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thing that can be taken lightly and without great concern, for its effects
are often both far-reaching and long-lasting. In the next chapter we will
be looking at the corporate effects of sin, that is, the impact of Adam’s
sin on the whole of his posterity. In this chapter, however, we will be
concerned with the individual effects of one’s sin as they are illustrated
in Scripture (particularly in the account of Adam and Eve) and found in
our own experience.

The impact of sin has several dimensions. There are effects upon the
sinners relationships with God and fellow humans. And sin also affects
the sinner himself or herself. Some of the results of sin might be termed
“natural consequences,” that is, they follow from the sin in virtually an
automatic cause-and-effect sequence. Others are specifically ordained
and directed by God as a penalty for man’s sin.

Results Affecting the Relationship with God

Sin produced an immediate transformation in the relationship which
Adam and Eve had with God. They had evidently been on close and
friendly terms with God. They trusted and obeyed him, and on the basis
of Genesis 3:8 it can be concluded that they had customarily had fellow-
ship with God. He loved them and provided everything they needed; we
are reminded of the friendship of which Jesus spoke in John 15:15. Now,
however, all of this was changed. Because they had violated the trust and
the command of God, the relationship became quite different. They had
placed themselves on the wrong side of God, and had in effect become
his enemies. It was not God who had changed or moved, but Adam and
Eve.

Divine Disfavor

It is notable how the Bible characterizes God’s relationship to sin and
the sinner. In two instances in the Old Testament, God is said to hate
sinful Israel. In Hosea 9:15 God says, “Every evil of theirs is in Gilgal;
there | began to hate them. Because of the wickedness of their deeds |
will drive them out of my house. | will love them no more; all their
princes are rebels.” This is a very strong expression, for God actually says
that he has begun to hate Israel and will love them no more. A similar
sentiment is expressed in Jeremiah 12:8. On two other occasions God is
said to hate the wicked (Pss. 5:5;11:5). Much more frequent, however, are
passages in which he is said to hate wickedness (e.g., Prov. 6:16-17; Zech.
8: 17). The hate is not one-sided on God’s part, however, for the wicked
are described as those who hate God (Exod. 20:5; Deut. 7:10) and, more
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commonly, as those who hate the righteous (Pss. 18:40; 69:4; Prov. 29: 10).
In those few passages where God is said to hate the wicked, it is apparent
that he does so because they hate him and have already committed
wickedness.

That God looks with favor upon some and with disfavor or anger
upon others, and that he is sometimes described as loving Israel and at
other times as hating them, are not signs of change, inconsistency, or
fickleness in God. His reaction to our every deed is determined by his
unchanging nature. God has indicated quite clearly that he cannot and
does not tolerate certain things. In this he really has no choice. It is part
of his holy nature to be categorically opposed to sinful actions. When we
engage in such actions, we have moved into the territory of God’s disfa-
vor. In the case of Adam and Eve, the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil was off limits. They had been told what God’s response would be if
they ate of its fruit. They chose, as it were, to become enemies of God, to
fall into the domain of his disapproval.

The Old Testament frequently describes those who sin and violate
Gods law as enemies of God. Yet only very rarely does the Bible speak
of God as their enemy (Exod. 23:22; Isa. 63: 10; Lam. 2:4-5). Ryder Smith
comments: “In the Old Testament, ‘enmity,’ like hatred, is rare with God,
but common with man.”? By rebelling against God, it is man, not God,
who breaks the relationship.

Enmity toward God had grievous results for Adam and Eve, and such
will be the case for us today as well whenever we, though aware of the
law and the penalty for violating it, sin anyway. In the case of Adam and
Eve, trust, love, confidence, and closeness were replaced by fear, dread,
and avoidance of God. Whereas they had previously looked forward with
positive anticipation to their meetings with God, after the fall they did
not want to see him. They hid themselves in an attempt to avoid him.
Just as for Adam and Eve, the consequence of sin, for anyone who
believes in the judgment of God, is that God becomes feared. He is no
longer one’s closest friend, but is consciously avoided. The situation is
like our reaction to officers of the law. If we are abiding by the law, we
do not mind seeing a police officer. We may even have a good, comfort-
able feeling when we spot a police car It gives us a sense of security to
know that protection is available and that someone is there to apprehend
lawbreakers. If, however, we know we have broken the law, our attitude
is quite different. We become very upset at the sight of a squad car,
complete with flashing beacon, in our rear-view mirror. The activity of
the police has not changed, but our relationship to them has.

1. Charles Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Sin and of the Ways of God with
Sinners (London: Epworth, 1953), p. 43.
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While God is only rarely spoken of as hating the wicked, it is common
for the Old Testament to refer to him as angry with them. God’s anger
should not be thought of as uncontrolled fury or personal spitefulness.
Rather, it is more in the nature of righteous indignation.

There are several Hebrew terms that depict the anger of God. The
term nx (anaph) originally meant “to snort.” It is a very concrete and
picturesque word, conveying the idea of one of the physical accompani-
ments or expressions of anger. The verb form is rare, but is used of God
(Deut. 1:37; Isa. 12:1) and of his anointed (Ps. 2:12). The noun is much
more common and has three meanings-nostril, face, and anger. It is
used of God’s anger 180 times, about four times as frequently as it is
used of mans.2 God is pictured as angry with Israel for having made the
golden calf while Moses was conferring with him on the mountain. The
Lord says to Moses, “Let me alone, that my wrath may burn hot against
them and | may consume them; but of you | will make a great nation.”
Moses responds, “0 Lorp, why does thy wrath burn hot against thy
people?” (Exod. 32:10-11). The anger of God is pictured as a fire which
will consume or burn up the Israelites. There are numerous other refer-
ences to God’s anger: “The anger of the Lorp was kindled against Israel”
(Judg. 2: 14). Jeremiah asks the Lord to correct him, but “not in thy anger”
(Jer. 10:24). The psalmist rejoices that God’s “anger is but for a moment,
and his favor is for a lifetime” (Ps. 30:5).

Two other Hebrew roots, mmn (charah) and om (yacham), suggest the
idea of heat. The verb of the former is frequently translated ‘kindle,” as
in Psalm 106:40: “Then the anger of the Lorp was kindled against his
people.” The noun form is usually rendered “fierce [anger]” or “fierce-
ness.”? The nominal form of the latter root is properly rendered “wrath,”
as in ‘lest my wrath go forth like fire, and burn with none to quench it,
because of the evil of your doings” (Jer. 4:4).

In the New Testament there is a particular focus on the enmity and
hatred of unbelievers and the world toward God and his people. To sin is
to make oneself an enemy of God. In Romans 87 and Colossians 1:21
Paul describes the mind that is set on the flesh as being “hostile to God.”
In James 4:4 we read that “whoever wishes to be a friend of the world
makes himself an enemy of God.” God, however, is not the enemy of
anyone; he loves all and hates none. He loved enough to send his Son to
die for us while we were yet sinners and at enmity with him (Rom. 5:8-
10). He epitomizes what he commands. He loves his enemies.

Although God is not the enemy of sinners nor does he hate them, it is
also quite clear that God is angered by sin. The two words that express

2. Ibid., p. 44.
3. 1bid.
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this most clearly are vués and dpv7 (“anger, wrath”). In many cases
these words do not merely refer to God’s present reaction to sin, but also
suggest certain divine actions to come. In John 3:36, for example, Jesus
says, “He who believes in the Son has eternal life; he who does not obey
the Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God rests upon him.” There
are several passages which teach that while the anger of God presently
rests upon sin and those who commit it, this anger will be converted into
action at some future time. Romans 1:18 teaches that “the wrath of God
is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and wickedness of men
who by their wickedness suppress the truth.” Romans 2:5 speaks of
“storing up wrath” for the day of judgment; and Romans 9:22 notes that
God, while “desiring to show his wrath and to make known his power,
has endured with much patience the vessels of wrath made for destruc-
tion.” The picture in all of these passages is that God’s wrath is a very real
and present matter, but will not be fully revealed, or manifested in action,
until some later point.

From the foregoing it is evident that God looks with disfavor upon sin,
indeed, that sin occasions anger or wrath or displeasure within him. Two
additional comments should be made, however. The first is that anger is
not something that God chooses to feel. His disapproval of sin is not an
arbitrary matter, for his very nature is one of holiness; it automatically
rejects sin. He is, as we have suggested in another place, “allergic to sin,”
as it were.* The second comment is that we must avoid thinking of Gods
anger as being excessively emotional. It is not as if he is seething with
anger, his temper virtually surging out of control. He is capable of
exercising patience and long-suffering, and does so. Nor is God to be
thought of as somehow frustrated by our sin. Disappointment is perhaps
a more accurate way of characterizing his reaction.

Guitt

Another result of our sins which affects our relationship with God is
guilt. This word needs some careful explication, for in today’s world the
usual meaning of the term is guilt feelings, or the subjective aspect of
guilt. These feelings are often thought of as irrational, and indeed they
sometimes are. That is, a person may not have done anything objectively
wrong so as to be deserving of punishment, but nonetheless may have
these feelings. What we are referring to here, however, is the objective
state of having violated God’s intention for man and thus being liable to
punishment. It is this aspect of guilt that deserves our special attention.

To clarify what we mean by ‘guilt,” it will be helpful for us to comment

4. See p. 285.
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briefly on two words which may occur in one’s definition of sin, namely,
“bad” and “wrong.” On the one hand, we may define sin as that which is
intrinsically bad rather than good. It is impure, repulsive, hated by God
simply because it is the opposite of the good. There is a problem here,
however, inasmuch as the word bud is capable of many meanings-for
example it can mean “defective, inadequate, insufficient.” One may think
of a bad athletic team or a bad worker as being inept and nonproductive,
but not necessarily morally wrong. And so the statement that sin is bad
may be understood only in aesthetic terms-sin is ugly, twisted, spoiled
action which comes short of the perfect standard of what God intended.
On the other hand, however, we may define sin as involving not merely
the bad, but the wrong as well. In the former case, sin might be likened
to a foul disease which healthy people shrink from in fear But in the
latter case, we are thinking of sin not merely as a lack of wholeness or
of perfection, but as moral wrong, as a deliberate violation of what God
has commanded, and thus as deserving of punishment. This is to think
of sin not in aesthetic, but juristic terms. In the former view, the good is
thought of as the beautiful, the harmonious, lovable, desirable, and at-
tractive, whereas evil is understood as the inharmonious, turbulent, ugly,
and repulsive. In the latter view, the law is emphasized. The right is what
conforms to the law’s stipulations, and the wrong is whatever departs
from that standard in some way. It therefore deserves to be punished’
This distinction can be illustrated in other ways. One might think of
an athlete executing a particular play poorly; for example, a basketball
player who shoots at the basket but misses it completely. Poorly executed,
the play results in no score, but it is not an infraction of the rules, and no
foul will be called. On the other hand, if in the process of shooting, the
player charges into a stationary defensive player, then a rule has been
broken and a foul will be called. Or one might think of an automobile
which is hard to maneuver and inefficient, giving very poor gas mileage,
or is badly damaged and an eyesore. Such an automobile might be a
trial of patience for its owner and arouse feelings of disgust, but as long
as the headlights, turn signals, and other safety features function prop-
erly and the exhaust emissions are within the prescribed limits of the
law, there is nothing illegal about the vehicle. The driver cannot be given
a citation for driving it, provided that he does not violate any traffic
regulations. If, however, the automobile is emitting an excessive amount
of contaminants into the environment, or some safety feature is malfunc-
tioning, the law is being broken, and a penalty would be deservedly
imposed. Now when we speak of guilt, we mean that the sinner, like the

5. Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon of
the Old Testament (New York: Oxford University, 1955), p. 730.
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basketball player who commits a foul, and the automobile which does
not meet legal safety regulations, has violated the law and, accordingly,
is liable to punishment.

At this point we must look into the precise nature of the disruption
which sin and guilt produce in the relationship between God and man.
God is the almighty, eternal one, the only independent or noncontingent
reality. Everything that is has derived its existence from him. And man,
the highest of all of the creatures, has the gifts of life and personhood
only because of God’s goodness and graciousness. As the master, God
has placed man in charge of the creation and commanded him to rule
over it (Gen. 1:28). Man has been appointed the steward of God’s kingdom
or vineyard, with all the opportunities and privileges which that entails.
As the almighty and completely holy one, God has asked our worship
and obedience in return for his gifts. But man has failed to do God’s
bidding. Entrusted with the wealth of the creation, man has used it for
his own purposes, like an employee who embezzles from his employer.
In addition, like a citizen who treats contemptuously a monarch or a
high elected official, a hero or a person of great accomplishment, man
has failed to treat with respect the highest of all beings. Further, man is
ungrateful for all that God has done for hit-n and given to him (Rom.
1:21). And finally, man has spurned Gods offer of friendship and love,
and, in the most extreme case, the salvation accomplished through the
death of God’s own Son. These offenses are magnified by who God is: he
is the almighty Creator, infinitely above us. Under obligation to no one he
brought us into existence. Hence he has an absolute claim upon us. And
the standard of behavior he expects us to emulate is his own holy
perfection. As Jesus himself said, “Be perfect, as your heavenly Father is
perfect” (Matt. 548).

We must think of sin and guilt in metaphysical categories if we are to
gain a conception of their immense effect on our relationship with God
and indeed on the whole of the universe. God is the highest being and
we are his creatures. Failure to fulfil his standards disrupts the whole
economy of the universe. Whenever the creature deprives the Creator of
what is rightfully his, the balance is upset for God is not being honored
and obeyed. Were such wrong, such disruption, to go uncorrected, God
would virtually cease to be God. Therefore, sin and the sinner deserve
and even need to be punished.

Punishment

Liability to Gods punishment, then, is another result of our sin. It is
important for us to ascertain the basic nature and intent of God’s punish-
ment of the sinner. Is it remedial, intended to correct the sinner? Is it
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deterrent, a pointing out of the consequences to which sin leads and
hence a warning to others against wrongdoing? Or is it retributive,
designed simply to give sinners what they deserve? We need to examine
each of these concepts in turn.

There is today a rather widespread feeling of opposition to the idea
that God’s punishment of the sinner is retribution. Retribution is re-
garded as primitive, cruel, a mark of hostility and vindictiveness, which
is singularly inappropriate in a God of love who is a Father to his earthly
children.6 Yet despite this feeling, which may reflect a permissive society’s
conception of what a loving father is, there is definitely a dimension of
divine retribution in the Bible, particularly in the Old Testament. Ryder
Smith puts it categorically: “There is no doubt that in Hebrew thought
punishment is retributive. The use of the death penalty is enough to
show that.”” While one might question the absoluteness of Smiths con-
clusion, it does appear that retribution was a prominent element in the
Hebrew understanding of the law. Certainly, the death penalty was not
intended to be rehabilitative, being terminal in nature. And while it also
had a deterrent effect, the direct connection between what had been
done to the victim and what was to be done to the offender is clear This
is seen particularly in a passage like Genesis 9:6: “Whoever sheds the
blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for God made man in his
own image.” Because of the heinousness of what has been done (the
image of God has been destroyed), there is and must be a corresponding
penalty.

The idea of retribution is also seen quite clearly in the term op;
(nagam). This word, which (including its derivatives) appears about
eighty times in the Old Testament, is frequently rendered “avenge, re-
venge, take vengeance.” While the terms vengeance and revenge are
appropriate translations in designating Israel’s actions against her neigh-
bors, there is something inappropriate about applying them to God’s
actions.8 For “vengeance” applies particularly to a private individuals
reacting against a wrong done to him. God, however, considered in
relationship to the violations of the moral and spiritual law, is not a
private person, but a public person, the administrator of the law. Further,
“vengeance” or “revenge” carries the idea of retaliation, of gaining satis-
faction (psychologically) to compensate for what was done, rather than
the idea of obtaining and administering justice. God’s concern, however,

6. Nels Ferré, The Christian Understanding of God (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1951), p. 228.

7. Smith, Doctrine of Sin, p. 51,

8. Ibid.,p.47.
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is the maintenance of justice. Thus, in connection with God’s punishment
of sinners, “retribution” is a better translation than is “vengeance.”

There are numerous references, particularly in the Major Prophets, to
the retributive dimension of God’s punishment of sinners. Examples are
to be found in lIsaiah 1:24; 6 1:2; 63:4; Jeremiah 46: 10; and Ezekiel 25: 14.
In Psalm 94:1 God is spoken of as the “God of vengeance.” In these cases,
as in most instances in the Old Testament, the punishment envisioned is
to take place within historical time rather than in some future state.

The idea of retribution is found not only in didactic material, but also
in numerous narrative passages. To punish the awful wickedness of the
whole human race upon the earth, God sent the flood to destroy man-
kind (Gen. 6). The flood was not sent to deter anyone from sin, for the
only survivors, Noah and his family, were already righteous people. And
it certainly could not have been sent for any corrective or rehabilitative
reason, since the wicked were all destroyed. The case of Sodom and
Gomorrah is similar Because of the wickedness of these cities, God acted
to destroy them. God'’s action was simply retribution for their sin. What
they were doing deserved destruction, and in this manner God purged
the earth of such sin.

Although less frequently than in the Old Testament, the idea of retrib-
utive justice is also found in the New Testament. Here the reference is
more to future rather than temporal judgment. Paraphrases of Deuter-
onomy 32:35 are found in both Romans 12:19 and Hebrews 10:30—
“Vengeance is mine, | will repay, says the Lord.” In Romans Paul’s purpose
is to deter believers from attempting to avenge wrongs done to them.
God is a God of justice, and wrongs will not go unpunished.

While God’s punishrnent of sinners definitely has a retributive char-
acter, we should not overlook its two other dimensions or functions.
Warnings in Deuteronomy to beware of sin are coupled with examples
of punishments inflicted on sinners. These examples were intended to
deter persons from wrongdoing (Deut. 6: 12-1 5; 8: 11, 19-20). The same is
true of Jeremiah’s reminder to Judah of what God did to Shiloh (Jer.
7: 12-1 4) and the psalmist’s recalling of what happened to the generation
that perished in the wilderness (Ps. 958-1 1). The stoning of Achan and
his family was partly retribution for what he had done, but it was also a
means of dissuading others from a similar course of conduct. For this
reason the punishment of evildoers was frequently administered pub-
licly.

There is also the disciplinary effect of punishment. Punishrnent was
administered to convince the sinner of the error of his ways and to turn
him from it. Psalm 107: 10- 16 indicates that the Lord had punished Israel
for their sins and they had consequently turned from their wrongdoing,
at least temporarily. The psalmist elsewhere acknowledges that punish-
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ment had been good for him since he had thereby learned the Lord’s
statutes (Ps. 119:71). The writer to the Hebrews tells us, “For the Lord
disciplines him whom he loves, and chastises every son whom he re-
ceives” (Heb. 12:6).

In the Old Testament there is even a bit of the idea of purification
from sin through punishment. This is at least hinted at in Isaiah 10:20-
2 1. Assyria will be used of God to punish his people; as a result of this
experience a remnant of Israel will learn to lean upon the Lord. “A
remnant will return, the remnant of Jacob, to the mighty God.”

The way in which punishment is administered is also significant. At
times it is administered indirectly, simply through God’s immanent work-
ing in the physical and psychological laws which he has established in
the world. Indirect punishrnent may be external, as, for example, when
sin violates the principles of health and hygiene and results in illness. The
person who engages in sexual sin and contracts a venereal disease is an
obvious and frequently cited instance, but less dramatic cases also
abound. We are now learning increasingly from psychologists that hatred
and hostility have destructive effects upon physical health. Indirect pun-
ishment may also take the form of external conflicts (e.g., in one’s family)
issuing from one’s sin and the psychological laws God has ordained.
David may be a case in point. Because of his sin of adultery with
Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah, David was told that trouble would
come upon his house (2 Sam. 12:10-12). The rape of Tamar, the murder
of Amnon by Absalom, and Absalom’s revolt against David were fulfil-
ments of this prophecy. Now while we may think of these tragedies as
being specifically chosen and directly administered by God to fit David’s
sin, we may also regard them as natural consequences flowing automat-
ically from David’s behavior and basic human psychology. The crimes of
the sons may well have been the consequences either of the propensity
of children to imitate their parents or of the failure of David to discipline
his sons, thinking that this would be hypocritical in view of his own past
behavior. Finally, indirect punishment may be internal. For example, sin
may lead automatically to an awful feeling of guilt, a gnawing sense of
responsibility.

That there is in some cases a virtual cause-and-effect relationship
between sin and punishment is taught in some of the didactic passages
of the Bible. In Galatians 6:7-8 Paul uses the imagery of sowing and
reaping to compare the results of sin and of righteousness. It is implied
that just as the crop that is obtained follows from the nature of the seed
which was planted, so does the punishment follow automatically from
the sinful act. Yet we should be careful to note that while God often
works indirectly through the physical and psychological laws he has
established, this is not the only or even the primary channel through

The Results of Sin 611

which he administers punishment. More common are those cases where
God by a definite decision and direct act metes out punishment. And we
should also carefully point out that even where the punishment follows
naturally from the act, it is not something impersonal, a piece of misfor-
tune. The law that governs these fixed patterns is an expression of God’s
will.

The Christian view that God punishes indirectly through the patterns
he has established is to be distinguished from the Hindu and Buddhist
concept of karma, according to which every act has certain conse-
quences. There is an inexorable connection between the two.? There is
nothing that can break this connection, not even death, for the law of
karma carries over into the next incarnation. In the Christian view, the
sin-punishment sequence can be interrupted by repentance and confes-
sion of sins, with consequent forgiveness, and death brings a release
from the temporal effects of sin.

Death

One of the most obvious results of sin is death. This truth is first
pointed out in God’s statement forbidding Adam and Eve to eat of the
fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil: “for in the day that
you eat of it you shall die” (Gen. 2: 17). It is also found in clear didactic
form in Romans 6:23: “The wages of sin is death.” Pauls point is that, like
wages, death is a fitting return, a just recompense for what we have
done. This death which we have deserved has several different aspects:
(1) physical death, (2) spiritual death, and (3) eternal death.

1. Physical Death

The mortality of all men is both an obvious fact and a truth taught by
Scripture. Hebrews 9:27 says, “It is appointed for men to die once, and
after that comes judgment.” Paul in Romans 5:12 attributes death to the
original sin of Adam. Yet while death entered the world through Adams
sin, it spread to all men because all sinned.

This raises the question of whether man was created mortal or im-
mortal. Would he have died if he had not sinned? Calvinists have basically
taken the negative position, arguing that physical death entered with the
curse (Gen. 3:19).1° The Pelagian view, on the other hand, is that man was

9. L. de la Vallée Poussin, “Karma,” in Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, ed. James
Hastings (New York: Scribner,1955), vol. 7, pp. 673-76.

10. Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953), p. 260.
Arminians generally tend to agree with Calvinists rather than Pelagians on this point. See
H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City, Mo.: Beacon Hill, 1958), vol. 1, pp. 34-37,
91-95.
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created mortal. Just as everything about us dies sooner or later, so it is
and has always been with man. The principle of death and decay is a
part of the whole of creation.!! The Pelagians point out that if the
Calvinist view is correct, then it was the serpent who was right and
Jehovah was wrong in saying, “In the day that you eat of it you shall die,”
for Adam and Eve were not struck dead on the day of their sin.!? Physical
death, in the Pelagian view, is a natural accompaniment of being human.
The biblical references to death as a consequence of sin are understood
as references to spiritual death, separation from God, rather than physi-
cal death.

The problem is not as simple as it might at first appear The assump-
tion that mortality began with the fall, and that Romans 5:12 and similar
New Testament references to death are to be understood as references
to physical death, may not be warranted. A roadblock to the idea that
physical mortality is a result of sin is the case of Jesus. Not only did he
not sin himself (Heb. 4:15), but he was not tainted by the corrupted
nature of Adam. Yet he died. How could mortality have affected someone
who, spiritually, stood where Adam and Eve did before the fall? This is
an enigma. We have conflicting data here. Is it possible somehow to slip
between the horns of the dilemma?

First, we must observe that physical death is linked to the fall in some
clear way. Genesis 3: 19 would seem to be not a statement of what is the
case and has been the case from creation, but a pronouncement of a
new situation: “In the sweat of your face you shall eat bread till you
return to the ground, for out of it you were taken; you are dust, and to
dust you shall return.” Further, it seems difficult to separate the ideas of
physical death and spiritual death in the writings of Paul, particularly in
1 Corinthians 15. Paul’s theme is that physical death has been defeated
through Christ’s resurrection. His resurrection does not mean that hu-
mans no longer die, but that the finality of death has been removed. Paul
attributes to sin the power which physical death possesses in the absence
of resurrection. But with Christ’s overcoming of physical death, sin itself
(and thus spiritual death) is defeated (w. 55-56). Apart from Christ’s
resurrection from physical death, we would remain in our sins, that is,
we would remain spiritually dead (v. 17). Louis Berkhof appears to be
correct when he says, “The Bible does not know the distinction, so
common among us, between a physical, a spiritual, and an eternal death;
it has a synthetic view of death and regards it as separation from God."?

11. See Augustine A Treatise on the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins, and the Baptism
of Infants 1.2.

12. Dale Moody, The Word of Truth: A Summary of Christian Doctrine Based on
Biblical Revelation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 198 1), p. 295.

13. Berkhof, Systematic Theology, pp. 258-59.
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On the other hand, there are the considerations that Adam and Eve
died spiritually but not physically the moment or the day that they
sinned, and that even the sinless Jesus was capable of dying. How is all
of this to be untangled?

I would suggest the concept of conditional immortality as the state of
Adam before the fall. He was not inherently able to live forever, but he
need not have died.14 Given the right conditions, he could have lived on
forever. This may be the meaning of Gods words when he decided to
expel Adam and Eve from Eden and from the presence of the tree of life:
“and now, lest he put forth his hand and take also of the tree of life, and
eat, and live for ever” (3:22). The impression is given that Adam, even
after the fall, could have lived forever if he had eaten the fruit of the tree
of life. What happened at the time of his expulsion from Eden was that
man, who formerly could have either lived forever or died, was now
separated from those conditions which made eternal life possible, and
thus it became inevitable that he die. Previously he could die; now he
would die. This also means that Jesus was born with a body that was
subject to death. He had to eat to live; had he failed to eat he would have
starved to death.

We should note that there were other changes as a result of sin. In
Eden man had a body which could become diseased; after the fall there
were diseases for him to contract. The curse, involving the coming of
death to mankind, also included a whole host of ills which would lead to
death. Paul tells us that someday this set of conditions will be removed,
and the whole creation delivered from this “bondage to decay” (Rom.
8: 18-23).

To sum up: the potential of death was within the creation from the
beginning. But the potential of eternal life was also there. Sin, in the case
of Adam and each of us, means that death is no longer merely potential
but actual.

We have not attempted to define physical death, although most older
theologies defined it as the separation of body and soul. This definition is
not fully satisfactory, for reasons indicated in our treatment of the
makeup of human nature (chapter 24). We will attempt to define physical
death more completely in our discussion of the last things. For the time
being, we will think of it as the termination of human existence in the
bodily or materialized state.

2. Spiritual Death

Spiritual death is both connected with physical death and distin-
guished from it. Spiritual death is the separation of the person, in the

14. Augustine makes a similar point in distinguishing between being “mortal” and
being “subject to death” (Merits and Forgiveness of Sins 1.3).
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entirety of his or her nature, from God. God, as a perfectly holy being,
cannot look upon sin or tolerate its presence. Thus, sin is a barrier to the
relationship between God and man. It brings man under God’s judgment
and condemnation.

The essence of spiritual death can be seen in the case of Adam and
Eve. “In the day you eat of it [the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of
good and evil] you shall die” did not mean that they would experience
immediate physical death. It did mean, as we have seen, that their
potential mortality would become actual. It also meant spiritual death,
separation between man and God. And indeed, after Adam and Eve ate
the fruit, they tried to hide from God because of their shame and guilt,
and God pronounced severe curses upon them. Sin results in alienation
from God. This is the wages of sin of which Paul speaks in Romans 6:23.

In addition to this objective aspect of spiritual death, there is also a
subjective aspect. There are numerous statements in the Bible to the
effect that man apart from Christ is dead in trespasses and sins. This
means, at least in part, that sensibility to spiritual matters and the ability
to act and respond spiritually, to do good things, are absent or severely
impaired. The newness of life which is now ours through Christ’s resur-
rection and symbolized in baptism (Rom. 6:4), while not precluding
physical death, most certainly involves a death to the sin which has
afflicted us. It produces a new spiritual sensitivity and vitality.

3. Eternal Death

Eternal death is in a very real sense the extending and finalizing of the
spiritual death of which we have just written. If one comes to physical
death still spiritually dead, separated from God, that condition becomes
permanent. As eternal life is both qualitatively different from our present
life and unending, so eternal death is separation ‘from God which is both
qualitatively different from physical death and everlasting in character.

In the last judgment the persons who appear before God’s judgment
seat will be divided into two groups. Those who are judged righteous will
be sent into eternal life (Matt. 25:34-40, 46b). Those judged to be unrigh-
teous will be sent into eternal punishment or eternal fire (w. 41-46a). In
Revelation 20 John writes of a “second death.” The first death is physical
death, from which the resurrection gives us deliverance, but not exemp-
tion. Although all will eventually die the first death, the important ques-
tion is whether in each individual case the second death has been
overcome. Those who participate in the first resurrection are spoken of
as ‘blessed and holy.” Over such the second death is said to have no
power (v. 6). In the latter part of the chapter, death and Hades are cast
into the lake of fire (w. 13-14), into which the beast and the false prophet
were earlier cast (19:20). This is spoken of as the second death (20: 14).
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Anyone whose name is not found written in the book of life will be cast
into the lake of fire. This is the permanent state of what the sinner chose
in life.

We have examined the results which sin has upon man’s relationship
with God. This is the primary area affected by sin. David had most
assuredly sinned against Uriah, and in some ways against Bathsheba as
well, and even against the nation of Israel. Yet in his great penitential
psalm he prayed, “Against thee, thee only, have | sinned, and done that
which is evil in thy sight” (Ps. 51:4). Even where there is no apparent
horizontal dimension to sin, God is affected by it. The argument that
certain actions are not wrong, provided they are performed by consent-
ing adults and no one is harmed, disregards the fact that sin is primarily
wrong against God, and the primary effects of sin are upon the relation-
ship between the sinner and God.

Effects on the Sinner

Enslavement

Although the primary effects of sin are on our relationship with God,
it is vital that we investigate the other dimensions that are affected by
sin. Sin has consequences for the person who commits it. These effects
are varied and complex. One of the effects of sin is its enslaving power.
Sin becomes a habit or even an addiction. One sin leads to another sin.
For example, after Kkilling Abel, Cain felt constrained to lie when God
asked him where his brother was. Sometimes a larger sin is required to
cover a smaller one. Having committed adultery, David found it neces-
sary to commit murder to conceal what he had done. Sometimes the
pattern becomes fixed, so that the same act is repeated in virtually the
same way. This was the case with Abraham. In Egypt he lied about Sarah,
saying that she was his sister rather than his wife, with the result that
Pharaoh took her as his wife (Gen. 12: 10-20). Later Abraham repeated
the same lie to Abimelech (Gen. 20). It appears that he had not learned
anything from the first incident. We should also note that his son Isaac
later repeated the same lie with regard to his wife, Rebekah (Gen. 26:6-
1)1

15. Many Old Testament commentators regard these narrative passages as “doublets”
(multiple accounts of the same incident) rather than as records of three separate events.
For a conservative position on this matter see Oswald T. Allis, The Five Books of Moses,
2nd ed. (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1949), p. 83.
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What some people consider freedom to sin, freedom from the restric-
tions of obedience to the will of God, is actually the enslavement which
sin produces. In some cases sin gains so much control and power over a
person that he cannot escape it. Paul recalls that the Roman Christians
“were once slaves of sin” (Rom. 6: 17). But sin’s grip on the individual is
loosed by the work of Christ: “For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ
Jesus has set me free from the law of sin and death” (Rom. 8:2).

Flight from Reality

Sin also results in an unwillingness to face reality. The harsh dimen-
sions of life, and especially the consequences of our sin, are not faced
realistically. In particular, society avoids thinking about the stark fact that
sooner or later everyone must die (Heb. 9:27). One of the ways of avoiding
this fact is through the use of positive language. No one ever dies any-
more; instead, one simply “passes away.” Death is made to sound like a
pleasant little trip. There are no longer cemeteries and most certainly no
graveyards in our modern society. What we have instead are “memorial
parks.” And the experience of growing old, which signals the approach
of death, is carefully masked with euphemisms like “senior citizen” and
“golden age.” The manifold ways in which death is disguised or ignored
sometimes constitute a virtual denial of death, which in actuality is a sign
of fear of death. A suppressed realization that death is the wages of
sin (Rom. 6:23) may underlie many of our attempts to avoid thinking
about it.

Denial of Sin

Accompanying our denial of death is a denial of sin. There are various
ways of denying sin. It may be relabeled, so that it is not acknowledged
as sin at all. It may be considered a matter of sickness, deprivation,
ignorance, or perhaps social maladjustment at worst. Karl Menninger
wrote of this phenomenon in his book Whatever Became of Sin 26 De-
nying the existence of sin is one way of disposing of the painful con-
sciousness of one’s wrongdoing.

Another way of denying our sin is to admit the wrongness of what we
have done, but to decline to take responsibility for it. We see this dynamic
at work in the case of the very first sin. When confronted by the Lords
question, “Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten of the
tree of which | commanded you not to eat?” (Gen. 3: 1 1), Adam responded
by shifting the blame: “The woman ... gave me fruit of the tree, and |

16. Karl Menninger, Whatever Became of Sin? (New York: Hawthorn, 1973).
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ate” (v. 12). Adam’s immediate reaction was to deny personal responsibil-
ity-he had eaten only at the inducement of Eve. But Adam’s attempt to
shift the blame was even more involved than that, for what he said was,
“The woman whom thou gavest to be with me, she gave me fruit of the
tree, and | ate.” Adam tried to shift the blame even to God, for had God
not given the woman to Adam, he would not have been exposed to
temptation. The woman learned quickly from her husband’s example:
“The serpent beguiled me, and | ate” (v. 13). The serpent had no one to
blame, and so the process stopped there. Note, however, that the judg-
ment came upon all three-Adam, Eve, and the serpent. The fact that
someone else had instigated the respective sins of Eve and Adam did not
remove their responsibility. Both sinner and instigator were punished.

Attempting to shift responsibility from oneself is a common practice.
For deep down there is often a sense of guilt which one desperately
wants to eradicate. But trying to shift responsibility compounds the sin
and makes repentance more unlikely. All of the excuses and explanations
which we offer for our actions are signs of the depth of our sin. Appealing
to deter-minism to explain and justify our sin is simply a sophisticated
form of denial.

Self-Deceit

Self-deceit is the underlying problem when we deny our sin. Jeremiah
wrote, “The heart is deceitful [slippery, crooked] above all things, and
desperately corrupt; who can understand it?” (17:9). The hypocrites of
whom Jesus often spoke probably fooled themselves before they tried to
fool others. He pointed to the ludicrous lengths to which self-deceit can
go: “Why do you see the speck that is in your brothers eye, but do not
notice the log that is in your own eye?” (Matt. 7:3). David denounced the
injustice of the rich man in Nathan’s parable who took the poor man’s
one little ewe lamb, but he did not see the point of the parable (his own
injustice in taking Uriahs wife) until Nathan pointed it out to him (2 Sam.
12:1-15).

Insensitivity

Sin also produces insensitivity. As we continue to sin and to reject
Gods warnings and condemnations, we become less and less responsive
to the promptings of conscience. Whereas there may initially be a ten-
derness when one does wrong, the eventual effect of sin is that we are
no longer stirred by the Word and the Spirit. In time even gross sins can
be committed with no compunction. A shell, a spiritual callous, as it were,
grows upon the soul. Paul spoke of those “whose consciences are seared”
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(1 Tim. 4:2) and of those whose minds are darkened as a result of
rejecting the truth (Rom. 1:21). Perhaps the clearest example in the
ministry of Jesus is the Pharisees, who, having seen Jesus’ miracles and
heard his teaching, attributed what was the work of the Holy Spirit to
Beelzebub, the prince of the demons.

Self-Centefedness

An increasing self-centeredness also results from sin. In many ways
sin is a turning in upon oneself which is confirmed with practice. We call
attention to ourselves, and to our good qualities and accomplishments,
and minimize our shortcomings. We seek special favors and opportuni-
ties in life, wanting an extra little edge that no one else has. We display a
certain special alertness to our own wants and needs, while we ignore
those of others.

Restlessness

Finally, sin often produces restlessness. There is a certain insatiable
character about sin. Complete satisfaction never occurs. Although some
sinners may have a relative stability for a time, sin eventually loses its
ability to satisfy. Like habituation to a drug, a tolerance is built up, and it
becomes easier to sin without feeling pangs of guilt. Further, it takes a
greater dosage to produce the same effects. In the process, our wants
keep expanding as rapidly as, or more rapidly than, we can fulfil them. It
is alleged that in answer to the question, “How much money does it take
to satisfy a man?” John D. Rockefeller responded, “Just a little bit more.”
Like a restless, tossing sea, the wicked never really come to peace.

Effects on the Relationship to Other Humans

Competition

Sin also has massive effects upon the relationships between humans.
One of the most significant is the proliferation of competition. Since sin
makes one increasingly self-centered and self-seeking, there will inevita-
bly be conflict with others. We wish the same position, the same marriage
partner, or the same piece of real estate that another has. Whenever
someone wins, someone else loses. The loser, out of resentment, will
often become a threat to the winner. The person who succeeds will
always have the anxiety that others may attempt to take back what they
have lost. Thus, there really are no winners in the competitive race. The
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most extreme and large-scale version of human competition is war, with
its wholesale destruction of property and human lives. James is quite
clear as to the major factors that lead to war: “What causes wars, and
what causes fightings among you? Is it not your passions that are at war
in your members? You desire and do not have; so you kill. And you covet
and cannot obtain; so you fight and wage war” (James 4:1-2). We ob-
served earlier that sin becomes enslaving, leading to more sin. James
bears out this observation with his assertion that the sin of covetousness
leads to the sins of killing and war.

Inability to Empathize

Inability to empathize with others is a major consequence of sin. Being
concerned about our personal desires, reputation, and opinions, we see
only our own perspective. Because what we want is so important to us,
we cannot step into the shoes of others and see their needs as well, or
see how they might understand a situation in a somewhat different way.
This is the opposite of what Paul commended to his readers: “Do nothing
from selfishness or conceit, but in humility count others better than
yourselves. Let each of you look not only to his own interests, but also to
the interests of others. Have this mind among yourselves, which you have
in Christ Jesus” (Phil. 2:3-5).

Rejection of Authority

Rejection of authority is often a social ramification of sin. If we find
security in our own possessions and accomplishments, then any outside
authority is threatening. It restricts our doing what we want. It must be
resisted or ignored, so that we might be free to do as we will. In the
process, of course, many others’ rights may be trampled.

Inability to Love

Finally, sin results in inability to love. Since other people stand in our
way, representing competition and a threat to us, we cannot really act
for the ultimate welfare of others if our aim is self-satisfaction. And so
suspicions, conflicts, bitterness, and even hatred issue from the self-
absorption or the pursual of finite values that has supplanted God at the
center of the sinners life.

Sin is a serious matter; it has far-reaching effects-upon our relation-
ship to God, to ourselves, and to other humans. Accordingly, it will
require a cure with similarly extensive effects.
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H aving seen something of the nature of sin, its source, and
its effects, we must now ask regarding its magnitude. There are two
facets to this question: (1) How extensive, how common is sin? (2) How
intensive, how radical is it?

The Extent of Sin

To the question of who sins, the answer is apparent: sin is universal. It
is not limited to a few isolated individuals or even to a majority of the
human race. All humans, without exception, are sinners.
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The O/d Testament Teaching

The universality of sin is taught in several ways and places in Scripture.
In the Old Testament, we do not usually find general statements about
all men at all times, but about all men who were living at the time being
written about. In the time of Noah, the sin of the race was so great and
so extensive that God resolved to destroy everything (with the exception
of Noah, his family, and the animals taken on board the ark). The
description is vivid: “The Lorp saw that the wickedness of man was great
in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was
only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5). God regretted having made man and
resolved to blot out the entire human race, together with all other living
things, for the corruption was worldwide: “Now the earth was corrupt in
God'’s sight, and the earth was filled with violence” (Gen. 6: 11). Noah
appears to be an exception: he found favor in the eyes of the Lord, being
described as a “righteous man, blameless in his generation” (v. 9). Yet
while he stands out in contrast to those surrounding him, he was guilty
of the sin of drunkenness (9:21), which is condemned elsewhere in
Scripture (Hab. 2: 15; Eph. 5: 18).

Even after the flood has destroyed the wicked of the earth, God still
characterizes “the imagination of man’s heart [as being] evil from his
youth” (Gen. 8:21). David describes the corruption of his contemporaries
in terms which Paul quotes in Romans 3. In Psalms 14 and 53, which are
almost identical, human corruption is pictured as universal: “They are
corrupt, they do abominable deeds, there is none that does good. ...
They have all gone astray, they are all alike corrupt; there is none that
does good, no, not one” (Ps. 14:1, 3). Here again, there are a few righteous
among the evildoers (v. 5). David does not suggest, however, that right-
eousness is one’s own accomplishment rather than a gift of the Lord’s
grace. In Proverbs 20 it is implied that a quest for a righteous and faithful
man will prove fruitless: “Many a man proclaims his own loyalty, but a
faithful man who can find?” (v. 6). “Who can say, ‘I have made my heart
clean; | am pure from sin” (v. 9). Between these two rhetorical questions
are statements about a righteous man and a king who sits on the throne
of judgment (w. 7-8), but apparently even they cannot claim credit for
righteousness.

A categorical statement about the sinfulness of man is found in
1 Kings 8:46: “for there is no man who does not sin” (cf. Rom. 3:23). David
makes a similar statement when he asks for mercy from God: “Enter not
into judgment with thy servant; for no man living is righteous before
thee” (Ps. 143:2). The same idea is implied in Psalm 130:3: “If thou, 0
Lorp, shouldest mark iniquities, Lord, who could stand?” The writer of
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Ecclesiastes says, “Surely there is not a righteous man on earth who does
good and never sins” (Eccles. 7:20).

These statements of the universal sinfulness of the human race should
be regarded as qualifying all the scriptural references to perfect or
blameless persons (e.g., Ps. 37:37; Prov. 11:5). Even those who are specifi-
cally described as perfect have shortcomings. We have already noted this
in connection with Noah. The same is true of Job (cf. Job 1:8 and 14: 16-
17, where Job refers to his transgressions). Abraham was a man of great
faith; the Lord even bade him be blameless (Gen. 17:1). Yet his actions
prove that he was not sinless. In siring a son, Ishmael, by Hagar, he
showed a lack of belief in God’s ability to fulfil his promise of an heir
Abraham demonstrated a lack of integrity as well in twice representing
his wife Sarah as his sister (Gen. 12, 20). Moses was certainly a man of
God, yet his lack of belief resulted in his not being allowed to bring the
people of Israel into the Promised Land (Num. 20:10-13). David was a
man after Gods own heart (1 Sam. 13: 14). Yet his sins were grievous and
occasioned the great penitential psalm (Ps. 5 1). Isaiah 53:6 takes pains to
universalize its metaphorical description of sinners: “All we like sheep
have gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lorp
has laid on him the iniquity of us all.”

The New Testament Teaching

The New Testament is even clearer concerning the universality of
human sin. The most famous passage is, of course, Romans 3, where
Paul quotes and elaborates upon Psalms 14 and 53, as well as 5:9;140:3;
10:7; 36:1; and Isaiah 59:7-8. He asserts that “all men, both Jews and
Greeks, are under the power of sin” (v. 9), and then heaps up a number
of descriptive quotations beginning with, “None is righteous, no, not one;
no one understands, no one seeks for God. All have turned aside, together
they have gone wrong; no one does good, not even one” (w. 10-12). None
will be justified by works of the law (v. 20). The reason is clear; “all have
sinned and fall short of the glory of God” (v. 23). Paul also makes it plain
that he is’talking not only about unbelievers, those outside the Christian
faith, but believers as well, including himself. In Ephesians 2:3 he ac-
knowledges that “among these [the sons of disobedience, v. 2] we all once
lived in the passions of our flesh, following the desires of body and mind,
and so we were by nature children of wrath, like the rest of mankind.” It
is apparent that there are no exceptions to this universal rule. In his
statement on the law and its function, Paul makes mention of the fact
that “scripture consigned all things to sin” (Gal. 3:22). Similarly, 1 John
5: 19 indicates that “the whole world is in the power of the evil one.”

Not only does the Bible frequently assert that all are sinners, it also
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assumes it everywhere. Note, for example, that the commands to repent
relate to everyone. In his Mars’ Hill address Paul said, “The times of
ignorance God overlooked, but now he commands all men everywhere
to repent” (Acts 17:30). Although Jesus never needed to confess sin or
repent, it is necessary for everyone else to do so, for it is obvious that all
sin. In speaking to Nicodemus about being born again, Jesus made his
statement universal: “Truly, truly, | say to you, unless one is born of water
and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God” (John 3:5). Everyone
needs the transformation which the new birth brings. It is apparent that
in the New Testament each person, by virtue of being human, is regarded
as a sinner in need of repentance and new birth. Sin is universal. As
Ryder Smith puts it, “The universality of sin is taken as matter of fact.
On examination, it will be found that every speech in Acts, even Stephen’s,
and every Epistle just assumes that men have all sinned. This is also the
assumption of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels. ... Jesus deals with every-
one on the assumption, ‘Here is a sinner.”

Not only does the Bible affirm and everywhere assume that all hu-
mans are sinners, but it also abundantly illustrates this fact. Blatant
sinners appear in the pages of Scripture. The Samaritan woman in John
4 and the thieves on the cross are obvious instances. But what is more
impressive is that even the good people, the righteous, the heroes of
Scripture, are presented as sinners. We have already pointed to several
Old Testament examples-Noah, Abraham, Moses, David. And in the New
Testament we read of the shortcomings of Jesus’ disciples. Peter’s sins
brought him several rebukes from Jesus, the most severe being, “Get
behind me, Satan! You are a hindrance to me; for you are not on the side
of God, but of men” (Matt. 16:23). Selfish ambition and pride were
revealed not only in the attempt of James and John to be named to the
places of authority at Jesus’ right and left hands, but also in the resent-
ment and indignation of the other disciples (Matt. 20:20-28; Mark 10:35~
45; Luke 22:24-27). This incident is all the more amazing in that it came
not long after they had disputed which of them was the greatest, and
Jesus had responded with a speech on the necessity of servanthood
(Matt. 18:1-5; Mark 9:33-37; Luke 9:46-48).

An additional proof of the universality of sin is that all persons are
subject to the penalty for sin, namely, death. Except for those alive when
Christ returns, everyone will succumb to death. All of us are subject to
it. Romans 3:23 (“all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God”) and
6:23 (“the wages of sin is death”) are interconnected. The universality of
the death spoken of in the latter is evidence of the universality of sin of

1. Charles Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Sin and of the Ways of God with
Sinners (London: Epworth, 1953), pp. 159-60.
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which the former verse speaks. Between these two verses comes Romans
5:12: “Therefore as sin came into the world through one man and death
through sin, and so death spread to all men because all men sinned-.”
Here, too, sin is considered universal.

The Intensiveness of Sin

Having seen that the extent of sin is universal, we turn now to the
issue of its intensiveness. How sinful is the sinner? How deep is our sin?
Are we basically pure, with a positive inclination toward the good, or are
we totally and absolutely corrupt? We must look carefully at the biblical
data and then seek to interpret and integrate them.

The Old Testament Teaching

The OIld Testament for the most part speaks of sins rather than of
sinfulness, of sin as an act rather than as a state or disposition. The
condemnation pronounced by the Hebrew prophets was generally di-
rected at acts of sin or sins. Yet this condemnation related not merely to
external acts of sin, but to inward sins as well. Indeed, a distinction was
drawn between sins on the basis of the motivation involved. The right of
sanctuary for manslayers was reserved for those who had killed acciden-
tally rather than intentionally (Deut. 4:42). The motive was fully as impor-
tant as the act itself. In addition, inward thoughts and intentions were
condemned quite apart from external acts. An example is the sin of
covetousness, an internal desire which is deliberately chosen.?

There is yet a further step in the Old Testament understanding of sin.
Particularly in the writings of Jeremiah and Ezekiel sin is depicted as a
spiritual sickness which afflicts the heart. Our heart is wrong and must
be changed, or even exchanged. We do not merely do evil; our very
inclination is evil. Jeremiah says that “the heart is deceitful above all
things, and desperately corrupt; who can understand it?”” (Jer. 17:9). Later
on Jeremiah prophesies that God will change the hearts of his people.
The day will come when the Lord will put his law within the house of
Israel and “write it upon their hearts” (Jer. 3 1:33). Similarly, in the Book
of Ezekiel God asserts that the hearts of the people need change: “And |
will give them one heart [or a new heart], and put a new spirit within
them; I will take the stony heart out of their flesh and give them a heart
of flesh” (Ezek. 11: 19).

It is also noteworthy that while some of the Hebrew terms for sin

2. Ibid., p. 34.
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which we examined in chapter 26 point to definite and specific sins,
others seem to suggest a condition, state, or tendency of the heart. One
term that is particularly significant here is the verb awn (chashab), which
in various forms appears some 180 times.> While there are more than
twenty different renderings in English, the basic meaning is “to plan,”
which combines the ideas of thinking and devising. The term is used in
connection with the thoughts and purposes of God, and especially in
connection with the cunning and sinful devisings of man’s heart. In the
latter case, the word calls attention not to the act of sin, but the purpose
and even the scheming behind it. In Ecclesiastes 7, the preacher is
reflecting upon the prevalence of the folly of wickedness. He speaks of
the woman whose heart is snares and nets (v. 26), and then concludes,
“Behold, this alone | found, that God made man upright, but they have
sought out many devices” (v. 29). The man who commits wicked acts is
one whose heart devises evil, whose habit is to sin. The image of the
scheming heart is found as early as the account of the flood; God
observes of sinful man that “every imagination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5). Later examples are abundant:
“Let the wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his thoughts;
let him return to the Lorp, that he may have mercy on him, and to our
God, for he will abundantly pardon” (Isa. 557); “I did not know it was
against me they devised schemes” (Jer. 11:19); “The thoughts of the
wicked are an abomination to the Lorp, the words of the pure are
pleasing to him” (Prov. 15:26). Ryder Smith comments on these passages:
“Here the idea of separate inward sins is passing into that of a habit of
sin.”

Psalm 5 1, the great penitential psalm, most fully expresses the idea of
sinfulness or a sinful nature. Forgoing for the moment the question of
whether sin or corruption is inherited, we note here a strong emphasis
upon the idea of sin as an inward condition or disposition, and the need
of purging the inward person. David speaks of his having been brought
forth in iniquity and conceived in sin (v. 5). He speaks of the Lord’s
desiring truth in the inward parts, and the need of being taught wisdom
in the secret heart (v. 6). The psalmist prays to be washed and cleansed
(v. 2), purged and washed (v. 7), and asks God to create in him a clean
heart and to put a new and right (or steadfast) spirit within him (v. 10).
One can scarcely find anywhere in religious literature stronger conscious
expressions of need for change of disposition or inner nature. It is unmis-

3. Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon of
the Old Testament (New York: Oxford University, 1955), pp. 362-63.
4. Smith, Doctrine of Sin, p. 36.
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takably clear that the psalmist does not think of himself merely as one
who commits sins, but as a sinful person.

The New Testament Teaching

The New Testament is even clearer and more emphatic on these
matters. Jesus spoke of the inward disposition as evil. Sin is very much a
matter of the inward thoughts and intentions. It is not sufficient not to
commit murder; he who is angry with his brother is liable to judgment
(Matt. 5:21-22). It is not enough to abstain from committing adultery. If a
man lusts after a woman, he has in his heart already committed adultery
with her (Matt. 5:27-28). Jesus put it even more strongly in Matthew
12:33-35, where actions are regarded as issuing from the heart: “Either
make the tree good, and its fruit good; or make the tree bad, and its fruit
bad; for the tree is known by its fruit. You brood of vipers! how can you
speak good when you are evil? For out of the abundance of the heart
the mouth speaks. The good man out of his good treasure brings forth
good, and the evil man out of his evil treasure brings forth evil.” Luke
makes it clear that the fruit produced reflects the very nature of the tree,
or of the man: no good tree bears bad fruit, nor a bad tree good fruit
(Luke 6:43-45). Our actions are what they are because we are what we
are. It cannot be otherwise. Evil actions and words stem from the evil
thoughts of the heart: “But what comes out of the mouth proceeds from
the heart, and this defiles a man. For out of the heart come evil thoughts,
murder, adultery, fornication, theft, false witness, slander” (Matt. 15:18-
19).

Paul’s own self-testimony also is a powerful argument that it is the
corruption of human nature that produces individual sins. He recalls
that “while we were living in the flesh, our sinful passions, aroused by
the law, were at work in our members to bear fruit for death” (Rom. 7:5).
He sees “in my members another law at war with the law of my mind
and making me captive to the law of sin which dwells in my members”
(v. 23). In Galatians 5:17 he writes that the desires of the flesh are against
the Spirit. The word here is émBvuéw, Which can refer to either a neutral
desire or an improper desire. There are numerous “works of the flesh™:
“immorality, impurity, licentiousness, idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife, jeal-
ousy, anger, selfishness, dissension, party spirit, envy, drunkenness, ca-
rousing, and the like” (w. 19-2 1). In Paul’s thinking, then, as in Jesus’, sins
are the result of human nature. In every human being there is a strong
inclination toward evil, an inclination with definite effects.

The adjective total is often attached to the idea of depravity. This idea
derives from certain of the texts which we have already examined. Very
early in the Bible we read, “The Lorb saw that the wickedness of man
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was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5). Paul describes the Gentiles as
“darkened in their understanding, alienated from the life of God because
of the ignorance that is in them, due to their hardness of heart; they have
become callous and have given themselves up to licentiousness, greedy
to practice every kind of uncleanness” (Eph. 4: 1 8- 19). His descriptions of
sinners in Romans 1: 18-32 and Titus 1: 15, as well as of the men of the
last days in 2 Timothy 3:2-5, focus on their corruption and callousness
and desperate wickedness. But the expression “total depravity” must be
carefully used. For it has sometimes been interpreted as conveying (and
on occasion has even been intended to convey) an understanding of
human nature which our experience belies.5

We do not mean by total depravity that the unregenerate person is
totally insensitive in matters of conscience, of right and wrong. For Paul’s
statement in Romans 2: 15 says that the Gentiles have the law written on
their hearts, so that “their conscience also bears witness and their con-
flicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse them.”

Further, total depravity does not mean that the sinful man is as sinful
as he can possibly be. He does not continuously do only evil and in the
most wicked fashion possible. There are unregenerate persons who are
genuinely altruistic, who show kindness, generosity, and love to others,
who are good, devoted spouses and parents. Some completely secular
persons have engaged in acts of heroism on behalf of their country.
These actions, insofar as they are in conformity with God’s will and law,
are pleasing to God. But they are not in any way meritorious. They do
not qualify the person for salvation, or contribute to it in any way.

Finally, the doctrine of total depravity does not mean that the sinner
engages in every possible form of sin. Because virtue is often, as Aristotle
pointed out, a mean between two extremes, both of which are vices, the
presence of one vice would automatically exclude another.6

What then do we mean, positively, by the idea of total depravity? First,
sin is a matter of the entire person.7 The seat of sin is not merely one
aspect of the person, such as the body or the reason. Certainly several
references make clear that the body is affected (e.g., Rom. 6:6, 12; 7:24;
8: 10, 13). Other verses tell us that the mind or the reason is involved (e.g.,
Rom.1:21;: 2 Cor. 3: 14-15; 44). That the emotions also are involved is
amply attested (e.g., Rom. 1:26-27; Gal. 5:24; and 2 Tim. 3:2-4, where the
ungodly are described as being lovers of self and pleasure rather than

5. Augustus H. Strong, Systematic Theology (Westwood, N.J.: Revell,1907), pp. 637-38;
Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953), p. 246.

6. Aristotle Nicomacheun Ethics 2.8-9.

7. Berkhof, Systematic Theology, p. 247.
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lovers of God). Finally, it is evident that the will is also affected. The
unregenerate person does not have a truly free will. He is a slave to sin.
Paul starkly describes the Romans as having once been “slaves of sin”
(6:17). He is concerned that the opponents of the Lord’s servant “repent
and come to know the truth, and. .. escape from the snare of the devil,
after being captured by him to do his will” (2 Tim. 2:25-26).

Further, total depravity means that even the unregenerate man’s altru-
ism always contains an element of improper motive. The good acts are
not done entirely or even primarily out of perfect love for God. In each
case there is another factor, whether the preference of one’s own self-
interest or of some other object less than God. Thus, while there may
appear to be good and desirable behavior, and we may be inclined to feel
that it could not in any way be sinful, yet even the good is tainted. The
Pharisees who so often dialogued with Jesus did many good things (Matt.
23:23), but they had no real love for God. So he said to them, “You search
the scriptures [this of course was good], because you think that in them
you have eternal life; and it is they that bear witness to me; yet you refuse
to come to me that you may have life. | do not receive glory from men.
But I know that you have not the love of God within you” (John 5:39-42).

Sometimes sinfulness is covered by a genteel layer of charm and

graciousness. Yet, as the doctrine of total depravity indicates, under that
veneer is a heart not truly inclined to God. Langdon Gilkey tells how he
discovered this truth in a Japanese prison camp. He had been raised in
cultured circles. His father was dean of Rockefeller Chapel at the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and Langdon had attended Yale University. He had
known thoughtful, generous people. But when in a prison camp with
many of the same type of people, he saw a different side of human
nature. Here, where there was a shortage of everything, the selfishness
that is natural to humans manifested itself, sometimes in quite spectac-
ular fashion. Space was at a premium, and so definite allotments were
made, as equitably as possible for everyone. Gilkey was in charge of
housing assignments. He encountered a number of people with elaborate
explanations of why they should have more space than others. Some
people moved their beds a fraction of an inch each night in order to gain
just a bit more space. Among these offenders were even some Christian
missionaries. In a moving passage he describes his discovery of some-
thing like original sin. It is a vivid reminder that what happens in situa-
tions of exigency may be a better indication of the true condition of
man’s heart than are the normal circumstances of life.

Such experiences with ordinary human cussedness naturally stimulated
me to do a good deal of thinking in such time as I had to myself. My ideas
as to what people were like and as to what motivated their actions were
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undergoing a radical revision. People generally-and | know | could not
exclude myself-seemed to be much less rational and much more selfish
than | had ever guessed, not at all the ‘nice folk’ | had always thought
them to be. They did not decide to do things because it would be reason-
able and moral to act in that way, but because that course of action suited
their self-interest. Afterward they would find rational and moral reasons
for what they had already determined to do.8

Man here is not much above the level of animals which fight each other
for food even if there is enough for everyone. When society functions
normally, man does not appear to be so bad; what we forget is that the
law-enforcement authorities are serving as a deterrent. But when an
electrical blackout strikes New York City so that the police are unable to
perform their duties normally, crime breaks loose in large proportions.
We should not too quickly assume, then, that the relative goodness of
man in normal circumstances refutes the idea of original sin. This good-
ness may be motivated by fear of detection and punishment.

Similar considerations apply to the puzzling problem of “Mr. Nice,” the
very pleasant, thoughtful, helpful, generous non-Christian. It is at times
hard to think of this type of person as sinful and in need of regeneration.
How can such a person be a desperately wicked, selfish, rebellious sin-
ner? In the correct understanding of the doctrine of total depravity, sin is
not defined in terms of what other human beings may regard as unpleas-
ant. It is, rather, a matter of failure to love, honor, and serve God. Thus,
even the likable and kindly person is in need of the gospel of new life, as
much as is any obnoxious, crude, and thoughtless person.

Finally, total depravity means that the sinner is completely unable to
extricate himself from his sinful condition.9 As observed earlier, the
goodness he does is tainted by less than perfect love for God and there-
fore cannot serve to justify him in God’s sight. But apart from that, good
and lawful actions cannot be maintained consistently. The sinner cannot
alter his life by a process of determination, will power, and reformation.
Sin is inescapable. This fact is depicted in Scripture’s frequent references
to sinners as “spiritually dead.” Paul writes, “And you he made alive, when
you were dead through the trespasses and sins in which you once
walked. . .. When we were dead in our trespasses, [God] made us alive”
(Eph. 2:1-2, 5). The same expression is found in Colossians 2:13. The
writer to the Hebrews speaks of “dead works” (Heb. 6: 1; 9: 14). These
various expressions do not mean that sinners are absolutely insensitive
and unresponsive to spiritual stimuli, but, rather, that they are unable to

8. Langdon Gilkey, Shantung Compound (New York: Harper and Row, 1966), pp.
89-90.
9. Strong, Systematic Theology, pp. 640-46.
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do what they ought. The unregenerate person is incapable of genuinely
good, redeeming works; whatever he does is dead or ineffective in rela-
tionship to God. Salvation by works is absolutely impossible (Eph. 2:8-9).

Anyone who has attempted to live a perfect life in his own strength
has discovered what Paul is talking about here. Such endeavors eventu-
ally end in frustration at best. A seminary professor has described his
personal attempt. He listed thirty characteristics of the Christian life.
Then he assigned each one to a different day of the month. On the first
day, he worked very hard on the first attribute. With a great deal of
concentration, he managed to live up to his goal the entire day. On the
second day of the month, he shifted to the second area, and mastered it.
Then he moved on to the third area, successively mastering each in turn,
until on the final day he perfectly realized the characteristic assigned to
it. But just as he was reveling in the sense of victory, he looked back at
the first day’s goal to see how he was doing. To his chagrin, he discovered
that he had completely lost sight of the goal of the first day-and of the
second, third, and fourth days. While he had been concentrating on other
areas, his former failures and shortcomings had simply crept back in.
The professor’s experience is an empirical study of what the Bible teaches
us: “There is none that does good, no, not one” (Pss.14:3b; 53:3b; Rom.
3:12). The Bible also gives the reason for this: “They are all alike corrupt
[depraved]” (Pss.14:3a; 53:3a). We are totally unable to do genuinely
meritorious works sufficient to qualify for God’s favor.

Theories of Original Sin

All of us, apparently without exception, are sinners. By this we mean
not merely that all of us sin, but that all of us have a depraved or
corrupted nature which so inclines us toward sin that it is virtually
inevitable. How can this be? What is the basis of this amazing fact? Must
there not be some common factor at work in all of us? It is as if some
antecedent or a priori factor in life leads to universal sinning and univer-
sal depravity. But what is this common factor, which is often referred to
as original sin?!® Whence is it derived, and how is it transmitted or
communicated?

We find the answer in Romans 5: “Therefore as sin came into the
world through one man and death through sin, and so death spread to
all men because all men sinned-" (v. 12). This thought is repeated in
several different ways in the succeeding verses: “For if many died

10. By *“original sin” we mean the dimension of sin with which we begin life, or the
effect which the sin of Adam has upon us as a precondition of our lives.
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through one man’s trespass” (v. 15); “For the judgment following one
trespass brought condemnation” (v. 16); “If, because of one man’s tres-
pass, death reigned through that one man” (v. 17); “Then as one man’s
trespass led to condemnation for all men” (v. 18); “For as by one man’s
disobedience many were made sinners” (v. 19). In Paul’s mind there is
some sort of causal connection between what Adam did and the sinful-
ness of all men throughout all time. But just what is the nature of this
influence exerted by Adam upon all men, and by what means does it
operate?

There have been a number of attempts to understand and elucidate
this Adamic influence. In the following pages, we will examine and eval-
uate each of these efforts in turn. We will then attempt to construct a
model which does justice to the various dimensions of the biblical wit-
ness and is also intelligible within the contemporary context.

Pelagianism

The first and in some ways the most interesting of the views of the
relationship between individual humans and the first sin of Adam is that
of Pelagius. He was a British monk (although there is some question as
to whether he actually was a monk) who had moved to Rome to teach.
When, as a result of Alarics invasion, he left Italy for Carthage in North
Africa in 409, conflict with Augustine’s teachings was almost inevitable.!!

Pelagius was a moralist: his primary concern was for people to live
good and decent lives. It seemed to him that an unduly negative view of
human nature was having an unfortunate effect upon human behavior.
Coupled with an emphasis upon the sovereignty of God, the estimation
of human sinfulness seemed to remove all motivation to exert an effort
to live a good life.!?

To counteract these tendencies, Pelagius laid heavy emphasis upon
the idea of free will. Unlike the other creatures, man was created free of
the controlling influences of the universe. Furthermore, he is free of any
determining influence from the fall. Holding to a creationist view of the
origin of the soul, Pelagius maintained that the soul, created by God
specially for every person, is not tainted by any supposed corruption or
guilt.”® The influence, if any, of Adam’s sin upon his descendants is merely
that of a bad example. Other than this there is no direct connection
between Adam’s sin and the rest of the human race. Man has no congen-

11. John Ferguson, Pelagius (Cambridge: W. Heffer, 1956), p. 40.

12. Ibid., p. 47.

13. Robert F. Evans, Pelagius: Inquiries and Reappraisals (New York: Seabury, 1968),
pp. 82-83.
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ital spiritual fault. Hence, baptism does not remove sin or guilt in infants,
since there is none, although it may remove the sin of adults.14

If Adam’s sin has no direct effect upon every human being, there is no
need for a special working of God’s grace within the heart of each
individual. Rather, the grace of God is simply something which is present
everywhere and at every moment.!s When Pelagius spoke of “grace,” he
meant free will, apprehension of God through reason, and the law of
Moses and Jesus’ instruction. There is also the grace of forgiveness given
to adults in baptism. Grace is available equally to all persons. Thus,
Pelagius rejected anything even faintly resembling the predestination
taught by Augustine.

As Pelagius spelled out the implications of his various tenets, there
emerged the idea that man can, by his own efforts, perfectly fulfil God’s
commands without sinning.! There is no natural inclination toward sin
at the beginning of life; whatever inclination in that direction there might
be in later life comes only through the building up of bad habits. A
salvation by works is thus quite possible, although that is something of a
misnomer. Since we are not really sinful, guilty, and condemned, this
process is not a matter of salvation from something which presently
binds us. It is rather a preservation or maintenance of our right status
and good standing. By our own accomplishment we keep from falling
into a sinful condition.

Pelagius did not eliminate infant baptism, but he regarded its signifi-
cance as merely benedictory rather than regenerative. What infants
receive in baptism is “spiritual illumination, adoption as children of God,
citizenship of the heavenly Jerusalem, sanctification and membership of
Christ, with inheritance in the Kingdom of heaven.”t?” Some of Pelagius’s
disciples took his teachings a bit further. Coelestius taught that children
may have eternal life even without baptism, and that Adam was created
mortal and would have died whether he sinned or not.!® Julian of
Eclanum insisted that man’s free will places him in a situation of absolute
independence from God.19

Arminianism

A more moderate view is the Arminian. James Arminius was a Dutch
Reformed pastor and theologian who modified considerably the theolog-

14. Pelagius Exposition of Romans 5:15, 12.

15.. Augustine On the Grace of Christ and on Original Sin 1.3.

16. Augustine On the Proceedings of Pelagius 16.

17. J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (New York: Harper and Row, 1960), p. 359.
18. Ferguson, Pelagius,p.5 1.

19. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p. 361.
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ical position in which he had been trained.20 Arminius himself took a
rather restrained stance, but subsequent statements by others went
considerably further. Later modifications by John Wesley were closer to
the original position of Arminius. There are considerable differences
among Arminians; we will here attempt to sketch a rather moderate
form of Arrninianism.

We have seen that, according to Pelagianism, mankind receives neither
a corrupted nature nor guilt as a result of Adam’s sin. According to
Arminianism, however, we receive from Adam a corrupted nature. We
begin life without righteousness. Thus, all humans are unable, without
special divine help, to fulfil God’s spiritual commands. This inability is
physical and intellectual, but not volitional.

Although some Arminians say that “guilt” is also part of original sin,
they do not mean actual culpability, but merely liability to punishment.
For whatever culpability and condemnation may have accrued to us
through Adams sin have been removed through prevenient grace, a
doctrine which is a unique contribution of later Arminianism. Prevenient
grace, a universal benefit of the atoning work of Christ, nullifies the
judicial consequences of Adam’s sin. Orton Wiley says: “Man is not now
condemned for the depravity of his own nature, although that depravity
is of the essence of sin; its culpability, we maintain, was removed by the
free gift of Christ.” This prevenient grace is extended to everyone, and in
effect neutralizes the corruption received from Adam.?!

Calvinism

Calvinists have given more attention to the question of original sin
than have most other schools of theology. In general terms, the Calvinist
position on this matter is that there is a definite connection between
Adam’s sin and all persons of all times. In some way, his sin is not just the
sin of an isolated individual, but is also our sin. Because we participate in
that sin, we all, from the beginning of life, perhaps even from the point
of conception, receive a corrupted nature along with a consequent inher-
ited tendency toward sin. Furthermore, all persons are guilty of Adam’s
sin. Death, the penalty for sin, is upon all men, having been transmitted

20. The tradition that Arminius was a convinced Calvinist who was assigned to defend
the Reformed faith and in the process of defending it was “converted” to the contradic-
tory view is highly suspect. See Carl Bangs, Arminius: A Study in the Dutch Reformation
(Nashville: Abingdon, 197 1), pp. 138-41.

2 1. H. Or-ton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City, Mo.: Beacon Hill, 1958), vol. 2, pp-
121-28. The quotation is from p. 135.
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from Adam; that is evidence of everyone’s guilt. Thus, whereas in the
Pelagian view God imputes neither a corrupted nature nor guilt to man,
and in the Arminian view God imputes a corrupted nature but not guilt
(in the sense of culpability), in the Calvinist scheme he imputes both a
corrupted nature and guilt to man. The Calvinist position is based upon
a very serious and quite literal understanding of Pauls statements in
Romans 5: 12-1 9 that sin entered the world through Adam and death
through that sin, and so death passed to all men because all men sinned.
Through one man’s sin all became sinners.

A question arises concerning the nature of the connection or relation-
ship between Adam and us, and thus also between Adam's first sin and
our sinfulness. Numerous attempts have been made to answer this ques-
tion. The two major approaches see the relationship in terms of federal
headship and natural headship.

The approach that sees Adam’s connection with us in terms of a
federal headship is generally related to the creationist view of the origin
of the soul. This is the view that the human receives his physical nature
by inheritance from his parents, but that the soul is specially created by
God for each individual and united with the body at birth (or some other
suitable moment). Thus, we were not present psychologically or spiritu-
ally in any of our ancestors, including Adam. Adam, however, was our
representative. God ordained that Adam should act not only on his own
behalf, but also on our behalf. The consequences of his actions have
been passed on to his descendants as well. Adam was on probation for
all of us as it were; and because Adam sinned, all of us are treated as
guilty and corrupted. Bound by the covenant between God and Adam,
we are treated as if we have actually and personally done what he as our
representative did. The parallel between our relationship to Adam and
our relationship to Christ (Rom. 5: 12-2 1) is significant here. Just as we
are not actually righteous in ourselves, but are treated as if we have the
same righteous standing that Jesus has, in like manner, though we are
not personally sinful until we commit our first sinful act, we are, before
that time, treated as if we have the same sinful standing that Adam had.
If it is just to impute to us a righteousness that is not ours but Christ’s, it
is also fair and just to impute to us Adams sin and guilt. He is as able to
act on our behalf as is Christ.22

The other major approach sees Adam’s connection with us in terms
of a natural (or realistic) headship. This approach is related to the tradu-
cianist view of the origin of the soul, according to which we receive our
souls by transmission from our parents, just as we do our physical
natures. So we were present in germinal or seminal form in our ances-

22. Berkhof, Systematic Theology, pp. 242-43.
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tors; in a very real sense, we were there in Adam. His action was not
merely that of one isolated individual, but of the entire human race.
Although we were not there individually, we were nonetheless there. The
human race sinned as a whole. Thus, there is nothing unfair or improper
about our receiving a corrupted nature and guilt from Adam, for we are
receiving the just results of our sin. This is the view of Augustine.?®

Original Sin: A Biblical and Contemporary Model

The key passage for constructing a biblical and contemporary model
of original sin is Romans 5: 12-19. Paul is arguing that death is the
consequence of sin. The twelfth verse is particularly determinative:
“Therefore as sin came into the world through one man and death
through sin, and so death spread to all men because all men sinned-.”
Whatever be the exact meaning of these words, Paul certainly is saying
that death originated in the human race because of Adam’s sin. He is
also saying that death is universal and the cause of this is the universal
sin of mankind. Later, however, he says that the cause of the death of all
is the sin of the one man, Adam—"“many died through one man’s tres-
pass” (v. 15); ‘because of one man’s trespass, death reigned through that
one man” (v. 17). The problem is how to relate the statements that the
universality of death came through the sin of Adam to the statement
that it came through the sin of all men.

Augustine understood é¢’ @ (“because™) as meaning “in whom,” since
the Latin mistranslated the Greek at this point. Accordingly, his under-
standing of the last clause in verse 12 was that we were actually “in
Adam,” and therefore Adam’s sin was ours as well2* But since his inter-
pretation was dependent upon an inaccurate translation, we must inves-
tigate the clause more closely. In particular, we must ask what is meant
by “all men sinned.”

It has been suggested that in the last clause of verse 12 Paul is
speaking of the personal sin(s) of all. All of us sin individually and thereby
incur through our own action the same personal guilt that Adam in-
curred through his action. The clause would then be rendered, “so also
death spread to all men because all men sin.” In keeping with the princi-
ple of responsibility for one’s personal actions and for them alone, the
meaning would be that all die because all are guilty, and all are guilty
because each one has sinned on his own.

There are several problems with this interpretation. One is the render-

23. Augustine A Treatise on the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins, and the Baptism of
Infants 1. 8-11.
24. 1bid.. 3. 14.
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ing of fjuaprov. Were this interpretation correct, the word would properly
be written auaprérvovawr, the present tense denoting something contin-
ually going on. Further, the sin referred to in “all men sin” would be
different from that referred to in “sin came into the world through one
man,” as well as from that referred to in verses 15 and 17. And, in
addition, the latter two clauses would still need to be explained.

There is another way of understanding the last clause in verse 12, a
way that avoids these problems and makes some sense out of verses 15
and 17. The verb fjuaprov is a simple aorist. This tense most commonly
refers to a single past action. Had Paul intended to refer to a continued
process of sin, the present and imperfect tenses were available to him.
But he chose the aorist, and it should be taken at face value. Indeed, if
we regard the sin of all men and the sin of Adam as the same, the
problems we have pointed to become considerably less complex. There
is then no conflict between verse 12 and verses 15 and 17. Further, the
potential problem presented by verse 14, where we read that “death
reigned from Adam to Moses, even over those whose sins were not like
the transgression of Adam,” is resolved, for it is not imitation or repetition
of Adam’s sin, but participation in it, that counts.

The last clause in verse 12 tells us that we were involved in some way
in Adam’s sin; it was in some sense also our sin. But what is meant by
this? On the one hand, it may be understood in terms of federal head-
ship-Adam acted on behalf of all persons. There was a sort of contract
between God and Adam as our representative, so that what Adam did
binds us. Our involvement in Adam’s sin might better be understood in
terms of natural headship, however. We argued in chapter 22 for a special
creation of man in the entirety of his nature. We further argued in
chapter 24 for a very close connection (a “conditional unity”) between
the material and immaterial aspects of human nature. In chapter 25 we
examined several biblical intimations that even the fetus is regarded by
God as a person. These and other considerations support the position
that the entirety of our human nature, both physical and spiritual, mate-
rial and immaterial, has been received from our parents and more
distant ancestors by way of descent from the first pair of humans. On
that basis, we were actually present within Adam, so that we all sinned
in his act. There is no injustice, then, to our condemnation and death as
a result of original sin.

There is one additional problem here, however: the condition of in-
fants and children. If the reasoning that precedes is correct, then all
begin life with both the corrupted nature and the guilt that are the
consequences of sin. Does this mean that should these little ones die
before making a conscious decision to “receive the abundance of grace
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and the free gift of righteousness” (v. 17), they are lost and condemned
to eternal death?

While the status of infants and those who never reach moral compe-
tence is a difficult question, it appears that our Lord did not regard them
as basically sinful and guilty. Indeed, he held them up as an example of
the type of person who will inherit the kingdom of God (Matt.18:3; 19: 14).
David had confidence that he would again see his child that had died
(2 Sam. 12:23). On the basis of such considerations, it is difficult to
maintain that children are to be thought of as sinful, condemned, and
lost.

To summarize the major tenets of the doctrine as we have outlined it:
We have argued that the Bible, particularly in the writings of Paul,
maintains that because of Adam’s sin all persons receive a corrupted
nature and are guilty in Gods sight as well. We have, further, espoused
the Augustinian view (natural headship) of the imputation of original sin.
We were all present in undifferentiated form in the person of Adam, who
along with Eve was the entire human race. Thus, it was not merely Adam
but man who sinned. We were involved, although not personally, and are
responsible for the sin. In addition, we have argued that the biblical
teaching is that children are not under God’s condemnation for this sin,
at least not until attaining an age of responsibility in moral and spiritual
matters. We must now ask whether the doctrine of original sin can be
conceived of and expressed in a way which will somehow do justice to
all of these factors.

The parallelism that Paul draws in Romans 5 between Adam and
Christ in their relationship to us is impressive. He asserts that in some
parallel way what each of them did has its influence on us (as Adam’s sin
leads to death, so Christ’s act of righteousness leads to life). What is this
parallel? If, as we might be inclined to think, the condemnation and guilt
of Adam are imputed to us without there being on our part any sort of
conscious choice of his act, the same would necessarily hold true of the
imputation of Christ’s righteousness and redeeming work. But does his
death justify us simply by virtue of his identification with humanity
through the incarnation and independently of whether we make a con-
scious and personal acceptance of his work? And do all men have the
grace of Christ imputed to them, just as all have Adam’s sin imputed to
them? The usual answer of evangelicals is no; there is abundant evidence
that there are two classes of persons, the lost and the saved, and that
only a decision to accept the work of Christ makes it effective in our
fives. But if this is the case, then would not the imputation of guilt based
upon the action of Adam, albeit Adam as including us, require some sort
of volitional choice as well? If there is no “unconscious faith,” can there
be “unconscious sin”? And what are we to say of infants who die? Despite
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having participated in that first sin, they are somehow accepted and
saved. Although they have made no conscious choice of Christ’s work (or
of Adam’s sin for that matter), the spiritual effects of the curse are
negated in their case.

The current form of my understanding is as follows: We all were
involved in Adam’s sin, and thus receive both the corrupted nature that
was his after the fall, and the guilt and condemnation that attach to his
sin. With this matter of guilt, however, just as with the imputation of
Christ’s righteousness, there must be some conscious and voluntary
decision on our part. Until this is the case, there is only a conditional
imputation of guilt. Thus, there is no condemnation until one reaches
the age of responsibility. If a child dies before he or she is capable of
making genuine moral decisions, there is only innocence, and the child
will experience the same type of future existence with the Lord as will
those who have reached the age of moral responsibility and had their
sins forgiven as a result of accepting the offer of salvation based upon
Christ’s atoning death

What is the nature of the voluntary decision which ends our childish
innocence and constitutes a ratification of the first sin, the fall? One
position on this question is that there is no final imputation of the first
sin until we commit a sin of our own, thus ratifying Adams sin. Unlike
the Arminian view, this position holds that at the moment of our first sin
we become guilty of both our own sin and the original sin as well. There
is another position, however, one which is preferable in that it more fully
preserves the parallelism between our accepting the work of Christ and
that of Adam, and at the same time it more clearly points out our
responsibility for the first sin. We become responsible and guilty when
we accept or approve of our corrupt nature. There is a time in the life of
each one of us when we become aware of our own tendency toward sin.
At that point we may abhor the sinful nature that has been there all the
time. We would in that case repent of it and might even, if there is an
awareness of the gospel, ask God for forgiveness and cleansing. At the
very least there would be a rejection of our sinful makeup. But if we
acquiesce in that sinful nature, we are in effect saying that it is good. In
placing our tacit approval upon the corruption, we are also approving or
concurring in the action in the Garden of Eden so long ago. We become
guilty of that sin without having to commit a sin of our own.



The Social Dimension of Sin

The Difficutty of Recognizing Social Sin

The Biblical Teaching
The World
The Powers
Corporate Personality
Strategies for Overcoming Social Sin

Regeneration
Reform
Revolution

For the most part, the sin of which we have been speaking to
this point is individual sin-actions, thoughts, and dispositions which
characterize individual human beings. Individual sin has often been the
major object of the attention of evangelical Christians. Sin and salvation
are considered matters pertaining strictly to the individual human being.
The emphasis is that every person must become conscious of and con-
fess his or her own sins. This individual repentance is followed by individ-
ual regeneration.

It is significant, however, that Scripture also makes frequent reference
to group or collective sin. A case in point is the context of Isaiah 1: 18, a
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text commonly cited in evangelistic appeals: “Come now, let us reason
together, says the Lorp: though your sins are like scarlet, they shall be as
white as snow; though they are red like crimson, they shall become like
wool.” It is instructive to note the courses of action which the Lord
prescribes in the two verses which immediately precede: “Wash your-
selves; make yourselves clean; remove the evil of your doings from before
my eyes; cease to do evil, learn to do good; seek justice, correct oppres-
sion; defend the fatherless, plead for the widow.” Clearly, God is speaking
of oppressive conditions for which he holds society responsible. No one
individual is responsible for these situations; no single person can alter
them. Failures in these areas are sins of society.

The Difficulty of Recognizing Social Sin

We are faced with a paradox here. We may become quite sensitized to
God’s displeasure with our individual sins, but be considerably less aware
of the sinfulness of a group of which we are part. Thus, some persons
who would never think of killing another human being, taking another’s
property, or cheating in a business deal, may be part of a corporation,
nation, or social class which in effect does these very things. Such
persons contribute to these evils through financial involvement (by pay-
ing taxes or dues), direct approval (by voting), or tacit consent (by not
disagreeing or registering opposition). Indeed, they may not even realize
that they are participating in these actions indirectly nor consider
whether these actions are right or wrong. There are several reasons for
this strange phenomenon:

1. We are not inclined to regard as our own deeds matters in which
we do not have a very active choice. Someone else may be the leader or
decision maker; we simply acquiesce in what is done. It therefore seems
much less our own action than if we had made the decision ourselves.
We are much less aware of responsibility for such an occurrence, since
it would have taken place even if we were not part of the group.

2. We may be so conditioned by membership in a group that our very
perception of reality is colored by it. If, for example, we are white, we
may not ever have put ourselves in the situation of blacks. We view the
issue exclusively from one side. This conditioning is something so subtle
and thoroughgoing that we may not be aware that there is another side
of a given issue, or even that there is an issue at all. Consider the
statement Marie Antoinette is reputed to have made when informed that
the people had no bread to eat: “Let them eat cake then.” It never
occurred to her that there might be people so poor that they could not
afford bread, let alone cake.
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3. We may not recognize group selfishness because it may actually
involve individual unselfishness. As we noted in chapter 26, although
there is a tendency to consider sin to be basically selfishness, we may
actually sin in a rather unselfish fashion. We may not personally profit
(at least not obviously and directly) from a particular action of a group
to which we belong. That may blind us to the fact that the group might
be acting selfishly. Thus, our sacrifice or unselfishness for the sake of the
group may seem to be a virtue, but in reality we may well be profiting
indirectly. Our unselfishness may be merely a highly sophisticated subli-
mation-we are making a short-range sacrifice for the sake of a longer-
range gratification.

4. Our excesses may be much less obvious to us because we are part
of a group. Observe sometime the behavior of the home-team crowd at
a hotly contested athletic event. There are a boldness, a brashness, and a
boastfulness on behalf of the team that probably very few individuals
would think of asserting by or for themselves. People who would not
display attitudes of superiority regarding themselves as individuals may
think their country or their church superior to others.

5. The further removed we are from the actual evil, the less real it
seems. Accordingly, we are less likely to see ourselves responsible. Many
of us would find it very difficult to look directly at an enemy soldier, aim
a gun at him, and pull the trigger, for we would see the person whom we
are shooting and the results of our action. It might not seem quite so
difficult, however, to be involved in dropping a bomb, or firing a large-
bore artillery piece, situations in which we would not see the victims or
the results of our actions. Further, if we have an accounting position in
the factory that makes the ammunition, we will probably feel even less
responsibility and guilt. If we personally misrepresent a product or cheat
on a law, we will feel bad about what we have done. If, however, we are
stockholders in a company that does the same thing, we will probably
have much less difficulty sleeping. In many cases, we do not know what
the group of which we are citizens, shareholders, or members actually
does, and so we may contribute to sin, but with no real awareness or
sense of responsibility.

The Biblical Teaching

The World

The Bible teaches that evil has a status apart from and independent
of any individual human will, a subsistence of its own, an organized or
structured basis. We occasionally refer to this reality as “the world.” The
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Greek original here is the word «éouos. Sometimes this term designates
the physical object, the earth. At other times it refers to the entire
population of the human race, at still other times to all those inhabiting
the earth at a given time. But there are other references where «éouos
designates a virtual spiritual force, the antithesis, as it were, of the
kingdom of God.” It appears to denote the very embodiment of evil. This
concept is found particularly in the writings of John and Paul, although
it is found elsewhere in the New Testament as well.

There are numerous references to the enmity, hostility, and opposition
which the world displays toward Christ, the believer, and the church.
Jesus said, “The world ... hates me because | testify of it that its works
are evil” (John 7:7). He also made it clear that the world hates his disciples
because they are not of it: “If the world hates you, know that it has hated
me before it hated you. If you were of the world, the world would love
its own; but because you are not of the world, but I chose you out of the
world, therefore the world hates you” (John 15: 18-19). The same idea is
repeated in Jesus’ high-priestly prayer (John 17: 14).

Paul pictures the antithesis between the world and the believer in
terms of totally different understandings of things. The things of God are
foolish to the world (1 Cor. 1:21, 27); they are low and despised in the
world (v. 28). God has, on the contrary, made foolish the wisdom of the
world (1 Cor. 1:20; 3:19). The reason for the different understandings is
that different “spirits” are involved: “Now we have received not the spirit
of the world, but the Spirit which is from God, that we might understand
the gifts bestowed on us by God” (2:12). The impression which Paul
leaves is that the things of Christ involve a mindset or frame of reference
completely different from the world’s way of viewing things. The things
and gifts of the Spirit of God are not received (8éxopat) by the “unspiri-
tual man” because they must be spiritually discerned (v. 14). They are
foreign to such a person, and therefore he cannot (or will not) accept
them.

The idea of inability to perceive or understand is also found in Jesus’
words about the world’s not receiving him or the Spirit. Jesus promised
his disciples “the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because
it neither sees him nor knows him; you know him, for he dwells with you,
and will be in you” (John 14:17). At the same time Jesus indicated that
after a little while the world would see him no more, but he would
manifest himself to his disciples and they would know him (w. 19, 22).

1. Hermann Sasse, “Kosmos,” in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed.

Gerhard Kittel and Gerhard Friedrich, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerd-

mans, 1965), vol. 3, p. 868.
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This is in keeping with the fact that the world knew neither the Father
(John 17:25) nor the Son when he came (John 1:10-11).

The world may at times produce effects superficially similar to those
which God produces, yet the two have very different end results. Paul
speaks of a letter of his which had grieved the Corinthians, but grieved
them into repentance, for they had felt a godly grief. Then he adds, “For
godly grief produces a repentance that leads to salvation and brings no
regret, but worldly grief produces death” (2 Cor. 7. 10).

The world represents an organized force, a power or order which is
the counterpoise to the kingdom of God. Paul in Ephesians 2 describes
this structure that controls the unbeliever. The Ephesians had been dead
through the trespasses and sins in which they “once walked, following
the course of this world, following the prince of the power of the air, the
spirit that is now at work in the sons of disobedience” (v. 2). In their
former state they were controlled by “desires of body and mind,” so that
they “lived in the passions of the flesh” and were ‘by nature the children
of wrath, like the rest of mankind” (v. 3). There is a permeating order of
the world, a structure which affects and governs mankind. This order is
also referred to as “the elemental spirits of the universe” (Col. 2:8). Paul
urges the Colossians not to let themselves be made a prey of these
elemental spirits, or of “philosophy and empty deceit, according to
human tradition.” He points out that with Christ his readers have died to
these elemental spirits; therefore the Colossians must not now submit to
these forces, living as if they still belonged to the world. These elemental
spirits are the rules or operating principles or regulations according to
which the world is governed. Paul refers to the same idea in connection
with the Galatians. He speaks of their having formerly been “in bondage
to beings that by nature are no gods,” and then questions how they who
now know God can turn back again to become slaves of “the weak and
beggarly elemental spirits” (Gal. 4:8-9).

This xdouos or evil system is under the control of the devil. We have
already noted this in Paul’s reference to “the prince of the power of the
air” (Eph. 2:2). John wrote that “the whole world is in the power of the
evil one” (1 John 5: 19). And just prior to betrayal Jesus said to his disciples,
“The ruler of this world is coming” (John 1430). It is apparent, then, that
behind and in a sense over all of the authorities exercising control in the
world, there is a far greater power; they are merely his agents, perhaps
unwittingly. Satan actually is the ruler of this domain. Thus Satan’s
offering Jesus all the kingdoms of the world (Matt. 4:8-9) was not idle
and exaggerated boasting. These kingdoms lie within his power, although
they are not rightfully his and one day will be fully delivered from that
control which he now exercises as a usurper.

As evil as is the devil, so also is this world, which is the very embodi-
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ment of all that is corrupt, and which defiles those who come under its
control and influence. Jesus indicated that he is not of this world, and
had not come from it. He contrasted himself with the Jews: ‘You are
from below, | am from above; you are of this world, I am not of this
world” (John 8:23). Jesus’ kingship also is not of this world (John 18:36).
In saying this to Pilate, Jesus undoubtedly meant that his kingdom would
not be established upon earth at that time. But because there is to be a
future earthly kingdom of God, it appears that Jesus had more in mind,
namely, his kingdom does not derive its power from such earthly forces
as would fight for him.

Jesus proclaimed and demonstrated himself to be separated from the
evil attitudes and practices of the world. His followers are to do likewise.
James lists both positive and negative criteria of true religion: “Religion
that is pure and undefiled before God and the Father is this: to visit
orphans and widows in their affliction, and to keep oneself unstained
from the world” (James 1:27). Later on, James notes that there is a basic
mentality associated with being of the world: “Do you not know that
friendship with the world is enmity with God? Therefore whoever wishes
to be a friend of the world makes himself an enemy of God” (James 4:4).
Akin to enmity with God is fixation upon self. The self-centered orienta-
tion of those who belong to the world is at such odds with the kingdom
of God that it vitiates any prayer they might offer. “You ask and you do
not receive, because you ask wrongly, to spend it on your passions”
(James 4:3). The total incompatibility between the kingdom of God and
the world reminds us of Jesus’ statement that one cannot serve two
masters (Matt. 6:24). The two are antithetical to one another.

Perhaps the sharpest warning is in 1 John 2:15-17. Here John com-
mands his readers not to love the world or the things in the world, for
those who love the world do not have love for the Father in them (v. 15).
“For all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh and the lust of the eyes
and the pride of life, is not of the Father but is of the world’ (v. 16). The
warning is a sober one, for the issue is a matter of eternal destiny: “and
the world passes away, and the lust of it; but he who does the will of God
abides for ever” (v. 17). The person who loves the transient will also pass
away. The one whose loyalty is to that which is permanent will also abide
forever.

The reaction of the believer to the world is not to be merely avoidance,
however. That would be largely a negative and defeatist approach. Just
as Christ willingly came into the world, the believer should willingly
exercise and manifest righteousness before the world, so that its dark-
ness is dispersed. Paul urged the Philippians to be ‘blameless and inno-
cent, children of God without blemish in the midst of a crooked and
perverse generation, among whom you shine as lights in the world” (Phil.
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2:15). This is not unlike Jesus’ command to his disciples to “let your light
so shine before men, that they may see your good works and give glory
to your Father who is in heaven” (Matt. 5:16). Yet we know that in many
cases when light came into the world, men preferred darkness because
the light exposed their evil deeds (John 3: 19-2 1). Believers should there-
fore expect rejection and even hostility and opposition to the light that
they display.

The witness of Scripture is also clear however, that the world is
doomed; its judgment has already taken place, but will be executed in
the future. The believer need not and indeed will not be overcome by the
world. John says of the spirit of antichrist, of which there already are
many manifestations in the world, “Little children, you are of God, and
have overcome them; for he who is in you is greater than he who is in
the world. They are of the world, therefore what they say is of the world,
and the world listens to them” (1 John 4:4-5). It is by faith that the world
is overcome. “For whatever is born of God overcomes the world; and this
is the victory that overcomes the world, our faith. Who is it that over-
comes the world but he who believes that Jesus is the Son of God?”
(1 John 5:4-5).

The use of the word overcome suggests that Jesus’ followers are not
to expect that their lot will be an easy one. Indeed, being hated by the
world is an indication that they belong to him rather than to the world:
“If the world hates you, know that it has hated me before it hated you”
(John 15:18). He warns and encourages simultaneously: “In the world
you have tribulation; but be of good cheer, | have overcome the world”
(John 16:33). In a sense, the judgment of the world has already taken
place, for Christ says in John 12:3 1. “Now is the judgment of this world,
now shall the ruler of this world be cast out.” That this judgment has
been accomplished through Christ’s death is made clear in the following
verses, where he speaks of being lifted up from the earth and drawing
all men to himself (w. 32-33).

That the world has already been judged is also evident in the writings
of Paul. He says that believers are chastened so as not to be condemned
along with the world (1 Cor. 11:32). He also argues that believers should
not take their differences to court to be judged by unbelievers, for
believers will someday judge the world (1 Cor. 6:2). What has already
been accomplished through the death of Christ will be made manifest at
some point in the future.

The believer need not be under the control of this world. Its power
has been broken. Like the judgment of the world, the breaking of its
power over the believer is linked to the death of Christ, for the believer is
identified with Christ in his victorious death. Paul writes, “But far be it
from me to glory except in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, by which
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the world has been crucified to me, and | to the world” (Gal. 6: 14). What
was accomplished at the cross and will someday become complete can
be experienced at least in part by the believer now.

To summarize what we have found in our examination of the biblical
teaching about the world:

1. The world as a whole organized system of spiritual force is a fact.
It is the very embodiment of evil. It is a pervasive entity which exists
quite apart from particular evil individuals; it is the structure of all reality
apart from God. It is totally antithetical and opposed to the things of
Christ. It is a mindset and frame of reference totally different from that
of Christ and his disciples.

2. The world is under Satan’s control. Although created to serve God,
it now is Satan’s kingdom. He is able to use it and its resources to
accomplish his purposes and oppose those of Christ. The persons and
institutions that exercise negative influence in this world are not the
ultimate source of the evil which occurs. Behind them is Satan’s activity.
At times this activity may take the form of demon possession, but it
usually is more subtle.

3. The world is clearly evil. It has the ability to corrupt whatever it
touches. Thus, the Christian must avoid falling under its influence. Just
as Jesus was not of this world, Christians must not be a part of it. This is
not merely a matter of avoiding certain worldly actions. A whole set of
diametrically different attitudes and values is involved.

4. Powerful as are the worlds system and ruler, they are doomed. The
defeat of the world is a matter already determined. In a spiritual sense,
the world was judged at the time of and through the death and resurrec-
tion of Christ. It will someday be actually judged before God’s own
throne. Indeed, believers will themselves be involved in judging the world,
so they should not submit to the world today.

The Powers

An additional consideration which bears upon the whole issue of
collective sin is the Pauline concept of “powers.” Long neglected, it has
recently come in for considerable attention. Hendrikus Berkhof pro-
duced the first major treatment of the subject,> which has since been
followed by the studies of several other scholars.3

2. Hendrikus Berkhof, Christ and the Powers (Scottdale, Pa.. Herald, 1962).

3. E.g., John H. Yoder, The Politics of Jesus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1972), pp. 140-
62; Jim Wallis, Agenda fOr Biblical People (New York: Harper and Row, 1976), pp. 63-77;
Richard J. Mouw, Politics and the Biblical Drama (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), pp.
85-116.

The Social Dimension of Sin 649

The idea that the world and what transpires therein are the outcome
of certain unseen forces within it received a fair amount of attention in
the Hellenistic world of Paul’s time# In the Jewish apocalyptic writings
this idea took the form of an extensive scheme of angelology. According
to this scheme, there are various classes of angels (e.g., principalities and
thrones), each class occupying a different level of the heavens. A number
of Jewish thinkers became virtually preoccupied with angels and their
influence upon earthly events. As a result, two beliefs about angels
(“powers”) were fairly common in Paul’s culture: (1) they are personal,
spiritual beings; (2) they influence events on earth, especially within
nature.’

Paul worked with this Jewish background, but he made significant
changes, going beyond current conceptions by adapting (rather than
adopting) them. While the terms he used were familiar to his readers, we
must not assume that he used these terms with their customary mean-
ing. For example, in Romans 8:38-39 he distinguishes powers from an-
gels: “For | am sure that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor
principalities, nor things present, nor things to come, nor powers, nor
height, nor depth, nor anything else in all creation, will be able to separate
us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Angels, principalities,
and powers are here treated as separate entities. All of them apparently
are created realities capable of controlling or dominating our lives.

Paul’s use of the term orocxete (“elemental spirits”) in Colossians 2:8
and 20 is an indication that his concept of the powers is to some extent
more impersonal than the Jewish concept, which holds that they are
angels. Here in Colossians 2 the term, which literally refers to the letters
of the alphabet,s designates elementary or rudimentary principles of the
ordering of the universe. These “principalities and powers” (v. 15) exercise
a control over persons in the world (v. 14). They appear to be regulations
(often religious) of conduct. It is difficult to determine whether Paul
thought of these powers as being in any way personal, but it is clear that
he did not identify them with angels.” They are created realities which
give an order to society and are capable of having either a constructive
or detrimental effect.

It should be borne in mind that as created realities the principalities

4., Stephen Mott, “Biblical Faith and the Reality of Social Order,” Christian Scholar?
Review 9, no. 3 (1980): 228-29.

5. Berkhof, Christ and the Powers, p. 11.

6. William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, eds., A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament, 4th cd. (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1957), p. 776.

7. Berkhof, Christ and the Powers, p. 17; cf. Mott, “Biblical Faith,” p. 229.
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and powers are not inherently evil. They are specifically mentioned in
Colossians 1:16 among the “all things” created by Christ and for Christ.
They are therefore to be understood as part of God’s plan for his creation.
Berkhof speaks of the creation as having a visible foreground of physical
things and an invisible background. This invisible background is the
powers, which were created as instruments of Gods love, as bonds
between God and man. “As aids and signposts toward the service of God,
they form the framework within which such service must needs be
carried out.“* They are ordering principles intended to keep the creation
from falling into chaos.

The fall, however, has affected the entire creation. Not only are the
individual human members of creation now separated and alienated
from God, but so also are the powers which organize and influence them.
Paul sees the powers as now allied with Satan, carrying out his purposes
in the world. This is expressed quite clearly and directly in Ephesians
6:12: “For we are not contending against flesh and blood, but against the
principalities, against the powers, against the world rulers of this present
darkness, against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly
places.” Behind the visible structures and institutions of society and
culture, evil forces are at work using these invisible powers to enslave
and bind believers, to attack them and do them harm.

As Paul in Colossians 2 discusses human relationships to the principal-
ities and powers, he emphasizes that Christ is the Creator and Lord of
even these realities. The Colossians, however, have shown a propensity
for regarding these structures and regulations as ends in themselves
rather than as means to facilitate their relationship with Christ. This is
the whole point of Paul’s discussion of practices regarding food and
drink, festivals and worship (w. 16-19). At Colossae these practices have
taken on the status of idols, as it were.9 They may be the expression of a
moral code, a political or philosophical ideology, a national or racial
grouping, or something similar The problem is that what was originally
intended to be a means of relating humans to God has instead become
an obstacle separating them from God. These forces have actually be-
come despotic lords over mankind.

Paul does not tell us much about the specific forms in which the
powers appear What is clear, however, is that any of the patterns of a
society can be used by the forces of evil to influence the thoughts and
actions of the members of that society. John Yoder has suggested that
these patterns include both intellectual structures (ologies or isms) and
moral structures (the tyrant, the market, the school, the courts, race, and

8. Berkhof, Christ and the Powers, p. 22.
9. Mouw, Politics, pp. 89-90.
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nation).’® To the extent that they control or at least influence humans,
they are powers. The term structures is appropriate, for the patterns
utilized by the forces of evil form and constitute the very framework
within which a person functions. They make their impact before or at a
level below conscious influence and choice. It is characteristic of the
working of these institutional structures that the individual is not really
conscious of their influence. There may be no awareness that other
viable options exist.

It is essential that we note what is said in the Bible about the way in
which Christ and his work have dealt with the powers. Paul is very clear
on this matter in Colossians 2:13-15: "And you, who were dead in tres-
passes and the uncircumcision of your flesh, God made alive together
with [Christ], having forgiven us all our trespasses, having canceled the
bond which stood against us with its legal demands; this he set aside,
nailing it to the cross. He disarmed the principalities and powers and
made a public example of them, triumphing over them in him.” Paul is
asserting that Christ has gained a victory over the powers, nullifying
them and their ability to dominate humans. Christ has done this in three
ways:

1. Christ has disarmed the powers; their strength is now neutralized.
The claims of these regulations as to what man must be and do no
longer carry any force. For by his death and resurrection Christ has done
for each one what is required of us. The law can therefore require
nothing more. It no longer holds any terror. Much of evils strength rests
upon a bluff as to what man must do, and that bluff is now called.

2. Christ has made a public example of the powers. He has revealed
their true nature and function. Previously they appeared to be the ulti-
mate realities of the universe, the ruling gods of the world. His victory
has made clear that this is a great deception. It is obvious now that the
powers are actually in opposition to God’s plan and working. Sin’s capa-
bility to pervert is so great that humans can be convinced that they are
doing God’s will when in reality their actions are opposing it. The keeping
of the law, which was once thought to be the essence of Gods will for
our lives, is now seen as potentially compromising our trust in God’s
grace (cf. Gal. 3:1-5).

3. Christ has triumphed over the powers. There are two dimensions
to his triumph. First, Christ’s very death, which was the ultimate expres-
sion of the evil intentions and efforts of the powers, has now, ironically,
become the means to their demise. Second, he triumphed over the
powers by disarming and making a public example of them.

All of this is not to suggest, however, that the victory over the powers

10. Yoder, Politics of Jesus, p. 145.
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and their banishment have already been completely realized. Much of
the victory awaits future completion. For Paul writes in 1 Corinthians
15:24, “Then [at Christ’s coming] comes the end, when he delivers the
kingdom to God the Father after destroying every rule and every author-
ity and power.” The last of the enemies to be destroyed is death (v. 26).
Yet Paul also affirms that death is already swallowed up in victory (w.
54-57). And what is true of death is true of the other enemies as well.
The coming deliverance of the creation from its bondage is already in
process (Rom. 8:18-25). We might think of the victory over the powers,
then, as “already, but not yet.” By his death Christ has already overcome
and destroyed these enemies. Yet the full execution or application of the
accomplished fact is not yet realized or experienced.

Numerous analogies can be drawn. Berkhof, who lived in the Nether-
lands during World War Il, recalls that the Nazis during the ‘hunger
winter” of 1944-1945 were already defeated, yet were still able to oppress
the Dutch.!! So it is with the powers. Their doom has already been
assured, yet they still oppress the believers.

Corporate Personality

Also important to an understanding of social sin is the biblical concept
of corporate personality. Particularly in the history of the nation of Israel,
the actions of individuals were not regarded as isolated actions; they
could not be separated from the actions of the group. Although on
occasion the actions of a subgroup were separated from those of the
rest of the nation (as in the case of Korah and those who rebelled with
him), at other times the whole group suffered for the actions of one or a
few. An example is found in Joshua 7. Because Achan had sinned in
taking forbidden items from Jericho, thirty-six men of Israel were killed
at Ai, three thousand fighting men were put to flight, and the entire
nation suffered the humiliation of defeat. When the wrongdoer was
discovered, not only was he stoned, but also his household with him. The
principle of a whole group’s being bound by the actions of one of their
number was not uncommon in other nations as well. Goliath and David
went out to fight one another with the understanding that the results of
their individual struggle would determine the outcome of the conflict
between their nations.

Paul develops the idea of corporate personality most dramatically in
his discussion of the effect of Adam’s sin upon the entire human race.
Through one man sin came into the human race, and death through sin,
and this death has spread to all persons (Rom. 5:12). There is an inter-

11. Berkhof, Christ and the Powers, p. 35.
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locking character to the human race, so that we do not function in
isolation. The sin of Adam has brought judgment, affliction, and death to
each and every person who has ever lived.

Interestingly, many modern sociologists and other behavioral scien-
tists tell us that we cannot separate the individual and his actions from
society as a whole. We always find ourselves, in the decisions and actions
of our lives, functioning within the context of society, and conditioned by
its realities.’> There are several ways in which social realities affect or
even govern the Christian in this world. Some of these influences we are
aware of, others we are not.

One social influence affecting every individual is simply the political
realities of life. Consider life in a political entity such as the United States.
While we are a democracy in which every citizen of the nation has a
voice and a vote, in the final analysis the majority rules and prevails. If
our government has decided upon a course of action with which we
disagree on ethical grounds, we have little choice in the matter. We can
express our disagreement by various forms of protest, but these are
likely to have only limited effect. The country will proceed with its policies
on military armament, racial treatment, and the environment, regardless
of our convictions. And it will use our tax monies to finance its actions.
We have no real choice, unless we are are willing to suffer penalties and
imprisonment. In other words, we may well find ourselves coerced to
contribute to that which is contrary to our moral convictions. In some
cases, the government may actually be opposed to the practice of one’s
Christian faith. While this is undoubtedly true for those living in oppres-
sive Communistic societies, it may well be true, in a more limited fashion,
under any governmental system.

Our vocations may also impose certain strictures or limitations upon
us. We may find within a given industry certain factors so ingrained that
it is difficult to avoid sinful or unethical practices.

We may also face certain moral choices where there is no good course
of action available. The best that one can do is to choose the lesser of
two evils. This is indeed a sad situation, a reminder of the extent to which
our world is fallen and broken, twisted and distorted from what God
originally intended it to be. Sometimes, indeed, one problem can be
solved or alleviated only at the cost of aggravating another. We make our
moral decisions from within the context of many givens. These givens,
over which we have little or no control, represent very real limitations
upon the freedom and options which we as individuals have.

Our making of moral decisions may also be circumscribed by intellec-

12. Langdon Gilkey, “The Political Dimensions of Theology,” The Journal of Religion
59, no. 2 (April 1979): 155-57.
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tual structures. Each of us is exposed in varying proportions to a whole
host of ideologies which differ in their degree of absolutism. They give a
particular bent to our minds. Someone raised in a society which empha-
sizes that one particular race is superior to another may have difhculty
perceiving matters in any other way. Such an individual may feel that
there is a great deal of justification for prejudice. A discriminatory or
exploitative course of action may appear to be quite natural and proper.
Similarly, the conditioning influence of one’s church, religious group, or
nation may severely limit one’s perspective and adversely affect his or
her actions in every sphere of life.

Family influences also impose limitations upon personal mod free-
dom. One of the most curious statements in Scripture is God’s assertion
that he will visit the sins of the parents upon the children (e.g., Exod.
205). This could be taken as the pledge of a vindictive God to avenge
himself upon innocent descendants of guilty ancestors. Instead, it should
be taken as a declaration that sinful patterns of action and their conse-
guences are transmitted from one generation to the next. This transmis-
sion may be a genetic, hereditary matter. Or it may be an environmental
matter, stemming from either example or conditioning. Counselors tell
us that there are countless cases of patterns of behavior being repeated
generation after generation. Most child abusers, for example, were them-
selves abused by their parents. And alcoholism frequently recurs in one’s
children.!?

Even the presence of disease within the human race may induce or
foster evil. We are here speaking not of the evil character of disease itself,
but rather of the fact that disease may facilitate other evil conditions.
For example, a population in whom worm infestations are widespread
does not have the energy, determination, and ability to fight its other
social ills.

The simple fact that we live where we do contributes powerfully to
various evils of which we are unaware. How many Americans, for ex-
ample, squandering their resources on luxuries and demanding grain-
fed beef, realize how many persons are being denied an adequate diet as
a result? Most of us, if we lived among the economically less fortunate,
would probably find it difficult to gorge ourselves on food that could be
used instead to keep them alive. Yet because they are several thousand
miles removed, we do not sense the impropriety of our lifestyle. We
simply do not think about what our actions are doing to the total ecosys-
tem of which these other persons are also a part.

It should be clear by now that we are conditioned and severely limited

13. See, e.g., D. W. Goodwin, “Alcoholism and Heredity,” Archives for General Psychia-

try 36 (1979): 57-61.
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by social realities. The particular social situation in which we involuntar-
ily find ourselves-including the political and economic system, our
intellectual and family background, even the geographical location in
which we were born-inevitably contributes to evil conditions and in
some instances makes sin unavoidable. Sin is an element of the present
social structure from which the individual cannot escape.

It is important that we see all of this in the context of the fall. The
account in Genesis 3 lists specific curses following from the fall, or
perhaps we should say specific aspects of the curse. The toilsome char-
acter of work, thistles and thorns, and the anguished nature of childbirth
are mentioned. It seems likely, however, that this list is not exhaustive.
The curse certainly includes these matters, but there is no reason to
believe that it is limited to them. It may well include the sort of social
structures that we have been describing here. In Romans 8: 18-25 Paul
speaks of the cosmic character of sin. The whole creation was subjected
to futility (v. 20). It is presently waiting for the time when it “will be set
free from its bondage to decay and obtain the glorious liberty of the
children of God. We know that the whole creation has been groaning in
travail together until now” (w. 21-22). If the sin of mankind has distorted
the entire creation, certainly its social structures are included.

Strategies for Overcoming Social Sin

If we are agreed from the foregoing that there is a dimension of sin
and evil which goes beyond that of particular or individual human
beings, it remains for us to determine what approach should be taken as
we attempt to deal with corporate sin. Here we find considerable diver-
gence of opinion.

Regeneration

One approach regards the social dimension of sin as merely the
composite of the sins of individuals. Since group sin is merely the social
manifestation of individual sins, social problems will not be solved by
treating society. Society is not an entity with its own will and its own
mind. Rather, the direction of society is determined by the minds and
wills of its constituent members. Alteration of society therefore will take
place only by changing the individuals who compose it. This is the
strategy of regeneration, which, in its own way, is a type of utopianism.
For it asserts that if all the persons within society are transformed, society
itself will be transformed.14

14. Carl F. H. Henry, Aspects of Christian Social Ethics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1964), pp. 21, 24-25, 26-27.
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Underlying this view is a thoroughgoing belief in human depravity
and sinfulness. The human being is internally corrupt. Improving exter-
nal circumstances or the environment will not change the inner person.
And without inner transformation, the sinful conditions of society will
simply return.

There also is an emphasis on the individual. Each person is an isolated,
self-contained entity capable of making free choices. There is relatively
little influence from conditions within society. The unit of morality is the
individual person. The group is not thought of as an organic entity with
characteristics of its own. It is merely a collection or assemblage of
individuals.

The thrust of those who adopt and practice this strategy is strongly
evangelistic. They urge individuals to make a decision and reverse the
direction of their lives. There is often a strong emphasis as well upon
Christian fellowship. This may take the form of quite intensive social
groupings within the context of the organized church. The primary
commitment is to this Christian grouping, the basic function of which is
mutual support among its members. Thus there may be a tendency to
withdraw from involvement with the world. Others advocate involve-
ment in society, for example, by working in the helping professions.
Generally speaking, however, these people are oriented more toward
social welfare (alleviating the conditions resulting from faulty social
structures) than toward social action (altering the structures causing the
problems).! It should be noted that the groups which follow this strategy,
generally known as evangelicals, are the most rapidly growing segment
of Christianity, not only in the United States but in Latin America and
Africa as well.

Reform

Other strategies have in common the conviction that the problems are
larger than individual human wills, and must therefore be handled by
using a broader base than individual conversion/regeneration. The
structures of society must be directly altered. There are several possibil-
ities.

The most frequently advocated possibility is modification of the polit-
ical form of society. This involves working for change through political
channels. Society is to be restructured by electing legislators who will
pass laws changing undesirable conditions. Evil is to be made illegal.
Enforcement of such laws will change the conditions which constitute

1.5. David 0. Moberg, Inasmuch: Christian Social Responsibility in the Twentieth
Century (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), pp. 81-82.
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structural evil. This view might be termed the approach or strategy of
reform. It rests on the idea that the group structure, which may be as
broad as the whole of society, has a reality of its own apart from the wills
of its individual members. Thus, the structure cannot be changed simply
by modifying the individuals who constitute it. While there is no guar-
antee, on the other hand, that individuals will necessarily be changed if
the structure is, at least the conditions or circumstances within which
they function will be altered.

Sometimes means of reform other than political are used. This may
well involve economic pressures, such as various forms of boycott. The
Montgomery, Alabama, bus boycott by blacks in the mid-1950s is a
notable example. There may be boycotts of specific products or of a
particular manufacturer. Shareholder rebellions may change the policy
of a corporation. Nonviolent resistance such as was advocated by Ma-
hatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King is another means of seeking
reform.!6

Revolution

The most radical approach to changing the structures of society in-
volves destroying or removing them and replacing them with others,
using force if necessary. The idea is that the structures are so corrupt
that they cannot be redeemed by transformation. There needs to be a
completely fresh start; this requires radical overthrow of the existing
forms. Frequently the conception here is that man, given a chance, is
basically good, or at least morally neutral. Thus there is confidence that
if the present structure is abolished, what will arise in its place will be
basically good. Also tied in with this approach is the apparent belief that
society’s influence has no lasting effect upon its members. Whatever
influence social structures may have on individuals is dynamic, not sub-
stantive. Thus, once a structure is removed, its influence is gone. It has
not produced a perverted human nature which, unless and until regen-
erated, will continue to function for evil. There is every confidence, then,
that once the evil structures are removed, those who rise to positions of
leadership will not establish a new order favorable solely to their own
interests.

This strategy, which we might term revolution, is found in the more
radical political and religious philosophies. It is found in various forms of
liberation theology, especially those of the more aggressive type.!” It is

16. Johannes Verkuyl and H. G. Schulte Nordholt, Responsible Revolution (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), pp. 53-59.

17. Gustavo Guticrrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans. Sister Caridad Inda and John
Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1973), p. 109.
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also, of course, a tenet of Marxism and of several modern-day terrorist
groups.

If, as we have argued in this and earlier chapters, evil is both individ-
ual/personal and societal in nature, it must be attacked by a combination
of strategies rather than merely one. Because individual human hearts
and personalities are corrupted, regeneration is necessary if a lasting
change is to be effected. On the other hand, because there are structures
of evil in the world which transcend individual human wills, some means
of renovating these structures must be pursued. Revolution is too ex-
treme an approach; it violates Christ’s teachings regarding violence.
While what strategies to adopt for dealing with evil is a topic beyond the
scope of this present writing, a combination of regeneration and non-
violent reform would seem to provide the best hope for combating sin
and evil in our world. This would call for emphasis upon evangelism,
personal ethics, and social ethics.
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Contemporary Issues in Christological
Method

History and Christology
The Search for the Historical Jesus
“Christology from Above”
“Christology from Below”
Evaluation
An Alternative Approach

The Person and the Work of Christ
Incarnation Viewed as Mythology

\/\/e have seen that man was created to love, serve, and fellow-
ship with God. We have also seen that man fails to fulfil this divine
intention for him; in other words, all humans sin. Because God loved
man, however, he chose to act through Christ to restore man to the
intended condition and relationship. Thus, our understanding of the
person and work of Christ grows directly out of the doctrines of man
and of sin.

When we come to the study of the person and work of Christ, we are
at the very center of Christian theology. For since Christians are by
definition believers in and followers of Christ, their understanding of
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Christ must be central and determinative of the very character of the
Christian faith. All else is secondary to the question of what one thinks
of Christ. This being the case, particular care and precision are especially
in order in the doing of our Christology.

There are certain perennial problems of Christology. These arise at
various times. There are also specific issues that appear at one point in
history but not before or after. It is important that we survey and form
our own conclusions regarding certain of these matters. In this chapter
we will examine three contemporary issues regarding the methodology
of Christology. They are the questions of (1) the relationship between
faith and history, (2) the relationship between study of the person of
Christ and study of the work of Christ, and (3) the literalness of the idea
of incarnation. To frame these questions differently: (1) Can a proper
understanding of Christ be based strictly upon historical data, or must it
be posited by faith? (2) Should we first determine our understanding of
Christ’s nature and then apply it to our investigation of his work, or
should we approach the subject of his nature through a study of his
work? (3) Is the idea of the incarnation of God inherently mythological
and hence untenable? The first two of these questions deal with how we
are to do Christology; the third concerns whether it is possible to do
Christology at all. If we are to understand the contemporary environ-
ment of christological construction, it will be necessary to examine the
background of the current situation. For the present approaches to the
doing of Christology represent the culmination of a long process involv-
ing reactions and counter-reactions.

History and Christology

For a long period of time, theologians limited their discussion of Christ
to the views set forth in their respective denominational or confessional
traditions. These traditions in turn tended to follow the positions worked
out in the ecumenical councils of the early centuries of the church. The
problems of Christology were posed largely in terms of metaphysics:
How can the divine nature and the human nature coexist within one
person? Or, to put it differently, how can Jesus be both God and man at
once? During the twentieth century, however, the focus has changed. In
some circles theology is hostile (or, at the very least, indifferent) to
metaphysics. So the study of Christ is now carried on largely in historical
terms. In part, this shift has been motivated by a suspicion that the Christ
of the theological tradition is different from the actual Jesus who walked
the paths of Palestine, teaching and working among his disciples and the
crowds.
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The Search for the Historical Jesus

The quest to discover what Jesus was actually like and what he did
came to be known as the “search for the historical Jesus.” Underlying
this search was the expectation that the real Jesus would prove to be
different even from the Christ who appears within the Scriptures, and
who is in some sense the product of the theologizing of Paul and others.
Among the more famous early “lives of Jesus” were those produced by
David Strauss! and Ernest Renan.? Increasingly, the earthly Jesus was
depicted as basically a good man, a teacher of great spiritual truths, but
not the miracle-working, preexistent Second Person of the Trinity.

Perhaps the best-known and most influential picture of Jesus is that
of Adolf von Harnack. In many ways, Harnack’s work represents the
pinnacle and the end of the search for Jesus. He notes that the Gospels
do not give us the means of constructing a full-fledged biography of
Jesus, for they tell us very little about Jesus’ early life.> They do provide
us with the essential facts, however. Four general observations lead
Harnack to set forth a nonmiraculous Jesus:

1. In Jesus’ day, a time when there was no sound insight into what is
possible and what is not, people felt surrounded by miracles.

2. Miracles were ascribed to famous persons almost immediately
after their death.

3. We know that what happens within our world is governed by
natural laws. There are, then, no such things as “miracles,” if by
that is meant interruptions of the order of nature.

4. There are many things that we do not understand, but they should
be viewed as marvelous and presently inexplicable, not miracu-
lous.*

Harnack’s assessment of the message of Jesus has been considered
the classic statement of the liberal theological position. He points out that
the message of Jesus was primarily not about himself, but about the
Father and the kingdom:

1. David Strauss, A New Life of Jesus, 2nd ed. (London: Williams and Norgate, 1879).

2. Ernest Renan, Life of Jesus, trans. and rev. from the 23rd French ed. (New York:
Grosset and Dunlap, 1856).

3. Adolf von Harnack, What Is Christianity? (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957),
p. 33.

4. Ibid., pp. 27-30.
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If, however, we take a general view of Jesus’ teaching, we shall see that it
may be grouped under three heads. They are each of such a nature as to
contain the whole, and hence it can be exhibited in its entirety under any
one of them.

Firstly, the Kingdom of God and its coming.

Secondly, God the Father and the infinite value of the human soul.

Thirdly, the higher righteousness and the commandment of love

As the search for the historical Jesus ran its course, there was a
growing uneasiness that the Jesus found within the Gospel account was
being unconsciously fabricated by those searching for him, and was
amazingly like the searchers. George Tyrrell, a Catholic scholar, possibly
put it best: “The Christ that Harnack sees, looking back through nineteen
centuries of Catholic darkness, is only the reflection of a Liberal Protes-
tant face, seen at the bottom of a deep well.”

Two writings in particular spelled the end of the liberal quest for Jesus.
One was Albert Schweitzer’s Quest of the Historical Jesus. Schweitzer
shared the basic historical method and goals of the liberal searchers. He
differed with their conclusions, however, seriously questioning their ob-
jectivity. He felt that they approached the study of Jesus’ life with their
own preconceptions and then proceeded to accept or reject material on
the basis of whether or not it fit these preconceptions. When Schweitzer
examined the Gospels, he did not find the reflection of a typical nine-
teenth-century liberal. Rather, he found in Jesus a thoroughly eschatolog-
ical figure who believed that the end of the world was coming soon, and
that his own parousia would take place in connection with that end.7
Jesus believed and taught these things. But of course, he was wrong,
according to Schweitzer. The chief point for our purposes here is
Schweitzer’s contention that as an eschatological figure Jesus is not to be
remade into a thoroughly modern person.?

Martin Kahler's So-Called Hktorical Jesus and the Historic Biblical
Christ struck new ground in its analysis of the problem. Kahler was
dubious about the utility of the efforts which had been made to develop
a picture of Jesus. Not only was the search for the historical Jesus
unsuccessful, it was actually counterproductive. Kahler summarized his
“cry of warning in a form intentionally audacious: The historical Jesus of
modem authors conceals from us the living Christ. The Jesus of the ife-

5. Ibid., p. 55.

6. George Tyrrell, Christianity at the Cross-Roads (London: Longmans, Green, 1910),
p. 44.

7. Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (New York: Macmillan, 1964),
p. 367.

8. Ibid., pp. 370-71.
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of-Jesus movement’ is merely a modern example of human creativity,
and not an iota better than the notorious dogmatic Christ of Byzantine
Christology. One is as far removed from the real Christ as is the other.*
In answer to the search for the historical Jesus, Kahler proposed a major
distinction. He noted that the Jesus of history, the Jesus behind the
Gospels, had relatively little influence. He was able to win only a few
disciples, and these to a rather shaky faith. The Christ of faith, however,
has exercised a very sign&cant influence. This is the risen Christ, believed
in and preached by the apostles. This historic Christ, rather than the
historical Jesus, is the basis of our faith and life today. We can never get
behind the Gospel accounts to Historie, the objective, actual occurrences.
We instead build our belief on Geschichte, or significant history, which
pertains to the impact Jesus made upon the disciples.!0

This distinction was in many ways the greatest influence upon Chris-
tology during the first half of the twentieth century. Increasingly, study
was focused not upon the actual events of the life of the historical Jesus
behind the Gospel accounts. Instead, the faith of the church became the
object of interest. This shift is seen most clearly and fully in Rudolf
Bultmann'’s demythologization, but it is also apparent within the Chris-
tologies written by Karl Barth and Emil Brunner.

A reaction to Bultmann’s skeptical approach set in in turn. Thus began
a new twentieth-century quest for the historical Jesus. Ernst Kisemann
officially sounded the trumpet indicating this turn of events.!! Others,
too, have been and are at work attempting to formulate a sketch of what
Jesus really was like, what he actually said and did. Ethelbert Stauffer
and Joachim Jeremias have been among the more prominent persons
engaged in this new search. We will take up this development shortly
under the heading “Christology from Below.” But first we need to exam-
ine another approach which dominated much of the early history of
twentieth-century ~ Christology.

“Christology from Above”

“Christology from above” was the basic strategy and orientation of the
Christology of the earliest centuries of the church. It also was, to a large
extent, the Christology of orthodoxy during the precritical era when
there was no question as to the historical reliability of the whole of

9. Martin Kihler, The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic Biblical Christ
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1964), p. 43.

10. Ibid., pp. 65-66.

11. Ernst Kisemann, “The Problem of the Historical Jesus,” in Essays on New Testa-
ment Themes, trans. W. J. Montague (Naperville, Ill.: Alec R. Allenson,1964), pp. 15-47.
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Scripture. In the twentieth century, this approach to Christology has been
associated especially with Karl Barth, Rudolf Bultmann, and Emil Brun-
ner in his early book The Mediator. (His Christian Doctrine of Creation
and Redemption, which came later, represents a different approach.)
Several key features of Christology from above are evident in The Media-
tor:

1. The basis of the understanding of Christ is not the historical Jesus,
but the kerygma, the church’s proclamation regarding the Christ. Brun-
ner asserts:

We are bound to oppose the view that the Christian faith springs out of
historical observation, out of the historical picture of Jesus of Nazareth.
Christendom itself has always known otherwise. Christian faith springs
only out of the witness to Christ of the preached message and the written
word of the Scriptures. The historical picture is indeed included in the
latter .. .; but this picture itself is not the basis of knowledge.!?

2. In constructing a Christology, there is a marked preference for the
writings of Paul and the fourth Gospel over the Synoptic Gospels. The
former contain more explicitly theological interpretations, whereas the
Synoptics are basically matter-of-fact reporting of the actions and teach-
ings of Jesus. This principle is closely tied to the first:

If once the conviction is regained that the Christian faith does not arise
out of the picture of the historical Jesus, but out of the testimony to Christ
as such-this includes the witness of the prophets as well as that of the
Apostles-and that it is based upon this testimony, then inevitably the
preference for the Synoptic Gospels and for the actual words of Jesus,
which was the usual position of the last generation, will disappear.'3

3. Faith in the Christ is not based on nor legitimized by rational proof.
It cannot be scientifically proved. The content believed lies outside the
sphere of natural reason and historical investigation and consequently
cannot be conclusively proven. While historical investigation may serve
to remove obstacles to various beliefs (e.g., belief in the deity of Jesus
Christ), it cannot succeed in establishing those beliefs. “Jesus taught a
group of disciples beside the sea” is a statement open to historical re-
search; “Jesus is the Second Person of the Trinity” is not. We accept
historical statements by being rationally persuaded. We accept procla-
mation by faith.

Brunner draws a distinction which clarifies the sense in which, for

12. Emil Brunner, The Mediator (London: Lutterworth, 1934),p. 158.
13. Ibid., p. 172.

Contemporary Issues in Christological Method 667

him, Christology is historical and the sense in which it is not. This distinc-
tion is between the “Christ ix the flesh” and the “Christ after the flesh.”
By “Christ in the flesh” Brunner means that God became incarnate, the
Word became flesh and penetrated history. The “Christ after the flesh” is
the Christ known by the historiographer, the chronicler, with his methods
of research. To know “Christ in the flesh” is to know something more
than the “Christ after the flesh.” The believer knows Christ

as the One who has come in the flesh, as Him of whom the chronicler
and the humanist historian must have something to say. But he knows
this “Christ in the flesh” in a way of which they can know nothing; he
knows Him therefore as someone quite different, and this is what matters.
For the knowledge of others-of the chronicler and of the humanist
historian-is not yet knowledge of Christ, of the “Word made flesh,” but
is itself “after the flesh.”14

Brunner emphasizes the Christ in the flesh. But he does not ignore the
Christ after the flesh. For although faith never arises out of the observa-
tion of facts, but out of the witness of the church and the Word of God,
the fact that this Word has come “into the flesh” means that faith is in
some way connected with observation. While faith arises out of the
witness of the church and Scripture, that witness always includes the
picture of Jesus.

‘Christology from Below”

With the publication of Bultmann’s Jesus and the Word, Christology
from above reached its zenith. Here in effect was a statement that faith
in the kerygmatic Christ cannot with certainty be connected with the
actual earthly life of Jesus of Nazareth. In Bultmann’s view this did not
really matter. The stream of negative reaction to Bultmann’s view grew
into an enunciation of methodology, Probably the most significant of the
early reactions was Ernst Kdsemann’s “Problem of the Historical Jesus,”
originally published in 1954. Kdsemann asserted the necessity of building
belief in Jesus upon a historical search for who he was and what he did.
While this was not a resumption of the nineteenth-century search, it was
dubbed “the new search for the historical Jesus.”

It might be said that the nineteenth-century searches scarcely were
real Christologies. It would be better to call them “Jesusologies.” The
Jesus who emerged from those studies was a human being and little
more. It seemed to some in the “new quest” that this was a result of

14. 1bid., p. 158.
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antisupernatural biases within the historical method itself; in other
words, there was a methodological inadequacy. In the new quest for the
historical Jesus, there is the possibility of a genuine Christology. That is, it
is possible that the historical investigation might arrive at belief in the
deity of Jesus Christ. This belief would then be a conclusion, not a
presupposition, of the historical investigation.

The most instructive example for us of a contemporary “Christology
from below” is undoubtedly that of Wolfhart Pannenberg. In Jesus—God
and Man Pannenberg has produced a thoroughly christological treat-
ment, as indicated by the title. He has carefully scrutinized and criticized
the presuppositions of christological methodology in order to assure
openness and objectivity. While recognizing certain benefits in the ap-
proach of Christology from above, he indicates three basic reasons why
he cannot employ this method:

1. The task of Christology is to offer rational support for belief in the
divinity of Jesus, for it is this which is disputed in the world today.
Christology from above is unacceptable in that it presupposes the
divinity of Jesus.!

2. Christology from above tends to neglect the significance of the
distinctive historical features of Jesus of Nazareth. In particular, his
relationship to the Judaism of his day, which is essential to under-
standing his life and message, is relatively unimportant in this
approach.16

3. Strictly speaking, a Christology from above is possible only from
the position of God himself, and not for us. We are limited, earth-
bound human beings, and we must begin and conduct our inquiry
from that perspective.!”

Pannenberg constructs from the life of the man Jesus of Nazareth a
full Christology, including his deity. The positive features of Pannenberg’s
approach make clear the basic contour of Christology from below as
contrasted with Christology from above:

1. Historical inquiry behind the kerygma of the New Testament is
both possible and theologically necessary. Form criticism has demon-
strated that an exact chronological sequence of Jesus’ life cannot be
constructed. It is nonetheless possible to discover from the apostles’
witness Jesus’ major characteristics. Such knowledge of Jesus is neces-

15. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus—God and Man (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1968), p.
34,

16. Ibid., pp. 34-35.

17. Ibid., p. 35.
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sary. If we rest our faith upon the kerygma alone, and not upon the
historical facts of Jesus’ life as well, we cannot escape the suspicion and
the fear that our faith is misplaced. Pannenberg would say that we may
find ourselves believing not in Jesus, but in Luke, Matthew, Paul, or
someone else. A further complication if we rest our faith upon the
kerygma alone is that these New Testament witnesses do not give us
unity, but diversity, and on occasion even antithesis. We must penetrate
beyond these varied witnesses to discern the one Jesus to whom they all
refer.18

In the judgment of Pannenberg, it is extremely important to bring an
openness to the task of historical investigation. The problem with many
nineteenth-century searches and with Bultmann’s demythologizing lay in
certain rather narrow conceptions of what is historically possible and
what is not. For example, the resurrection of Jesus was often excluded
from belief before the search began. It is imperative, however, to ap-
proach the horizons of biblical times without our modern-day prejudices.
Only when naturalistic or antisupernaturalistic presuppositions are laid
aside can a Christology from below be properly constructed.19

2. History is unitary, not dualistic. The life, teachings, and ministry of
Jesus, including his death and resurrection, are not part of a unique type
of history distinct from history in general. There is no special realm of
redemptive or sacred history, be that Geschichte, Heilsgeschichte, or
whatever. For Pannenberg, the history of the Christ is one with the rest
of world history. It cannot be separated or isolated from history in
general. Consequently, it does not have to be approached by a method
different from that used to gain a knowledge of ordinary history. The
same historical method used in investigating the Napoleonic wars is to
be applied in Christology.20

3. It is obvious that a Christology from below can give us a fully
human Jesus. Can it, however, establish the deity of Jesus? The evidence
most commonly adduced by Christology from below in trying to estab-
lish Jesus’ unity with God is his pre-Easter claim to authority through
declaration and deed. There is a remarkable concurrence upon this point
by a large number of theologians. Werner Elert observes that Jesus
claimed to be the Son of God. When he spoke of his Father, Jesus
referred to him as “my Father.” When he had in mind the disciples’
relationship to the Father, he used the phrase “your Father.” He never
equated his relationship to the Father with the disciples’ relationship to

18. Ibid., pp. 23-25.

19. Ibid.

20. Wolkart Pannenberg, “Redemptive Event and History,” in Essays on Old Testa-
ment Hermeneutics, ed. Claus Westermann (Richmond: John Knox, 1964), pp. 3 14-15.
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the Father by using the phrase “our Father.”2! Paul Althaus similarly
notes that the authority claimed by Jesus presupposes nearness to God
that no other man has. “What Jesus does is blasphemy unless it comes
from special authority. He claims this authority for himself.“** In their
own ways, Friedrich Gogarten, Hermann Diem, Gunther Bornkamm,
and Hans Conzelmann make essentially the same point. Pannenberg
comments, “The basic agreement is striking. Dogmatics seems in this
case to have preceded historical research.”?

Pannenberg believes that this effort to demonstrate Jesus’ divinity
through his pre-Easter claim to authority must inevitably fail, for this
claim to authority is related to a future verification of his message which
will not take place until the final judgment. “Rather,” Pannenberg says,
“everything depends upon the connection between Jesus’ claim and its
confirmation by God.“*4

This confirmation is to be found in the resurrection of Jesus. Pannen-
berg believes that the resurrection is a historical fact. Having examined
separately the evidences-the empty tomb and the appearances of the
resurrected Lord-Pannenberg concludes that the Gospel accounts of
the appearances are so strongly legendary in character that one can
scarcely find in them a historical kernel. Consequently, he turns to Paul’s
summation in 1 Corinthians 15: 1- 11 and concludes:

Thus the resurrection of Jesus would be designated as a historical event
in this sense: If the emergence of primitive Christianity, which, apart
from other traditions, is also traced back by Paul to appearances of the
resurrected Jesus, can be understood in spite of all critical examination
of the tradition only if one examines it in the light of the eschatological
hope for a resurrection from the dead, then that which is so designated
is a historical event, even if we do not know anything more particular
about it.25

Pannenberg similarly attributes validity to the empty-tomb accounts. If
this tradition and the tradition of the Lords appearances came into
existence independently of one another, then, “by their mutually comple-
menting each other they let the assertion of the reality of Jesus’ resurrec-
tion, in the sense explained above, appear as historically very probable,
and that always means in historical inquiry that it is to be presupposed
until contrary evidence appears.”2

21. Werner Elert, Der christliche Glaube: Grundlinien der lutherischen Dogmatik, 3rd
ed. (Hamburg: Furche, 1956), p. 303.

22. Paul Althaus, Die christliche Wuhrheit, 6th ed. (Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann, 1962),
p. 430.

23. Pannenberg, Jesus-God and Man, p. 57.

24. 1bid.p.66.

25. Ibid.p. 98.

26. 1bid.p.105.
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If the event itself were all there is to the resurrection, we would have
nothing but brute facts. Their meaning or interpretation would be an
open question subject to debate; perhaps it would be merely a matter of
faith. Given the fact of the resurrection, there might be many possible
meanings attached to it. From Pannenberg’s perspective, however, this is
not so. Given its place within the history of traditions and cultural
expectations, the resurrection carried with it a definite meaning. The
event cannot be evaluated or understood in isolation from the traditions
and expectations of the Jews. The idea of resurrection occurring apart
from the will and activity of God is unthinkable for a Jew. The resurrec-
tion of Jesus means, then, that God gave his approval to the claims of
Jesus and that these claims, which would be blasphemous unless Jesus
really is the Son of man, are true. Thus, not only the historical fact of
Jesus’ resurrection, but also the theological truth of his deity, have been
established.?’

Evaluation

These two types of Christology have their own distinctive strengths
and weaknesses, which by now have been rather well identified. In some
cases, the statement of one position has also constituted a criticism of
the other approach.

Christology from above has the strength of recognizing that the real
aim and value of the incarnation were the effect which the life of Jesus
had upon those who believed in him. Their testimony is deserving of our
closest attention for they of all people knew him most intimately and
were in the best position to describe him to others. Further, this approach
is committed to a genuine supernaturalism, something which has not
always been true of Christologies from below. It leaves open the possibil-
ity of a divine, miracle-working Jesus.

The basic problem for a Christology from above is the question of the
substantiality of the belief. Is the Christ of faith really the same person
as the Jesus who walked the paths of Galilee and Judea? Is commitment
to the kerygmatic Christ based upon what really is, or is it an unfounded
faith? The problem of subjectivity in one form or another always plagues
this type of Christology. How can we be sure that the Christ whom we
know from the witness of the apostles and encounter in our own expe-
rience today is Jesus as he really is and not merely our own feelings? A
second problem relates to the content of faith. While it is all well and
good to say we take something on faith, how do we determine what it is

27. Ibid., pp. 67-68.
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we are taking on faith? Without an empirical referent, the Christ of faith
is somewhat unreal and vague.

Christology from below, on the other hand, blunts the charge that at
best Christian theology (and specifically the teachings about the person
of Jesus) is based upon faith and at worst it may be completely vacuous.
This approach has attempted to eliminate undue amounts of subjectivity.
Recognizing that there needs to be a subjective involvement (or commit-
ment) by every believer, Christology from below avoids filtering it
through the subjectivity of other believers, namely, the first disciples.

There is one persistent problem, however. Especially in the form in
which Pannenberg has enunciated it, Christology from below depends
for its success upon establishing its historical contentions with objective
certainty. Objective certainty, however, is difficult to achieve. If the facts
of Christology are matters of genuinely objective history, then it ought to
be possible to demonstrate the divinity of Jesus to any honest objective
inquirer. In practice, however, this does not always happen. Some who
examine the evidences remain quite unconvinced. In addition, Paul Alt-
haus maintains that Pannenberg’s unitary view of history makes faith a
function of reason.?® Pannenberg has responded by contending that
while faith is indeed a gift of the Spirit, not a product of reason, nonethe-
less, knowledge of the historical revelation is logically prior to faith,
although not psychologically prior. Reason in its essential structure is
sufficient to grasp God’s revelation and recognize its truth. Man’s reason,
however, has fallen into an unnatural state and needs to be restored. This
restoration is not a case of being supernaturalized, but of being natural-
ized through the aid of the kerygma and the Spirit.?

This distinction, however, is not very helpful. Regardless of whether
human reason needs to be super-naturalized or merely naturalized, the
same specter of subjectivity, which this theology attempts to avoid at all
costs, still raises its head. Although the Spirit employs the historical
evidences to create faith, there is still the problem of whether this faith
is veridical. May not someone else, on the basis of the same evidences,
come to a different conclusion? Are we not again, at least to a small
extent, driven back to the Christ of faith in the attempt to arrive at the
Jesus of history? The real point of Christology from below has been
abandoned when one begins to appeal to such concepts as the need to
naturalize reason. Although the gap between objective historical evi-

28. Paul Althaus, “Offenbarung als Geschichte und Glaube: Bemerkungen zu Wolfhart
Pannenbergs Begriff der Offenbarung,” Theologische Literaturzeitung 87, no. 5 (May
1962): 32 1-30.

29. Wolfhart Pannenberg, “Einsicht und Glaube: Antwort an Paul Althaus,” Theolo-
gische Literaturzeitung 88, no. 2 (February 1963): 81-92.
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dences and the conclusions of faith has been narrowed a bit, it is still
there.

An Alternative Approach

We have seen that each of these two seemingly mutually exclusive
positions has certain strengths and weaknesses. Is there some way to
unite Christology from above and Christology from below so as to pre-
serve the best elements of both while minimizing the problems of each?
Can the kerygmatic Christ and the historical Jesus, faith and reason, be
held together? Evangelicals are concerned to retain both. This concern
stems in part from the evangelical understanding of revelation: revelation
is both the historical events and the interpretation of them. These are
two complementary and harmonious means by which God manifests
himself. Both are therefore sources of knowledge of him. We will propose
here a conceptual analysis and model which may enlighten the issue.

Since the Jesus of history is approached through reason and the
kerygmatic Christ is seized by faith, we are apparently dealing with a
case of the classic faith-reason dichotomy. Whereas in the traditional
form faith and philosophical reason are involved, here it is faith and
historical reason that are involved. In both cases, the question is the
utility and value of reason as a grounds for faith. In the philosophical
realm there are three basic positions regarding the relative roles of faith
and reason. There are three similar positions in the historical realm:

1. Christology from above is basically fideistic. Particularly in the form
expounded by Brunner and other existentialist theologians, it draws
heavily upon the thought of Ssren Kierkegaard. According to this posi-
tion, our knowledge of Jesus’ deity is not grounded in any historically
provable facts about his earthly life. It is a faith based upon the faith of
the apostles as enunciated in the kerygma.

2. Conversely, Christology from below is primarily Thomistic. It at-
tempts to demonstrate the supernatural character of Christ from histor-
ical evidences. Hence, the deity of Christ is not a presupposition but a
conclusion of the process. The appeal is to historical reason, not to faith
or authority. As faith predominates in the former model, reason does
here.

3. There is another possible model, namely, the Augustinian. In this
model, faith precedes but does not remain permanently independent of
reason. Faith provides the perspective or starting point from which
reason may function, enabling one to understand what he otherwise
could not.

When this model is applied to the construction of a Christology, the
starting point is the kerygma, the belief and preaching of the church
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about Christ. The content of the kerygma serves as a hypothesis to
interpret and integrate the data supplied by inquiry into the historical
Jesus. According to this position, the early church’s interpretation of or
faith in Christ enables us to make better sense of the historical phenom-
ena than does any other hypothesis. Thus, our alternative model is not
Christology from below, which, ignoring the kerygma, leads to conun-
drums in attempting to understand the “mystery of Jesus,” as theologians
often referred to it in the nineteenth century. Nor is our model an
unsupported Christology from above, constructed without reference to
the earthly life of Jesus of Nazareth; rather, it is tested and supported and
rendered cogent by the ascertainable historical facts of who and what
Jesus was and claimed to be.

Our model entails following neither faith alone nor historical reason
alone, but both together in an intertwined, mutually dependent, simulta-
neously progressing fashion. Increased familiarity with the kerygmatic
Christ will enable us to understand and integrate more of the data of
historical research. Similarly, increased understanding of the Jesus of
history will more fully persuade us that the apostles’ interpretation of the
Christ of faith is true.

There is biblical basis for this contention. Some of those who knew
Jesus’ words and deeds very well did not arrive at an accurate knowledge
of him thereby. For example, the Pharisees saw Jesus perform miracu-
lous healings through the power of the Holy Spirit (Matt. 12:22-32; Mark
3:20-30; Luke 11:14-23). Although they certainly were familiar with the
Jewish traditions and presumably had observed Jesus for quite some
time, their appraisal was, “He casts out demons by the power of Beelze-
bub.” Somehow they had failed to draw the right conclusion, although
they possessed a knowledge of the facts. Even those closest to Jesus
failed to know him fully. Judas betrayed him. The other disciples did not
realize the significance of his crucifixion and even his resurrection. The
religious authorities obviously knew that the tomb was empty, but did
not interpret this fact correctly.

On a more positive note, there are also indications that when one
comes to a correct perception of Jesus, it is on the basis of something
more than natural perception. For example, when in response to Jesus’
question, “Who do you say that | am?” Peter replied, “You are the Christ,
the Son of the living God,” Jesus commented, “Flesh and blood has not
revealed this to you, but my Father who is in heaven” (Matt. 16: 15-17).
While we might debate at length over the exact meaning of “flesh and
blood,” it is clear that Jesus is contrasting some sort of direct revelation
from the Father with some purely human source such as the opinions of
others.

Another case in point, proceeding from the other side of the dialectic,
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is John the Baptist. In prison hc began to wonder about Christ. And so he
sent two of his disciples to ask the Lord, “Are you he who is to come, or
shall we look for another?” (Luke 7:19). John may have been expecting
some concrete historical event (perhaps his own release from prison?) as
evidence that Jesus was indeed, as John knew him to be, the Christ. Jesus’
answer was to point to the deeds which he had been performing: “The
blind receive their sight, the lame walk, lepers are cleansed, and the deaf
hear, the dead are raised up, the poor have good news preached to them”
(v. 22). The historical Jesus was the confirmation of the Christ of faith.

In this model the two factors are held in conjunction: neither the Jesus
of history alone, nor the Christ of faith alone, but the kerygmatic Christ
as the key that unlocks the historical Jesus, and the facts of Jesus’ life as
support for the message that he is the Son of God. Faith in the Christ will
lead us to an understanding of the Jesus of history.

The Person and the Work of Christ

A second major methodological question pertains to the relationship
between the study of the person and the work of Christ. May they be
separated, and if so, what is the logical order of Christology? Should the
understanding of the person of Christ, his nature, be developed first, and
then applied in order to give us an understanding of the work of Christ?
Or should we begin with the work of Christ and then deduce therefrom
what type of person he is?

In the early history of the church, the two were held together in rather
close connection. This approach changed during the medieval period,
however. Scholastic theology separated the doctrine of the person of
Christ (his divinity, humanity, and the unity of the two) from the offices
and work of Christ. As a result, Christology was no longer relevant to
most believers. The debates over Jesus’ deity, the extent of his knowledge,
and his sinlessness, as well as questions like whether he had one will or
two, were very abstract. It was difficult for average Christians to see what
if any effect such issues had on their lives.

An opposite tendency developed in the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies, however. It built on a famous sentence of Philipp Melanchthon:
“To know Christ is to know his benefits”30 This in turn is linked to Luther’s
reaction against the scholastic concentration on the being of Christ.
Luther emphasized instead Christ’s saving activity for us3! This emphasis

30. Melanchthon and Bucer, Library of Christian Classics 19, ed. Wilhelm Pauck
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969), pp. 2 I-22.
31. What Luther Says, comp. Ewald M. Plass (St. Louis: Concordia, 1959), vol. 1, p. 198.
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on the work of Christ is explicitly realized in the Christology of Friedrich
Schleiermacher, which appeared more than two centuries later. Schleier-
macher begins his discussion of each doctrine with Christian experience.
This is in keeping with his general thesis that religion (or piety) is not a
matter of dogma or of ethical activity, but of feeling. So for Schleier-
macher the prime element in Christology is our experience of what
Christ does within us. In theory, however, the person of Christ and his
work are inseparable, and Christology can be approached from either
angle.

This correlating of the two considerations, but with priority given to
the work of Christ, has been picked up by Bultmann and perhaps even
more explicitly by Paul Tillich, who asserted that “Christology is a func-
tion of soteriology. The problem of soteriology creates the Christological
question and gives direction to the Christological answer.“33 In keeping
with Tillich's method of correlation, the theological answer is correlated
with the existential question. Accordingly, we should concentrate upon
the symbolism of the biblical materials, since it stresses the universal
significance of the Christ event. The historical and legendary stories are
to be used only as corroboration.3*

It should be noted that there are two major reasons for approaching
the topic of the person of Christ through study of the work of Christ.
One is the desire for greater coherence between Christology and soteri-
ology. It is possible to treat the former in isolation from the latter. But it
is not possible to speak of what Christ does in our lives without relating
that work to the nature of Christ, which it presupposes. The second
reason is the desire to demonstrate the relevance of the doctrine of
Christ. It is difficult for most persons to take an interest in the discussion
of some of the issues concerning the nature of Christ unless they see
how it affects them.

Certain difficulties emerge from this approach, however. One is that
when the emphasis is placed upon what Christ’s work does for humanity,
it is the humans self-perception of need that tends to dictate or set the
agenda for construction of the understanding of Christ’s person or na-
ture. There is, then, a dilemma for those who focus their attention first
on Christ’s work and only later on his person. Either they consider his
work first and then apply their findings to the human situation, or they
examine the situation first and then move back to the biblical materials

32. Friedrich Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith (New York Harper and Row, 1963),
vol. 2, pp. 355-75.

33. Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1957), vol. 2,
p. 150.

34. Ibid., pp. 151-52.
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regarding Christ’s work. In the former case, there is still the problem of
potential irrelevance to the human situation. In the latter case, the danger
is that the understanding of Christ’s work will be tailored to the human
perception of need.

We should note here that there is a problem with the concern for
relevance. It assumes that the person is asking the right questions. But is
this assumption always valid? There may well be questions not being
asked which ought to be. Analogous to this situation is the difference
between telling one’s doctor about some specific symptoms and having a
complete physical examination. The physical may reveal some facts of
which the patient is unaware, but which are important nevertheless.
Likewise, there may be significant issues of Christology which will never
be considered if the agenda is set by our subjective awareness of need.
Another problem is that a particular experience of Christ’s work will not
necessarily settle a related issue concerning Christ’s person. A conclusion
in soteriology may leave open more than one possible position on Christ’s
nature. Therefore, basing one’s Christology upon “felt needs” will prove
inadequate.

In spite of all these difficulties, there is an acceptable way of beginning
Christology with Christ’s work. While it must not be allowed to set the
agenda, it can be used as the point of contact for more elaborate discus-
sions of his nature. These discussions will in turn give answers in the
area of his work. We should be aware that if we are to build a complete
Christology, we must look at considerations in each area to find answers
to questions in the other.

Incarnation Mewed as Mythology

Another issue which is of growing concern in the doing of Christology
is whether the idea of incarnation is mythological. According to some,
the idea that God became man and entered human history, which is
basically what the doctrine of the incarnation has historically signified, is
not to be taken literally.35 Indeed, according to this contention, it is neither
necessary nor possible to do so. A number of factors have fostered this
theory.

35. While this view was given particular exposure and impetus through the publica-
tion of The Myth of Cod Incarnate, ed. John Hick (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), it had
many earlier expressions. Stephen Neill recalls the Girton Conference of the Modern
Churchmen’s Union (1921) in such a way as to make The Myth of God Incarnate seem
like a case of déja vu. See Stephen Neill, “Jesus and Myth,” in The Truth of God Incarnate,
cd. Michael Green (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977), pp. 66-67.
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One is Rudolf Bultmann’s program of demythologization. Bultmann
concluded that much of the New Testament is myth. By “myth” he meant
an attempt by human beings to give expression to the otherworldly in
terms of symbolism drawn from the this-worldly. These conceptions are
not to be thought of as a literal expression of the nature of reality. And
they are not to be regarded as somehow specially revealed by God, nor
is their presentation in the writings of the apostles and prophets to be
regarded as being somehow divinely inspired. They are simply culturally
conditioned conceptions of the nature of reality. In many cases, we can
identify the sources from which they were taken: Hellenism, Judaism,
Gnosticism. Bultmann insisted that these conceptions must be “demy-
thologized.” He did not mean that they are to be eliminated, but rather
that they are to be reinterpreted. Myth is used by the Scripture writers
to give expression to what had happened to them existentially. Consider
as an example the story of Jesus’ walking on the water (Matt. 14:22-33).
Taken literally, it purports to tell us of an actual event, a miraculous
occurrence. But when demythologized, it is seen to tell us something of
what had happened to the disciples. Whatever actually happened is of
little concern. The point is that Jesus had made a profound impact upon
the Twelve. Whatever he was, he was incredibly impressive. The way they
sought to give expression to the fact that Jesus had made an impression
on them unequaled by anyone they had ever known was to tell this and
other “miracle” stories about him. Jesus was the sort of person of whom
one would have to say: “If anyone could walk on water, it would be
Jesus!™6

A second influence contributing to the contention that the incarnation
is mythological is the rise of a more generalized view of Gods relation-
ship to the world. Traditionally, orthodox theology saw God’s contact with
and involvement in the world as related especially to the person of Jesus
during a thirty-year period in Palestine. By contrast, movements such as
the short-lived Death of God theology posited an ongoing process
through which the primordial God has become fully immanent within
the world. This has taken place in steps or stages, with the most complete
step occurring in Christ. From that point onward, the process has been
one of diffusion outward from Christ into the rest of the human race, as
his teachings and practices come to be adopted. The primordial God has
ceased to exist; he is now totally immanent within the human race.37

36. Rudolf Bultmann, “The Study of the Synoptic Gospels,” in Rudolf Bultmann and
Karl Kundsin, Form Criticism Two Essays on New Testament Research (New York:
Harper, 194 1), pp. 62-76; Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” in Kerygma
and Myth, ed. Hans Bartsch (New York Harper and Row, 1961), pp. 34-44.

37. Thomas J. J. Altizer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1966), pp. 102-12.
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This particular conception shows a great deal of similarity to the
thought of Georg Hegel. For Hegel, the event of Christ is not of singular
significance in itself. It is merely a symbol of the greater abstract truth
of God’s going forth into the world. It represents or symbolizes something
of a more philosophical nature.*

There are many variations within the Christologies which view the
incarnation as mythological. In spite of the variety and diversity, there
are several points of agreement:

1. The idea that God literally became man is quite incredible and
logically contradictory.?®

2. The Christology of the New Testament represents the faith of the
disciples rather than Jesus’ teachings. The disciples sought to give expres-
sion to the profound impression which Jesus had made on them. In so
doing, they utilized titles and conceptions which were common in that
day, for example, the idea of God’s coming to earth. These titles and ideas
were not used by Jesus of himself. His message was about the kingdom
of God, not about himself. The disciples were attempting to express that
they had found in Jesus a man who lived a model life of trust and faith
in God. They were also giving expression to their sense that God is
involved with the world, with its pain and tragedy. The theological con-
ceptions found in the Gospels, and especially the fourth Gospel, represent
their meditations upon the person of Christ, not teachings which he gave.
The message of Jesus and the original, earliest faith of the disciples were
in no way ontological. In particular, there was no idea of a metaphysical
Son of God. If there was any sort of similar idea at all, it was that God
had adopted Jesus.*

3. The type of Christology which has become the traditional view of
the church stems not from the New Testament, but from the church’s
theologizing, particularly in the fourth and fifth centuries. In so doing,
the church utilized then current philosophical conceptions. As a result,
the doctrines formulated resembled the philosophical dogmas of the
time. The doctrines, based as they were upon a philosophy which was
contrary to the biblical perspective, prevented the church from correctly
understanding the New Testament witness to Christ. Furthermore, many
of these formulations (e.g., that Jesus had two natures but was one
person) are themselves internally self-contradictory and actually lacking
in content. They are vacuous formulae. The church never really spelled

38. Hugh Ross Mackintosh, Types of Modern Theology: Schleiermacher to Barth (Lon-
don: Nisbet, 1937), pp. 104-05.

39. Maurice Wiles, “Christianity Without Incarnation?” in The Myth of God Incarnate,
ed. John Hick (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), pp. 3-6.

40. Ibid., pp. 15-23.
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out what was meant by these expressions; whenever someone attempted
to do so, the effort was pronounced heretical.#!

4. The idea of Jesus as the incarnate one is not as unique as has
usually been supposed. For example, Gautama Buddha also represents
the coming of God to man, evidencing God’s desire to be involved with
his creation, and the essential unity of God and humanity? Jesus is, then,
not the only expression of this religious truth. To think that Jesus is the
only way, and that only those who believe what the church teaches about
him will be saved, is at best parochial and at worst abhorrent. It is to say
that the vast majority of all those who have lived have not been saved,
indeed, had no opportunity to be saved. Rather, we must realize that the
basic athrmation of Christianity-that God loves the world and desires
to be reconciled to it-is also believed and expressed in differing forms
in other religions. God is present in other religions as well, but there the
name of his presence is not Jesus. “Jesus” is the distinctively Christian
term for the presence of God.*?

5. Incarnation may be understood in a narrow and a broad sense. In
the narrow sense, it is the belief that at one point in time and space God
entered the world, in the person of Jesus Christ, as he had never done
before and has never done since. In the broad sense, incarnation signifies
God’s immanence in the world. Thus, the means by which man is to
approach God lies in the physical world, not in escape from it. The
physical world is a carrier of spiritual value. This broad sense is not
unique to Christianity. It is also found in Judaism. It relates not only to
Christology, but also to the doctrines of creation and providence. It
means that God is in the world and is at work there.

These two senses, God’s immanence in the world and the absolute
uniqueness of the God-man Jesus Christ, are not inseparable. While the
latter meaning of incarnation has been used by the church during much
of its history to communicate the former, the former can be maintained
without the latter. This is parallel to the church’s ability to maintain the
Eucharist without belief in transubstantiation, and to maintain the au-
thority of the Bible without belief in inerrancy.

It is necessary to outline a reply to the contention that the incarnation
is mythical. The following three chapters will clarify and elaborate the
real meaning of the incarnation. Nonetheless, some suggestions need to
be offered at this point.

1. The idea of the incarnation of God is not inherently contradictory.

41. Frances Young, “A Cloud of Witnesses,” in The Myth of God Incarnate, pp. 27-28.

42. John Hick,“Jesus and the World Religions,” in The Myth of God Incarnate, pp.
168-70.

43. bid., pp. 180-84.
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Brian Hebblethwaitc has argued that the belief that thc incarnation
involves a contradiction stems from taking the incarnation too anthro-
pomorphically. To bc sure, there is a paradox here, a concept which is
very difficult to assimilate intellectually.** The function of a paradox, as
lan Ramsey has shown, is to force our minds beyond the natural to the
supernatural.#> In this case, we are not predicating divinity of Jesus’
humanity, or suggesting that God became an entirely different kind of
God, or that one person was both limited and unlimited at the same time
and in the same respect. Rather, we are simply claiming that God volun-
tarily assumed certain limitations upon the exercise of his infinity. He
had similarly limited his options when he created humans.

2. There is historical evidence that the Christology of the New Testa-
ment goes back to Jesus himself rather than merely to the faith of the
disciples. A number of considerations are involved here. For one thing,
the theory that the disciples might have borrowed from similar myths
the idea of a god’s becoming incarnate is doubtful. That they had access
to such myths has been shown to be highly questionable at best.%
Further, the pre-Pauline Hellenistic congregations which are alleged to
have fused Hellenistic ideas with the story of Christ are now known not
to have existed.4’ Finally, there is indication that a ‘high” Christology is
present in the earliest of the New Testament writings.48

3. The suggestion that the incarnation of God in Jesus is paralleled in
the teachings of other religions cannot be sustained. The doctrine of the
incarnation is radically different from the doctrine of divine immanence.
Further, it is inconceivable that, God being one, more than one person
could be God incarnate.** When the full biblical meaning of the doctrine
of the incarnation is understood, the incarnation of God in Jesus simply
cannot be compared with, for example, Buddhism’s view of Buddha.

The doctrine of the incarnation requires much fuller development. We
will continue in that investigation, assured that the task we are undertak-
ing is not an impossible one.

44, Brian Hebblethwaite, “Incarnation-The Essence of Christianity?” Theology 80
(March 1977): 85-91.

45. lan Ramsey, “Paradox in Religion,” in Christian Empiricism, ed. Jerry H. Gill
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), p. 107.

46. Neill, “Jesus and Myth,” p. 6 1.

47. 1bid.

48. Charles Mottle, “Three Points of Conflict in the Christological Debate,” in Incarna-
tion and Myth: The Debate Continued, ed. Michael Goulder (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 137.

49. Brian Hebblethwaite, “The Uniqueness of the Incarnation,” in Incarnation and
Myth: The Debate Continued, pp. 189-91.
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O ne of the most controversial topics of Christian theology is
the deity of Christ. It is at the same time one of the most crucial. It lies at
the heart of our faith. For our faith rests on Jesus’ actually being God in
human flesh, and not simply an extraordinary human, albeit the most
unusual person who ever lived.
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The Biblical Teaching

We begin our inquiry at the point where all of our doctrinal construc-
tion must begin: the witness of Scripture. Here we find a wide variety of
material and emphases, but not a divergence of opinion. While it is not
possible to investigate every reference which bears on this consideration,
we may at least sample the data.

Jesus'  Self-Consciousness

In looking at the biblical evidence for the deity of Christ, we begin
with Jesus’ own self-consciousness. What did Jesus think and believe
about himself? There have been those who argue that Jesus did not
himself make any claim to be God. This was not part of the message
which he preached. His message was entirely about the Father, not about
himself. We are therefore called to believe with Jesus, not in Jesus.” How
do the actual evidences of Scripture square with this contention?

We should note that Jesus did not make an explicit and overt claim to
deity. He did not say in so many words, “lI am God.” What we do find,
however, are claims which would be inappropriate if made by someone
who is less than God. For example, Jesus said that he would send ‘his
angels” (Matt. 13:41); elsewhere they are spoken of as “the angels of God”
(Luke 12:8-9; 15: 10). That reference is particularly significant, for not
only the angels but also the kingdom is spoken of as his: “The Son of
man will send his angels, and they will gather out of his kingdom all
causes of sin and evildoers.” This kingdom is repeatedly referred to as
the kingdom of God, even in Matthew’s Gospel, where one would expect
to find “kingdom of heaven” instead.

More significant yet are the prerogatives which Jesus claimed. In
particular, his claim to forgive sins resulted in a charge of blasphemy
against him. When the paralytic was lowered through the roof by his
four friends, Jesus did not respond with a comment about the man’s
physical condition or his need of healing. Rather, his initial comment
was, “My son, your sins are forgiven” (Mark 2:5). The reaction of the
scribes indicates the meaning they attached to his words: “Why does this
man speak thus? It is blasphemy! Who can forgive sins but God alone?”
(v. 7). Robert Stein notes that their reaction shows that they interpreted
Jesus’ comment “as the exercising of a divine prerogative, the power to
actually forgive sins.”? Here was an excellent opportunity for Jesus to

1. Adolf von Harnack, What Is Christianity? (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957),

p. 144,

2. Robert H. Stein, The Method and Message of Jesus’ Teaching (Philadelphia: West-

minster, 1978), p. 114.
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clarify the situation, to correct the scribes if they had indeed misunder-
stood the import of his words. This he did not do, however. His response
is highly instructive: “*‘Why do you question thus in your hearts? Which
is easier, to say to the paralytic, “Your sins are forgiven,” or to say, “Rise,
take up your pallet and walk”? But that you may know that the Son of
man has authority on earth to forgive sins’-he said to the paralytic-‘1
say to you, rise, take up your pallet and go home™’ (w. 8-9).

Jesus claimed other prerogatives as well. In Matthew 25:31-46 he
speaks of judging the world. He will sit on his glorious throne and divide
the sheep from the goats. The power of judging the spiritual condition
and assigning the eternal destiny of all people belongs to him. Certainly
this is a power which only God can exercise.

Jesus made other direct claims. We note, in examining the Gospels,
that the claims become more explicit in the latter stages of Jesus’ minis-
try. In the beginning he allowed the people to draw inferences about him
from the power of his moral teaching and his miracles. Thus this segment
of Jesus’ ministry lends some support to the theories of Adolf von Har-
nack and others. In the later portions, however, the focus is much more
upon himself. We might, for example, contrast the Sermon on the Mount
with the discourse in the upper room. In the former, the message is
centered upon the Father and the kingdom. In the latter, Jesus himself is
much more the center of attention. Thus the contention that Jesus
directed our faith to the Father, but not to himself, is difficult to sustain.

The authority which Jesus claimed and exercised is also clearly seen
with respect to the Sabbath. The sacredness of the Sabbath had been
established by God (Exod. 20:8-1 1). Only God could abrogate or modify
this regulation. Yet consider what happened when Jesus’ disciples picked
heads of grain on the Sabbath, and the Pharisees objected that the
Sabbath regulations (at least their version of them) were being violated.
Jesus responded by pointing out that David had violated one of the laws
by eating of the bread reserved for the priests. Then, turning directly to
the situation at hand, Jesus asserted: “The sabbath was made for man,
not man for the sabbath; so the Son of man is lord even of the sabbath”
(Mark 2:27-28). He was clearly claiming the right to redefine the status
of the Sabbath, a right which belongs only to someone virtually equal to
God.

We see Jesus also claiming an unusual relationship with the Father,
particularly in the sayings reported in John. For example, Jesus claims to
be one with the Father (John 10:30), and that to see and know him is to
see and know the Father (John 14:7-9). There is a claim to preexistence
in his statement in John 8:58, “Truly, truly, | say to you, before Abraham
was, | am.” Note that rather than saying, “l was,” he says, “l am.” Leon
Morris suggests that there is an implied contrast here between “a mode
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of being which has a definite beginning” and “one which is eternal”3 It is
also quite possible that Jesus is alluding to the “I am” formula by which
the Lord identified himself in Exodus 3: 14-15. For in this case, as in
Exodus, the “l am” is a formula denoting existence. The verb is not
copulative (as in, e.g., “I am the good shepherd”; “I am the way, and the
truth, and the life”). Another allusion to preexistence is found in John
3:13, where Jesus asserts, “No one has ascended into heaven but he who
descended from heaven, the Son of man.” There is also a claim to
simultaneous and coterminous working with the Father; “If a man loves
me, he will keep my word, and my Father will love him, and we will come
to him and make our home with him” (John 1423). While some of the
statements which Jesus made may seem rather vague to us, there is no
doubt as to how they were interpreted by his opponents. After his state-
ment claiming that he existed before Abraham, the immediate reaction
of the Jews was to take up stones to throw at him (John 8:39). Certainly
this is an indication that they thought him guilty of blasphemy, for
stoning was the prescription for blasphemy (Lev. 24. 16). If they attempted
to stone him merely because they were angered by his unfavorable
references to them, they would, in the eyes of the law, have been guilty
of attempted murder.

In some respects, the clearest indication of Jesus’ self-understanding
is found in connection with his trial and condemnation. The charge,
according to Johns account, was that “he has made himself the Son of
God” (John 19:7). Matthew reports the high priest to have said at the trial,
“I adjure you by the living God, tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of
God” (Matt. 26:63). Jesus replied, “You have said so. But | tell you, here-
after you will see the Son of man seated at the right hand of Power, and
coming on the clouds of heaven.” This is as clear a declaration of his
deity as one can find in the Gospels. Some have argued that Jesus was
speaking satirically, and saying in effect, “You said that, not I.” It is true
that the personal pronoun is used here to supplement the second-person
singular of the verb, suggesting that the emphasis of the sentence falls
on the subject-“You said that!” However, two additional observations
need to be made: (1) Jesus went on to speak of his power and second
coming, thus confirming rather than contradicting the charge; (2) Jesus
had an ideal opportunity here to correct any misconception which may
have been involved. This he did not do. He could have avoided execution
simply by denying that he was the Son of God, but he did not do that.
Either he desired to die, albeit on a false charge, or he did not respond
because the charge brought against him was correct. The Jews’ reaction

3. Leon Morris, The Gospel According to John: The English Tent with Introduction,
Exposition, and Notes (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971), p. 473.
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is instructive. When the high priest said, “He has uttered blasphemy. Why
do we still need witnesses? You have now heard his blasphemy. What is
your judgment?” they replied, “He deserves death” (Matt. 26:65-66). The
crime was that Jesus claimed what only God has the right to claim. Here
we have Jesus in effect asserting, through acquiescence, his equality with
the Father.

Not only did Jesus not dispute the charge that he claimed to be God,
but he also accepted the attribution of deity to him by his disciples. The
clearest case of this is his response to Thomas’s statement, “My Lord and
my God!” (John 20:28). Here was an excellent opportunity to correct a
misconception, if that is what it was, but Jesus did not do so.

There are additional indications of Jesus’ self-estimation. One is the
way in which he juxtaposes his own words with the Old Testament, the
Scripture of his time. Time and again he says, “You have heard that it
was said, . .. but | say to you ... ” (e.g., Matt. 5:21-22, 27-28). Here Jesus
presumes to place his word on the same level as Old Testament Scripture.
It might be argued that this was merely a claim to be a prophet of the
same stature as the Old Testament prophets. It is notable, however, that
they based their claim to authority upon what God had said or was
saying to and through them. Thus, one finds the characteristic formula,
“The word of the Lorp came to me, saying ... ” (e.g., Jer. 1:11; Ezek. 1:3).
Jesus, however, does not cite any such formula in setting forth his teach-
ing. He simply says, “I say to you. ...” Jesus is claiming to have the power
in himself to lay down teaching as authoritative as that given by the Old
Testament prophets.

Jesus also by implication, direct statement, and deed indicates that he
has power over life and death. Hannah in her song of praise credits God
with having the power to Kkill and to make alive (1 Sam. 2:6). In Psalm
119, the psalmist acknowledges about a dozen times that it is Jehovah
who gives and preserves life. In John 5:21 Jesus claims this power for
himself; “For as the Father raises the dead and gives them life, so also
the Son gives life to whom he will.” Perhaps the most emphatic statement
is found in his words to Martha, “I am the resurrection and the life; he
who believes in me, though he die, yet shall he live” (John 11:25).

Jesus specifically applied to himself expressions which conveyed his
self-understanding. One of these is “Son of God.” Form critics find this
title in all the Gospel strata-undeniable proof that Jesus used it of
himself. While the title is capable of various different meanings, Jesus
“poured into it a new content to describe His own unique person and
relationship to God.” It signified that Jesus had a relationship to the

4. George E. Ladd, The New Testament and Criticism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1967), p. 177.
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Father distinct from that of any other human. That Jesus was thereby
claiming a unique sonship differing “not merely quantitatively but quali-
tatively, not merely in degree but in kind,*“5 was understood by the Jews.
We read in John 5:2-18, for example, that they reacted with great hostility
when, in defense of his having healed on the Sabbath, Jesus linked his
work with that of the Father. As John explains, “This was why the Jews
sought all the more to Kill him, because he not only broke the sabbath
but also called God his Father, making himself equal with God” (v. 18).
From all of the foregoing, it seems difficult, except on the basis of a
certain type of critical presupposition, to escape the conclusion that Jesus
understood himself as equal with the Father, and as possessing the right
to do things which only God has the right to do.

The Gospel of John

When we examine the whole of the New Testament, we find that what
its writers say about Jesus is thoroughly consistent with his own self-
understanding and claims about himself. The Gospel of John is, of
course, noted for its references to the deity of Jesus. The prologue is
particularly expressive of this idea. John says, “In the beginning was the
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.” What John
actually says is, “Divine [or God] was the Word” (8eds fiv 6 Aéyos). By
placing feés first, in contrast to the word order of the preceding clause,
he makes the term particularly forceful.® He has both identified the Word
as divine and distinguished the Word from God. It is not a simple
monotheism or a modalistic monarchianism that he is describing here.
The remainder of the Gospel supports and amplifies the thrust of the
prologue.

Hebrews

The Book of Hebrews is also most emphatic regarding Jesus’ divinity.
In the opening chapter the author speaks of the Son as the radiance of
the glory of God and the exact representation of his nature (xapakrip

5. Stein, Method and Message, p. 132.

6. There has been considerable discussion of the significance of the anarthrous
construction. Whereas the anarthrous construction ordinarily indicates “quality of,” it is
often used to distinguish the predicate from the subject in cases where the order is
inverted. Note, however, that in the statements “the Word was the God” and “the God was
the Word,” the subject and the predicate are coextensive. There would therefore have
been no point, if the order was inverted, in omitting the definite article unless the author
was expressing quality rather than identity. This is underscored by the companion clause,
“The Word was with God.”
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Tfs bmooTdoews avTon, Heb. 1:3). This Son, through whom God created
the world (v. 2), also upholds (or carries) all things by his word of power
(v. 3). In verse 8, which is a quotation of Psalm 45:6, the Son is addressed
as “God.” The argument here is that the Son is superior to angcls (1 :4-
2:9), Moses (3:1-6), and the high priests (4: 14-5: 10). He is superior for he
is not merely a human or an angel, but something higher, namely, God.

Paul

Paul frequently witnesses to a belief in the deity of Jesus. In Colossians
1:15-20 Paul writes that the Son is the image (eix@v) of the invisible God
(v. 15); he is the one in whom and through whom and for whom all
things hold together (v. 17). In verse 19 Paul brings this line of argument
to a conclusion: “For in him all the fulness [ mA7dpwuea] of God was pleased
to dwell.” In Colossians 2:9 he states a very similar idea: “For in him the
whole fulness of deity dwells bodily.”

Paul also confirms some of the claims which Jesus had earlier made.
Judgment is in the Old Testament ascribed to God. In Genesis 18:25
Abraham refers to God as “the Judge of all the earth.” In Joel 3: 12 Jehovah
proclaims, “For there | will sit to judge all the nations round about.” We
have already observed that Jesus claimed that he will himself judge the
nations (Matt. 25:31-46). Paul confirms this claim. Although he on occa-
sion refers to the judgment of God (e.g., Rom. 2:3), he also speaks of
“Christ Jesus who is to judge the living and the dead” (2 Tim. 4:1) and of
the judgment seat of Christ (2 Cor. 5:10).

One Pauline passage which addresses the status of Jesus has become
a subject of considerable controversy. On the surface Philippians 2:5-11
is a clear assertion of the deity of Christ Jesus, since it speaks of him as
being or existing in the “form” (uop¢n) of God. In biblical and classical
Greek this term refers to “the whole set of characteristics which makes
something what it is.”? In recent scholarship, however, this view of the
passage has been questioned. Much of the modern interpretation of
Philippians 2:5-11 goes back to Ernst Lohmeyer, who proposed that what
we have here is actually a quotation of a liturgical hymn-the passage
can be divided into two strophes, each consisting of three stanzas of
three lines.® Further, according to Lohmeyer, the hymn is not Hellenistic
but Aramaic in origin, that is, it can be traced back to the early Hebrew
Christians. As proof he points out four parallels with the Old Testament:

7. See our earlier discussion of this passage (p. 325).
8. Ernst Lohmeycr, Kvrios Jesus: Eine Untersuchung zu Phil. 2, 5-11, 2nd ed. (Heidel-
berg: Carl Winter, 196 1 ).
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1. “In the form of God” (v. 6)-“in our image, after our likeness” (Gen.
1:26).

2. “Emptied himself” (v. 7)-“poured out his soul” (Isa. 53: 12).

3. The image of Jesus as a servant-Lsaiah 53.

4. “In the likeness of men” (v. 7)-“one like a son of man” (Dan. 7:13).

The major point for our purposes is that “in the form of God” has
come to be equated with an Old Testament reference to the image and
likeness of God. That the Septuagint sometimes uses pop@n in the sense
of eixdiv is presented as evidence that the “form of God” is to be under-
stood as the image of God which is found in all men. Accordingly, some
scholars hypothesize that the early Christian hymn which Paul borrowed
did not depict Jesus as preexistent God, but merely as a second Adam.
They interpret “[he] did not count equality with God a thing to be
grasped” in light of Adam’s attempt to become like God. Unlike Adam,
Jesus did not attempt to seize equality with God.

There are numerous problems with Lohmeyer’s interpretation:

1. There is no agreement as to the specific division of the passage into
stanzas.

2. Even if the passage does represent a hymn, interpretation cannot
be governed by form.

3. The origin of a portion of material is not the sole factor explaining
its meaning. To proceed as if it were is to commit a genetic fallacy.

4. Interpreting wnop¢7 as an equivalent of eikawv is tenuous at best.
Based on a few rare occurrences of mope7n in the Septuagint, this
argument ignores the fundamental classical sense of the word—
the substance, the genuine meaning of a thing.

We conclude, then, that Philippians 2:6 does indeed teach an ontologi-
cal preexistence of the Son. And the whole passage, as Reginald Fuller
maintains, presents a “threefold christological pattern”: Jesus, being God,
emptied himself, became man, and then was again exalted to the status
of deity or of equality with the Father?

The Term “Lord”

There is a more general type of argument for the deity of Christ. The
New Testament writers ascribe the term xdpwos (“Lord”) to Jesus, partic-
ularly in his risen and ascended state. While the term can most certainly

9. Reginald H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (New York:
Scribner, 1965). p. 232.
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be used without any high christological connotations, there are several
considerations which argue that the term signifies divinity when it is
applied to Jesus. First, in the Septuagint «vptos is the usual translation of
the name ntm (Yehovah) and of the reverential >jwx (Adonai) which was
ordinarily substituted for it. Further, several New Testament references
to Jesus as “Lord” are quotations of Old Testament texts employing one
of the Hebrew names for God (e.g., Acts 2:20-21and Rom. 10:13 [cf. Joel
2:31-32}; 1 Peter 3: 15 [cf. Isa. 8: 13]). These references make it clear that
the apostles meant to give Jesus the title Lord in its highest sense. Finally,
kvprosis used in the New Testament to designate both God the Father,
the sovereign God (e.g., Matt. 1:20; 938; 11:25; Acts 17:24; Rev. 4:11), and
Jesus (e.g., Luke 2:11; John 20:28; Acts 10:36; 1 Cor. 2:8; Phil. 2:11; James
2:1; Rev. 19:16). William Childs Robinson comments that when Jesus “is
addressed as the exalted Lord, he is so identified with God that there is
ambiguity in some passages as to whether the Father or the Son is meant
(e.g., Acts 1:24; 2:47; 8:39,9:31;11:21;13:10-12;16:14; 20:19; 21:14; cf. 18:26;
Rom. 14:11)."1° For the Jews particularly, the term «?¥pwos suggested that
Christ was equal with the Father.

The Evidence of the Resurrection

To some, the approach we have been taking in our effort to demon-
strate Jesus’ deity may appear to be uncritical in nature, to use the Bible
without taking into consideration the findings of the more radical meth-
ods of biblical investigation. There is, however, another way to establish
Jesus’ deity, a way which will not enmesh us in contesting critical issues
point for point. We noted in chapter 31 the methodology known as
“Christology from below.” We now turn once again to the Christology of
Wolfhart Pannenberg, especially as it is developed in his book Jesus—
God and Man. Some contemporary theologians have sought to develop
a Christology resting upon Jesus’ preresurrection conceptions of himself;
among them are Werner Elert, Paul Althaus, Ernst Kiasemann, and
Gunther Bornkamm.!! This is not the course which Pannenberg chooses
to take, however. His Christology rests very heavily upon the resurrection
of Jesus.

Pannenberg sees a strongly eschatological dimension in Jesus’ minis-
try. Together with Bornkamm, Rudolf Bultmann, Heinz Eduard Todt,
and others, he maintains that the oldest stratum of the New Testament

10. William Childs Robinson, “Lord,” in Baker’s Dictionary of Theology, ed. Everett F.
Harrison (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1960), pp. 328-29.

11. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus—God and Man (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1968). pp.
53-58.
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sayings about the Son of man, who will come on the clouds of heaven to
judge men, is from Jesus himself; they are not a formulation of the early
Christian community.’? The whole of Jesus’ ministry had a proleptic
character. Like the prophetic utterances of the apocalyptic background,
his claims required future confirmation. Thus, he did not respond to the
demands of the Pharisees for an immediate “sign from heaven.” And
although, in reply to John the Baptist’s disciples, Jesus did point out that
the saving deeds of the end time were happening in his ministry, estab-
lishing his identity, the real verification still lay in the future.

Pannenberg’s argument can be understood only in light of his view of
revelation and of history. To Pannenberg, the whole of history is revela-
tory. Thus, revelation can be said to have fully taken place only when
history has run its course, because it is only then that we can see where
it has been going. One would therefore expect that history has no reve-
latory value for us now, since we have only incomplete parts, like the
pieces of a jigsaw puzzle. The resurrection, however, because it is the end
of history, having taken place proleptically, does give us revelation, even
within time.??

Pannenberg holds that the resurrection must be understood from the
viewpoint of the historical traditions of which it is a part. Whereas it has
become commonplace to regard an event as a constant and its interpre-
tation as a variable changing with time, he unites the two. The meaning
of an event is the meaning attached to it by the persons into whose
history it comes. Pannenberg points out what the fact of Jesus’ resurrec-
tion would have meant to his Jewish contemporaries:!*

1. To a Jew of the time Jesus’ resurrection would have meant that the
end of the world had begun. Paul expected that the resurrection of all
men, and particularly of believers, would quickly follow that of Jesus.
Therefore he spoke of Jesus as the “first fruits of those who have fallen
asleep” (1 Cor. 15:20) and the “first-born from the dead” (Col. 1:18).13

2. The resurrection would have been evidence that God himself con-
firmed Jesus’ pre-Easter activity. To the Jews, Jesus’ claim to authority,
putting himself in God’s place, was blasphemous. If he was raised from
the dead, however, it must have been the God of Israel, the God who had
presumably been blasphemed, who raised him. Hence, contemporary

12. Ibid., pp. 62-63.

13. Wolfhart Pannenberg, “Dogmatic Theses on the Doctrine of Revelation,” in Reve-
lation us History, ed. Wolfhart Pannenberg (New York: Macmillan, 1968), p. 134.

14. Pannenberg actually has six steps in his presentation, but we have here simplified
somewhat the case which he makes.

15. Pannenberg, Jesus, p. 67.
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Jews would have regarded the resurrection as God’s confirmation that
Jesus really was what he claimed to be.!®

3. The resurrection would have established that the Son of man is
none other than the man Jesus. Before Easter, Jesus was understood to
be a man who walked visibly upon the earth; the Son of man was a
heavenly being who would come in the future on the clouds of heaven.
After Easter, however, the two were regarded as identical.!”?

4. The resurrection would have meant that God has been ultimately
revealed in Jesus. Only at the end of time can God be fully revealed in
his divinity. The end of the world is already present in Jesus’ resurrection;
therefore God is revealed in him. In Jesus, God has already appeared on
earth. While this concept lacks the precision found in later orthodox
Christology, “Jesus’ divinity is already implied in some way in the concep-
tion of God’s appearance in him.”?

Having seen that, to Jews of Jesus’ time, his resurrection would have
signified divinity, we must ask about the evidence for it. Pannenberg
points to the emergence of Christianity, which Paul traced back to the
appearances of the resurrected Christ. If the emergence of Christianity
can be understood “only if one examines it in the light of the eschatolog-
ical hope for a resurrection from the dead, then that which is so desig-
nated is a historical event, even if we do not know anything more
particular about it."1

Pannenberg agrees with Paul Althaus that the proclamation of the
resurrection in Jerusalem so soon after Jesus’ death is very significant.
Within the earliest Christian community there must have been a reliable
testimony to the empty tomb. Pannenberg also observes that in the
Jewish polemic against the Christian message of Jesus’ resurrection there
is no claim at all that Jesus’ grave was not empty.2°

In Pannenberg’s judgment, the evidence of 1 Corinthians 15 is really
more significant than that of the Gospels. He concedes that some legend-
ary elements may have filtered into the Gospel accounts. An example is
Jesus’ eating fish after his resurrection. Yet, for the most part we have
adequate evidence to establish the historicity of the resurrection, which
is proof in itself of Jesus’ deity.21

Historical Departures from Belief in the Full Deity of Christ

As the church struggled to understand who and what Jesus is, and
particularly how he is related to the Father, some heretical views arose.

16. Ibid., pp. 67-68.
17. Ibid., pp. 68-69.
18. Ibid., p. 69.
19. Ibid., p. 98.
20. Ibid., pp. 100-O 1.
21. Ibid, p. 89.
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Ebionism

One group, known as the Ebionites, solved the tension by denying the
real or ontological deity of Jesus. The name Ebionite, which is derived
from a Hebrew word meaning “poor,” was originally applied to all Chris-
tians. Later, it was more narrowly applied only to Jewish Christians, and
then to a particular group or sect of heretical Jewish Christians.

The roots of Ebionism can be traced to Judaizing movements within
the apostolic or New Testament period. Paul’s letter to the Galatians was
written to counter the activity of one such group. Judaizers had come to
the Galatian Christians and attempted to undermine Paul’s apostolic
authority. They taught that inaddition to accepting by faith the grace of
God in Jesus, it was necessary to observe all the regulations of Jewish
law, for example, circumcision. The Ebionites were a continuation of or
offshoot from the Judaizers. Being strongly monotheistic, they focused
their attention upon the problematic deity of Christ. They rejected the
virgin birth, maintaining that Jesus was born to Joseph and Mary in
normal fashion.22

Jesus was, according to the Ebionites, an ordinary man possessed of
unusual but not superhuman or supernatural gifts of righteousness and
wisdom. He was the predestined Messiah, although in a rather natural or
human sense. The baptism was the significant event in Jesus’ life, for it
was then that the Christ descended upon Jesus in the form of a dove.
This was understood more as the presence of God’s power and influence
within the man Jesus than as a personal, metaphysical reality. In this
respect, the Ebionites anticipated dynamic monarchianism with its teach-
ing that God was in Jesus influentially. Near the end of Jesus’ life, the
Christ withdrew from him. Thus Jesus was primarily a man, albeit a man
in whom, at least for a time, the power of God was present and active to
an unusual degree. The Ebionites maintained their position partly
through a denial or rejection of the authority of Paul’s letters.??

The Ebionite view of Jesus had the virtue of resolving the tension
between belief in the deity of Jesus and the monotheistic view of God.
This reduction of the tension came with a high price tag, however.
Ebionism had to ignore or deny a large body of scriptural material: all of
the references to the preexistence, the virgin birth, and the qualitatively
unique status and function of Jesus. In the view of the church, this was
far too great a concession.

22. Justin Martyr Dialogue with Trypho 47.

23. Origen Against Celsus 1.65. For a discussion of the varied types of Ebionite views,
see J. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of Christian Doctrine (Lon-
don: Methuen, 1903), pp. 63-68.
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Arianism

A much more thoroughly developed and subtle view sprang up in the
fourth century around the teaching of an Alexandrian presbyter named
Arius. It became the first major threat to the views implicitly held by the
church regarding Jesus’ deity. Because Arianism arose in a period of
serious theological reflection and because it represented a much more
thorough and systematic construction than Ebionism, this movement
had a real chance of becoming the official view. Although it was con-
demned by the church at the Council of Nicea in 325 and at subsequent
councils, it lingers on to our day in various forms. One large and aggres-
sive variety of Arianism in popular form is the movement known as
Jehovah’s Witnesses.

A central conception in the Arian understanding of Jesus is the abso-
lute uniqueness and transcendence of God.2* God is the one source of all
things, the only uncreated existent in the whole universe. He alone
possesses the attributes of deity. They cannot be predicated of any other
being. Further, he cannot share his being or essence with anyone else. It
simply cannot be communicated. Were he able to impart something of
his essence to any other being, he would be divisible and subject to
change; that is, he would not be God. If any other being participated in
the divine nature, it would be necessary to speak of a duality or multiplic-
ity of divine beings. But this would contradict the one absolute certainty
of monotheism, the uniqueness and oneness of God. Nothing else that
exists, then, can have originated as some sort of emanation from the
essence or substance of God. Everything other than God has, rather,
come into being through an act of creation by which he called it into
existence out of nothing. Only God (by which Arius meant the Father) is
uncreated and eternal. All other existents are created beings.

The Father, however, while creating everything that is, did not directly
create the earth. It could not bear his direct contact. Rather, the Father
worked through the Word, the agent of his creation of and continuing
work in the world. The Word is also a created being, although the first
and highest of the beings. He is not an emanation from the Father, but a
fiat creation out of nothing. The word yervéw (“beget”), when used in
reference to the Father’s relationship to the Word, is to be understood as
a figure of speech for moiéw (“make”). While the Word is a perfect

24. Athanasius On the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia 16.
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creature, not really in the same class with the other creatures, he is not
self-existent.

From this followed two other conceptions regarding the Word. First,
the Word must have had a beginning. He must have been created at
some finite point. The slogan of Arianism therefore became, “There was
a time when he was not.” (Yet the Word may well have been created
before the existence of time, since he was the means of the creation of
time along with everything else created.) It seemed to the Arians that if
the Word were coeternal with the Father, there would be two self-existent
principles. This would be irreconcilable witb monotheism, which was the
one absolute tenet of their theology.

Second, the Son has no communion with or even direct knowledge of
the Father. Although he is God’s Word and Wisdom, he is not of the very
essence of God; being a creature, he bears these titles only because he
participates in the word and wisdom of the Father. Totally different in
essence from the Father, the Son is liable to change and even sin. When
pressed as to how they could then refer to the Word as God or the Son
of God, the Arians indicated that these designations were merely a
matter of courtesy.

The Arians did not formulate their view upon an a priori philosophical
or theological principle. Rather, they based it upon a rather extensive
collection of biblical references?

1. Texts which suggest that the Son is a creature. Among these are
Proverbs 822 (in the Septuagint); Acts 2:36 (“God has made him
both Lord and Christ”); Romans 8:29; Colossians 1:15 (“the first-
born of all creation”); and Hebrews 3:2.

2. Texts in which the Father is represented as the only true God. Most
significant is Jesus’ prayer in John 17:3: “And this is eternal life, that
they know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou
hast sent.”

3. Texts which seem to imply that Christ is inferior to the Father. The
most notable of these is John 14:28, where Jesus says, “The Father
is greater than 1.” The fact that this verse and the one cited in the
preceding point are from the Book of John, the most theological of
the Gospels, and the Gospel containing the most frequently cited
proof-texts for the deity of Christ, makes the argument the more
impressive.

4. Texts which attribute to the Son such imperfections as weakness,
ignorance, and suffering. One of the foremost is Mark 13:32: “But

25. Athanasius Four Discourses Against the Arians
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of that day or that hour no one knows, not even the angels in
heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father.”

The result of all this was that the Word was given the status of a
demigod. He was seen as the highest of all the creatures, greatly tran-
scending all others. Yet, in relation to the Father, he was merely a crea-
ture. He was an intermediate being between God the Father and the rest
of the creation, the agent by whom the Father had created them and
continued to relate to them, but not God in the full sense. He might be
called God as a courtesy, but he is at most a god, a created god, not the
God, the eternal, uncreated being. Somewhat less extreme were the semi-
Arians, who stressed the similarity rather than the dissimilarity between
the Word and the Father. They were willing to say that the Word is similar
in nature (or essence) to the Father (6uowiotos), but not that he is of the
same essence as the Father (6uoototos).

There are two major responses to Arian theology. One is to note that
the types of evidence appealed to earlier in this chapter, in substantiating
the deity of Christ, are either ignored or inadequately treated by the
Arians. The other is to take a closer look at the passages that have been
appealed to in support of the Arian view. In general, it must be said that
the Arians have misconstrued various biblical statements referring to the
Son’s subordination during his incarnation. Descriptions of his temporary
functional subordination to the Father have been misinterpreted as state-
ments about the essence of the Son.

It will be seen upon closer examination that the passages which seem
to speak of Jesus as made or created teach no such thing. For example,
the references to Jesus as the “first-born” of creation are assumed by the
Arians to have a temporal significance. In actuality, however, the expres-
sion “first-born” does not primarily mean first’ in time, but first in rank
or preeminent. This is indicated, for example, by the context of Colossians
1. 15, for the following verse notes that Jesus was the means of origination
of all created beings. Paul certainly would have qualified this statement
(e.g., by writing “all other things” instead of “all things” were created in
him) if the Son was one of them. Further, Acts 2:36 does not say anything
about creation of the Son. It says that God made him to be Lord and
Christ, references to his office and function. This verse asserts that Jesus
has fulfilled his messianic task, not that he was created by the Father’s
conferring of a particular essence upon him.

John 17:3 must also be seen in context. We must evaluate it in the light
of the numerous other references in this Gospel to the deity of Christ. In
speaking of the Father as the only genuine (aAn6.vés) God, Jesus is
contrasting the Father, not with the Son, but with the other claimants to
deity, the false gods. Indeed Jesus links himself very closely with the
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Father here. Eternal life is not only knowing the Father, but also knowing
the one whom he has sent, Jesus Christ.

John 14:28, the passage in which Jesus says that the Father is greater
than he is, must be seen in the light of the Son’s functional subordination
during the incarnation. In his earthly ministry Jesus was dependent upon
the Father, particularly for the exercise of his divine attributes. But when
he states that he and the Father are one (John 10:30) and prays that his
followers may be one as he and the Father are one (John 17:21), he is
expressing a great closeness, if not an interchangeability, between the
two. Further, the baptismal formula (Matt. 28:19) and the Pauline bene-
diction of 2 Corinthians 13; 14 indicate a finking of the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit in equality; none of the members of the Trinity is superior or
inferior to the others.

Finally, the passages referring to weakness, ignorance, and suffering
must be seen as statements confirming the genuineness of the incarna-
tion. Jesus was fully human. This does not mean that he ceased to be
God, but that he took upon himself the limitations of humanity. During
the earthly stay of his first coming he genuinely did not know the time
of his second coming. This does not mean that he was not God, but that
his deity was exercised and experienced only in concert with his human-
ity. While the problem of the relationship of his two natures will be
closely examined in chapter 34, it needs to be observed at this point that
a temporary limitation, not a permanent finitude, was involved. For a
short period of time Jesus did not have absolute knowledge and physical
ability. Thus, while on earth it was possible for him to develop physically
and grow intellectually.

The church, forced to evaluate the Arian view, came to its conclusion
at the Council of Nicea in 325. On the basis of considerations such as
those we have just cited, it concluded that Jesus is as much and as
genuinely God as is the Father. He is not of a different substance or even
of a similar substance; he is of the very same substance as the Father.
Having decided on this formulation, the council condemned Arianism, a
condemnation repeated by later councils.

Functional Christology

Not all modifications of the doctrine of the full deity of Jesus are found
in the first centuries of the history of the church. One of the interesting
christological developments of the twentieth century has been the rise of
“functional Christology.” By this is meant an emphasis upon what Jesus
did rather than upon what he is. Basically, functional Christology claims
to work on the basis of purely New Testament grounds rather than the
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more metaphysical or speculative categories of a later period of reflec-
tion, which are viewed as rooted in Greek thought.

One clear example of functional Christology is Oscar Cullmann’s
Christology of the New Testament. He points out that the christological
controversies of the fourth and fifth centuries were concerned with the
person or nature of Christ.2¢ These concerns centered on two issues: first,
the relationship between the nature of Jesus and that of God; second, the
relationship between Jesus’ divine and human natures. These, however,
are not the issues with which the New Testament is concerned. Cullmann
feels it is necessary to discard these later issues from our examination of
the New Testament; if we do not, we will have a false perspective on
Christology from the very beginning of our examination. This is not to
say, according to Cullmann, that the church did not need to deal with
those issues at that later time, or that its treatment of them was improper.
But we must remember that the fourth- and fifth-century church was
wrestling with problems resulting from “the Hellenizing of the Christian
faith, the rise of Gnostic doctrines, and the views advocated by Arius,
Nestorius, Eutyches and others.”?” These are problems which simply did
not arise in New Testament times.

Cullmann presses us to ask, “What are the orientation and the interest
of the New Testament with respect to Christ?” His own response is that
the New Testament hardly ever speaks of the person of Christ without at
the same time speaking of his work. “When it is asked in the New
Testament, ‘Who is Christ?’ the question never means exclusively, or even
primarily, ‘What is his nature?’ but first of all, ‘What is his function?“‘**

The church fathers approached the person and work of Christ some-
what differently. They had to deal with questions raised by heretics. In
the process of combating these views, which related primarily to the
nature of Christ or his person, they subordinated the discussion of Jesus’
work to that of his nature. Thus, the discussions of the church fathers,
which took place in a Greek intellectual milieu, were given a quite
different cast from the biblical setting. While granting the necessity of
these efforts by the church fathers, Cullmann nonetheless warns us to
be alert to the shift: “Even if this shifting of emphasis was necessary
against certain heretical views, the discussion of ‘natures’ is none the less
ultimately a Greek, not a Jewish or biblical problem.“*9

Cullmann’s approach is to use “salvation history” (Heilsgeschichte) as

26. Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, rev. ed. (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1963), p. 3.

27. lbid.

28. Ibid., pp. 3-4.

29. Ibid., p. 4.
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an organizing principle for his examination of the various New Testament
titles for Jesus. Cullmann’s Christology, then, is centered on what Jesus
has done in history: “It is characteristic of New Testament Christology
that Christ is connected with the total history of revelation and salvation,
beginning with creation. There can be no Heilsgeschichte without Chris-
tology; no Christology without a Heilsgeschichte which unfolds in time.
Christology is the doctrine of an ‘event,’ not the doctrine of natures.“30

There are two ways in which advocates of a functional Christology
interpret its role:

1. A functional Christology of the New Testament, as opposed to an
ontological Christology, is the truly biblical view, but it can be used
to construct a more ontological Christology, since ontological con-
cepts are implicit within the functional.

2. It is neither necessary nor desirable to go beyond the functional
approach taken by the New Testament. The New Testament Chris-
tology is normative for our Christology.

Although Cullmann does not explicitly state that he holds the second of
these positions, one might draw such an inference. A similar inference
can be drawn concerning those who maintain that the theology necessi-
tated by the present milieu has a far greater affinity with the functional
approach than with fourth- and fifth-century Greek metaphysics.3!

Space does not permit a complete and thorough exposition and eval-
uation of the whole of Cullmann’s or any other functional Christology.
Several observations need to be made by way of response, however.

1. It is true that the biblical writers were very interested in the work
of Christ and that they did not engage in sheer speculation on the nature
of Jesus. However, their interest in his nature is not always subordinated
to their interest in his work. Note, for example, how John in his first
epistle refers to the humanity of Jesus: “By this you know the Spirit of
God: every spirit which confesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh
is of God, and every spirit which does not confess Jesus is not of God”
(4:2-3a). It may, of course, be maintained that the coming of Jesus is his
work, but the primary thrust in this passage is that he came “in the flesh.”
We should also call attention to the prologue of the Gospel of John.
Cullrnann counters that even here “the Word was with God, and the
Word was God,” is connected with “all things were made through him."?

30. Ibid,, p. 9.

31. E.g., Emil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption (London:
Lutterworth, 1952), pp. 271-72; and The Divine-Human Encounter, trans. Amandus W.
Loos (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1943), p. 47.

32. Cullmann, Christology, p. 3.
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But while it is one thing to claim this as evidence that in asking, “Who is
Christ?” the New Testament never means exclusively, “What is his na-
ture?” it is quite another thing to claim, as Cullmann does, that the New
Testament never means this primarily. In the light of passages like John
1:1 and 1 John 4:2-3a,itis impossible to maintain that in the New
Testament the functional always has priority over the ontological.

2. The assumption that the discussion of natures is “ultimately a
Greek, not a Jewish or biblical problem,” reflects the common presuppo-
sition of the biblical-theology movement that there is a marked differ-
ence between Greek and Hebrew thinking, and that the Hebrew is the
biblical mentality. James Barr’s monumental work Semantics of Biblical
Language demonstrates that this and several other conceptions held by
the biblical-theology movement are untenable.33 Brevard Childs main-
tains that the loss of credibility of these conceptions constitutes the
“cracking of the walls” of the biblical-theology movement.>* Whether one
accepts Barr’s evaluation or not, it simply is not possible to ignore it and
mouth uncritical statements about the Hebraic mentality.

3. Consequently, the assumption that the mentality of the Hebrews
was nonontological or nontheoretical must be called into question.
George Ladd considers Paul’s use of mar in 1 Corinthians 16:22 very
significant: “That Paul should use an Aramaic expression in a letter to a
Greek-speaking church that knew no Aramaic proves that the use of
mar (Kyrios) for Jesus goes back to the primitive Aramaic church and
was not a product of the Hellenistic community”35 This text, as well as
Didache 10:9, “testifies to a worship of Jesus as Lord in the Aramaic
speaking community which looked for his coming rather than that of
the Father? Clearly, then, there was an ontological element in the
Hebrew concept of Christ.

4. There is broad agreement that the fourth-century Christologists
were influenced by Greek presuppositions as they came to the Scripture.
No doubt they believed that those presuppositions reflected what was
within the minds of the Hebrew Christians. But one searches in vain for
any admission by Cullmann and other functional Christologists that to
their study of the New Testament they bring presuppositions colored by
the intellectual milieu of their own day. Even less do they indicate con-
sciousness of what those presuppositions might be. The assumption

33. James Barr, Semantics of Biblical Language (New York: Oxford University, 1961).

34. Brevard Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970), pp.
70-72.

3.5. George E. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1974), p. 34 1.

36. Robinson, “Lord,” p. 329.
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throughout is that from their vantage point in the twentieth century they
are better able to understand the mind of the first-century writers than
were the fourth- and fifth-century theologians. Presumably the posses-
sion of superior historical methods enables them to gain special insight.
But may it not be that the Chalcedonian theologians, standing so much
closer to the time of the New Testament, actually understood it as well
as or better than do modern theologians?

In particular, one should scrutinize the work of functional theologians
to see whether categories drawn from contemporary functionalism (i.e.,
pragmatism) may not be coloring their interpretation of the Bible. The
conclusion of Barr and others that the mentality of the Hebrews was not
as nonmetaphysical as it is sometimes thought should prompt us at least
to consider the possibility that Cullmann’s exegesis may be affected by
contemporary functionalism.

5. Cullmann warned against distorting the biblical perspective by
analyzing it under the categories of a later period. But what of his basic
organizational principle of Heilsgeschichte? Itis noteworthy how few
times that concept appears in either the Old or the New Testament. Of
course, the concept is there, but does the Bible so enlarge on it as to
warrant using it as an organizing principle? Cullmann answers yes and
documents his contention by appealing to his Christ and Time, but that
work has also been severely criticized by Barr3? This is not to say that
Barr’s case is conclusive, but it should warn us against uncritically as-
suming that Cullmann uses no category extraneous to the biblical text.
In practice, Cullmann appears to work in a circular fashion: Heils-
geschichte validates functional Christology, and functional Christology
validates Heilsgeschichte. But the statement that “Christology is the doc-
trine of an ‘event,’ not the doctrine of natures,” needs more evidence
from outside the circle.

6. Even if we grant that the early Christian church was more con-
cerned with what Jesus had done than with what kind of person he is,
we cannot leave our Christology there. Whenever we ask how something
functions, we are also asking about the presuppositions of the function,
for functions do not happen in abstraction. Function assumes some sort
of form. To fail to see this and to rest content with a functional Christol-
ogy is to fall into a “Cheshire cat Christology.” Like Lewis Carroll's Chesh-
ire cat which gradually faded away until only its grin remained,
functional Christology gives us formless functions. Setting aside for the
moment the question of whether the early Christians asked ontological
questions about Jesus, we cannot afford not to, if we wish to be respon-

37. James Barr, Biblical Words for Time (Naperville, Ill.: Alec R. Allenson, 1962), pp.
47-81.
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sible and contemporary.® To fail to do so is to fall into one of Henry
Cadbury’s categories of “archaizing ourselves”: the substituting of biblical
theology for theology.* We simply do not live in the first century. We
must go on, as Cullmann suggests the theologians of the fourth century
properly did, to pose questions concerning the nature of Jesus.

To sum up: because functional Christology overlooks some features
of the biblical witness and distorts others, it is not an adequate Christol-
ogy for today. It is questionable whether, as Cullmann maintains, the New
Testament puts far more stress on Jesus’ function or work than on his
person or nature. Ontological concepts are implicit if not explicit in the
New Testament. Any Christology to be fully adequate must address and
integrate ontological and functional matters.

Implications of the Deity of Christ

In introducing this chapter, we contended that the deity of Christ is of
vital importance to the Christian faith. The dispute between the orthodox
(who maintained that Jesus is homoousios—of the same nature as the
Father) and the semi-Arians (who contended that Jesus is komoiousios—
of a similar nature) has at times been ridiculed. It is but a dispute over a
diphthong.40 Yet a very small change in spelling makes all the difference
in meaning.*!

There are several significant implications of the doctrine of Christ’s
deity:

1. We can have real knowledge of God. Jesus said, “He who has seen
me has seen the Father” (John 149). Whereas the prophets came bearing
a message from God, Jesus was God. If we would know what the love of
God, the holiness of God, the power of God are like, we need only look
at Christ.

2. Redemption is available to us. The death of Christ is sufficient for
all sinners who have ever lived, for it was not merely a finite human, but
an infinite God who died. He, the Life, the Giver and Sustainer of life,
who did not have to die, died.

3. God and man have been reunited. It was not an angel or a human

38. Fuller does not agree with Cullmann that the Christology of the New Testament is
purely functional. He maintains that the mission to the Gentiles involved ontic affirma-
tions which in turn raised ontological questions (Foundations, pp. 247-57).

39. Henry J. Cadbury, “The Peril of Archaizing Ourselves,” Interpretation 3 (1949): 332.

40. Edward Gibbon, History of Christianity (New York: Peter Eckler,1891), p. 371.

41. 1 once produced a church bulletin in which congratulations were extended to a
couple who had been “untied in marriage.” The inversion of letters was corrected and the
faulty bulletins destroyed before becoming public.
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who came from God to man, but God himself crossed the chasm created
by sin.

4. Worship of Christ is appropriate. He is not merely the highest of the
creatures, but he is God in the same sense and to the same degree as the
Father. He is as deserving of our praise, adoration, and obedience as is
the Father.

One day everyone will recognize who and what Jesus is. Those who
believe in the deity of Christ already recognize who he is and act accord-

ingly:

Beautiful Savior!

Lord of the nations!

Son of God and Son of Man!
Glory and honor,

Praise, adoration,

Now and forevermore be Thine!

The Humanity of Christ

The Importance of the Humanity of Christ
The Biblical Evidence

Early Heresies Regarding the Humanity of Jesus
Docetism
Apollinarianism

Recent Depreciations of the Humanity of Jesus
Karl Barth
Rudolf Bultmann

The Sinlessness of Jesus

Implications of the Humanity of Jesus

T

Lhe topic of the humanity of Jesus Christ does not, in some
ways, arouse quite the attention and controversy that his deity does. It
seems on first glance to be something of a self-evident matter, for what-
ever Jesus was, he most surely must have been human. In this century
Jesus’ humanity has not received the close and extensive attention paid
to his deity, which has been a major topic of dispute between fundamen-
talists and modernists. For what is not disputed tends not to be discussed,
at least not in as much depth as are major controversies. Yet, historically,
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the topic of Jesus’ humanity has played at least as important a role in
theological dialogue as has his deity, particularly in the earliest years of
the church. And in practical terms, it has in some ways posed a greater
danger to orthodox theology.

The Importance of the Humanity of Christ

The importance of Jesus’ humanity cannot be overestimated, for the
issue in the incarnation is soteriological, that is, it pertains to our salva-
tion. The problem of man is the gap between himself and God. The gap
is, to be sure, ontological. God is high above man, so much so that he
cannot be known by unaided human reason. If he is to be known, God
must take some initiative to make himself known to man. But the prob-
lem is not merely ontological. There also is a spiritual and moral gap
between the two, a gap created by man’s sin. Man is unable by his own
moral effort to counter his sin, to elevate himself to the level of God. If
there is to be fellowship between the two, they have to be united in some
other way. This, it is traditionally understood, has been accomplished by
the incarnation, in which deity and humanity were united in one person.
If, however, Jesus was not really one of us, humanity has not been united
with deity, and we cannot be saved. For the validity of the work accom-
plished in Christ’s death, or at least its applicability to us as human beings,
depends upon the reality of his humanity, just as the efficacy of it
depends upon the genuineness of his deity.

Furthermore, Jesus’ intercessory ministry is dependent upon his hu-
manity. If he was truly one of us, experiencing all of the temptations and
trials of human existence, then he is able to understand and empathize
with us in our struggles as humans. On the other hand, if he was not
human, or only incompletely human, he cannot effect the kind of in-
tercession that a priest must make on behalf of those whom he repre-
sents.

The Biblical Evidence

There is ample biblical evidence that the man Jesus was a fully human
person, not lacking any of the essential elements of humanity that are
found in each of us. The first item to be noted is that he had a fully
human body. He was born. He did not descend from heaven and sud-
denly appear upon earth, but was conceived in the womb of a human
mother and nourished prenatally like any other child. Although his con-
ception was unique in that it did not involve a male human, the process
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from that point on was apparently identical to what every human fetus
experiences.1 The birth in Bethlehem, although under somewhat remark-
able circumstances, was nonetheless a normal human delivery. The ter-
minology employed in recording his birth is the same as is found in
descriptions of ordinary human births. Jesus also had a typical family
tree, as is indicated by the genealogies in Matthew and Luke. He had
ancestors and presumably received genes from them, just as every other
human being receives genes from his or her forebears.

Not only Jesus’ birth, but also his fife indicates that he had a physical
human nature. We are told that he increased “in wisdom and in stature,
and in favor with God and man” (Luke 252). He grew physically, nour-
ished by food and water. He did not have unlimited physical strength. Yet
his body may have been more nearly perfect in some respects than ours,
because there was in him none of the sin (neither original sin nor the
personal sin common to every human) that affects health.

Jesus was subject to the same physical limitations as other men, for
he had the same physiology. Thus he experienced hunger when he fasted
(Matt. 4:2). He also experienced thirst (John 1928). In addition, he expe-
rienced fatigue when he traveled (John 4:6), and presumably on many
other occasions as well. Thus, he was justifiably dismayed when his
disciples fell asleep while he was praying in the Garden of Gethsemane,
for he experienced the same type of weariness they did. He rightfully
expected that they would be able to watch and pray with him, for he was
asking of them nothing that he did not require of himself (Matt. 26:36,
40-4 1).

Finally, Jesus suffered physically and died, just like everyone else. This
is evident in the entire crucifixion story, but perhaps most clearly in John
19:34, where we read that a spear was thrust into his side, and water and
blood mingled came out, indicating that he had already died. Surely he
had felt physical suffering (as genuinely as would you or I) when he was
beaten, when the crown of thorns was placed on his head, and when the
nails were driven through his hands (or wrists) and feet.

That Jesus had a physical body is evident in the fact that his contem-
poraries had a genuine physical perception of him. John puts it very
vividly in 1 John 1:1: “That which was from the beginning, which we have
heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon
and touched with our hands, concerning the word of life.” John is here
establishing the reality of the human nature of Jesus. He actually heard,
saw, and touched Jesus. Touch was thought by the Greeks to be the most
basic and most reliable of the senses, for it is a direct perception-no
medium intervenes between the perceiver and the object perceived.

1. The subject of the virgin birth will be discussed at length in chapter 35.
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Thus, when John speaks of having “touched with our hands,” he is
emphasizing just how thoroughly physical was the manifestation of
Jesus.

Rudolf Bultmann, among others, has objected to the idea of a physical
perception of Jesus. Citing 2 Corinthians 5: 16-“Therefore from now on
we recognize no man according to the flesh [karaodpka]; even though
we have known Christ according to the flesh, yet now we know Him thus
no longer” (NnasB)y—Bultmann argues that we cannot know Jesus through
ordinary human means of perception or empirical historical research.
However, as we have already seen (pp. 598-99), “flesh” is not used of
bodily physiology in Paul’s writings. Rather, it refers to the natural man’s
orientation away from God. It is the unregenerate human’s way of doing
or viewing things. So what Paul is speaking of is better rendered, as the
Revised Standard Version has it, “from a human point of view.” The
phrase xar@odpra does not refer to a possible way of gaining knowledge
about Jesus, but rather to a perspective, an outlook, an attitude toward
him. In contradiction to Bultmann, then, it is our position that the possi-
bility of acquiring historical information about Jesus cannot be excluded
on the basis of this particular text of Paul.

If Jesus was a true human being in the physical sense, he also was
fully and genuinely human in the psychological sense. This is seen in the
fact that Scripture attributes to him the same sort of emotional and
intellectual qualities that are found in other men. He thought, reasoned,
and felt.

When we examine the personality of Jesus, we find the full gamut of
human emotions. He,loved, of course. One of his disciples is referred to
as the disciple “whom Jesus loved” (John 13:23). When Lazarus was ill
and Mary and Martha sent for Jesus, their message was, “Lord, he whom
you love is ill” (John 11:3). When the rich young man asked about
inheriting eternal life, Jesus looked upon him and ‘loved him” (Mark
10:2 1). Jesus had compassion or pity on those who were hungry, ill, or
lost (Matt. 9:36;14:14;15:32; 20:34). The Greek word is onAayxviloupas,
which literally means “to be moved in one’s internal or visceral organs.”
Jesus was internally moved by human predicaments.

Jesus reacted to differing situations with appropriate emotions. He
could be sorrowful and troubled, as he was just before his betrayal and
crucifixion (Matt. 26:37). He also experienced joy (John 15:11;17:13; Heb.
12:2). He could be angry and grieved with people (Mark 3:5), and even
indignant (Mark 10:14).

It should be borne in mind, of course, that some of these emotions do

2. Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament (New York: Scribner, 195 1), vol.
1, pp. 236-39.
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not in themselves prove that Jesus was human. For God certainly feels
love and compassion, as we observed in our discussion of his nature, as
well as anger and indignation toward sin. Some of Jesus’ reactions,
however, are uniquely human. For example, he shows astonishment in
response to both positive and negative situations. He marvels at the faith
of the centurion (Luke 7:9) and the unbelief of the residents of Nazareth
(Mark 6:6).

Instructive as well are the references to Jesus’ being troubled. Here
we see his peculiarly human reaction to a variety of situations, especially
his sense of the death to which he had to go. He acutely felt the necessity
and importance of his mission—"“how | am constrained until it is accom-
plished!” (Luke 12:50). Awareness of what it would entail troubled his
soul (John 12:27). In the Garden of Gethsemane, he was obviously in
struggle and in stress, and apparently did not want to be left alone (Mark
14:32-42). At the cross, his outcry, “My God, my God, why hast thou
forsaken me?” (Mark 15:34), was a very human expression of loneliness.

One of Jesus’ most human reactions occurred at the death of Lazarus.
Seeing Mary and her companions weeping, Jesus “was deeply moved in
spirit and troubled” (John 11:33); he wept (v. 35); at the tomb he was
“deeply moved again” (v. 38). The description here is very vivid, for to
depict Jesus’ groaning in the spirit, John chose a term that is used of
horses snorting (éuBpipdopar). Obviously Jesus possessed a human na-
ture capable of feeling sorrow and remorse as deeply as we do.

When we turn to the subject of Jesus’ intellectual qualities, we find
that he had some rather remarkable knowledge. He knew the past,
present, and future to a degree not available to ordinary human beings.
For example, he knew the thoughts of both his friends (Luke 9:47) and
his enemies (Luke 6:8). He could read the character of Nathanael (John
1:47-48). He “knew all men and needed no one to bear witness of man;
for he himself knew what was in man” (John 2:25). He knew that the
Samaritan woman had had five husbands and was presently living with
a man to whom she was not married (John 4. 18). He knew that Lazarus
was already dead (John 11:14). He knew that Judas would betray him
(Matt. 26:25) and that Peter would deny him (Matt. 26:34). Indeed, Jesus
knew all that was to happen to him (John 18:4). Truly he had a remark-
able knowledge of the past, the present, the future, human nature and
behavior.

Yet this knowledge was not without limits. Jesus frequently asked
guestions, and the impression given by the Gospels is that he asked
because he did not know. There are, to be sure, some persons, particu-
larly teachers, who ask questions the answers to which they already
know. But Jesus seemed to ask because he needed information which he
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did not possess.3 For example, he asked the father of the epileptic boy,
“How long has he had this?” (Mark 9:21). Apparently Jesus did not know
how long the boy had been afflicted, information which was necessary if
the proper cure was to be administered.

The biblical witness goes even further. There is at least one case where
Jesus expressly declared that he did not know a particular matter. In
discussing the second coming, he said, “But of that day or that hour no
one knows, not even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the
Father” (Mark 13:32). This is a straightforward declaration of ignorance
on the subject.

It is difficult to account for the fact that Jesus’ knowledge was extraor-
dinary in some matters, but definitely limited in others. Some have
suggested that he had the same limitations we have with respect to
matters of discursive knowledge (knowledge gained by the process of
reasoning or by receiving piecemeal information from others), but had
complete and immediate perception in matters of intuitive knowledge.*
That does not seem to fit completely, however. It does not explain his
knowledge of the past of the Samaritan woman, or the fact that Lazarus
was dead. Perhaps we could say that he had such knowledge as was
necessary for him to accomplish his mission; in other matters he was as
ignorant as we are.

Having said this, we need to note that ignorance and error are two
very different things. There are some modern scholars who contend that
Jesus actually erred in some of his afhirmations, for example, in his
attribution of the books of the Pentateuch to Moses (Mark 12:26). More-
over, they contend that he asserted that he would return within the
lifetime of some of those who heard him. Among the predictions singled
out are Mark 9:1 (“there are some standing here who will not taste death
before they see the kingdom of God come with power”; cf. Matt. 16:28;
Luke 9:27) and Mark 13:30 (“this generation will not pass away before all
these things take place”; cf. Matt. 2434; Luke 21:32). Since these predic-
tions were not fulfilled as he claimed, he obviously erred. In the former
case, Jesus’ attribution of the Pentateuch to Moses does not conflict with
any statement in the Bible itself, but only with the conclusions of critical
methodologies, which many evangelical scholars reject. In the latter case,
Jesus was not making statements about the time of his return. While he
confessed ignorance, he never made an erroneous statement.

3. Leon Morris, The Lord from Heaven: A Study of the New Testament Teaching on
the Deity and Humanity of Jesus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1958), p. 45.

4. E. J. Bicknell, A Theological Introduction to the Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church
of England, 3rd ed. (London: Longmans, Green, 1955), pp. 68-69.

5. Morris, Lord from Heaven, p. 48.
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Ignorance should not be confused with error, as James Orr has
pointed out: “Ignorance is not error, nor does the one thing necessarily
imply the other. That Jesus should use language of His time on things
indifferent, where no judgment or pronouncement of His own was
involved, is readily understood; that He should be the victim of illusion,
or false judgment, on any subject on which He was called to pronounce,
is a perilous assertion.” ¢ Of course, we humans not only are subject to
ignorance, but also commit errors. Part of the wonder of the incarnation
is that although Jesus’ humanity involved his not knowing certain things,
he was aware of this limitation and did not venture assertions on those
matters. We must be careful to avoid the assumption that his humanity
involved all of our shortcomings. That, as Leonard Hodgson has ob-
served, is to measure Jesus’ manhood by ours, rather than ours by his.’

We must note also the ‘human religious life” of Jesus. While that may
sound strange and perhaps even a bit blasphemous to some, it is none-
theless accurate. He attended worship in the synagogue, and did so on a
regular or habitual basis (Luke 416). His prayer life was a clear indication
of human dependence upon the Father. Jesus prayed regularly. At times
he prayed at great length and with great intensity, as in the Garden of
Gethsemane. Before the important step of choosing his twelve disciples,
Jesus prayed all night (Luke 6: 12). It is evident that Jesus felt himself
dependent upon the Father for guidance, for strength, and for preserva-
tion from evil.

Further, we note that the word man is actually used by Jesus of
himself. When tempted by Satan, Jesus replies, “Man shall not live by
bread alone” (Matt. 4:4). It is apparent that Jesus is applying this quotation
from Deuteronomy 8:3 to himself. A clearer statement is found in John
8:40, where Jesus says to the Jews, “Now you seek to kill me, a man who
has told you the truth which | heard from God.” Others also use the
word man in reference to Jesus. In his Pentecost sermon Peter speaks of
“Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with mighty works and
wonders and signs which God did through him in your midst, as you
yourselves know” (Acts 2:22). Paul, in his argument regarding original
sin, compares Jesus and Adam and uses the expression “one man” of
Jesus three times (Rom. 5: 15, 17, 19). We find a similar thought and
expression in 1 Corinthians 15:2 1, 47-49. In 1 Timothy 2:5 Paul empha-
sizes the practical significance of Jesus’ humanity: “There is one God, and
there is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus.”

6. James Orr, Revelation and Inspiration (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952 reprint),
pp. 150-51.

7. Leonard Hodgson, And Was Made Man: An Introduction to the Study of the
Gospels (London: Longmans, Green,1928), p. 27.
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Scripture also refers to Christ’s taking on flesh, that is, becoming
human. Paul spoke of Jesus as “manifested in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16).
John said, “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us” (John 1: 14).
John was particularly emphatic on this matter in his first letter, one of
the purposes of which was to combat a heresy which denied that Jesus
had been genuinely human: “By this you know the Spirit of God: every
spirit which confesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is of God,
and every spirit which does not confess Jesus is not of God” (1 John 4:2-
3a). In these cases, it is apparent that “flesh” is not used in the Pauline
sense of humanity’s orientation away from God, but in the more basic
sense of physical nature. The same idea is found in Hebrews 10:5: “Con-
sequently, when Christ came into the world, he said, ‘Sacrifices and
offerings thou hast not desired, but a body hast thou prepared for me.*”’
Paul expresses the same thought in more implicit fashion in Galatians
4:4: “But when the time had fully come, God sent forth his Son, born of
woman, born under the law.”

It is apparent, then, that for the disciples and the authors of the New
Testament books, there was no question about Jesus’ humanity. The point
was not really argued, for it was scarcely disputed (with the exception of
the situation to which 1 John was addressed). It was simply assumed.
Those who were closest to Jesus, who lived with him every day, regarded
him as being as fully human as themselves. They were able to verify for
themselves that he was human; and when, on one occasion after Jesus’
resurrection, there was some question as to whether he might be a spirit,
he invited them to ascertain the genuineness of his humanity for them-
selves: “See my hands and my feet, that it is | myself; handle me, and see;
for a spirit has not flesh and bones as you see that | have” (Luke 24:39).
He did everything they did, except sin and pray for forgiveness. He ate
with them, he bled, he slept, he cried. If Jesus was not human, then surely
no one ever has been.

Early Heresies Regarding the Humanity of Jesus

Early in the life of church, however, there came several departures
from the understanding of Jesus as fully human. These heresies forced
the church to think through thoroughly and enunciate carefully its un-
derstanding of this matter.

Docetism

From quite early in the life of the church, there was a stream of
thought denying the reality of Jesus’ humanity. We see it already in the
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situation which Johnsfirstletter vigorously opposed. In addition to a
specific group of Christians known as Docetists, a basic denial of Jesus’
humanity permeated many other movements within Christianity, includ-
ing Gnosticism and Marcionism.? In many ways, it was the first full-
fledged heresy, with the possible exception of the Judaizing legalism
which Paul had to combat in Galatia. It was the diametrical opposite of
Ebionism. Whereas that movement denied the actuality of the deity of
Christ, Docetism denied his humanity.

Docetism is in essence a Christology heavily influenced by basic Greek
assumptions of both the Platonic and Aristotelian varieties. Plato taught
the idea of gradations of reality. Spirit or mind or thought is the highest.
Matter or the material is less real. With this distinction of ontological
gradations of reality, there came to be ethical gradations as well. Thus,
matter came to be thought of as morally bad. Aristotle emphasized the
idea of divine impassibility, according to which God cannot change,
suffer, or even be affected by anything that happens in the world. These
two streams of thought have significant differences, but both maintain
that the visible, physical, material world is somehow inherently evil. Both
emphasize God’s transcendence and absolute difference from and inde-
pendence of the material world.9

Docetism takes its name from the Greek verb doxéw, Which means “to
seem or appear.” Its central thesis is that Jesus only seemed to be human.
God could not really have become material, since all matter is evil, and
he is perfectly pure and holy. The transcendent God could not possibly
have united with such a corrupting influence. Being impassible and
unchangeable, God could not have undergone the modifications in his
nature which would necessarily have occurred with a genuine incarna-
tion. He could not have exposed himself to the experiences of human life.
The humanity of Jesus, his physical nature, was simply an illusion, not a
reality. Jesus was more like a ghost, an apparition, than a human being.!?

Like the Ebionites, the Docetists had difficulty with the idea of the
virgin birth, but at a different point. The Docetists had no problem with
the belief that Mary was a virgin; it was the belief that Jesus had been
born to her which was unacceptable to them. For if Mary had truly
borne Jesus, as other mothers carry their children for nine months and
then give birth to them, she would have contributed something material
to him, and that would have been a perversion of the moral goodness of
deity. Consequently, Docetism thought more in terms of a transmission

8. Tertullian On the Flesh of Christ 5.

9. J. N. D. Kely, Early Christian Doctrines (New York: Harper and Row, 1960), P. 141.

10. J. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of Christian Doctrine
(London: Methuen, 1903), p. 80.
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through Mary than a birth to her. Jesus merely passed through her, like
water passing through a tube. She was only a vehicle, contributing
nothing.” !

This particular Christology resolved the tension in the idea that deity
and humanity were united in one person. It did so by saying that while
the deity was real and complete, the humanity was only appearance. But
the church recognized that this solution had been achieved at too great
a price, the loss of Jesus’ humanity and thus of any real connection
between him and us. Ignatius and Irenaeus attacked the various forms
of Docetism, while Tertullian gave particular attention to the teachings
of Marcion, which included docetic elements. It is difficult today to find
pure instances of Docetism, although docetic tendencies occur in many
and varied schemes of thought.

Apoilinarianism

Docetism is a denial of the reality of Jesus’ humanity. Apollinarianism,
by contrast, is a truncation of Jesus’ humanity. Jesus took on genuine
humanity, but not the whole of human nature.

Apollinarianism is an example of taking a good thing too far. Apollinar-
ius was a close friend and associate of Athanasius, the leading champion
of orthodox Christology against Arianism at the Council of Nicea. As so
often happens, however, the reaction against heresy became an overreac-
tion. Apollinarius was very concerned to maintain the unity of the Son,
Jesus Christ. Now if Jesus, reasoned Apollinarius, had two complete
natures, he must have had a human rots (soul, mind, reason) as well as
a divine vots. Apollinarius thought this duality absurd. So he constructed
a Christology based upon an extremely narrow reading of John 1: 14 (“the
Word became flesh,” i.e., flesh was the only aspect of human nature
involved).!2 According to Apollinarius, Jesus was a compound unity; part
of the composite (some elements of Jesus) was human, the rest divine.
What he (the Word) took was not the whole of humanity, but only flesh,
that is, the body. This flesh could not, however, be animated by itself.
There had to be a “spark of life” animating it. This was the divine Logos;
it took the place of the human soul. Thus Jesus was man physically, but
not psychologically. He had a human body, but not a human soul. His
soul was divine.!?

Therefore, Jesus, although human, was a bit different from other

11. Ibid., p. 81.

12. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p. 291.

13. Ibid., p. 292. There is a dispute as to whether Apollinarius was a dichotomist or
trichotomist. For purposes of simplicity, we will treat him here as a dichotomist.
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human beings, for helacked something which they have (a human vous).
Thus in him there wasno possibility of any contradiction between the
human and the divine. There was only one center of consciousness, and
it was divine. Jesus did not have a human will. Consequently, he could
not sin, for his person was fully controlled by his divine soul.'* Loraine
Boettner draws the analogy of a human mind implanted into the body
of a lion; the resulting being is governed, not by lion or animal psychol-
ogy, but by human psychology. That is a rough parallel to the Apollinarian
view of the person of Jesus.!®

Apollinarius and his followers thought that they had discovered the
ideal solution to the orthodox view of Jesus, which appeared to them to
be grotesque. As Apollinarius interpreted orthodoxy’s Christology, Jesus
consisted of two parts humanity (a body and a soul [this is an oversimpli-
fication]) and one part deity (a soul). But 2 + 1 = 3, as everyone knows.
Thus, as a two-souled person, Jesus would have been some sort of a
freak, for we have only one soul and one body (1 + 1 = 2). As Apollinarius
saw his own view, Jesus was a composite of one part humanity (a body)
and one part deity (a soul). Since 1 + 1= 2, there was nothing bizarre
about him. The divine soul simply took the place occupied by the human
soul in ordinary human beings. As orthodoxy saw its own Christology,
however, Jesus did in fact consist of two parts humanity (a body and a
soul) and one part deity (a soul), but the resulting formula is 2 +1=2.
This is of course a paradox, but one which the orthodox felt constrained
to accept as a divine truth beyond their human capacity to understand.
The underlying idea is that Jesus lacked nothing of humanity, which
means that he had a human soul as well as a divine soul, but that fact
did not make him a double or divided personality.

Apollinarianism proved to be an ingenious but unacceptable solution
to the problem. For since the divine element in Jesus was not only
ontologically superior to the human element, but also constituted the
more important part of his person (the soul rather than the body), the
divine was doubly superior. Thus, the dual nature of Jesus tended to
become one nature in practice, the divine swallowing up the human. The
church concluded that while not as thoroughgoing a denial of the hu-
manity of Jesus as Docetism, Apollinarianism had the same practical
effect. The church’s theologians challenged the assumption that the
human and the divine, as two complete entities, cannot combine in such
a way as to form a real unity. They noted that if, as Apollinarius claimed,
Christ lacked the most characteristic part of man (human will, reason,

14. Ibid., p. 293.
15. Lorainc Bocttner, SuudiesinTheology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1947), p. 263.
16. Bethune-Baker, Ear v History of Christian Doctrine, p. 242.
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mind), it hardly seemed correct to call him human at all. And specifically,
they concluded that the Apollinarian rejection of the belief that Jesus
took on the psychological components of human nature clashed with the
accounts in the Gospels.!” Consequently, the Apollinarian doctrine was
condemned at the Council of Constantinople in 381.

Recent Depreciations of the Humanity of Jesus

We noted earlier that outright theoretical denials of Jesus’ humanity
tend to be quite rare in our time. In fact, Donald Baillie refers to “the end
of Docetism.”'® There are, however, Christologies which, in one way or
another, minimize the significance of the humanity of Jesus.

Karl Barth

As developed in his Church Dogmatics, Karl Barth’s Christology is
related to his view of revelation as well as to his Kierkegaardian under-
standing of the role of history for faith.!® Kierkegaard maintained that
from the standpoint of Christian faith, it is believers, not eyewitnesses,
who are the real contemporaries of Jesus. Thus, there was no advantage
in being an eyewitness to what Jesus did and said. Kierkegaard spoke of
the “divine incognito,” meaning that the deity of Christ was thoroughly
hidden in the humanity. As a result, observation and even detailed de-
scription of the man Jesus and what he did and said yield no revelation
of his deity.?°

Barth fully grants the humanity of Jesus, though he sees nothing
remarkable about it. He observes that it is difficult to get historical
information about Jesus, and even when we do, it has no real significance
for faith: “Jesus Christ in fact is also the Rabbi of Nazareth, historically
so difficult to get information about, and when it is got, one whose
activity is so easily a little commonplace alongside more than one other
founder of a religion and even alongside many later representatives of
His own ‘religion.”2! To Barth, the human life of Jesus, what he both said

17. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p. 296.

18. Donald Baillie, God Was in Christ (New York: Scribner,1948), pp. 1 1-20.

19. It should be observed that Barth in his later writing modified some of his more
extreme views of the transcendence of God. See The Humanity of God (Richmond: John
Knox, 1960), p. 47.

20. Ssren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University,
1946).

2 1. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1936), vol. 1, part 1,
p. 188.
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and did, is not very revealing of the nature of God. Indeed, the informa-
tion we obtain about Jesusby the use of the historical method scrves
more to conceal than to reveal his deity. This is, of course, consistent with
Barth’s view of revelation, according to which the events reported in
Scripture are not revelatory per se. Each event is revelatory only when
God manifests himself in an encounter with someone who is reading or
hearing about it. The events and the words recording them are the
vehicle by which revelation occurs; they are not objective revelation.?2

According to Barth, then, even if we were to ascertain correctly every-
thing Jesus said and did, we would not thereby know God. Some popular
forms of apologetics attempt to argue from Jesus’ miracles, conduct, and
unusual teachings, that he must have been God. These items are set forth
as indisputable proofs of his deity, if one will but examine the evidence.
In Barth’s view, however, even if a complete chronicle of Jesus’ life could
be constructed, it would be more opaque than transparent. Evidence of
this appeared within Jesus’ own lifetime.23 Many of those who saw what
he did and who heard what he said were not thereby convinced of his
deity. Some were merely amazed that he, the son of Joseph the carpenter,
could speak as he did. Some acknowledged that what he did was super-
natural, but they did not meet God through what they observed. On the
contrary, they concluded that what Jesus did he did by the power of
Beelzebub, the prince of the demons. Flesh and blood did not reveal to
Peter that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the living God; rather, it was the
Father in heaven who convicted Peter of this truth. And so it must also
be with us. We cannot know God through knowledge of the Jesus of
history.

Rudolf Buftmann

With regard to the significance of the history of the earthly Jesus for
faith, the thought of Rudolf Bultmann is even more radical than that of
Barth. Following the lead of Martin Kahler, Bultmann divides the history
of Jesus into Historie (the actual events of his life) and Geschichte (sig-
nificant history, i.e., the impact Christ made upon believers). Bultmann
believes that we have very little chance of getting back to the Historie
through the use of the normal methods of historiography. That does not
really matter, however, for faith is not primarily concerned with either
cosmology, the nature of things, or with history in the usual sense of
what actually happened. Faith is not built upon a chronicle of events, but

22. Ibid.
23. Ibid.



718 The Person of Christ

upon the record of the early believers’ preaching, the expression of their
creed.?

Bultmann’s Christolog-y, therefore, does not focus on an objective set
of facts about Jesus, but on his existential significance. The crucial matter
is what he does to us, how he transforms our lives. Thus, for example,
the meaning of Jesus’ crucifixion is not that a man, Jesus of Nazareth,
was put to death on a cross outside of Jerusalem. It is rather to be found
in Galatians 6: 14-“the world has been crucified to me, and | to the
world.”? The question faith asks is not whether the execution of Jesus
actually took place, but whether we have crucified our old nature, its
lusts and earthbound striving for security. Similarly, the real significance
of the resurrection has to do with us, not the historical Jesus. The
guestion is not whether Jesus came to life again, but whether we have
been resurrected-lifted from our old, self-centered life to an openness
in faith to the future.

The views of Barth and Bultmann have characteristic features which
distinguish the one from the other. But both are agreed that the historical
facts of the earthly life of the man Jesus are not significant for faith.
Then what is significant or determinative for faith? Barth says it is the
supernatural revelation; Bultmann says it is the existential content of the
preaching of the early church.

We should note that Barth’s Christology suffers at this point from the
same difficulties as does his doctrine of revelation. The basic criticisms
are well known and were summarized in an earlier chapter of this
work.2¢ In Barth’s Christology there are, in terms of accessibility and
objectivity, problems concerning our knowledge and experience of
Christ’s deity. Further, the force of the statement “God became man” is
severely diminished.

In the case of Bultmann, there is a separation of Historie and Ge-
schichte which scarcely seems justified on biblical grounds. Paul’s state-
ments connecting the fact and impact of Christ’s resurrection are
especially pointed (1 Cor. 15: 12-19). And both Bultmann and Barth ap-
pear to disregard Jesus’ postresurrection statements calling direct atten-
tion to his humanity (Luke 24:36-43; John 20:24-29).

The Sinlessness of Jesus

One further important issue concerning Jesus’ humanity is the ques-
tion of whether he sinned or, indeed, whether he could have sinned. In

24. Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” in Kerygma and Myth, ed.
Hans Bartsch (New York: Harper and Row, 1961), p. 37.

25. Ibid., pp. 37-38.

26. See pp. 193-96.
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both didactic passages and narrative materials, the Bible is quite clear
upon this matter.

The didactic or directly declaratory passages are considerable in num-
ber. The writer to the Hebrews says that Jesus “in every respect has been
tempted as we are, yet without sinning” (Heb. 4: 15). Jesus is described as
“a high priest, holy, blameless, unstained, separated from sinners, exalted
above the heavens” (7:26), and as “without blemish” (9: 14). Peter, who of
course knew Jesus well, declared him to be “the Holy One of God” (John
6:69), and taught that Jesus “committed no sin; no guile was found on his
lips” (1 Peter 2:22). John said, “In him there is no sin” (1 John 3:5). Paul
also affirmed that Christ ‘knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21).

Jesus himself both explicitly and implicitly claimed to be righteous. He
asked his hearers, “Which of you convicts me of sin?” (John 8:46); no one
replied. He also maintained, “I always do what is pleasing to him [who
sent me]” (John 8:29). Again, “I have kept my Father’s commandments”
(John 15:10). He taught his disciples to confess their sins and ask for
forgiveness, but there is no report of his ever confessing sin and asking
forgiveness in his own behalf. Although he went to the temple, we have
no record of his ever offering sacrifice for himself and his sins. Other
than blasphemy, no charge of sin was brought against him; and, of
course, if he was God, then what he did (e.g., his declaring sins to be
forgiven) was not blasphemy. While not absolute proof of Jesus’ sinless-
ness, there are ample testimonies of his innocence of the charges for
which he was crucified. Pilate’s wife warned, “Have nothing to do with
that righteous man” (Matt. 27: 19); the thief on the cross said, “This man
has done nothing wrong” (Luke 23:41); and even Judas said, “l have
sinned in betraying innocent blood” (Matt. 27:4).

Jesus’ sinlessness is confirmed by the narratives in the Gospels. There
are reports of temptation, but none of sin. Nothing reported of him is in
conflict with God’s revealed law of right and wrong; everything he did
was in conjunction with the Father. Thus, on the basis of both direct
affirmation and silence on certain points, we must conclude that the
Bible uniformly witnesses to the sinlessness of Jesus.?’

One problem arises from this consideration, however. Was Jesus fully
human if he never sinned? Or to put it another way, was the humanity of
Jesus, if free from all sin of nature and of active performance, the same
as our humanity? For some this seems to be a serious problem. For to be

27. There are, of course, those who contend that Jesus did sin. Among them is Nels
Ferré, who detects in Jesus’ behavior a lack of perfect trust in the Father, which consti-
tutes the sin of unbelief. But Ferré’s exegesis is faulty, and his view of sin heavily
influenced by existential, rather than biblical, concepts. See Christ and the Christian (New
York: Harper and Row, 1958), pp. 110-14.
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human, by their definition, is to be tempted and to sin. Does not sinless-
ness then take Jesus completely out of our class of humanity? This
guestion casts doubt on the genuineness of the temptations of Jesus.

A. E. Taylor has stated the case directly and clearly: “If a man does not
commit certain transgressions ... it must be because he never felt the
appeal of them.”? But is this really so? The underlying assumption seems
to be that if something is possible, it must become actual, and that,
conversely, something that never occurs or never becomes actual must
not really have been possible. Yet we have the statement of the writer of
the letter to the Hebrews that Jesus was indeed tempted in every respect
as we are (4. 15). Beyond that, the descriptions of Jesus’ temptations
indicate great intensity. For example, think of his agony in Gethsemane
when he struggled to do the Father’s will (Luke 22:44).

But could Jesus have sinned? Scripture tells us that God does no evil
and cannot be tempted (James 1: 13). Was it really possible, then, for
Jesus, inasmuch as he is God, to sin? And if not, was his temptation
genuine? Here we are encountering one of the great mysteries of the
faith, Jesus’ two natures, which will be more closely examined in our
next chapter. Nonetheless, it is fitting for us to point out here that while
he could have sinned, it was certain that he would not?® There were
genuine struggles and temptations, but the outcome was always certain.

Does a person who does not succumb to temptation really feel it, or
does he not, as Taylor has contended? Leon Morris argues that the
reverse of Taylor’s contention is true. The person who resists knows the
full force of temptation. Sinlessness points to a more intense rather than
less intense temptation. “The man who yields to a particular temptation
has not felt its full power. He has given in while the temptation has yet
something in reserve. Only the man who does not yield to a temptation[,]
who, as regards that particular temptation, is sinless, knows the full
extent of that temptation.”3°

One might have questions about some points of Morris’s argument.
For example, “Is the strength of temptation measured by some objective
standard or by its subjective effect?” “Is it not possible that someone who
has yielded to temptation may have yielded at the point of its maximum
force?” But the argument that he is making is nonetheless valid. One
simply cannot conclude that where sin has not been committed, temp-
tation has not been experienced; the contrary may very well be true.

28. A. E. Taylor, in Asking Them Questions, ed. Ronald Selby Wright (London: Oxford
University, 1936), p. 94.

29. This is reminiscent of our discussion of free will-while we are free to choose,
God has already rendered our choice certain. See pp. 357-58.

30. Morris, Lord from Heaven, pp. 5 I-52.
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But the question remains, “Is a person who does not sin truly human?”
If we say no, we are maintaining that sin is part of the essence of human
nature. Such a view must bc considered a serious heresy by anyone who
believes that man has been created by God, since God would then be the
cause of sin, the creator of a nature which is essentially evil. Inasmuch
as we hold that, on the contrary, sin is not part of the essence of human
nature, instead of asking, “Is Jesus as human as we are?” we might better
ask, “Are we as human as Jesus?” For the type of human nature that
each of us possesses is not pure human nature. The true humanity
created by God has in our case been corrupted and spoiled. There have
been only three pure human beings: Adam and Eve (before the fall), and
Jesus. All the rest of us are but broken, corrupted versions of humanity.
Jesus is not only as human as we are; he is more human. Our humanity
is not a standard by which we are to measure his. His humanity, true
and unadulterated, is the standard by which we are to be measured.

Implications of the Humanity of Jesus

The doctrine of the full humanity of Jesus has great significance for
Christian faith and theology:

1. The atoning death of Jesus can truly avail for us. It was not some
outsider to the human race who died on the cross. He was one of us, and
thus could truly offer a sacrifice on our behalf. Just like the Old Testa-
ment priest, Jesus was a man who offered a sacrifice on behalf of his
fellows.

2. Jesus can truly sympathize with and intercede for us. He has expe-
rienced all that we might undergo. When we are hungry, weary, lonely,
he fully understands, for he has gone through it all himself (Heb. 4. 15).

3. Jesus manifests the true nature of humanity. While we are some-
times inclined to draw our conclusions as to what humanity is from an
inductive examination of ourselves and those around us, these are but
imperfect instances of humanity. Jesus has not only told us what perfect
humanity is, he has exhibited it.

4. Jesus can be our example. He is not some celestial superstar, but
one who has lived where we live. We can therefore look to him as a
model of the Christian life. The biblical standards for human behavior,
which seem to us to be so hard to attain, are seen in him to be within
human possibility. Of course, there must be full dependence upon the
grace of God. The fact that Jesus found it necessary to pray and depend
upon the Father is indication that we must be similarly reliant upon him.

5. Human nature is good. When we tend toward asceticism, regarding
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human nature, and particularly physical nature, as somehow inherently
evil or at least inferior to the spiritual and immaterial, the fact that Jesus
took upon himself our full human nature is a reminder that to be human
is not evil, it is good.

6. God is not totally transcendent. He is not so far removed from the
human race. If he could actually live among us at one time as a real
human person, it is not surprising that he can and does act within the
human realm today as well.

With John we rejoice that the incarnation was real and complete: “And
the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, full of grace and truth; we
have beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son from the Father” (John
1:14).

The Unity of the Person of Christ

The Importance and Difficulty of the Issue
The Biblical Material

Early Misunderstandings
Nestorianism
Eutychianism

Other Attempts to Solve the Problem
Adoptionism
Anhypostatic Christology
Kenoticism
The Doctrine of Dynamic incarnation

Basic Tenets of the Doctrine of Two Natures in One Person

The Importance and Diiculty of the Issue

Having concluded that Jesus was fully divine and fully human, we still
face a large issue: the relationship between these two natures in the one
person, Jesus. This is one of the most difficult of all theological problems,
ranking with the Trinity and the seeming paradox of human free will
and divine sovereignty. It is also an issue of the greatest importance. We
have already explained that Christology in general is important because
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the incarnation involved a bridging of the metaphysical, moral, and
spiritual gap between God and man. The bridging of this gap depended
upon the unity of deity and humanity within Jesus Christ. For if Jesus
was both God and man but the two natures were not united, then,
although smaller, the gap remains. The separation of God and man is
still a difficulty that has not been overcome. If the redemption accom-
plished on the cross is to avail for mankind, it must be the work of the
human Jesus. But if it is to have the infinite value necessary to atone for
the sins of all human beings in relationship to an infinite and perfectly
holy God, then it must be the work of the divine Christ as well. If the
death of the Savior is not the work of a unified God-man, it will be
deficient at one point or the other.

The doctrine of the unification of divine and human within Jesus is
difficult to comprehend because it posits the combination of two natures
which by definition have contradictory attributes. As deity, Christ is
infinite in knowledge, power, presence. If he is God, he must know all
things. If he is God, he can do all things which are proper objects of his
power. If he is God, he can be everywhere at once. But, on the other
hand, if he was man, he was limited in knowledge. He could not do
everything. And he certainly was limited to being in one place at a time.
For one person to be both infinite and finite simultaneously seems im-
possible.

The issue is further complicated by the relative paucity of biblical
material with which to work. We have in the Bible no direct statements
about the relationship of the two natures. What we must do is draw
inferences from Jesus’ self-concept, his actions, and various didactic
statements about him.

In view of what we have said, it will be necessary to work with
particular care and thoroughness. We will have to examine very meticu-
lously the statements which we do have, and note the various ways in
which different theologians and schools of thought have sought to deal
with the issue. Here theology’s historical laboratory will be of particular
significance. !

The Biblical Material
We begin by noting the absence of any references to duality in Jesus’
thought, action, and purpose. There are, by contrast, indications of mul-

tiplicity within the Godhead as a whole, for example, in Genesis 1:26,

1. See PP. 26-27; see also Millard J. Erickson, “The Church and Stable Motion,”
Christianity Today, 12 October 1973, p. 7.
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“Then God said [singular], ‘Let us make [plural] man in our [plural]
image.*’ Similar references, without a shift in number, are found in
Genesis 3:22 and 11:7. There are instances of one member of the Trinity
addressing another, in Psalms 2:7 and 40:7-8 as well as Jesus’ prayers to
the Father. Yet Jesus always spoke of himself in the singular. This is
particularly notable in the prayer in John 17, where Jesus says that he
and the Father are one (w. 21-22), yet makes no reference to any type of
complexity within himself.

There are references in Scripture which allude to both the deity and
humanity of Jesus, yet clearly refer to a single subject. Among these are
John 1:14 (“And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, full of grace
and truth”); Galatians 44 (“God sent forth his Son, born of woman, born
under the law”); and 1 Timothy 3:16 (“He was manifested in the flesh,
vindicated in the Spirit, seen by angels, preached among the nations,
believed on in the world, taken up in glory”). The last text is particularly
significant, for it refers to both Jesus’ earthly incarnation and his pres-
ence in heaven before and after.

There are other references which focus upon the work of Jesus in
such a way as to make it clear that it is the function not of either the
human or the divine exclusively, but of one unified subject. For example,
Paul says of the atoning work of Christ that it unites Jew and Gentile and
“reconcile[s] us both to God in one body through the cross, thereby
bringing the hostility to an end. And he came and preached peace to you
who were far off and peace to those who were near; for through him we
both have access in one Spirit to the Father” (Eph. 2:16-18). And in
reference to the work of Christ, John says, “But if any one does sin, we
have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous; and he is
the expiation for our sins, and not for ours only but also for the sins of
the whole world’ (1 John 2: I-2). This work of Jesus, which assumes both
his humanity (4:2) and deity (4. 1.5; 5:5), is the work of one person, who is
described in the same epistle as the Son whom the Father has sent as
the Savior of the world (4:14). Throughout all of these references, one
unified person whose acts presuppose both humanity and deity is in view.

Further, several passages in which Jesus is designated by one of his
titles are highly revealing. For example, we have situations in Scripture
where a divine title is used in a reference to Jesus’ human activity. For
example, Paul says, “None of the rulers of this age understood this [the
secret and hidden wisdom of Godl]; for if they had, they would not have
crucified the Lord of glory” (1 Cor. 2:8). In Colossians 1:13-14, Paul writes,
“[The Father] has delivered us from the dominion of darkness and
transferred us to the kingdom of his beloved Son, in whom we have
redemption, the forgiveness of sins.” Here the kingly status of the Son of
God is juxtaposed with the redemptive work of his bodily crucifixion and
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resurrection. Conversely, the title “Son of man,” which Jesus often used
of himself during his earthly ministry, appears in passages pointing to his
heavenly status; for instance, in John 3:13, “No one has ascended into
heaven but he who descended from heaven, the Son of man.” Another
reference of the same type is John 6:62: “Then what if you were to see
the Son of man ascending where he was before?” Nothing in any of these
references contradicts the position that the one person, Jesus Christ, was
both earthly man and preexistent divine being who became incarnate.
Nor is there any suggestion that these two natures took turns directing
his activity.

Early Misunderstandings

Reflection upon the relationship between the two natures arose com-
paratively late in church history. Logically prior were the discussions
about the genuineness and completeness of the two natures. Once the
church had settled these questions, at the Councils of Nicea (325) and
Constantinople (381), it was appropriate to inquire into the precise rela-
tionship between the two natures. In effect, the matter at issue was,
“What is really meant by declaring that Jesus was fully God and fully
man?” In the process of suggesting and examining possible answers, the
church rejected some of them as inadequate.

Nestorianism

One of the answers was offered by Nestorius and those who followed
his teachings. There are several reasons why it is particularly difficult to
understand and to evaluate Nestorianism. One is that this movement
arose in a period of intense political rivalry in the church.3 Consequently,
it is not always clear whether the church rejected a view because of its
ideas or because of opposition between its chief proponent and someone
with superior ecclesiastical influence. Further, the language used by
Nestorius himself was somewhat ambiguous and inconsistent. It is clear
that the view condemned by the church as Nestorian fell short of the full
orthodox position, and was probably held by some of Nestorius’s follow-
ers.? It is the judgment of leading scholars, however, that Nestorius

2. G. C. Berkouwer, The Person of Christ (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1955), p. 293.

3.J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (New York: Harper and Row, 1960), pp.
311-12.

4. J. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of Christian Doctrine
(London: Methuen, 1903), pp. 274-75.
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himself was not a “Nestorian,” but that some poorly chosen terminology,
coupled with the opposition of an aggressive opponent, led to an unjust
condemnation of his views.”

Two main types of Christology had emerged in the fourth century—
the “Word-flesh” and “Word-man” Christologies. The former regarded
the Word as the major element in the God-man and the human soul as
relatively unimportant (Apollinarianism, it will be recalled, held that Jesus
had a divine soul and human body). The latter, less sure that the Word
occupied a dominant position in the God-man, affirmed that Jesus as-
sumed human nature in its entirety. This difference in views is the
ideological background to the Nestorian affair,

Soon after Nestorius was installed as the patriarch of Constantinople
in 428, he was obliged to rule upon the suitability of referring to Mary as
theotokos (‘God-bearing”). This Nestorius was reluctant to do, unless
theotokos was accompanied by the term anthrépotokos (“man-bearing”).
While his ideas were not unique in that time, the choice of some rather
unfortunate language caused problems for Nestorius. He observed that
God cannot have a mother, and certainly no creature could have gener-
ated a member of the Godhead. Mary, therefore, did not bear God; she
bore a man who was a vehicle for God. God simply could not have been
borne for nine months in a mother’s womb, nor been wrapped in baby
clothes; he could not have suffered, died, and been buried. Nestorius felt
that the term theotokos contained implicitly either the Arian view of the
Son as a creature, or the Apollinarian concept of the incompleteness of
Jesus’ humanity.

The statement of Nestorius alarmed other theologians, among them
Cyril of Alexandria, who was Nestorius’s rival. Eusebius, later bishop of
Dorylaeum, upon hearing that Mary was reputed to have borne a mere
man, concluded that Nestorius was an adoptionist (i.€., that Nestorius
believed that the man Jesus became divine at some point in his life after
birth, probably at his baptism). From the statements of Nestorius and the
reactions to his views came the traditional picture of Nestorianism as a
heresy which split the God-man into two distinct persons. It was this
heresy which was condemned. Cyril was the leader of the opposition,
and at the Council of Ephesus (431) proved his skill in political maneu-
vering. The papal legates approved the position of the group of bishops
dominated by Cyril?

5. Friedrich Loofs, Nestorius and His Place in the History of Christian Doctrine (New
York: Lenox Hill, 1975), pp. 41, 60-61; J. F. Bethune-Baker, Nestorius and His Teaching
(Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1908), pp. 82-100.

6. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p. 3 11.

7. Loofs, Nestorius, pp. 45-53.
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It is virtually impossible to determine exactly what Nestorius’s view
was. This is particularly so in light of the twentieth-century discovery of
the Book of Heracleides, which Nestorius apparently wrote some twenty
years after his condemnation. In this book he professed to agree with the
Chalcedonian formulation (two natures united in one person). It is true,
however, that he was impatient with the “hypostatic union” which Cyril
taught, feeling that this concept eliminated the distinctness of the two
natures. Nestorius preferred to think in terms of a “conjunction” (ovv-
aoera) rather than a union (évwots) between the two. Perhaps the best
possible summation of Nestorius is to say that while he did not con-
sciously hold nor overtly teach that there was a split in the person of
Christ, what he said seemed to imply it.* If Nestorius himself was not a
proponent of Nestorianism, his views logically led to it and would have
been adopted by many if the church had made no statement on the
matter.

Eutychianism

Similarly difficult to ascertain is the Christology of Eutychianism. After
the Council of Ephesus (431), a document was produced in an attempt
to arrive at healing within the church. Actually originating with the
Oriental (Antiochene) bishops who had been supportive of Nestorius at
Ephesus, this document was sent by John of Antioch to Cyril. Cyril
accepted it in 433, although it contained some language favorable to the
Nestorian position. Thus, something of a compromise appeared to have
been reached.

Some of the right-wing supporters and allies of Cyril felt, however,
that he had conceded too much to Nestorianism. The compromise’s
strong emphasis upon two natures seemed to them to undermine the
unity of the person of Jesus. As a result, the idea that he did not possess
two natures, a divine and a human, but only one nature, began to grow
in popularity among them. After Cyril’s death in 444, the disaffected
group launched an attack upon the teachings of Theodoret, who had
probably drafted the compromise document, and who was now the
leading theologian of the Antiochene school. Dioscorus, Cyril’s successor,
led the opposition to the teaching that Jesus had two natures. Dioscorus
believed that the church fathers overwhelmingly supported the idea of
but one nature in the person of Jesus and that Cyril had compromised it
in a moment of weakness. Whether this was a correct understanding of
Cyril’s position or whether he himself had actually espoused the belief

8. A. B. Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ in Its Physical, Ethical, and Official Aspects,
2nd ed. (New York: A. C. Armstrong and Son, 1892), pp. 50-51.
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that Jesus had only one nature is debatable. In any event, there was a
growing insistence upon the “one-nature formula.”

An elderly archimandrite named Eutyches became the focus of the
controversy. All who had been displeased with the compromise agree-
ment of 433 and who rejected the idea of two natures in Jesus made
Eutyches the symbol of their position. He was denounced at a meeting
of the standing Synod of Constantinople. This led to formal discussions
which culminated in the condemnation and deposition of Eutyches. At
this final session Eutyches did not defend himself, but only heard his
sentence pronounced.9

It is not easy to ascertain exactly what Eutyches’s doctrine was. At a
preliminary examination before the synod, he declared that the Lord
Jesus Christ after his birth possessed only one nature, that of God made
flesh and become man. Eutyches rejected the idea of two natures as
contrary to the Scripture and to the opinions of the Fathers. He did,
however, subscribe to the virgin birth and affirmed that Christ was
simultaneously perfect God and perfect man. His basic contention seems
to have been that there were two natures before the incarnation, one
after.10

Eutyches was apparently not a very precise or clear thinker. Histori-
cally, however, his views constituted the foundation of a movement which
taught that the humanity of Jesus was so absorbed into the deity as to be
virtually eliminated. In effect, Eutychianism was a form of Docetism.
There was a variant interpretation of the nature as a fusion of Jesus’
deity and humanity into something quite different, a third substance, a
hybrid as it were. It may be that this is what Eutyches himself held,
although his thought was confused (at least in the way he expressed it).
In 449, a council meeting at Ephesus reinstated Eutyches and declared
him orthodox. At the same time, the idea that there were two natures
after the incarnation was anathematized. This council has come to be
known as the “Robber Synod."!!

The Robber Synod had not been held under proper imperial authority,
however. The succession of a new emperor sympathetic to the position
that Jesus had two natures led to the convening of yet another council,
in Chalcedon in 45 1. This council affirmed the Nicene Creed, and issued
a statement which was to become the standard for all of Christendom.
Regarding the relationship between the two natures, this statement
speaks of

9. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, pp. 330-3 1.

10. Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1971),
vol. 1,pp262-63.

11. Bethune-Baker, Earlv Historv of Christian Doctrine, p. 284.
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one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, only-begotten, made known in two
natures without confusion, without change, without division, without
separation, the difference of the natures being by no means removed
because of the union, but the property of each nature being preserved
and coalescing in one prosopon and one hupostasis—not parted or di-
vided into two prosopa, but one and the same Son, only-begotten, divine
Word, the Lord Jesus Christ, as the prophets of old and Jesus Christ
Himself have taught us about Him and the creed of our fathers has
handed down.12

This statement avoids both the heresy of Nestorianism and that of
Eutychianism. Both the unity of the person and the integrity and sepa-
rateness of the two natures are insisted upon. But this only serves to
heighten the tension. For what is the precise relationship between the
two natures? How can both be maintained without splitting Jesus into
two persons, each having a separate and unique set of attributes? And
how can we maintain that Jesus is one person, with one center of
consciousness, without fusing the two natures into a mixture or hybrid?

I once asked on an essay examination for the students to state the
orthodox understanding of the two natures and one person of Christ.
One student wrote, “There is no orthodox doctrine of the two natures
and one person. Every attempt that has ever been made to give some
content to the formula has been declared heretical. There is no content,
only an abstract statement.” To an extent that student was correct. For
the Chalcedonian conclusion is essentially negative-“without confusion,
without change, without division, without separation.” It tells us what
“two natures in one person” does not mean. In a sense, Chalcedon is not
the answer; it is the question. We must ask further what is to be under-
stood by the formula.

Other Attempts to Solve the Problem

Before we attempt to elucidate the formula “two natures in one per-
son,” we need to note some of the other attempts at understanding this
union which have been made since the Council of Chalcedon. Before we
set forth our own construction, it will be instructive to note various types
of strategies that have been tried. Once again, the verdict of history will
be profitable for us. Four attempts are representative: (1) the idea that
the man Jesus became God (adoption&m); (2) the idea that the divine

12. Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom (New York: Harper and Brothers, 19 19),
vol. 2, p. 62.
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being, God, took on impersonal humanity rather than an individual
human personality (anhypostatic Christology); (3) the idea that the Sec-
ond Person of the Trinity cxchanged his deity for humanity (kenoticism);
and (4) the idea that the incarnation was the power of God present in a
human (the doctrine of dynamic incarnation).

Adoptionism

An early and recurrent attempt to solve the problem “two natures in
one person” is adoptionism. Put in its simplest form, this is the idea that
Jesus of Nazareth was merely a man during the early years of his life. At
some point, however, probably Jesus’ baptism (or perhaps his resurrec-
tion), God “adopted’ him as his Son. Whether this adoption was an act
of pure grace on the part of God, or a promotion in status for which
Jesus had qualified by virtue of his personal attributes, it was more a
case of a man’s becoming God than of Gods becoming man.!3

In support of their position, adoptionists concentrate on the scriptural
idea that Jesus was begotten by God. He is even referred to as the “only-
begotten” (uovoyerts, John 3:16). When did this ‘begetting” take place?
Adoptionists call attention to the fact that the writer to the Hebrews
twice quotes Psalm 2:7, “You are my son, today | have begotten you,” and
applies it to the Son of God, Jesus Christ (Heb. 1:5;5:5). They note the
considerable similarity between this statement and that of the Father at
Jesus’ baptism: “Thou art my beloved Son; with thee | am well pleased”
(Mark 1:11). So it is assumed that the Spirit’s descent upon the Son at
this point represents the coming of deity upon the man Jesus.

This position gives the human Jesus an independent status. He would
simply have lived on as Jesus of Nazareth if the special adoption by God
had not occurred. This was more a matter of God’s entering an existent
human being than of a true incarnation. Sometimes this event is re-
garded as unique to the life of Jesus; sometimes it is compared to the
adoption of other human beings as children of God.

Adoptionism has made recurrent appearances during the history of
Christianity.* Those who take seriously the full teaching of Scripture,
however, are aware of major obstacles to this view, including the pre-
existence of Christ, the prebirth narrative, and the virgin birth.

13. Robert L. Ottley, The Doctrine of the Incarnation (London: Methuen, 1896), vol. 2,
pp. 151-61.

14. A. Hauck, “Adoptionism,” in The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious
Knowledge, ed. Samuel Macauley Jackson (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1908), vol. 1,
pp. 48-50.
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Anhypostatic Christobgy

Another attempt to clarify the relationship between the two natures
might be termed “anhypostatic Christology.” This view insists that the
humanity of Jesus was impersonal and had no independent subsistence,
that is, the divine Word was not united with an individual human person.
Originally, anhypostatic Christology was intended to guard against the
Nestorian division of Jesus into two persons and the related belief that
Mary was mother of only the human person. It also served to negate
adoptionism, which posited that Jesus as a human being with independ-
ent existence was elevated to deity. The major point of anhypostatic
Christology is that the man Jesus had no subsistence apart from the
incarnation of the Second Person of the Trinity. It supports this thesis by
denying that Jesus had any individual human personality.!s

The problem with this position is that to think of Jesus as not being a
specific human individual suggests that the divine Word became united
with the whole human race or with human nature; taken literally, this
idea is absurd. It is true that we occasionally say that Jesus was united
with the whole of the human race, but we do so figuratively on the
grounds of basic characteristics shared by all its members. We do not
have in mind a literal physical uniting with the whole human race. An
additional difficulty with anhypostatic Christology is that in attempting
to avoid one heresy, it may fall into another. The insistence that Jesus is
personal only in his divine dimension manifestly excludes something
vital from his humanity. Denying the individual humanness of Jesus
intimates that he was predominantly divine. And that smacks of Apolli-
narianism.!®

Kenoticism

The modern period has produced one distinctive attempt to solve the
problem of the relationship between the two natures. Particularly in the
nineteenth century, it was propounded that the key to understanding the
incarnation is to be found in the expression “[Jesus] emptied himself”
(Phil. 2:7). According to this view, what Jesus emptied himself of was the
form of God (uopen Oeod, v. 6). The Second Person of the Trinity laid
aside his distinctly divine attributes (omnipotence, omnipresence, etc.)
and took on human qualities instead. In effect, the incarnation consisted

15. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1936), val. 1, part 1, pp.
149-50.
16. Donad Baillie, God Was in Christ (New York: Scribner, 1948), pp. 92-93.
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of an exchange of par-t of the divine nature for human characteristics 7
His moral qualities, such as love and mercy, were maintained. While this
may seem like an act of the Son alone, in actuality it involved the Father
as well. The Father, in sending forth his Son, was like a father who sends
his son to the mission held. A part of him went forth as well.!#

What we have here is a parallel, in the realm of Christology, tothe
solution offered by modalistic monarchianism to the problem of the
Trinity. Jesus is not God and man simultaneously, but successively. With
respect to certain attributes, he is God, then he is man, then God again.
The solution to the Chalcedonian formula is to maintain that Jesus is
God and man in the same respect, but not at the same time. While this
view solves some of the difficulty, it does not account for the evidence
we cited earlier to the effect that the biblical writers regarded Jesus as
both God and man. Moreover, the indications of an apparent continuing
incarnation (see, e.g., 1 Tim. 3:16) militate against the maintenance of this
theory, innovative though it be.

The Doctrine of Dynamic Incarnation

A final attempt to resolve the problem of two natures in one person
might be termed the doctrine of dynamic incarnation. This holds that
the presence of God in the God-man was not in the form of a personal
hypostatic union between the Second Person of the Trinity and an indi-
vidual human being, Jesus of Nazareth. Rather, the incarnation should
be thought of as the active presence of the power of God within the
person Jesus.

This view is akin to dynamic monarchianism. The power of God
entered into the man Jesus. This means that the incarnation was not so
much a case of Jesus’ being united with God in some sort of hypostatic
union as it was an indwelling in him of the power of God.

A recent form of this view is found in Donald Baillie’s God Was in
Christ. Baillie bases his theology upon 2 Corinthians 519: “God was in
Christ reconciling the world to himself.” Note that instead of saying,
“Christ was God,” this verse emphasizes that “God was in Christ.”

To explain the paradox of the incarnation, Baillie uses the model of
God’s indwelling the believer in what is called the paradox of grace.
When the believer does the right thing, or makes the right choice, he
typically says, “It was not |, but God that did it.” In Galatians 2:20 and

17. Hugh Ross Mackintosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ (New York:
Scribner, 19 14), pp. 463-90.

18. Charles Gore, The Incarnation of the Son of God (New York: Scribner, 1891),
p. 172.
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Philippians 2: 12-13 Paul speaks of the internal working of God. This
power of God within the believer Baillie presents as a model of the
incarnation. His statements, however, imply that the incarnation of Jesus
is actually an instance, albeit the most complete one, of the paradox of
indwelling grace:

This paradox in its fragmentary form in our own Christian lives is a
reflection of that perfect union of God and man in the Incarnation on
which our whole Christian life depends, and may therefore be our best
clue to the understanding of it. In the New Testament we see the man in
whom God was incarnate surpassing all other men in refusing to claim
anything for Himself independently and ascribing all the goodness to
God."®

Given this interpretation of the incarnation, the difference between
Christ and us is only quantitative, not qualitative. But, it must be noted,
this interpretation conflicts with several emphases of Scripture: the full-
ness (rAfpwpea) of God dwelling in Jesus bodily (Col. 2:9); the preexist-
ence of Christ (John 1:18; 858); and the uniqueness of his sonship
(novoyeriis, John 3:16). While the doctrine of dynamic incarnation lessens
the tension suggested by the Chalcedonian formula, it encounters diffi-
culty because of its implicit reduction of the deity.

Basic Tenets of the Doctrine of Two Natures in One Person

We have reviewed several attempts to resolve the difficult christologi-
cal problem of two natures in one person and noted the deficiencies of
each. We must, then, present an alternative statement. What are the
essential principles of the doctrine of the incarnation, and how are they
to be understood? Several crucial points will help us understand this
great mystery.

1. The incarnation was more a gaining of human attributes than a
giving up of divine attributes. Philippians 2:6-7 is often conceived of as
meaning that Jesus emptied himself of some of his divine attributes,
perhaps even his deity itself. According to this interpretation, he became
man by becorning something less than God. Part of his divinity was
surrendered and displaced by human qualities. The incarnation, then, is
more a subtraction from his divine nature than an addition to it.

In our interpretation of Philippians 2:6-7, however, what Jesus emptied
himself of was not the divine uopé, the nature of God. At no point does

19. Baillie, God Was in Christ, p. 117.
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this passage say that he ceased to possess the divine nature. This be-
comes clearer when we take Colossians 2:9 into account: “For in him the
whole fulness of deity dwells bodily.” The kenosis of Philippians 2:7 must
be understood in the light of the pleroma of Colossians 2:9. What does it
mean, then, to say that Jesus “emptied himself”? Some have suggested
that he emptied himself by pouring his divinity into his humanity, as one
pours the contents of one cup into another. This, however, fails to identify
the vessel from which Jesus poured out his divine nature when he
emptied it into his humanity.

A better approach to Philippians 2:6~7 is to think of the phrase “taking
the form of a servant” as a circumstantial explanation of the kenosis.
Since AaBwv is an aorist participle adverbial in function, we would render
the first part of verse 7, ‘he emptied himself by taking the form of a ser-
vant.” The participial phrase is an explanation of how Jesus emptied
himself, or what he did that constituted kenosis. While the text does not
specify what he emptied himself of, it is noteworthy that “the form of a
servant” contrasts sharply with “equality with God” (v. 6). We conclude
that it is equality with God, not the form of God, of which Jesus emptied
himself. While he did not cease to be in nature what the Father was, he
became functionally subordinated to the Father for the period of the
incarnation. Jesus did this for the purposes of revealing God and redeem-
ing man. By taking on human nature, he accepted certain limitations
upon the functioning of his divine attributes. These limitations were not
the result of a loss of divine attributes but of the addition of human
attributes.

2. The union of the two natures meant that they did not function
independently. Jesus did not exercise his deity at times and his humanity
at other times. His actions were always those of divinity-humanity. This
is the key to understanding the functional limitations which the humanity
imposed upon the divinity. For example, he still had the power to be
everywhere (omnipresence). However, as an incarnate being, he was
limited in the exercise of that power by possession of a human body.
Similarly, he was still omniscient, but he possessed and exercised knowl-
edge in connection with a human organism which grew gradually in
terms of consciousness, whether of the physical environment or eternal
truths. Thus, only gradually did his limited human psyche become aware
of who he was and what he had come to accomplish. Yet this should not
be considered a reduction of the power and capacities of the Second
Person of the Trinity, but rather a circumstance-induced limitation on
the exercise of his power and capacities.

Picture the following analogy. The world’s fastest sprinter is entered in
a three-legged race, where he must run with one of his legs tied to a leg
of a partner. Although his physical capacity is not diminished, the condi-
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tions under which he exercises it are severely circumscribed. Even if his
partner in the race is the world’s second fastest sprinter, their time will
be much slower than if they competed separately; for that matter, it will
be slower than the time of almost any other human running unencum-
bered. Or think of the world’s greatest boxer fighting with one hand tied
behind his back. Or a softball game in which parents, competing with
their children, reverse their usual batting stance (i.e., right-handed batters
bat left-handed, and left-handed batters bat right-handed). In each of
these cases, ability is not in essence diminished, but the conditions im-
posed on its exercise limit actual performance.

This is the situation of the incarnate Christ. Just as the runner or the
boxer could unloose the tie, but chooses to restrict himself for the
duration of the event, so Christ’s incarnation was a voluntary, self-chosen
limitation. He did not have to take on humanity, but he chose to do so for
the period of the incarnation. During that time his deity always func-
tioned in connection with his humanity.

3. In thinking about the incarnation, we must begin not with the
traditional conceptions of humanity and deity, but with the recognition
that the two are most fully known in Jesus Christ. We sometimes ap-
proach the incarnation with an antecedent assumption that it is virtually
impossible. We know what humanity is and what deity is, and they are,
of course, by definition incompatible. They are, respectively, the finite
and the infinite. But this is to begin in the wrong place-with a concep-
tion of humanity drawn from our knowledge of existential rather than
essential humanity. Our understanding of human nature has been
formed by an inductive investigation of both ourselves and other humans
as we find them about us. But none of us are humanity as God intended
it to be, or as it came from his hand. Humanity was spoiled and corrupted
by the sin of Adam and Eve. Consequently, we are not true human beings,
but impaired, broken-down vestiges of essential humanity, and it is difh-
cult to imagine this kind of humanity united with deity. But when we say
that in the incarnation Jesus took on humanity, we are not talking about
this kind of humanity. For the humanity of Jesus was not the humanity
of sinful human beings, but the humanity possessed by Adam and Eve
from their creation and before their fall. There is no doubt, then, as to
Jesus’ humanity. The question is not whether Jesus was fully human, but
whether we are (see p. 721). He was not merely as human as we are; he
was more human than we are. He was, spiritually, the type of humanity
that we will possess when we are glorified. His humanity was certainly
more compatible with deity than is the type of humanity that we now
observe. We should define humanity, not by integrating our present
empirical observations, but by examining the human nature of Jesus, for
he most fully reveals the true nature of humanity.
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Jesus Christ is also our best source for knowledge of deity. We assume
that we know what God is really like. But it is in Jesus that God is most
fully revealed and known. As John said, “No one has ever seen God; the
only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has made him known”
(John 1:18). Thus, our picture of what deity is like comes primarily
through the revelation of God in Jesus Christ.

We sometimes approach the incarnation the wrong way. We define
deity and humanity abstractly and then say, “They could not possibly fit
together.” We assume that divine nature simply cannot be assimilated
with human nature, but that assumption is based upon the Greek con-
ception of the impassibility of deity rather than upon the Bible. If, how-
ever, we begin with the reality of the incarnation in Jesus Christ, we not
only see better what the two natures are like, but recognize that whatever
they are, they are not incompatible, for they once did coexist in one
person. And what is actual is of course possible.20

In connection with the possibility of unity between deity and humanity,
we need to bear in mind the distinctive picture of humanity given us in
the Bible. As the image of God, man is already the creature most like
God. The assumption that man is so dissimilar from God that the two
cannot coexist in one person is probably based upon some other model
of human nature. It may result from thinking of man as basically an
animal which has evolved from lower forms of life. We know from the
Bible, however, that God chose to become incarnate in a creature very
much like himself. It is quite possible that God’s purpose in making man
in his own image was to facilitate the incarnation which would someday
take place.

4. 1t is important to think of the initiative of the incarnation as coming
from above, as it were, rather than from below. Part of our problem in
understanding the incarnation may come from the fact that we view it
from below, from the human perspective. From this standpoint, incar-
nation seems very unlikely, perhaps even impossible. The difficulty lies in
the fact that we are in effect asking ourselves how a human being could
ever be God, as if it were a matter of a human being’s becoming God or
somehow adding deity to his humanity. We are keenly aware of our own
limits, and know how hard or even impossible it would be to go beyond
them, particularly to the extent of becoming God. For God to become
man (or, more correctly, to add humanity to his deity), however, is not
impossible. He is unlimited and therefore is able to condescend to the
lesser, whereas the lesser cannot ascend to the greater or higher. (It is
possible for us as human beings to do many of the things which a cat or
a dog does; for instance, to imitate its sounds or behavior. To be sure, we

20. Karl Barth, The Hurmanity of God (Richmond: John Knox, 1960), PP. 46-47.
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do not actually take on feline or canine nature, and there are certain
limitations, such as a less acute sense of sight or smell; but it is still much
easier for us to imitate animals than for them to imitate human behavior.)
The fact that man did not ascend to divinity, nor did God elevate a man
to divinity, but, rather, God condescended to take on humanity, facilitates
our ability to conceive of the incarnation and also effectively excludes
adoptionism. It will be helpful to keep in mind here that the heavenly
Second Person of the Trinity antedated the earthly Jesus of Nazareth. In
fact, there was no such being as the earthly Jesus of Nazareth prior to
the moment of conception in the womb of the virgin Mary.

5. It is also helpful to think of Jesus as a very complex person. Of the
people whom we know, some are relatively simple. This is not a reference
to their level of intelligence, but rather to the straightforwardness of their
personality. One comes to know them fairly quickly, and they may there-
fore be quite predictable. Other persons, on the other hand, have much
more complex personalities. They may have a wider range of experience,
a more varied educational background, or a more complex emotional
makeup. There are many facets to their personalities. When we think we
know them quite well, another dimension of their lives appears, a dimen-
sion which we did not previously know existed. Now if we imagine
complexity expanded to an infinite degree, then we have a bit of a glimpse
into the “personality of Jesus” as it were, his two natures in one person.
For Jesus’ personality included the qualities and attributes which consti-
tute deity. There were within his person dimensions of experience, knowl-
edge, and love that are not found in human beings. To be sure, there is a
problem here, for these qualities differ from the human not merely in
degree, but in kind. This point serves to remind us that the person of
Jesus was not simply an amalgam of human and divine qualities merged
into some sort of tertiurn quid Rather, his was a personality that in
addition to the characteristics of divine nature had all the qualities or
attributes of perfect, sinless human nature as well.

We have noted several dimensions of biblical truth which will help us
better understand the incarnation. Someone has said that there are only
seven basic jokes, and every joke is merely a variation on one of them. A
similar statement can be made about heresies regarding the person of
Christ. There are basically six, and all of them appeared within the first
four Christian centuries. They either deny the genuineness (Ebionism) or
the completeness (Arianism) of Jesus’ deity, deny the genuineness (Doce-
tism) or the completeness (Apollinarianism) of his humanity, divide his
person (Nestorianism), or confuse his natures (Eutychianism). All depar-
tures from the orthodox doctrine of the person of Christ are simply
variations of one of these heresies. While we may have difficulty specify-
ing exactly the content of this doctrine, full fidelity to teaching of Scrip-
ture will carefully avoid each of these distortions.

Bl
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The Significance of the Issue

Next to the crucifixion and resurrection of Christ, perhaps the one
event of his life that has received the greatest amount of attention is the
virgin birth. Certainly, next to the resurrection, it is the most debated and
controversial.

In the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century, the virgin
birth was at the forefront of debate between the fundamentalists and
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modernists. The fundamentalists insisted upon the doctrine as an essen-
tial belief. The modernists either rejected it as unessential or untenable,
or reinterpreted it in some nonliteral fashion. To the former it was a
guarantee of the qualitative uniqueness and deity of Christ, while to the
latter it seemed to shift attention from his spiritual reality to a biological
issue.’

One reason why there was so much emphasis upon this teaching
which is mentioned only twice in Scripture is that there were shifting
conceptions of various other doctrines. One of the tendencies of the
liberals was to redefine doctrines without changing the terminology. John
Randall, Jr., has referred to the virtual dishonesty of such a practice.2 As
a result of the practice of redefining various doctrines without changing
the terminology, subscription to those doctrines was no longer positive
proof of orthodoxy. Thus it was no longer possible to assume that what
a theologian meant by the “divinity” or “deity” of Christ was a qualitative
uniqueness distinguishing him from other humans. We mentioned in
chapter 14 the case of W. Robertson Smith, who, when accused of
denying the divinity of Christ, reportedly said, “How can they accuse me
of that ? I’'ve never denied the divinity of any man, let alone Jesus! ” In the
face of such views, assent to the doctrine of Jesus’ deity did not necessar-
ily entail the traditional meaning: that Jesus was divine in the same
sense and to the same degree as the Father, and in a way that is not true
of any other person who has ever lived. Thus, not surprisingly, the deity
of Christ does not appear in some lists of the fundamentals of orthodoxy.
Instead, the bodily resurrection and the virgin birth are to be found
there. The fundamentalists reasoned that if one could subscribe to the
virgin birth, it probably was not necessary to inquire into his position on
the other evidences of Jesus’ deity, as these are generally less difficult to
accept than the virgin birth. That is why one’s position on the virgin
birth became asked of candidates for ordination, for it was a relatively
quick and efficient way of determining whether they held Christ to be
supernatural.

There was an even larger issue here, however. For the virgin birth
became a test of one’s position on the miraculous. If one could subscribe
to the virgin birth, he probably could accept the other miracles reported
in the Bible. Thus, this became a convenient way of determining one’s
attitude toward the supernatural in general. But even beyond that, it was

1. Harry Emerson Fosdick, The Man from Nazareth as His Contemporaries Saw Him
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1949), pp. 158-60.

2. John Herman Randall, Jr., The Making of the Modern Mind, rev. ed. (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1940), p. 542.
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a test of one’s world-view, and specifically of one’s view of God’s relation-
ship to the world.

One of the major points of disagreement between the conservative
and the liberal had to do with God’s relationship to the world. Generally
speaking, the liberal or modernist stressed the immanence of God. God
was seen as everywhere present and active. He was believed to be at
work accomplishing his purposes through natural law and everyday
processes rather than in direct and unique fashion.3 The conservative or
fundamentalist, on the other hand, stressed the transcendence of God.
According to this view, God is outside the world, but intervenes miracu-
lously from time to time to perform a special work. The fundamentalist
saw the virgin birth as a sign of God’s miraculous working,* whereas the
liberal saw every birth as a miracle. The virgin birth was, then, a primary
battleground between the supernaturalistic and naturalistic views of
God’s relationship to the world.

The virgin birth means different things to different theologians. What
we are speaking of here is really the ‘virgin conception.” By this we mean
that Jesus’ conception in the womb of Mary was not the result of sexual
relationship. Mary was a virgin at the time of the conception, and contin-
ued so up to the point of birth, for the Scripture indicates that Joseph did
not have sexual intercourse with her until after the birth of Jesus (Matt.
1:25). Mary became pregnant through a supernatural influence of the
Holy Spirit upon her, but that does not mean that Jesus was the result of
copulation between God and Mary. It also does not mean that there was
not a normal birth. Some theologians, particularly Catholics, interpret
the virgin birth as meaning that Jesus was not born in normal fashion.
In their view, he simply passed through the wall of Mary’s uterus instead
of being delivered through the normal birth canal, so that Mary’s hymen
was not ruptured. Thus, there was a sort of miraculous Caesarean
section. According to the related Catholic doctrine of the perpetual vir-
ginity of Mary, she at no point engaged in sexual intercourse, so that
there were no natural sons and daughters born to Joseph and Mary.>
Certain theologians, for example, Dale Moody, in order to distinguish
their interpretation of the virgin birth from that of traditional Catholi-

3. Borden P. Bowne, The Immanence of Cod (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1905), pp.
5-32.

4. James Or-r, The Virgin Birth of Christ (New York: Scribner,1907), pp. I-29.

5. Until recently, Roman Catholic theologians adhered to the fourth-century three-
fold formula regarding Mary's virginity: ante par-turn, in party, et postpartum (‘before, in,
and after birth”). See Raymond E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1977), pp. 5 17-1 8. The “brothers and sisters” of Jesus have been explained
either as children of Joseph by an earlier marriage or as Jesus’' cousins. See J. Blizzer, Die
Briider und Schwestern Jesu (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1967).
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cism, have proposed the use of the expression “virginal conception” or
“miraculous conception” in place of “virgin birth.“6 However, because of
the common usage of the expression “virgin birth,” we will employ it
here, with the understanding that our interpretation differs from the
traditional Roman Catholic dogma.

There are also disagreements as to the importance of the virgin birth,
even among those who insist that belief in the doctrine must be main-
tained. Some have argued that the virgin birth was essential to the
incarnation.” If there had been both a human mother and a human
father, Jesus would have been only a man. Others feel that the virgin
birth was indispensable to the sinlessness of Christ.8 For if there had been
two human parents, Jesus would have inherited a depraved or corrupted
human nature in its fullness; there would have been no possibility of
sinlessness. Yet others feel that the virgin birth was not essential for
either of these considerations, but that it has great value in terms of
symbolizing the reality of the incarnation.? It is an evidential factor, in
much the same way that the other miracles and particularly the resur-
rection function to certify the supernaturalness of Christ. On this basis,
the virgin birth was not necessary ontologically, that is, the virgin birth
was not necessary for Jesus to be God. It is, however, necessary episte-
mologically, that is, in order for us to know that he is God.

On the other hand, some have contended that the doctrine of the
virgin birth is dispensable.!® It could be omitted with no disruption of the
essential meaning of Christianity. While few evangelicals take this posi-
tion actively, it is interesting to note that some evangelical systematic-
theology texts make little or no mention of the virgin birth in their
treatment of Christology.!! In fact, much of the discussion of the virgin
birth has come in separate works which deal at length with the subject.

It will be necessary for us, once we have examined the positive argu-
ments or evidence for the virgin birth, to ask what the real meaning of

6. Dale Moody, The Word of Truth: A Summary of Christian Doctrine Based on
Biblical Revelation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 198 1), p. 417. Raymond Brown uses the
term “Virginal Conception™The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus
(New York: Paulist, 1973), pp. 27-28.

7. Tertullian Adversus Marcionem 4. 10.

8. Orr, Virgin Birth, pp. 190-201.

9. Edward J. Carnell, “The Virgin Birth of Christ,” Christianity Today, 7 December
1959, pp. 9-10.

10. L. Harold De Wolf, A Theology of the Living Church (New York: Harper and Row,
1960), pp. 230-32.

11. E.g., Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953); Charles
Hodge, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952), vol. 2.
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the doctrine is, and what its importance is. Then, and only then, will we
be able to draw its practical implications.

Evidence for the Virgin Birth

Biblical Evidence

The doctrine of the virgin birth is based upon just two explicit biblical
references-Matthew 1:18-25 and Luke 1:26-38. There are other pas-
sages in the New Testament which some have argued refer to or at least
allude to or presuppose the virgin birth, and there is the prophecy of
Isaiah 7:14 which is cited by Matthew (1:23). But even when these pas-
sages are taken into consideration, the number of relevant references is
quite few.

We might simply stop at this point and assert that since the Bible
affirms the virgin birth not once but twice, that is sufficient proof. Since
we believe that the Bible is inspired and authoritative, Matthew 1 and
Luke 1 convince us that the virgin birth is fact. However, we must also
be mindful that inasmuch as a claim of historical truthfulness is made
for the virgin birth, that is, inasmuch as it is represented as an event
occurring within time and space, it is in principle capable of being
confirmed or falsified by the data of historical research.

In trying to determine the historicity of the virgin birth, we note, first,
the basic integrity of the two pertinent passages. Both of the explicit
references, and specifically Matthew 1:20-21 and Luke 1:34, are integral
parts of the narrative in which they occur; they are not insertions or
interpolations. Moreover, Raymond Brown finds that between each of
the infancy narratives and the rest of the book in which it appears there
is a continuity in style (e.g., the vocabulary, the general formula of cita-
tion) and subject matter.!2

In addition, it can be argued that the two accounts of Jesus’ birth,
although clearly independent of one another, are similar on so many
points (including Mary’s virginity) that it must be concluded that for
those points both draw independently upon a common narrative earlier
than either of them; having greater antiquity, it also has a stronger claim
to historicity. Brown has compiled a list of eleven points which the
accounts in Matthew and Luke have in common.!?> Among the significant
items in which they differ Brown notes Luke’s references to the story of

12. Brown, Birth of the Messiah, pp. 48-51, 239-43.
13. Ibid., pp. 34-35.
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Zechariah, Elizabeth, and the birth of John the Baptist, the census, the
shepherds, the presentation of the infant Jesus in the temple, and his
teaching there at age twelve. Matthew, on the other hand, has the story
of the Magi’s being guided to the child by the star, the slaughter of the
infants by Herod, and the flight into Egypt.'* That despite this diversity
both accounts specifically refer to the virginal conception is a strong hint
that for this particular item both depended on a single earlier tradition.
An additional point of authentication relates to the Jewish character of
these portions of the two Gospels. From the perspective of form criticism,
then, the tradition of the virgin birth appeared within the church at an
early point in its history, when it was under primarily Jewish, rather than
Greek, influence.!s

Whence did this tradition derive? One answer that has been given is
that it arose from extrabiblical, extra-Christian sources. Both myths
found in pagan religions and pre-Christian Judaism have been suggested
as the source for the tradition. We will examine these suggestions a little
later (pp. 752-53). We note here, however, that the parallels with other
religions are rather superficial and the alleged sources differ from the
biblical accounts in very significant ways. Further, there is real doubt
whether most of them would have been known or acceptable to early
Christians. Thus, this theory must be discarded.

In the past it was common to attribute the tradition to Joseph and
Mary, who, after all, would have been the only ones with firsthand
knowledge. Thus, Matthew’s account was attributed to Joseph, and Luke’s
to Mary.!* When looked at from the perspective of what is mentioned
and what omitted, this hypothesis makes considerable sense. But Brown
argues that Joseph, who was apparently dead by the time of Jesus’ public
ministry, cannot be considered a source for the tradition. And Mary does
not seem to have been close to the disciples during Jesus’ ministry,
although she apparently was part of the postresurrection community.
Brown states that while it is not impossible that she was the source of
the material in Luke’s infancy narrative, it is most unlikely that she
supplied the material for Matthew’s account, since it does not seem to be
told from her standpoint. So Brown concludes that “we have no real

14. Ibid., P. 35.

15. Raymond E. Brown, “Virgin Birth,” in The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, ed.
Keith Crim (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976), supplementary volume, p. 941. While we have
expressed reservations about the utility of form criticism (pp. 91-95), it is significant that
even on its premises, there is support for the early existence of this tradition.

16. Orr, Virgin Birth, p. 83.
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knowledge that any or all of the infancy material came from a tradition
for which there was a corroborating witness.”!”

Despite Brown’s arguments it is difficult to accept his conclusion. The
argument that Joseph cannot be considered a source of the tradition of
the virgin birth because he was already dead by the time of Jesus’
ministry, while an argument from silence, is probably technically correct.
He was not a direct source. It does not follow, however, that there is no
way in which his personal experiences in connection with Jesus’ birth
could have become known to the early community. Did Joseph have no
acquaintances in whom he might have confided and who might have
eventually become believers and part of the Christian community? And,
as someone has well questioned, did he and Mary never talk with one
another? There also is a too hasty dismissal of the role of Mary. If, as
Brown concedes, there is New Testament evidence that she was part of
the postresurrection community (Acts 1:14), is she not a likely source of
the tradition?

Nor should we too easily dismiss the possibility that other members of
Jesus’ family may have played a role. It has been observed that the
Protevangelium of James, supposedly an account of Jesus’ birth by one
of his brothers, is highly folkloric and makes elementary mistakes about
matters of temple procedure. But does it follow from the undependability
of this apocryphal writing that the actual James, who is conceded by
Brown to have survived into the 60s,!® could not have been a reliable
source of an accurate tradition? Brown himself made a cogent sugges-
tion in this regard in an earlier writing:

A family tradition about the manner of Jesus’ conception may have lent
support to the theological solution [to the problem of how Jesus could
have been free from sin]. While there is no way of proving the existence
of such a private tradition, the prominence of Jesus’ relatives in the
Jerusalem church-e.g., James, the brother of the Lord-should caution
us about the extent to which Christians were free, at least up through the
60s, to invent family traditions about Jesus.!

17. Brown, Birth of the Messiah, p. 33.

18. Ibid.

19. Brown, “Virgin Birth,” p. 941; cf. Birth of the Messiah, p. 35n. In the latter work,
Brown supports his basic argument (that Joseph and Mary were not the source of the
tradition) by emphasizing the differences between Matthew and Luke. He assumes, for
instance, that if Joseph had told Mary of the annunciation to him, it would have appeared
in Luke’s account. Similarly, if Mary supplied Luke with information, she must have
mentioned the Magi and the flight into Egypt. Despite his acquaintance with redaction
criticism, Brown seems to ignore the possibility that Luke may have made selections from
what Mary told him. Note also that if the virgin conception is true, James should be
thought of as Jesus’ half brother, not his brother.
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If we exclude the family as the source of the tradition, we have the
knotty problem as to where it in fact did come from. We have noted that
the hypothesis of an extrabiblical source will not suffice. We therefore
conclude that “it is difficult to explain how the idea arose if not from
fact.”20 While it is not necessary for us to establish the exact source of
the tradition, Jesus’ family still seems to be a very likely possibility.

We should note also that apparently there was an early questioning of
Jesus’ legitimacy. There is in Celsus’s anti-Christian polemic (about 177-
180) a charge that Jesus was the illegitimate son of Mary and a Roman
soldier named Panthera, and that Jesus had himself created the story of
his virgin birth.21 That Celsus’s work is believed to be based upon Jewish
sources argues for an early tradition of the virgin birth.

Even within the New Testament, however, there are indications of a
questioning of Jesus’ legitimacy. In Mark 6:3 Jesus is identified by his
fellow townspeople as “the son of Mary,” whereas we would expect to
find the designation “the son of Joseph.” This is considered by some a
reference to a tradition that Joseph was not Jesus’ father; their view is
fortified by the statement that the townspeople took offense at Jesus.
Generally, when a man in those times was being identified, it was in
terms of who his father was. A man was identified in terms of who his
mother was only if his paternity was uncertain or unknown.** Brown
argues that the fact that Jesus’ brothers are also mentioned in Mark 6:3
as a sign of his ordinariness militates against understanding the designa-
tion “the son of Mary” as evidence that Jesus was regarded as illegitimate,
for the legitimacy of his brothers and sisters would thus be called into
question as well.2> Whether or not Browns inference is valid, it is appar-
ent that the evidence of the text is not conclusive. The existence of variant
readings (e.g., “the son of the carpenter”) is another warning against
drawing hasty conclusions.

One other text bearing upon this issue is John 8:41, where the Jews
say to Jesus, “We were not born of fornication.” The use of the emphatic
pronoun 7uets could be construed as an innuendo: “It is not we who are
illegitimate.”

It would not be surprising if there was a rumor that Jesus was illegiti-
mate, for according to both Matthew’s and Luke’s account, Jesus was
conceived after Mary was betrothed to Joseph, but before they had
officially come together. Therefore, Jesus was born embarrassingly early.

20. Brown, “Virgin Birth,” P. 941.

2 1. Origen Against Celsus 1. 28, 32, 69.

22. Ethelbert Stauffer, “Jeschu ben Mirjam,” in Neotestamentica et Semitica, ed. E. E.
Ellis and M. Wilcox (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1969), pp. 119-28.

23. Brown, Birth of the Messiah, p. 541.

The Virgin Birth 747

Matthew in particular may have included the story found in 1. 18-25
because a rumor of illegitimacy was in circulation. He may well have
been motivated by a desire to preserve both respect for Jesus’ parents
and the conviction of Jesus’ sinlessness. Certainly the indications that
Jesus may have been thought illegitimate cohere with the virgin concep-
tion. They do not, of course, verify it, since another option consistent
with those indications would be that he indeed was illegitimate. But at
the very least we can assert that all the biblical evidence makes it clear
that Joseph was not the natural father of Jesus.

Early Church Tradition

Another evidence of the virgin birth is its strong tradition in the early
church. While this tradition does not in itself establish the virgin birth as
a fact, it is the type of evidence that we would expect if the doctrine is
true.

A beginning point is the Apostles’ Creed. The form which we now use
was produced in Gaul in the fifth or sixth century, but its roots go back
much further. It actually is based upon an old Roman baptismal confes-
sion. The virgin birth is affirmed in the earlier as well as the later form.2*
By shortly after the middle of the second century the early form was
already in use, not only in Rome, but by Tertullian in North Africa and
Irenaeus in Gaul and Asia Minor. The presence of the doctrine of the
virgin birth in an early confession of the important church of Rome is
highly significant, especially since such a creed would not have incorpo-
rated any new doctrine.?

One other important early testimony is that of Ignatius, bishop of
Syrian Antioch, who was martyred not later than 117. Arguing against
Docetists, he produced a summary of the chief facts about Christ. Adolf
von Harnack called Ignatius’s summary a kerygma of Christ.? It included
a reference to the virginity of Mary as one of the “mysteries to be shouted
about.”?” Several observations make this reference the more impressive:
(1) inasmuch as Ignatius was writing against Docetism, the expression
‘born of woman” (as in Gal. 4:4) would have been more to his purpose
than was “born of a virgin”; (2) it was written not by a novice, but by the
bishop of the mother church of Gentile Christianity; (3) it was written no

24. A. C. McGiffert, The Apostles” Creed Its Origin, Its Purpose, and its Historical
Interpretation (New York: Scribner, 1902), pp. 122-28.

25. J. Gresham Machen, The Virgin Birth of Christ (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1930), p. 4.

26. See Machen, Virgin Birth, p. 7.

27. Ignatius Ephesians 18.2- 19.1.
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later than 117. As J. Gresham Machen has observed, “when we find
| Ignatius] attesting the virgin birth not as a novelty but altogether as a
matter of course, as one of the accepted facts about Christ, it becomes
evident that the belief in the virgin birth must have been prevalent long
before the close of the first century.”2

It is true, of course, that there is also early evidence of denials of the
virgin birth. Some of these, naturally, were by pagans. More significant,
however, are the objections from Jews, who were in a better position to
be aware of the facts and might reflect a more accurate picture of the
tradition. There were also objections raised by some who claimed to be
Christian believers. Among these various types of opponents of the doc-
trine were Celsus, Cerinthus, Carpocrates, and the Ebionites. It is signifi-
cant that we do not find denial of the virgin birth by anyone who is
otherwise orthodox (i.e., who holds to all the other basic doctrines of the
orthodox Christian faith). Machen aptly summarizes the negative testi-
mony from the second century: “The denials of the virgin birth which
appear in that century were based upon philosophical or dogmatic pre-
possession, much more probably than upon genuine historical tradi-
tion.**”

By contrast, the existence of strong positive testimony from the second
century, coupled with the other types of evidence already cited, argues
forcefully for the historicity and factuality of the virgin birth. While the
evidence is not unambiguous or overwhelming, it is sufficient to support
belief in the biblical testimony on this important topic.

Objections to the Virgin Birth

In response to the positive arguments for the virgin birth a large
number of objections have been raised. We will investigate several of the
more notable obstacles to belief in this doctrine.

Unexpected Ignorance Regarding the Virgin Birth%

It has been argued that persons who were close to Jesus, most espe-
cially Mary, but also his brothers, had no knowledge of a miraculous
birth. On the basis of Mark 3:21, 31, it is assumed that they were the ones
who came to take him away, believing that he was beside himself. Aware-

28. Machen, Virgin Birth, p. 7.

29. Ibid., p. 43.

30. Brown, Virginal Conception, P. 54; G. A. Danell, “Did St. Paul Know the Tradition
About t he Virgin Birth?” Studia Theologica 4, fasc. 1 (1951): 94.
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ness of amiraculous birth would certainly have gone a long way toward
explaining his behavior which appeared so bizarre to them here.

It has also been pointed out that most of the New Testament is silent
on the subject of the virgin birth. How could Mark, the author of the
earliest and most basic of the Gospels, omit mentioning this subject if he
was aware of it? And why would John’s Gospel, the most theological of
the four, be silent on an important issue of this type? Further, it is
incredible that Paul, with all of his exposition of the significance of Christ
and with his strong orientation toward doctrine, should be ignorant of
this matter if it really was a fact and part of the early church tradition.
For that matter, the preaching of the early church, recorded in the Book
of Acts, is strangely silent on this subject. Is it not peculiar that only two
books make mention of the virgin birth, and then only in brief accounts?
Even Matthew and Luke do not make any further use of or reference to
the virgin birth. These are serious charges which demand reply, for if
taken at face value, they undercut or neutralize the claim that there was
early testimony to the virgin birth.

We must look first at Mark 3. There is no assurance that Mary and
Jesus’ brothers (v. 3 1) were the “friends” who thought him to be beside
himself (v. 2 1). Literally, the Greek reads “the ones from his,” presumably
a reference to persons from his own home. Just who these were, however,
is by no means clear. And it is noteworthy that in verse 3 1 there is no
mention of the incident of verse 21. It is likely, then, that the one is not a
sequel to the other. Rather, the two verses are reporting disconnected
occurrences. There is no indication that when Mary and Jesus’ brothers
came seeking him, they were concerned about his mental condition or
the stability of his actions. No connection is established with the termi-
nology of verse 2 1, nor is there any hint that this was a second approach
by Jesus’ mother and brothers. Moreover, a verbal exchange with scribes
from Jerusalem intervenes between the two verses. And Jesus’ reference
to “my mother and my brothers” contains no hint of an unfavorable
reflection upon them (w. 33-35). There is no warrant, then, to believe
that the “friends” who thought Jesus to be beside himself were his
mother and brothers.

Even if Mary had been among those who thought Jesus to be beside
himself, however, that surely would not be incompatible with knowledge
of the virgin birth. If Mary had expected that Jesus was someday to sit
upon the throne of David, there might easily have been perplexity on her
part. For the ministry in which Jesus was now engaged seemed to
produce opposition and rejection. Yet she may also have been mindful of
the fact that, during the period from Jesus’ infancy to adulthood, she had
been in a position of superiority over him-caring for him, training him,
teaching and counseling him. There had no doubt been times when she
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had found it necessary to advise him regarding wiser courses of action
for his personal life, if indeed his incarnation was genuine. She may have
regarded this episode as simply another occasion when her guidance
was needed.

Regarding the brothers, some of the same considerations apply. In
their case, however, we also have an explicit reference indicating that
they did not believe upon Jesus during his ministry, or at least at some
point during his ministry (John 7:5). Their lack of belief has been cited as
evidence that they had no knowledge of a virgin birth and therefore it
had not occurred. But we have no reason to assume that they had in fact
been told of the virgin birth by Mary and Joseph. While that truth may
well have been shared with them at a later point, and may even have had
something to do with their coming to faith in him, it is quite possible that
they, being younger than Jesus, at the time of their unbelief knew nothing
of his unusual birth.

But what of the silence of the other books of the New Testament? The
Gospel according to Mark is thought to be particularly significant in this
respect, since it presumably is an early and basic document upon which
the other Synoptic Gospels built. But one must always be careful in
arguing from silence, and especially in this case. Mark does not give any
account of the birth and infancy of Jesus. The very design of the book
seems to have been to provide a report of the events that had been a
matter of public observation, not to give the intimate details of Jesus’ life.
In writing as relatively compact a book as he did, Mark inevitably had to
make selections from the material available. There are no extended
discourses reported by Mark, such as we find in Matthew, and the type
of incident that would be known and reportable by only one or two
persons is not found here either. The tradition that Mark based his Gospel
upon information supplied by Peter suggests that Mark may have chosen
to include only what the apostle had personally observed. These consid-
erations, if accurate, would account for the absence of any reference to
the virgin birth. They do not imply either that Mark did not know of it or
that the tradition was spurious.

There is, indeed, one item in Mark’s Gospel that some see as a hint
that the author did know about the virgin birth. That occurs in 6:3. In
the parallel passage Matthew reports that the people of Nazareth asked,
“Is not this the carpenter’s son?” (Matt. 13:SS); and Luke has, “Is not this
Joseph’s son?” (4:22). However, the report in Mark reads, “Is not this the
carpenter, the son of Mary and brother of James and Joses and Judas
and Simon, and are not his sisters here with us?” It is as if Mark is taking
pains to avoid referring to Jesus as the son of Joseph. Unlike Matthew’s
and Luke’s readers, who had been made aware of the virgin birth in the
opening chapter of each of those Gospels, Mark’s readers would have no
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way of knowing about it. So he chose his words very carefully in order
not to give the wrong impression. The crucial point for us is that Mark’s
account gives no basis whatsoever for concluding that Joseph was the
father of Jesus. Thus, although Mark does not tell us of the virgin birth,
he certainly does not contradict it either.

John also makes no mention of the virgin birth in his Gospel. As with
Mark, it should be observed that the nature of Johns Gospel is such that
there is no birth narrative. True, the prologue does speak of Jesus’ origin,
but this passage is theologically oriented rather than historical, and it is
followed immediately by a picture of Jesus and John the Baptist at the
beginning of Jesus’ public ministry. There is nothing even approaching a
narrative account of the events of Jesus’ life prior to the ‘age of thirty.
While some have sought to find an allusion to the virgin birth in John
1:13, that interpretation depends upon a disputed textual reading.

As we observed earlier, there are no references to the virgin birth in
the sermons in the Book of Acts. We should note, however, that those
sermons were delivered to hostile or uninformed audiences. It would
therefore have been unnatural to include references to the virgin birth,
for they might introduce an unnecessary obstacle to acceptance of the
message and the one on whom it centered.

The remaining consideration is the writing of Paul. Because of his
dominant role in the formulation of the theology of the early church,
what he says or does not say is of considerable importance. A close
reading will find nothing in the writings or speeches of Paul that deals
directly with the question of the virgin birth, from either a positive or a
negative perspective. Some have seen evidence for and others evidence
against the virgin birth in Galatians 4:4, but their arguments do not carry
much weight. Some have found Romans 1:3 to be inconsistent with the
idea of virgin conception, but it is hard to see any definite contradiction.

The absence of any reference to the virgin birth is nonetheless of
concern to us, for if it is a matter of great importance, it seems strange
that Paul did not make more of it. We need to see Paul’s writings for
what they were, however: not general discourses of a catechetical nature,
but treatments of particular problems in the life of a church or an
individual. If the occasion did not call for exposition or argument on a
particular topic, Paul did not deal with it. Among the great issues about
which he did argue are grace and the law, the nature of spiritual gifts
within the body of Christ, and personal morality. He did not go into detail
on issues concerning the person of Christ, for they were evidently not
matters of dispute in the churches or for the individuals to whom he
wrote.

To sum up our point: there is nothing in the silence of many New
Testament writers on the subject of the virgin birth to militate against it.
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Somewhat later, however, in view of all this silence, wc may have to ask
just what the importance of the doctrine is. Is it indispensable to Christian
faith, and, if so, in what way?

The Possibility of Its Precluding Full Humanity

Some have raised the question of whether Jesus was fully human if
he had but one human parent.?! But this confuses the essence of human-
ity with the process which transfers it from one generation to another.
Adam and Eve did not have a human father or mother, yet were fully
human; and in the case of Adam, there was no prior human from whom
his human nature could in any sense have been taken.

It may be objected that the absence of the male factor would some-
how preclude full humanity. This, however, with its implicit chauvinism,
does not follow. Jesus was not produced after the genetic pattern of Mary
alone, for in that case, he would in effect have been a clone of her, and
would necessarily have been female. Rather, a male component was
contributed. In other words, a sperm was united with the ovum provided
by Mary, but it was specially created for the occasion instead of being
supplied by an existent male.

Parallels in Other Religions

It has been suggested that the biblical accounts of the virgin birth are
nothing more than an adaptation of similar accounts occurring in the
literature of other religions. Plutarch suggests that a woman can be
impregnated when approached by a divine preuma3? This remark oc-
curs in his retelling of the legend of Numa, who after the death of his
wife withdrew into solitude to have intercourse with the divine being
Egeria. There are stories of how Zeus begat Hercules, Perseus, and
Alexander, and of Apollo’s begetting lon, Asclepius, Pythagoras, Plato, and
Augustus. These myths, however, are nothing more than stories about
fornication between divine and human beings, which is something radi-
cally different from the biblical accounts of the virgin birth. Dale Moody
comments: “The yawning chasm between these pagan myths of poly-
theistic promiscuity and the lofty monotheism of the virgin birth of Jesus
is too wide for careful research to cross.”* The similarity is far less than

31. Brown, Virginal Conception, pp. 56-61.

32. Plutarch Numa 4.4.

33. Dale Moody, “Virgin Birth,” in The Interpreter? Dictionary of the Bible, ed. George
Buttrick (New York: Abingdon, 1962), vol. 4, p. 791.

The Virgin Birth 753

the differences. Therefore, the idea that pagan myths might have been
incorporated into the Gospel accounts must be rejected.

A variation of this view connects the biblical accounts with Judaism
instead of with pagan religion. The accounts in Matthew and Luke are
considered too Jewish to have allowed any direct pagan influence. What
we must recognize, however, say proponents of this variant theory, is that
in Judaism there was an expectation of a virgin birth. Somehow Judaism
had picked up this idea from paganism and incorporated it. It then was
transmitted into the Christian documents in its Judaized form.

The problem with this theory is that there is no substantive evidence
that Judaism espoused a belief in a virgin birth. It appears that the theory
has been constructed on the presupposition that virgin birth is a pagan
idea and that, since it would not have been accepted directly, it must
have come to Christianity through Judaism. Therefore, it is assumed that
such a belief must have existed within Judaism.

Incompatibility with the Preexistence of Christ

An additional major objection to the idea of virgin birth is that it
cannot be reconciled with the clear and definite evidence of the preexist-
ence of Christ. If we hold the one, it is claimed, we cannot hold the other.
They are mutually exclusive, not complementary. The most articulate
recent statement of this objection is that of Wolfhart Pannenberg.34

Is this objection valid, however? In the orthodox Christian understand-
ing, Jesus is fully divine and fully human. His preexistence relates to his
divinity and the virgin birth to his humanity. The Word, the Second
Person of the Trinity, always has been. At a finite point in time he assumed
humanity, however, and was born as the man Jesus of Nazareth. There is
no reason why the preexistence and virgin birth should be in conflict if
one believes that there was a genuine incarnation at the beginning of
Jesus’ earthly life.35

Conflict with Natural Law

A final objection to the virgin birth results from a fundamental resist-
ance to the possibility of miracles and the intrusion of the supernatural

34. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus-God and Man (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1968),
p. 143.

35. Otto Piper argues that the church fathers, particularly Tatian and the Valentinian
Gnostics, thought of the preexistence of Christ and the virgin birth in tandem-“While in
the writings of John and Paul the preexistence of Christ is practically a substitute of the
Virgin Birth, it serves in those fathers as evidence of the preexistence” (Otto A. Piper, “The
Virgin Birth: The Meaning of the Gospel Accounts,” Interpretation 18, no. 2 [April 1964}
132).
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into the realm of history. In actuality, this objection may well lie behind
some of the others. Here, however, we will bring it out into the open:
normal human birth always requires sexual reproduction involving both
a male and a female parent.

We considered the subject of miracles in our chapter on God’s provi-
dence.* We will here simply point out that one’s position on the possibil-
ity of miracles is largely a matter of basic world-view. If one believes
that all that happens is a result of natural forces, and that the system of
nature is the whole of reality, then there cannot be any “miraculous”
occurrences. If, on the other hand, one is open to the possibility of a
reality outside of our closed system, then there is also the possibility
that a supernatural power can intervene and counter the normal func-
tioning of immanent laws. In an open universe, or one that is regarded as
open, any event and its contradictory have an equal possibility of occur-
ring. In such a situation, one’s position on particular issues like the
virgin birth is a matter of determining on historical grounds what
actually happened. It is not a matter of theorizing as to what can or
cannot happen. Our contention is that there is an adequate amount of
historical evidence that Jesus was indeed the son of a virgin who con-
ceived without the normal human sexual relationship. If we have no
antecedent objection to the possibility of such an event, we are driven to
the conclusion that it did indeed occur.

The Theological Meaning of the Virgin Birth

Having examined the evidence for and against the virgin birth and
concluded that there is adequate basis for holding to the doctrine, we
must now ask what it means. Why is it important?

On one level, of course, the virgin birth is important simply because
we are told that it occurred. Whether or not we can see a necessity for
the virgin birth, if the Bible tells us that it happened, it is important to
believe that it did because not to do so is a tacit repudiation of the
authority of the Bible. If we do not hold to the virgin birth despite the
fact that the Bible asserts it, then we have compromised the authority of
the Bible and there is in principle no reason why we should hold to its
other teachings. Thus, rejecting the virgin birth has implications reaching
far beyond the doctrine itself.

But, we must ask, is not the virgin birth important in some more
specific way? Some have argued that the doctrine is indispensable to the
incarnation. Without the virgin birth there would have been no union of

36. See pp. 406-09.
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God and man.*? If Jesus had been simply the product of a normal sexual
union of man and woman, he would have been only a human being, not
a God-man. But is this really true? Could he not have been God and man
if he had had two human parents, or none? Just as Adam was created
directly by God, so Jesus could also have been a direct special creation.
And accordingly, it should have been possible for Jesus to have two
human parents and to have been fully the God-man nonetheless. To insist
that having a human male parent would have excluded the possibility of
deity smacks of Apollinarianism, according to which the divine Logos
took the place of one of the normal components of human nature (the
soul). But Jesus was fully human, including everything that both a male
and a female parent would ordinarily contribute. In addition, there was
the element of deity. What God did was to supply, by a special creation,
both the human component ordinarily contributed by the male (and
thus we have the virgin birth) and, in addition, a divine factor (and thus
we have the incarnation). The virgin birth requires only that a normal
human being was brought into existence without a human male parent.
This could have occurred without an incarnation, and there could have
been an incarnation without a virgin birth. Some have called the latter
concept “instant adoptionism,” since presumably the human involved
would have existed on his own apart from the addition of the divine
nature. The point here, however, is that, with the incarnation occurring
at the moment of conception or birth, there would never have been a
moment when Jesus was not both fully human and fully divine. In other
words, his being both God and man did not depend. on the virgin birth.
A second suggestion frequently made is that the virgin birth was
indispensable to the sinlessness of Jesus.38 If he had possessed both that
which the mother contributes and what the father ordinarily contributes,
he would have had a depraved and hence sinful nature, like the rest of
us. But this argument seems to suggest that we too would be sinless if

37. Tertullian Adversus Marcionem 4. 10. Carl Henry comes close to this position
when he says, “It may be admitted, of course, that the Virgin Birth is not flatly identical
with the Incarnation, just as the empty tomb is not flatly identical with the Resurrection.
The one might be affirmed without the other. Yet the connection is so close, and indeed
indispensable, that were the Virgin Birth or the empty tomb denied, it is likely that either
the Incarnation or the Resurrection would be called in question, or they would be
affirmed in a form very different from that which they have in Scripture and historic
teaching. The Virgin Birth might well be described as an essential, historical indication of
the Incarnation, bearing not only an analogy to the divine and human natures of the
Incarnate, but also bringing out the nature, purpose, and bearing of this work of God to
salvation” (“Our Lord’s Virgin Birth,” Christianity Today, 7 December 1959, p. 20).

38. Hans von Campenhausen, The Virgin Birth in the Theology of the Ancient Church
(Naperville, 111.; Alec R. Allenson, 1964), pp. 79-86.
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we did not have a male parent. And this in turn would mean one of two
things: either (1) the father, not the mother, is the source of depravity, a
notion which in effect implies that women do not have a depraved nature
(or if they do, they do not transmit it), or (2) depravity comes not from
the nature of our parents, but from the sexual act by which reproduction
takes place. But there is nothing in the Scripture to support the latter
alternative. The statement in Psalm 51:5, “in sin did my mother conceive
me,” simply means that the psalmist was sinful from the very beginning
of life. It does not mean that the act of conception is sinful in and of
itself. Unfortunately, this misapprehension that the reproductive act is
intrinsically sinful has led some Christians to have unhealthy attitudes
about sex. We think, for example, of the effect of Augustine’s censure of
“concupiscence.”

We are left, then, with the former alternative, namely, that the trans-
mission of sin is related to the father. But this does not have any scriptural
grounding either. While some support might be found in Paul’s statement
that it was the sin of Adam (Rom. 512) which made all men sinners, Paul
also indicates that Eve, not Adam, “was deceived and became a trans-
gressor” (1 Tim. 2: 14). There are no signs of greater sinfulness among
men than among women.

The question arises, If all of the human race is tainted by the original
sin, would not Mary have contributed some of its consequences to Jesus?
It has been argued that Jesus did have a depraved nature, but he com-
mitted no actual sin.** We would point out in reply that the angel said to
Mary, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most
High will overshadow you; therefore the child to be born will be called
holy, the Son of God” (Luke 1:35). It seems likely that the influence of the
Holy Spirit was so powerful and sanctifying in its effect that there was
no conveyance of depravity or of guilt from Mary to Jesus. Without that
special sanctifying influence, he would have possessed the same de-
praved nature that all of us have. Now if the Holy Spirit prevented
corruption from being passed from Mary to Jesus, could not he have
prevented it from being passed on by Joseph as well? We conclude that
Jesus’ sinlessness was not dependent upon the virgin conception.

We noted earlier that the virgin birth is not mentioned in the evange-
listic sermons in the Book of Acts. It may well be, then, that it is not one
of the first-level doctrines (i.e., indispensable to salvation). It is a subsidi-
ary or supporting doctrine; it helps create or sustain belief in the indis-

39. Karl Barth appears to have held the position that Jesus took upon himself the
same fallen nature which we now possess; his sinlessness consisted in his never commit-
ting actual sin (Church Dogmatics [Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1956], vol. 1, part 2, pp.
151-55).
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pensable doctrines, or reinforces truths which are found in other
doctrines. Like the resurrection, it is at once a historical event, a doctrine,
and an evidence. It is quite possible to be unaware or ignorant of the
virgin birth and yet be saved. Indeed, a rather large number of persons
evidently were. But what, then, is the significance of this teaching?

1. The doctrine of the virgin birth is a reminder that our salvation is
supernatural. Jesus, in telling Nicodemus about the necessity of new
birth, said that “unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot
enter the kingdom of God. That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and
that which is born of the Spirit is spirit” (John 3:5b-6). John stated that
those who believe and receive authority to become children of God are
born “not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but
of God” (John 1:13). The emphasis is that salvation does not come
through man’s effort, nor is it his accomplishment. So also the virgin
birth points to the helplessness of man to initiate even the first step in the
process. Not only is man unable to secure his own salvation, but he could
not even introduce the Savior into human society.

The virgin birth is, or at least should be, a check upon our natural
human tendency towards pride. While Mary was the one who gave birth
to the Savior, she would never have been able to do so, even with the aid
of Joseph, if the Holy Spirit had not been present and at work. The virgin
birth is evidence of the Holy Spirit’s activity. Paul wrote in another
connection, “But we have this treasure in earthen vessels, to show that
the transcendent power belongs to God and not to us” (2 Cor. 47). The
virgin birth is a reminder that our salvation, though it came through
humanity, is totally of God.

2. The virgin birth is also a reminder that God’s salvation is fully a gift
of grace. There was nothing particularly deserving about Mary. There
were probably countless Jewish girls who could have served to give birth
to the Son of God. Certainly Mary manifested qualities which God could
use, such as faith and dedication (Luke 1:38, 46-55). But she really had
nothing special to offer, not even a husband. That someone apparently
incapable of having a child should be chosen to bear God’s Son is a
reminder that salvation is not a human accomplishment but a gift from
God, and an undeserved one at that.

3. The virgin birth is evidence of the uniqueness of Jesus the Savior.
Although there could have been an incarnation without a virgin birth,
the miraculous nature of the birth (or at least the conception) serves to
show that Jesus was, at the very least, a highly unusual man singled out
by God in particular ways.

4. Here is another evidence of the power and sovereignty of God over
nature. On several occasions (e.g., the births of Isaac, Samuel, and John
the Baptist) God had provided a child when the mother was barren or
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past the age of childbearing. Surely these were miraculous births. Even
more amazing, however, was this birth. God had pointed to his tremen-
dous power when, in promising a child to Abraham and Sarah, he had
asked rhetorically, “Is anything too hard for the Lorn?” (Gen. 18:14). God
is all-powerful, able to alter and supersede the path of nature to accom-
plish his purposes. That God was able to work the seemingly impossible
in the matter of the virgin birth is symbolic of his ability to accomplish
the seemingly impossible task of granting a new birth to sinners. As Jesus
himself said in regard to salvation: “With men this is impossible, but with
God all things are possible” (Matt. 19:26).
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At has been important to make a thorough study of Christ’s

person, his deity and humanity, so that we might better understand what
his unique nature enabled him to do for us. He always was, of course,
the eternal Second Person of the Trinity. He became incarnate, however,
because of the task that he had to accomplish-saving us from our sin.
While some have argued that Jesus would have become incarnate
whether man sinned or not, that seems rather unlikely.
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We have chosen, in this treatment, to regard the person of Christ as
not only ontologically prior to his work, but also epistemologically prior.
The view of revelation we have espoused allows for this possibility of
acquiring knowledge about Christ’s person before knowledge about his
work. For revelation about God is twofold. We believe that revelation has
taken place through and as the acts of God in historical events. We also
hold that a more direct revelation of his person came to the biblical
writers, whether in dreams, visions, or concursive inspiration. Thus, we
need not infer the meaning of Jesus’ acts from their basic character. We
have been told in the biblical revelation who and what Jesus Christ is; we
do not have to deduce his nature from the ministry that he performed.
This gives us certain advantages. For without prior understanding of the
person and nature of Jesus Christ, one cannot fully understand the work
which he did. Who he was especially fitted him for what he was to do.
With this knowledge we are in a much better position to understand
Christ’s work than if we had to interpret from our mere human perspec-
tive all that he has done.

The Functions of Christ

Historically, it has been customary to categorize the work of Christ in
terms of three “offices”: prophet, priest, and king. While some of the
church fathers spoke of the offices of Christ, it was John Calvin who gave
special attention to this concept.1 The concept of offices then came to be
commonly employed in dealing with the work of Christ.

However, many recent treatments of Christology do not categorize the
many-faceted work of Jesus as that of prophet, priest, and king. In part
this is because some modern theologies have a different perspective on
one or more of the types of work so characterized. It is important,
however, to retain the truths that Jesus reveals God to man, reconciles
God and man to one another, and rules and will rule over the whole of
the creation, including man. These truths, if not the exact titles, must be
maintained if we are to recognize the whole of what Christ accomplishes
in his ministry.

There are several reasons why there has been a hesitation to use the
term “offices of Christ” in recent theology. One reason is the tendency,
particularly in Protestant scholasticism, to view the offices in sharp dis-
tinction or isolation from one another. Sometimes, as G. C. Berkouwer
points out, there has been objection to the concept of offices on the

1. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, book 2, chapter 15.
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grounds that distinctions of any kind are artificial and scholastic.2 An-
other reason for the hesitation is that occasionally the idea of office has
been taken in too formal a fashion.? This stems from particular conno-
tations which the term office carries outside the Scriptures. The result is
a clouding over of the dynamic and personal character of Christ’s work.

Behind the concept of the offices of Christ is the basic idea that Jesus
was commissioned to a task. The dimensions of that task (prophetic,
priestly, kingly) are biblical, not an imposition upon the biblical material
of a foreign set of categories. In order to preserve a unified view of the
work of Christ, Berkouwer has referred to the office (singular) of Christ.*
Dale Moody refers to the offices, using the terms prophet, priest, and
potentate.5 In so doing, he expands upon the office of king, while retaining
the general idea.

We have chosen to speak of the three functions of Christ-revealing,
ruling, and reconciling. It is appropriate to think of these aspects of
Christ’s work as his commission, for Jesus was the Messiah, the anointed
one. In the Old Testament, people were anointed to particular roles which
they were to perform (e.g., priest or king). So when we speak of Jesus as
the Christ, or anointed one, we must ask to what role(s) he was anointed.
It will be important to maintain all three aspects of his work, not stressing
one so that the others are diminished, nor splitting them too sharply
from one another, as if they were separate actions of Christ.

The Revelatory Role of Christ

Many references to the ministry of Christ stress the revelation which
he gave of the Father and of heavenly truth. And indeed, Jesus clearly
understood himself to be a prophet, for when his ministry in Nazareth
was not received, he said, “A prophet is not without honor except in his
own country and in his own house” (Matt. 1357). That he was a prophet
was recognized by those who heard him preach, at least by his followers.
Moreover, at the time of his triumphal entry into Jerusalem the crowds
said, “This is the prophet Jesus of Nazareth of Galilee” (Matt.21:11).
When, at the end of a discourse later that week, the Pharisees wanted to
arrest him they feared to do so because the multitudes held him to be a
prophet (Matt. 21:46). The two disciples on the road to Emmaus referred

2. G. C. Berkouwer, The Work of Christ (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), pp. 58-59.

3. Ibid., p. 58.

4. lbid., pp. 58-65. Berkouwer speaks of a “threefold office” (p. 6.5) and of three
aspects of the one office.

5. Dale Moody, The Word of Truth: A Summary of Christian Doctrine Based on
Biblical Revelation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, LQ81) pp. 366-86.
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to Jesus as “a prophet mighty in deed and word” (Luke 24: 19). The Gospel
of John tells us that the people spoke of Jesus as “the prophet” (6:14;
7:40). The blind man whom Jesus had healed identifies him as a prophet
(9:17). And the Pharisees responded to Nicodemus, “Search and you will
see that no prophet is to rise from Galilee” (752). They were evidently
trying to refute the opinion that Jesus was a prophet.

That Jesus was a prophet was in itself a fulfilment of prophecy. Peter
specifically identifies him with Moses’ prediction in Deuteronomy 18: 15:
“The Lord God will raise up for you a prophet from your brethren as he
raised me up” (Acts 3:22). Thus the prophecies about Jesus spoke of him
as the successor not only to David as king, but also to Moses as prophet.

Jesus’ prophetic ministry was like that of the other prophets in that he
was sent from God. Yet there was a significant difference between him
and them. He had come from the very presence of God. His preexistence
with the Father was a major factor in his ability to reveal the Father, for
he had been with him. So it is said by John, “No one has ever seen God;
the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has made him
known” (John 1:18). Jesus himself made the claim of preexistence: “Be-
fore Abraham was, | am” (John 8:38). When Philip requested that the
disciples be shown the Father, Jesus answered, “He who has seen me has
seen the Father” (John 14:9). He told Nicodemus, “No one has ascended
into heaven but he who descended from heaven, the Son of man” (John
3:13).

The uniqueness of Jesus’ prophetic ministry notwithstanding, there
were a number of respects in which it was similar to the work of the Old
Testament prophets. His message in many ways resembled theirs. There
was declaration of doom and judgment, and there was proclamation of
good news and salvation. In Matthew 11:20-24 Jesus declares woes upon
Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, much like those of Amos against
Damascus, Gaza, Tyre, Moab, and other places, finally culminating in the
denunciation of Israel (Amos I-3). In Matthew 23 Jesus pronounces
judgments upon the scribes and Pharisees, calling them hypocrites, ser-
pents, vipers. Certainly the prophetic message of condemnation of sin
was prominent in his preaching.

Jesus also proclaimed good news. Among the Old Testament prophets
Isaiah in particular had spoken of the good tidings from God (Isa. 40:9;
52:7). Similarly, in Matthew 13 Jesus describes the kingdom of heaven in
terms which make it indeed good news: the kingdom of heaven is like a
treasure hidden in a field (v. 44) and like a pearl of great price (v. 46). But
even in the midst of these glad tidings there is a word of warning, for the
kingdom is also like a net which gathers all kinds of fish to be sorted, the
good being kept in the boat, but the bad thrown away (w. 47-50).

There is also good news in Jesus’ comforting message in John 14: after
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going to prepare a place he will come and take his followers to be with
him (w. I-3); those who believe in him will do greater works than he
does (v. 12); he will do whatever they ask in his name (vv. 13-14); he and
the Father will come to those who believe (w. 18-24); he will give them
his peace (v. 27). The tone of this passage is very much like that of Isaiah
40, which begins with “Comfort, comfort my people,” and goes on to
assure them of the Lord’s presence and blessing and care.

Some have noted a similarity of style and type of material between
Jesus’ teaching and the utterances of the Old Testament prophets. Much
of Old Testament prophecy is in poetry rather than prose. C. F. Burney,
Joachim Jeremias, and others have pointed out the poetic structure of
much of Jesus’ teaching, and in many cases have been able to get behind
the Greek text to the underlying Aramaic.6 Jesus also followed and went
beyond the Old Testament prophets in the use of parables. In one case
he even adapted a parable of Isaiah for his own use (cf. Isa. 5:1-7; Matt.
21:33-41).

Christ’s revealing work covers a wide span of time and forms. He first
functioned in a revelatory fashion even before his incarnation. As the
Logos, he is the light which has enlightened everyone coming into the
world; thus, in a sense all truth has come from and through him (John
1:9). There are indications that Christ himself was at work in the revela-
tions which came through the prophets who bore a message about him.
Peter writes that the prophets who foretold a coming salvation “inquired
what person or time was indicated by the Spirit of Christ within them
when predicting the sufferings of Christ and the subsequent glory”
(1 Peter 1:11). Although not personally incarnate, Christ was already
making the truth known. It is also quite possible that the Second Person
of the Trinity was involved in (or may have been manifested in) the
theophanies of the Old Testament.

A second and most obvious period of Jesus’ revelatory work was, of
course, his prophetic ministry during his incarnation and stay upon earth.
Here two forms of revelation come together. He spoke the divine word
of truth. Beyond that, however, he was the truth and he was God, and so
what he did was a showing forth, not merely a telling, of the truth and of
the reality of God. The writer of the letter to the Hebrews declares that
Jesus is the highest of all the revelations of God (I:I-3). God, who had
spoken by the prophets, had now, in the last days, spoken by his Son,
who is superior to angels (v. 4) and even to Moses (3:3-6). For Jesus not
only has a word from God, but bears the very stamp of his nature,
reflecting the glory of God (1:3).

6. C. F. Burney, The Poetry of Our Lord (Oxford: Clarendon, 1925); Joachim Jeremias,
New Testament Theology (New York: Scribner,1971), vol. 1, pp. 1-41.
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There is, third, the continuing revelatory ministry of Christ through
his church.7 He promised them his presence in the ongoing task (Matt.
28:20). He made clear that in many ways his ministry would be continued
and completed by the Holy Spirit. The Spirit would be sent in Jesus’
name, and would teach his followers all things and bring to remem-
brance all that he had said to them (John 1426). The Spirit would guide
them into all truth (John 16: 13). But the revealing work of the Holy Spirit
would not be independent of the work of Jesus. For Jesus said that the
Spirit “will not speak on his own authority, but whatever he hears he will
speak, and he will declare to you the things that are to come. He wiill
glorify me, for he will take what is mine and declare it to you. All that
the Father has is mine; therefore | said that he will take what is mine and
declare it to you” (w. 13-15). In a very real sense, Jesus was to continue
his revelatory work through the Holy Spirit. Perhaps this is why Luke
makes the somewhat puzzling statement that his first book pertained to
all that Jesus ‘began to do and teach” (Acts 1:1). Another suggestion of
Jesus’ continuing revelatory work is to be found in assertions like “apart
from me you can do nothing” (John 15:5), which occurs in connection
with the imagery of Jesus as the vine and his disciples as the branches.
We conclude that when the apostles proclaimed the truth, Jesus was
carrying out his work of revelation through them.

The final and most complete revelatory work of Jesus lies in the future.
There is a time coming when he will return; one of the words for the
second coming of Christ is “revelation” (é¢mroxdAviris).® At that time we
will see clearly and directly (1 Cor. 13:12). When he appears, we shall see
him as he is (1 John 3:2). Then all barriers to a full knowledge of God and
of the truths of which Christ spoke will be removed.

The revelatory work of Jesus Christ is a teaching which has persisted
through varying fortunes of Christology. In the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries some theologians made it serve as virtually the entire doctrine
of the work of Christ and thus of his person or nature as well. While
liberalism has had various ways of understanding who Jesus was and
what he did, their central thrust is that Jesus was basically a highly
significant revealer of the Father and of spiritual truth. This does not
necessarily mean that there was some sort of special or miraculous
communication of unknown truth to him. Liberals have generally re-
garded him as merely a spiritual genius who was to religion what Ein-
stein was to theoretical physics. Thus, Jesus was able to discover more
about God than had anyone before him.?

7. Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952), vol. 2, p.
463.

8. See George E. Ladd, The Blessed Hope (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1956), pp.
65-67.

9. William Hordern, A Layman s Guide to Protestant Theology (New York: Macmillan,
1968), p. 92.
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Often correlated with the view that Christ’s work is essentially revela-
tory is the theory that the atonement is to be understood in terms of its
moral influence on man (see pp. 785-88). According to this theory, the
major effect of the atoning death of Christ is revelatory. Man’s problem
is that he is alienated from God. He has quarreled with God and believes
that God is angry with him. He may also feel that God has mistreated
him, sending undeserved evils into his life; consequently, man may look
upon God as a malevolent, not a benevolent, being. The purpose of
Christ’s death was to demonstrate the greatness of God’s love-he sent
his Son to die. Shown this proof of Gods love and impressed by this
demonstration of its depth, man is moved to respond to God’s love.
Whoever has heard the teachings of Jesus, understood his death to be a
sign of Gods great love, and responded appropriately, has fully experi-
enced Christ’s work, a work which is primarily revelatory.

In the view of those who hold Jesus’ work to be primarily revelatory,
his message consists of (1) basic truths about the Father, the kingdom of
God, and the value of the human soul, and (2) ethical teachings.'® This
concentration on the revelatory role of Christ neglects his kingly and
priestly roles, and is therefore unacceptable. All three roles belong insepa-
rably together. For if one examines with care the content of Jesus’
revelatory teaching, it becomes apparent that much of it deals with his
own person and ministry, and specifically with either his kingdom or the
reconciling death which he was to undergo. At his trial he spoke of his
kingdom (John 18:36). Throughout his ministry he had proclaimed, “Re-
pent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand” (Matt. 417). He said that he
had come “to give his life as a ransom for many” (Mark 10:45). Thus, in
Jesus’ own view his revelatory function is inextricably bound with his
ruling and reconciling functions. It is true that there are some teachings
of Jesus which do not deal directly with his kingdom or his atoning death
(e.g., the parable of the prodigal son speaks primarily of the Fathers love);
yet, when the whole biblical picture of Jesus is taken into account, his
work as revealer cannot be split from his work as ruler and reconciler.

The Rule of Christ

The Gospels picture Jesus as a king, the ruler over all of the universe.
Isaiah had anticipated a future ruler who would sit upon David’s throne
(Isa. 9:7). The writer to the Hebrews applies Psalm 45:6-7 to the Son of
God: “Thy throne, 0 God, is for ever and ever, the righteous scepter is the
scepter of thy kingdom” (Heb. 1:8). Jesus himself said that in the new

10. Adolf von Harnack, What /s Christianity? (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957),
pp. 124-3 1.
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world the Son of man would sit on a glorious throne (Matt. 19:28). He
claimed that the kingdom of heaven was his (Matt. 13:41).

A problem arises here. Just as there is a tendency to think of the
revelatory role of Jesus as being in the past, there is also a tendency to
think of his rule as being almost exclusively in the future. For as we look
about us at the present time, we do not see his rule being very actively
enforced. True, the Bible states that he is a king and that the Jerusalem
crowd so hailed him on what we now call Palm Sunday. It is as if the
door of heaven was opened a bit so that for a brief time his true status
was seen. But how do we fit this picture with the fact that at the present
time there seems to be little evidence that our Lord rules over the entire
creation and particularly the human race?

First of all, we need to note that, on the contrary, there is evidence
that Christ is ruling today. In particular, the natural universe obeys him.
Since Christ is the one through whom all things came into being (John
1:3) and through whom all things continue (Col. 1:17), he is in control of
the natural universe. It was therefore appropriate for him to say that, had
the people kept silent on Palm Sunday, the stones would have cried out;
this is but another form of the truth expressed in the psalmist’s affirma-
tion that the heavens declare the glory of God (Ps. 19:1).

But is there evidence of a reign of Christ over modern-day humans?
Indeed there is. The kingdom of God, over which Christ reigns, is present
in the church. He is the head of the body, the church (Col. 1:18). When
he was on earth, his kingdom was present in the hearts of his disciples.
And wherever believers today are following the lordship of Christ, the
Savior is exercising his ruling or kingly function.

In light of the foregoing, we can see that the rule of Jesus Christ is not
a matter merely of his final exaltation, as some have thought to be the
case. It is, however, in connection with the final step in his exaltation,
when he returns in power, that his rule will be complete. The hymn in
Philippians 2 emphasizes that Christ has been given a “name which is
above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in
heaven and on earth and under the earth, and every tongue confess that
Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father” (vv.9-10). There is a
time coming when the reign of Christ will be complete; then all will be
under his rule, whether willingly and eagerly, or unwillingly and reluc-
tantly.

The Reconciling Work of Christ

Finally, there is Christ’s work as reconciler, which is the theme of the
following chapters. For the moment we will confine our discussion to the
topic of his intercessory ministry.
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The Bible records numerous instances of Jesus’ interceding for his
disciples while he was here upon the earth. The most extended is his
high-priestly prayer for the group (John 17). Here Jesus prayed that they
might have his joy fulfilled in themselves (v. 13). He did not pray that they
be taken out of the world, but that they be kept from the evil one (v. 15).
He also prayed that they might all be one (v. 21). In addition this last
prayer was for those who would believe through the word of the disciples
(v. 20). Also on the occasion of the Last Supper Jesus mentioned specifi-
cally that Satan desired to have Peter (and apparently the other disciples
as well) “that he might sift you like wheat” (Luke 22:3 1). Jesus, however,
had prayed for Peter that his faith might not fail, and that when he had
turned again (or converted), he might strengthen his brethren (v. 32).

What Jesus did for his followers while he was on earth, he continues
to do for all believers during his heavenly presence with the Father. In
Romans 8:33-34 Paul raises the question of who might be condemning
us or bringing a charge against us. Surely it cannot be Christ, for he is at
the right hand of God, interceding for us. In Hebrews 7:25 we are told
that he ever lives to make intercession for those who draw near to God
through him, and in 9:24 we are told that he appears in the presence of
God on our behalf.

What is the focus of this intercession? On the one hand, it is justifica-
tory. Jesus presents his righteousness to the Father for our justification.
He also pleads the cause of his righteousness for believers who, while
previously justified, continue to sin. And finally, it appears, particularly
from the instances during his earthly ministry, that Christ beseeches the
Father that believers might be sanctified and kept from the power of the
evil tempter.

The Stages of Christ’'s Work

When we delve more deeply into Jesus’ work, we find that it was done
in two basic stages, which are traditionally referred to as the state of his
humiliation and the state of exaltation. Each of these stages in turn
consists of a series of steps. What we have are a series of steps down
from his glory, then a series of steps back up to his previous glory, and
even something beyond that.

The Humiliation

Incarnation

The fact of Jesus’ incarnation is sometimes stated in straightforward
fashion, as in John 1. 14 where the apostle says simply, “The Word became
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flesh.” At other times there is emphasis upon either what Jesus left behind
or what he took upon himself. An instance of the former is Philippians
2:6-7: Jesus Christ “did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped,
but emptied himself, taking the form of a servant, being born in the
likeness of man.” An example of the latter is Galatians 4:4: “God sent
forth his Son, born of woman, born under the law.”

What Jesus gave up in coming to earth was immense. From a position
of “equality with God,” which entailed the immediate presence of the
Father and the Holy Spirit as well as the continuous praise of the angels,
he came to earth, where he had none of these. The magnitude of what
he gave up is beyond our power even to imagine, for we have never seen
what heaven is like. When we arrive there, we will probably be over-
whelmed by the splendor of what he left. He who became a pauper was
certainly in the fullest sense a prince.

Even if Christ had come to the highest splendor that earth could
afford, the descent would still have been immense. The greatest of riches,
the highest of honors in any potentate’s court, would be as nothing in
comparison with the conditions which he left. But it was not to the
highest of human circumstances that he came. Rather, he took the form
of a servant, a slave. He came into a very common family. He was born
in the very obscure little town of Bethlehem. And even more striking, he
was born in the very humble setting of a stable and laid in a manger. The
circumstances of his birth seem to symbolize the lowliness of estate to
which he came.

He was born under the law. He who had originated the law, who was
the Lord of it, became subject to the law, fulfilling all of it. It was as if an
official, having enacted a statute which those under him had to follow,
himself stepped down to a lower position where he too had to obey. Jesus’
stepping down and becoming subject to the law were complete. Thus he
was circumcised at the age of eight days, and at the proper time he was
brought to the temple for the rite of the mother’s purification (Luke 2:22-
40). By becoming subject to the law, says Paul, Jesus was able to redeem
those who are under the law (Gal. 4:5).

What of the attributes of deity during the period of the humiliation?
We have already suggested (p. 73.5) that the Second Person of the Trinity
emptied himself of equality with God by adding or taking on humanity
There are several possible positions as to what Jesus did with his divine
attributes during that time:

1. The Lord gave up his divine attributes. In effect, he ceased to be
God, changing from God into man.1! The divine attributes were replaced

11. Wolfgang Friedrich Gess, Die Lehre von der Person Christi, Entwickelt aus dem
Selbstbewusstsein Christi und aus dem Zeugnis der Apostel (Basel: Bahnmaier, 1856), p.
304.
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by human attributes. But this amounts to metamorphosis rather than
incarnation and is contradicted by various affirmations of Jesus’ deity
during the time of his earthly residence.

2. The Lord gave up certain divine attributes, either the natural attri-
butes or the relative attributes.!? To say that Jesus gave up his natural
divine attributes means that he retained the moral attributes, such as
love, mercy, and truth. What he gave up included omniscience, omnipo-
tence, and omnipresence. To say that Jesus gave up his relative divine
attributes means that he retained the absolute qualities which he pos-
sessed in and of himself, such as immutability and self-existence, but
relinquished the qualities which related to the creation, such as omnipo-
tence and omniscience. But this likewise seems to make him, at least
partially, no longer God. If the nature of something is the sum of the
attributes comprising it, it is difficult to conceive of how Jesus could
actually have given up some of his divine attributes without ceasing to
be God.

3. Jesus gave up the independent exercise of his divine attributes. This
does not mean that he surrendered some (or all) of his divine attributes,
but that he voluntarily gave up the ability to exercise them on his own.
He could exercise them only in dependence upon the Father and in
connection with possession of a fully human nature.!* Thus, he was able
to utilize his divine power, and did so on humerous occasions-he per-
formed miracles and read the thoughts of others. But in exercising his
own power, he had to call upon the Father to enable him to do so. Both
wills, the Father’s and his, were necessary for him to utilize his divine
attributes. A fair analogy is a safe-deposit box; two keys are necessary if
it is to be opened-the banks and the depositor’s In like manner, if Jesus
was to exercise divine power, both wills had to agree upon an action for
it to take place. We might say, then, that Jesus still possessed omniscience,
but it was within the unconscious part of his personality; he could not
bring it back into conscious awareness without the assistance of the
Father. An analogy here is a psychologist’s enabling a counselee (through
the administration of drugs, hypnosis, or other techniques) to recall
material buried in the subconscious.

4. Christ gave up the use of his divine attributes.'* This means that

12. Charles Gore, The Incarnation of the Son of God (New York: Scribner, 1891), p.
172.

13. Augustus H. Strong, Systematic Theology (Westwood, N.J.: Revell,1907), pp.
703-04.

14. This was the view of the divines of the University of Giessen in the late sixteenth
and early seventeenth centuries. See Clarence A. Beckwith, “Christology,” in The New
Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, ed. Samuel Macauley Jackson (New
York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1908), vol. 3, pp. 57-58.
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Jesus continued to possess his divine attributes and the power to exercise
them independently, but chose not to utilize them. He was not, then,
dependent upon the Father for their use. But if this is the case, how do
we explain his prayers to and apparent dependence upon the Father?

5. Although Jesus still possessed his divine attributes, he acted as if he
did not.15 He pretended to have limitations. If this were the case, however,
then Jesus was guilty of misrepresentation or outright dishonesty when,
for example, he claimed ignorance of the time of his second coming
(Mark 13:32).

Of these various views of what Jesus did with his attributes during the
period of his humanity, the third one is most in keeping with the total
data-he surrendered his ability to exercise divine power independently.
There was, then, an immeasurable humiliation involved in assuming
human nature. He could not freely and independently exercise all of the
capabilities which he had when he was in heaven.

The humiliation entailed all of the conditions of humanity. Thus, Jesus
was capable of feeling fatigue and weariness, pain and suffering, hunger,
even the anguish of betrayal, denial, and abandonment by those closest
to him. He experienced the disappointment, discouragement, and distress
of soul that go with being fully human. His humanity was complete.

Death

The ultimate step downward in Jesus’ humiliation was his death. He
who was “the life” (John 14:6), the Creator, the giver of life and of the
new life which constitutes victory over death, became subject to death.
He who had committed no sin suffered death, which is the consequence
or “wages” of sin. By becoming human, Jesus became subject to the
possibility of death, that is, he became mortal; and death was not merely
a possibility, but it became an actuality.

And what is more, Jesus suffered not only death, but a humiliating
one at that! He experienced a type of execution reserved by the Roman
Empire for grievous criminals. It was a slow, painful death, virtually death
by torture. Add to this the ignominy of the circumstances. The mockery
and taunting by the crowds, the abuse by the religious leaders and the
Roman soldiers, and the challenges to each of his functions compounded
the humiliation. His status as a prophet was challenged during his ap-
pearance before the high priest: “Prophesy to us, you Christ! Who is it
that struck you?” (Matt. 26:68). His kingship and rule were mocked by
the inscription put on the cross (“The King of the Jews”) and by the
taunts of the soldiers (“If you are the King of the Jews, save yourself!"—
Luke 23:37). His priestly role was called into question by the scoffing

15. Anselm Cur Deus horno 2. 10.
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remarks of the rulers: “He saved others; let him save himself, if he is the
Christ of God, his Chosen One!” (Luke 23:35). Thus the crucifixion was a
contradiction to everything he claimed for himself.

Sin seemed to have won; the powers of evil appeared to have defeated
Jesus. Death seemed to be the end of his mission; he had failed in his
task. No longer would disciples heed his teachings and carry out his
commands, for they were all scattered and defeated. His voice was stilled,
so that he could no longer preach and teach, and his body was lifeless,
unable to heal, raise from the dead, and quiet the storms.

Descent into Hades

Some theologians believe that there was another step in the humilia-
tion. Not only was Jesus buried, and in a borrowed tomb (an indication
of his poverty), but there is, in the Apostles’ Creed, a reference to a
descent into hell or Hades. On the basis of certain biblical texts, primarily
Psalm 16:10; Ephesians 4:8-10; 1 Timothy 3:16; 1 Peter 3:18-19 and 4:4-6,
and the statement in the creed, it is maintained that part of the humilia-
tion involved an actual descent by Jesus into hell or Hades during the
period between his death on the cross on Friday and his resurrection
from the tomb on Sunday morning. This is a point of considerable
controversy; indeed, certain theologians categorically reject it. Among
them are Rudolf Bultmann, who objects to the belief on the grounds
that it implies an obsolete cosmology (i.e., a three-tiered universe). But
his objection has the same defects as do other aspects of his program of
demythologization.!¢

Among the reasons for the controversy is the fact that there is no
single biblical text which treats the doctrine of a descent into hell com-
pletely, or states the issue clearly and unambiguously. Furthermore, the
doctrine is not found in the earliest versions of the Apostles’ Creed, but
first appeared in the Aquileian form of it, which dates from about
a.o. 390.17 The belief was formulated by piecing the several biblical texts
into a composite picture: Jesus descended into Hades; there he preached
to the imprisoned spirits before he was removed on the third day. Note
that in this version of the doctrine the descent into Hades is both the
final step of the humiliation and the first step of the exaltation, since it
involves a triumphant proclamation to spirits enslaved by sin, death, and
hell, that Jesus has vanquished those oppressive forces.

16. Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” in Kerygma and Myth, ed.
Hans Bartsch (New York: Harper and Row, 1961), pp. 2-4. See such critiques as John
Macquarrie, The Scope of Demythologizing: Bultrmann and His Critics (New York: Harper
and Row, 1960).

17. A. C. McGiffert, The Apostles” Creed Its Origin, Its Purpose, and Its Historical
Interpretation (New York: Scribner, 1902), pp. 6-7.
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We must now examine each of the relevant biblical passages in order
to determine just what they do say. The first passage to be considered,
and the only one in the Old Testament, is Psalm 16:10: “For thou dost not
give me up to Sheol, or let thy godly one see the Pit” (cf. Ps. 30:3). Some
have seen this as a prophecy that Jesus would descend to and return
from hell. However, when closely examined, this verse appears to be a
reference merely to deliverance from death, not from hell. “Sheol” was
frequently used simply of the state of death, to which it was presumed
that all persons go. Both Peter and Paul interpreted Psalm 16:10 as
meaning that the Father would not leave Jesus under the powers of
death so that he would see corruption or, in other words, his body would
decompose (Acts 2:27-31;13:34-35). Rather than teaching that Jesus
would descend into and then be delivered from some place called Hades,
the psalmist was stating that death would have no permanent power
over Jesus.

The second passage is Ephesians 4:8-10. Verses 8 and 9 read, “There-
fore it is said, ‘When he ascended on high he led a host of captives, and
he gave gifts to men.’ (In saying, ‘He ascended,” what does it mean but
that he had also descended into the lower parts of the earth?” Verse 10
makes it clear that the ascent was to “far above all the heavens,” that is,
it was a return from earth to heaven. The descent, therefore, was from
heaven to earth, not to somewhere beneath the earth. Thus, “of the earth”
(v. 9) is to be understood as a simple appositive-he had also descended
into the lower parts [of the universe], that is, the earth.”

First Timothy 3: 16 reads, “Great indeed, we confess, is the mystery of
our religion: He was manifested in the flesh, vindicated in the Spirit, seen
by angels, preached among the nations, believed on in the world, taken
up in glory.” It has been suggested that the angels in view are fallen
angels who saw Jesus when he descended into hell. It should be noted,
however, that unless some qualification attaches to the word angels, it
always refers to good angels. It would seem more in keeping with the
remainder of the passage to regard the phrase “seen by angels” as simply
part of a list of witnesses, both earthly and heavenly, of the important
fact that God was manifested in the flesh, than as evidence that Jesus
descended into hell, where he was seen by fallen angels or demons.

The most important and in many ways the most difficult passage is
1 Peter 3: 18-19: “Christ also died for sins ... being put to death in the
flesh but made alive in the spirit; in which he went and preached to the
spirits in prison.” There are several different interpretations of this pas-
sage. (1) The Roman Catholic view is that Jesus went to lintbus patrum,
the abode of saints who had already lived and died; declared to them the
good news of his victory over sin, death, and hell; and then led them
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out of that place.18 (2) The Lutheran view is that Jesus descended into
Hades not to announce good news and offer deliverance to those who
were there, but to declare and complete his victory over Satan and
pronounce a sentence of condemnation.19 (3) The traditional Anglican
view is that Jesus went to Hades, to the specific part called paradise, and
there declared to the righteous a fuller exposition of the truth.2 None of
these interpretations is adequate. (1) The Roman Catholic idea of a
second chance to accept the gospel message after death seems inconsist-
ent with other teachings of Scripture (e.g., Luke 16: 19-3 1). (2) Whereas
elsewhere in Scripture the word «npiesw (“to preach’) consistently re-
fers to proclamation of the gospel, in the Lutheran interpretation of
1 Peter 3:19 it apparently refers to a declaration of judgment. (3) The
Anglican interpretation has difficulty explaining why the righteous in
paradise are described as “spirits in prison.”

It is certainly difficult to come up with an interpretation of 1 Peter
3: 18-19 which is at once internally consistent and consistent with the
teaching of the rest of Scripture. One possibility is to understand this
passage in the light of verse 20: Jesus preached to the spirits in prison,
“who formerly did not obey, when Gods patience waited in the days of
Noah, during the building of the ark, in which a few, that is, eight persons,
were saved through water.” According to this interpretation, Jesus was
made alive in the same spirit in which he had preached through Noah to
the people who lived in the days before the flood. Those people had failed
to heed his message and hence were destroyed. This preaching was an
instance of the preincarnate prophetic ministry of Jesus (see p. 765).
Some expositors would say, on the other hand, that the reference to
Noah'’s day is figurative or illustrative. Jesus had preached in the power
of the Spirit to the sinners of his day. They were as inattentive to the
message as the sinners in the days of Noah had been, and as unheedful
as others will be just before the second coming (Matt. 24:37-39). The
same Spirit that had led Jesus into the wilderness to be tempted (Matt.
4:1), empowered him to cast out demons (Matt. 12:28), and brought him
to life again, was the source of his preaching during his lifetime to those
who were imprisoned in sin. Note that there is no indication of a time
sequence with respect to the Spirit’s bringing him to life and his preach-
ing to the spirits in prison.

18. Joseph Pohle, Eschatology; or, The Catholic Doctrine of the Last Things: A Dog-
matic Treatise (St. Louis: B. Herder, 1917), p. 27.

19. Friedrich Loofs, “Descent to Hades (Christ's),” in Encyclopedia of Religion and
Ethics, ed. James Hastings (New York: Scribner,1955), vol. 4, pp. 656-57.

20. Edgar C. S. Gibson, The Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England (London:
Methuen, 1906), p. 159.
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The final passage is 1 Peter 4:4-6, especially verse 6: “For this is why
the gospel was preached even to the dead, that though judged in the
flesh like men, they might live in the spirit like God.” It has been suggested
that this verse points to a descent by Jesus into hell to preach to the
spirits there. However, to suppose that Peter means that the gospel was
preached to people who were already physically dead encounters one of
the same difficulties mentioned in connection with 1 Peter 3:18-19—
nowhere else in Scripture is there a hint of a second chance for the dead.
In addition, there is no indication that the preaching Peter has in view
was done by Christ. It seems best, then, to see in 1 Peter 4:6 a general
reference to proclamation of the gospel message either to persons who
had since died or to people who were spiritually dead (cf. Eph. 2:1, 5; Col.
2:13).

To sum up the passages cited as evidence of a descent into Hades:
they are at best vague or ambiguous, and the attempt to piece them
together into a doctrine is unconvincing. While they may be interpreted
as implying that Jesus descended into hell, there is insufficient evidence
here to warrant setting forth a descent into hell as an incontrovertible
doctrine of Christianity. In light of the difficulties which attend interpret-
ing these verses as proof of an actual descent of the spirit of Jesus into
Hades between the crucifixion and the resurrection, it is best not to be
dogmatic on this matter.

The Exaltation

Resurrection

We have seen that the death of Jesus was the low point in his humilia-
tion; the overcoming of death through the resurrection was the first step
back in the process of his exaltation. The resurrection is particularly
significant, for inflicting death was the worst thing that sin and the
powers of sin could do to Christ. In the inability of death to hold him is
symbolized the totality of his victory. What more can the forces of evil
do if someone whom they have killed does not stay dead?

Because the resurrection is so important, it has occasioned a great
deal of controversy. There were, of course, no human witnesses to the
actual resurrection, since Jesus was alone in the tomb when it took place.
We do find, however, two types of evidence. First, the tomb in which
Jesus had been laid was empty, and the body was never produced.
Second, a great variety of persons testified that they had seen Jesus alive.
He was seen on several different occasions and in various locations. The
most natural explanation of these testimonies is that Jesus was indeed
alive again. Moreover, there is no other (or, at least, better) way of
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accounting for the transformation of the disciples from frightened, de-
feated persons to militant preachers of the resurrection.?!

One question that needs special attention is the nature of the resurrec-
tion body. There seems to be conflicting evidence on this matter. On the
one hand, we are told that flesh and blood are not going to inherit the
kingdom of God, and there are other indications that we will not have a
body in heaven. On the other hand, Jesus ate after the resurrection, and
apparently he was recognizable. Furthermore, the marks of the nails in
his hands and the spear wound in his side suggest that he still had a
material body (John 20:25-27). If we are to reconcile this seeming conflict,
it is important to bear in mind that Jesus was at this point resurrected,
but not ascended. At the time of our resurrection our bodies will be
transformed in one step. In the case of Jesus, however, the two events,
resurrection and ascension, were separated rather than collapsed into
one. So the body that he had at the point of resurrection was yet to
undergo a more complete transformation at the point of the ascension.
It was yet to become the “spiritual body” of which Paul speaks in
1 Corinthians 15:44. We might say, then, that the Easter event was some-
thing of a resuscitation, such as that of Lazarus, rather than a true
resurrection, as will be the case for us. Jesus’ postresurrection body may
well have been like the body with which Lazarus came out of the tomb—
Lazarus could still (and presumably did again) die. If this was the case
with Jesus, he may have needed to eat to remain alive.

But just as the virgin birth should not be thought of as essentially a
biological matter, neither should the resurrection be conceived of as
primarily a physical fact. It was the triumph of Jesus over sin and death
and all of the attendant ramifications. It was the fundamental step in his
exaltation-he was freed from the curse brought on him by his voluntary
bearing of the sin of the entire human race.

Ascension and Session at the Father-5 Right Hand

The first step in Jesus’ humiliation involved giving up the status which
he had in heaven and coming to the conditions of earth; the second step
in the exaltation involved leaving the conditions of earth and reassuming
his place with the Father. Jesus himself on several occasions foretold his
return to the Father (John 6:62;14:2,12; 16:5, 10, 28; 20:17). Luke gives
the most extended accounts of the actual ascension (Luke 24:50-5 1; Acts
1:6-1 1). Paul also writes regarding the ascension (Eph. 1:20; 4:3-10;

21. Daniel Fuller, Easter Faith and History (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), pp. 181-
82; cf. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus—God and Man (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1968), pp.
96-97.
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1 Tim. 3: 16), as does the writer of the letter to the Hebrews (1:3; 4: 14;
9:24).

In premodern times the ascension was usually thought of as a transi-
tion from one place (earth) to another (heaven). We now know, however,
that space is such that heaven is not merely upward from the earth, and
it also seems likely that the difference between earth and heaven is not
merely geographical. One cannot get to God simply by traveling sufh-
ciently far and fast in a rocket ship of some kind. God is in a different
dimension of reality, and the transition from here to there requires not
merely a change of place, but of state. So, at some point, Jesus’ ascension
was not merely a physical and spatial change, but spiritual as well. At
that time Jesus underwent the remainder of the metamorphosis begun
with the resurrection of his body.

The significance of the ascension is that Jesus left behind the condi-
tions associated with life on this earth. Thus the pain, both physical and
psychological, experienced by persons here is no longer his. The opposi-
tion, hostility, unbelief, and unfaithfulness which he encountered have
been replaced by the praise of the angels and the immediate presence of
the Father. God has exalted him and given him a “name which is above
every hame, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, ...and
every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the
Father” (Phil. 2:9-1 1). The angels have resumed their song of praise, for
the Lord of heaven has returned. What a contrast to the abuse and
insults he endured while on earth! Yet the song of praise now goes
beyond that which was sung before his incarnation. For a new stanza
has been added. Jesus has done something which he had not done
previous to his incarnation: personally experienced and overcome death.

There is a difference in another respect as well. For now Jesus is the
God-man. There is a continuing incarnation. In 1 Timothy 2:5 Paul says,
“There is one God, and there is one mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus.” This gives every indication that Jesus currently is a
man who mediates between God and us. His, however, is not the type of
humanity that we have, or even the humanity that he had while he was
here. It is a perfected humanity of the type which we will have after our
resurrection. Thus, his continuing incarnation imposes no limitation
upon his deity. Just as our bodies will have many of their limitations
removed, so it has been with the perfect, glorified humanity of Jesus,
which continues to be united with the deity, and thus will forever exceed
what we will ultimately be.

There were definite reasons why Jesus had to leave the earth. One was
in order to prepare a place for our future abode. Although he did not
specify just what was involved, he made it quite clear to his disciples that
he had to leave them in order to carry out this work (John 14:2-3).
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Another reason he had to go is that the Holy Spirit, the Third Person of
the Trinity, might come. Again, the disciples were not told why the one
was requisite to the other, but Jesus did say that such was the case (John
16:7). The sending of the Holy Spirit was important, for whereas Jesus
could work with the disciples only through external teaching and exam-
ple, the Holy Spirit could work within them (John 1417). Having more
intimate access to the centers of their lives, he would be able to work
through them more freely. As a result, the believers would be able to do
the works which Jesus did, and even greater ones (John 14: 12). And
through the ministry of the Holy Spirit, the Triune God would be present
with them; thus Jesus could say that he would be with them forever
(Matt. 28:20).

Jesus’ ascension means that he is now seated at the right hand of the
Father. Jesus himself predicted this in his statement before the high priest
(Matt. 26:64). The session at the Fathers right hand was referred to by
Peter in his Pentecost sermon (Acts 2:33-36) and before the council (Acts
5:31). It is also mentioned in Ephesians 1:20-22; Hebrews 10: 12; 1 Peter
3:22; and Revelation 3:21;22:1. The significance of all this is that the right
hand is the place of distinction and power. Recall how James and John
desired to sit at Christ’s right hand, and at his left as well (Mark 10:37-40).
Jesus’ sitting at the right hand of God should not be interpreted as a
matter of rest or inactivity. It is a symbol of authority and active rule.
The right hand is also the place where Jesus is ever making intercession
with the Father on our behalf (Heb. 7:25).

Second Coming

One dimension of the exaltation remains. Scripture indicates clearly
that Christ will return at some point in the future; the exact time is
unknown to us. Then his victory will be complete. He will be the con-
quering Lord, the judge over all. At that point his reign, which at present
is in some ways only potential, and which many do not accept, will be
total. He himself has said that his second coming will be in glory (Matt.
25:31). The one who came in lowliness, humility, and even humiliation,
will return in complete exaltation. Then, indeed, every knee will bow and
every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord (Phil. 2; 10- 11).



Theories of the Atonement

The Significance of the Atonement

The Manifold Theories of the Atonement
The Socinian Theory: The Atonement as Example
The Moral-Influence Theory: The Atonement as a Demonstration of God's Love
The Governmental Theory: The Atonement as a Demonstration of Divine Justice
The Ransom Theory: The Atonement as Victory over the Forces of Sin and Evil
The Satisfaction Theory: The Atonement as Compensation to the Father

The Significance of the Atonement

In the atonement, we come to the crucial point of Christian faith. It is,
of course, essential that our understanding of God the Father and of his
Son be correct, and that our conception of the nature of man and his
spiritual condition be accurate. But the doctrine of the atonement is the
most critical for us, because it is the point of transition, as it were, from
the objective to the subjective aspects of Christian theology. Here we
shift our focus from the nature of Christ to his active work in our behalf;
here systematic theology has direct application to our lives. The atone-
ment has made our salvation possible. It is also the foundation of major
doctrines which await our study: the doctrine of the church deals with
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the collective aspects of salvation, the doctrine of the last things with its
future aspects.

Most theologians have in one way or another acknowledged the essen-
tial nature of the atonement or, to make a play on words, the “cruciality
of the cross.” Emil Brunner, for example, said, “He who understands the
Cross aright ... understands the Bible, he understands Jesus Christ.”!
Leon Morris wrote, “The atonement is the crucial doctrine of the faith.
Unless we are right here it matters little, or so it seems to me, what we
are like elsewhere.”? In view of the importance of this doctrine, it be-
hooves us to work very carefully in examining it.

In the doctrine of the atonement we see perhaps the clearest indica-
tion of the organic character of theology, that is, we see that the various
doctrines fit together in a cohesive fashion. The position taken on any
one of them affects or contributes to the construction of the others. Here
the doctrines of God, man, sin, and the person of Christ come together
to define man’s need and the provision that had to be made for that need.
And from our understanding of these other doctrines issues our under-
standing of the various facets of salvation: our being given a righteous
standing in the sight of God (justification); the instilling of spiritual vitality
and direction into our fives (regeneration); the development of godliness
(sanctification). Theology, when properly done, possesses an aesthetic
qguality. There is a symmetry, a balance, among the different facets of
doctrine which is surely impressive. There is an interconnectedness re-
minding us of the beauty of a smoothly functioning machine, or the
beauty of a painting where each color complements the others, and the
lines and shapes are in correct and pleasing proportion to the remainder
of the picture.’

Our doctrines of God and of Christ will color our understanding of
the atonement. For if God is a very holy, righteous, and demanding being,
then man will not be able to satisfy him easily, and it is quite likely that
something will have to be done in man’s behalf to satisfy God. If, on the
other hand, God is an indulgent, permissive Father who says, “We have
to allow humans to have a little fun sometimes,” then it may be sufficient
simply to give man a little encouragement and instruction. If Christ is
merely a man, then the work that he did serves only as an example; he
was not able to offer anything in our behalf beyond his perfect example
of doing everything he was required to do, including dying on the cross.

I. Emil Brunner, The Mediator (London: Lutterworth, 1934), pp. 435-36.

2. Leon Morris, The Cross in the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965),
p.5.

3. Helmut Thielicke, A Little Exercise for Young Theologians (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1962), p. 28.
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If, however, he is God, his work for us went immeasurably beyond what
we are able to do for ourselves; he served not only as an example but as
a sacrifice for us. The doctrine of man, broadly defined to include the
doctrine of sin, also affects the picture. If man is basically spiritually
intact, he probably can, with a bit of effort, fulfil what God wants of him.
Thus, instruction, inspiration, and motivation constitute what man needs
and hence the essence of the atonement. If, however, man is totally
depraved and consequently unable to do what is right no matter how
much he wishes to or how hard he tries, then a more radical work had
to be done in his behalf.

The Manifold Theories of the Atonement

The meaning and impact of the atonement are rich and complex.
Consequently, various theories of the atonement have arisen. Given the
abundance of biblical testimony to the fact of atonement, different theo-
logians choose to emphasize different texts. Their choice of texts reflects
their views on other areas of doctrine. We will examine several of the
theories, thus gaining an appreciation for the complexity of the meaning
of the atonement. At the same time we will come to see the incomplete-
ness and inadequacy of each one of them by itself.

The Socinian Theory:
The Atonement as Example

Faustus and Laelius Socinus, who lived in the sixteenth century, devel-
oped a teaching which is best represented today by the Unitarians. They
rejected any idea of vicarious satisfaction.* They made a formal acknowl-
edgment of the threefold offices of Christ, but in practice neutralized the
priestly office in two ways. First, they maintained that the ministry of
Jesus during his earthly days was prophetic rather than priestly. Second,
they maintained that his priestly role, the seat of which is in heaven, is
coincident with his kingly office rather than distinct from it. The new
covenant of which Jesus spoke involves an absolute forgiveness rather
than some sort of substitutionary sacrifice. The real value of the death
of Jesus lies in the beautiful and perfect example which it supplies us,
epitomizing the type of dedication which we are to practice. The resur-
rection of Jesus is important because it is, as it were, the confirmation of
what he taught, thus validating to us the promises which he gave. For
proof that the meaning of Christ’s death rests in its effect as an example

4. Faustus Socinus De Jesu Christo servatore 1. 1.
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to us the Socinians pointed to 1 Peter 2:2 1: “For to this you have been
called, because Christ also suffered for you, leaving you an example, that
you should follow in his steps.” Other passages appealed to include
1 John 2:6: “he who says he abides in him ought to walk in the same way
in which he walked.” It is, however, only in 1 Peter 2:21 that we find an
explicit connection drawn between Christ’s example and his death.5

Several conceptions feed into the Socinian understanding of the
atonement. One is the Pelagian view of the human condition: the human
is spiritually and morally capable of doing God’s will, of fulfilling God’s
expectations. Another is the conception that God is not a God of retribu-
tive justice, and therefore he does not demand some form of satisfaction
from or in behalf of those who sin against him. Finally, there is the
conception of Jesus as merely human. The death which he experienced
was simply that of an ordinary human being in a fallen and sinful world.
It is important, not in some supernatural way, but as the ultimate exten-
sion of his role as the great teacher of righteousness. His death was the
supreme example of man’s fulfilling what Jehovah requires of him-“to
do justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God”
(Mic. 6:8). Jesus did not simply tell us that the first and great command-
ment is to “love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your
soul, and with all your strength, and with all your mind” (Luke 10:27); he
also demonstrated what that involves, and has proven that a human
being can do it. The death of Jesus is, then, the perfect illustration and
realization of what he sought to teach throughout his life. As an extension
of his teachings, it is only quantitatively different from them.

From the Socinian perspective the death of Jesus fills two human
needs. First, it fills the need for an example of that total love for God
which we must display if we are to experience salvation. Jesus loved God
so fully that he was willing to die, if need be, for the principles of the
kingdom of God. Second, the death of Jesus gives us inspiration. The
ideal of total love for God is so lofty as to seem virtually unattainable.
The death of Jesus is proof that such love does lie within the sphere of
human accomplishment. What he could do, we can also! We will proba-
bly not have to undergo the sort of death that he suffered, but we can be
assured that we are capable of enduring whatever a total commitment
to God might lead to in our cases.

The Socinian view, of course, must come to grips with the fact that
numerous portions of Scripture seem to regard Jesus’ death quite differ-
ently. They speak of ransom, sacrifice, priesthood, sin bearing, and the
like. Note, in fact, the statement which follows just three verses after the
favorite text of the Socinians (1 Peter 2:21): “He himself bore our sins in

5. Faustus Socinus Christianae religionis brevissima institutio 1. 667.
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his body on the tree, that we might die to sin and live to righteousness.
By his wounds you have been healed” (v. 24). How is such a statement to
be understood? The usual reply of the Socinians and others of their
conviction is that atonement is only a metaphorical concept.6 All that is
necessary, according to them, for God and man to have fellowship is that
man have faith in and love for God. For God to have required something
more would have been contrary to his nature, and to have punished the
innocent (Jesus) in place of the guilty would have been contrary to
justice. Rather, God and man are restored to their intended relationship
by our personal adoption of both the teachings of Jesus and the example
he set in life and especially in death.

The Moral-Influence Theory:
The Atonement as a Demonstration of God's Love

Another view which emphasizes that the primary effect of Christ’s
death is a direct impact upon humans is termed the “moral-influence
theory” of the atonement. Unlike the Socinian view, however, which
emphasizes the human nature of Christ and regards his death as an
example of the love we are to show for God, the moral-influence theory
sees Christ’s death as a demonstration of God’s love; it emphasizes Christ’s
divine dimension.

The moral-influence theory was first developed by Peter Abelard in
reaction to the view of Anselm. Anselm thought of the incarnation as
necessitated by the fact that our sin is an offense against Gods moral
dignity and, consequently, there must be some form of compensation to
God. Abelard, on the other side, emphasized the primacy of God’s love
and insisted that Christ did not make some sort of sacrificial payment to
the Father to satisfy his offended dignity. Rather, Jesus demonstrated to
man the full extent of the love of God for him. It was man’s fear and
ignorance of God that needed to be rectified. This was accomplished by
Christ’s death. So the major effect of Christ’s death was upon man rather
than upon God.7

This theory did not receive much immediate support. Long afterward,
however, it gained popularity when it was expounded by other advocates.
Horace Bushnell (1802-1 876) popularized it in the United States, while
probably the leading proponent of it in Great Britain was Hastings Rash-
dall It is especially from the thought of these men that our exposition
will be drawn.

In the view of the advocates of the moral-influence theory of the

6. Socinus De Jesu Christo servatore 1.3.
7. Peter Abelard Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans 3:26; 5:5.
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atonement, God’s nature is essentially love. They minimize such qualities
as justice, holiness, and righteousness. Accordingly, they conclude that
man need not fear God'’s justice and punishment. Thus, man’s problem is
not that he has violated God'’s law and God will (indeed, must) punish
him. Rather, man’s problem is that his own attitudes keep him apart from
God.

Our separation and alienation from God may take many different
forms. We may not realize that our disobedience is a source of pain to
God. Or we may not realize that despite all that has transpired, God still
loves us. We may fear God, or we may blame him for the problems in
our relationship with him, or even for the problems of the world in
general. If we were to repent and turn to God in trust and faith, however,
there would be reconciliation, for the difficulty does not lie with God’s
ability to forgive. There is nothing in his nature that would require
satisfaction for or rectification of our sins. The difficulty lies in us.*
Bushnell regards sin as a type of sickness from which we must be healed.
It is to correct this defect in us that Christ came.

Bushnell strongly stresses Christ’s empathy. It is proper to think of
Christ as having great love for man even before the incarnation; he
already had the burden of man upon him. Whereas the more objective
theories of the atonement (i.e., those theories which emphasize that the
primary effect of Christ’s death is on something external to the human)
understand Jesus’ death as being the reason for his coming, Bushnell
holds that Jesus came to demonstrate divine love. His death was merely
one of the modes (albeit the most impressive one) in which his love was
expressed. Thus, Jesus’ death was an incident or circumstance which
allowed him to demonstrate his love. As Bushnell puts it, “[Jesus’] sacri-
fice, taken as a fact in time, was not set before him as the end, or object
of his ministry-that would make it a mere pageant of suffering, without
rational dignity, or character—but, when it came, it was simply the bad
fortune such a work, prosecuted with such devotion, must encounter on
its way? His death was not the purpose of his coming; it was a conse-
guence of his coming.

It is clear that in Bushnell’s view the end or object of Jesus’ coming
was not to “square up the account of our sin” or to “satisfy the divine
justice for us.” Bushnell notes that, although presented in various con-
texts and in association with diverse images and ideas, the purpose of
the death as well as the life of Jesus is explained in a consistent fashion

8. Hastings Rashdall, The Idea of Atonement in Christian Theology (London: Mac-
millan, 1920), p. 26.

9. Horace Bushnell, The Vicarious Sacrifice, Grounded in Principles of Universal
Obligation (New York: Scribner, 1866), pp. 130-3 1.
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throughout Scripture. The aim of Jesus is found in his own words: “For
the Son of man came to seek and to save the lost” (Luke 19:10); “For this
I was born, and for this | have come into the world, to bear witness to
the truth” (John 18:37). Paul said that “God was in Christ reconciling the
world to himself” (2 Cor. 5: 19). While the form of expression varies, all of
these passages bear a common idea. Bushnell summarizes: “Taking hold
of these and all such varieties of Scripture, we conceive a transaction
moving on character in souls; a regenerative, saving, truth-subjecting, all-
restoring, inward change of the life-in one word the establishing of the
kingdom of God, or of heaven, among men, and the gathering finally of
a new-born world into it."1

A healing of souls is the real work that Jesus came to do. Man is in
dire need of such healing. This need is greater than was the need of
those who came to Jesus during his lifetime with their physical ailments.
But it is not enough for God to absolve man of sin. It is also important
for sin to let go of man, so to speak. The brokenness within man can now
be removed and man reconstituted, as it were, because of the sacrifice
and suffering of Jesus. His death has brought fulfilment of man’s three
most basic needs into the realm of possibility:

1. Man needs an openness to God, an inclination to respond to him.
When God makes his advance, in a call to repentance, man must not
turn away from God, but must turn toward him. Think of the situation
of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden after they had sinned. They did
not want to see God; they were afraid of him and tried to hide from or
escape him. This is the natural response of a sinner to the approach of
God: dread, fear, avoidance. Christ understands our response. Accord-
ingly, he does not show us foremost his infinite holiness and purity.
Rather, he shows his concern for us by entering into our situation, dying
the bitterest conceivable death. His love cannot let us go. Bushnell de-
scribes its powerful effect upon us: “In a word we see him entered so
deeply into our lot, that we are softened and drawn by him, and even
begin to want him entered more deeply, that we may feel him more
constrainingly. In this way a great point is turned in our recovery. Our
heart is engaged before it is broken. We like the Friend before we love
the Savior? Thus Jesus through his death has fulfilled the first need of
us sinful human beings-removal of our fear of God.

2. The second need of man is for a genuine and deep conviction of
personal sin and a resultant repentance. We have, to be sure, a surface
feeling of regret whenever we do wrong. We also know that Gods law
passes a rugged and blunt sentence on sin. What is needed, however, is a

10. Ibid., p. 132.
11. Ibid., p. 154.
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better, more tender, and so more penetrating conviction of sin. In addi-
tion to the objective, intellectual awareness of wrongdoing such as the
law gives, what we need is a profound internal conviction that leads to a
genuine sense of sorrow for what we have done to God. When we see
him whom we have pierced by our sin, then we are softened. Unlike
Judas, who went out and committed suicide, we will not be chilled,
hardened, or repelled by the pain that accompanies recognition of our
sin; rather, we will welcome the anguish. Like Paul upon hearing the
words, “l am Jesus, whom you are persecuting” (Acts 9:5), we will find
our resistance to God gone. We will turn to Jesus in love.!?

3. Man also needs inspiration. While we have abstract descriptions of
the holiness which we are to embody, it is when we see it in a practical
and personal exposition that it becomes real for us. We do not want
theological definitions of God, says Bushnell. Rather, “we want a friend,
whom we can feel as a man, and whom it will be sufficiently accurate
for us to accept and love.”

Bushnell speaks much of the change that needs to be made in us.!4
He speaks of our being reborn, new-created, quickened. This change was
made possible through the work done by Christ especially in his death.
He humanized God, bringing him onto our plane. Jesus acted with us
and for us. We know him in just the same way we know one another.!s

According to Bushnell, one of the most powerful inducements to love
for and trust in God is the realization that he also has suffered on account
of evil. There is a human tendency to ask why God does not remove the
evil in the world, or perhaps even to blame him for it. The knowledge
that God is great and all-sufficient leads us in this direction and also to
the assumption that God cannot suffer, being infinite and unchangeable.
The death of Christ, however, is evidence that the sin of the world does
not meet God’s eye in the way a disgusting spectacle would meet a glass
eye. Christ’s death makes it clear that God has a sensitivity to the pain
which sin brings upon us. God is not to be blamed for the suffering in
the world. For he feels the power and the tragedy of it. His basic response
is not condemnation, but compassion.16 Such a God elicits our love and
trust.

The Governmental Theory:
The Atonement as a Demonstration of Divine Justice

The preceding views of the atonement have pictured God as basically
a sympathetic, indulgent being. They hold that in order to be restored to

12. Ibid., pp. 154-55.
13. Ibid., p. 155.
14. Ibid., p. 156.
15. Ibid., p. 220.
16. Ibid., pp. 223-25.
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God’s favor, it is necessary only to do one’s best or to respond to God’s
love. Embracing such a view might lead one to antinomianism. The law
of God, however, is a serious matter, and violation or disregard of it is
not to be taken lightly. The so-called governmental theory emphasizes
the seriousness of sin. It is a mediating view with both objective elements
(the atonement is regarded as satisfying the demands of justice) and
subjective elements (Christ’s death is seen as a deterrent to sin in that it
impresses upon the sinner the gravity of what is involved in sin).

The major proponent of the governmental view was Hugo Grotius
(1583-1 645), by training a lawyer rather than a clergyman. Consequently,
he brought to his examination of the atonement the type of considera-
tions which would be important to a jurist. He developed his theory in
response to the Socinians, whose view of the atonement he regarded as
much too man-centered.17 He had been brought up in the Calvinistic
teaching, but became an Arminian.!®

To understand Grotius's view we must begin with his conception of
the nature of God. God is a very holy and righteous being who has
established certain laws. Sin is a violation of those laws. Violations of the
law, however, are not to be thought of as attacks upon the person of God
as a private individual. Rather, his concern with the law is as a ruler, the
administrator of the law. It is to the office of ruler that the right to punish
attaches. Thus God as ruler has the right to punish sin, for sin is inher-
ently deserving of punishment."®

The actions of God must be understood, however, in light of his
dominant attribute, namely, love. God loves the human race. Although
he has the right to punish it for its sin, it is not necessary or mandatory
that he do so. He can forgive sin and absolve man of guilt. The way in
which he has done this, however, is the issue. He has chosen to do it in
such a way that it manifests at once both his clemency and severity. God
can forgive sin, but he also takes into consideration the interests of his
moral government.2°

According to Grotius, it is possible for God to relax the law so that he
need not exact a specific punishment or penalty for each violation. He
has, however, acted in such a way as to maintain the interests of govern-
ment. It is important to understand that the role of God here is as a ruler
rather than as a creditor or a master. A creditor may cancel a debt if he

17. L. W. Grensted, A Short History of the Doctrine of the Atonement (Manchester:
University Press, 1920), p. 290.

18. John Miley, The Atonement in Christ (New York: Phillips and Hunt, 1879), p. 199.

19. Hugo Grotius Defensio fidei catholicae de satisfactione Christi adversus Faustum
Socinum 5.

20. Ibid.
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so chooses. A master may punish or not punish, according to his will. A
ruler, however, may not simply ignore or overlook violations of the rules.
He cannot act on his own caprice, his personal feelings at the time. He
must, rather, act with a view to the best interests of those under his
authority.* !

It was in the best interests of humankind for Christ to die. Forgiveness
of their sins, if too freely given, would have resulted in undermining the
law’s authority and effectiveness. It was necessary, therefore, to have an
atonement which would provide grounds for forgiveness and simultane-
ously retain the structure of moral government. Christ’s death served to
accomplish both ends. In describing Christ’s death, Grotius used the term
“penal substitution.” He did not mean that Christ’s death was a penalty
inflicted on him as a substitute for the penalty which should have at-
tached to the sins of humanity. Rather, Grotius saw the death of Christ
as a substitute for a penalty.** What God did through Christ’s death was
to demonstrate what God’s justice will require us to suffer if we continue
in sin. Underscoring the seriousness of breaking God’s law, the heinous-
ness of sin, this demonstration of God’s justice is all the more impressive
in view of who and what Christ was. The spectacle of the sufferings
Christ bore is enough to deter us from sin. And if we turn from sin, we
can be forgiven and God’s moral government preserved. Because of
Christ’s death, then, it is possible for God to forgive sins without a
breakdown of the moral fiber of the universe.

According to the governmental theory, the sufferings of Christ are an
atonement for sin. However, Grotius’s interpretation of this statement is
far different from that of someone like Anselm. In Anselm’s view, which
is sometimes called the “satisfaction theory” of the atonement, the death
of Christ was an actual penalty inflicted on him as a substitute for the
penalty which should have attached to the breaking of the law by individ-
ual sinners. Grotius disagrees. He believes that the death of Christ was
not a punishment; on the contrary, it made punishment unnecessary. In
fact, according to Grotius, no penalty could be attached or transferred
to Christ, for punishment cannot be transferred from one person to
another. Punishment is personal to the individual. If it could be trans-
ferred, the connection between sin and guilt would be severed. Christ’s
suffering, then, was not a vicarious bearing of our punishment, but a
demonstration of God’s hatred of sin, a demonstration intended to induce
in us a horror of sin. As we turn from sin, we can be forgiven. Thus, even
in the absence of punishment, justice and morality are maintained.

One of the implications of Grotius’s view is that God does not inflict

2 1. Ibid., 2-3.
22. Ibid., 5.

Theories of the Atonement 791

punishment as a matter of strict retribution. Sin is not punished simply
because it deserves to be. It is punished because of the demands of
moral government. The point of punishment is not retribution, but deter-
rence of further commission of sins, either by the one punished, or by
third parties who have observed the punishment. Sin, to be sure, is
deserving of punishment (indeed, it is the only grounds for punishment),
and God would not be unjust to apply the penalty for sin in every case.
So it is not an injustice when someone is punished. But punishment need
not be applied in every case nor to the fullest extent.

It should be apparent from the foregoing that Grotius was an active
opponent of antinomianism in all its forms, as have been the later advo-
cates of the governmental view. As he saw it, the Socinian theory that the
atonement is essentially a beautiful example of how we should live is an
insufficient basis for genuinely godly living, for no consequences are
attached to failure to live a holy life. There have to be both encourage-
ment to goodness and deterrence from evil. Even the satisfaction theory
fosters a disregard for the law. For if the death of Christ is an exact
equivalent of the penalty for all our sins, then there is no real possibility
of future punishment for us and we can do whatever we want. Once
Christ died in our behalf, there was no longer a need to punish us.
Grotius felt that his scheme, to the contrary, had the advantage of
impressing upon mankind the seriousness of all sin.

There is in the governmental theory an objective element. The death
was a real offering made by Christ to God. By this act God was once and
for all made able to deal mercifully with man. The atonement had an
impact on God. But in the main the governmental theory is a subjective
theory of the atonement-the chief impact was on man. The purpose of
Christ’s death was not to satisfy the demands of Gods just nature so that
he might be enabled to do what he otherwise could not have done,
namely, forgive sins. Rather, Christ’s death enabled God to forgive sins or
remit punishment in a way which would not have unfavorable conse-
quences or adverse effects upon humans. Christ’s suffering serves as a
deterrent to sin by impressing upon us the gravity of sin. As we then turn
from sin, we can be forgiven. The need for us to be punished has been
eliminated, and yet, at the same time, moral government and the author-
ity of the law have been upheld. Thus, in the long run, the chief impact
of the atonement is upon man.

In Grotius’s view, Christ’s offering of himself was a satisfaction suffi-
cient to uphold moral government, and thus God was enabled to remit
sin in such a way that there were no adverse consequences for man. The
Socinians objected that satisfaction and remission are mutually exclu-
sive. If God requires or accepts satisfaction for sins, there is no real
mercy or grace. But Grotius distinguished between full payment of a
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debt and satisfaction. He studiously avoided the legalistic notion that
God in every case requires a penalty equivalent to the offense. If there
were full and complete payment, there would be no actual pardon. But
a satisfaction accepted as sufficient for purposes of government does not
exclude and preclude clemency on God’s part. He does not exact the full
penalty. There is therefore true remission. Instead of insisting upon the
payment of every ounce of every penalty, the loving nature of God wishes
to forgive. It is almost as if, in his desire to forgive sin, God was looking
for an excuse not to enforce the full consequences. He found his oppor-
tunity in the death of Christ, regarding it as sufficient to preserve his
moral government.

One of the things that strike us as we examine the governmental
theory is its lack of explicit scriptural basis. We search in vain in Grotius
for specific biblical texts setting forth his major point. Rather, we see the
lawyer’s mind at work, focusing on general principles of Scripture and
drawing certain inferences from them. The one verse that is cited as a
direct support of the theory that the death of Christ was demanded by
God'’s concern to preserve his moral government and law as he forgives
sin is Isaiah 42:21: “The Lorp was pleased, for his righteousness’ sake, to
magnify his law and make it glorious.” Other Scriptures are cited as
evidence of the background elements of the governmental theory of the
atonement. In this respect John Mileys exposition of the atonement is
quite revealing. He lists texts which speak of divine wrath, divine right-
eousness, and atonement through suffering, but he does not mention
texts which deal with the idea of atonement in itself or, more correctly,
which define atonement.?®> The verses he cites describe various aspects
(e.g., the suffering of Christ), but do not get into the essential character
of the atonement or the way in which it works. Thus, whereas other
theories take an explicit biblical statement concerning the nature of the
atonement and emphasize it more than others, the governmental theory
works inferentially from some of the general teachings and principles of
Scripture.

The Ransom Theory
The Atonement as Victory over the Forces of Sin and Evil

The theory with the greatest claim to having been the standard view
in the early history of the church is probably the so-called ransom theory.
Gustaf Aulen has called it the classic view,** and in many ways that

23. Miley, Atonement, pp. 245-65.
24. Gustaf Aulen, Christus Victor: An Historical Study of the Three Main Types of the
Idea of the Atonement, trans. A. G. Hebert (New York: Macmillan, 193 1), p. 20.
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designation is correct, for in various forms it dominated the church’s
thinking until the time of Anselm and Abelard. It was even the primary
way in which Augustine understood the atonement, and thus it enjoyed
the immense prestige that his name accorded.

The two major early developers of the ransom theory were Origen
and Gregory of Nyssa. Origen saw biblical history as the depiction of a
great cosmic drama. For this reason his view of the atonement has also
been termed the “dramatic” view. In the cosmic struggle between the
forces of good and evil, Satan established control over man. Irenaeus,
among others, suggested that it was by an act of unjust aggression that
this control was established.25 But regardless of how it was gained, Satan
now is the governing power in the world. As world ruler, his rights cannot
simply be set aside, for God will not stoop to using techniques employed
by the devil; God will not “steal” man back, as it were. Man’s major
problem, then, is his enslavement to an unfit owner, namely, Satan.

Origen makes much of Paul’s statement that we have been bought
with a price (1 Cor. 6:20). But, Origen asks, from whom were we bought?
It must certainly have been from the one whose servants we were. He
would have named the price.

Now it was the devil that held us, to whose side we had been drawn away
by our sins. He asked, therefore, as our price the blood of Christ. But until
the blood of Jesus, which was so precious that alone it sufficed for the
redemption of all, was given, it was necessary that those who were
established in the Law should give each for himself his blood (i.e., in
circumcision) as it were in imitation of the redemption that was to be.26

The text on which Origen and others who hold the ransom theory rely
most heavily is Jesus’ statement that he had come to offer his life as a
ransom for many (Matt. 20:28; Mark 10:45). To whom was this ransom
paid? Certainly not to God. He would not pay a ransom to himself. Rather,
it must have been paid to the evil one, for it was he who held us captive
until the ransom, namely, the soul of Jesus, was paid.?’

Note that in Origen’s formulation of the doctrine, it was Satan rather
than God who demanded Christ’s blood, thus initiating this aspect of the
transaction. So the ransom was determined by, paid to, and accepted by
Satan. This mitigates to some extent the charge that the ransom theory
makes God somewhat of a dishonest dealer. True, Satan was deceived,
but it is more correct to say he deceived himself, and that in two ways,

25. lrenaeus Against Heresies 5. 1. 1.
26. Origen Commentary on Romans 2:13.
27. Origen Commentary on Matthew 13:28.
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according to Origen. First, Satan thought that he could be the lord of the
soul of Jesus; Jesus’ resurrection proved otherwise. Second, Origen sug-
gests elsewhere that the devil did not perceive that mankind, partially
freed by Christ’s teachings and miracles, would be completely delivered
by his death and resurrection. So Satan released man, only to find that
he could not hold Christ, whom he had accepted in exchange for man.?

A century later, Gregory of Nyssa fleshed out Origen’s view of the
atonement. Gregory’s prime concern was to maintain God’s justice. He
reasoned that since the slavery in which we find ourselves is our own
doing, our own free choice, it would have been unjust to deprive Satan
of his captives by some arbitrary method.29 That would have been to
steal from Satan what was rightfully his. So a transaction had to take
place. Because of his own pride and greed, Satan was quick to accept a
prize which he perceived to be far more valuable than the souls which
he held captive, namely, the life of Christ. Satan did not realize, however,
that the deity of Christ was enveloped in his human flesh.30 Christ’s deity
was deliberately concealed from Satan so that he would accept Jesus as
the ransom.

Gregory acknowledges that God deceived Satan: “The Deity was hid-
den under the veil of our nature, so that, as with ravenous fish, the hook
of the Deity might be gulped down along with the bait of flesh.”3! Beyond
acknowledging the deception, Gregory justifies it. He argues that two
things are requisite for an act to be just. One is that all should have their
due; the other is that the motivation behind the act should be love of
man. In the redemption accomplished by God both conditions were met.
It is fitting that deception should have been used on Satan, for he gained
his power over man by deception, using the bait of sensual pleasure.
While there may seem to be a problem in that God’s use of deception is
condoned while Satan’s is condemned, Gregory emphasizes the differ-
ence in aim and purpose:

But as regards the aim and purpose of what took place, a change in the
direction of the nobler is involved; for whereas he, the enemy, effected his
deception for the ruin of our nature, He who is at once the just, and good,
and wise one, used His device, in which there was deception, for the
salvation of him who had perished, and thus not only conferred benefit
on the lost one, but on him too who had wrought our ruin.32

28. lbid.

29. Gregory of Nyssa Great Catechism 22.
30. Ibid., 23.

31 Ibid., 24.

32. Ibid., 26.
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God’s deception of Satan is justified on the grounds of its being for a
good purpose, which almost seems to suggest that “the end justifies the
means.” The cryptic remark that the act of deception was for Satan’s
benefit as well as ours is not explained further.

Gregory and Rufinus particularly liked the image of the fishhook and
the bait. They even thought that Job 41:1 (“Can you draw out Leviathan
with a fishhook?**) may have been an anticipation of the atonement.33
Gregory the Great compared the cross to a net for catching birds,** and
even Augustine likened the cross to a mousetrap, with Christ’s blood
serving as the bait.?s

As Western theology developed, the idea of justice was worked out
more thoroughly. This is not surprising, given the pervasive influence of
the Roman judicial system. By maintaining that the deception of Satan
should not be thought of as something that God did, but rather as
something that he justly permitted, Augustine disarmed the charge that
God had been unjust or dishonest.* There is in Augustine no hint that
Christ’s deity had been veiled in order to trick Satan. Rather, Satan was
a victim of his own pride, for he thought that he could overcome and
hold Christ, when in reality he had no such power. Because Jesus had
never sinned, and therefore was not liable to death, he was not under
Satan’s control; it was an arrogant miscalculation on Satan’s part to think
that he could hold the Son of God.*”

In whatever form the theory was expressed in this early period, the
dominant theme was victory over Satan and deliverance of mankind
from bondage to him. About the only notable theologians of this period
who did not adopt the ransom theory were Gregory of Nazianzus and
Athanasius. A somewhat later figure who also felt the incongruity of the
idea that God would make such a deal with Satan was John of Damas-
cus. He found repugnant the belief that God would offer Christ to the
enemy. Having no other theory to fall back on, John agreed that the
atonement was in essence a triumph of God, but he held that the power
that had ensnared man and was then in turn ensnared by God was death
rather than the devil. God by offering his Son destroyed death:

God forbid that the blood of the Lord should have been offered to the
tyrant. Wherefore death approaches, and swallowing up the body as a
bait is transfixed on the hook of divinity, and after tasting of a sinless and
life-giving body, perishes, and brings up again all whom of old he swal-

33. Ibid., 24.

34. Gregory the Great Morals of Job 33. 15.
35. See Peter Lombard Sententiae 3.19.
36. Augustine De trinitate 13. 12.

37. Ibid., 13. 14.
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lowed up. For just as darkness disappears on the introduction of light, so
is death repulsed before the assault of life, which brings life to al, but
death to the destroyer.38

With the rise of the theories of Anselm and Abelard, the ransom
theory, at least in the form in which we have stated it, lost its large
following. In recent times, Gustaf Aulen has reinstated it. He terms it the
classic view, maintaining that, whatever the form in which the theory is
expressed, the essential point is God’s triumph.*

Inasmuch as the ransom theory holds that Christ’s atoning work was
not directed primarily toward man, it is an objective theory of the atone-
ment. To be sure, the ultimate purpose of Christ’s death was the liberation
of man. This, however, was accomplished through a work which related
primarily to another party; as a result of that work, there was an altera-
tion of man’s condition. The ransom theory is unique among the theories
of the atonement in that it holds that the direct effects of Christ’s atoning
death were neither upon God nor upon man. Rather, in the earliest and
most common form of the view, it was the devil toward whom Christ’s
death was directed. Christ’s work in relationship to God was secondary
at this point.

The Satisfaction Theory:
The Atonement as Compensation to the Father

Of all of the theories that we are examining in this chapter, the one
that most clearly regards the major effect of Christ’s death as objective
is usually termed the commercial or satisfaction theory. It emphasizes
that Christ died to satisfy a principle in the very nature of God the Father.
Not only was the atonement not primarily directed at man, but it also
did not involve any sort of payment to Satan.

Some of the later Latin theologians had anticipated the satisfaction
theory. For in maintaining that the transaction with Satan served the
cause of (or at least was not inconsistent with) God’s justice, they recog-
nized a Godward dimension in the atonement. Augustine and Gregory
the Great had even argued that there was something in the very nature
of God that required the atonement, but they did not develop this
thought?

It should be noted that the Latin theologians worked in the setting of
Roman law, which gave to their statements a judicial cast. Anselm (1033-

38. John of Damascus Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 3.27.
39. Aulen, Christus Victorp.26-27.
40. Grensted, Short Historypp.120-21,
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1109), archbishop of Canterbury, lived in a different milieu. By the time
of his writing, the political structure had changed. It was not the Roman
Empire, but the feudal system that was the most powerful force inthe
structuring of society. Justice and law had become more of a personal
matter; violations of the law were now thought of as offenses against the
person of the feudal overlord.

In addition, there was a growing emphasis upon the concept of satis-
faction. The Catholic church had been gradually developing its peniten-
tial system-by rendering some form of satisfaction, one could avoid
punishment for his offenses. This was in keeping with a legal principle of
the time: in matters of private offense, various forms of satisfaction could
be substituted for punishment. By Anselm’s time the concept of satisfac-
tion had become an integral part of the feudal structure. We therefore
find in Anselm’s thought a shift in imagery from the earlier treatments
of the atonement. Anselm pictures God as a feudal overlord who, to
maintain his honor, insists that there be adequate satisfaction for any
encroachment upon it.4!

Anselm deals with the atonement in his major work, Cur Deus homo?
The title indicates the basic direction of the treatise. Anselm attempts to
discover why God became man in the first place. The method Anselm
employs is to show that there was a logical necessity for the atonement,
and therefore there was a logical necessity for the incarnation.

Anselm clearly and definitely rejects the standard form of the ransom
theory, and even the modification of it which Augustine had developed.
The problem lay in the contention that Satan had a “right of possession”
over man. Anselm denies this supposed right. Man belongs to God and to
no one but God. Even the devil belongs to God. Neither man nor the devil
has any power apart from him. Therefore, God did not have to purchase
man from Satan. God’s only obligation was to punish his former servant
who had convinced a fellow servant to follow him in leaving their com-
mon Lord. There was absolutely no necessity to pay ransom to the devil.#?

Anselm’s understanding of the atonement builds fundamentally upon
his doctrine of sin, for what sin is understood to be will strongly influence
one’s view of what must be done to counter it. To Anselm, sin is basically
failure to render God his due. By failing to give God his due, we take
from God what is rightfully his and dishonor him. We sinners must
restore to God what we have taken from him. But it is not sufficient
merely to restore to God what we have taken away. For in taking from
God what is his, we have injured him; and even after what we have taken
has been returned, there must be some additional compensation or

41. Ibid., p. 123.
42. Anselm Cur Deus homo 1.7.
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reparation for the injury that has been done#* A good comparison is
modern judicial rulings which stipulate that a thief, in addition to restor-
ing his victim’s property, must pay punitive damages or serve a prison
sentence.

God being God, he not only may act to preserve his own honor; he
must do so. He cannot simply disregard it. Thus, he cannot merely
forgive or remit sin without punishing it. Nor is it enough for us to restore
to God his due. There must be additional reparation. Only with some
form of added compensation can the things that have been disturbed by
sin be restored to equilibrium Sin left unpunished would leave Gods
economy out of order*

God’s violated honor can be put right again either by his punishing
men (condemning them) or by accepting satisfaction made in their
behalf.#5 Anselm carefully distinguishes the two concepts. Why did not
God simply inflict punishment? Some theologians would say that be-
cause God is love, he would rather receive satisfaction than condemn
humans. That is not Anselm’s approach, however. Remember that he is
trying to demonstrate the necessity of the incarnation. The way in which
he proceeds is to contend that some men must necessarily be saved. He
adopts Augustine’s argument that some men must be saved to compen-
sate God for the loss of the fallen angels. Because fallen angels cannot
be restored or saved, they must be replaced by an equal number of men.
Thus, God cannot inflict punishment on all humans; at least some of
them must be restored. Satisfaction has to be rendered in their behalf.46

But what of the nature and means of this satisfaction? How was it to
be accomplished? Man could not possibly have rendered satisfaction in
his own behalf, for even if he were to do his best, that would be nothing
more than giving God his due. Since God had been wronged, some
greater compensation was required. Further, man had permitted himself
to be overcome by the devil, God’s enemy. This was an especially grievous
offense. The satisfaction also had to include some special compensation
for this wrong, namely, the defeat of the devil. How could this have been
rendered by man, weakened as he was by sin and already defeated by
Satan? If things were to be set right in the economy of Gods kingdom,
something had to be done for man by someone qualified to represent
him. Note how closely Anselm’s doctrine of man and sin is tied up with
his doctrine of atonement.

This, then, was man’s predicament. He was made for God and was

43. lbid,, 1. 1L
44. Ihid,, 1. 12.
45. Ihid,, 1. 13.
46. lbid., 1. 16-18.
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intended to choose, love, and serve the highest good, God. This, however,
he did not do; consequently, death came upon him. God, however, nec-
essarily had to save at least some of fallen humanity. Satisfaction had to
be made, if this was to be accomplished. But how was it to be done? To
be effective, the satisfaction rendered had to be greater than what all
created beings are capable of doing, since they can do only what is
already required of them. This being the case, only God could make
satisfaction. However, if it was to avail for man in relationship to God, it
had to be made by man. Therefore, the satisfaction had to be rendered
by someone who is both God and man. Consequently, the incarnation is
a logical necessity. Without it there could be no satisfaction and, there-
fore, no remission of punishment.*’

Christ, being both God and sinless human, did not deserve death.
Therefore, his offering his life to God in behalf of the human race of
which he was a part went beyond what was required of him. Thus, it
could serve as a genuine satisfaction to God for man’s sins. But was it
sufficient to accomplish what was needed? Was the payment enough?
Yes, it was. For the death of the God-man himself, inasmuch as he, being
God, had power over his own life (John 10:18) and did not have to die,
has infinite value. Indeed, for his body to have suffered even the slightest
harm would have been a matter of infinite value.*

Anselm’s argument was heavily based on logic. Except at a few points,
we have not paid much attention to this fact. It is important to keep in
mind, however, that he believed and represented each point in his theo-
logical system-the atonement, the incarnation-to be a matter of logical
necessity.

We have seen that Christ’s death is interpreted in a wide variety of
ways. Each of the theories we have examined seizes upon a significant
aspect of his work. While we may have major objections to some of the
theories, we recognize that each one possesses a dimension of the truth.
In his death Christ (1) gave us a perfect example of the type of dedication
God desires of us, (2) demonstrated the great extent of God’s love, (3)
underscored the seriousness of sin and the severity of Gods righteous-
ness, (4) triumphed over the forces of sin and death, liberating us from
their power, and (5) rendered satisfaction to the Father for our sins. All
of these things we as humans needed done for us, and Christ did them
all. Now we must ask, Which of these is the most basic? Which one
makes the others possible? We will turn to that question in the next

47. lbid., 2. 8.
48. 1bid., 2. 10.
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chapter. As we do so, it will be with a profound appreciation for the full
measure of what Christ did to bring us into fellowship with the Father.

And can it be that | should gain

An interest in the Savior’s blood?

Died He for me, who caused His pain?
For me, who Him to death pursued?
Amazing love! how can it be

That Thou, my God, shouldst die for me?

(Charles Wesley, 1738)

The Central Theme of Atonement

Background Factors
The Nature of God
Status of the Law
The Human Condition
Christ
The Old Testament Sacrificial System
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In examining the several theories of the atonement in the pre-
ceding chapter, we noted that each seizes upon a significant aspect of
Christ’s atoning work. We must now ask which of those aspects is the
primary or most basic dimension of that work, the one to which the
others adhere, or upon which they depend.

Background Factors

As we indicated at the beginning of chapter 37, the doctrine of the
atonement is the point at which the organic character of theology is
most apparent. Our views on the other doctrines influence strongly our
conclusions in this area. So we begin by reviewing the background
against which we will construct our doctrine of the atonement.

The Nature of God

Just as biblical passages appear in contexts, so also do doctrines. If we
attempt to abstract a doctrine from its context, the result will be distor-
tion. In every matter for theological study, the broadest context is, of
course, the doctrine of God. This is particularly the case when we are
dealing with matters involving a relationship in which one of the parties
is God. The doctrine of salvation comes immediately to mind, as does
the atonement.

The nature of God is perfect and complete holiness. This is not an
optional or arbitrary matter; it is the way God is by nature. He has always
been absolutely holy. Nothing more need or can be said. It is useless to
ask, “Why is God this way?” He simply is so. Being contrary to God’s
nature, sin is repulsive to him. He is allergic to sin, so to speak. He cannot
look upon it. He is compelled to turn away from it.

Status of the Law

The second major factor to be considered as we construct our theory
of the atonement is the status of God’s moral and spiritual law. The law
should not be thought of as something impersonal and foreign to God.
Rather, it should be seen as the expression of God’s person and will. He
does not command love and forbid murder simply because he decides
to do so. His very nature issues in his enjoining certain actions and
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prohibiting others. God pronounces love good because he himself is love.
Lying is wrong because God himself cannot lie.

This means that, in effect, the law is something of a transcript of the
nature of God. When we relate to it, whether positively or negatively, we
are not relating to an impersonal document or set of regulations. Rather,
it is God himself whom we are obeying or disobeying. Disobeying the law
is serious, not because the law has some inherent value or dignity which
must be preserved, but because disobeying it is actually an attack upon
the very nature of God himself. Thus, legalism-the attitude that the law
is to be obeyed for its own sake-is unacceptable. Rather, the law is to be
understood as a means of relating to a personal God.

Some have objected to the idea that God’s nature can be expressed in
propositional form, that God’s will is somehow codifiable. Behind this
objection there seems to lie a kind of Kantian skepticism: We can never
know the ultimate realities, for the only valid basis of knowledge is sense
perception. Certainly statements claiming to express God’s will (the law)
transcend sense experience and hence must be regarded by us as with-
out foundation. There frequently is also an objection along the lines of
Friedrich Schleiermacher’s conception that religion is not primarily a
matter of doctrine, but rather of feelings. But if we hold that God is an
objective reality, and that he has revealed rational, objective truth about
himself, surely there is also room for the law as an objective representa-
tion of his will and, even more, of his nature.

A further point to be borne in mind is that violation of the law, whether
by transgressing or by failing to fulfil it, carries the serious consequences
of liability to punishment, and especially death. Adam and Eve were told
that in the day that they ate of the fruit of the tree they would surely die
(Gen. 2:15-17). The Lord told Ezekiel that “the soul that sins shall die”
(Ezek. 18:20). According to Paul, “the wages of sin is death” (Rom. 6:23),
and “he who sows to his own flesh will from the flesh reap corruption”
(Gal. 6:8). There is a definite link between sin and liability to punishment.
Particularly in the last of the citations (Gal. 6:7-8) a virtual cause-effect
connection between sin and punishment is in evidence. In each case,
however, it is understood that punishment is an inevitability rather than
a possibility.

The Human Condition

Another crucial factor in our understanding of the atonement is the
nature and condition of man. We noted earlier (pp. 627-3 1) the fact of
total depravity, by which we meant not that man is as wicked as he can
possibly be, but rather that he is utterly unable to do anything to save
himself or to extricate himself from his condition of sinfulness. Since this
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is true, it follows that the atonement, to accomplish for man what needed
to be done, had to be made by someone else in man’s behalf. It had to do
for man what he cannot do for himself.

Christ

Our understanding of Christ’s nature is crucial here. We earlier stated
that Christ is both God and man (chapters 32-34). He is the eternal,
preexistent Second Person of the Trinity. He is God in the same sense
and to the same degree as is the Father, a sense in which no other human
has ever been or will ever be divine. To his deity he added humanity. He
did not subtract from his deity. When he became human, he did not give
up his deity in any respect, but only the independent exercise of his
divine attributes.

In our understanding, Jesus’ humanity means that his atoning death
is applicable to human beings. Because Jesus was really one of us, he
was able to redeem us. He was not an outsider attempting to do some-
thing for us. He was a genuine human being representing the rest of us.
What he took upon himself he could redeem. This is implied in what
Paul says in Galatians 4:4-5: “God sent forth his Son ... born under the
law, to redeem those who were under the law.”

Not only is Jesus human, he is completely human. He took not merely
the physical nature of a human being, but the full psychological equip-
ment of humanity as well. He felt the full gamut of normal human
emotions. Thus he was able to redeem all of human nature, for he
assumed all of what it means to be truly human.

In addition, Jesus’ death is of sufficient value to atone for the entire
human race. The death of an ordinary human could scarcely have
sufficient value to cover his own sins, let alone those of the whole race.
But Jesus’ death is of infinite worth. As God, Jesus did not have to die. In
dying he did something which God would never have to do. Because he
was sinless, he did not have to die in payment for his own sins. Inasmuch
as he is an infinite being who did not have to die, his death can serve to
atone for the sins of all of mankind.

The Old Testament Sacrificial System

The atoning death of Christ must also be seen against the background
of the Old Testament sacrificial system. Before Christ’s atoning death it
was necessary for sacrifices to be regularly offered to compensate for
the sins which had been committed. These sacrifices were necessary, not
to work a reformation in the sinner, nor to deter the sinner or others
from committing further sin, but to atone for the sin, which was inher-
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ently deserving of punishment. There had been offense against God’s law
and hence against God himself, and this had to be set right.

The Hebrew word most commonly used in the Old Testament for the
various types of atonement is 192 (kaphar) and its derivatives. The word
literally means “to cover.”! One was delivered from punishment by the
interposing of something between his sin and God. God then saw the
atoning sacrifice rather than the sin. The covering of the sin meant that
the penalty no longer had to be exacted from the sinner.?

It should be noted that the sacrifice had an objective effect. Sacrifices
were offered to appease God. Job’s friends, for example, were instructed
to bring sacrifice so that God would not deal with them according to
their folly. He had been angered by the fact that they had not spoken of
him what is right (Job 42:8). It should also be noted that a sacrifice was
offered as a substitute for the sinner.3 It bore the sinner’s guilt. For the
sacrifice to be effective, there had to be some connection, some point of
commonality, between the victim and the sinner for whom it was offered.

Several other factors were necessary for the sacrifice to accomplish
its intended effect. The sacrificial animal had to be spotless, without
blemish. The one for whom atonement was being made had to present
the animal and lay his hands upon it: “he shall offer it at the door of the
tent of meeting ... he shall lay his hand upon the head of the burnt
offering, and it shall be accepted for him to make atonement for him”
(Lev. 1:3-4). This bringing of the animal and laying on of hands consti-
tuted a confession of guilt on the part of the sinner. The laying on of
hands symbolized a transfer of the guilt from the sinner to the victim.*
Then the offering or sacrifice was accepted by the priest.

While the legal portions of the Old Testament typify with considerable
clarity the sacrificial and substitutionary character of Christ’s death, the
prophetic passages go even further. They establish the connection be-
tween the Old Testament sacrifices and Christ’s death. Isaiah 53 is the
clearest of all. Having described the person of the Messiah and indicated
the nature and extent of the iniquity of sinners, the prophet makes an
allusion to Christ’s sacrifice: “All we like sheep have gone astray; we have
turned every one to his own way; and the Lorb has laid on him the
iniquity of us all” (v. 6). The iniquity of sinners is to be transferred to the

1. Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon
of the Old Testament (New York: Oxford University, 1955), pp. 497-98.

2. R. Laird Harris, 193, in Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, ed. R. Laird
Harris (Chicago: Moody, 1980), vol. 1, pp. 452-53.

3. Gustave F. Oehler, Theology of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1950), p. 307.

4. Ibid., p. 274.
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suffering servant, just as in the Old Testament rites the sins were trans-
ferred to the sacrificial animal. The laying on of hands was an anticipa-
tion of the believer’s active acceptance of Christ’s atoning work.

The New Testament Teaching

The Gospels

The New Testament is much more detailed on the subject of Christ’s
atonement. We will look first at our Lord’s own testimony regarding the
nature and purpose of his death. Although Jesus did not have a great
deal to say about his death during the first part of his ministry, toward
the end he began to speak about it quite explicitly. The teachings are very
clear, for they are not found in obscure statements, or even in parables,
which might be quite ambiguous. Further, they were not elicited by
chance questions from Jesus’ disciples or challenges by his enemies.
Rather, they were delivered purposely, at his own initiative. They were
spoken clearly and directly.

Jesus had a profound sense that the Father had sent him, and that he
had to do the Father’s work. He declares in John 10:36 that the Father
had sent him into the world. In John 6:38 he says, “For | have come down
from heaven, not to do my own will, but the will of him who sent me.”
The apostle John expressly relates the sending by the Father to the Son’s
redemptive and atoning work: “For God sent the Son into the world, not
to condemn the world, but that the world might be saved through him”
(John 3: 17). The purpose of the coming was atonement, and the Father
was involved in that work. The point in stressing that the Son was sent
by the Father is to make it clear that the Son’s work is not independent
of, or in contrast to, what the Father does. Nor was the death of Christ a
punishment administered by an impassive judge upon an innocent third
party. The Father was personally involved, for the penalty fell on his own
Son, whom he had voluntarily sent.

Jesus had a powerful conviction that his life and death constituted a
fulfilment of Old Testament prophecies. In particular, he interpreted his
own life and death as a clear fulfilment of Isaiah 53. At the Last Supper
he said, “For | tell you that this scripture must be fulfilled in me, ‘And he
was reckoned with transgressors’; for what is written about me has its
fulfilment” (Luke 22:37). He was citing lIsaiah 53: 12, thus identifying
himself as the suffering servant. His frequent references to his suffering
make it clear that he saw his death as the primary reason for his having
come. He plainly told his disciples that the Son of man must suffer many
things, be rejected by the religious authorities and be killed (Mark 8:3 1).
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Even early in his ministry he alluded to his suffering by speaking of the
time when the bridegroom would be taken away (Matt. 9: 15; Mark 2: 19-
20). And indeed, upon descending from the mount of transfiguration, at
one of the high points in his ministry, he said, “So also [like Elijah] the
Son of man will suffer at their hands” (Matt. 17: 12).

Jesus saw his death as constituting a ransom. Without specifying to
whom the ransom was to be paid, or from whose control the enslaved
were to be freed, Jesus indicated that his giving of his life was to be the
means by which many would be freed from bondage (Matt. 20:28; Mark
10:45). The word Adrpor (“ransom”) with its cognates is used nearly 140
times in the Septuagint, usually with the thought of deliverance from
some sort of bondage in exchange for the payment of compensation or
the offering of a substitute.’

Christ also saw himself as our substitute. This concept is particularly
prominent in the Gospel of John. Jesus said, “Greater love has no man
than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends” (John 15: 13). He
was, of course, stating a principle of broad application; he was commend-
ing to his disciples that they show to one another such love as he had
shown them. But inasmuch as he was speaking on the eve of his crucifix-
ion, there can be little doubt of what was on his mind. Certainly he was
thinking of the substitutionary death which he was soon to undergo.

There are other indications that Jesus saw himself in the role of a
sacrifice. He said in his great high-priestly prayer, “And for their sake |
consecrate myself, that they also may be consecrated in truth” (John
17:19). The verb here is aytdlw, a term common in sacrificial contexts.
C. K Barrett says, “The language is equally appropriate to the preparation
of a priest and the preparation of a sacrifice; it is therefore doubly
appropriate to Christ.”

The statement of John the Baptist at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry
carries similar connotations—*“Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away
the sin of the world!” (John 1:29). The apostle John also records Caiaphas’s
sneering remark to the Sanhedrin: “You know nothing at all; you do not
understand that it is expedient for you that one man should die for the
people, and that the whole nation should not perish” (John 11:49-50).
The point of interest is not the attitude of Caiaphas, but the deep truth
which Caiaphas had unknowingly spoken. Jesus would die not merely in
the place of the nation, but of the entire world. It is noteworthy that John
calls attention to this remark of Caiaphas a second time (18: 14).

5. Edwin Hatch and Henry A. Redpath, A Concordance to the Septuagint (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1983 reprint), pp. 890-9 1.

6. C. K Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1978), p. 571.
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Jesus had a profound sense that he was the source and giver of true
life. He says in John 17:3, “And this is eternal life, that they know thee the
only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.” The giving of
eternal life is here linked to both the Father and the Son. We can receive
this life through an especially close relationship to the Son, which he also
symbolically referred to as “eating his flesh.” In John 6 he speaks of “the
true bread” (v. 32), “the bread of life” (vv. 35, 48), “the bread which
comes down from heaven” (v. 50). He then makes clear what he has been
talking about: “I am the living bread which came down from heaven; if
any one eats of this bread, he will live for ever; and the bread which |
shall give for the life of the world is my flesh’ (v. 5 1). To have eternal life,
we must eat his flesh and drink his blood (w. 52-58). It is evident that
Jesus saw a definite connection between our having life and his giving
his life for us.

To sum up what Jesus and the Gospel writers said about his death:
Jesus saw a close identification between himself and his Father. He spoke
regularly of the Father’s having sent him. He and the Father are one, and
so the work that the Son did was also the work of the Father. Jesus came
for the purpose of giving his life as a ransom, a means of liberating those
people who were enslaved to sin. He offered himself as a substitute for
them. Paradoxically, his death gives life; we obtain it by taking him into
ourselves. His death was a sacrifice typified by the Old Testament sacri-
ficial system. These various motifs are vital elements in our construction
of the doctrine of the atonement.

The Pauline Writings

When we turn to the writings of Paul, we find a rich collection of
teaching on the atonement, teaching which conforms with what the
Gospels say on the subject. Paul also identifies and equates Jesus’ love
and working with the love and working of the Father. Numerous texts
can be cited: “God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself” (2 Cor.
5: 19); “God shows his love for us in that while we were yet sinners Christ
died for us” (Rom. 5:8); “For God has done what the law, weakened by
the flesh, could not do: sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh
and for sin, he condemned sin in the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3); “He who did not
spare his own Son but gave him up for us all, will he not also give us all
things with him?” (Rom. 8:32). Thus, like the Gospel writers and Jesus
himself, Paul does not view the atonement as something Jesus did inde-
pendently of the Father; it is the work of both. Furthermore, what Paul
says of the Father’s love, he also says of the Sons: “For the love of Christ
controls us, because we are convinced that one has died for all; therefore
all have died” (2 Cor. 5: 14); “Christ loved us and gave himself up for us”
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(Eph. 5:2). The love of the Father and that of the Son are interchangeable.
George Ladd comments: “The idea that the cross expresses the love of
Christ for us while he wrings atonement from a stern and unwilling
Father, perfectly just, but perfectly inflexible, is a perversion of New
Testament theology.”

Having said this, however, we must note that the theme of divine
wrath upon sin is also prominent in Paul. It is important to realize, for
example, that Romans 3:21-26, which is a passage about the redemption
which God has provided in Jesus Christ, is the culmination of a process
of reasoning which began with the pronouncement of God’s wrath
against sin: “For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all
ungodliness and wickedness of men” (Rom. 1:18). The holiness of God
requires that there be atonement if the condemned condition of sinners
is to be overcome. The love of God provides that atonement.

Paul frequently thought of and referred to the death of Christ as a
sacrifice. In Ephesians 5:2 he describes it as “a fragrant offering and
sacrifice to God.” In 1 Corinthians 5:7 he writes, “For Christ, our paschal
lamb, has been sacrificed.” His numerous references to Christ’s blood are
also suggestive of a sacrifice: there was “expiation by his blood” (Rom.
3:25); “we are now justified by his blood” (Rom. 5:9); “in him we have
redemption through his blood” (Eph. 1:7); we ‘have been brought near in
the blood of Christ” (Eph. 2:13); he has reconciled to himself all things,
“making peace by the blood of his cross” (Col. 1:20). Ladd has pointed
out, however, that there was very little actual shedding of Christ’s blood
as such.8 While there was a loss of blood when the crown of thorns was
put on his head and when the nails were driven into his flesh, it was not
until after he had died that blood (mixed with water) gushed forth (John
19:34). So the references to Christ’s blood are not to his actual physical
blood per se, but to his death as a sacrificial provision for our sins.

The apostle Paul also maintains that Christ died for us or in our behalf.
God “did not spare his own Son but gave him up for us all” (Rom. 8:32);
“God shows his love for us in that while we were yet sinners Christ died
for us” (Rom. 5:8); “Christ loved us and gave himself up for us” (Eph. 5:2);
Christ became a “curse for us” (Gal. 3:13); he “died for us” (1 Thess. 5:10).
Later in this chapter we will inquire whether Christ’s death was merely
for our sakes, that is, in our behalf, or actually substitutionary, that is, in
our place.

Finally, Paul regards the death of Christ as propitiatory, that is, Christ
died to appease God’s wrath against sin. This point has been questioned,

7. George E. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1974), p. 424.
8. Ibid., p. 425.
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especially by C. H. Dodd in his book The Bible and the Greeks. Dodd
bases his argument upon the way in which the verb iAdoxoua: and its
cognates are used in the Septuagint. He contends that it is not propitia-
tion but expiation that is in view in verses like Romans 3:25: “The mean-
ing conveyed (in accordance with LXX usage which is constantly
determinative for Paul) is that of expiation, not that of propitiation. Most
translators and commentators are wrong.” God was not appeased by
the death of Christ. Rather, what Christ accomplished in dying was to
cleanse sinners of their sin, to cover their sin and uncleanness. Dodd
builds his case not only upon linguistic but also upon more generally
theological considerations. A. G. Hebert adds that “it cannot be right to
think of God’s wrath as being ‘appeased’ by the sacrifice of Christ, as
some ‘transactional theories of the atonement have done ... because it
is God who in Christ reconciles the world to himself. ... It cannot be
right to make any opposition between the wrath of the Father and the
love of the Son.”10

Despite the position taken by Dodd, Ladd has argued that iAdokoua:
does indeed refer to propitiation. He makes four points in rebuttal:!!

1. In nonbiblical Hellenistic Greek authors such as Josephus and
Philo, the word uniformly means “to propitiate.” This is also true of
its use in the apostolic fathers. Leon Morris has said, “If the LXX
translators and the New Testament writers evolved an entirely new
meaning of the word group, it perished with them and was not
resurrected until our own day.”12

2. There are three places in the Septuagint where éfthdokouar refers
to propitiating or appeasing God (Zech. 7:2;8:22; Mal. 1:9). Dodd’s
comment on these passages is that there appears to be something
exceptional about the usage of the word here.13

3. While the word is seldom used in the Septuagint with “God” as its
direct object, it must also be noted that it is never used in the Old
Testament with the word sin as its direct object.

9. C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1935),
p. 94.

10. A. G. Hebert, “Atone, Atonement,” in A Theological Word Book of the Bible, ed.
Alan Richardson (New York: Macmillan, 195 1), p. 26.

11. Ladd, Theology, pp. 429-30. For a more extensive refutation of Dodd’s view see
Roger Nicole, “C. H. Dodd and the Doctrine of Propitiation,” Westminster Theological
Journal 17 (1955): 117-57.

12. Leon Morris, “The Use of Hiluskesthai in Biblical Greek,” Expository Times (1950-
195 1): 233.

13. Dodd, Bible and the Greeks, pp. 86-87.
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4. There are many places in the Old Testament where, while not
actually used of appeasing the wrath of God, the word appears in
a context in which the wrath of God is in view.

From the foregoing considerations, it appears questionable whether
Dodd’s conclusions, influential though they have been, are accurate. His
conclusions may well have resulted from an inaccurate conception of
the Trinity, a misconception which betrays itself in his failure to take very
seriously the contrary evidence in such passages as Zechariah 7:2;8:22;
and Malachi 1:9.

In contradiction to Dodd, we note that there are passages in Paul’s
writings which cannot be satisfactorily interpreted if we deny that God’s
wrath needed to be appeased. This is particularly true of Romans 3:25-
26. In the past, God had left sins unpunished. He could conceivably be
accused of overlooking sin since he had not required punishment for it.
Now, however, he has put forth Jesus as iAaotipior. This proves both
that God is just (his wrath required the sacrifice) and that he is the
justifier of those who have faith in Jesus (his love provided the sacrifice
for them).

The numerous passages that speak of the wrath of God against sin
are evidence that Christ’s death was necessarily propitiatory. We read of
the wrath (dpy7) of God against sin in Romans 1: 18; 2:5, 8; 4: 15; 5:9;9:22;
12:19;13:4-5; Ephesians 2:3; 5:6; Colossians 3:6; and 1 Thessalonians 1: 10;
2:16;5:9. So then, Pauls idea of the atoning death (Christ as ihaorpiov)
is not simply that it covers sin and cleanses from its corruption (expia-
tion), but that the sacrifice also appeases a God who hates sin and is
radically opposed to it (propitiation).-

The Basic Meaning of Atonement

Having reviewed the Bible’s direct teaching on the subject of the
atonement, we need now to concentrate on its basic motifs.

Sacrifice

We have already noted several references to the death of Christ as a
sacrifice. These occur in the Old Testament (specifically Isa. 53), in Christ’s
teachings and the Gospel narratives, and in Paul. We will now supplement
our understanding of this concept by noting particularly what the Book
of Hebrews says on the subject. In Hebrews 9:6-15 the work of Christ is
likened to the Old Testament Day of Atonement. Christ is depicted as the
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high priest who entered into the Holy Place to offer sacrifice. But the
sacrihce which Christ offered was not the blood of goats and calves, but
his own blood (v. 12). Thus he secured “an eternal redemption.” A vivid
contrast is drawn between the sacrifice of animals, which had only a
limited effect, and of Christ, whose death has eternal effect. Whereas the
Mosaic sacrifices had to be offered repeatedly, Christ’s death is a once-
for-all atonement for the sins of all mankind (v. 28).

A similar thought is expressed in Hebrews 10518. Here again the
idea is that instead of burnt offerings, the body of Christ was sacrificed
(v. 5). This was a once-for-all offering (v. 10). Instead of the daily offering
by the priest (v. 11), Christ “offered for all time a single sacrifice for sins”
(v. 12). In chapter 13, the writer likens the death of Christ to the sin
offering of the Old Testament. He died in order to sanctify the people
through his blood. We are therefore exhorted to go to him outside the
camp, and bear the abuse he endured (w. 10-13).

What is unique about Christ’s sacrifice, and very important to keep in
mind, is that Christ is both the victim and the priest who offers it. What
were two parties in the Levitical system are combined in Christ. The
mediation which Christ began with his death continues even now in the
form of his priestly intercession for us.

Propitiation

In our discussion of the Pauline material on the atonement, we noted
the controversy over whether Christ’s death was propitiatory. Here we
must note that the concept of propitiation is not limited to Paul’s writings.
In the Old Testament sacrificial system, the offering was made before the
Lord and there it took effect as well: “The priest shall burn it on the altar,
upon the offerings by fire to the Lorp; and the priest shall make atone-
ment for [the sinner] for the sin which he has committed, and he shall
be forgiven” (Lev. 4:35). Can there be any doubt, especially in view of
God'’s anger against sin, that this verse points to an appeasement of God?
How else can we interpret the statement that the offering should be
made to the Lord and forgiveness would follow?

Substitution

We observed that Christ died for our sake or in our behalf. But is it
proper to speak of his death as substitutionary, that is, did he actually die
in our place?

Several considerations indicate that Christ did indeed take our place.
First there is a whole set of .passages which tell us that our sins were
“laid upon” Christ, he “bore” our iniquity, he “was made sin” for us. One
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prominent instance is in Isaiah 53: “All we like sheep have gone astray;
we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lorbp has laid on him
the iniquity of us all” (v. 6); he “was numbered with the transgressors; yet
he bore the sin of many, and made intercession for the transgressors” (v.
12b). On seeing Jesus, John the Baptist exclaimed, “Behold, the Lamb of
God, who takes away the sin of the world!” (John 1:29). Paul said, “For
our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we
might become the righteousness of God” (2 Cor. 5:21), and “Christ re-
deemed us from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us”
(Gal. 3:13). The writer of the letter to the Hebrews said, “So Christ, having
been offered once to bear the sins of many, will appear a second time,
not to deal with sin but to save those who are eagerly waiting for him”
(Heb. 9:28). And evidently having Isaiah 53:5-6, 12, in mind, Peter wrote,
“He himself bore our sins in his body on the tree, that we might die to
sin and live to righteousness. By his wounds you have been healed”
(1 Peter 2:24). The common idea in these several passages is that Jesus
bore our sins-they were laid on him or transferred from us to him.
Because he has come to be sin, we have ceased to be sin or sinners. The
idea of substitution is unmistakable.

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 is avri. This word in nonsoteriological
contexts clearly means “instead of” or “in the place of.” For example,
Jesus asked, “What father among you, if his son asks for a fish, will
instead of a fish give him a serpent?” (Luke 11:11). In Matthew 2:22 the
word av7i is used in connection with a son’s succeeding his father:
“Archelaus reigned over Judea in place of his father Herod.” And in
1 Corinthians 11: 1.5 Paul observes that, it being improper for a woman to
pray with her head uncovered (v. 13), she has been given her hair in place
of a covering. When we look at passages where the preposition aviis
used to specify the relationship between Christ’s death and sinners, this
same idea of substitution is clearly present. A. T. Robertson observes that
avti means “in place of” or “instead of” when it occurs in contexts where
“two substantives placed opposite to each other are equivalent and so
may be exchanged.”!* Thus, just as substitution is in view in the “eye for
an eye” statement of Matthew 5:38, it is also in view in cases like Matthew
20:28: “The Son of man came not to be served but to serve, and to give
his life as a ransom for many.” Robertson says that important doctrinal
passages like Matthew 20:28 and Mark 10:45 “teach the substitutionary
conception of Christ’s death, not because av+i of itself means ‘instead,’

14. A. T. Robertson, A Grammar Of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research, 2nd ed. (New York: George H. Doran,1915), p. 573.



814 The Work of Christ

which is not true, but because the context renders any other resultant
idea out of the question.”!s The same idea emerges in 1 Timothy 2:6,
where a different preposition (d7ép) is used, but é¢vi appears in a com-
pounded form in the noun dvriAvrpov (“ransom”).

The other pertinent preposition is vmép. It has a variety of meanings,
depending in part upon the case with which it is used. It is the instances
of vmrép with the genitive case that are of particular interest to us here. It
has been asserted that avri literally means “instead of” and vmép means
“in behalf of.” G. B. Winer, however, has said, “In most cases one who
acts in behalf of another appears for him [ 1 Tim. 2:6; 2 Cor. 5:15], and
hence vmép sometimes borders on d»i, instead of.”'¢ On this idea that
one who acts in behalf of another appears for him Robertson comments:
“Whether he does or not depends on the nature of the action, not on
avrl Or vmép."17 Yet in the case of ostraca and papyri, the word omép
clearly means “instead of.”1

In some biblical passages, for example, Romans 5:6-8; 8:32; Galatians
2:20; and Hebrews 2:9,v7ép may be taken in the sense of “in behalf of,”
although it probably means “instead of.” In several other passages, how-
ever, notably John 11:50; 2 Corinthians 5:15; and Galatians 3: 13, the
meaning is more obvious. Regarding these verses Robertson says, “vmép
has the resultant notion of ‘instead’ and only violence to the context can
get rid of it."® It is not necessary that the meaning “instead of” be overt
in every instance. For there is sufficient scriptural evidence that Christ’s
death was substitutionary. Leon Morris comments:

Christ took our place, as the sacrificial victim took the place of the
worshipper. | realize that the significance of sacrifice is widely disputed,
and that there are some who reject any substitutionary aspect. Here
there is no space to go into the matter fully. | can only state dogmatically
that in my judgment sacrifice cannot be satisfactorily understood without
including an aspect of substitution. And Christ died as our sacrifice. He
died accordingly as our Substitute.20

Reconciliation

The death of Christ also brings to an end the enmity and estrangement
which exist between God and mankind. Our hostility toward God is

15. Ibid.

16. G. B. Winer, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek, 3rd ed. rev. (9th
English ed.) (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1882), p. 479.

17. Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, p. 630.

18. Ibid., p. 631.

19. Ibid.

20. Leon Morris, The Cross in the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965),
p. 175.
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removed. The emphasis in Scripture is usually that we are reconciled to
God, that is, he plays the active role; he reconciles us to himself. On this
basis, the advocates of the moral-influence theory have contended that
reconciliation is strictly God’s work.2! Are they right?

To answer, we need to note, first, that when the Bible entreats someone
to be reconciled to another, the hostility does not necessarily lie with the
person who is being addressed. 22 Jesus’ statement in Matthew 5:23-24
bears out this contention: “So if you are offering your gift at the altar,
and there remember that your brother has something against you, leave
your gift there before the altar and go; first be reconciled to your brother,
and then come and offer your gift.” Note that the brother is the one who
feels wronged and bears the animosity; there is no indication that the
one who is offering the gift feels any such hostility. Yet it is the latter who
is urged to be reconciled to the brother. Similarly, although God is not
the one bearing animosity, it is he who works to bring about reconcilia-
tion.

Another notable biblical reference in this regard is the word of Paul in
Romans 11: 15. The reconciliation of the world is now possible because
of the casting off of the Jews. Note that in casting off the Jews, God takes
the initiative, rejecting Israel from divine favor and the grace of the
gospel. The reconciliation of the world (Gentiles) stands in contrast to
the rejection of Israel. Reconciliation, then, is presumably God’s act as
well, his act of receiving the world into his favor and of dealing specially
with them. As important as it is for man to turn to God, the process of
reconciliation is primarily God’s turning in favor toward man.

Objections to the Penal-Substitution Theory

We have seen that the doctrine of the atonement encompasses many
themes-sacrifice, propitiation, substitution, reconciliation. Obviously, of
the several theories which we examined in the preceding chapter, it is the
satisfaction theory which seizes upon the essential aspect of Christ’s
atoning work. Christ died to satisfy the justice of God’s nature. He ren-
dered satisfaction to the Father so that we might be spared from the just
deserts of our sins. In view of the other basic themes of the satisfaction
theory, which have been more fully spelled out in this chapter, it is also
commonly referred to as the “penal-substitution theory” of the atone-
ment. By offering himself as a sacrifice, by substituting himself for us,

2 1. Peter Abelard Commentary on the Epistle to the Romuans 5:5.
22. John Murray, Redemption—Accomplished and Applied (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1955), pp. 34-38.
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actually bearing the punishment which should have been ours, Jesus
appeased the Father and effected a reconciliation between God and man.

Although careful investigation of the relevant Scripture passages
points clearly in the direction of the penal-substitution theory of the
atonement, several objections have been raised. They deal with various
aspects of the doctrine as we have stated it. We turn now to a brief
consideration of those objections.

The Objection to the Concept of the Necessity of Atonement

The first objection questions the necessity of the atonement. Why does
God not simply forgive sins? Why does he require the payment of a
pound of flesh as it were? We humans are capable of forgiving one
another simply by an act of good will. We do not require that persons
who have wronged us make reparation before we are willing to take
them back into our favor. If this is possible for Christians to do, should
not God be able to do the same??

Those who make this objection have failed to consider who God really
is. God is not merely a private person who has been wronged, but he is
also the official administrator of the judicial system. As a private person
he could in a sense forgive offenses against himself, just as humans
forgive one another. But for God to remove or ignore the guilt of sin
without requiring a payment would in effect destroy the very moral fiber
of the universe, the distinction between right and wrong. An additional
problem is that God is a being of infinite or perfect holiness and good-
ness. An offense against him is much more serious than an offense
against an ordinary sinful human. When someone sins against us, we are
aware that the fault may at least in part be ours, and that we have on
numerous other occasions sinned against others, and probably against
the very person who is presently wronging us. But with God, who does
not tempt or do wrong, there is no such element of imperfection to make
our sin seem less dreadful.

The Objection to the Concept of Substitution

The second objection questions the morality or rightness of substitu-
tion. The whole idea of the Father’s substituting his Son to bear our
penalty smacks of unfairness and injustice. To use a courtroom analogy:
suppose that a judge, upon finding a defendant guilty, proceeds to punish
not the defendant, but an innocent party. Would this not be improper?2

23. Faustus Socinus De Jesu Christo servatore 1.1.

24. Racovian Catechism, trans. Thomas S. Rees (London: Longman, Hurst, Rees,
Orme, and Brown, 18 18; Lexington, Ky.: American Theological Library Association, 1962),
section 5, chapter 8.
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There are two answers to this objection. One is the voluntary character
of the sacrifice. Jesus said, “Greater love has no man than this, that a
man lay down his life for his friends” (John 1513). He put it in even more
explicit fashion in John 10:17-18: “For this reason the Father loves me,
because | lay down my life, that | may take it again. No one takes it from
me, but | lay it down of my own accord. | have power to lay it down, and
| have power to take it again; this charge | have received from my Father.”
Jesus was not compelled by the Father to lay down his life. He did so
voluntarily and thus pleased the Father. It hardly need be said that taking
someone who willingly volunteers is preferable to conscripting someone
for punishment.

The second answer is that the work of Jesus Christ in giving of his life
also involved the Father. We have noted several texts which indicate that
because the Father and the Son are one, Christ’s work is also the Father’s
Thus, the Father did not place the punishment upon someone other than
himself. Although the exact nature of the relationships among the per-
sons of the Trinity is not known to us, it is clear that God is both the
judge and the person paying the penalty. In terms of out- courtroom
analogy, it is not as if the judge passes sentence on the defendant, and
some innocent and hitherto uninvolved party then appears to pay the
fine or serve the sentence. Rather, it is as if the judge passes sentence
upon the defendant, then removes his robes and goes off to serve the
sentence in the defendant’s place.

The Objection to the Concept of Propitiation

Another objection relates to the concept of propitiation. That the
loving Son wins over the Father from his anger and wrath against sin to
a loving, forgiving spirit is seen as an indication of internal conflict within
the mind of God or between the persons of the Trinity.?

In answering this objection it is helpful to recall the numerous refer-
ences indicating that the Father sent the Son to atone for sin. Christ was
sent by the Fathers love. So it is not the case that the propitiation
changed a wrathful God into a loving God. As John Murray puts it, “It is
one thing to say that the wrathful God is made loving. That would be
entirely false. It is another thing to say the wrathful God is loving. That is
profoundly true.”?¢ The love which prompted God to send his Son was
always there. While the Father’s holiness and righteousness and justice
required that there be a payment for sin, his love provided it. The

25. Albrecht Ritschl, The Christian Doctrine of Justification and Reconciliation (Edin-
burgh: T. and T. Clark, 1900), vol. 3, p. 473.
26. Murray, Redemption, p. 3 1.
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propitiation is a fruit of the Fathers divine love. This is indicated quite
clearly in 1 John 4:10: “Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that he
loved us, and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins” (kiv).

Propitiation therefore does not detract from God’s love and mercy. It
rather shows how great is that love. He could not overlook sin and still
be God. But he was willing to go as far as to offer his own Son in order
to appease his wrath against sin. Had this wrath not been appeased, there
would be no remission of sins. Thus, by requiring the payment of the
penalty, God demonstrated how great are his holiness and justice. By
providing that payment himself, he manifested the extent of his love. As
Paul puts it in Romans 3:26, “it was to prove at the present time that he
himself is righteous and that he justifies him who has faith in Jesus.” The
cross is a fitting symbol of the atonement, for it represents the intersect-
ing of two attributes or facets of God’s nature. Here it is that the love of
God meets the holiness of God. The holiness requires payment of the
penalty, and the love provides that payment.

The Objection to the Concept of the /mputation of Christ's Righteousness

Just as it is sometimes argued that Christ cannot bear our guilt, it is
also argued that we cannot bear his righteousness. There is objection to
the idea that Christ’s righteousness can be imputed to us. One person
cannot be good in another’s stead. We are responsible for ourselves.
Transferring credit, as it were, from one person to another is a very
external and formal type of transaction, quite inappropriate in the matter
of our spiritual standing before God.

This objection would be to a considerable extent valid if our relation-
ship with Christ were this detached and he were quite aloof from us.
Then it would be as if a total stranger paid the fine for a convicted
criminal. But the individual believer is actually united with Christ. As we
will see even more completely when we examine the doctrine of justifi-
cation, the transfer of the righteousness of Christ, and of what was
accomplished by the atonement, is not an arm’s-length transaction.
Rather, it is a matter of the two, Christ and the believer, becoming one in
the sight of God. Thus, Paul is able to speak of the believer’s having died
with Christ and having been made alive with Christ (Rom. 6:3-4).

It is as if, with respect to one’s spiritual status, a new entity has come
into being. It is as if Christ and | have been married, or have merged to
form a new corporation. Thus, the imputation of his righteousness is not
so much a matter of transferring something from one person to another,
as it is a matter of bringing the two together, so that they hold all things
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in common. In Christ | died on the cross, and in him | was resurrected.
Thus, his death is not only in my place, but with me.

The Penal-Substitution Theory in Relation to the Other Theories

We observed, in the preceding chapter, that each of the theories of the
atonement contains a valid insight. It is our contention that the penal-
substitution theory maintains those valid insights. Beyond that, we would
contend that it is only on the basis of the substitutionary view that those
other insights bear force.

The Atonement as Example

Let us take first the Socinian theory of the atonement. This theory
maintains that the value of Christ’s death is in giving us an example of
the kind of life that we should live, and especially the type of dedication
that should characterize us. But would that example have any real
validity if Christ had not died for us? Suppose that we could have been
saved apart from his substitutionary death. What, then, would have been
the purpose of his dying? Would it not have been a foolish thing for
Christ to do? And what of the moral character of the Father, if he had
required Christ to die even though man owed no payment for sin?

Consider this illustration. Suppose that a house is on fire. The parents
have escaped, only to find that their infant child is still within the burning
house. Physically overcome, they are unable to reenter the home. A
fireman, however, rushes into the house, saves the child, but in the
process is himself overcome and dies. This would certainly be considered
a beautiful example of love for one’s fellow human at a disregard for
one’s own safety. It would indeed be inspiring to others. But suppose
there is no child in the house, and the parents insist that there is no child,
and the fireman himself believes that no one is in the house. If he
nonetheless rushed into the house and died, would we be impressed by
the example, or would we consider it to be a case of foolhardiness? No
one would want to emulate such an example and, indeed, no one ought
to. And what of a superior who would order a fireman into the flames
just to give an example of how dedicated firemen should be and to what
lengths they should be willing to go in the call of duty? Should anyone
follow such an order? Yet we stumble into precisely this type of ridiculous
situation if we hold that the purpose of the atonement was not to pay the
penalty for our sins, but simply to give us an example. On the other hand,
if there really is a child in the house, not only is the child saved, but we
are given an example of bravery and unselfishness. Similarly, if man is
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guilty of sin and condemned to death, and Christ has laid down his life
in the place of man, not only are we saved, but we are given an example
of how to live. The death of Christ is an example, but only if it also is a
substitutionary sacrifice.

The Atonement as a Demonstration of God's Love

A similar argument holds with respect to the moral-influence theory
of the atonement. It is true that the death of Christ is a powerful dem-
onstration of the love of God and therefore a great motivating incentive
to us to love God and be reconciled to God. But once again, the valid
insight of the theory is dependent upon the fact that he died for us.

According to the moral-influence theory, Christ’s death was not nec-
essary in an objective sense. That is to say, God could have forgiven us
our sins without the death of Jesus. There was no inherent obstacle to
his simply forgiving us or, more correctly, simply accepting us back into
fellowship with him. There was no need for retribution. But in that case,
would we look upon Christ’s death as a demonstration of love or an act
of foolishness?

If you and | are having an argument on the bank of a stream, and you
fall into the water and are in danger of drowning, and I, at great danger
to my life, leap into the water to rescue you, my action will be regarded
as a demonstration of love. But if you are standing safely on the bank of
the stream, and | say, “See how much I love you!” and leap into the water
and begin to thrash around, my action will nhot move you to love me or
forgive me or be reconciled to me. You will more likely conclude that |
am emotionally and mentally unstable.

So it is with the atonement. The death of Christ is a beautiful demon-
stration of God’s love and thus a powerful incentive to us to abandon our
hostility toward God and respond in repentance and faith to the offer of
grace. But it is effective as a demonstration of love precisely because we
were lost and God cared enough about our condition to offer his Son as
a sacrifice. If the atonement were not needed to rescue us from our sins,
then it would be less of a demonstration of God’s concern for man than
of concern for himself. For in that case its prime purpose would be to
put an end to our grudges.

The Atonement as a Demonstration of God’'s Justice

The prime concern of the governmental theory is to maintain the
justice of God. It sees the atonement as essentially a demonstration of
God'’s justice. To establish that the law is righteous and that violation of
the law has serious consequences, God had to make an example of
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someone. Hence the death of Christ. It was not that Christ in any sense
took our place or offered a sacrifice that had to be made. Nor was any
element of punishment involved. It was simply to demonstrate the seri-
ous consequences of sin and thus to move us to repentance that Christ
was put to death.

But, we must ask, is violation of the law or, in other words, sin really
so serious if God can forgive without requiring some form of penalty or
punishment? And if he can, was Christ’s death really necessary? It would
seem, rather, that a great and unnecessary injustice has been done, and
Christ was the victim. Would anyone really be moved to love and serve
such a God? If Christ’s death did not involve his bearing our punishment
in order to redeem us, there was no justice in it!

In the substitutionary theory, by contrast, there is no such problem,
because it sees the death of Christ as something required by the law,
unless, of course, the law was to be carried out in the strictest sense,
namely, the suffering and death of all sinners. Here the seriousness of
the law is seen in the fact that it required something as radical as the
death of the very Son of God. Would Christ have offered himself to death
if there had been any other way of resolving man’s problem? Thus, the
substitutionary theory puts heavy emphasis on the righteousness and
holiness of God. But the fullness of his love is also clearly seen in what
God was willing to do to redeem us.

The Atonement as Triumph over Evil

Finally, we note that the theme of the triumph of God over Satan and
the forces of evil is also preserved by the penal-substitution theory.
According to the ransom or classic theory, this victory was obtained by
offering Jesus as a ransom to Satan, who, under the self-delusion that he
would be able to hold the Son of God, agreed to release mankind. The
penal-substitution theory likewise affirms that victory over evil was won
by Christ’s giving of himself as a ransom-but to the requirements of
God’s justice, not to Satan.

Would the payment of Jesus as a ransom to Satan have in itself been
sufficient to break the evil one’s power? To answer that question, it is
necessary (1) to determine the root of Satan’s power, what it is that
enabled him to hold man under his control and domination, and (2) to
specify what had to be done to liberate humans from his grasp. We note
that the name Satan literally means “accuser.” He induces us to sin so
that he can lay accusations against us and bring us under the condem-
nation and curse of the law. This is the essence of his power over us.
Accordingly, if we are to be liberated from his power, we must be freed
from the condemnation of the law.
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Now the message of the cross is that Christ has redeemed us from the
curse of the law and thus freed us from the slavery in which Satan held
us. The Bible makes it clear that we are freed from the curse of the law
precisely because Christ took our place; in him our penalty has been
paid; in him we have died and been made alive again. In dying with
Christ, we are no longer slaves to sin (Rom. 6:6-8). “Christ redeemed us
from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us” (Gal. 3:13).
“There is therefore now no condemnation for those who are in Christ
Jesus” (Rom. 8:1). There is no one (including Satan) who can condemn,
for God justifies us, and Christ, who died and was raised from the dead,
intercedes for us (vv. 3 1-34). Thus, Paul can challenge the power of death
and sin (1 Cor. 15:55-57). Christ has fulfilled the law for us, and therefore
sin no longer has the power of death.

If Christ’s death, on the other hand, had been nothing more than the
payment of a ransom to Satan, the law would not have been fulfilled in
the process and Satan would not have been defeated. It was not the
payment of a ransom to Satan that ensured his defeat and the triumph
of God, but Christ’s taking our place to free us from the curse of the law.
By bearing the penalty of our sin and thus satisfying once and for all the
just requirements of the law, Christ nullified Satan’s control over us at its
root-the power to bring us under the curse and condemnation of the
law. Christ’s death, then, was indeed God’s triumph over the forces of evil,
but only because it was a substitutionary sacrifice.

The Implications of Substitutionary Atonement

The substitutionary theory of the atoning death of Christ, when
grasped in all its complexity, is a rich and meaningful truth. It carries
several major implications for our understanding of salvation:

1. The penal-substitution theory confirms the biblical teaching of the
total depravity of all humans. God would not have gone so far as to put
his precious Son to death if it had not been absolutely necessary. Man is
totally unable to meet his need.

2. God’s nature is not one-sided, nor is there any tension between its
different aspects. He is not merely righteous and demanding, nor merely
loving and giving. He is righteous, so much so that sacrifice for sin had
to be provided. He is loving, so much so that he provided that sacrifice
himself.

3. There is no other way of salvation but by grace, and specifically,
the death of Christ. It has an infinite value and thus covers the sins of all
mankind for all time. A finite sacrifice, by contrast, cannot even fully
cover the sins of the individual offering it.
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4. There is security for the believer in his or her relationship to God.
For the basis of the relationship, Christ’s sacrificial death, is complete and
permanent. Although our feelings might change, the ground of our
relationship to God remains unshaken.

5. We must never take lightly the salvation which we have. Although
it is free, it is also costly, for it cost God the ultimate sacrifice. We must
therefore always be grateful for what he has done; we must love him in
return and emulate his giving character.

“This is love: not that we loved God, but that he loved us and sent his
Son as an atoning sacrifice for our sins” (1 John 4:10, NIv).



The Extent of the Atonement

For Whom Did Christ Die?
Particular Atonement
Universal Atonement
A Balanced Evaluation

For What Did Christ Atone?

H aving arrived at our conclusion regarding the nature of the
atonement, we still have a determination to make as to its extent. There
are two issues here. The first is a classical issue: for whom did Christ die?
Did he die for the sins of the entire world, or only for those of the select
group chosen by God to be recipients of his saving grace, namely, the
elect? The second is an issue that has attained some prominence in the
twentieth century, namely, for what did Christ die? Was the purpose of
his death solely to deliver us from our sins, from spiritual evils? Or did
he die to deliver us from sickness as well? That is, did he die to remove
physical as well as spiritual evils?

For Whom Did Christ Die?

When evangelicals ask the question, “For whom did Christ die?” they
are not asking whether the death of Christ has value sufficient to cover
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the sins of all persons. There is total agreement on this matter.” Since the
death of Christ was of infinite value, it is sufficient regardless of the
number of elect. Rather, the question is whether God sent Christ to die
to provide salvation for all persons, or simply for those whom he had
chosen. In effect our answer depends upon our understanding of the
logical order of God’s decrees. If, as supralapsarians and infralapsarians
hold, God’s decision to save some (i.e., the elect) logically precedes his
decision to provide salvation through Christ, then the atonement is lim-
ited to providing salvation for the elect? If, on the other hand, the
decision to provide salvation logically precedes the decision to save some
and allow others to remain in their lost condition, then one is likely to
hold that the death of Christ was unlimited or universal in its intention.
This is the position of Arminians and sublapsarian Calvinists.3

Particular Atonement

Most Calvinists believe that the purpose of Christ’s coming was not to
make possible the salvation of all humans, but to render certain the
salvation of the elect. There are several elements in their argument.

First we must consider the Scripture passages which teach that

1. See, e.g., Loraine Boettner, The Atonement (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1941), p. 92.

2. Some theologians, such as Louis Berkhof and Loraine Boettner, recognize only
supralapsarianism and infralapsarianism. Others, such as Augustus Strong, mention only
supralapsarianism and sublapsarianism. These three systems differ in their view of the
logical order of God’s decrees:

Supralapsarianism

1. The decree to save (elect) some and reprobate others.

2. The decree to create both the elect and the reprobate.

3. The decree to permit the fall of both the elect and the reprobate.

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 elect some and reprobate others.

4. The decree to provide salvation only for the elect.
Sublapsarianism

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 save some and reprobate others.

See Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953), pp. 118-25;
Loraine Boettner, “Predestination,” in Baker’s Dictionary of Theology, ed. Everett F. Harri-
son (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1960), pp. 415-17; Augustus H. Strong, Systematic Theology
(Westwood, N.J.: Revell, 1907), pp. 777-79; Henry C. Thiessen, Introductory Lectures in
Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1949), p. 343.

3. Thiessen, Introductory Lectures, p. 343; Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 777.
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Christ’s death was “for his people”; from such passages particularists
infer that Christ did not die for everyone. Among the verses they cite is
the angel’s promise to Joseph in Matthew 1:2 1: “She will bear a son, and
you shall call his name Jesus, for he will save his people from their sins.”
They also point to a whole collection of statements by Jesus regarding
his sheep, his people, his friends. In John 10 Jesus says, “lI am the good
shepherd. The good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep” (v. 11); “I
lay down my life for the sheep” (v. 15). In verses 26-27 Jesus makes clear
who “the sheep” are: “But you do not believe, because you do not belong
to my sheep. My sheep hear my voice, and | know them, and they follow
me.” It is apparent that Jesus gives his life for those who respond to him.
We do not read here that he is giving his life for any others, for those
who are not numbered among his sheep. Moreover, in urging his disciples
to emulate his love, Jesus does not speak of dying for the whole world,
but for one’s friends: “Greater love has no man than this, that a man lay
down his life for his friends” (John 15: 13).

The imagery varies. Christ is also spoken of as having died for the
church or for his church. Paul urged the Ephesian elders “to feed the
church of the Lord which he obtained with his own blood” (Acts 20:28).
The same apostle encouraged husbands to love their wives “as Christ
loved the church and gave himself up for her” (Eph. 5:25). And Paul
wrote to the Romans that God “did not spare his own Son but gave him
up for us all” (Rom. 8:32). It is apparent from both the preceding (w. 28—
29) and the following (v. 33) contexts that those for whom God gave up
his Son are those who believe in him, that is, the elect.

Another line of argument for the particularist view deduces the con-
cept of limited atonement from other doctrines, for example, the doctrine
of the intercessory work of Christ. R. B. Kuiper argues that John 17:9,
which deliberately limits to the elect the focus of Christ’s high-priestly
prayer (“I am praying for them; | am not praying for the world but for
those whom thou hast given me, for they are thine”), sheds a great deal
of light on the issue currently under discussion. Kuiper contends that
inasmuch as Christ’s intercession and sacrifice are both priestly activities,
they are simply two aspects of his atoning work. Therefore, the one
cannot apply to more people than does the other. Since Christ prayed
exclusively for those whom the Father had given him, it follows that they
are the only ones for whom he died.4 Thus Kuiper maintains that what
is taught explicitly in the other passages cited is implicit within this
passage, namely, that Christ died only for the elect.

Louis Berkhof takes this argument even further, stressing that atone-
ment is the basis of the intercessory work of Christ. Part of Christ’s

4, R. B. Kuiper, For Whom Did Christ Die? (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959). p. 64.
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intercessory work consisted of the presentation of his atoning sacrifice
to the Father. It was on the basis of the atonement that he expected all
of the blessings of salvation to be applied to those for whom he was
praying. And his prayers were always effective (see John 11:42—"T knew
that thou hearest me always”). In John 17:9 he is praying that the work
of redemption will be realized in all those for whom he will make
atonement. Note that, the efficacy of the intercession being dependent
upon the atonement, he does not pray for those not covered by the
atonement. Since the intercession is limited in extent, the atonement
must be too. Similarly, in John 17:24 he prays, “Father, | desire that they
also, whom thou hast given me, may be with me where | am.” Here again
we must conclude that since Christ prays only for those whom the Father
has given him, it must be only for them that he died

Charles Hodge argues for the coextensiveness of intercession and
atonement on the basis of the Old Testament priesthood. He notes that
the priest in the old dispensation interceded for all those for whom he
offered sacrifice. The unity of the office rendered these two functions
inseparable. Since Christ is the fulfilment of the Aaronic priesthood, what
was true of the Old Testament priest must also be true of him. Moreover,
since the Father always hears Christ’s prayers, “he cannot be assumed to
intercede for those who do not actually receive the benefits of his re-
demption.” In other words, he prays only for those for whom he atones,
and atones only for those for whom he prays.

A second inferential argument is from the nature of the atonement.
The imagery of Jesus’ giving his life as a ransom (Matt. 20:28 and Mark
10:45) suggests limited atonement. The nature of a ransom is such that,
when paid and accepted, it automatically frees those for whom it is
intended. No further obligation can be charged against them. Now if the
death of Christ was a ransom for all alike, not just for the elect, then it
must be the case that all are set free by the work of the Holy Spirit.” Yet
Scripture tells us that those who do not accept Christ are not redeemed
from the curse of the law. If the death of Christ was a universal ransom,
it seems that in their case a double payment for sin is required.

An additional consideration is that the doctrines of atonement and
election have historically been linked together. Augustine taught that God
had elected some persons to salvation and had sent Christ into the world
to die for them. Since Augustine, these two teachings, limited atonement

5. Louis Berkhof, Vicarious Atonement Through Christ (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1936), p. 160.

6. Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952), vol. 2,
p. 553.

7. Ibid., p. 548.
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and the election of individuals to salvation, have been affirmed or denied
together. When the semi-Pelagians denied the one, they denied the other
also. Throughout the Middle Ages, whenever the church affirmed special
election, it also maintained that the atoning death of Christ was only for
the elect. The two were never separated. A similar statement can be
made about the Lutheran church during and after the Reformation.
Further, it was only when the Remonstrants rejected the other points of
Calvinism, such as total depravity, the election of God based upon his
own sovereign will, human inability, and perseverance of the saints, that
they also rejected limited atonement.® These historical considerations
suggest that being a consistent Calvinist requires holding to particular or
limited atonement.

Recent advocates of particular atonement contend that the connec-
tion is not merely one of historical fact, but also of logical necessity. As
Hodge puts it, “if God from eternity determined to save one portion of
the human race and not another, it seems to be a contradiction to say
that the plan of salvation had equal reference to both portions; that the
Father sent his Son to die for those whom He had predetermined not to
save, as truly as, and in the same sense that He gave Him up for those
whom He had chosen to make the heirs of salvation.” The argument
almost seems to be that it would have been a waste and a lack of
foresight on the part of God to have Christ die for those whom he had
not chosen to salvation. The underlying assumption is that in view of the
economy of God’s work, separating particular election from limited
atonement involves an inherent contradiction.

Universal Atonement

In contrast with the foregoing position is the contention that God
intended the atonement to make salvation possible for all persons. Christ
died for all persons, but his atoning death becomes effective only when
accepted by the individual. While this is the view of all Arminians, it is
also the position of some Calvinists, who are sometimes referred to as
sublapsarians.!°

Those who hold Christ’s death to be universal in intent also appeal to
Scripture for support. They point first of all to various passages which
speak of the death of Christ or the atonement in universal terms. In
particular, they point to those which speak of Christ as dying for the sins
“of the world.” John the Baptist introduced Jesus with the words, “Behold,

8. Ibid.
9. Ibid.
10. Strong, Systernatic Theology, p. 777.
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the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world!” (John 1:29). The
apostle John explains the coming of Christ in universal terms: “For God
so loved the world that he gave his only Son, that whoever believes in
him should not perish but have eternal life. For God sent the Son into the
world, not to condemn the world, but that the world might be saved
through him” (John 3: 16-17). Paul speaks in a similar fashion of Jesus’
dying for all: “For the love of Christ controls us, because we are con-
vinced that one has died for all; therefore all have died. And he died for
all, that those who live might live no longer for themselves but for him
who for their sake died and was raised” (2 Cor. 514-1 5). In 1 Timothy
4: 10 he speaks of the living God, “who is the Savior of all men, especially
of those who believe.” This is a particularly interesting and significant
verse, since it brackets as being saved by God both believers and others,
but indicates that a greater degree of salvation attaches to the former
group.”!

The General Epistles likewise speak of Christ’s death as universal in
intent. The writer to the Hebrews says that Jesus “for a little while was
made lower than the angels... so that by the grace of God he might
taste death for every one” (Heb. 2:9). There are in 1 John two statements
reminiscent of the Gospel of John in that they refer to Christ’s death as
being for the world: “Jesus Christ the righteous ...is the expiation for
our sins, and not for ours only but also for the sins of the whole world”
(2: 1-2); “the Father has sent his Son as the Savior of the world” (4:14).

Two additional passages are to be noted as being especially significant.
The first is the prophetic passage in Isaiah 53:6: “All we like sheep have
gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lorp has
laid on him the iniquity of us all.” This passage is especially powerful
from a logical standpoint. It is clear that the extent of sin is universal; it
is specified that every one of us has sinned. It should also be noticed that
the extent of what will be laid on the suffering servant exactly parallels
the extent of sin. It is difficult to read this passage and not conclude that
just as everyone sins, everyone is also atoned for.

Equally compelling is 1 Timothy 2:6, where Paul says that Christ Jesus
“gave himself as a ransom for all.” This is to be compared with the
original statement in Matthew 20:28, where Jesus had said that the Son
of man came “to give his life as a ransom for many.” In 1 Timothy, Paul
makes a significant advance upon the words of Jesus. “His life” (w3
Yuxnv avTod) becomes “himself” (éavrov); the word for “ransom” (Ad-
Tpov) appears in compound form (arriAvrpor). But most significantly
here, “for many” (avri roAA@v) becomes “for all” (dmep mdvrwr). When
Paul wrote, the words of the tradition (i.e., as they appear in Matthew)

11. Thiessen, Introductory Lectures, p. 330.
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may well have been familiar to him. It is almost as it he made a deliberate
point of emphasizing that the ransom was universal in its purpose.

A second class of biblical material is those passages which seem to
indicate that some of those for whom Christ died will perish. TWo pas-
sages speak of a brother’s being injured or ruined or destroyed by the
actions of a believer. In Romans 14: 15 Paul says, “If your brother is being
injured by what you eat, you are no longer walking in love. Do not let
what you eat cause the ruin of one for whom Christ died.” Similarly, in
1 Corinthians 8:11 he concludes, “And so by your knowledge this weak
man is destroyed, the brother for whom Christ died.” An even stronger
statement is Hebrews 10:29: “How much worse punishment do you think
will be deserved by the man who has spurned the Son of God, and
profaned the blood of the covenant by which he was sanctified, and
outraged the Spirit of grace?” While there may be some dispute as to
both the exact spiritual condition of the persons referred to in these
verses and the precise results for them of the acts therein described,
2 Peter 2:1 seems to point out most clearly that people for whom Christ
died may be lost: “But false prophets also arose among the people, just
as there will be false teachers among you, who will secretly bring in
destructive heresies, even denying the Master who bought them, bringing
upon themselves swift destruction.” Taken together, these texts make an
impressive presentation that there is a distinction between those for
whom Christ died and those who are finally saved.12

The third class of Scripture passages appealed to by the proponents
of universal or unlimited atonement consists of passages indicating that
the gospel is to be universally proclaimed. Prominent examples are Mat-
thew 24: 14 (“this gospel of the kingdom will be preached throughout the
whole world”) and 28:19 (“Go therefore and make disciples of all na-
tions”). In Acts there are two significant passages bearing upon this issue:
“You shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria
and to the end of the earth” (1:8); and “the times of ignorance God
overlooked, but now he commands all men everywhere to repent”
(17:30). Paul affirms that “the grace of God has appeared for the salvation
of all men” (Titus 2:11).

Citing such texts, the proponents of universal atonement ask, If Christ
died only for the elect, how can the offer of salvation be made to all
persons without some sort of insincerity, artificiality, or dishonesty being
involved? Is it not improper to offer salvation to everyone if in fact Christ

12. H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City, Mo.: Beacon Hill, 1958), vol. 2,
p. 296.
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did not die to save everyone?!* The problem is intensified when one
observes the number of passages in which the offer of salvation is clearly
unrestricted. Jesus said, “Come to me, all who labor and are heavy laden,
and | will give you rest” (Matt. 11:28). Peter describes the Lord as “not
wishing that any should perish, but that all should reach repentance”
(2 Peter 3:9). But how can this be if Christ died only for the elect? It
scarcely can be the case that he is unwilling for the nonelect to perish, or
that his invitation to all to come is sincere, if some are not really intended
to come.

A final point is that there seems to be a contradiction between the
scriptural indications of God’s love for the world, for all persons, and the
belief that Christ did not die for all of them. There are several passages
which apply here, the best-known being John 3: 16: “For God so loved the
world that he gave his only Son, that whoever believes in him should not
perish but have eternal life.” Moreover, Jesus’ statement that we are to
love not only our friends (those who love us), but also our enemies (those
who do evil to us), would seem rather empty if Jesus were here requiring
of his disciples what is not true of God himself. But Paul assures us that
God does indeed love his enemies: “God shows his love for us in that
while we were yet sinners Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8). This love for
one’s enemies is seen particularly in Christ’s conduct on the cross when
he implored the Father, “Forgive them; for they know not what they do”
(Luke 23:34). It is difficult to believe, when reading this, that Jesus was
not dying for those people who actually crucified and tormented him,
many or most of whom would presumably never come to be believers
in him.

One problem that plagues those who hold to universal atonement is
the danger that their position on this matter might lead to belief in
universal salvation. If Christ atoned for all persons, is it not possible that
all men will be saved? This seems logical, especially in view of certain
statements where the concepts of atonement and salvation are juxta-
posed, for example, Romans 5:18: “Then as one man’s trespass led to
condemnation for all men, so one man’s act of righteousness leads to
acquittal and life for all men.” The usual response is to say that Christ’s
death does not lead to “acquittal and life” in every case, but only for
those who accept him.'* This particular passage must be understood in
the light of Scripture’s other teachings on the subject.

A Balanced Evaluation

When we examine and evaluate the claims and arguments advanced
by the two parties in this discussion, we note that much of what they say

13. Samuel Wakefield, A Complete System of Christian Theology (Cincinnati: Hitch-
cock and Walden, 1869), p. 383.
14. Ibid., p. 376.
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is not fully persuasive. One of the arguments for universal atonement
consists of those verses stating that Christ died for “the world,” or for “all
men,” or something similar. But such statements have to be interpreted
in the light of their contexts. For example, the context of Romans 8:32,a
verse stating that God gave up his Son “for us all,” makes it clear that
Paul actually has in view all those “who are called according to his [God’s]
purpose” (v. 28), the predestined. In similar fashion the statement about
God’s so loving the world that he gave his Son (John 3:16) has to be
understood in the light of the following clause-“that whoever believes
in him should not perish but have eternal life.”

Conversely, the statements about Jesus’ loving and dying for his
church or his sheep need not be understood as confining his special love
and salvific death strictly to them. Here, also, the context is important.
Whenever Jesus is talking about his sheep and his relationship to them,
it is only to be expected that he will connect his death specifically with
their salvation; he will not comment on his relationship to those who are
not his sheep. Similarly, when he is discussing the church and its Lord, it
is to be expected that he will speak of his love for the church, not of his
love for the world outside. Thus, it does not follow from a statement that
Christ died for his church, or for his sheep, that he did not die for anyone
else, unless, of course, the passage specifically states that it was only for
them that he died.

The advocates of unlimited atonement also produce in support of
their view various passages suggesting that some of those for whom
Christ died shall perish. Many of those passages, however, are ambiguous.
This is particularly true of Romans 14: 15, where it is not at all clear what
is meant by the brother’s ‘being injured” or brought to “ruin.” It is by no
means certain that this entails actually being lost or failing to come to
salvation. While the statement in 1 Corinthians 8:11 is stronger (the
brother “is destroyed”), its meaning, too, is not obvious.

On the other side of the ledger, the attempt to establish limited atone-
ment by deduction from other doctrines is not very persuasive either.
We mentioned the attempt to link the intercessory work of Christ so
closely with the sacrificial work that the extent of the one is necessarily
regarded as identical to the extent of the other. From the fact that both
are aspects of the priestly function, however, it does not follow (as Kuiper
contends) that they are simply two aspects of atonement. And while
Christ’s intercession in John 17 did, to a large extent, focus on concern
that his atoning work be applied to those whom the Father had given
him, it does not follow that this was his sole concern. Intercession is not
limited to prayers that the work of redemption be realized, nor is it
always dependent on atonement. Believers are urged to intercede for
one another; apparently it is possible for them to make intercession



834 The work of Christ

without having to make some form of atonement as well. In other words,
there is a suppressed (and unsubstantiated) assumption present in
Berkhof’s argument.

Nor is the attempt to deduce limited atonement from the doctrine of
election successful. For even if one holds that God has from all eternity
chosen some members of the human race to be saved and others to be
lost, it does not follow that the decision as to who are to be saved is
logically prior to the decision to provide salvation in the person of Christ.
It is generally assumed that all Calvinists regard the decision to save
certain persons as logically prior to the decision to provide salvation.
Berkhof, for example, takes this position when he writes, “What consist-
ency would there be in God’s electing certain persons unto life everlast-
ing, then sending Christ into the world to make salvation possible for all
men but certain for none?”’> On the other hand, Augustus Strong con-
tests the assumption that all Calvinists regard the decision to elect as
logically prior. He himself holds that the decision to provide salvation is
prior, and he maintains that Calvin in his commentaries took a similar
position.16 Unless it can be proved that the decision to elect is prior,
limited atonement cannot be inferred from the doctrine of election.

Further, the argument from history is not persuasive. The fact that
special election and limited atonement have always been linked together
historically does not establish an indisputable logical connection between
the two. At least in practice Calvin himself separated the two when he
was interpreting relevant passages of Scripture.

Having eliminated those considerations which are not persuasive, we
must now attempt to sift through the remaining arguments to come to
some sort of conclusion. We find that some of the verses which teach a
universal atonement’ simply cannot be ignored. Among the most impres-
sive is 1 Timothy 4: 10, which affirms that the living God “is the Savior of
all men, especially of those who believe.” Apparently the Savior has done
something for all persons, though it is less in degree than what he has
done for those who believe. Among the other texts which argue for
the universality of Christ’s saving work and cannot be ignored are 1 John
2:2 and Isaiah 53:6. In addition, we must consider statements like 2 Peter
2:1, which affirms that some for whom Christ died do perish.

To be sure, there are also those texts which speak of Christ’s dying for
his sheep and for the church. These texts, however, present no problem
if we regard the universal passages as normative or determinative. Cer-
tainly if Christ died for the whole, there is no problem in asserting that
he died for a specific part of the whole. To insist that those passages

15. Berkhof, Vicarious Atonement, p. 157.
16. Strong, Systematic Theology, pp. 777-78.
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which focus on his dying for his people require the understanding that
he died only for them and not for any others contradicts the universal
passages. We conclude that the hypothesis of universal atonement is able
to account for a larger segment of the biblical witness with less distortion
than is the hypothesis of limited atonement.

The underlying issue here is the question of the efficacy of the atone-
ment. Those who hold to limited atonement assume that if Christ died
for someone, that person will in actuality be saved. By extension they
reason that if Christ in fact died for all persons, all would come to
salvation; hence the concept of universal atonement is viewed as leading
to the universal-salvation trap. The basic assumption here, however,
ignores the fact that our inheriting eternal life involves two separate
factors: an objective factor (Christ’s provision of salvation) and a subjec-
tive factor (our acceptance of that salvation). In the view of those who
hold to unlimited atonement, there is the possibility that someone for
whom salvation is available may fail to accept it. In the view of those
who hold to limited atonement, however, there is no such possibility.
Although John Murray wrote of Redemption-Accomplished and Ap-
plied, in actuality he and others of his doctrinal persuasion collapse the
latter part, the application, into the accomplishment. This leads in turn to
the conception that God regenerates the elect person who then and
therefore believes.

Advocates of limited atonement face the somewhat awkward situation
of contending that while the atonement is sufficient to cover the sins of
the nonelect, Christ did not die for them. It is as if God, in giving a dinner,
prepared far more food than was needed, yet refused to consider the
possibility of inviting additional guests. Advocates of unlimited atone-
ment, on the other hand, have no difficulty with the fact that Christ’s
death is sufficient for everyone, for, in their view, Christ died for all
persons.

The view that we are adopting here should not be construed as
Arminianism. It is rather the most moderate form of Calvinism or, as
some would term it, a modification of Calvinism. It is the view that God
logically decides first to provide salvation, then elects some to receive it.
This is essentially the sublapsarian position of theologians like Augustus
Strong. Those who would construe this position as Arminianism need
reminding that what distinguishes Calvinism from Arminianism is not
the view of the relationship between the decree to provide salvation and
the decree to confer salvation upon some and not upon others. Rather,
the decisive point is whether the decree of election is based solely upon
the free, sovereign choice of God himself (Calvinism) or based also in
part upon his foreknowledge of merit and faith in the person elected
(Arminianism).
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For What Did Christ Atone?

The discussion to this point has assumed that the purpose of Christ’s
death was to remove the effects of sin, that is, guilt and condemnation.
Thus, forgiveness, redemption, and reconciliation are the major results
when the atonement is accepted and applied. But are these the only
results that the atonement was intended to accomplish? In the twentieth
century another emphasis has emerged.

The twentieth century has seen a remarkable growth in interest in the
subject of spiritual healing of the body. This has come in two related but
distinct stages or movements. The Pentecostal movement, which arose
and grew in the United States in the early part of the twentieth century,
emphasized the return of certain of the more spectacular gifts of the
Holy Spirit. Then, at about the middle of the century, the neo-Pentecostal
or charismatic movement began; it had many of the same emphases.
These movements put greater stress on miracles of spiritual healing than
does Christianity in general. In many cases they make no real attempt to
give a theological explanation or basis for these healings. But when the
guestion of the theological basis is raised, one of the answers often given
is that healing, no less than forgiveness of sins and salvation, is to be
found within the atonement. Christ died to carry away not only sin, but
sickness as well. Among the major advocates of this view was A. B.
Simpson, founder of what is today known as the Christian and Mission-
ary Alliance.

One of the salient features of the view that Christ’s death brings
healing for the body is the idea that the presence of illness in the world
is a result of the fall. When sin entered the human race, a curse (actually
a series of curses) was pronounced upon humanity; diseases were part
of that curse. According to Simpson and others, since illness is a result
of the fall, not simply of the natural constitution of things, it cannot be
combated solely by natural means. Being of spiritual origin, it must be
combated in the same way that the rest of the effects of the fall are
combated: by spiritual means, and specifically by Christ’s work of atone-
ment. Intended to counter the effects of the fall, his death covers not
only guilt for sin but sickness as well. Healing of the body is therefore
part of our great redemption right.!”

Certain biblical texts are used to support this view, most notably
Matthew 8:17. After the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law, many sick peo-
ple were brought to Jesus. He cast out the spirits with a word, and healed
all who were sick. Matthew informs us, “This was to fulfil what was

17. A. B. Simpson, The Gospel of Healing (New York: Christian Alliance, 1880), pp.
30-31.
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spoken by the prophet Isaiah, ‘He took our infirmities and bore our
diseases.*’ It appears that in quoting Isaiah 53:4 Matthew is tying Christ’s
healings to his death, for the following verse in Isaiah clearly refers to the
atoning death of the Savior. On this basis it is concluded that Christ’s
death, in addition to reversing the curse of sin, reversed the curse of
disease as well, a curse which had been occasioned by the fall.

We must note here that Matthew 8:17 has been interpreted in several
ways:

1. The reference in Isaiah is to a vicarious bearing of our sicknesses.
Matthew interprets lIsaiah’s statement literally and sees its fulfilment
in Christ’s work on the cross.!8

2. The reference in Isaiah is to a vicarious bearing of figurative sick-
nesses (our sins). Matthew interprets literally what was intended
figuratively by Isaiah. What Matthew has done is to apply to Jesus’
healing ministry an Old Testament passage concerning his bearing
our sins.!?

3. Both Isaiah and Matthew are thinking of actual physical illnesses.
In this respect both references are to be understood literally. In
each case, however, what is in view is not a vicarious bearing of
our sicknesses, a taking away of disease. Rather, what is in view is
an empathy with our illnesses, a sharing in our hardships. There is
a figurative element-but it has to do with Christ’s bearing of our
diseases, not the diseases themselves.?

Before we attempt to draw our own conclusions concerning Matthew
8:17 (and lsa. 53:4) and to evaluate the position that Christ’s death
covered sickness as well as sin, there are some basic issues which must
be resolved: What is the origin and cause of sickness? And is there some
intrinsic connection between sickness and sin, and thus between Jesus’
healing of physical ailments and forgiveness of sin?

It appears that the origin of sickness in general was the fall. As a result
of the sin of Adam and Eve, a whole host of evils entered the world.
IlInesses were among the curses which God pronounced upon the people
of Israel for their evildoing (Deut. 28:22). The whole creation was sub-
jected to bondage and futility because of sin (Rom. 8:20-23). While some
of the biblical descriptions of the curse on sin lack specificity, it seems

18. George L. Cole, God'’s Provision for Soul and Body (Los Angeles: George L. Cole,
1947), p. 8.

19. Rowland V. Bingham, The Bible and the Body: Healing in the Scriptures (Toronto:
Evangelical Publishers, 1952), pp. 56-57.

20. A. C. Gaebelein, The Healing Question (New York: “Our Hope,” 1925), p. 74.
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reasonable to trace the troubles now found among humans, including
illness or disease, to this source.

In the ancient world there was a widespread belief that illness was
either sent by the Deity or caused by evil spirits. Even the people of Israel
were subject to this superstition and took to the wearing of amulets to
ward off sickness. Some of them also believed that disease was a specific
sign of divine disapproval, punishment for the individual’s sin. Jesus did
not accept or endorse this view. When, in the case of the man born blind,
the disciples raised the question, “Who sinned, this man or his parents?”
Jesus gave a straightforward reply: “It was not that this man sinned, or
his parents, but that the works of God might be made manifest in him”
(John 9:2-3). Obviously Jesus did not believe that illness is caused by an
individuals sin-at least not in this particular instance.

Nor did Jesus link his healings of physical ailments to forgiveness of
sin. In the instance mentioned, nothing is said about forgiveness. Jesus
simply healed the blind man. To be sure, in many cases Jesus did corre-
late healing with forgiveness of sin, but it certainly cannot be said that
he saw an intrinsic connection between sin and sickness. That is, he did
not view sickness as essentially a penalty for individual sin.

We should note here the basis on which Jesus healed people. In many
cases, faith was required. This is what we would expect if sickness is the
result of individual sin, for in that case physical healing would require
forgiveness of the sin causing the sickness. Since faith is necessary for
sins to be forgiven, faith would also be necessary for healing to occur.
And indeed there are many cases where Jesus’ act of healing depends
upon an exercise of faith by the person to be healed: the woman with an
issue of blood for twelve years (Matt. 9:20-22), the ten lepers (Luke 17:11-
19), and Bartimaeus, the blind beggar (Mark 10:46-52). Occasionally,
however, healing occurs upon the exercise of faith by some third party:
the healing of the Syrophoenician woman’s daughter (Mark 7:24-30), of
the centurions servant (Matt. 8:5-13), and of the demoniac boy (Mark
9: 14-29). In some of these cases, the person healed was capable of
exercising faith himself or herself. In the matter of forgiveness of sin,
however, the faith required is always that of the subject, not some other
party. It therefore seems unlikely that the healing of the Syrophoenician
woman’s daughter, the centurions servant, and the demoniac boy was
connected with forgiveness of sins.

Let us now summarize what we have said to this point. The contention
of Simpson and others of his persuasion is that diseases are a result of
the fall and that Jesus by his atoning death negated not only the spiritual
but also the physical consequences of sin. The underlying assumption
seems to be that there is an intricate connection between sickness and
sin, and hence they are to be combated in the same way. We have noted,
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however, that Jesus did not attribute disease (i.e., every instance of it) to
individual sin, nor were his acts of healing always connected with for-
giveness of sin. For while faith appears to have been just as necessary for
healing as for forgiveness, in the case of healing, unlike that of forgive-
ness, it did not always have to be faith on the part of the recipient of the

blessing. We conclude that there is not as intirnate a connection between
sickness and individual sin, and hence between Jesus’ acts of healing and
forgiveness of sins, as Simpson assumed.

All of this, however, is merely preliminary to our examination of
Matthew 8:17 and Isaiah 53:4. If the Bible teaches that Jesus by his death
bore and took away our diseases, then healing is a blessing to which we
are entitled, a gift we should claim. We begin our investigation with the
passage in lIsaiah: “Surely he has borne our griefs and carried our
sorrows.” The first noun is *yn(chali). The predominant meaning of the
word is “physical sicknesses,” although it can be used metaphorically, as
in Isaiah 1:5 and Hosea 5:13.2! [saiah placed it in an emphatic position in
the sentence. The basic meaning of the verb xwy(nasa’) is “to lift (up).”
The lexicon of Brown, Driver, and Briggs lists almost two hundred in-
stances in which the word has this meaning. It also lists about sixty cases
in which the word means “to take (away)” and nearly one hundred verses
where it means “to bear, carry.” Of those one hundred verses, only about
thirty have reference to the bearing of guilt, and only six have reference
to a vicarious bearing of guilt, one of them being the twelfth verse of
Isaiah 53.22 So while xw; can refer to vicarious bearing, the more likely
rendering in Isaiah 53:4 would be “has taken.” It should also be noted
that Isaiah did not put the verb in an emphatic position; it seems that
what is really important is what the suffering servant has taken, not how
he has taken it. The second substantive, i (rmakov), appears only
fifteen times in the Old Testament; in three of those cases it seems to
refer to physical pain.2* The basic idea conveyed by the word is mental
pain, sorrow, or distress resulting from the toilsomeness of life, including
its physical burdens. The likeliest meaning here, then, is mental sickness
or distress (sorrow), perhaps as a result of physical infirmities. The
second verb is Yap (saval). It means basically “to carry a heavy load.”>* Of
nine occurrences in the Old Testament, two, Isaiah 53:11 and Lamenta-
tions 5:7, convey the idea of vicarious bearing, the former being the
clearer. In the remaining instances, 239 means merely “carrying a load”;

2 1. Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon
of the Old Testament (New York: Oxford University, 1955), p. 318.

22. Ibid., pp. 669-71.

23. Ibid., p. 456.

24. Ibid., p. 687.
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there is no connotation of vicariousness. Here again, just as in the first
clause, the emphasis is on what the suffering servant has carried rather
than on how he has carried it.

To summarize Isaiah 53:4: while several interpretations can be justi-
fied, the one that seems to suit the linguistic data best is that the prophet
is referring to actual physical and mental illnesses and distresses, but not
necessarily to a vicarious bearing of them. In Matthew’s quotation of this
passage, we find something very similar. The two nouns are dofevelas
and véoovs, both of which refer to physical conditions, the former em-
phasizing especially the idea of weakness. The first verb, AauBdreo, is
very common and colorless.?® It basically means “to take, lay hold of; to
receive.” 26 Nowhere is it used in connection with vicarious bearing of
guilt or anything similar. The second verb, Bacrd{w, is very close in
meaning to “av. It means “to bear or carry”; in none of its usages does it
signify “to bear vicariously.” In Galatians 6:2 it has the sense of “bearing
one another’s burdens sympathetically,” and this is the likeliest meaning
in Matthew 8:17 as well2” Matthew, who frequently quoted from the
Septuagint, has here changed the verbs, substituting the neutral Aau-
Bavw for ¢pépw, which could conceivably be translated “bore vicariously.”

What we are suggesting here, then, is that both Matthew and lIsaiah
are referring to actual physical sicknesses and mental distresses rather
than sins. They do not have in view, however, a vicarious bearing of these
maladies. It seems likelier that they are referring to a sympathetic bear-
ing of the troubles of this life. If this is the proper interpretation, Jesus
“took our infirmities and bore our diseases” by becoming incarnate
rather than by offering atonement. By coming to earth, he entered into
the very conditions that we find here, including sorrow, sickness, and
suffering. Experiencing sickness and sorrow himself, and sympathizing
as he did (emhayxvilopar) with human suffering, he was moved to
alleviate the miseries of this life.

Note that this explanation of how Isaiah’s prophecy was fulfilled entails
no chronological difficulties. On the other hand, there is a problem if we
believe that the atonement is in view in the prophecy. For in that case it
is hard to explain why Matthew quotes this verse in a context where he
is describing acts of healing which occurred some time before Christ’s
death.

One other question that remains to be dealt with is the relationship of

25. W. F. Moulton and A. S. Geden, A Concordance to the Greek Testament (Edinburgh:
T.and T. Clark, 1897), pp. 578-81.

26. G. Abbott-Smith, A Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament (Edinburgh:
T. and T. Clark, 1937), pp. 263-64.

27. Ibid., p. 78.
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1 Peter 2:24 to the passages which we have been discussing. This text
reads: “He himself bore our sins in his body on the tree.” It is clear that
Peter is here speaking of sins, because he uses the most common word
for sin, auaprie, which is also the first noun in the Septuagint translation
of Isaiah 53:4. And the verb which he chooses, dragépw, can definitely
be used of substitutionary bearing. It is not at all clear, however, as some
have supposed, that Peter is quoting Isaiah 53:4. He gives no indication
that he is quoting. We do not find here the words “It is written” or any
similar formula. It seems likelier that he is referring to the whole of Isaiah
53, and particularly to verse 12.

To summarize: Jesus healed during his ministry on earth, and he heals
today. That healing, however, is not to be thought of as a manifestation
or application of a vicarious bearing of our sicknesses in the same
fashion that he bore our sins. Rather, his healing miracles are simply a
matter of introducing a supernatural force into the realm of nature, just
like any other miracle.?® In a general sense, of course, the atonement
cancels all the effects of the fall. But some of the benefits will not be
realized until the end of time (Rom. 8:19-25). We cannot expect, then,
that in every case healing is to be granted upon request, as is forgiveness
of sins. Paul learned this lesson (2 Cor. 12: I-1 0), and we must learn it as
well. It is not always God’s plan to heal. That fact will not trouble us if we
but remember that we are not intended to live forever in this earthly
body (Heb. 9:27).

28. See pp. 406-09.
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Implications of the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit

As we come to the concluding parts of our survey of system-
atic theology, it is well to place in their proper context those matters
which are to be examined. We began with an examination of God, the
supreme being, and of his work in planning, creating, and caring for all
that is. We then examined the highest of the creatures, the human, in
terms of his divinely intended destiny and his departure from that divine
plan. We saw as well the consequences which came upon the human race
and the provision that God made for their redemption and restoration.
Creation, providence, and the provision of salvation are the objective
work of God. We come now to the subjective work of God- the applica-
tion of his divine saving work to humans. We will be examining the

845



846 The Holy Spirit

actual character of the salvation received and experienced by human
beings. Next we will investigate the collective form which faith takes,
that is, the church. And we will be looking, finally, at the completion of
God'’s plan, that is, the last things.

One other way of viewing our survey of systematic theology is to see it
as focusing upon the work of the different members of the Trinity. The
Father is highlighted in the work of creation and providence (parts 1-4),
the Son has effected redemption for sinful humanity (parts 5-8), and the
Holy Spirit applies this redemptive work to God’s creature, thus making
salvation real (parts 9-1 1). It is therefore important that we spend some
time studying the Third Person of the Trinity before going on to the
products of his endeavors.

The Importance of the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit

There are several reasons why the study of the Holy Spirit is of special
significance for us. One is that the Holy Spirit is the point at which the
Trinity becomes personal to the believer. We generally think of the Father
as transcendent and far off in heaven; similarly, the Son seems far
removed in history and thus also relatively unknowable. But the Holy
Spirit is active within the lives of believers; he is resident within us. The
Holy Spirit is the particular person of the Trinity through whom the
entire Triune Godhead works in us.

A second reason why the study of the Holy Spirit is especially impor-
tant is that we live in the period in which the Holy Spirit’'s work is more
prominent than that of the other members of the Trinity. The Father’s
work was the most conspicuous within the Old Testament period, as was
the Son’s within the period covered by the Gospels and up to the ascen-
sion. The Holy Spirit has occupied the center of the stage from the time
of Pentecost on, that is, the period covered by the Book of Acts and the
Epistles, and the ensuing periods of church history. If we are to be in
touch with God today, then, we must become acquainted with the Holy
Spirit’s activity.

A third reason for the importance of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit is
that current culture stresses the experiential, and it is primarily through
him that we experience God. It is through the Holy Spirit’s work that we
feel God’s presence within and the Christian life is given a special tangi-
bility. Consequently, it is vital for us to understand the Holy Spirit.

Difficulties in Understanding the Holy Spirit

While study of the Holy Spirit is especially important, it is also quite
difficult. Understanding is often more incomplete and confused here
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than with most of the other doctrines. Among the reasons for this is that
we have less explicit revelation in the Bible regarding the Holy Spirit than
we find about either the Father or the Son. Perhaps this is due in part to
the fact that a large share of the Holy Spirit’s ministry is to declare and
glorify the Son (John 16:14). Unlike other doctrines there are no system-
atic discussions regarding the Holy Spirit. Virtually the only extended
treatment is Jesus’ discourse in John 14-16. On most of the occasions
when the Holy Spirit is mentioned, it is in connection with another issue.

A further problem is the lack of concrete imagery. God the Father is
understood fairly well because the figure of a father is familiar to every-
one. The Son is not hard to conceptualize, for he actually appeared in
human form and was observed and reported upon. But the Spirit is
intangible and difficult to visualize. Complicating this matter is the unfor-
tunate terminology of the King James and other older English transla-
tions in referring to the Holy Spirit as the “Holy Ghost.” Many persons
who grew up using these versions of the Bible conceive the Holy Spirit
as something inside a white sheet.

In addition, a problem arises from what Scripture reveals concerning
the nature of the Holy Spirit’s ministry in relationship to that of the
Father and the Son. During the present era, the Spirit performs a minis-
try of serving the Father and Son, carrying out their will (which of course
is also his). In this respect, we are reminded of the Son’s earthly ministry,
during which he was subordinate in function to the Father. Now this
temporary subordination of function-the Son’s during his earthly min-
istry and the Spirit’s during the present era-must not lead us to draw
the conclusion that there is an inferiority in essence as well. Yet in
practice many of us have an unofficial theology which looks upon the
Spirit as being of a lower essence than are the Father and the Son. In
effect the Trinity is visualized as FATHER, SON, and holy spirit, or as

Father Son
Holy Spirit

This error is similar to that of the Arians. From the biblical passages
which speak of the Son’s subordination to the Father during his earthly
ministry, they concluded that the Son is of a lesser status and essence
than is the Father.

In the last half of the twentieth century, there has been considerable
controversy regarding the Holy Spirit. Indeed it may be that on the
popular or lay level, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit has been the most
controversial of all doctrines during this period. As a result, there has
been some reluctance to discuss the Spirit, for fear that such discussion
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might lead to dissension. Since Pentecostalists make so much of the Holy
Spirit, certain non-Pentecostalists, anxious that they not be mistaken for
Pentecostalists, avoid speaking of him altogether. Indeed, while in certain
circles “charismatic Christian” is a badge of prestige, in others it is a
stigma.

The History of the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit

It will be easier to see the doctrine of the Holy Spirit in contemporary
context if we examine its earlier history. Particular doctrines have devel-
oped at varying rates.” This, of course, is because doctrines are most
fully elaborated when there are challenges to the traditional formulation
or when novel forms of the doctrine are constructed and proposed. This
has been especially true of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit.

In the earliest period of the church, relatively little was said about the
Holy Spirit. One early emphasis was upon the Spirit as the guiding,
moving force that produced the Bible, the Word of God. Origen, for
example, spoke of the Bible as “written by the Holy Spirit.”? At that time
it was assumed that everything within the Bible had been delivered by a
special working of the Holy Spirit. The general view was that Scripture
contained not only no errors, but also nothing superfluous. Although no
complete theory of inspiration was propounded, there were a number of
Christian theologians who endorsed the view of Philo and the other
Alexandrian Jews that the Scripture writers were virtually seized by the
Holy Spirit in their writing. The apologist Athenagoras, for example,
depicts the prophets as caught up in a state of ecstasy, with the Holy
Spirit breathing through them as a musician breathes through a pipe.’
This is a rather extreme instance of early church belief, however. Most
of the Fathers were careful to avoid any suggestion of a purely passive
role for the writers. Augustine, for example, emphasized that the authors
used their own recollections of the events which had occurred. The Holy
Spirit’s role was to stimulate those recollections and preserve them from
error.*

1. James Orr, The Progress of Dogma (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952 reprint), pp. 22-
30. Orr suggests that the historical order in which the major doctrines have been elabo-
rated reflects their dogmatic order, that is, the doctrine of God was the first to be
elaborated and the doctrine of last things the last. On that basis, however, we would
expect to find already in the fourth and fifth centuries a full treatment of the Holy Spirit,
but it was not until the twentieth century that the doctrine was given extensive attention.

2. Origen Against Celsus 5.60; cf. Basil Homily on Psalm 1.

3. Athenagoras A Plea for the Christians 7, 9.

4. Augustine Harmony of the Gospels 2.30; 3.7.
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By the late second century there was a growing emphasis upon the
divinity of the Holy Spirit. Clement of Rome coordinated the three
members of the Trinity in an oath-“as God lives, and the Lord Jesus
Christ lives, and the Holy Spirit lives.”s In like manner he asked, “Have we
not one God, and one Christ, and one Spirit of grace poured upon us?”¢
Tertullian called the Holy Spirit God, stressing that there is one substance
which the Son and the Spirit hold jointly, as it were, with the Father.” In
Paul of Samosata, however, we encounter the teaching that the Spirit
was merely a name for the grace which God poured out upon the
apostles.? Irenaeus, in the second century, regarded the Spirit as virtually
an attribute of God, identifying him as the divine Wisdom.9 He was the
one through whom the prophets prophesied and through whom men
were made righteous.!® Origen moved even further away from the con-
ception that the Holy Spirit is part of an ontological Trinity. He affirmed
that the Holy Spirit is “the most honorable of all the beings brought into
existence through the Word, the chief in rank of all the beings originated
by the Father through Christ.”!1! This belief that the Spirit is the highest
and first of the creations is not unlike the view which the Arians were
later to hold regarding the Son. While insisting upon a Trinity, and
emphasizing that there are three distinct hypostases, Origen distin-
guished them so sharply that some thought his view approximated tri-
theism.!? In addition, he spoke of a subordination of both the Son and
the Spirit to the Father, who transcends them as much as, if not more
than, they transcend the realm of inferior beings.!?

In a sense, the working out of a full doctrinal understanding of the
Holy Spirit, especially in relationship to the Father and the Son, was an
accompaniment and a by-product of the christological work done in the
fourth and fifth centuries. This was natural, since the question of the
deity of the Spirit is in a sense contained within that of the deity of the
Son. For if there can be a second person who is divine, there can as
easily be a third who is a member of the ontological Godhead and to
whom the worship and obedience due only to God should be given.

Since the time of Origen, theological reflection upon the nature of the
Holy Spirit had lagged behind devotional practice. The Spirit was re-

5. Clement of Rome The Epistle to the Corinthians 58.2.

6. Ibid., 46. 6.

7. Tertullian Adversus Praxeam 2, 3, 8.

8.J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (New York: Harper and Row, 1960), p. 118.
9. Irenaeus Against Heresies 2. 30. 9; The Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching 5.
10. Irenaeus Demonstration 6.

11. Origen Commentary on John 2.10.75.

12. lbid.

13. Origen Commentary on Matthew 15. 10.
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vered, but his exact status remained unclear. Arius had spoken of the
Holy Spirit as a hypostasis, but considered his essence to be as utterly
unlike that of the Son as the Son’s is utterly unlike that of the Father. 4
Eusebius of Caesarea spoke of the Spirit as “in the third rank,” “a third
power,” and “third from the Supreme Cause.”’5 He followed Origen’s
exegesis of John 1:3, arguing that the Spirit is “one of the things which
have come into existence through the Son.”¢ It remained, therefore, for
Athanasius, in this as in other matters, to formulate what was to become
the orthodox view.

Athanasius was inspired to expound his ideas particularly because of
the writings of some whom he called “Tropici,” the name deriving from
the Greek word rpémos, which means “figure.”t? These persons were
engaged in figurative exegesis of the Scripture, which was not an unusual
practice at that time. They maintained that the Spirit is a creature
brought into existence out of nothingness. Specifically, they regarded
him as an angel, the highest in rank of the angels to be sure, but
nonetheless one of the “ministering spirits” referred to in Hebrews 1:14.
He was to be thought of as “different [other] in substance” (érepoodaios)
from the Father and the Son. Like most heretics the Tropici cited proof
texts to support their views-Amos 4:13 (“Lo, | who establish thunder
and create Spirit”); Zechariah 1:9 (“These things says the angel that
speaks within me”); and 1 Timothy 5:2 1 (“I adjure you in the sight of God
and Jesus Christ and the elect angels”).18

Athanasius responded vigorously to the view of the Tropici. He insisted
that the Spirit is fully divine, consubstantial with the Father and the Son.
His argument contained several elements. First was a refutation of the
incorrect exegesis of the Tropici. He then proceeded to show that Scrip-
ture clearly teaches that the Spirit “belongs to and is one with the
Godhead which is in the Triad.” He argued that since the Triad is eternal,
homogeneous, and indivisible, the Spirit, as a member of it, must be
consubstantial with the Father and the Son. Further, because of the close
relationship between the Spirit and the Son, the Spirit must belong in
essence to the Son, just as does the Son to the Father. Finally, the Spirit
must be divine because it is he who makes us all “partakers of God”
(1 Cor. 3: 16-17—the Spirit’s indwelling us makes us God’s temple). In light
of such considerations, the Spirit is to be recognized as of the same

14. See Athanasius Four Discourses Against the Arians 1.6.

15. Eusebius of Caesarea Preparation for the Gospel 11.20.

16. Eusebius of Caesarea On the Theology of the Church: A Refutation of Marcellus
3.6.3.

17. Athanasius Letters to Bishop Serapion Concerning the Holy Spirit 1.21, 30.

18. Ibid., 1.3, 11, 10. The translations reflect the interpretations of the Tropici.
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nature as the Father and the Son, and given the same honor and worship
as they.19

There was still a diversity of views, however. As late as 380, Gregory of
Nazianzus reported in a sermon that a variety of beliefs regarding the
Holy Spirit existed. Some, he said, consider the Holy Spirit to be a force;
others perceive him as a creature; still others think of him as God. And
because of the vagueness of Scripture on the subject, some decline to
commit themselves. Even among those who consider the Spirit to be
God, some hold it as a private opinion, others declare it openly, while still
others maintain that the three persons of the Trinity possess deity in
varying degrees.2°

Among the more radical Christian groups on this subject were the
Macedonians or Pneumatomachians (“Spirit-fighters”). These people op-
posed the doctrine of the full deity of the Holy Spirit. Basil, however, in
De Spiritu Sancto in 375 insisted that the same glory, honor, and worship
given to the Father and the Son must also be given to the Spirit. He must
be “reckoned with” them, Basil insisted, not “reckoned below” them. He
did not call the Spirit God in so many words, but he did say that “we
glorify the Spirit with the Father and the Son because we believe that he
is not alien to the divine nature.” In Basil’s view, the greatness of the
Spirit’s action and the closeness of his relationship and working with the
Father and the Son are major keys to understanding his status.21

Also to be noted is the existence of charismatic groups during this
early period of church history. The most prominent of these groups was
the Montanists, who flourished in the latter half of the second century.
At his baptism Montanus spoke in tongues and began prophesying. He
declared that the Paraclete, the Holy Spirit promised by Jesus, was giving
utterance through him. Montanus and two of his female disciples as well
were believed to be spokespersons of the Holy Spirit. Among their nu-
merous prophecies were warnings that the second coming of Christ was
at hand. The Montanists believed and taught that their prophecies clari-
fied the Scriptures and that Spirit-inspired prophets would continue to
arise within the Christian community.22 Claiming to be transmitting a
command of the Paraclete, they declared second marriages to be a sin.
At a time when the practices of the church were beginning to become
lax, there was within the Montanist movement an emphasis upon a high
standard of Christian living. They secured their most famous convert
when Tertullian became a Montanist. A later movement of a somewhat

19. lbid., 1.2, 20-27;3. 1-6.

20. Gregory of Nazianzus Theological Oration 5: On the Holy Spirit 5.
21. Basil Letters 159. 2.

22. Tertullian On the Resurrection of the Flesh 63.
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similar character was Novatianism; it flourished in the middle of the third
century and onward. This group shared with Montanism a deep concern
for moral living. It did not have the same emphasis upon prophecy,
however. Neither of these groups enjoyed much lasting effect upon the
church.

During the medieval period there was little emphasis upon the Holy
Spirit. In part this was due to relative disinterest in the experiential aspect
of the Christian life, which is, of course, the special domain of the Holy
Spirit. The one major issue that did arise within this period concerned
the insertion of the word filioque into the creeds. This addition had
originally been seen as a way of taking a stand against Arianism-the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and from the Son. Gradually it was
made official, the process becoming virtually complete in the West by
the ninth century. The Eastern churches, however, found this word objec-
tionable. They noted that John 1526 speaks of the Spirit as proceeding
from only the Father, not from the Son also. The original form of the
Nicene Creed had not contained the words “and the Son,” which were a
Western addition. Furthermore, the Eastern churches based their rejec-
tion of the word filioque upon the concept of the povapxica (“sole rule”)
of the Father-he is the sole fountain, root, and cause of deity. They
could subscribe to a statement that the Spirit proceeds “from the Father
through the Son,” but not to a statement that he proceeds “from the
Son.”2? Consequently, they eventually separated themselves from the
Western churches. Although the filioque controversy was the one doc-
trinal point cited, in all likelihood it was not the really significant issue
dividing the East from the West.

The Reformation did not produce any major changes in the orthodox
doctrine of the Holy Spirit. What we do find are elaborations and expan-
sions upon the previous formulation. In Luther’s thought, for example,
we find the idea of the Holy Spirit’s “infusion of love” into the heart of
the believer. In its early formulations, Luther’s idea was quite similar to
that of Augustine. This is not surprising, for Luther had been an Augus-
tinian monk. The Spirit’s infusion of love pointed, on one hand, to God’s
presence in the life of the individual, the result being a conformity
between the will of God and the will of man. Luther’s concept also
pointed to the Holy Spirit’s struggle against the old sinful nature which is
still within the individual.24

23. “Filioque Controversy,” in The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious
Knowledge, ed. Samuel Macauley Jackson (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1908), vol. 4,
pp. 312-13.

24. Bernard Holm, “The Work of the Spirit: The Reformation to the Present,” in The
Holy Spirit in the Life of the Church: From Biblical Times to the Present, ed. Paul D.
Opsahl (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1978), pp. 102-03.
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John Calvin’s unique contribution to the discussion of the doctrine of
the Holy Spirit lay in the area of the authority of the Scriptures. How do
we know that they are really divinely inspired, and thus a message from
God? The answer of the Catholic church is that the church certifies the
divinity of Scripture. While Calvin’s reply took a number of forms, the
testimony of the Spirit was his central point. Neither the testimony of the
church, nor the force of other external evidences, but the inward witness
of the Holy Spirit is the ultimate basis for our confidence in the divine
nature of the Bible.

Calvin insisted that the testimony of the Holy Spirit is superior to
reason. It is an inward work which captures the minds of those who hear
or read Scripture, producing conviction or certainty that it is the Word
of God with which they are dealing. This is a second work of the Holy
Spirit with respect to the Scriptures. He who had originally inspired the
prophets and apostles to write the Scriptures now penetrates into our
hearts, convincing us that these Scriptures are indeed the Word of God
and thus the truth. He creates certainty, removing any doubt that we
might have.2

Calvin was very careful to stress the union of the Word and the Spirit.
Some expected the Holy Spirit to function independently of Scripture.
They were anticipating new revelations from the Spirit. But Calvin re-
minded his readers of Jesus’ words in John 14:26—the Spirit would not
instill some new truth into the disciples, but would illuminate and im-
press Jesus’ words upon them.2

John Wesley’s major emphasis regarding the Holy Spirit was with
respect to the matter of sanctification. He spoke of a special work of
sanctification, the whole of which takes place in a moment.?’ This instan-
taneous work of sanctification, which is something totally different from
the conversion/regeneration occurrence at the beginning of the Chris-
tian life, is to be expected and sought for. While Wesley did not use the
terminology ‘baptism of the Holy Spirit,” he did see this event as a special
act of the Holy Spirit quite similar to what Pentecostalists were later to
term “the baptism.” Unlike Luther and Calvin, Wesley spoke of what
believers themselves can do to help bring about the working of the Spirit.

The church’s interest in the Holy Spirit underwent a long period of
decline during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This was due to
a variety of movements, each of which in its own way regarded the Spirit
and his work as either superfluous or incredible. One of those move-

25. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, book 1, chapter 7, section 5.

26. Ibid., book 1, chapter 9, section 1.

27. John Wesley, letter of 21 June 1784, in The Letters of the Rev. John Wesley, ed.
John Telford (London: Epworth, 193 1), vol. 7, p. 222.
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ments was Protestant scholasticism. It was found in Lutheranism, and
particularly the branch which derived its inspiration from the writings
of Philipp Melanchthon. As a series of doctrinal disputes took place, it
became necessary to define and refine beliefs more specifically. Conse-
guently, faith came increasingly to be thought of as rechte Lehre (correct
doctrine). A more mechanical view of the role of the Scriptures was
developed, and as a result the witness of the Spirit tended to be bypassed.
It was now the Word alone, without the Spirit, that was regarded as the
basis of authority. Since belief rather than experience came to be viewed
as the essence of the Christian religion, the Holy Spirit was increasingly
neglected. The doctrine of the Holy Spirit was seldom treated as a distinct
topic. His work was frequently dealt with in a few brief remarks ap-
pended to discussions of Christ’s person and work.28

A second major force in this period was rationalism. Human reason
was set up as the supreme standard. Initially, it was felt that reason could
justify all of the beliefs of Christianity. Gradually, however, that idea was
modified to the principle that if a belief is to be accepted, it must be
justifiable by reason. Only those things which can be established by
rational proof are credible. This new emphasis on reason meant that the
conception of God, for example, became considerably more general than
was previously the case. What can be known about God from natural
religion (i.e., without special revelation) is quite devoid of detail. That God
is triune, that there is a divine Holy Spirit, cannot be proved from an
examination of nature. A further aspect here is that God came to be
viewed as very far removed from man’s life. As this deism grew, it directly
contradicted or at least deemphasized the biblical picture of God as very
much involved with man. Accordingly, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit,
who is the particular channel of God’s relating to humans, was rather
neglected.?

The third movement of this period which tended to stifle inquiry
regarding the Holy Spirit was romanticism. This may seem like a some-
what contradictory statement, since romanticism gives much attention
to the realm of the spirit as over against the realm of the strictly intellec-
tual. It was the doctrine of the Holy Spirit which suffered from the rise
of romanticism, however. For romanticism in religion, particularly as
espoused by Friedrich Schleiermacher, insisted that religion is not a
matter either of beliefs (doctrines) or of behavior (ethics). It is not a

28. Heinrich Schmid, The Doctrinal Theology of the Evangelical Lutheran Church,
trans. Charles A. Hay and Henry E. Jacobs, 4th ed. rev. (Philadelphia: Lutheran Publication
Society, 1899), pp. 407-99.

29. See, e.g., Matthew Tindal, Christianity as Old as the Creation (Stuttgart-Bad Cann-
statt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1967 reprint of the 1730 London edition).
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matter of receiving and examining doctrines delivered by an external
authority. Rather, feeling constitutes the essence of religion, and specifi-
cally, the feeling of absolute dependence. With this shift of the locus of
religion from belief to feeling, doctrines as such tended to become lost
or redefined. For example, Schleiermacher defined the Holy Spirit as
“the vital unity of the Christian fellowship as a moral personality.”3

In spite of these movements which resulted in deemphasis of the Holy
Spirit, there were segments of Christianity which gave great attention to
him. In particular, the revivalism of the American western frontier main-
tained a unique type of Christianity. Here great stress was placed upon
conversion and an immediacy of experience. The necessity of making a
definite decision to accept Christ was kept foremost in the minds of those
who heard the revivalists. Repentance and conversion were key words in
this approach to the Christian faith. And since the Holy Spirit is the one
who brings about repentance and the new birth, he could not be over-
looked in this form of personal religion. In these revival meetings, how-
ever, one ordinarily did not find special works of the Holy Spirit such as
are reported in the Book of Acts. Nevertheless, a rather strong emotional
coloration did mark these evangelistic meetings.

At the close of the nineteenth century, however, there came a develop-
ment which was to give the Holy Spirit, in some circles at least, virtually
the preeminent role in theology. There were some outbursts of speaking
in tongues or glossolalia in North Carolina as early as 1896. In Topeka,
Kansas, Charles Par-ham, the head of a small Bible school, found it
necessary to be gone for a period of time, during which the students
focused on the topic of the baptism of the Holy Spirit. When Par-ham
returned, their unanimous conclusion was that the Bible teaches that
there is to be a baptism of the Holy Spirit subsequent to conversion and
new birth, and that speaking in tongues is the sign that one has received
this gift. On January 1, 1901, a student, Agnes Ozman, requested that
Par-ham lay his hands on her in the biblical fashion. When he did this
and prayed, according to her own testimony, the Holy Spirit fell upon
her, and she prayed successively in several tongues unknown to her3!
Others in the group received the gift as well. This, in the judgment of
some church historians, was the beginning of the modern Pentecostal
movement.

30. Friedrich Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith (New York: Harper and Row, 1963),
vol. 2, p. 537.

31. Klaude Kendrick, The Promise Fulfilled: A History of the Modern Pentecostal
Movement (Springfield, Mo.: Gospel, 1961), pp. 48-49, 52-53; Agnes N. (Ozman) LaBerge,
What God Hath Wrought (Chicago: Herald, n.d.), p. 29.
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The real outbreak of Pentecostalism, however, occurred in meetings
organized by a black holiness preacher, William J. Seymour. These meet-
ings were held in a former Methodist church at 312 Azusa Street in Los
Angeles, and have consequently come to be referred to as the Azusa
Street meetings.?? From this beginning, the Pentecostal phenomenon
spread throughout the United States and to other countries, most notably
Scandinavia. In recent years, Pentecostalism of this type has become a
powerful force in Latin America and other Third World countries.

For many years the Pentecostal movement was a relatively isolated
factor within Christianity, however. It was found mostly in denominations
composed heavily of persons from the lower social and economic classes.
Sometimes their practices were quite spectacular, including not only
speaking in tongues by a large number of persons within a given group,
but also faith healing and exorcism of demons. Such practices were in
rather sharp contrast to the worship services of the major denomina-
tions. When visiting a service of a Pentecostal group, members of the
major denominations would experience quite a cultural shock, for they
were accustomed to a much more formal and liturgical type of service.

In the early 1950s, however, this began to change. In some hitherto
unlikely places, glossolalia began to be practiced. In Episcopal, Lutheran,
and even Catholic churches, there was an emphasis on special manifes-
tations of the Holy Spirit’s work. There were significant differences be-
tween this movement, which could be called neo-Pentecostal or
charismatic, and the old-line Pentecostalism which had sprung up at the
beginning of the twentieth century and continues to this day. Whereas
the latter had formed definite denominational groups whose members
were largely from the lower socioeconomic classes, neo-Pentecostalism
was more of a transdenominational movement, drawing many of its
participants from the middle and upper-middle classes.33 In terms of
H. Richard Niebuhr’s classifications, Pentecostalism would probably be
designated a “sect” and neo-Pentecostalism a “church.“34 The two groups
also differ in the way in which they practice their charismatic gifts. In
the old-line Pentecostal groups, a number of members might speak or
pray aloud at once. Such is not the case with charismatic Christians,
some of whom use the gift only in their own private prayer time. Public
manifestations of the gift are usually in special groups rather than in the
plenary worship service of the congregation.

32. Kendrick, Promise Fulfilled, pp. 64-68.

33. Richard Quebedeaux, The New Charismatics: The Origins, Development, and Sig-
nificance of Neo-Pentecostal&n (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1976), pp. 4-l 1.

34. H. Richard Niebuhr, The Social Sources of Denominationalism (New York: Henry
Holt, 1929), pp. 17-2 1.

The Person of the Holy Spirit 857

The Nature of the Holy Spirit

The Deity of the Holy Spirit

We now need to examine closely the nature of the Holy Spirit. We
begin with his deity. The deity of the Holy Spirit is not as easily estab-
lished as is that of the Father and the Son. It might well be said that the
deity of the Father is simply assumed in Scripture, that of the Son is
affirmed and argued, while that of the Holy Spirit must be inferred from
various indirect statements found in Scripture. There are, however, sev-
eral bases on which one may conclude that the Holy Spirit is God in the
same fashion and to the same degree as are the Father and the Son.

First, we should note that various references to the Holy Spirit are
interchangeable with references to God. In effect, then, these passages
speak of him as God. A prominent instance is found in Acts 5. Ananias
and Sapphira had sold a piece of property. Bringing a portion of the
proceeds to the apostles, they represented it as the whole of what they
had received. Peter spoke harsh words of condemnation to each of them,
and both were struck dead. In rebuking Ananias, Peter asked, “Ananias,
why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit and to keep back
part of the proceeds of the land?” (v. 3). In the next verse he asserts, “You
have not lied to men but to God.” It seems that in Peter’s mind ‘lying to
the Holy Spirit” and ‘lying to God” were interchangeable expressions. It
could, of course, be argued that two different referents were in view, so
that Peter was actually saying, “You have lied both to the Holy Spirit and
to God.” The statement in verse 4, however, was apparently intended to
make it clear that the lie was told not to humans, to someone less than
God, but to God himself. Thus, we are led to the con