident because not all will be

saved.

Christ died for the elect in every area of the world. This is
what the Scripture means when it says that Christ died for
the whole world (1 Tim. 4:10; 1 John 2:2).

That the death of Christ was for all mankind makes more sense
than that he died for people of every geographicai area.

What connection does the death of Christ have with the
nonelect? If he died for all, why are some people not

saved?

The death of Christ makes potential the salvation of all, but it
will be actual only to a certain number, This is the only
connection: thase who teject this must pear the consequences,

The Intercessory work of Christ was for his own. Since he
prayed only for a certain group, he intended to provide
salvation for a limited number.

Only a certain number wilt actually be savec{. Christ knew who
these would be and these are the people he prayed for.

The work of Christ is said to be for specific groups: Paul, Israel, the
church. This shows that his work is not unlimited in scope.

His salvation is made actual to certain groups, but he died for
all. The groups who realize salvation are only a subset of

those for whom he died.
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othing seems more incongruous than
scholarship as a spectator sporr.and
scholars as celebrities. Academic
types ply their trade in the solitude of
book-lined studies and read long papers
before learned societies. If scholarship

- goes-public;-ir’s strictly low-profile:

reviews of published works, an occasional
quotation by the news media, or, for the
selecr few, a Nobel, Templeton, or other
coveted prize. Otherwise, the business of
publicity is il-snited to this world, a gar-
ish-intrusion into an art that demands

“concentration and cognitive judgments.

Or so it has seemed ungl the public-
relations blitz of the Jesus Seminar, a
highly publicized scholarly  think tank
that' has:met-twice vearly since 1985-to

‘vote.on the historical accuracy of the

sayings attributed to Jesus in the Gos-
pelsi " The Jesus Seminar has made Jesus
intoa'media event. Seminar members
cast:ballots on each saying attributed to

Jésus in-the Gospels, including the

Gospel of Thomas, which was discov-
erediin 1945 and is considered by most
scholars to represent an erratic gnostic
Christanity. A red ballot indicates that
a given statement {or something like it)
was spoken by Jesus; a pink ballot, that
a statement resembles something Jesus
might hdve said; a gray ballot, thar,
although the ideas may be close to

those of Jesus, the statement did not

originate with him. A black ballot is.a

definite negative —the statement-was -

derived from later tradition. All sayings,
it is assurned, are black unless they can
be “proven” to be a different hue. ..
The result of the voting: is a sensa-
tion for the'media, but disinal for Bible-
believing -Chrisoans: 82 percent of'the
words attributed to Jesus were not spo-
ken by him. Only one statement in the
Gospel of Mark (generally regarded by
most New Testament scholars to be the
carliest and most reliable Gospel)-is
judged to have come from Jesus: “Give
to Caesar what is Caesar’s, and to God
what is God’s” (Mark 12:17)0: 5
‘As for-the Gospel of John, “the Fellows
of the Seminar were unable to find a single
saying they could with certainty trace back
to the historical Jesus.” ‘The seminar;:in
fact, regards “the Fourth Gospel as alien to
the . real”Jesus, the carpenter from
Nazareth” (Robert W, Funk et al., Thé Frve
Gospels. The Search for the Authentic Words of

Jesus: A New Translation and Commentary,

Macmillan Publishing Company, 1993,
pp- 10, 33). Such “breakthroughs” have
been widely promoted by the members of
the Jesus Seminar in press conferences.and
releases, appearances on talk shows, inter-
views, and appeals to tabloid media,

Ia reality, what is riew in the Jesus
Seminar-is not its low opinion of the

“historical reliability of the Gospels. The

seminar employs the same methods and.
reachecs. conclusions similar to those

reached by liberal scholarship for"
decades:-What: is new—in addition to
the  marketing mania—is a theological
bias-against ‘church, faith, and creed.

The “church™is portrayed as a medieval

backdrop of inquisition and censorship:. -

By contrast, The Five Gospels, the semi-
nar’s translation of the Gospels, is “not
bound by the dictates of church coun-
cils” or “the church’s stranglehold over
learning.” With Promethean chutzpah,
the seminar hails itself as liberator from
the “tyranny,” “oppression,” and
“plindness”.of Jesus’ Babyloniari captiv-
ity by orthodox Christianity. -~ = -
“The Christ'of creed and dogma,”
accordingtoi"Fhe Frve Gospels, “can po
longer command. the assent of those who
have seenr the -heavens through Galileo’s
telescope.” Thesreal - Jesus can no longer
be hidden behind “the cloistered precincts
of faith.”:“Qld’ deitics and demons”. have
been swept from the skies. In the Jesus
Serninar, “biblical scholars [have risen] to
the challenge and launch[ed] the mamul-
tuous search for the Jesus behind the
Christian fagade of the Christ.” The
Apostles” Creed, asserts' The Five Gospels,
“smothers the historical Jesus,” over-
whelming him with the heavenly figure of
fater Christian conviction. The goal of the
semninar-is to purge Jesus of the bamacles
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of ritual, creed, and dogma and sanitize
him for the academy. The seminar claims
to have dispelled the age of darkness by
the light of reason: the wine of myth has
become the water of realicy.

Such scholarty triumphalism is both
melodramatic and misleading. The
state of gospel research is far different

“from the liberation from oppression
-and conspiracy theories presented in

The Five Gospels and propagated. in

media appearances of scminar mem-
bers. The situation continues to be—as’
" it has been for many decades—an on-

going debatc between a naturalistic lib-
cral persuasion that minimizes or climi-

nates the supcrnatural in the life and.
“work of Jesus, and a more conservative

and evangelical persuasion that is opei
to the category of transcendence in the
life of Jesus—and finds substantial evi-
dence of that fact in the Gospels.

A JE5US FOR EVERY WHIM !
The Jesus Seminar is the most celebrat-

ed offshoot of a spate of Jesus studics -
that have emerged in the past decade.’
That list includes Elizabeth Schiissler”

Fiorenza’s _Jesus: Miriam’s Child and
Sophia’s Prophet, a feminist, liberationist
portrayal of a Jesus whose arch enemy

is “kyriarchy™ and “majeseream” theolo-
gy. Another is Burton Mack’s A Myth
of Innocence: Mark and Christian Origins,
which casts Jesus as a Hellenistic sage.

Mack regards the story of Jesus as told -

by the Gospel of Mark as a “sorry plot
. . a remarkably pitiful moment of

" early Christian condemnation of the

world.” Others include Barbara Thicr-
ing’s Jesus and the Riddle of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Unlocking the Secrets of His Life,
whose Jesus is the wicked pricst of
Qumran who cloped Wwith Mary Mag-
dalenc, and who survived crucifixion

“by drinking snake poison; Marcus

> of £ ot . 2
Borg’s Meeting Jesus Again for the First
Time, whose Jesus is a shaman-like

charismatic; John Dominic Cros-

san's_fesus: A Revolutionary Biagraphy,
whose Jesus is a peasant Jewish cynic;
and Morton Smith's Jesus the Magician,
whose title says it all.

"L The number and tendencies of such

studies leaves no doubt that a “new
quest for the historical jesus™ is in full
swing,. There are, to be sure, others such

“as John Meier, Eduard Schweizer,

Raymond Brown, and N. T. Wright
who are-producing carcful and judicious

“studies that are exceptions to the above.
‘Nevertheless, this new quest for Jesus
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has taken up the mantle of the original

-guest of the nincteenth cenrury, chroni-

cled in Albere Schweitzer's Quest of the
I'lfs.'m'r'cal‘ Jesus (1906), whose goal was
to uncover the “real” Jesus beneach the
layers of dogma and ritual that had accu-
aulased over the centuries. That quest,
as Schweitzer demonstrated, inevitably
left us with a Jesus who looked suspi-
ciously like a reflection of the guesters
rhemselves. The Jesus Seminar and
Company provide media-grabbing ex-
amples of the degree to which congem-
porary liberal scholarship will go to
make jesus a Karaoke crooner of current
trends and ideologics. -

Like previous quests for the histori-
cal Jesus before it—and this is at least
the third onc if you're counting,
including the so-catied new quest i
the 1960s by the students of Buir-
mann—this quest is dominated by the
presuppositions and” methods of natu-
ralism. Admissible evidence is “from
below™ only, that is, what can be
known about Jesus from history, liter-
ary sources, anthropology, and reason.
Svidence “from above”—the faith
¢laims of the Apostles” Creed, for
instance— falls outside admissible cvi-
dencee, unless such evidence can be ver-
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ificd apart from the authority of
church, creed, and confession,

In other respects, however, today’s
quest parts company from the one
Schweitzer so cloquently chronicled.
The original quest was a nincteenth-
century endeavor; today’s is late twen-
tieth century. The first quest was
European and largely German; this
quest is dominated by North Amer-
icans, The first was the product of lib-
eral Protestantism; today’s quest in-
volves nor only Protestants and Catho-
lics, but also Jews, New Agers, and
people of no religious commitment,
mcluding Marxists and atheises, Most
important, the first quest was sparked
by the scientific method whose hall-
mark was rationalismy; this quest is the

- child of the social sciences and, particu-

larly, the ideologics of liberation and
cross-culeural anthropology.

A PEASANT PROTESTER
In broad strokes, who is the Jesus of
this contemporary quest? This quest is
primarily, if not exclusively, concerned
with thc social workl of Jesus, and the
social forees at work in it, The resuleant
picture is Jesus as a peasant Jew whao,
like Buddha or onc of the Cynic phi-
losophers, espoused a subversive view
of traditional wisdom, and who both
preached and practiced radical cpalitari-
anism. He also gathered a group of fol-
lowers and formed them into a move-
ment (which was free from messianic or
eschatological expecrations). ‘This Jesus
had 1o messianic or divine sefl-concept,
although most of these radical scholars

grant that he performed at feast some

healings by inducing trancelike states
bhecause of the powers inherent in him
as “a spirit-person.”

Tius profile obviously omits a large
body of the New Testament testimony
to Jesus. Supernatural miracles are out,
although jesus is often granted certain
psychic powers. Conspicuously absent
15 any sense of Jesus® self-consciousness
as Messiah or Son of God, as Onc
standing in a unique relationship to the
Eather endowed with authority to speak
and act for God. Equally absent is any

saving significance of his death. To be

sure, Jesus was crucified as a suspected
political subversive, but his death has
no atoning significance. Nor is there a
resterection. The accounts of his resur-
rection and exaltation to the right hand
of God are said to be all the eesult of
wishiul thinking by the carly church.
Crossan insists that Jesus' body was
caten by dogs—a conclusion for which
there is not a letter of evidenee in the
New Testament or ancient Christian

literature! Onee again, iLl(':)lt)git':l] pre-
suppositions hardened into dogmatism
succeed in overriding historical cvi-
dence, Tullilling Shakespearce’s dictum
that “thinking doth make it s0.”

A STRIPPED-DOWN JESUS
The social conditions of ficst-century
Palestine are clearly an imporrant

source of knowledge for the life of

Jesus. Several vesults of this sociologi-
cal approach to Jesus cither augment or
reinforce our picture of the historical
Jesus. The most important is that it
anchors Jesus solidly to his Jewish con-
text, Jesus was a first-cenrury fow —not
a post-Enkightenment Aryan Cientile—
and that cannot be forgotten or denied,
I1e also was indebred to the Jewish
Wisdom tradition and, as his parables
reveal, was a chief exponent of it in
Isracl. Sociological investigation ntoe
the significance of synagogue life in
Galilee, the role of women, Jewish
family seruceures, rituals of purity and
impurity, the taxation system, and the
temple cult in Jerusalem provide new
insights into the world i which Jesus
lived. The sociological approach can
vicld important results in understand-
ing why Birst-century Palestine reacted
tor Jesus and his message the way it did.

All these are positive gains of the
new Jesus studies, Still, a social conrest
is only a stage scrting; it is not the plot
of the play or the actors it To assume
that a social context—-even a correctly
pereeived onc—captures the meanming,
ol a person is like supposing, that a
résumd divalges the essence ol an appli-
cant. The chict problem of lives of Jesus
exclusively “from below™ is their inade-
quacy. C.'S. Fewis observed that “a nat-
uralist Christianity leaves out all that is
specifically Christian,”™ and this is a
telling critique of this new quest. Each
of the clements in its profile of Jesus—
peasant jew, movement founder, over-
comier ol social barriers, healer, cestatic,
and sage—is arguably a fair description
of some aspeet of Jesus. What is false 15
the attempt to package the list as the
sum of the historical Jesus.

The chief flaw in this new quest is
its lack of opeaness to, or even mterest
in, the possibility that Jesus was God
incartate, as the New Testament clear-
by indicares. The socal world of Jesus,
impaortant as it s for raw data, cannot
account for who he was. That Jesus
was a4 peasant or teacher of movement
{ounder is sccondary to the core claims
of the New ‘Testament that he was the
unigque incarnation of God by whose
fife and death salvation is freely offered
to the world, Every page of the New

Tesrament clamors {or this deeper

understanding. Bvery reconstruction263

of Jesus that denijes this is a shadow, at,
best, of something more essential. The
question the New. Testament puts
inescapably to readers is “Who do you
gsay Lam?” (Mark 8:29), not “What do
vou make of my social context?”

Finally, a purely social reconstruc-
tion of Jesus cannot account for the
cffect that Jesus has had on history. To
assume that the carnest though bewil-
dered Jesus of the Jesus Seminar and
Company could have affected che
course of hunran history as Jesus Christ
really has is like stumbling upon a
crater and supposing it the result of a
cherry bomb.

CREATED IN WHOSE IMAGE?

The crucial error of these various criti-

cal quests of the historical Jesus is the
assumption that the Jesus presented in
the Gospels s essentially the fiction of
the carly church and is discontinuous
with the historical Jesus, This is the
(law ol discontinuity.

Modern scholarship has correctly
shown that the Gospels are not strict
Liographics, but prcs_c.nmtions of Jesus
told from the standpoint of faith and
for the purpose of furthering faith. The
Gospels arc part of the kerygma, the
proclamation of the carfy church,
whicl means that Jesus can be known
only through the testimony of his fol-
lowers. Tiberal scholarship crrs, how-
ever, in assuming rhat this testimony
resules i a distortion of the historical
Jesus. Contrary to the assumption of
discontinuity, the New Testament not
infrequently testifies to the respect with
which the Jesus tradition was held
(1 Cor. 7:6, 12, 25). There is reason
for confidence that the carly church
acted as custodian of the Jesus tradition
rather than as corcupter of it.

"This quest of the historical Jesus has
a head of steam that has been building
for more than two centuries. T the his-
tory of the debate, four general posi-
tions have emerged. To illustrate them,
imagine four pictures on a wall: the
first is a photograph of Jesus, the see-
ond an accomplished portrait of Jesus,
the third an abstract painting, and the
fourth a mirror.

"Ihe first represents the literalist who
belicves the Gospels deliver an exact,

photographic likeness of Jesus. The

“portrait” represents, a moderare critical

. scholarship that recognizes that the

Gospels present various facets of Jesus,
interpretations of Jesus from the per-
spective of faith that nevertheless statud
in trustworthy continuity with the Jesus
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of history. The “abstract painting” rep-
resents a radical eritical approach that
aflirms that very little can be known
about Jesus beyond the fact that he
cxisted. The “mirror” in the fourth
framic represents a subjectivist approach
that regards the study of Jesus as cssen-
tially autobiographic: statements about
Jesus are rcally statements abour the

-people who make them.

The Jesus Seminar {and other studies
mentioned) belongs to one of the lase
two frames. Either their critical theories
permit only the barest evidence and
result in very sclective outlines of Jesus,

“or they fail altogether to find a historical
- figure and compensate by projecting a

Jesus of their own values and ideologics.
The photographic likeness is not an
appropriate analogy, cither. God has
chosen to give us four Gospels, not
one, cach of which presents a unique
profile of Jesus. A carcful reading
reveals them to be portraits of Jesus,
cach defined by a special missionary
purpose. Through the agencey of the
Holy Spirit, the material included in
cach has been chosen and shaped to
serve the dominant theme. Matthew,
for instance, writing from a Jewish
Christian perspective, was compelled to
demonstrate that Jesus was the fulfill-
ment of the messianic prophecies of
Isracl. Luke, on the other hand, was
writing more explicitly for the Gentile
mission, and was compelled to demon-

“strate the universal lordship of Christ.

It is, of course, obvious to any SCRst-
ble pesson that the same Jesus is the sub-
ject of all four of the Gospels, but the
unigueness of each of the four portraits
makes it very difficult to produce from
them a single harmaonized Life of Jesus.
The photographic likeness is not dis-
missed out of irreverance or devaluation
of the gospel record, but simply because
it is inappropriate o what God has
given us in the Gospels. The Gospels are
not distortions of the historical Jesus,
but faithful depictions of him.

The maodern critical distinction
between the Jesus of history and the
Christ of faith is an essentially artificial
and uuntenable distinction, Lo its
endeavor to discern the historical Jesus,
¢ritical scholarship has exaggerated to
an unwarranted degree the differences

“berween the Jesus of history and the

Jesus who is presented in the Gospels.
The following four arguments provide
convincing evidence for the' historical
reliability of the Gospels.

THE TITLES OF JESUS
The New Testanient ascribes various
titles to Jesus: Son of Man, Son of God,
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Foly One, “T Am,” Lord, Muessiah
(Chirist), rophet, and so on. Jesus used
some of these titdes of himself, whereas
others were used only fater by the
church. The primary question, howev-
er, is whether any of these rides, cspe-
cially the anes likening Jesus to God,
represent Jesus” se-understanding.

Maodern liberal scholarship operates
on the assumption that messianic and
divine status, especially as rcprcscnrcd n
titkes, doces not po back to the hiastorical
Jesus. The deity of Jesus is regarded as a
later, secondary development thar arose
cither as a resulr of the carly church’s
encounter with Greek “divine men™ and
“gons of God™ i the Gentle mission, or
as a projection back onto the gospel
accounts out of the eady church’s desire
to endow che historical Jesus with an
hosior commensurate with his postresur-
rection lordship,

This hypothesis has been around a
long time, and its longevity has impart-
ed ro it an air of factiaty. As a hypothe-
sis, however, it is not inherently con-
vincing, and there is some very hard
evidence against it

The first evangelists to thie Crenriles
were, of course, Jowish Christians, The
clevation of Jesus to divine status, and
the projection onte him of sayings and
rivles in accord with that status, was
surely no minor compromise to the
monotheism of these Jews, “Hear, O
lsrach The Lord our God is one Lord”
(Deut. 6:4) was the ace in the hand of
Jews against Gentile polytheism. The
hypothesis thar Jewish Christians
would be willing to surrender their
rrump card of monatheism in exchange
for acceprance of rhe gospel by
“Gentile sinners™ (Gal. 2:15) and idol-
aters (Rom. 1:23), as Paul called them,
is a very questionable hypothesis.,

Think of it this way: Is the divine -

authority ascribed to Jesus in the New
Testament more likely to be the result
of the early church’s desire to court the
Gentile world (which ir by and large
disdained), or to be the result of its
actual experience of Jesus —despite the
problems rhat raised for its monothe-
ssm? ‘The most satistving answer is the
latrer. It is casier to start with the mes-
stanic self-consciousness of Jesus and
explain the gospel accounts than it is to
start with the assumption that jesus
was simply a Jewish reacher or charis-
matic healer, for example, and imagine
how his followers came to regard him
as divine—and fabricated the Gospels
accordingly. Jesus® sell-consciousness
was transmitted by Jesus to his follow-
ers: it was not a product of the carly
church projected back onro the gospel

accounts of Jesus.

[ndeed, the New Testament is reluc-
tant to call Jesus “God,” which is
understandable given the influence off
Jewish monotheism on its authors. But
the New Testament ascribes divinelike
titles to Jesus, such as Lord, “1 Am,”
Son of God, and it comes perilously
close to calling Jesus “God™ (John
20:28: Rom. 9:5; Titus 2:13).

There is a tension in the New
Testament, perhaps a conllict cven,
begween Jewish monotheism and the per-
son of Jesus, whao consistendy spoke and
acted a8 God would. It is hard to imagine
the carly church knowingly creating such
a tension by elevating Jesus to divine sta-
tus—unlkess that status was inherent in
who Jesus was. If Jesus was simply a firse-
century Jew about whom lietle is known
and whio was uncertain (if not confused)
about his identity, why was he recast as
the unique revealer of God (Matt.
11:25-30) whosc death was the once-
for-all remedy for sin (Rom. 3:21-26)2
The tension is really only explainable as
the result of the carly church’s confound-
nyg exprericnce of Jesus, who appeared to
e God in buman form,

THE EARLY CHURCH:
CREATOR OR CUSTODIAN?
A sceond assumption of liberal scholar-
ship is that the carly chuvch had litthe or
no interest i transniitting information
about Jesus per s, but that it remem-
bered and even invented Jesus material
to reflect its needs and experiences.

" Suffice it to say that there are a number

of “quality controls™ in the New
Testament that argue strongly against
such fancilul inventiveness. The gospel
writers did not wildly invent matcrial
about Jesus, bur they were quite carcful
with the Jesus tradition. This is shown
by the following:

» Many cyewitnesses of Jesus were
still alive when the Gospels were writ-
ten. These witnesses functioned as

gatckeepers and custodians of “the taith

that was once for all entrusted to the
saints™ (Jude 3). The wild inventive-
ness supposed by the radical critics 1s
not found in the New Testament, but
rather in certain second-century docu-
ments (c.gr., the Infancy Narratives of
Jesus, the Protocvangelinm of James)
that were produced fater where Jesus
rraditions circulated in communitics
separated from the apostolic church.

o The rabbinic method of teaching
by rote favored accurare and careful
transmission of Jesus traditions as
opposed to novel intcrprcmtinn.

o 'Fhe presence of embarrassing and
cven prohlcmatic material in the
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Gospels (Mark 9:1; 14:71) speaks
against the inventiveness of the carly
church, even when the church might
have profited by it.

o The abscnce of parables in Acts
and the Epistles (and other carly
Christian literature) is the strongest
possible argument that the parables in
the synoptic Gospels were not project-
ed onto Jesus from the carly church,
hut rather derived from Jesus,

o A comparison of the Bpistles with
the Gospels reveals that neither Paul's
words nor those of other New
Testament writers have been projected
back onto the mouth of Jesus. No pas-
sage from Paul (or any of the other
New Testament lerters) can be found
in the Gospels or on the lips of Jesus.
No Pauline concept, such as the “body

_of Christ,” “rightcousness by faith,”

«under the law,” or “fAesh” is attributed
to Jesus. This is a strong argument
against the asserrion that the Gospels
are the carly churches’ stories projected
onto Jesus: If the carly church were
avidly and indiscriminately putting
words into the mouth of Jesus, we

should expecet to find at least some of.

the material from the Epistles in the
Gospels or on the lips of Jesus. Since
we do not, we ought to conclude that
the gospel material is not cxtrapolated
from the carly church then and projecr-
ed onto Jesus.

e Paul is carcful ro differentiare
between instructions from the Lord and
his own opinions (1 Cor, 7210, 12, 25).
Surely Paul was not an exception in this
matter, but typical of the church as 2
whole. Paul could scarcely have won
acceptance from the Twelve and the
Jerusalem leaders had he been known
to play loosc with the Jesus tradition.

o In the New Testament itscll we
find that the transmitting of written
sources is characterized by care and
integrity. This is shown, for csample, by
the generally faithful handling of Markan
matcrial by Matthew and Luke. Is it not
reasonable to assume the same care was
taken in the transmitting of oral twadi-
don? One characteristic of children,
primitive peoples, and religious groups 1%
that they do not like to see their teadi-
tions changed. The cardy church was cer-
tainly no exception to this rule. ‘

e Finally, the supposed inventive-
ness of the carly church meets a final

- stumbling block in the Gentile ques-

tion. According to Acts and the
Epistles, the preaching of the gospel to
Gentiles and their admission into_the
church was the burning question of the
carly church. This issue, however, s
virtaally absent from the Gospels. Had

rlll(?. lll(lSl’ l‘(-iilSOIl('ll)](:‘, il‘l-l!%“/(')l1 'lf() _l'l'lf! (|l.l(‘18“()n
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the church actively engaged in framing
“Jesus material” according o ity needs
and interests, surely it would have
developed sayings on the Gentile ques-
tion. The Fact that such sayings are vir-
tually absent in the Gospels arguces in
favor of the historical reliability of the
material that is there.

JESUS’ SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
Liberal scholarship has generally
regarded Jesus” elevated sefl-coneept—
his forgiving of sins, or presuming, to
speak and act with God's authority, for
esample—as unthinkable in firse-centu-

-ty Jewish monotheism. Anyrhing

smacking of Jivine awareness could not
have come from Jesus, it is asserred, but
only from subsequent rradition ascribed
to him by Hellenistic Christianity.
Recent comparative studies have
largely dismantled this stereotype,
however, and produced a fuller picture

of Jewish rabbis and sages. The Dead
Sea Scrofls reveal that the founder of
the Qumran sect, the Teacher of Right-
cousness, stood in a class by himsclf:
“Through me Thou hast itllumined the
faces of the (‘.(mgrcgarion_and hast
shown ‘Thine infinite power. For Thou
hast given me knowledge through Thy
marvelous mysteries™ (1QH 75 G. Ver-
mes translation).

Iikewise, Rabbi Hillel, who died
less than a decade before Josos was ori-
cified, said of himself: “H T am here,
everything is here; if T .am not here,
what is here?” (b, Sukk. 53a). More-
over, Hillel often applied to himself
biblical quotations that referred to
God—much to the consternation of
later rabbinic tradition,

These examples warn against cate-
gorically discounting sayings of preem-
Thenee attributed to Jesus. Jesus’ sclf-
consvinusncess, however, far surpassed
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even that of the Teacher of Righe-
cousness of Rabbi Hillel. A precminent
Jewish authority, David Flusser, notes
“a great difference between Flillel and
Jesus. Hillel’s self-understanding was
not limited to his own person, but was
an archetype for cach individual per-
son. Jesus® understanding of his sur-
passing status . . . was linked to the
knowledge that his person was not
interchangeable with anyone clsc. He
understood himself to be ‘the Son,” and
as such to have a central status and
commission in the cconomy of God”
(Entdeckungen im Newen Testament. Band
I: Jesusworte und Ihre Uberlicferung
[Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1987] 215 [my transhation]).
Jesus® consciousness of standing in 2
unique and sovereign relationship with
God is the key that makes the gospel
accounts intclligible. Without this under-
standing, the Gospels are perplexing and
problematic. It should not SULPFISC us

that Jesus never flatly stated that he was
divine, for that would have signed his

death warrant in a rigorously monotheis-

‘tié environment. Therce are, however,

many implicit clues to Jesus' conscious-
ness of divine sonship and messianic
authority in the Gospels. Consider three
simple but important ones.

One is in the way he called his disci-
ples. Jewish rabbis actually did not call
disciples. Rabbis were rathier chosen by
disciples, much like'a student taday
chooses a professor under whom to
study. A rabbi, morcover, was impor-
tant not in himsclf, but only as a vehi-
cie of the commandments of God in
Torah. Jesus, however, personally
called his disciples, not to Torah, but to
himself. Jewish rabbis assumed that
gifted disciples might equal or surpass

"~ their understanding of Torah and cven-

tually succeed them. Jesus’ disciples,
however, can never equal him, much
Jess succeed him: “It is enough for the
student to be like his teacher, and the
servant like his master” {Matt. 10:25).
Nor is the number of disciples Jesus
called inconsequential. The calling of
12 is a clue that in them Jesus presumes
to reconstitute Isracl! The undisguised
prominence of Jesus i the call-of the
disciples leads to a single. conclusion:
their response to Jesus ts their response
to the kingdom of God itself.

A second clue to Jesus® divine self-
consciousness is his use of amen. The
Old Testament prophet prefaced his
pronouncements with “Thus says the
Lord™ as a guarantee of Yahweh's
authority. Jesus, however, assumes that
authority himself, solemnly pronounc-

ing, “Truly famenf 1 say to you.”. Amen

was customarily used in Judaism as a
concluding prayer response. Jesus,
however, uses it as an introductory Jor-
mula, and this is without parallel in the
rest of the New Testament or in the
whole of Jewish literature. Jesus®
prominent and unusual use of amen
clearly intends to attribute to his words
divine authority and is a provocative
clue that his pronouncements arc the
very pronouncements of God.

A third due into Jesus” divine sonship
comes from his calling God abba.
Evidence from Jewish Palestine is
extremely rave that abba, an infimate and
cndearing address for “father,” was used
of God. Jesus, however, habitually
addressed God as abba (Mark 14:36),
and his confidence of standing in a
unique and filial relationship with God
dominates his ministry from baptism to

© crucitixion. Jesus® understanding of his

singular placement and empowerment by
God is the unique source of his authority
to speak and act on behalf of God. The
inescapable conclusion of these and many
other implicit clues of Jesus’ self-under-
standing in the Gospels is simply this: In
lais scif-prcscntntion, words, and acts,
Jests presumes to e God's “stand-in™!

JESus' EXECUTION

"The most uncontested fact of Jesus” life
is that he was crucified. The impression
lefe by the Gospels is that the Jerusalem
relipious leaders instigated a procedure
against Jesus that the Roman authori-
tics affirmed, and that was {inatly exe-
cuted by the Roman governor, Pontius
Pilate. It is worth considering, howev-
er, exactly why Jesus was crucified.

Jews, after all, did not normally go
around killing pcnplc, even over theologs
ical disagreements. The Mishnah, an
800-page Jewish sequel to Torah that
spans the time from roughly the birth of
Jesus until A1y, 200, preserves thousands
of differences of opinions among, rabbis
without one of them leading to a plot of
death and exccution. The fate of Jesus, in
other words, was caregorically diflerent
from that of other Jewish rabbis. A
“designer™ Jesus who champions our
causes and espouses our ideologics would
have scarcely gotten himself crucified.

There was, however, one ground for
which Jews did imposc the death sen-
tence, and that would account for
Jesus® exceution: the charge of blasphe-

my. This, of coursce, is the very charge.

that the carliest Gospel preserves, after
Jesus altivmed that he was the Son of
God who would come on the clouds ol
heaven (Mark 14:61-64).

All the gospel accounts agree that
Jesus threatened the [erusalem authori-
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ties the most with his arrack on the
remple insticurion. Whao might have
caused Jesus to presume to challenge
the most sacred site of Judaism? Mark
11 clearly indicates that Jesus under-
stood his person to supersede the tem-
ple itsclf, and that makes sense only if
Jesus understood himself to be divinely
appointed and empowered. The
Jerusalem authorities, of course, took
both the deed and the word justifying
it as a blasphemous presumption on
Jesus® part, justly punishable by dearh,
But the charge of blasphemy remains
an unmistakable testimony—cven if
from his opponents—revealing Jesus®
true mission and purpose.

A DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD
Seatistics can prove anything—and so
can critical theories about the Bible,
depending on the disposition aof schol-
ars who usce them. The higher critical
method is a double-edged sword that
can cither discredit or validate the
gospel record. Some of the very theo-
ries and methods employed by the
Jesus Scminar to undermine the New
Testament portrait of Jesus actually

underscore the veracity of the account-

when reasonably applied.

We may affirm with confidence that
the Gospels preserve a diverse and sig-
nificant body of evidence of the actual
rruth about Jesus, Nowhere is the con-
tinuity between the memory of the
carly church and the self-understanding
of Jesus more discernible than in the
many witnesses to Jesus’ bearing, his
consciousness . of standing 1n an
absolutely unique relationship to God
as his Eather, and his authority to speak
and act on behalf of God. Martin
Fengel, the eminent Christian histori-
an, is correct in saying that “Jesus’ claim
to authority goes far beyond anything
ifrom] the Old Testamient and from the
New Testament period. [Jesus] con-
founds every attempt to fit him into the
categories suggested by the phenome-
nology or sociology of religion.”

The most reasonable answer to the
question why the Gospels present Jesus
as they do is because that is essentially
who Jesus was. The Gospels faithfully
preserve the memory that he left on bis
followers, that he was divinely legiti-
mated and empowered to be God’s
Son and Servant,

James R. Edwards is professor of religion
and chair of the Department of Refigion and
Philoseply at_famestown Coflege, famestown,
North Dakota. His doctoral work was an ihe
Gaspels, and he bas pieblished articles on the
Gospels in leading joirnals.




WHO WAS JESUS?

(A Synopsis of Views from Life Magazine, Fall 1994)

1 don’t think we know who Jesus was. The Gospels, which were written for political
purposes—to convert people—are after the fact. Fifty years at least. Mary? Well,
obviously he had a mother, so it had to be somebody—her name doesn’t matter. Then
one Gospel writer says hbe was born in Nazareth, the other says Bethiehem. Joseph might
have been a shoemaker, not a carpenter. Some traditions said Jesus had brothers, others
said Joseph had no other children. What difference does it make? The Gospel writers
were novelists . . . I realize much of what we know about Jesus is novelistic. But I act as
if'it isn’t. . L
Peter A. Bien, Professor of English at Darmouth College, translator of Nikos
Kazantzakis’s The Last Temptation of Christ

Jesus, to succeed, Aad to choose martyrdom. He had been a failure in all sorts of human
enterprises. One was to convert everybody to love, to turning the other cheek. He was an
abysmal failure at that He was also a failure in his more militant role—scourging the
moneylenders, and so forth. He changed nothing. So, bastcally, the only power he had at
the end was the power of abdication. It’s very, very important that Jesus chooses to die.
That he wanis to die. He links with this universal process—pure spirit, God—rather than
try to resist it or pretend it does not exist. By abdicating, he paradoxically achieves a most
spectacular success of integration. By willing his own crucifixion, with Judas’s help, he
brings into the service of good the most horrendous of the devil’s instruments, death itself.
All who came after him would see what had happened, and would know what the lesson
is.

Peter A. Bien

There was no such person in the history of the world as Jesus Christ. There was no
historical, living breathing, sentient human being by that name. Ever. [The Biblel is a
fictional, nonhistorical narrative. The myth is good for business.

Jon Murray, President of American Atheists

The Bible is the fundamental way to view him: There was a virgin birth. Jesus was born
all-powerful. He was brought here to save him. He was God made flesh, God walking

the earth. He was'man and God.
Richard Miller, spokesperson for the Brethren in Christ World Missions

Ralph Waldo Emerson, a Unitarian, was a spiritualist, as Jesus was. Emerson believed
that Jesus was one deeply in touch with what Emerson called the “over soul.” He thought
Jesus divine precisely to the extent that we are divine. The difference being: Jesus
recognized it, and most of the rest of us don’t.
F. Forrester Church, Unitarian minister, author of God and Other Famous
Liberals
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There was a great teacher, and gathered around him was a small group of faithful
followers. They listened to his message and were transformed by it. But the message
alienated the power structure of his time, which finally put him to death but did not
succeed in eradicating his message, which is stronger now than ever. That description
would apply equally to Jesus and Socrates. But nobody’s ever built a cathedral in honor
of Socrates. Socrates called upon people to think straight, but with Jesus there’s more
than just “teaching,” there’s a transcendent dimension, beyond the here and now, as a
source of hope and meaning.

Jaroslav Pelikan, Professor of History at Yale University, author of Jesus Through

the Centuries '

Jesus was a subversive sage. His witticisms tended to undermine the everyday view of

" things. Jesus taught them: If someone sues you for your coat, give them your shirt as

well. Ina two-garment society, that would have been funny. :
Robert Funk, founder of the Jesus Seminar, which examines the authenticity of the
Gospels

I am inclined to the view that Jesus caught a glimpse of what the world is really like when

you look at it with God’s eyes. He endeavored to pass that glimpse along in short stories

we call parables and in subversive proverbs we call aphorisms. But He did nto spell out

what He meant. My glimpse is informed by, but bypasses, the Jesus of the Gospels—the

Christ superimposed by the evangelists on their own glimpse of the real Jesus. Iam

convinced that the New Testament conceals the real Jesus as frequently as it reveals Him.
Robert Funk, (in Honest to Jesus, HarperSanFrancisco, 1996)

Muslims see him as the greatest prophet before the prophet of Islam. He is the prophet of

inward spiritual life.
Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Professor of Islamic Studies at George Washington

University

Islam does not accept that he was crucified, died, then was resurrected. Islam believes he
was taken to heaven without dying, without suffering the pain of death.
Seyyed Hossein Nasr .

I asked my class, “Who was Jesus?” Most said he was a religious figure. Some said
philosopher, comparing him to Socrates. Then there was Jesus as political leader, with
one student comparing him to Mao and Stalin.

Tyler Roberts, lecturer and head tutor of religion at Harvard University




He was a feminist. He cured ill women, allowed them to become people who related his
truths, forgave a repentant prostitute, allowed her to touch him. Women gave their money
to support him. Mary Magdalen was the first witness to the Resurrection—what’s more
important than that, in Christianity? She was apostle to the apostles, told by Christ to go
io tell them he had risen. There should be a role for women to preach and teach today—a
role too often denied.

Susan Haskins, author of Mary Magdalen: Myth and Metaphor

It’s in the scrolls if you really study the codes: It was not a resurrection. He was put on
the cross. Those within his own party, trying to help him commit suicide, gave him

poison—the sponge dipped in vinegar. He was unconscious but not dead. His side was
pierced, blood came out. A dead body does not bleed, so his followers knew he was not

" dead. They put him in the cave. He lived until his seventies, and it was he—Jesus acting
behind Paul—who led their party out of Judaism and to Rome. He married Mary

Magdalen and had four children.
Barbara Thiering, Dead Sea Scrolls interpreter, author of Jesus, the Apocalypse

Christ is the way. These are his own words; so it certainly must be the truth. And the
way is narrow. These are his own words; so it certainly must be the truth. Indeed, even if
he had not said it, it would still be the truth. '

Soren Kierkegaard, For Self-Examination
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Just Who Was This Jesus?

For S.G.F. Brandon, Jesus was a political revolutionary, for Hugh Schonfield a
messianic schemer, for Morton Smith the founder of a secret society, for Geza
Vermes a Galilean holy man, for Burton Mack a wandering Cynic preacher, for
john Dominic Crosson a Mediterranean Jewish peasant, for Marcus Borg a
countercultural charismatic trying to make the world a better place, for Elizabeth
Schussler Fiorenza a first-century feminist who called his disciples into an
egalitarian community of equals, for Barbara Thiering a member of the Qumran
community who married Mary Magdalene, had two sons and a daughter,
divorced Mary, married someone else, and died in his sixties. For Bishop John
Spoing Jesus was born of a woman who had been raped, and all the stuff about
Jesus' resurrection in the Gospels is nothing but later Christian "midrash."

These Jesus-scholars have found a reflection of their own values and ideals in
Jesus, painting his picture in accordance with their own character, or lack of it.
Meanwhile, many believing Christians will respond to the plethora of exotic
concoctions and novelistic fantasies about the historical Jesus much like Mary
Magdalene lamented to the two angels at the tomb: "They have taken away my
Lord,, and I do not know where they have laid him (John 20:13)."

However, if one is dissatisfied with this pseudo-scholarly charade, there are
other voices worth lending your ear! For Simon Peter, Jesus is "the Christ, the
Son of the living God" (Matt. 16:16); for Thomas, Jesus is "my Lord and my
God" (John 20:28); for John, he is "the true God and eternal life" (1 John 5:20);
and for Paul he is "the fullness of the Godhead bodily" (Col. 2:9).
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:O_n the Physnoal Death of Jesus Chrlstb

thhamD Edwards MD; Wesley J. Gabel, MDiv; Fioyd E. Hosmer, MS, AMI

B

L Jesus of Nazarath underwent Jawish and Roman triais, was flogged,
and was sentenced to death by crucifixion. The scourging produced deep
stripelike lacerations and appreciable blood loss, and it probably set the
‘stage for hypovolemic shock, as evidenced by the fact that Jesus was too
weakened to carry the crossbar {patibulum)-to Golgotha.. At the site of
crucifixion, his wrists were nailed to the patibulum and, after the patibulum
was lifted onto.the upright post (stipes), his feet were nailed to the stipes.
The major pathophysiologic effect of crucifixion was an Interference with
‘normal respirations. Accordingly, death resulted primarily from hypovolemic.
shock and exhaustion asphyxia. Jesus' death was ensured by the thrust of a
soldier’'s spear into his side. Modern medical interpretation of the historical
evidence indicates that Jesus was dead when taken down from the cross.

(JAMA 1886G;255: 1455-1463) -
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THE LIFE and teachmgs of Jesus of

Nazareth have formed the basis for a -
major world rehgmn {Christizsnity),
have . apprecxabiy ‘influeniced - the
course of human history, -and, by
virtue of a2 compassionate attitude

- toward the sick, also have contributed .
.to-the development of modern medl- -

cine. :The. eminence” of Jesus ag-a -
historical “figure “and - the suffering’

and ‘controversy associated with his
‘death have stirulated us to -investi-

gate, in an interdisciplinary manner,
the circumstances - surroundlng his
crucifixion., AccordmgU, it is our-
intent to present not ‘a theological
treatise but rather a medically and
historically accurate account of the
physical death of the one called Jesus
Christ. i

“-wt - -SOURCES -

. The source material concermng
Chrzsts death comprises a body of
literature and not a physncal body or
1ts skeletal remains, Accordmgly, the

: j',-,-u)p..-.ﬁs fr e

"~ From the Depunmenls of Pdthology (Dr Edwards)
and Medical Graphics (M Hoamer), Mayo Clinic,
Rochestlar, Minn; and the Homeatead United Meth-

" edist Church, Rochaster, Minn, and 1ha Wast Bothel’
- United  Methodist Church, Bothe{ Minn {Pastor
© Gabel),

" Reprint requests lo Dapaciment of Pathology,
Mayo Clinic, Rochester, MN 55505 (Dr Edwarda).
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" investigation,”

credibility of any discussion of Jesus'
death will be determined primarily by

‘the credibility of one’s sources. For

this review, the source material
includes: the writings of aneient

. Christian and non-Christian authors,

the writings of modern authors, and

. the. Shroud. of ‘Turin:"™ Using the

legal-historical - method of scientific
“scholars have estab-
lished the relizbility and accuracy of
the ancient manuscripts ** -

The most extensive and detailed
descriptions of the life and death of
Jesus_are to be found in the New
Testament gospels of Matthew, Mark,
Luke, and John.' The other 23 books
of the New Testament support but do
not expand on the details recorded in
the gospels. Contemporary Christian,

Jewish, and Roman authors provide.

additional insight concerning . the
first-century Jewish and Roman legal
systems and the details of scourging
and crucifixion’ Seneca, Livy, Plu-
tarch,.and others refer to crucifixion

practices in their works** Specifical-’

ly, Jesus {or his crucifixion) is -men-
tioned by the Roman historians Cor-
nelius Tacitus, Pliny the Younger,
and Suetonius, by non-Roman histori-
ans Thallus and Phlegon, by the satir-
ist Lucian of Samosata, by the Jewish

Talmud, and by the Jewish historian
Flavius Josephus, although the au-
thenticity of portions of the latter i is
problematic.*

The Shroud of Turin is cons:dered
by many to represent the actual buri-
al cloth of Jesus,” and several publi-
cations concerning the medical as-

.pects of his death draw conclusions
from this assumption** The Shroud -

of Turin and recent archaeological
findings provide valuable information
concerning Roman crucifixion prac-
tices.® The interpretations of mod-
ern writers, based on a knowledge of
science and medicine not available in
the first century, may offer addition-
al insight concernmg the possnble
mechanisms of Jesus' death.*”

When taken in concert, certain
facts—the extensive and early testi-
mony of both. Christian ‘proponents

“ and opponents, and their universal
‘acceptance of Jesus as a true histori-
-¢al figure; the ethic of the gospel -

writers, and the shortness of the time
interval between the events and the
extant manuscripts; and the confir-
mation of the gospel accounts by
historians and archaeologica! find-
ings™"—ensure a reliable testimony
from which a modern medical interpre-
tation of Jesus’ death may be made.

GETHSEMANE

After Jesus and his . disciples had
observed the Passover meal in an
upper room in a home in southwest
Jerusalem, they traveled to the Mount
of Olives, northeast of the city (Fig 1).
{Owing to various adjustments in the
calendar, the years of Jesus’ birth and

. death remain controversial.” How-
ever, it is likely that Jesus was born -

in either 4 or 6 BC and died in 30
ADM"* During the Passover observ-
ance in 30 AD, the Last Supper would
have "been observed on Thursday,

Death of Christ—Edwards et al 1455
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—Map of Jerusalem at tirme of Christ. Josus left Upper Room and walked with disciples to-Mount of Olives

- sand Gardan of Galhsemana (1), where he was arrested and taken first to Annaa and then to Caiaphas (2). Atter
.} first trial before political Sanhedrin at Caiaphas' residence, Jesus was tried again before religious Sanhedrin,
t ,"'probal_;ly' at Templa (3). Next, he was taken to Pontius Pilate (4), who sent him to Herod Antipas {5). Herod

- “‘returned Jesus to Pilate (6}, and Pilate finally handed over Jesus for scourging at Fortress of Antonia and for
* - erucifixion at Golgotha (7). (Modified from Pleiffer et al>)

April 6 [Nisan 13] .and Jesus would
have been crucified on Friday, April 7
{Nisan 14]7) At nearby Gethsemane,
Jesus, -apparently: knowing that the
time of his death- wag near, suffered
great mental’ anguish, “and, as de-
scribed by .the physician Luke, his
sweat became like bloed.!” .. ~

-+ Although “this’is a very rare phe-
nomenon, bloody sweat (hematidrosis
or -hémohidrosis) may occur in highly

-emotional states or ifi persons with -
bleeding disordersi™ As-’a result of .

‘hemorrhage into cthe sweat glands,
the-skin becomes fragile and tender.*"

"Luke's déscription supports the diag-

" nosis “‘of  hematidrosis rather than

eccrine:chromidrosis. (brown -or: yel-
low-green. sweat) or stigmatization
(blood oozing from the palms or else-
where}*™ Although. some aunthors

have suggested that hematidrosis
produced hypovolemiz, we agree with
Bucklin' that Jesiis’ actual blood loss
probably was minimal. However, in
the coid night air,' it may have pro-
duced chills.

TRIALS
Jewish Trials

" Soon after midnight, Jesus was

arrested at Gethsemane by the tem-
ple officials and was taken first to
Annas and then to Caiaphas, the
Jewish high priest for that year (Fig

1) Between 1 aM and daybresak, Jesus -

was tried before Caiaphas-and the
political Sanhedrin and was found

.guilty of blasphemy.' The guards then

blindfolded Jesus, spat on him, and
struck him in the face with their
fists.! Soon after daybreak, presum-

1456 JAMA, March 21, - 1986—Vol 255, No. 11

ably at the temple (Fig 1), Jesus was
tried before the religious Sanhedrin
(with the Pharisees and the Saddu-
cees) and again was found guilty of
blasphemy, a crime punishable by
death.*

Roman Trials

Since permission for.an execution
had to come from the governing
Romans,' Jesus was taken early in the
moraing by the temple officials to the
Praetorium of the Fortress of Anton-
ia, the residence and governmental
seat of Pontius Pilate, the procurator

. of Judea (Fig 1). However, Jesus was

presented to Pilate not as a blas-
phemer but rather.as a self-appointed

. king who would undermine the Ro-

man . authority.' Pilate made no

charges against Jesus and sent him to -

Dealh of Christ—Edwards et al
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Herod .Antipas,. the tetrarch of. Ju-
dea’ Herod likewise made no official
charges:and. then returned Jesus to
Pilate (Fig 1).'  Again, Pilate could
find ‘no,, basis; for,.a, legal;._chgzrge
against Jesus, but the people persist-
-ently‘demanded ¢rucifixion. . Pilate
finally . granted . their dem:nd and
handed -.over. Jesus .to be flogged
(scourged) and erucified. (McDowell®
has reviewed the prevailing political,
religious,-and. economiciclimates in
- Jerusalem at the time of Jeaus' death,
“and Bucklin® has deseribed the vari-
ous illegalities of.the Jewish and
Roman tria!_s.) Simen e
Y e S

anl_ll:nﬂ_t;f ,:lesus 'a'.'."":;; N

The rigors of Jesus’ ministry (tha
- is, traveling by-foot throughout Pal-
estine) 'would, have precluded any
mzjor physical illnesg or a weak gen--
eral «constitution... Accordingly, it is
reasonable, to;zssume that Jesus was
*in good physical condition before his’
walk. to Gethsemane. However, dur-
ing the 12 hours between 9 pu Thurs-
day and 9 ax Friday, he had suffered
great emotional stress {as evidenced
by bematidrosis), abandonment by -

JAMA, March. 21, .1986—Vo| 255, No. 11

- Fig 2.~ Scourging, Left, Short whi
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his élos'est friends (the disciples), and

a physical beating (after. the first.

Jewish. trial). Also, in the setting of a
traumatic and sleepless night, he had

. been. forced to walk more than 2.5

miles (4.0 km) to and from the sites of
the various trials (Fig 1). These phys-
ical and emotional factors may have
rendered Jesus particularly vulnera-
ble to the adverse hemodynamie
effects of the scourging. -

_ SCOURGING
Scourging Practices

Flogging was a legal preliminary to
every Roman execution,” and only
women and Roman senators or sol-
diers (except in cases of desertion)
were exempt." The usual instrument
was a short whip (flagrum or fiagel-
lum) with several single or braided
leather thongs of variable lengths, in

- which small iron balls or sharp pieces

of sheep bones were tied at intervals

(Fig 2)*™ Ocecasionally, staves also -

were used""” For scourging, the man
was stripped of his clothing, and his
hands were tied to an upright post
(Fig 2)." The back, butfocks, and legs
were flogged either by two soldiers

P (flagrum) with lead balls and sheep bones tied into leather thongs. Center
Jteft, Naked viciim lied 1o flogging post. Deep siripelike lacerations were usually associated with considerable
blood lgss Cerf'ter right, View from above, showing position of lictors. Right, Inferomedial direction of wounds. *

(lictors) ‘or by one who alternated
positions.”™'* Thé severity of the

scourging depended on the disposition .
“of 'the lictors and was intended to

weaken ‘the victim to a state just

short of collapse or death? After the -

scourging, the soldiers often taunted
their vietim." - .
_Medical Aspects of Scourging

As the Roman soldiers repeatedly
struck the vietim's back with full

force, the iron balls would cause deep

contusions, and the leather thongs
and sheep bones would cut into the
skin and subcutaneous tissues.” Then,
as the flogging continued, the lacera-
tions would tear into the underlying

- skeletal muscles and produce quiver-
ing ribbons of bleeding flesh.*™ Pain .

and blood loss generally set the stage
for circulatory ehock.” The extent of

bleod loss may ‘well have determined -
how long the victim would survive on-

the cross. -. . -

. Scourging of Jesus

At the Praetorium, Jesus. was

severely whipped. (Although the ge-

~ verity of the scourging is not dis-

Death of Christ—Edwards et al . 1457
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cussed in the four gospel accounts, it
is implied in-one of the epistles [1
Peter 2:24].'A detailed word study of
the ancient Greek text for this verse
indicates that the scourging of Jesus
was particularly harsh”) It is not
known.whether the number of [ashes
was limited to 39, in- accordance with

Jewish_law? The: Roman soldiers, '

dmused that this weakened man had
claimed to be.a king, began to mock
bim by placing a robe on his shoul-
ders, a.crown of. thorns on his head,
and a wooden staff ag a scepter in his
right hand.* Next, they spat on Jesus

1458 JAMA, March 21, 1988—Vol 255,

and strack him on the head with the )

wooden staff.' Moreover, when -the
soldiers- tore the robe from Jesus’
back, they probably reopened the
scourging wounds.’ - .

- The ' severe scourging, with its
intense pain‘ and appreciable blood
loss, most .probably left Jesus in a
preshock state. Moreover, hemaztidro-

- sis had rendered his skin particularly

tender. - The physical and mental

. abuse meted out by the Jews and the

Romans, as well as the lack of food,

“water, and sleep, also contributed to

his generally weakened state. There-
fore, even before the actual ecrucifix-
ion, Jesus’ physical condition was at
least serious and possibly critical.

CRUCIFIXION
Crucifixion Practices

Crucifixion probably first began’
" among the Persians.” Alexander .the

Great - introduced - the practice to
Egypt and Carthage, and the Romans
appear to have learned of it from the
Carthaginians." Although the Ro-
mans did not invent crucifixion, they
perfected it as a form of torture and
capital punishment that was designed
to produce a slow death with maxi-

No. 11

ng of the Jews—written in Hebrew,

. Victim carrying crossbar (patibuiym) 1o site of uprigh! past (stipes). Center, Low
y Romans al time. of Christ. Upper right, Rendition of Jesus’ titulys, .
Latin, and Geoek. Lower right,

mum pain and suffering."" It was one
of the most disgraceful and eruel
methods of execution and usually was
reserved only for slaves, foreigners,
revolutionaries, and the. vilest of
criminals’*® Roman law usually pro-
tected Roman citizens from crucifix-
ion,’ except. perhaps in the-case of
desertion by soldiers. o

In its earliest form in Persia, the
victim was either tied to a tree or was
tied to or impaled on an upright post,
usually to keep the ruilty vietim's feet
from - touching holy ground e
Only later was a true cross used; it
was characterized by an upright post
(stipes) and a horizontal crosshar
(patibulurm), and it had several varia-
tions (Table)." Although archaeologi-
cal and historical evidence strongly
indicates that the low Tau cross was
preferred by the Romans in Palestine
at the time of Christ (Fig 3)
crucifixion practices often varied in a
given geographic region and in ac-

"cordance with the imagination of the

executioners, and the Latin cross and
other forms also may have. been
used.™

It was customary for the con-
demned man to carry his own cross

Death of Christ—Edwards et al
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from: the.flogging post to the site of
crucifixion outside the city walla"”?
He was usually naked, unless this was
prohibited by local .customs." - Since
‘therweight of the .entire cross “was
probably.-well: over 300 1b (136 kg),
only “the :crossbar “was carried (Fig
8)." .The- patibulum, .weighing 75 to

by ropes.*"'® To prolong the crucifix-

~ ion process, a horizontal wooden bleck
or plank, serving as a crude seat

(sedile or sedulum), often was at-
tached midway down the stipes™"

Only very rarely, and probably later

than the time of Christ, was an
additiona! block (suppedaneum) em-

125 1b (34 to 57 kg)"* was placed—ployed for transfixion_of the feet.”"

across- the nape of the victim’s neck
and “balanced along both shoulders.
.Usually, the outstretched arms then
were tied to the crossbar.™ The pro-
cessional to the site of crucifixion was
led by ‘s complete Roman military
guard, headed by a centurion*' One
of the soldiers carried a sign (titulus)
on which the condemned man's name
. and crimeé were displayed (Fig 3).*
Later, the titulus would be attached
to the top of the cross." The Roman
_guard would not leave the victimuntil
" they were sure of his death."*
! Qutside the city walls was perma-
nently located the heavy .upright
wooden stipes, on which the patibu-
lum would be secured. In the case of
the Tau cross, this was accomplished
by means of a mortise and tenon
joint, with or without reinforcement

JAMA, March 21, 1886—Vol 255, No. 11

) Location of nail in wrist, between carpals and radius. Right, Cross
* igaction of wris, al level of plane indicated at left, showing path of nail, with probable transection of median nerve and

* impalement of flexor pollicis langus, but without injury to major arterial trunks and without fractures of bones.

After both arms were fixed to the
crossbar, the patibulum and the vie-
tim, together, were lifted onto the

“stipes. On the low cross, four sol-

diers could -accomplish this relatively
easily. However, on the tall cross, the
soldiers used either wooden forks or’
ladders."

Next, the feet were fixed to the

At the site of execution, by law, the
victim was given a bitter drink of

.wine mixed with myrrh (gall) as &

mild analgesic.”’ The criminal was
then thrown to the ground on his
baek, with his arms outstretched
along the patibulum." The hands
could be nailed ot tied to the crossbar,
but nailing apparently was preferred
by the Romans.*" The archaeological
remains of a crucified body, found in
an ossuary near Jerusalem and dating
from the time of Christ, indicate that
the “nails were tapered iron spikes
spproximately 5 to 7 in (13 to 18 cm)
long with a square shaft % in (1 cm)
across.®** Furthermore, ossuary
findings and the Shroud of Turin
have documented that the nails com-
monly were driven through the wrists
rather than the palms (Fig 4).**

cross, either by nails or ropes. 0ssua-
ry findings and the Shroud of Turin
suggest that nailing was the pre-
ferred Roman practice. > Although
the feet could be fixed to the sides of
the stipes or to a wooden footrest
(suppedaneum), they usually were -
pailed directly to the front of the
stipes (Fig 5}." To accomplish this,
fiexion of the knees may have been
quite promineat, and the bent legs
may have been rotated laterally (Fig
6)':».1.19 ) . : e

- When the nailing was completed,
the titulus was attached to the cress,
by nails or cords, just.above the
victim’s head." The soldiers and the
civilian crowd often taunted -and
jeered the condemned man, and the
soldiers customarily divided up his
clothea among themselves® The -
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Frontal View

*  Lateral Plantar Nerve

) Fig 5.—Nailing of leet, L'eﬂ. Pesition of feet-atop one another and against stipes. Upper right,

“Location of nail In-second intermetatarsal space. Lower right, Cross section of foot, at plane

indicated at laf{, showing path of nait.

.lengfil ;fof sumaval .gen;ara.lly. ranged

from:three or four hours to three-or

four.days-and appears to have been

inversely related to the severity of the
scourging.!' However, even if the
scourging had been relatively mild,
the- Roman- soldiers could hasten
death by breaking the legs below the

- knees (crurifragium or skelokopia),*"

- Not.. uncommonly, -insects would
light upon or burtow into the open
wounds orithe eyes, edrs, and nose of
the dyingland .helpless victim, and
birds -of prey would tear at these
sites. Moreover, it was customary to
leave the corpse on the cross to be
devoured by predatory animals®'*®
However, by Roman law, the family
of the condeu;ned could take the body

14€0

- .for burial, after obtaining permission

from the Roman judge."

: Since no one was intended to sur-
vive crucifixion, the body was not
released to the family until the sol-
diers were sure that the victim was
dead. By custom, one of the Roman
guards would pierce the body with a

sword or lance" Traditionally, this-

had been considered a spear wound to
. the heart through the right side of
“the chest—a fatal wound probably
taught to most Reman soldiers.” The
Shroud of Turin decuments this form
of injury.” Moreover, the standard
infantry spear, which was § to 6 ft
(1.5 to 1.8 m) long,” could easily have
reached the chest of a man crucified
"on the customary low ¢ross.”
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Medical Aspects of Cruclfixion

With a knowledge of both anatomy
and ancient crucifixion practices, one -
may reconstruct the probable medical
aspects of this form of slow execution.
Each wound apparently was intended
to produce intense agony, and the
contributing causes of death were
numerous. .

The scourging prior to crucifixion
served to weaken the condemned man

~ and, if blood loss was considerable, to

produce orthostatic hypotension and
even hypovolemic shode*? When the
victim was thrown o the ground on

‘his back, in preparation for transfix- °

jon of the hands, his scourging
wounds most likely would become
torn open again and contaminated
with dirt.** Furthermore, with each
respiration, the painful scourging

- wounds would be scraped against the

rough wood of the stipes.” Ag a resalt,
blood loss from the back probably
would continue throughout the cruci-
fixion ordeal. :

With arms outstretched but not

‘taut, the wrists were nailed to the -

patibulum.™ It has been shown that
the ligaments and bones of the wrist
can support the weight of a body
hanging from them, but the palms

-cannot." Accordingly, the iron spikes

probably were driven between the
radius and the carpals or between the
two rows of carpal bones,™''™* either

proximial* to or through the strong

bandlike flexor retinaculum and the’
various intercarpal ligaments (Fig 4).
Although a nail in either location in
the wrist. might pass between the
bony elements and thereby produce
no fractures, the likelihood of painful
periosteal injury would seem.great.

-Furthermore, the driven nail would

crush or sever the rather large senso-
rimotor median nerve (Fig 4).*™" The
stimulated nerve would produce ex-
cruciating bolts of fiery pain in both
arms.™ Although the severed median
nerve would result in paralysis of 2
portion of the hand, ischemic contrac-
tures and impalement of various liga-
ments by the iron spike might pro-
duce a clawlike grasp. .

Most commonly, the feet were fixed
to the front of the stipes by means
of an iron spike driven through the
first or second intermetatarsal space,
just distal to the tarsometatarsal

- jointP*"® 1t is likely that the deep

peroneal nerve and branches of the
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Passive: Normnl.&.uihc'ng
Active: Crucified Victima

- Fig . 6.—Respirations “during crucifixion. Lef, Inhalation. With elbows extsnded and shouiders sbducted, s

> . respiratory muscles of inhalation are passively stretched and thorax is expanded, Right, Exhalation. With elbows
" fioxed and .shoulders adducted and with weight of body on nailed feet, exhalation is accomplished as acfive,

- rathar than passive, process. Breaking legs below knees wauld place burden of exhalation on shoulder and arm
“’muscles alone and soon would result in exhaustion asphyxia.

medial - and “lateral .plantar nerves
would have been injured by. the nails
(Fig 5); Although scourging may have
resulted in ‘considerable - bluod loss,
crucifixion -per se-was a relatively
bloodless ‘procedure, since no major
arteries, other than -perhaps the

deep plantar arch, pass through 'the

* favored anatomjc -sites -of transfix-

fon ™M s 4 an

The “m: JQf_'pathdphysiologic effect .

of crucifixion; beyond the exeruciat-
ing pain, was :a marked interference
with normal respiration, particularly
exhalation (Fig 6). The weight of the
-body, pulling down én the out-
stretched arms and shoulders, would
tend to fix the intercestal muscles in
an jnhalation, state and thereby hin-
. der passive exhalation.*®" According-
ly, exhalitien was’ primarily dia-
phragmatic, and breathing was shal-
low. It is likely that this form of
- respiration would not suffice and that
hypercarbia would soon resuit. The
onset of -muscle cramps or tetanic
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contractions, due to fatigue and
hypercarbia; would hinder respiration

-even further." -

Adequate exhalation required lift-
ing the body by pushing up on the feet

‘and by flexing the elbows and adduct-

ing the shoulders (Fig 6)." However,
this maneuver would place the entire
weight of the body on the tarsals and
would produce searing pain.’ Further-
more, flexion of the elbows would
cause rotation of the wrists about the
iron nails and cause fiery pain along
the damaged median nerves.” Lifting
of the body would also painfully

scrape the scourged back against the -

rough wooden stipes.*” Muscle cramps
and paresthesias of the outstretched
and uplifted arms would add to the
discomfort.” As a result, each respira-

tory effort would become agonizing:

and tiring and lead eventually to
asphyxia. 2™

The actual cause of death by cruci-
fixion was multifactorial and varied
somewhat with each case, but the two

most prominent causes probably were

hypovolemic shock and exhaustion .

asphyxia. ™ Qther possible contrib-
uting factors included dehydration,™
stress-induced arrhythmias,’ and con-
gestive heart fajlure with the rapid
accumulation of pericardial and per-
haps pleural effusions.** Crucifrac-
ture (breaking the legs below the
knees), if performed, led to an
asphyxic death within minutes.”
Death by ecrucifixion' was, in ev-
ery sense of the word, excruciating
(Latin, " excruciatus, or “out of -the
cross”). )

~ Crucifixlon of Jesus

After the scourging and the mock-
ing, at about 9 aM, the Roman soldiers

put Jesus! clothes back on him and: .

then led him and two thieves.to be
crucified.’ Jesus apparently was so
weakened by the severe flogging that
he could mot carry the patibulum
from the Praetorium te the site of
crucifixion one third of & mile (600 to

Death. of Christ—Edwards et al 1461
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Fig 7.—Spear wound to chest. Left, Probable path of spear. Right, Cross section of thorax, at level of plane
indicated at lefl, showing structures perforated by spear. LA indicates lelt atrium; LV, left ventricle; RA, right

atrium; RV, right vealricie.

650 m) away."’""- Simon of Cyrene was

‘summoned to. earry Christ's cross,

and the processional then made its
way i{o Golgotha (or .Calvary), an
established crucifixion site, :
‘Here, Jesus’ clothes, except for a
linen loincloth, again. were remaved,
thereby ‘. probably reopening the

. scourging “-wounds. He then was

offered a drink of wine mixed with
myrrh (gall)"but, after tasting it,
refused the drink.' Finally, Jesus and
the two thieves were crucified. Al-
though . scriptural references are

made to nails in the hands,' these are.

not at odds with the archaeological
evidence of ‘wrist wounds, since the
ancients customarily considered the
wrist to be a part of the hand.™' The
titulus (Fig 3} was attached above

.Jesus' head. It is unclear whether

Jesus was crucified on the Tau cross
or the Latin cross; archaeological
findings favor the {farmer" and early

-tradition the latter. The fact that
. Jesus later was offered” a drink of
*winevinegar from a’'sponge placed on

the stalk of the hyssop plant’ (approx-
imately 20 in, or 50 cm, long) strongly
supports-the belief that Jesus was
crucified on the short cross.’

-The soldiers and the civilian erowd

taunted Jesus throughout the cruci-
fixion ordeal, and the soldiers cast

lots for his clothing.! Christ spoke.

seven times from the cross.! Since
speech occurs during exhalation,
these short, terse utterances must
have been .particularly difficult and
painful. At about 3 pM that Friday,
Jesus cried out in a loud voice, bowed
his head, and died.! The Roman sol-
diers and onlookers recognized his
momeat of death.'

Since the Jews did not want the
bodies to remain on the crosses after
sunset, the beginning of the Sabbath,
they asked Pontius Pilate to order
crucifracture to hasten the deaths of
the three crucified men.' The soldiers
broke the legs of the two thieves, but
when they came to Jesus and saw that
he was aiready dead, they did not
break his legs.' Rather, one of the
soldiers pierced his side, probably
with an infantry spear, and produced
a sudden flow of blood and water.'
Later that day, Jesus' body was taken
down from the cross and placed in a
tomb.!

DEATH OF JESUS

Two aspects of Jesus' death have
been the source of great controversy,
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namely, the nature of the wound in
his side** and the cause of his death
after only several hours on the

cross.™"
The gospel of John describes the

«piercing of Jesus’ side and emphasizes .

the sudden. flow of blood and water.'

Some authors have “interpreted the

fiow of water to be ascites” or urine,
from an abdominal midline perfora-
tion of the bladder.” However, the
Greek word (xhevpa, or pleura)™"*
used by John clearly denoted later-
ality and often implied the ribs*™*
Therefore, it seems probable that the
wound was in the thorax and well

away from the abdominal midline.

Although the side of the wound was

not designated by Johu, it traditional-
Iy has been depicted on the right

side.’ Supporting this tradition is the-

fact that a large flow of blood would
be more likely with a perforation of
the distended and thin-walled right
atrium or ventricle than the thick-
walled and contracted left ventricle.
Although the side of the wound may
never be established with certainty,

- the right seems more probable than

the left.
Some of the skepticism in accepting
John's description has arisen from

Death of Christ—Edwards et al
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ical accuracy, the flow of both blood: |

and water. Part of this difficulty has
beeti based on the assumption that
the blood appeared first, then the

‘water. However, in the ancient Greek,

L]

the order of words generally denoted
prominence ‘and not necessarily 2
time sequence.” Therefore, it seems

“likely that John was emphasizing the

prominence of blood rather than its
appearance preceding the water.
Therefore, the water probably rep-
resented serous pleural and pericardi- -
al fluid™" and would bave preceded
the fiow of blood and been smaller in

volume than the blood. Perhaps in the™
- setting of hypovolemia and impend-

ing acute heart failure, pleural and
pericardial effusions may have devel-
oped .and would - have-added to the
volume of apparent. .water.*" The
blood, in contrast, may have origi-
nated from the right atrium or the
right - ventricle (Fig 7) or perhaps
from.a hemopericardium. ™ :-:" 1 .04

Jesus’ death after.only three to six

hours,. on - the: ¢ross..surprised even
.Pontins .Pilate.. The fact that Jesus
. foat . ) P
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cried out in & loud voice and them i) supports this interpretation. The ac-
bowed bis head znd died suggests the——"tual cause of Jesug’ death, like thst of

possibility of a catastrophic terminal ' -
event. One popular explanation has

been that Jesus died of cardiac rup--

_ ture. In the setting of the scourging

and crucifixion, with associated hypo-
volemia, hypoxemia, and perhaps an
altered coagulable state, friable non-
infective thrombotic  vegetations
could have formed on the aortic or
mitral valve These then could have
dislodged and embolized into the cor-
onary circulation and thereby pro-.
duced an acute transmural myocar-
dial infarction. Thrombotic vaivular

‘vegetations have been’ reported to

develop under analogous acute trau-
matic conditions.” Rupture of the left
ventricular free wall may occuf,..
though uncommonly, in the first few
hours following infarction: . . . =~
However, another explanation ma
be more likely. Jesus' death may have
been: hastened simply by his state of
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scourging, with its resultant blood -
 loss and preshock state.’ The fact that :.
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Whereas the artlcle states that
scholars have established the reli--
ablhty and accm-acy of the ancient"
A manzlscnpts" used in the Bible, .~
rost mainstream biblical scholars- h than

: - of theological documents that are
z ; not !leces_sanlx h.xstonca},'_’ wrote

. :, consider the New Testament “a set |

" 50\’1'\

etimes Greg encounters rrore Trut
he can handle.”
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The Corrected Jesus

A Review Essay on the book
The Five Gospels: The Search for the Authentic Words of Jesus

(Edited by Robert W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, an

d The Jesus Seminar. Macmillan. 576 pp. $30)

by Richard B. Hays

The message left on my answering machine by
my brother-in-law, an attorney, sounded a tone of
skeptical cross-examination: " I heard on my car radio
today an interview with a New Testament scholar

-named Robert Funk. He's publishing & new version of

the gospels that claims to distinguish what Jesus really
said from what -the gospel Writers reported. Funk says

it's based on the work of a group of leading Bible

scholars. Are you involved in this? How can they claim
to know what Jesus really said or didn't say? I have
enough trouble proving in a court of law what somebody
said six months ago! Should I take this book seriously?”

I

Indeed,' a new book called The Five Gospels—

the fruit of the labors of the much-publicized "Jesus
Seminar"—claims to provide definitive new answers to
the question, "What did Jesus really say?" A panel of
New Testament scholars, meeting over a period of
several years, has given us a new red-letter edition of
the four canonical gospels plus the Gospel of Thomas,
with the words adjudged by a poll of these scholars
actually to have been spoken by Jesus printed in red
type. Other colors reflect their shadings of judgment
about the historical reliability of the other sayings
attributed to Jesus: pink for possibly authentic, gray for
probably - inauthentic, and black for certainly
inauthentic. The introduction to the book suggests
breezily that an "unofficial but helpful interpretation of
the colors” would be as follows:

Red: That's Jesus! . :
Pink: Sure sounds like Jesus.
Gray: Well, maybe. :
Black: There's been some mistake.

The results are offered up in a fresh translation—
dubbed the “Scholars Version"—that seeks to "preduce
in the American reader an experience comparable to
that of the first readers" by approximating "the common
street language of the original.” - : .
The grandiose dedication page of The Five
Gospels invokes the names of three historical figures
who hover as presiding genii over this ambitious work:

This report is dedicated to

GALILEO GALILEL |

who altered our view of the heavens forever-
THOMAS JEFFERSON

who took scissors and paste to the gospels
DAVID FRIEDRICH STRAUSS

who pioneered the quest of the historical
Jesus

Unnamed, however, is the one figure who might
most appropriately symbolize the public face of this
project: P. T. Barnum. The co-chairmen of the Jesus
Seminar, Robert Funk and John Dominic Crossan, have
demonstrated an ingenuity for promotion that would
surely have warmed the heart of that master American
showman. .

For the past seven years, the popular press has
from time to time published eye-catching progress
reports on the work of the, Jesus Seminar under
headlines such as "Most of Jesus' words ghostwritten,”
"Jesus probably didn't recite Lord's Prayer, scholars
say,” "Is the Bible the gospel truth?” and "Scholars
compiling new Bible." And much humorous controversy’
has surrounded the Seminar's practice of voting on the
authenticity of individual Jesus-sayings by casting
colored balls inte a box. The publication of The Five
Gospels was heralded by a feature story on National
Public Radio (the broadcast heard by my brother-in-
law), and the charismatic Crossan has broken through
to 8 mass audience by appearing on “The Larry King
Show." Such publicity has been actively courted by
members of the Seminar, who have from the beginning
of their work explicitly aimed to disseminate their
results as widely as possible in the public media.

Of course, the knack for attracting popular
attention is not necessarily to be despised. If indeed

there were significant new findings, broadly accepted by

leading New Testament scholars, coricerning the
historical facts about what Jesus taught, such findings
would indeed be newsworthy. The basic questions to be
asked about this project, therefore, concern not the

Seminar's voting procedures or means of communicating

its findings but rather the substance of its claims.
What methods have been used to produce the resuits
here proffered? What image of the historical Jesus
emerges from these multicolored pages? (Actually, the
pages are mostly black: more on this below.) To what
extent are these methods and results genuinely
representative of informed scholarly consensus? For
reasons that I shall summarize briefly here, I must
conclude that the operative methodology of the Seminar
is seriously flawed, that it therefore inevitably produces a
shewed portrait of Jesus' teachings, and that—contrary
to the impression fostered by the book—the findings
reported here represent the idiosyncratic opinions of one
particular faction of critical scholars.

The aims of the Jesus Seminar are generally

consonant with the work of historical scholarship since -

the Enlightenment: the participants seek to reconstruct
the history of earliest Christianity. This project entails
a critical interrogation of the gospels as source
documents, distinguishing, insofar as possible, the
various streams of tradition and interpretation that
underlie the canonical texts. The quest of "the historical
Jesus'—as distinet from the Church’s subsequent




representations of him-—has engaged the efforts of New
Testament scholars for the better part of two hundred
years. Scholars ‘have published hundreds of
monographs on this subject, and every student who has
taken a New Testament course in a college or seminary
has been exposed to the complex problem of recovering
a clear picture of the Jesus of history Thus it is

" gomewhat disingenuous for the editors of The Five

Gospels to assert that the publication of this volume
"represents a dramatic exit from windowless studies
and the beginning of .2 new venture for gospel
scholarship.” The only new angle here is the decision to
publish a complete edition of the gospels that seeks to

. represent schematically a scholarly consensus about the

authenticity of each individual sentence attributed to
Jesus. In theory, the project could produce an

‘interesting freeze-frame shot of the status of gospel

scholarship near the end of the twentieth century: not
exactly the epoch-making scientific breakthrough of a
Galileo, but a modestly worthwhile survey of opinion.

The difficulty arises, however, in the execution of the
plan. The participants in this poll were those who chose .
to take part over a span of eight years in a seminar
gponsored, not by one of the major scholarly societies
guch as the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas or the -

. Society of Biblical Literature, but by Funk's maverick

entrepreneurial venture, the Westar Institute, located

- in Sonoma, California. This-self-selected group, though

it includes several fine scholars, does not represent a
balanced cross-section of sacholarly opinion.
Furthermore, the criteria for judgment that are
employed in The Five Gospels are highly questionable.

II

For the sake of brevity, I shall note just four

- ways in which the methodology of the project is

problematic.

First, there is the problem of the selection and
dating of sources. The members of the Seminar
determined—quite properly—that sayings attested in
the earliest extant sources have the greatest claim to
authenticity. But what are these earliest sources? The
Jesus Seminar adopts the standard two-source theory
as a solution to the synoptic problem: Mark is the.
earliest of the three synoptic gospels; in composing their
gospels, Matthew and Luke used Mark along with a
hypothetical common source Q (short for the German
Quelle: "source”), consisting primarily of sayings of

. Jesus. .One would think, then, that this analysis ought

to put the two synoptic sources, Mark and Q. on roughly
equal footing as sources for authentic Jesus material.
However, the Jesus Seminar dates the Q material

' earlier than the traditions found in Mark, during the -

period 50-70 A.D. Mark, dated around 70 A.D., in fact
fares poorly in the Seminar's judgment as a source for
Jesus-sayings. Only one sentence in this entire gospel
receives the red-letter treatment: "Pay the emperor
what belongs to the emperor, and God what belongs to

" God" (Mark 12:17). .

On the other hand, the extracanonical Gospel of
Thomas is dated—for reasons never explained in the
book—to the same early period as Q. This
extraordinarily early dating of Thomas, along with the
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-judgment that it is literarily independentA of the
synoptic tradition, becomes a crucial factor in the Jesus
Seminar's weighting of evidence:

The first written gospels were Sayings
Gospel Q and possibly an early version
of the Gospel of Thomas. The Gospel
of Mark was not composed until about
70 A.D. For these reasons alone, it is
understandable that double
attestation in the early independent
gources Thomas and @ constitutes
strong doeumentary evidence
‘Temphasis added].

This valuing of Thomas as an early and
independent source is, however, a highly controversial
claim. The traditional opinion among New Testament
scholars has been that the Gospel of Thomas—a text
known te us through a fourth-century Coptic text
discovered at Nag Hammadi in Egypt—was composed
in the second century perhaps containing some

. independent tradition but heavily shaped by Gnostic

teachings.. Many scholars regard it as literarily
dependent on the canonical gospels, though this
remains a debated issue. No hint of these debates,
however, is allowed to appear in the pages of The Five
Gospels, which unhesitatingly treats the hypothetical @
and a hypothetical “early version of Thomas” as the
crucial sources for locating authentic Jesus tradition.
Here some suspicion begins to arise concerning the
candor of the editors of this book. They claim that they
want to make the results of the best critical scholarship
available to the public, but their working method
trades upon a controversial and implausible early
dating of Thomas, without offering the reader any clue
that this is a shaky element in their methodological
foundation. :

The second major methodological issue is the
Seminar's use of the criterion .of dissimilarity for
assessing the authenticity of Jesus tradition. This
criterion posits that sayings material may be judged

_certainly authentic only when it is dissimilar both to

antecedent Jewish tradition and to subsequent
Christian tradition. Thus it is argued, for example, that
Jesus probably did not say at his final meal with his
disciplés, "Have some, this is my body" [sic] {Mark
14:22). Why? Because the Church'’s liturgical tradition

“reports that he did; therefore, we cannot be sure that

this saying was not read back into the story. On the
other hand, Jesus almost certainly said, "Love your
enemies” (Matthew 5:44a). Why? Because it allegedly
"cuts against the social grain" of Judaism-— and
presumably it isn't anything the early Church would
have invented, either. -

The strict application of the criterion of
dissimilarity has two immediately evident results.
First, almost all the material in the Gospels is excluded
as being either too Jewish or too Christian; this
criterion is largely responsible for the fact that "82
percent of the words ascribed to Jesus in the gospels
were not actually spoken by him, according to the-Jesus
Seminar.” (If one counts the possibly authentic sayings
printed in pink type, the percentage of inauthentic
material is significantly reduced.). Indeed, one is




surprised that 18 percent remains untouched by this
criterion, and one suspects that a more rigorous
application could eliminate even more. For instance, the
early Church did teach love of enemies in a way that
reflects direct dependence upon the Old Testament
rather than upon Jesus (cf. Romans 12:20-21, quotihg
Proverbs 25:21). Perhaps the Jesus Seminar was not
sufficiently “critical” at this point. The second
consequence is that the "Jesus” who emerges from this
procedure is necessarily a free-floating iconoclast,
artificially isolated from his people and their Scripture,
and artificially isolated from the movement that he
founded. ) l

As Nils Dahl rightly observed more than forty
years ago, the criterion of dissimilarity must be applied
in order to identify "a critically assured minimum,”
* which must then be supplemented by other criteria and
evidence. Indeed, Jesus becomes comprehensible
precisely as a historical figure only when he is placed in
‘historical continuity with first-century Judaism and
with emergent Christianity. As Dahl insisted,

In-no case can any distinct separation
be achieved between the genuine
words of Jesus and the constructions
of the community. We do not escape
the fact that we know Jesus only as
the disciples remembered him.
Whoever thinks that the disciples
completely misunderstood their
Master or even conaciously falsified his
picture may give fantasy free reign.

. The work of the Jesus Seminar exemplifies the fantasy
that Dahl prophesied. .

The third major .methodbl'ogical problem, closely

related to the second, is the Jesus Seminar's
tendentious insistence on finding a “non-eschatological
Jesus." The members assert repeatedly that Jesus did
not proclaim a message of God's future intervention in
history and final judgment. Instead,

God was so real for him that he could
not distinguish God's present activity
from any.future activity. He had a
poetic sense of time in which the
future and the present merged, simply
melted together, in the intensity of his
vision. But Jesus' uncommon views
were obfuscated by the more
pedestrian conceptions of John [the
Baptist], on the one side, and by the
equally pedestrian views of the early
Christian community, on thé other.

Jesus' "poetic sense of time" was lost on the
disciples, however: "Jesus' followers did not grasp the
subtleties of his position and reverted, once Jesus was
not there to remind them, to the view they had learned
from John the Baptist.” Consequently according to the
Seminar, nearly all the earliest Christian writings are
infected by an eschatological perspective—including Q
(thus the apocalyptic material in @ must be assigned to
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“late Q"!). But now, at last, the Jesus Seminar has
come along to rescue "traces of that enigmatic sage from
Nazareth—traces that cry ocut for recognition and
liberation from the firm grip of those whose faith
overpowered their memories.”

This must be deemed a "methodological
problem” because the Jesus Seminar employs its
conviction that Jesus was a non-eschatological thinker
as a stringent criterion for sorting the authenticity of
the sayings material. Everything in the gospels that
smacks of Jewish apocalyptic eschatology is firmly
consigned to black type. A “cameo-essay” explaing the
reasons for this decision roughly as follows: the gospels
contain sayings proclaiming God's rule as both present
and future; Jesus could not have said both things; the
future eschatology appears “bombastic and
threatening”; therefore, Jesus must have spoken of

_God's rule only as present reality. This is confirmed by

the fact that the major parables of Jesus "do not reflect
an apocalyptic view of history.” This bizarre claim can
be supported only by screening the parables critically in
such a way that their obviously apocalyptic elements
are judged inauthentic. For example, one of the "major
parables” said to illustrate Jesus’ non-apocalyptic view
of history is the parable of the corrupt judge {Luke 18:1-
8). The Jesus Seminar deems vv. 2-5 to be possibly
authentic (pink) but vv. 6-8 to be inauthentic {black).
Why? Because the latter verses speak of God's
eschatological vindication of his elect and of the future
coming of the Son of Man; therefore, they must have
been composed by Luke. The same sort of circular
reasoning is applied to pericope after pericope in the

- gospels to exclude future eschatology from Jesus'

11

teaching.

In contrast to this arbitrary procedure, consider
the following statement of the mainstream ¢ritical
consensus by Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza, a scholar
who can hardly be accused of traditionalist bias:
"Exegetes agree that it is the mark of Jesus" preaching
and ministry that he proclaimed the basileia of God as

future and present, eschatologieal vision and

experiential reality.” Characteristic of early Christian
preaching is its proleptic eschatolegy, its conviction that

‘God's coming kingdom has already begun te impinge

upon the present in such a way that God's final justice
is prefigured—but hardly fully realized— now. (For an
elegant extended example, see Romans 8.) The gospel
tradition offers us strong reasons to believe, as
Schussler Fiorenza indicates, that a similar proleptic
eschatology characterized Jesus' own proclamation.
Only flat-footed rationalists could deem it impossible
for both the present and future Kingdom sayings to be
held in Jesus' mind at the same time. -

Finally, the attempt to assess the authenticity

of Jesus sayings in isolation from a more comprehensive
reconstruction of the events of his life, ministry, and
death is methodologically problematic. The Jesus
constructed by the Jesus Seminar is a talking head
whose teachings bear no intelligible relation to his
death on a croas. If Jesus said only the sorts of things
judged authentic by the Seminar, it is very difficult to
see how he could have been mistaken by Jewish and
Roman authorities as a messianic pretender who




needed to be exccuted. Again, Dah! made the point
clearly:

One point in the life of Jesus is
unconditionally established: his

, death. A  Thistorically tenable
description of the life of Jesus would
he possible only in the form of n
description of his death, its historical
presuppositions, and the events
preceding and following it.

More recently, E.P. Sanders’ important book
Jesus and Judaism takes a methodological path similar
to that which Dahl had recommended, building its
account of Jesus upon the events and actions of Jesus’
career that can be most securely ascertained, rather
than upon the tradition of his sayings, insisting that “a
good hypothesis about Jesus’ intentien and- his
relationship with his contemporaries ... should offer a
connection between his activity and his death.” The
result is a Jesus whose central concern was the hope of
God's eschatological restoration of Israel—a theme that
is emphatically consigned to black type in The Five
Gospels. Indeed, though Jesus and Judaism was
published in the year that the Seminar began its work
(1985), 'the Seminar inexplicably ignores Sanders'
methods and conclusions.

By contrast, rather than setting the sayingsin a

- narrative context of historical events, the Jesus

Seminar sees them as fragmentary materials mediated
by oral tradition that—by its account—retains only
short, memorable aphorisms and parables, floating free
from association with any particular historical event.
Allegedly, then, we can recover an approeximation of
"what Jesus really said" by applying general laws of
oral transmission to strip away accretions and
modifications. One wonders whether the Seminar

. adopts too sanguine a view of its ability to work

backwards from texts written down many years later to
restore Jesus’ pristine oral teachings.

In any case, the Seminar's concentration on
Jesus' words as the primary evidence for historical
knowledge about him is a late-blooming legacy of the
otherwise defunct " New Quest of the Historical Jesus,”

a spinoff of Bultmannian existentialist theology that

was briefly fashionable in the 1960s. The New Quest—
some of whose original practitioners are among the
members of the Jesus Seminar—sought to recover from
Jesus’ sayings and parables his "understanding of
existence,” detached from any particular claims about

his life and actions. By drawing heavily upon the .

Gospel of Thomas and by packaging its results in a
more user-friendly fermat than the abstruse
hermeneutical musings of the " New Quest,” the
Seminar has updated this approach.. o

Whether it has thereby discovered anything

that ought to be classified as historical knowledge is .

exceedingly doubtful. What the members of the Jesus
Seminar have done, in effect, is merely to offer us an
anthology of their favorite Jesus-sayings.. In this
respect, as in several others, they do indeed follow the
spiritudl and intellectual example of Thomas Jefferson,
who—though he declared himself a "Materialist" in
contrast to the "Spiritualism” of Jesus—undertook the
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task of producing an expurgated edition of "The Life
and Morals of Jesus of Nazareth Extracted Textually
from the Gospels"™

Among the sayings and discourses
imputed to Him by His biographers, I
find many passages of fine
imagination, correct morality, and of
the most lovely benevolence; and
others, again, of so much ignorance, so
much absurdity, so much untruth,
charlatanism, and imposture, as to
pronounce it impossible that such
contradictions should have proceeded
from the same Being. I separate,
therefore, the gold from the dross;
restore to Him the former, and leave
the latter to the stupidity of some,
and roguery of others, of His disciples.

How did Jefferson distinguish betWeen the’
- sublime teachings of Jesus and the inventions of “the

groveling authors” who wrote the gospels? “The
difference is obvicus to the eye and to the
understanding,” for the authentic words of Jesus stand

out like *diamonds in a dunghill.” For the Jesus

Seminar, ag for Jefferson, an a priori construal of Jesus
and his message governs the critical judgment made
about individual sayings. N.T. Wright accurately sizes
up the Seminar’s medus operandi: -

‘What is afoot .. is not the
detailed objective study of individual
passages, leading up to a new view of
Jesus and the early Church. It is a
particular view of Jesus and the early
Church, working its way through into
a detailed list of sayings that fit with
this view. I )

As Wright observes, this is not necessarily a
bad thing: any attempt at reconstructing the historical
Jesus must operate with some general hypotheses that
can be tested against the evidence: nothing is gained by
“pseudo-atomistic work on apparently isolated
fragments." The difficulty with the work of the Jesus
Seminar, however, even more than with Jefferson's
scissors-and-paste job,-is that so much of the evidence

- must be thrown away in order to save the hypothesis.

‘What portrait of Jesus emerges finally {from the
work of the Seminar? As we are repeatediy told, "He
was a traveling sage who traded in wisdom.” The
description pegs him—as some of the Seminar members

_have argued in other publications—as an itinerant

Cynic philosopher, rather than as a prophet or the
leader of a religious reform movement. He was a
"laconic sage” who never initiated debates or
controversies: "He is passive until a question is put to
him, or until he or his disciples are criticized." When he
did- speak, he .spoke in parables and aphorisms,
employing "exaggeration, humor, and paradox." He
shocked his contemporaries by calling for a reversal of
roles and overturning people's ordinary expectations. He
never spoke about himself, however, or claimed to play
any distinctive role in the consummation of God's




purposes. Certainly he never claimed to be the Messiah.
Some of the elements of this portrait are, of course,
familiar from the canonical portrayals. The distortion

lies more in what is denied than in what is affirmed.

The depiction of Jesus as a Cynic philosopher with no
concern about Israel's destiny, no connection with the
concerns and hopes that animated his Jewish
contemporaries, no interest in the interpretation of
Scripture, and no message of God's eschatological
© judgment is—quite simply—an ahistorical fiction,
achieved by the surgical removal of Jesus from His
Jewish context. The fabrication of & non-Jewish Jesus
is one particularly pernicious side effect of the Jesus
Seminar's methodology. One would have thought that

the tragic events of our century might have warned us_

to be wary of biblical scholars who deny the Jewishness
-of Jesus. ‘

i}

Who are the scholars that make up the
membership of the Jesus Seminar? The group's
publicity creates the impression that they represent a
broad cross-section of this -country's leading critical
scholars. It is asserted that “"the scholarship
. represented by the Fellows of the Jesus Seminar is the
kind that has come to prevail in all the great

universities of the world." Though the Seminar expects -

- to encounter hostile criticism, its work is said to be
under attack principally "by conservative Christian
groups” and by “those who lack academic credentials.”
The casual reader of the introduction to The Fiye
Gospels might suppose that no serious New Testament
scholar would differ materially from the consensus
represented by this book, were it not for the single
telltale polemical reference to anonymous "elitist
academic critics who deplored the ‘public face of the
geminar.” In fact—let it ‘be ‘said clearly—most
professional biblical scholars are profoundly skeptical of
the methods and conclusions of this academic splinter
group. The membership of the Jesus Seminar does not
include the overwhelming majority of the New
Testament scholars who teach at the major graduate
institutions in the United States. This may be verified
by a check of the roster of seventy-four Fellows of the
‘Seminar provided as an appendix. Not one member of
the New Testament faculty from Yale, . Harvard,

Princeton, Duke, University of Chicago, Union
Theological Seminary, Vanderbilt, SMU, or Catholic .

University is involved in this project. It probably goes
-without saying that the faculties of ‘evangelical
seminaries are not represented here. Nor are any major
scholars from England or the Continent. , :

' This is not to say that the Seminar participants
are without credentials. They hold doctorates from
reputable institutions, with Claremont and Harvard
being the most heavily represented, in that order. The
peint is simply that this imaginative book has been
produced by a self-selected body of scholars who hold a
set of unconventional views about Jesus and the
-gospels. They are of course free to publish these views:
however, their attempt to present these views as "the
assured results of critical scholarship” is— one must
say it—reprehensible deception.

i3
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The Seminar's disingenuous self-representation
stands in service of a larger agenda: the deliberate
creation of a new gospel. The Five Gospels is the
realization of a vision clearly articulated by Funk in his
keynote address at the opening meeting of the Jesus
Seminar in 1985, subsequently published in Forum,
the Westar Institute’s journal. “The religious
establishment has not allowed the intelligence of high
scholarship to pass through pastors and priests to a
hungry laity,” and television preachers have "played on
the ignorance of the uninformed.” Thus, the Jesus
Seminar rides to the rescue: "Our work . . . will spell
liberty for . . . millions." Funk opines that "we are
having increasing difficulty these days in accepting the
biblical account of the creation and of the apocalyptic
conclusion in anything like a literal sense." For him, the
Bible's story of the world's history and destiny is a
narrative fiction that has last its credibility and
usefulness in late modernity. It is not only the mythic
beginning and ending of the Bible that have become
problematic, however, but also the "hypothetical
middle—Jesus of Nazareth." After all, as we are
informed in The Five Gospels, "the Christ of creed and

- dogma, who had been firmly in place in the Middle

Ages, can no longer command the assent of those who

- have seen the heavens through Galileo's telescope....

Copernicus, Kepler, and Galileo have dismantled the

mythical abodes of the gods and bequeathed us secular

heavens,”

To put the matter bluntly, we are having
ag much trocuble with the middle—the
messiah— as we are with the terminal
points. What we need is a new fiction that
takes as its starting point the central
event in the Judeo-Christian drama and
reconciles that middle with a new story

- that reaches beyond old beginnings and
endings. In sum, we need a new narrative
of Jesus, a new gospel, if you will, that
places Jesus differently in the grand
scheme, the epic story.

I‘n the work of the Jesus Seminar, Funk's

desideratum has been achieved: a new gospel that
disposes of the embarrassments of apocalyptic ends.
The pathos—or bathos—of the project resides in the
incongruity between Funk's epic pretensions and the
actual findings of the Seminar. Does the passive,
politically correct, laconic sage who speaks in the red
type of The Five Gospels have the capacity to remake
our imaginative world and provide a new fiction within
which millions might find meaning for their lives? Surely
not. -
But even if the grand design of liberating
millions through a new gospel should fail to pan out,
Funk alse has a more modest and realistic aim: “If we
are to survive ag scholars of the humanities, as well as
theologians, we must quit the academic closet. And we
must begin to sell a product that has some utilitarian
value to someone—or which at least appears to have
utilitarian value to someone.” Presumably, in the
commercial realm, The Five Gospels will fulfill this hope.
This likelihood is immeasurably enhanced by the fact




that one of the "Fellows" of the Jesus Seminar is

moviemaker Paul Verhoeven (Robocop, Basic Instinct),

who reportedly plans to turn the Seminar’s findings into
a Hollywood screenplay.

Funk’s concern for the appearance of utilitarian
value perhaps explains the peculiar way in which The
Five Gospels deploys the rhetoric of empiricism
("empirical, factual evidence," "independent, neutral
observers"), despite Funk's own earlier avowal that
"our fictions, though deliberately fictive, are
nevertheless not subject to proof or falsification.” If
indeed, as Funk suggests, "we need a fiction that we
recognize to be fictive,” the present volume is an odd
way of filling the prescription. The Five Gospels purports
to offer precisely: the opposite;: a factual Jesus
discovered by scientific methods and disentangled from
the fictive Jesus rendered in the gospel narratives.
Truth in advertising would be served if Funk's 1985
essay were pubhshed in place of the book's present
introduction.

So, when 1 return my brother-in-law’'s phone

call, here is what I shall say: No, the case argued by
this book would not stand up in any court. The critical
study of the historical Jesus is an important task-—
perhaps important for reasons theological as well as
historical—but The Five Gospels does not advance that
task significantly, nor does it represent a fair picture of
the current state of research on this problem. Some of
its purported revelations are old news, and many of its
novel claims are at best dubious. No, I was not involved
in the project, nor were any of my celleagues at Yale
and Duke, all of whom share my view that the Jesus
Seminar is methodologically misguided. Should you
take it seriously? Only if you want to compare its
findings to other scholarly reconstructions of Jesus of
Nazareth. If you are interested in the problem, there
are at least a dozen other books I'would recommend in
preference to this one. But their authors are less likely
to be mtervmwed on the radio: no scandalous sound
bites.

Richard Hays teaches New Testament at Duke
Divinity School. Reprinted by permission of FIRST
THINGS 43 (May, 1994) 43-48.

Wheaton Fall Philosophy

Conference
Wheaton College, Wheaton, Illinois
October 26-28 on the topic:

IS EPISTEMOLOGY DEAD ¢

Speakers include:

Richard Foley, Rutgers University; Robert Audi, U. of
Neb.; Jonathan Kvanvig, Texas A&M Univ.; Paul
Moser, Loyola U. (Chicago); Merold Westphal, Fordham
U.; Nicholas Wolterstorff, Yale Univ.; Stephen Wykstra,
Calvin College; Linda Zagzebski, Loyola Marymount.
Student registration fee $10, includes papers.
Call 708-752-5040 for more information.
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The First Wild Whisper

Above all, would not such a new
reader of the New Testament
stumble over something that would
startle him much more than it
startles us 7 I have here more than
once attempted the rather impossible
task of reversing time and the
historic method; and in fancy looking
forward to the facts, instead of
backward through the memories. So 1
have imagined the monster that man
might have seemed at first to the
nature around him. We should have a
worse shock if we really imagined the

‘Inature of Christ named for the first

time, What should we feel at the first
whisper of a certain suggestion about
a certain man? Certainly it is not for
us.to blame anybody who should find
that first wild whisper merely impious
and insane. On the contrary,
stumbling on that rock of scandal is
the first step. Stark staring
incredulity is a far more loyal tribute
to that truth than a modernist
metaphysie that would make it out
merely a matter of degree. It were
better to rend our robes with a great
cry of blasphemy, like Caiaphas in
the judgment, or to lay hold of the
man as a maniac possessed of devils
like the kinsmeén and the crowd,
rather than to stand stupidly
debating five shades of pantheism in
the presence of so catastrophic a
claim. There is more of the wisdom

‘lthat is one with surprise in any

simple person, full of the

Isensitiveness of simplicity, who

should expect the grass to wither and

; the birds to drop out of the air, when a

strolling carpenter’s apprentlce said
calmly and almost carelessly, like one

looking over his shoulder: ‘Before

Abraham was, [ am.’

G.K. Chesterton, The Everlasting

Man p.201




“What Have They Said About Jesus?”

1) Friedrich Schleiermacher offered an adoptionist understanding of Jesus that rejected His

preexistence. Jesus was not the eternal Son of God become human, the Logos incarnate.
For Schleiermacher, what distinguished Jesus from other humans was “the constant
potency of his God-consciousness, which was a veritable existence of God in him.”*!
Recommending belief in inspiration instead of incarnation he presented Jesus as a God-
filled man, not the God-man. This Jesus, who differed from us iny in havling been a
better person that we are, is an example for us to follow. But, he cannot be our Savior in
the biblical understanding.

2) The sonviction of the history-of-religions school was that Christ’s preexistence and

incarnation were myths intended to give him a stature equal to that of other heroic figures
of his day. Jesus’ preexistence resulted from the attempt to push his divine status earlier

and earlier in his existence.

Rudolf Bultmann argued for his (in)famous gnostic-redeemer myth, which he

identified as the source for the idea of Christ’s preexistence. However, Samuel Sandmel
described the frantic attempt to find parallels in different religious and philosophical

settings without regard for context and consistency of internal development as

“parallelomania.”

3) John Macquarrie: “fesus Christ pre-existed in the mind and purpose of God, and I

doubt if one should look for any other kind of pre-existence.”

IF, Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), 97.
%S, Sandmel, “Paraliclomania,” JBL 81 (1962), 1-13. - ~
33, Macquarrie, Jesus Christ in Modern Thought (Philadelphia: Trinity, 1990), 57.




4) James Dunn concludes that the only NT document to express a belief in Christ’s real
preexistence is the fourth gospel. He says that the synoptics contain no hint of the belief
and that the Pauline letters and Heblrews affirm an ideal preexistence (view #3 above). He
identifies much of the Pauline corpus as having an Adam Christology and sees wisdom
Christology as influéntial elsewhere. Dunn admits that “Phil. 2:6-11 certainly seems on
the face of it to be a straightforward statement contrasting Christ’s pre-existent glory and
post-crucifixion exaf;ation with his earthly humiliation.”® But he agrees that this
appeéréncé results from presuppositions brought to the text, not from conclusions drawn
from the text. He suggests that the passage is best understoéd as an expression of Adam
Christology.
5) John Hick describes himself as standing in the tradition of Schieirmacher, Strauss and
Harnack.® Hick’s Jesus was “a human being extraordinarily open to God’s influence and
thus living to an extraordinary extent as God’s agent on earth, ‘incarnating’ the divine
purpose for human life.”® He considers the importance of Christ to lie in his teaching
rather tﬁan his work. As a result, Christ could not have been unique because most of his
teaching is not unique.

“[f [Jesus] was indeed God incarnate, Christianity is the only.z religion founded by
God in person, and must as such be uniquely superior to all other relig_ions.”"r He |

disbelieves this and sees Jesus as simply one teacher among many. He wants to

15 D. G. Dunn, Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry into the Origins of the
Doctrine of the Incarnation (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1980), 114.

57, Hick, The Metaphor of God Incarnate: Christology in a Pluralistic Age (Louisville:
Westminsier/John Knox, 1993}, 18.

*Tbid., 12.

"Ibid., ix.
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reconceive Christianity as a religion that is “centered upon the universally relevant
religious experience and ethical insights of Jesus when these are freed from the mass of
ecclesiastical dogmas and practices that have developed over the centuries.”® This
requires, says Hick, breaking free of the network of theories about incarnation, the Trinity,

and atonement that he says once helped focus Christian thought.

“We're more popular than Jesus Christ now ... Some of the pop
stars I like are more important to me than God ... I would hope we
mean more to people than putting money in a church basket and
saying 10 Hail Marys on a Sunday.” Noel Gallagher, on the influence
of his band, Oasis

JULY 21, 1997 NEWSWEEK 28

“No one individual person should have as much control of the S, ET oV 7 _
media as Rupert Murdoch has here in Britain. I don't care who o ' o B
itis—Jesus Christ or Muhammad.” Media mogul Ted Turner,
taking a swipe at his archrival
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DOES GOD REALLY KNOW:

At the end of time, billions of people were scattered on a great plain before God's
Throne. Some of the groups near the front talked heatedly. "How can God judge us? How
can He know about suffering?" snapped a brunette. She jerked back a sleeve to reveal a
tattooed number from a Nazi concentration camp. "We endured terror, béatings, torture,

death!"

In another group, a negro man lowered his collar. "What about this?", he demanded,
showing an ugly rope burn. "Lynched for no crime but being a negro. We have suffered in
slave ships, been wrenched from loved ones, toiled till only death gave release.”

Far out across the plain were hundreds of such groups. At last, they were ready to
present their case. Before God would be qualified to be their judge, He must endure what
they had endured. Their decision was that God "should be sentenced to live on earth as 2

man!"

Let Him be bomn a Jew. Let the legitmiacy of His birth be doubted, so that none w111
know who His father really is. Let Him champion a cause so just, but so radical that it brings
upon Him the hate, condemnation, and eliminating efforts of every major traditional and
estabilshed religious authority. Let Him be betrayed by His dearest friends. Let Him be
indicted of false charges, tried before a prejudicial jury, and convicted by a cowardly judge.
Let Him see what it is to be completely abandoned by every living thing. Let Him be
tortured, and let Him die. Let Him die a most humiliating death with common thieves.

When the last leader finished pronouncing sentence there was a leng ‘silence. For
suddenly they knew...God had already served His sentence.

Mary had a little lamb,
His soul was white as snow.
- And everywhere the Father sent The
Lamb was sure to go.
He came to earth to die one day,
the sin of man to atone.
And now he reigns in heaven above,
The Lamb upon the throne.




