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COURSE SYLLABUS  
 

WEEK TOPIC  
 

1 God in Christ Reconciling the World  

¶ The Existence & Attributes of God  

¶ Manõs Tarnished Image 

¶ God in Christ  
2 Christ the Pre-Existent One  

¶ The Logos of God 

¶ The Dogma of the Church 
3 The Covenant of Redemption  

¶ The Mind of God  & The Word of God  

¶ The Elect 
4 The Light of Men  

¶ Light & Knowledge  

¶ The Light that Lightest every Man  
5 Light in the Darkness   

¶ Moral Light in the World  

¶ He Came unto His Owné 
6 The Promised One  

¶ Expectation of a Deliverer 

¶ Why Israel? 
7 Christ in the Old Te stament: Hermeneutical Questions   

¶ Jesus on Every Page? 

¶ Direction of Interpretation  
8 Christ in the Old Testament: Typology  

¶ Types of Messianic Prophecies 

¶ Three Men and Christ 
9 Christ in the Old Testament: The Anointed (Two)  

¶ Messiah 

¶ The Anointed Ones in I srael 
10 Cur Deus Homo  

¶ God With Us ð the Stumbling Block  

¶ The Unavoidable Dilemma  
11 The Word Became Flesh 

¶ The Mystery of Godliness 

¶ The Virgin Birth - Fundamentals 
12 Kenotic Christology ð The Emptying of the Son of God  

¶ The Crux of the Christological Pro blem 

¶ Philippians 2:7 
13 The Self -Consciousness of Christ  

¶ Birth to Baptism 

¶ The Son of Man 

¶ The Servant of God 

14 The Self -Consciousness of Christ  

¶ The Gospel of John 

¶ The Self-Awareness of Godôs Son 

15 Tempted in All Manneré 

¶ Temptation & Sin 

¶ The Temptation of Christ 
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Chapter 1 ð God in Christ Reconciling the World  

Key Text(s):  II Corinthians 5:18-20; Romans 8:19-23 

 

òIt is in Him that God is going to reconcile everything, 
and there is no other way of reconciliation. 

We cannot emphasize this too often or too strongly.ó 
(David Martyn Lloyd -Jones) 

 

 Traditionally, the third installment of a theological curriculum focuses on the 

Person and Work of Jesus Christ.  Also traditionally, this segment of the theological 

curricula is called Christ & Salvation, as it emphasizes not only the Person and Work of 

Jesus Christ, but the impact of both upon the salvation of Man.  As some systematizing is 

unavoidable due to the nature of human thought, the order of study is extremely logical, 

especially from a Reformed theological point of view.  We begin with the study of God 

proper ð The Existence & Attributes of God ð wherein we establish the biblical (and creation -

confirmed) self -disclosure of the One God.  This is followed by Man & Sin ð biblical 

Anthropology, in which st udy we find the majesty of Man as created in the image of God, 

and the consequent travesty of sin, the self-inflicted terminal wound which has reduced 

Man to a condition hovering just above the brute beast.  As a result of these first and 

second installments of theology, an infinite chasm is discovered between God and Man, an 

impassible gulf between the Creator and His supreme creation, caused by the latterõs sin. 

 This is a metaphysical state of hopelessness.  There is no rationale, no logic, and no 

experience by which Man can overcome and traverse this gulf between himself and his 

God.  Manõs fallen condition is òwithout hope and without God in the worldó; a statement that 

applies to the individual Jew as well as to the Gentile, for both are òall under sinéthat every 

mouth may be closed, and all the world may become accountable to God.ó  The magnitude of 

Manõs hopelessness only becomes clear when one begins to fully appreciate and 

acknowledge both the holiness of God on the one hand, and the total and inescapable 

depravity of Man on the other.  As these truths are laid before us from the Bible ð first 

from Theology, and then from Anthropology ð we are forced to the conclusion that òthe 

only necessary consequence of sin is that man should be damned and lost.ó1 

                                                           
1 Barth, Karl Church Dogmatics: The Doctrine of Reconciliation IV.1 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark; 1980); 3. 
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This situation is the reason Karl Barth did not title the 

volumes of his Church Dogmatics dealing with Jesus Christ, 

ôChrist & Salvation,õ or even simply, ôChristology.õ  Rather 

several of the largest volumes within the entire series are 

devoted to The Doctrine of Reconciliation, in which Barth 

thoroughly and theologically discusses the Person and Work 

of Jesus Christ.  Barth maintains throughout this section of 

his magnum opus, that any attempt to investigate the Person 

 

Karl Barth (1886-1968) 

and work of Jesus Christ apart from the divine plan and purpose of reconciliation must lead 

to error on many fronts.  The result will be either a separation o f Christ from God, or from 

Christ and the Church, or from God and the Church, or, more frequently, an incoherent 

combination of these errors. òA mistaken or defective perception here would mean error 

or deficiency everywhereéFrom this point either everything is clear and true and helpful, 

or it is not so anywhere.ó2     

 Barthõs perspective is a powerful one, for as the apostle Paul reminds us, òGod was 

in Christ reconciling the world to Himself.ó 

 

 Now all these things are from God, who reconciled us to Himself through Christ and gave us the 

ministry of reconciliation, namely, that God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, not 

counting their trespasses against them, and He has committed to us the word of reconciliation. 

Therefore, we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God were making an appeal through us; we beg 

you on behalf of Christ, be reconciled to God.       (II Corinthians 5:18-20) 

 

 Yet as important at the Doctrine of Reconciliation is, it is not where Barth begins his 

Church Dogmatics. Indeed, reconciliation only appears in Volume IV, though it then fills 

four individual volumes within Barthõs ôVolume IV.õ The logic of reconciliation begins in 

theology as it does in the Bible, with God and not with Man, nor even with Jesus Christ .  

òIn the beginning, Godéó establishes the baseline worldview of moral accountability within 

the human race.  The essential question of moral accountability is not ôwhat?,õ nor ôwhy?,õ 

but ôto whom?õ  This fact has largely been lost sight of in our post-modern wo rld, though 

even the prevalent attitude of moral relativism (or, worse, amoralism) answers this 

                                                           
2 Barth; 3. 
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fundamental question, albeit with the answer, ôNo one!õ  The Christian worldview, 

however, has and must maintain that the only rational and stable basis for mor ality and 

ethics places mankind in a recognizable and codifiable accountability to a higher being.  

All other frameworks for morality are nothing more than shifting sand.  

 Thus all right thinking about Man as a responsible moral creature, must begin with 

right thinking about God.  The Christian (and the Jew with him) maintains that the only 

reasonable way in which a man might come to know anything about God is through the 

self-disclosure of God.  In other words, unless God makes Himself known, man cannot 

know Him.  Given the accepted definitions of ôgodõ and ôman,õ this premise is eminently 

rational.  Just as it is not rational for man to deny the existence of God ð for it is, by 

definition, a subject matter the existence of which is beyond the ability of ma n to reason 

for or against - so by the same logic it is irrational for man to conclude that he might know 

anything about God apart from the latterõs own self disclosure, His own self revelation.  

Thus, as we established in the first section of systematic, The Existence & Attributes of God, 

the Jew before, and the Christian now, seeks to know God through His revelation to 

mankind of His nature and His purpose: the Bible.  To be sure, the Bible itself informs us 

that the man who refuses to seek God in this way cannot claim ignorance as an excuse, for 

the world in which he lives testifies of the reality of the God he denies.  

 

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men 

who suppress the truth in unrighteousness, because that which is known about God is evident within 

them; for God made it evident to them. For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes, 

His eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly seen, being understood through what has 

been made, so that they are without excuse.     (Romans 1:18-20) 

 

 For this reason the biblical record itself begins with God as Creator, establishing His 

sovereign ownership of all that is, and His divine superintendence of all that happens 

within His immen se creation.  The logic of Creation may be refused, but it cannot be 

denied.  Not, at least, until man discovers a way to create something from nothing, or a 

natural law that writes itself into being. The foundation of modern Science rests upon the 

reality  of causal events; it is certainly not rational to suppose that the myriad cause & effect 

relationships so integral to the Scientific Method are themselves the effect of no cause. 
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 The Bible does not attempt to reason with us concerning the rationality of Creation; 

it simply states as fact that, òin the beginning God createdéó  The revelation of Creation is 

remarkably brief (which sadly has permitted countless fruitless debates as to the specifics 

in Time and Space).  Very quickly the inspired record moves on to the matter of central 

importance to the entire Creation narrative: òLet Us make Man in Our imageéó  It is one of 

the fundamental tenets of the Judeo-Christian worldview that Man is the centerpiece of the 

divine cosmos.  This notion has certainly come under attack in modern times, as being 

anthropocentric and ignorant of the ôgrander schemeõ of the universe. Of course, it is 

worth noting that this critique comes from man, who is the only being thus far manifest in 

the universe who could raise such a complaint!  In all philosophical systems, it is man who 

philosophizes, man who ôthinksõ about the cosmos and his own place within it.  This is but 

a continual manifestation and proof that Man is at the center; the biblical account simply 

explains why this is  so: Man is the Imago Dei; he is the created representation of the 

Creator Himself.  

 Much is made ð too much, really ð in modern theology and Church dogmatics, 

about ôrelationships.õ But it remains undeniable that the early placement of the account of 

Manõs creation in the image of God, does indeed establish the most profound relationship 

between the Creator and one of His creatures.  To be sure, all creation is in relationship 

with the Creator.  But not all creation is in relationship in the same manner an d to the 

same degree.  Being the one who uniquely bears the image of God, Man also bears a 

unique relationship vis -à-vis his Creator.  This relationship is quickly placed in stark relief 

by the rebellion of Man against God: the Fall of Man recorded in Genesis 3.  We have had 

occasion to discuss theodicy, the doctrine of why evil has come (been permitted) in the 

world, and we will have occasion in this session to discuss further the purpose of God in 

allowing/ordaining that Man should fall.  At this particul ar juncture, what is important to 

see in the event is that the stage is thus set for the most vivid display and definition of 

what the relationship between God and Man should be, as contrasted to what is has become.  

 From the point of departure of the Fal l, the biblical record moves in two diverging 

directions. On the one hand, there is a progressive revelation of God as holy; on the other, 

of Man as corrupt.  The paths of these two divergent teachings provide the subject matter 
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for first, The Existence & Attributes of God, and, second, Man & Sin ð the first and second 

installments of most theological curricula.  In the current context, with regard to the first of 

these, what is important to rehearse is the biblical teaching of God as holy.  This principle 

most powerfully establishes  the moral  accountability of Man to God  This is the  principle  

 

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) 

that Immanuel Kant referred to as the ôcategorical 

imperative,õ though the famous German philosopher 

attempted in vain to tie this imperative strictly to human 

reason.  Kantõs divorce of moral motivation from divine 

holiness and the innate character of Man as the Imago Dei, 

and his elevation of Human Reason as the moral and ethical 

arbiter, led directly to modern moral relativism, and to the 

ôpost modernismõ of today.  The Bible, however, grounds the 

moral sense, and the moral accountability, of Man on these two facts outlined in the first 

book, Genesis: that Man is made in the image of God and that God is holy.  The first of 

these sets the fact of accountability; the second sets the standard.  Both are crucial to a 

proper biblical understanding of morality and ethic s. 

 Theologians speak of the attributes of God ð concepts such as omnipotence and 

omniscience, aseity or self-existence, infinitude and immutability.  On a more pedestrian 

(but no less biblical or important) level, we speak of God as Just, as Merciful, as Loving (as 

Love itself).  We might well say that the latter group represent the outworkings of the 

former.  Or we might equally say that the former represent those things that God is in 

Himself, whereas the latter describe Him in His relations to Man.  But  what we cannot say 

is that holiness belongs to either set.  Holiness is not an attribute, nor is it a characteristic 

manner by which God manifests Himself to Man.  Holiness transcends, though by no 

means negating, the attributes and characteristics of God.  It is also the one descriptive 

term regarding the Divine Being that cannot be extrapolated from a characteristic of man 

himself.  Man has beingéGod is the One who has being in Himself; Man has 

knowledgeéGod is the One who is All-Knowing; Man has poweréGod is All -Powerful; 

etc.  But holiness is not truly the extrapolation of human goodness; it is  not merely  higher 

than that by an infinite degree , it is different in kind . 
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 It has been said that holiness is ôthe sum of the divine perfections.õ  The holiness of 

God is what is referred to when we read that He òdwells in unapproachable lightó or that He 

is òa consuming fire.ó  Holiness is the glory of God; or perhaps it is better said, the glory of 

God consists in His holiness.  In any event, and since the very concept of holiness is one 

beyond the full comprehension (and certainly beyond the experience) of any man, we may 

summarize the topic by saying that it is holiness that sets God apart from Man as, in Barthõs 

phrase, ôwholly other.õ  And though this standa rd of moral perfection is òtoo high for me, I 

cannot attain itó (Psa. 139:6), it is quickly established in the Bible as the standard by which 

Man is to be measured.  òBy those who come before Me, I shall be holy,ó says the LORD God on 

the occasion of the ôstrange fireõ offered up by Aaronõs sons, Nadab and Abihu.  In the 

ôHoliness Codeõ of Leviticus, we read the standard of moral accountability before God, 

 

Then the LORD spoke to Moses, saying, ôSpeak to all the congregation of the sons of Israel and say to 

them, ôYou shall be holy, for I the LORD your God am holyõõ   (Leviticus 19:1-2) 

 

 Anselm, the 11th Century Archbishop of Canterbury, noted in his ontological ôproofõ 

of the existence of God, that Man can conceive of a Being ògreater than which there is 

none.ó  And in spite of warranted critique, and some undeserved abuse, that Anselmõs 

theory has endured over the ages, it remains a valid consideration that Man does have the 

ability to extrapolate his thoughts to reach a degree beyond his experience.  Nowh ere is 

this more necessary than with the concept of divine holiness.  It is critical to a right 

understanding of the nature of the God with whom we have to do, that every worthy 

thought ð goodness, integrity, justice, faithfulness, purity, etc. ð be raised to it highest pitch 

in our minds as we contemplate the divine holiness.  And yet, even then, we must also 

acknowledge that our minds may only approach the comprehension of holiness 

asymptotically ð we can get closer, but we can never arrive at a full understanding of 

holiness. 

 In this, what must be avoided at all cost is the lowering of God even one degree in 

approach to Man.  òYou thought I was altogether such a one as yourself,ó is a rebuke from the 

Lord for just such an error.  Here the classic definition of idolatry furnished by A. W. 

Tozer applies: òThe essence of idolatry is thinking thoughts about God that are unworthy 
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of Him.ó  Rather, let us consider God as He has revealed Himself in Scripture and 

Creation, as  One who  is in some ways like our best thoughts, but in the most fundamental  

 

A. W. Tozer (1897-1963) 

way wholly other than our best thoughts.  He is òhigh and lifted 

up,ó and it will do no good for us to lower Him in an attempt to 

close the gap between God and Man.  If we err on this score, we 

will most certainly come up with a religion, a plan of 

redemption, that accords better with manõs opinion of himself.  

But because it will not accord with Godõs revelation of Himself, 

the result will be both a false religion and a false hope.  òBut 

where God is not bound and man has no claim, even more com- 

pelling is the will and plan and promise of God.ó3  

 In the opposite direction we find the nature of Man as fallen from God ð the 

corrupted imago Dei in whom the essentially dignity of being ôhumanõ has been all but 

forfeited.  And just as it serves no good purpose to lower God in the direction of Man, so it 

is deceptive and dangerous to raise Man above his true condition in sin.  Of course, it has 

been popular among philosophers and moralists throughout the ages to deny either that 

man is as bad as all that, or to deny the notion and existence of sin altogether.  It is not 

within the scope of the current study ð at least not this current lesson ð to establish the 

truth and reality of moral depravity of Man.  One would think that the most cursory study 

of human history and/or human nature would suffice to accomplish that proo f.  It must be 

sufficient for our purposes to establish that the depravity of Man is something the Bible 

teaches, so that we might come to a greater understanding and appreciation of the work of 

reconciliation we find embodied (literally) in Jesus Christ.  

 The trajectory of Man away from God begins as early as it might have in the biblical 

record ð Genesis 3 records the ôFallõ of Adam a mere chapter after the recapitulatory 

account of his creation.  Adam violated the (amazingly) simple prohibition against eating 

of one particular tree within the garden where God had established him and his wife.  The 

prohibition itself offers an immediate purview of what lay ahead for mankind, òIn the day 

that you eat thereof, dying you shall die.ó  Thus we learn that Death ð famously called ôthe 

                                                           
3 Barth; 9. 
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Great Equalizerõ ð was the result of a willful decision on the part of the first Man, a 

decision that impacted the entire race springing from him.  The apostle Paul powerfully 

sums up this biblical teaching in his epistle to the Romans, òTherefore, just as through one 

man sin entered into the world, and death through sin, and so death spread to all men, because all 

sinnedéó4  The universality of death echoes the universality of sin, though it does not 

teach that all men sin alike or to the same degree.   

 It is this latter fact that has confused people when it comes to their hamartology, their 

ôdoctrine of sin.õ  Since all men are not equally bad,  it is concluded that  some man possess 

intrinsic good.  Let it first be said that this conclusion can only 

be arrived at by those who have either discounted or 

denigrated the holiness of God, by whom the moral standard is 

set.  The biblical doctrine of sin, therefore, is not established by 

a relative measurement of one man to another, but by the 

absolute comparison of each and every man to the holy God.  

Jonathan Edwards commented that the true difference between 

 

Jonathan Edwards (1703-58) 

the best of men and the worst of men was less than the distance between the top and the 

bottom of a pencil line.  While we may acknowledge ð as the Bible does ð a relative scale of 

moral character among men, we cannot equate this with a solid moral standing before 

God. 

 Reformed theology refers to fallen man as ôtotally depraved.õ  This is a much-

maligned doctrine both by those who misunderstand it and by those who wish to find 

some vestige of true goodness within man, in spite of the testimony both of Scripture and 

of history.  But as we have seen in the previous session of systematic, this doctrine does 

not teach that every man is as bad as he might be, nor that every man is as bad as every 

other man.  Scripture, history, and experience would all have to be abandoned for such a 

view to be maintained.  It is evident that in the matter of faithfulness and loyalty, David 

was ômore righteousõ than King Saul, whereas in the matter of Bathsheba, Davidõs 

righteousness paled in comparison to Uriahõs.  While in no way exonerating any of the 

men, it is still a fact of history that Stalin executed more people than did Hitler, and that 

                                                           
4 Romans 5:12 
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Pol Pot killed a greater percentage of his people than either the Communist or the Nazi.  

And from our L ordõs own mouth came a stunning condemnation upon Chorazin and 

Bethsaida, two towns that will fall deeper into  the pit of hell in the judgment than Sodom 

or Gomorrah.  Relative morality is a given, and is in no way diminished by the doctrine of 

Total Depravity.   But relative morality provides no abiding hope for man.  

 Perhaps it is unfortunate that the ôFive Points of Calvinismõ were conveniently 

reduced to the acronym TULIP, the ôTõ of which stands for Total Depravity.  Yet even if we 

keep the ôTõ we would do well to modify the meaning to ôTotal Inability,õ for that is indeed 

what the doctrine teaches.  Yes, Total Depravity does maintain, as the Bible also does, that 

the corruption of sin has touched and infected every facet of manõs being ð physically, 

spiritually, emotionally, relationally, etc. The testimony of Scripture on this account is 

clear and consistent. 

 

Then the LORD saw that the wickedness of man was great upon the earth, and that every intent of 

the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually.            (Genesis 6:5) 

 

éfor the intent of manõs heart is evil from his youthé          (Genesis 8:21) 

 

The heart is more deceitful than all else, and is desperately wicked; who can understand it? 

(Jeremiah 17:9) 

 

There is none righteous, not even one.            (Romans 3:10) 

 

 But while the Bible clearly establishes the corruption of man in every part, it also 

establishes a more profound and sobering truth: that man is totally unable, indeed, 

unwilling , to do that which is required of him as the ima ge bearer of a holy God.  The 

classic biblical anthropology is found in the concatenation of Old Testament verses 

assembled by the apostle in Romans 3:10-18, 

 
There is none righteous, no, not one; there is none who understands; 

There is none who seeks after God. They have all turned aside; they have together become 

unprofitable; there is none who does good, no, not one.  

Their throat is an open tomb; with their tongues they have practiced deceit;  

The poison of asps is under their lips; whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness.  

Their feet are swift to shed blood; destruction and misery are in their ways; 

And the way of peace they have not known. There is no fear of God before their eyes.  
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 It is common for moderns to accuse Paul of misanthropy (along with the ôfactõ that 

he was a misogynist, we are told); he was just a hard-nose people-hater.  This assessment 

contradicts the even-handedness, the compassion, and the love that his writings reveal 

toward both the believing members of his churches and his unbelieving ôbrethren 

according to the fleshõ within Israel.  Furthermore, as noted above, Paulõs scathing 

indictment of man does not consist of his own words, but rather is drawn from a 

compendium of anthropological passages in the Old Testament, showing t hat the utter 

depth of human depravity due to sin is not a Pauline (or Calvinist) construct; it is the 

teaching of Scripture. 

 What these two teachings ð the Holiness of God and the Depravity of Man ð present 

to the study of Scripture and of human nature, is an immense chasm between the Creator 

and the epitome of His creation, Man.  The sin that lay between God and Man is not a 

mere barrier or obstacle that may be overcome with effort and good intention, it is an 

unbridgeable gulf fixed by the disparate nat ures of the two beings set opposite.  On the 

one side there is a God whose òeyes are too pure even to look upon evil,ó and on the other side 

there is Man, of whom Paul says, òthere is no fear of God before their eyes.ó  The happiness of 

Man and, amazingly,  the glory of God, depends upon this chasm being crossed.  But to say 

that any measure of its crossing can be made by Man is to deny the biblical teaching 

concerning the effects of sin upon human nature.  It is also wishful thinking, and 

dangerous deception, for it finds hope where none exists.  If the divide is to be crossed, it 

must be by God alone.  òIt is not merely a frontier, but a yawning abyss. Yet this abyss is 

crossed, not by man, not by both God and man, but only by God.ó5  This is the glory of 

Christology, the study of the Person and Work of Jesus Christ. 

 The crossing of the abyss is the work of God in Jesus Christ, as Paul so clearly states 

it in II Corinthians 5,  

 

Now all things are of God, who has reconciled us to Himself through Jesus Christ, and has given us 

the ministry of reconciliation, that is, that God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, not 

imputing their trespasses to them, and has committed to us the word of reconciliation. 

(II Corinthians 5:19-20) 

 

                                                           
5 Barth; 82. 
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 This is perhaps the most concise passage in the whole of Scripture concerning the 

meaning of the Person ð both His eternal divinity and His Incarnation ð and the Work -  in 

both active obedience to the will of the Father and passive submission to the death of the 

cross ð of Jesus Christ.  In a word: Reconciliation.  There are so many other words to be 

used in this study, all of which are either biblical or derived from clear biblical principles: 

justification, salvation, redemption, and so forth.  But none is so comprehensive,  or so 

beautifully simple, as reconciliation.  The bringing together of God and the world in Christ 

Jesus; this is the heart of Christology and the essence of Christianity.  òIt has been the 

belief and the teaching of the Christian Church o all ages and of all Confessions, that Jesus, 

the Son of God, in His sacrificial death on the cross wrought the reconciliation of man with 

God.ó6 

 Thus it will be the central premise of this study ð a study on Jesus Christ ð that the 

underlying theme of all sections is th is word and act: Reconciliation.  This concept answers 

both to Manõs need and to Godõs glory, as the divine grace in reconciliation is the sole 

bridge that can overcome the abyss between the Holy God and fallen Man.  But even the 

divine omnipotence cannot merely will the chasm to be closed; the divine justice demands 

satisfaction before the divine mercy can be poured out.  So magnificent is the work of 

reconciliation, that the divine wisdom sets it before mankind only over the course of 

millennia and throug h the living history of one peculiar race among the whole.  This path 

actually begins òfrom before the foundation of the earth,ó and it is this redemptive path we 

hope to follow in this study.   We who are on the finished side of the Cross have the benefit 

and privilege (and consequent responsibility) to be able to see the whole work as one of 

Reconciliation, the deepest need of fallen Man. 

 

What takes place in this work of inconceivable mercy is, therefore, the free over-ruling of 

God, but it is not an arbi trary overlooking and ignoring, not an artificial bridge, covering -

over or hiding, but a real closing of the breach, gulf, and abyss between God and us for 

which we are responsible.7 

 

                                                           
6 Paul Feine, quote by B. B. Warfield in The Person and Work of Christ (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed; 

1950); 528. 
7 Barth; 12. 
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 It is only as the Church understands the fundamental role of reconciliation in the 

overall redemptive plan and revelation of God, through the Scriptures, can she avoid the 

errors that have so often plagued her concerning the Person and Work of Jesus Christ.  

This truth of reconciliation has a remarkable two -sidedness to it that will cause a certain 

measure of discomfort to many, it is so truly hard to conceive.  The one side is easy: Man 

has separated himself from God through sin, and that gulf is insuperable from the vantage 

point of man himself.  He can neither effect a crossing back, nor does he desire one, though 

he knows it to be his deepest need.  But it is the other side of the story that is astounding: 

that God has chosen to stake His glory (and, in an incomprehensible yet biblical manner of 

speaking, His own life) on the restoration of the relationship He originally intended 

between Himself and Man.   By uniquely placing the divine image within the human 

nature, God has vested Himself in the destiny of mankind in a manner that does not apply 

to any other being, including  the angels.  As Barth so often puts it, God has willed to be 

God-for -Man, and not otherwise.  

 

éwhat unites God and us men is that He does not will to be God without us, that He 

creates us rather to share with us and therefore with our being and life and act His own 

incomparable being and life and act.8 

 

 This statement and concept should not be misunderstood to mean that there is 

something inherent within man that makes him appealing to God as a covenant partner 

and friend.  Fallen man is an abomination to  God, and for the same reason that God is so 

inextricably tied ð by His own will and purpose ð to Man: the Imago Dei.  Barth, the chief 

promoter of this concept of God -for -Man, does not do so on the flimsy basis of a muddle-

headed ôlovingõ God who winks at human sin, nor on the inexplicable foundation of a 

ôlonelyõ God who needs the companionship of man to fulfill His being.  Rather, he whole-

heartedly advocates the biblical doctrine of the Fall and of its detrimental impact on Man, 

reducing the supreme object of Godõs creative power to a level slightly above the beast, if 

not for the abiding imago Dei.  Barth writes, 

 

                                                           
8 Barth; 7. 
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The subject-matter, origin and content of the message received and proclaimed by the 

Christian community is at its heart the free act of the faithfulness of God in which He takes 

the lost cause of man, who has denied Him as Creator and in so doing ruined himself as 

creature, and makes it His own in Jesus Christ.9 

 

 There is one further aspect of this glorious plan and work of reconciliation tha t 

flows from Paulõs comments in II Corinthians 5.  In spite of the persistent neglect within 

Christian preaching and Christian living, it remains a fundamental part of the divine plan 

of reconciliation to reconcile the world back to God.  This is often overlooked for the simple 

reason that the cosmos did not commit the sin that plunged it into corruption and 

alienation from God; Man did.  Therefore, and as we will see, necessarily, did the Second 

Person of the Godhead take on the form of a Man, and not of an angel or of an irrational 

beast of the field or bird of the air.  But by virtue of the position given to Man as the 

image-bearer, and thus co-gerent of God, the entire world was conditioned upon the failed 

probation of the first Man.  The fullness of the divine glory will not be manifested until the 

entirety of the cosmos is set to rights again.  The creation knows this, as Paul teaches in 

Romans, 

 

For the anxious longing of the creation waits eagerly for the revealing of the sons of God.  For the 

creation was subjected to futility, not of its own will, but because of him who subjected it, in hope 

that the creation itself also will be set free from its slavery to corruption into the freedom of the glory 

of the children of God. For we know that the whole creation groans and suffers the pains of childbirth 

together until now.        (Romans 8:20-22) 

 

 Thus when we take up the topic of Christ, we take up an infinitely expansive theme.  

There will be so many facets of His glory manifested in the revelation of H is eternal 

Person, of His Incarnation, of His Work and of His exalted session at the right hand of 

Majesty.  There is always in such a study a driving need to find the ôkernelõ or seed of 

ultimate meaning in the life of the person thus studied.  Certainly with the life of the 

eternal God, manifested in the flesh, etc., there will be no successful singling out of one 

ôtheme.õ  But we could do a lot worse than to take reconciliation as a guiding principle 

throughout, as òGod was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself.ó  

 

                                                           
9 Barth; 3. 
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Chapter 2 ð Christ the Pre -existent One  

Key Text(s):  John 1:1-2; 29-30; Colossians 1:15-18 

 

òHe is the pre-existent Deus pro nobis... 
He is the Word of God to us 
and the work of God for us.ó 

(Karl Barth ) 
 

 Religion in general posits a universe of two realms ð the physical and the spiritual ð 

and then establishes a system of communication between the two.  Thus religion is a form 

of philosophy at its most basic level, a weltanshauung or world -view. Not all philosophies 

are religions, however, though they may contain the same dichotomy between the 

physical and the spiritual.  Confucius did not produce a religion, but a philosophy whose 

ôspiritualõ element never moved past human morality and duty. Platoõs philosophy left far 

more room for the spirit realm than did Aristotleõs, though neither philosopher was the 

progenitor of a religion.  What separates religion as a distinct sub-class of philosophy is 

the communication between the physical and the spiritual; there must be some sort of a 

ôbridgeõ between the two realms.  One of the oldest of these bridges, traced through the 

history of human philosophy, is that of the Logos.  This philosophical construct from the 

ancient Greeks is an example of both the residual knowledge of God left within manõs 

cosmic understanding and the progressive corruption of the truth caused by sin.  

 

The term Logos was widely used in the Greco-Roman culture and in Judaism. Through 

most schools of Greek philosophy, this term was used to designate a rational, intelligent 

and thus vivifying principle of the universe. This principle was deduced from an 

understanding of the universe as a living reality and by comparing it to a living creature. 10 

 

 Plato is perhaps the most famous of the ancient Greek philosophers, and can be said 

to have been a progenitor of the Logos philosophy, though not the original  formulator of it.  

Plato adhered to the view that there existed one Divine Being who was unknown and 

unknowable.  Manõs knowledge of this unknowable Being is an extrapolation of divine 

emanations that proceed from this One like rays of light from the Sun.  The chief among 

these emanations was the Logos, which is considered to be the organizing force of the 

                                                           
10 ñPhilo of Alexandria,ò Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy; http://www.iep.utm.edu/philo/#H11; accessed 5/22/17. 

http://www.iep.utm.edu/philo/#H11
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Divine Being in the universe.  òDuring the Hellenistic age [Logos] was the regular term by 

which the philosophical schools expressed the impersonal world -force which governed all 

things.ó11  The word Logos is the Greek word for ôword,õ and as the Greek philosophers 

believed that both the spoken and written word are vital to organize d thought, it was 

logical (no pun intended) that the Logos would become the concept by which the Divine 

Thought would gain organization and order: the universe.  The philosophy of the Logos 

would become most influential through the Stoics, epitomized by th e teachings of Zeno 

and the ômeditationsõ of the Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius.   

 These developments in philosophy took place during the ôinter-testimentalõ years of 

redemptive history: from the early post -exilic years to the time of Christõs first advent.  

With Judea straddling the main avenue of commerce in the Ancient Near East ð  and of the 

 

Philo (20 BC- D 50) 

journeys of conquest of Alexander the Great ð it was inevitable 

that the Logos philosophy would seep into Hebrew thought, 

which it did.  The most famous synthesizer of Hebrew and Greek 

thought was Phi lo Judeaus, who incorporated the Logos 

philosophy into his Alexandrian version of Hebrew theology.  

Greek philosophy motivated Philo to distance God more and 

more from His Creation, whereas his Hebrew heritage caused 

him to cling to the  identity of Israel  as Godõs  chosen people.   He 

thus incorporated the Logos as the mediator between the infinitely distant God and the 

immanent people of God.  In doing this, Philo made the Logos philosophy particularly 

attractive to Hellenistic Jews, as he personalized the Logos in a manner that no other 

philosopher had done, essentially equating the Logos with the ôWord of God.õ 

 

The Greek, metaphysical concept of the Logos is in sharp contrast to the concept of a 

personal God described in anthropomorphic terms typical o f Hebrew thought. Philo made 

a synthesis of the two systems and attempted to explain Hebrew thought in terms of Greek 

philosophy by introducing the Stoic concept of the Logos into Judaism. In the process the 

Logos became transformed from a metaphysical entity into an extension of a divine and 

transcendental anthropomorphic being and mediator between God and men. Philo offered 

various descriptions of the Logos.12 

                                                           
11 Bentwich, Norman Philo-Judæus of Alexandria (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society; 1910); 144-45. 
12  http://www.iep.utm.edu/philo/#H11;. 

http://www.iep.utm.edu/stoicism
http://www.iep.utm.edu/philo/#H11
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 Philo came closest among the philosophers to a view of the Logos at eternal, though 

in the end he adhered to the Greek notion of the Logos as an emanation from the Divine 

Being.   

 

The Logos has an origin, but as God's thought it also has eternal generation. It exists as 

such before everything else all of which are secondary products of God's thought and 

therefore it is called the "first -born." The Logos is thus more than a quality, power, or 

characteristic of God; it is an entity eternally generated as an extension, to which Philo 

ascribes many names and functions. The Logos is the first-begotten Son of the Uncreated 

Father: "For the Father of the universe has caused him to spring up as the eldest son, whom, 

in another passage, he [Moses] calls the first-born; and he who is thus born, imitating the 

ways of his father, has formed such and such species, looking to his archetypal patterns" 

(Conf. 63).13 

 

 Because of musings such as this ð and Philoõs doctrine of the Logos was by no 

means consistent throughout his writings ð modern scholars see in Philo the foundation of 

Christianity, particularly that of Paul and of John.  But this is to confuse significantly 

different interpretations of a current cultural thought; that of the Logos.  Philo possessed 

no comprehension for a Trinitarian view of the Godhead, and  his Logos was at all times 

subservient to God Almighty; never of the same essence as God.  Thus, in the end, Philoõs 

Logos was but an exalted emanation, the closet and most original of the divine 

emanations, but nevertheless and fully something less than divine.   Still, Philoõs thoughts 

on the Logos ð as with the thoughts of Heraclitus, Plato, and Zeno before him ð set the 

philosophical and epistemological stage onto which Christianity opened its drama.   To a 

large extent in the first century, the language of philosophical religio n was the language of 

the Logos.  Unless the propagation of the Good News was to be limited to the Hebrew 

nation (which, by the way, never quite warmed to the philosophy of her Hellenistic son, 

Philo) the advent of the true and pro mised Mediator between God and Man could not be 

explained without some reference to this concept. 

                                                           
13 Idem. 
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 Enter Johnõs remarkable Prologue, one of the most beautiful and profound passages 

in human literature.  It is flawless Greek, and deep philosophy, as well as true religion;   

and all of this in two short verses. 14 

 

In the beginning was the Logos, and the Logos was with God, and the Logos was God. 

(John 1:1-2) 

 

 Jehovahõs Witnesses famously maintain that the lack of a definite article in the third 

clause of this Prologue is ôproofõ that Jesus, the Logos, was ôaõ god and not ôtheõ God.  Their 

error may be addressed quickly and laid aside once the poetic structure of these verses is 

set forth.  The Prologue of the Gospel of John is indeed poetry, and the text of the Greek 

transferred directly into English illustrates the connection between the three clauses of this 

powerful passage: 

 

In the beginning was the Logos 

  And the Logos was with Theos 

          And Theos was the Logosé15 

 

 Our English versions have smoothed the translation on the basis of sound 

Christology, but the Greek arrangement explains the lack of the article before the final 

Theos (God) in the third clause ð it is the Subject of the clause and therefore does not 

require the article.  This is excellent Greek, and excellent theology as well.  The three 

clauses of John 1:1-2 reach a crescendo of ontological identification between Logos and 

Theos; something to which Philo never attained.  The first two verses of Johnõs Gospel 

would have hit the immediate wo rld in which it was first read as an explosion in the midst 

of the rabbinic as well as the philosophical schools.  The Jewish reader would hear the 

opening clause, in the beginning, and would return at once to the opening clause of Genesis 

1, which in the Greek translation is identical to Johnõs opening comment: en archai 

(i)Â e)Æ|l=).  The Hellenistic Jew and the Greek would quickly latch on to 

Johnõs use of this fundamental word within the prevailing philosophical schools of the 

day: Logos.  We in the 21st Century just cannot fully appreciate what powerful impact en 

                                                           
14 The Prologue of the Gospel of John comprises the first fourteen verses of John chapter 1, but the first two verses are 

the most powerful, the óprologueô of the Prologue. 
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archai hain ho logos (i)× e)Æ|l= l(=Â Ä( ¸Ä`kÄn) ð In the 

beginning was the Word ð had on its first readers, but the profundity of the meaning 

remains even though the religious and philosophica l context has changed. 

 It is popular among modern scholars and theologians to deny that John had any 

reference to the Greek concept of the Logos when he wrote the prologue to his gospel.  

While it may be true that the apostle did not intend to fully engag e a prevailing 

philosophical school ð or contrast this new religion of Christianity with Stoicism or with 

Philonic Judaism ð it is hard to believe that he did not appreciate the weight that the term 

Logos carried in the intellectual, philosophical, and rel igious world of his day. Indeed, if 

John intended to address his readers without a single reference to the prevailing Logos 

philosophy - or to the Stoics, or to the followers of Philo, or to early Christians who were 

attempting a Philonic synthesis of thei r own ð then he chose a word perfectly suited to 

confuse his readers from the start. It does no good for an author to use a term already 

pregnant with meaning and to protest later that he never intended the common meaning 

to come into view.  No, it is far more reasonable to think that the Holy Spirit, inspiring the 

apostle and leading both him and his readers into the truth, reclaims the term Logos, 

extracting the precious from the vile in ancient philosophy by accepting the residual truth 

in the concept while at the same time purging out the error.  

 This is evident quickly in Johnõs Prologue, as the Logos is immediately seen as 

personal and not just a cosmic organizational force.  This comes out in the second clause: 

and the Logos was with God 

(oem= Ä( ¸Ä/kÄn l(=Â ÅÆÄ`n ÇiÄ`Â).  The preposition 

translated ôwithõ in our English versions is more personal even than mere association; it 

carries with it the connotation of being ôin the presence of as an associate.õ òIt designates 

not merely the intima cy of fellowship, but the internal union, the living intercourse of 

fellowship.  He who entered into communion with us stood before time in living 

communion with God.ó16 To be pros Theon (ÅÆÄ`n ÇiÄ`Â) is a personal concept 

of being present before a great king.  It is the Greek equivalent to coram Deo in the Latin 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
15 i)Â e)Æ|l l)=Â  
16 Luthardt, Chritoph Ernst St. Johnôs Gospel; Volume I (Edinburgh: T & T Clark; 1876); 264. 
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and is reminiscent of the personification of Wisdom in Proverbs 8,  a passage that John 

undoubtedly intended to call to mind.  

 

The LORD possessed me at the beginning of His way, 

Before His works of old.  I have been established from everlasting, 

From the beginning, before there was ever an earth. 
 When there were no depths I was brought forth, 

When there were no fountains abounding with water. 
 Before the mountains were settled, before the hills, I was brought forth; 
 While as yet He had not made the earth or the fields, 

Or the primal dust of the world. 
 When He prepared the heavens, I was there, 

When He drew a circle on the face of the deep, when He established the clouds above, 

When He strengthened the fountains of the deep when He assigned to the sea its limit, 

So that the waters would not transgress His command, 

When He marked out the foundations of the earth, 
 Then I was beside Him as a master craftsman; and I was daily His delight, 

Rejoicing always before Him      (Proverbs 8:22-30) 

 

 Thus in the first verse of his gospel, the apostle establishes two powerful ð and 

uniquely Christian ð parameters with regard to the Logos.  First, the Logos predates 

Creation, for in the beginning can mean nothing other than the same in the beginning of 

Genesis 1:1 ð the creation of the heavens and earth by God.  The verb tense is past, was, 

and is the ontological verb ôto beõ rather than the creative verb ôbecame.õ  This latter 

concept John will use later in the same chapter, when he speaks of the Logos becoming 

flesh (1:14).  But here in verse 1 the Logos is coëval with God . òThe terms cannot possibly 

teach anything less than the great truth that Jesus Christ existed in eternity, an enduring, 

timeless existence before the foundation of the world.ó17 The second profound thought 

given here by John is the personality of the Logos, as one who is not only of the same time 

element (eternal) as God, but who exists as a personal being in association with God.  Both 

of these concepts set John far apart from the Greek conception of the Logos and prove 

immediately that he is writing of a Being far greater than the Logos of Heraclitus, Plato, 

Zeno, or Philo.  He speaks of the Logos of God, who is none other than Jesus Christ. 

                                                           
17 Jacobus, Melancthon Notes on the Gospels: John (New York: Robert Carter & Brothers; 1857); en loc. 
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 But John has one more astounding thing to say concerning the Logos: verse 1c, and 

the Logos was God (oem` ÇiÄ`n l(=Â Ä( ¸Ä/kÄn).  We have 

already seen that the syntax of this third clause is due to the poetry of the opening verse, 

so that ôGodõ lines up as the last noun in the second clause and the first noun of the third 

clause (see above, page 18).  It is the linking verb that matters most in this third clause, the 

past tense of the verb ôto be,õ which states in sublime power the ontological identity of the 

Logos with Theos, the unity of essence between the Word and God.  There is a perfectly 

good Greek word to use if John 

had intended to label the Logos as ôdivine,õ 

in which he would have been in step with 

many of the Greek philosophers and with 

Philo.  But he chooses the simple noun Theos 

to show that he intends to equate the Logos 

ontologically with Go d, and not merely 

state that the Logos possessed some measure 

of divinity as an emanation from the Divine 

Being.  But John is not a philosopher, and 

does not provide a treatise on what he has 

so simply stated in one short verse. He is 

certainly not trying to establish his own 

philosophical school to compete with Zeno 

or Philo.  òHe does not intend to give a 

philosophy of religion.  He wishes to say of 

Christ, of the Word which has appeared in 

time, that he was with God before time, and 

even was God by nature.ó18 

An answer to the contention by Jehovahôs Witnesses 

that the lack of an article before Theos in the third 

clause of John 1:1, allegedly meaning that the Logos 

was merely óa godô and not óthe God,ô can be made on 

several grounds.  First, the arrangement of the clause is 

clearly done on the basis of poetic parallelism with the 

clause preceding, so that Theos lines up between the 

second and third clauses of the verse.  Thus John was 

required by his Greek to stipulate which of the nouns in 

the third clause was to be the subject and which was to 

be the predicate; this he does by providing the article in 

front of Logos, making it the subject though it appears 

second in the clause, and omitting the article in front of 

Theos, making it the predicate in spite of the fact that it 

comes first. This principle of Greek grammar also 

prevents us from translating the clause, óAnd God was 

the Logos.ô  A second reason for the lack of an article 

may be to distinguish between Theos as óthe Father,ô 

and Theos as óGod,ô the second of which John intends 

here and not the first. 

  

 The preëxistence of Christ is also taught further on in John chapter 1, through the 

testimony of the Baptist,  

                                                           
18 Luthardt; 265. 
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The next day John saw Jesus coming toward him, and said, òBehold! The Lamb of God who takes 

away the sin of the world! This is He of whom I said, ôAfter me comes a Man who is preferred before 

me, for He was before me.õ              (John 1:29-30) 

 

 The evidence of the preexistence of Christ is powerful in the Gospel of John.  

Though not as prevalent a theme in the Synoptic Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke, 

there is nonetheless plenty of supporting documentation there regarding the ontological 

equality of Christ with God, which necessitates preexistence.  But the Gospels were written 

later in t he history of the New Testament canon, and the Gospel of John is perhaps the 

latest of the four.  Thus modern scholarship has emphasized this fact, and has largely 

concluded  that the preexistence and  deity of  Christ were not original   to the teachings  of 

 

N. T. Wright (b. 1948) 

Jesus of Nazareth, but were developed by the early church as it 

struggled for identity against the hostile Jud aism from which it 

sprang.  The theological world of the 21st Century accepts as 

given that Jesus did not claim for himself the ontological nature 

of deity, but rather that this was foisted back onto his memory 

by the early church.  As the entirety of the New Testament was 

written during the period of the early church, it is incumbent 

upon the modern student of the Scripture to address the issue of 

the preexistence/deity of  Christ vis -à-vis  the early church, and  

to reestablish this article of faith in each generation.  N. T. Wright accurately states, òAll 

pictures of Jesus, then, depend to a lesser or greater extent on a complementary picture of 

the early church.ó19  

 Wrightõs critique of the various ôLife of Jesusõ and ôQuest for the Historical Jesusõ 

movements over the past several centuries takes a unique and intriguing form: he seeks to 

understand from the record that we do have of Jesus ð both from the Gospels and from the 

later narratives and epistles of the New Testament ð what it was about the Gali lean rabbi 

that made Him both comprehensible and crucifiable.20  Wrightõs point is very cogent: for 

Jesus to have made the impact that He undeniably did in his own day, He must have 

                                                           
19 Wright, N. T. Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press; 1996); 112. 
20 Ibid.; 98. 
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spoken in terms that were comprehensible to His original audience.  In othe r words, He 

must have spoken in terms and on topics which resonated with Second Temple Judaism; 

otherwise Jesus would have merely been an odd bird, and hardly worth the effort of 

crucifying.  But this latter fact ð that Jesus was crucified ð necessitates that His message 

was both comprehensible and powerfully subversive.  The subversive aspect of Jesusõ 

teaching, furthermore, cannot be found in some revolutionary or rebellious activity against 

Rome ð for neither the Gospels nor the early church contain any such insurrectionist 

dogma.  No, that which made Jesus both comprehensible and crucifiable, had to be His 

adherence to the traditional prophetic word of the Old Testament ð though reformulated 

with subversive elements to the current understanding of Second Temple Judaism ð and to 

His active and passive claim to being essentially equal to God. 

 To establish the doctrine of the preexistence of Christ as it is found in the early 

church ð at least in terms of the current debate within New Testament scholarship ð one 

can no longer rest entirely upon the testimony of the New Testament alone, for it was 

written by the early church.  Let it be clearly stated at this point that we are not talking 

about the settled faith of the believer that the New Testament is as God-breathed as is the 

Old Testament.  This particular debate is not about biblical inspiration (though the relative 

views on this subject are as polar as those on the preexistence of Christ); it is about the 

historical validity of the early churchõs claim that her Lord Jesus Christ was and is eternal 

God, the Second Person of the Triune Godhead.  This is an important task, as the deity and 

preexistence of Christ has been a non-negotiable tenet of Christianity since the very 

beginning.  In his book, Wright de velops what he calls a ôpincer movement,õ whereby he 

comes at the problem from two sides: first, the Jewishness of Jesus and His teachings, and 

second, the testimony of the early church.  From the first we can establish the a priori 

expectation of the coming of God to mankind, and to Israel in particular.  From the second 

we can establish that the early church inherited this expectation, manifestly fulfilled  in the 

person of Jesus Christ, and did not create it. 

 There is no controversy over the fact that Israel anticipated a Messiah, nor that 

messianic expectations were heightened in the Second Temple Period.  The prophecies of 

Daniel as well as the political situation of Roman dominion, conspired to intensify 
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messianic fervor throughout Judea and Galilee, a fervor that eventually led to two revolts 

against the Roman overlord, the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple, and the 

eventual scattering of Jews into a two thousand year Diaspora.  Jesus of Nazareth was by  

no means the only claimant to the messianic mantel, as we are reminded in the Book of 

Acts.  In advice recognized by the Jewish Sandedrin as wise, Gamaliel cautioned against 

overt action toward the disciples of Christ.  But he did not do so on the basis of no 

expectation that something like what t he disciples claimed might indeed happen in Israel 

at that time, rather that so many would -be Messiahs had arisen that it was impossible to tell 

which one was true until time sorted them out.  

 

Then one in the council stood up, a Pharisee named Gamaliel, a teacher of the law held in respect by 

all the people, and commanded them to put the apostles outside for a little while. And he said to them: 

òMen of Israel, take heed to yourselves what you intend to do regarding these men. For some time 

ago Theudas rose up, claiming to be somebody. A number of men, about four hundred, joined him. 

He was slain, and all who obeyed him were scattered and came to nothing. After this man, Judas of 

Galilee rose up in the days of the census, and drew away many people after him. He also perished, 

and all who obeyed him were dispersed. And now I say to you, keep away from these men and let 

them alone; for if this plan or this work is of men, it will come to nothing; but if it is of God, you 

cannot overthrow itñlest you even be found to fight against God.ó          (acts 5:34-39) 

 

 There is no controversy, then, regarding the early churchõs claim that Jesus of 

Nazareth was Israelõs Messiah.  That He was divine ð of the very essence of God ð is a 

much more contested point, even within  professing Christendom.  Can we establish from 

the Old Testament Scripture not only the expectation of the Messiah, but also of a Divine 

Messiah?  This is not to ask whether we can fully establish the Doctrine of the Virgin Birth, 

or fully delineate the d ivine and human natures in the Messiah, strictly from Old 

Testament passages.  It is to ask whether a devout Jew in the Second Temple Period might 

expect the Promised One to be God Himself.  And the answer is, ôYes, indeed.õ 

 We may begin obliquely with so me passages from the Old Testament that indicate 

that this One in Whom Israel hoped was worthy of trust, obedience, and even adoration 

due only to Jehovah.  One of the first indications of a Jewish ôMessiah,õ though he is not 

here designated as such, is found in Deuteronomy 18, the promise of a greater prophet 

than even Moses. 
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The LORD your God will raise up for you a Prophet like me from your midst, from your brethren. 

Him you shall hearéI will raise up for them a Prophet like you from among their brethren, and will 

put My words in His mouth, and He shall speak to them all that I command Him. And it shall be 

that whoever will not hear My words, which He speaks in My name, I will require it  of him. 

(Deuteronomy 18:16; 18-19) 

 

 This prophecy undoubtedly a pplies partially to the entire prophetic office as it was 

experienced within Israel, and each generation was granted seers and prophets to bring the 

word of the L ORD, though these prophets did not come from a stipulated tribe as did the 

priests (Levi) and kings (Judah).  But the Jewish nation soon, as it were, capitalized the 

òProphetó promised here by Jehovah through Moses, and the highest conceivable 

authority was vested in this expected messenger from the Lord.  This tremendous 

authority appears again in  another crucial messianic passage, found in Daniel. 

 

I was watching in the night visions, 

And behold, One like the Son of Man, 

Coming with the clouds of heaven! He came to the Ancient of Days, 

And they brought Him near before Him. 

Then to Him was given dominion and glory and a kingdom, 

That all peoples, nations, and languages should serve Him. 

His dominion is an everlasting dominion, 

Which shall not pass away, and His kingdom the one which shall not be destroyed. 

(Daniel 7:13-14) 

 

 At the very least, visio ns such as this one begin to color the expected Messiah as one 

who is something other than a mere man, or even a mere king.  As Barth writes, òHe is not 

simply a better man, a more gifted, a more wise or noble or pious, in short a greater man.  

But as against all other men and their differences we have in the person of this man One 

who is their Lord and Lawgiver and Judge.ó21  Authority and power and everlasting 

dominion in undiminished measure; these are things that belong to God alone.  Yet even 

these allusions are oblique, and may be denied as indicating clearly that the promised 

Messiah was Himself divine.  What is needed next is worship.  God Almighty may 

                                                           
21 Barth; 160. 
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conceivably establish an earthly king ð a King David, say ð to whom obedience is to be 

fully rendere d as if to God Himself.  But to accord worship to such a one is impossible, for 

God has revealed Himself as a jealous God, who will not share His glory with another.  

And worship is the ultimate assignment of glory, even more than obedience. 

 We turn then to an enigmatic phrase in the second Psalm, a psalm that clearly refers 

to God in heaven in His role as supreme governor not only of Israel but of the whole 

world.   It also speaks of this ôKingõ alluded to in Daniel 7. 

 

He who sits in the heavens shall laugh; 

The Lord shall hold them in derision. 

Then He shall speak to them in His wrath, 

And distress them in His deep displeasure:  

òYet I have set My King on My holy hill of Zion.ó   (Psalm 2:4-6) 

 

 We soon learn that this exalted King is none other than Godõs Son, òThou art My 

Son, today I have begotten Thee,ó and to this Son the Lord through the psalmist ascribes 

worthiness of worship,  

 

Kiss the Son, lest  He be angry, 

And you perish in the way, 

When His wrath is kindled but a little. 

Blessed are all those who put their trust in Him.    (Psalm 2:12) 

 

 These passages, and many others like them, have the cumulative effect of 

producing the expectation that a human Messiah would be given by God, who would be 

the closest of associates to the Almighty, would be granted unlimited power and duration 

of rule, and would be accorded worship and trust due alone to God.  Unless Israel was to 

abandon her monotheism ð something she could not do and maintain her integrity relative 

to the Scripture ð the conclusion is forming  that the Promised One would be none other 

than God Himself.  Other passages confirm just this conclusion in more explicit terms.  

 

Therefore the Lord Himself will give you a sign: Behold, the virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, 

and shall call His name Immanuel.             (Isaiah 7:14) 

 

For unto us a Child is born, Unto us a Son is given; 

And the government will be upon His shoulder.  
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And His name will be called Wonderful, Counselor, Mighty God, 

Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.   

Of the increase of His government and peace 

There will be no end, 

Upon the throne of David and over His kingdom, 

To order it and establish it with judgment and justice 

From that time forward, even forever.     (Isaiah 9:6-7) 

 

 Here is the everlasting, never-ending kingdom, set upon the shoulders of one who 

will be called Wonderful, Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.  It is hard 

for us who live on this side of the cross to understand how the majority of the Jewish 

nation failed to comprehend the meaning  of these words ð that the Promised One who 

would ultimately deliver Israel from the ôexileõ under which they still lived, was none 

other than God Himself.  The humanity of the Messiah was well attested and universally 

accepted; but the deity of the Messiah, though also well attested, was largely missed. 

 Still, the stage was set for the Advent of the Messiah, Immanuel, God with us.  

When the Son of Man (of Daniel 7) finally came, those with eyes to see and ears to hear 

recognized Him also as the Son of God (Psalm 2).  Though Jesusõ deity was veiled behind 

the cloak of His humanity, the notion that the Promised One was God Himself was secure 

enough in Old Testament prophecy to stir people in Jesusõ day to worship Him.  His own 

self-awareness was such that He did not forbid them to do this act that belonged by rights 

only to God.   No doubt the Old Testament Scripture fails (on purpose) to give us a full and 

clear picture of the union of the human and the divine in the Messiah, but once the Son of 

Man is revealed to be the Son of God, these Old Testament passages are illuminated so 

that one may securely say that it was all òaccording to the Scripture.ó 

 We will have further occasion in this study to investigate the Christology of the Old 

Testament, and to revisit these passages and more that show the Promised Messiah to be 

exalted far above mere man.  The weight of Old Testament evidence is such that Johnõs 

statement in his Prologue, that òThe Logos became flesh and tabernacled among usó should 

cause no alarm whatsoever. In spite of the fact that the Gospels were written by the 

Church, the conclusion cannot be reasonably accepted that therefore the doctrine of the 

deity of Christ was a construct of the Church.  There is too much evidence leading up to 

the advent of the Messiah that the Promised One would be Himself divine, and therefore it 
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is most reasonable to see all references to the deity of Jesus Christ in the Gospels as the 

realization of a subliminal expectation, rather than the retrospective creation of a la ter 

religion.  òThe assured conviction of the deity of Christ is coeval with Christianity itself. 

There never was a Christianity, neither in the times of the apostles nor since, of which this 

was not a prime tenet.ó22 From the earliest record we have 

of the Church ð the book of Acts, the apostolic epistles, and 

even extra biblical testimony from Pliny the Younger ð we 

are faced with the reality of Jesus Christ being accorded 

adoration, trust, and worship as God, without the slightest 

deviation from the monot heism inherited by the early 

Christians from their Jewish forefathers.  It would take 

several generations for the Doctrine of the Trinity to be 

fully and firmly established as dogma; but Trinitarian faith  

 

B. B. Warfield (1851-1921) 

was already firmly established in the life of the Church from the very beginning at 

Pentecost.  Warfield justifiable asserts that òthe deity of Christ is the presupposition of 

every word of the New Testament.ó  There is no discernible time between the life of Jesus 

of Nazareth and the earliest writings of the Christian Church, when it may be reasonably 

asserted that the doctrine of the deity of Christ was ôdevelopedõ by the Church.  It was 

there at the beginning, and most assuredly was there because it was the self-assertion of 

Jesus during His earthly ministry and was directly passed along to His Church through 

His disciples.   

 From a purely practical viewpoin t, the development of the doctrine of the deity of 

Jesus Christ could in no way have ôpromotedõ the fledgling Christian Church, but rather 

would have (and did) array the entirety of Judaism against it.  Not only is there no 

discernible time period in which  this dogma might have developed, there is no logical 

reason why it should have developed unless it was indeed original.  The doctrine of the 

deity of Jesus Christ not only served to make the new religion irreconcilable with the 

traditional monotheism of J udaism, it aligned more closely with the Roman practice of 

deifying the Emperor.  That the doctrine would prove a stumbling block even within 

                                                           
22 Warfield, Benjamin B. ñThe Deity of Christ,ò Selected Shorter Writings; 153. 
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professing Christendom would become clear by the second century.  Thus from a purely 

practical perspective, there can be found no good reason for the early church to develop a 

doctrine like this; it served no good purpose unless it was that which was handed down to 

the church by her Lord, Jesus Christ. 

 As if to mark this transfer with an exclamation point, Matthew re cords some of the 

last words spoken by Jesus while on earth, in a clear reference to the vision of Daniel 7, 

 

And Jesus came and spoke to them, saying, òAll authority has been given to Me in heaven and on 

earth. Go therefore and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father 

and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things that I have commanded 

you; and lo, I am with you always, even to the end of the age.ó Amen. 

(Matthew 28:18-20) 

 

 The truth of the matter, from the beginning of Jesusõ ministry to the ôbirthõ of the 

Christian Church, is the manifestation of Jesus of Nazareth as the Promised Messiah, fully 

man as the Son of David, and fully God as Immanuel.  òHis friends and enemies, and 

those to whom He means nothing, and all men of all times and countries have to do in 

Him with God.ó23 

                                                           
23 Barth; 176. 
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Chapter 3 ð The Covenant of Redemption  

Key Text(s):  John 1:3; Colossians 1:15-18; Psalm 40:6-8 

 

òIt belongs to the perfections of God that he have a plan, 
and the best possible plan. 

Here is no necessity, but only the certainty that infinite wisdom will act wiseley.ó 
(Augustus Strong) 

 

 The origins of the Logos philosophy within pagan Greece, and the Platonic 

influence of Philo in the early church leading to a great deal of difficulty with the Gnostic 

heresy, seem to have pushed the concept of the Logos to the periphery of Christian 

thought fairly early on.  It is almost non-existent in modern theologies, as authors for the 

past several centuries have moved from the assertion of the deity of Christ directly to the 

Incarnation, without so much as a mention of the Prologue of the Gospel of John.  But 

because of this neglect of the Logos doctrine many other ôtruthsõ of Christology are left 

hanging in thin air, with no solid th eological or biblical support beneath them.  Not the 

least of these is the Incarnation itself, along with the Atonement and the Session of Jesus 

Christ as the exalted God-Man at the right hand of the Father.  These are all precious 

doctrines within the ove rarching Christology of the church, and they all emanate (yes, 

fully intended) from the Logos doctrine of the apostle John.   We ought to spend some time 

with this mystery, and contemplate the light shed upon it by the revelation of Godõs Word 

ð both writte n and living.   Ultimately the entire Doctrine of Reconciliation is grounded in 

the identity of the Second Person of the Trinity, the Christ of God, as the Logos. 

 What existed before Creation?  This question is both simple and profound.  It is 

simple because the answer is, simply, God.  Yet it is profound because it is impossible for a 

finite being such as Man to conceive of an existence apart from Time and Space, two 

dimensions that owe their origination to Creation itself.  It is important nevertheless, f or 

the believer to spend at least a little mental energy on this concept of ôbefore the 

foundation of the world,õ as it is a concept presented to him not infrequently in the Bible.  

In the beginning was the LogoséHe has chosen you in Him from before the foundation of the 

worldéThy word is from everlasting to everlastingé  The concept of ôwhat wasõ before 

Creation is presented to us in the Scripture as though it were something that we should be 
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able to comprehend, even if not fully.   And it is the Logos ð whom John tells us is the òLight 

that has come into the worldó ð who allows our finite minds to begin to grasp the infinite, 

and even to approach a more thorough answer to the question, òWhat existed before 

Creation?ó 

 When theologians thus speak of the eternality of God before Creation (and even the 

use of prepositions here manifests our inability to speak  of timelessness in  any other than 

 

A. H. Strong (1836-1921) 

temporal terms), they are really moving back into the first 

session of systematic: the Existence and Attributes of God.  The 

emphasis here, however, is on the nature of Godõs eternal 

existence apart from His created works ð in other words, God 

ôbeforeõ He does anything beyond Himself.  We say that the 

Divine Being is self-existent because we cannot conceive of a 

being coming from nothing.  But what do we say about that self-

existence? What was it like?  Generally theologians and 

philosophers alike speak of the eternal existence of God in terms 

of pure Thought.  Augustus Strong speaks of Creation thus, òIt could have had its ground 

in nothing outside the diving mind, for in eternity nothing existed besides the divine 

mind.ó24 

 But the very existence of the created universe indicates that the eternal nature of 

God must be more than simply Thought in the abstract, it must also comprise Will  or 

Intent.  Manõs possession of rational thought ð and, even more importantly, his awareness 

of irrationality  ð bears witness to a Creator whose thought is both comprehensive and 

simple.  In other words, the Divine Mind comprehends all that is possible as well as all 

that is, but it does so without sequence; God does not ôthink aboutõ things the way man 

thinks ð with premises and conclusions.  The Infinite Mind holds all knowledge perfectly 

and simply.  òThe eternal object of His cognitionéis nothing less than the whole of the 

possible.ó25  But Creation incontrovertibly teaches Man that form he possi ble came the 

                                                           
24 Strong, Augustus Hopkins Systematic Theology (Valley Forge, PA: The Judson Press; 1969); 356. 
25 Dabney, Robert Louis Systematic Theology (Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth Trust; 1996); 211. 
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actual, and this fact adds Intent to Thought; the eternal God comprised perfect Will as well 

as perfect Mind. 

 In human thinking, when will  or intent is added to thought, we speak of the result as 

a Plan.  These are human terms, and our understanding 

is limited to the manner of sequential (and often 

erroneous) thoughts that form a human plan.  But the 

same concepts are true of God, from whose infinite 

Mind Man derives his pattern of finite thought.  As 

impossible as it is for us to conceive (though men have 

tried) of a being originating from nothing, so it is 

impossible for us to conceive of an ordered universe 

coming into being apart from a prior organized 

thought or plan, coupled with the will (and power) to  

 

R. L. Dabney (1820-98) 

bring it into effect.  Robert Louis Dabney writes,  

 

éthe only way in which any object can by any possibility have passed from Godõs vision of 

the possible into His foreknowledge of the actual, is by His purposing to effectuate it 

HimselféNow it is impossible for us to conceive how an intelligent Being can set about 

producing anything, save as He has the conception of the thing to be produced in His 

mind, and the intention to produce it in His will. 26 

 

 But how does Will mediate Thought into Action?  Through Word.  We can conceive 

of the Eternal Being of God as Pure Thought, and the necessity of Will is manifest by the 

reality of a created order, as Dabney asserts.  But in order for Thought to become Event, 

for Will to effectuate Thought into Existence, there must be Word.  òAnd God said, ôLet 

there be light.õó and òBy faith we understand that the worlds were prepared by the word  of God, 

so that what is seen was not made out of things which are visible.ó27  This is the Logos, the Word 

of God who was with God in the beginning, and who was God from all eternity.  The 

eternality of the Logos can be shown to our understanding simply by the reflec tion that no 

ordered though exists apart from words.  Not only is it true that no plan can move from the 

conceptual to the actual without the intervention of words, it is equally true that no 

                                                           
26 Dabney; 212. 
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concept can be recognized as such apart from its formulation in words.  If the Thought of 

God is eternal, so also must be the Word of God.  This should be a self-evident rational 

verification of the testimony of Scripture to the eternality of the Logos.   

 The analogy of the human mind helps us further, as we should expect knowing that 

Man is created in the image of God.  The transfer of a mental image or plan into an actual 

creative event ð be it a sculpture, a painting, a book, or a structure ð does not remove it 

from the realm of the conceptual.  The ôideaõ still exists in the mind of the creator, even 

after the ôwordõ has brought it into visible existence.  So it is with Creation and God: all 

comes to pass by virtue of the Logos, while all still remains firmly within the Mind o f God.  

The apostle Paul was not advocating pantheism when he quoted with approbation the 

pagan thought, òIn Him we live and move and have our being.ó28  What he is saying in this 

passage is that even the pagan philosopher understood that the act of creation did not 

removed the created order from the Creator himself.  What the Logos doctrine gives us is 

the truth that binds the Infinite Mind and Will with the Temporal Cosmos,  

 

All things were made through Him, and without Him nothing was made that was made. 

(John 1:3) 

 
 For by Him all things were created that are in heaven and that are on earth, visible and invisible, 

whether thrones or dominions or principalities or powers. All things were created through Him and 

for Him.          (Colossians 1:16) 

 

éthrough whom also He made the worlds; who being the brightness of His glory and the express 

image of His person, and upholding all things by the word of His poweré   (Hebrews 1:2-3) 

 

 The latter two passages are as much ôLogosõ passages as is the first one from Johnõs 

Prologue.  Both the Doctrine of Creation and the Doctrine of Reconciliation are bound 

together in the Logos with the Eternal Mind and Will of God, who òworks all things 

according to the counsel of His will.ó29  As we understand the vast significance of the Logos 

doctrine to the entire revel ation of the works of God in Creation and in Redemption, we 

will come to see that Reconciliation was as much part of the eternal Plan of God as was 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
27 Hebrews 11:3 
28 Acts 17:28 
29 Ephesians 1:11 
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Creation.  To speak in human terms, once Creation was decided upon, Reconciliation was 

as well.  The historical theological formulation of this truth is variously called the Covenant 

of Redemption, the Council of Peace, and the Pactum Salutis.  Each phrase refers to the eternal 

 

Charles Hodge (1797-1878) 

ôdiscussionõ within the Godhead wherein it was 

ôdeterminedõ that Creation would occur, and with the 

same determination, that Reconciliation would also 

occur.  Both events ôoriginatingõ in the Mind and Will of 

God, and effectuated by the Logos of God.  We 

understand that all such terminology has no real 

application to the Mind of God, but also that we have no 

other terminology at hand.  òThis is a subject which, 

from its nature, is entirely beyond our comprehension.  

We must receive the teachings of Scripture in relation to 

it without  presuming  to penetrate  the  mystery  which  

naturally belongs to it.ó30 

 
The Covenant of Redemption  
 

 Hodgeõs comment is in regard to the ôCovenant of Redemption,õ the theological 

construct of an eternal counsel between God the Father and God the Son, the purpose of 

which was to determine the ôplan of redemption.õ  The language is manifestly human, but 

necessary for us to comprehend in small measure the eternal intention of God to redeem 

for Himself a people, and to reconcile the world to Himself through the Person and Work 

of His Son, the Logos.  What we seek to understand in this lesson is the centrality of the 

Logos teaching to the revealed purpose of God in both Creation and Redemption, 

comprehending in these two facets of the divine plan the meaning and the beauty of the 

Doctrine of Reconciliation.   

 The inference of a ôcounselõ or a covenant between the Eternal Father and His 

Eternal Son is reasonable from the indirect Scriptural data available.  Key passages such as 

Ephesians 1:3ff indicate both that the plan of redemption was formulated before the 
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foundation of the earth, and that it was in accordance with nothing other than the will of 

God. 

 

Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who has blessed us with every spiritual 

blessing in the heavenly places in Christ, just as He chose us in Him before the foundation of the 

world , that we should be holy and without blame before Him in love, having predestined us to 

adoption as sons by Jesus Christ to Himself, according to the good pleasure of His will, to the praise 

of the glory of His grace, by which He made us accepted in the Beloved. In Him we have redemption 

through His blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of His grace which He made to 

abound toward us in all wisdom and prudence, having made known to us the mystery of His will, 

according to His good pleasure which He purposed in Himself, that in the dispensation of the 

fullness of the times He might gather together in one all things in Christ, both[a] which are in heaven 

and which are on earthñin Him. In Him also we have obtained an inheritance, being predestined 

according to the purpose of Him who works all things according to the counsel of His will é 

(Ephesians 1:3-11) 

 

 This passage also contains the significant concepts of election and predestination, 

which are also firmly grounded in the Logos doctrine  and in the ôCovenant of Redemption.õ  

In Ephesians 1 we see the eternal plan of God, which He purposed in Himself and according to 

the counsel of His will.  This teaching merely confirms the overall biblical revelation of God 

as thinking and acting within Himself and not through or by input from without.  Paul is 

merely quoting the Old Testament in his doxology of Romans 11, òFor who has known the 

mind of the Lord? Or who has become His counselor?ó31  The independence of the divine 

thought from everything outside of it, created by it, is fully confirmed by such passages as 

well as by our most basic understanding of ôGod.õ  But without the Logos doctrine as 

taught by the apostle John, the thought of God would have no means of expression.  As 

argued above, it may be said that without self -expression, no thought even exists. 

 The Logos is that expression of the Divine Mind, both within its eternal Self 

(òpurposed in Himselfó) and as expressed ôoutsideõ of Himself through that which He 

creates.  Here we have a category of passages with reference to the Second Person of the 

Trinity, the eternal Christ, which is not always seen as a set.  Already mentioned above are 

the relationship between the Logos and Creation in John 1:3, as well as the powerful and 

continual governance and sustenance of the Cosmos by Godõs Son as taught in Hebrews 

                                                           
31 Romans 11:34 quoting from Isaiah 40:13; cp Jeremiah 23:18. 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ephesians+1&version=NKJV#fen-NKJV-29217a
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1:3.  There can be little doubt that the apostle Paul is on the same page as John and the 

author of Hebrews when he exalts Christ in the first chapter of Colossians, 

 

He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation. For by Him all things were 

created that are in heaven and that are on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions 

or principalities or powers. All things were created through Him and for Him. And He is before all 

things, and in Him all things consist.            (Colossians 1:15-17) 

 

 These are Logos passages even though the word is not used in the same sense in 

Colossians and Hebrews as it is in Johnõs Prologue.  They speak not only of the same Being 

ð here as the Logos, there as the Son of God, and again as image of the invisible God, but they 

speak of the same transference of the divine Thought into visible and temporal action 

throu gh this exalted Being, the Christ.  The Logos is both the original and the on -going 

expression of the Divine Mind, the Spirit being Him who searches the deep things of God and 

who also fills Jesus Christ without measure.  But before the foundation of the w orld, when 

Time and Space were not yet, these three divine persons existed in supreme self-

satisfaction as the one Godhead.  That Creation would come to pass at all, therefore, can 

only ever be attributed to the will of this complacent God.  And that will was a perfect 

expression of the divine thought, which was perfectly expressed within and without the 

Godhead by the Logos.  All of this intertrinitarian thought, will, and expression ð humanly 

speaking, that is ð is what theologians call the ôCovenant of Redemption,õ or alternatively, 

the ôCouncil of Peace.õ  It comprises the plan of God for both the Creation and the 

Reconciliation of the world, and both together rather than separately.  And it comprises 

the working out of all of this divine plan through th e person of the Logos. 

 Stemming from the ancient and medieval councils of the Roman and Holy Roman 

Empires and of the Catholic Church (and later, too, from the Protestant councils and 

synods), the ôdecisionsõ of this eternal council are called the ôdivine decrees.õ  Reformed 

theologians recognize that these terms are useful for human thought only, and do not 

touch upon the divine reality.  But the decrees are spoken of in the plural ð the decree to 

Create, the decree to permit Sin, the decree to Redeem, etc. ð while also firmly held to be 

ultimately singular: one divine decree that encompasses all that comes to pass.  This aspect 

of the ôdecreeõ of God being simple and unified, presents the greatest challenge to 
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theologians and philosophers alike when faced with the reality of Sin and of Manõs Fall.  If 

God decreed ôwhatsoever comes to pass,õ is He then to be accredited as the author of sin?  

If the origin of sin be temporarily removed from the equation, do we establish Godõs 

decree to redeem as coming before the advent of sin, or after?  Incorporating the biblical 

doctrine of Election into the mix, do we reason that those who are elect will believe, or that 

they are the elect because they believe?  Quite the morass of theological opinion has grown 

up around questions like these, centered on manõs attempt to penetrate the darkness of the 

Divine Mind before the foundation of the world. 

 It is not an intellectual search that can simply be avoided, for Scripture itself alludes 

too frequently to events from before  the dawn of Time, which are themselves powerfully 

directive of events within Time.  To be told that we who believe òwere chosen in Him before 

the foundation of the world,ó is to draw our mind s to that timeless expanse before God said, 

Let there be Light.   But before anyone ventures forth into the murky depths of the Divine 

Mind, he must be sure that his own pattern of thinking is firmly anchored in the one 

revealed Truth that holds all others together: the Logos.  For we were chosen in Him , all 

things wer e created through Him and in Him  all things hold together.  Truly, when we 

come to a clearer understanding of the biblical teaching concerning the Logos, we realize 

that, in a sense, both Creation and Redemption were ôinevitableõ results of the divine 

decree. 

 This is not to say that there is anything necessary, from a philosophical point of 

view, about the Creation of the Universe.  There is no biblical or rational justification or 

support for a view that holds Creation as a necessary concomitant to the existence of God, 

as if God could not exist without Creation.  But we can say that Creation is a logical 

consequence of the nature of God as a supremely rational Being, whose Thought is 

absolutely pure and deserving of the fullest expression, and whose expression is the Logos 

in whom Creation and Redemption reside.   But for the expression of the Divine Mind to be 

full it must be comprehensive of the Divine Attributes; it must entirely express the Divine 

Nature; it must be an exact representation of Him.  This the Logos is in Himself; now we will 

see how He is also this in His visible manifestation. 
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 To say that Creation is the expression of the Divine Mind through the Logos is not 

very controversial.  The reason this truth is not expressed any longer in terms of the Logos 

is probably because of the errors that crept into the church through a Philonic and Gnostic 

understanding of the Logos philosophy, sadly displacing the biblical doctrine of the Logos 

as we have it in Johnõs Prologue.  Even so, the earlier tying together of passages from John 

1, Hebrews 1, and Colossians 1 under the rubric of the Logos would cause very little 

indigestion among modern theologians, of just about any stripe.  There is something 

benign about the Logos with reference to Creation.  But this is definitely not the case when 

the discussion turns to the advent of evil, and of the Fall of Man.  Can this phenomenon 

also be tied to the Logos as the expression of the Divine Mind?  The Reformed, and we 

believe biblical, answer is ôYes.õ 

 The logic is simple and irresistible: either the advent of evil into Godõs created order 

is comprised within His eternal plan, or it is not.  If it is not, then the reality of evil 

manifests an event occurring apart from the counsel of His will and His good pleasure, 

which we are expressly told by Paul cannot be.  Furthermore, if the advent of evil is 

beyond the scope of the eternal plan, then the Mind of God failed to comprehend all 

circumstances and eventualities, with the incurrence of an outside event beyond both His 

foreknowledge and His ability to prevent.  These are wholly untenable thoughts with 

regard to God, and wholly unsupportable within His self -disclosure in the Scripture.  Thus 

we must conclude that the advent of evil into the Cosmos was fully compr ised and 

accounted for within the eternal plan of God. This means that evil, and the Fall of Man, 

was comprised within the divine decree, of which the Logos is the full expression. 

 Does this make God the author of Sin?  The universal and consistent answer of the 

Church has been ôNo!õ, but the expression of this negation has not always been universally 

clear or consistent.  It is common among Reformed theologians to speak of Godõs decretive 

will and His permissive will, the former being that which He active ly desires to bring to 

pass, and the latter being that which must come to pass for the former to be fully realized.  

There is some merit in this line of thinking, limited as it must be due to our finite 

understanding of things divine and inscrutable.  But the incorporation of the term 

permissive is itself dangerous, as it implies forces beyond the direct control and purpose of 
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God, forces that He ôpermitsõ to act though He could prevent them.  But if God wills to 

permit what He could otherwise prevent, then  this purpose is itself comprised in the 

Divine Thought, and thus fully part of the Divine Decree.  Still, we refuse on the testimony 

of Scripture to attribute the origin of sin actively to God, helped to some extent by 

Augustineõs consideration that sin is not itself a creation but a corruption.  Nevertheless, this  

study is not a theodicy, an attempt to explain the origin and 

nature of evil while preserving Godõs integrity.  Theodicies 

were discussed in the first installment of systematics; this 

session is devoted to the Person and the Work of Jesus 

Christ.  Still, and clearly, Christ cannot be studies apart 

from the reality of evil, and as the Logos of God, He factors 

into any consideration of the advent of evil and the Fall of 

Man.  From this perspective, and considering the eternal 

council of the Godhead ð the divine decree ð perhaps the 

most profound statement on the  advent of evil was  made  

 

Patrick Fairbairn (1805-74) 

by Patrick Fairbairn, quoted in Augustus Strongõs Systematic Theology: òEvil once intended 

may only be vanquished by being allowed.ó32  This, too, is centered in the Logos. 

 Fairbairn is following here the same logic that w e derive from the biblical testimony 

concerning the all-encompassing purpose and counsel of God: if evil has occurred, then it 

must have been intended.  But was evil intended as an end, or as a means to an end?  The 

first option is little more than the cor ruption of dualism entering into biblical thought, but 

the second option seems also to echo a wrong principle condemned in the Bible: let us do 

evil, that good may come.  Let us attempt to unravel this knot by considering the ôorderõ of 

events within the d ivine decree: the Decree to Create, the Decree to permit Sin, the Decree 

to Redeem,  In what sequence do we most properly consider these decrees (recognizing at 

all times that sequential thought is not the way God thinks)? This thought process is where 

we encounter two of the most esoteric words to be found in Christian dogmatics: 

supralapsarian  and sublapsarian .   The first advocates the placing of the Decree to 

Redeem prior to the Decree to permit Sin; the latter has the Decree to permit Sin ahead of 

                                                           
32 Strong; 366. 
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the Decree to Redeem.  The first is proactive to an end: the redemption of a people brought 

about through the conquest of Sin; the second is reactive: the redemption of a people who 

were permitted to sin.   It must be stated clearly here that both views are considering the 

divine council before the foundation of the world.  Within Reformed theology, the 

determination of all things was secured in eternity past, and at no time do we find God 

reacting to events taking place in time.  It should also be stated up front that neither 

supralapsarianism nor sublapsarianism can be definitively proven from Scripture, and 

thus should be securely regulated to a much lower level of importance within theology.  

 Still, these two $25 words force us to think about the ôorderõ of events in the eternal 

council with respect to the Logos doctrine we have been studying with respect to Jesus 

Christ.  What we find revealed concerning the Logos ð His identity and His work ð will 

allow us to extrapolate backward to that sublime counsel in e ternity past, in which the 

Father and the Son purposed to bring to pass that which the Son accomplished. 

 

I have glorified You on the earth. I have finished the work which You have given Me to do. And now, 

O Father, glorify Me together with Yourself, with the glory which I had with You before the world 

was.                 (John 17:4-5) 

 

 The Son was sent into the world with work You have given Me to do, and He 

accomplished  this work while on earth.   So it is reasonable  to consider the  plan that  was  

 

Herman Bavinck (1854-1921) 

developed ð again, using human terms to describe an 

indescribable occurrence ð within the glorious Godhead  

before the world was. òThe covenant of grace revealed in 

time does not hang in the air but rests on an eternal, 

unchanging foundations. It is firmly grounded in the council 

and covenant of the triune God and is the application and 

execution of it that inf allibly follows.ó33 It was evidently a 

plan that would most comprehensively manifest the 

attributes of God to His Creation, a goal that necessitated the  

advent of evil in the universe in order to fully make known the glory of divine grace.  

                                                           
33 Bavinck, Herman Reformed Dogmatics: Sin and Salvation in Christ (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic; 2006); 215. 
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éin order that in the ages to come He might show the surpassing riches of His grace in kindness 

toward us in Christ Jesus.          (Ephesians 2:7) 

 

 òIt belongs to the perfections of God that he have a plan, and the best possible plan.  

Here is no necessity, but only the certainty that infinite wisdom will act wisely.ó34  Our 

understanding of the nature of God revealed in Scripture and in Creation assures us that 

this comment is true.  Our growing understanding of the Logos as the expression of the 

Thought and Will of Go d begins to assure us that the fullness of the divine ôplanõ or decree 

is comprised within the identity and the work of the Logos, Jesus Christ.  As there can be 

no shadow of changing in God ð no vacillating between opinions, no reacting to events 

unforeseen ð so it must be that the eternal decree comprehended all that comes to pass in 

Time and Space, including the sufferings of Christ because of Sin.  For this reason it is 

generally the case that Reformed theologians hold to the supralapsarian view, inasmu ch as 

it most clearly presents the eternal plan of God as entirely proactive, and not the least 

reactive.   

 
A Body Thou Hast Prepared for Meé 
 

 Understanding the Logos passages such as John 1, Colossians 1, and Hebrews 1 

permits us to see the centrality of Christ in all things that have come to pass in Time and 

Space.  As the expression of the Thought and Will of the Godhead, the Logos must 

comprehend all that is; otherwise we slip back into that dualism or pantheism so 

characteristic of the world of Man u nenlightened by the Logos.  òIn Him was life, and the life 

was the light of men. And the light shines in the darkness, and the darkness comprehends is not.ó35  

This means that all true knowledge of any particular aspect of the history and redemptive 

history  of the world, must somehow have the Logos as its fountain and source; the òtruth as 

it is in Jesus Christó is not simply one type of truth amidst many others, it is the only truth 

that can possibly be.  One of the most profound of these truths, and consequently one of 

the most controversial, is the truth of divine election. 

                                                           
34 Strong; 353. 
35 John 1:4-5 
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 If divine election is true ð and there can be no doubt that the Bible does teach some 

form of divine election, though theologians will continue to debate just what form that is 

until t he Second Coming ð then it, too, must be comprehended within the eternal decree, 

which means it must also be an expression through the Logos of the Thought and Will of 

God.  God  decreed to  Create and to Redeem,  and within the  second purpose,  to Elect.  But 

that election ð that divine choice ð does not begin within the 

Divine Mind with the choosing of certain individuals from 

among the fallen human race, and the passing over of 

others.  Though this is typically the scope and extent of our 

discussions regarding ôelection,õ it is biblically incomplete, 

and therefore either misleading or confusing.  Scripture 

teaches that the first choice that God made was the election 

of His Son, the Logos.  òIn Him God elected the believing, 

and in Him the plan of the wor ld must attain its completion.  

 

J. J. van Oosterzee (1817-82) 

He Himself is, par excellence, the Elect and Beloved of the Father.ó36 

 Thus the outflowing history o f redemption begins, not at the Incarnation of Jesus 

Christ, nor earlier at the call of Abram from Ur of the Chaldees, nor even with the 

protoevangelium of Genesis 3:15.  The origin of the stream of redemption and reconciliation 

flows from before the foundation of the world, from the eternal Godhead ôin council,õ as it 

were, giving expression through the Logos to the ineffable Thought and Purpose of God.  

Perhaps the very first physical step in this progressive revelation of the Divine Mind ð at 

least the first step in which the overall plan can be recognized in some clarity ð is the 

creation of Man in the image of God.  It is common for us to think that the Second Person 

of the Trinity took on the form of Man simply because this was the form that Man had.  In 

other words, the nature of Man dictated the physical and temporal form of the Divine 

Messiah.  It seems more reasonable to conclude, rather, that the form which was given to 

Man derived its definition and source from the nature of the Logos for whom it would 

serve as an instrument of reconciliation for both mankind and the whole of creation.  

                                                           
36 Van Oosterzee, Jan Jacob Christian Dogmatics (London: Hodder and Stoughton; 1891);447. 
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 What we are talking about here ð and it is admittedly a very difficult concept to 

wrap our finite minds around ð is just what the author of the Hebrews has to say about 

Jesus Christ, in Hebrews chapter 10.  Speaking particularly of the Incarnation, òtherefore, 

when He came into the worldéó the writer alludes to the ancient council in which all of this 

was first ôplanned.õ 

Therefore, when He came into the world, He said: 

Sacrifice and offering You did not desire, 

But a body You have prepared for Me.  

In burnt offerings and sacrifices for sin You had no pleasure.  

Then I said, ôBehold, I have comeñ 

In the volume of the book it is written of Me ñto do Your will, O God. 

(Hebrews 10:5-7) 

 

 The author utilizes the Septuagint translation of Psalm 40, substituting a body You 

have prepared for Me, for the Hebrew original, òMy ears Thou hast opened.ó  The purpose of 

the author is apparent: to show that the incarnation of God in t he Person of Jesus Christ 

was the fulfillment of the eternal plan of God, òIn the volume of the bookó from before the 

foundation of the world.  But the body thus prepared was not merely the one formed in 

the womb of the virgin; it was the form and substanc e of the first Man, Adam, prepared 

from the dust of the ground to one day be taken up by the last Adam, Jesus Christ.  The 

identity of the Logos both as the expression of the Divine Mind and as the One who is thus 

come into the world ties together the perf ect plan of God for the full manifestation of His 

glorious grace, joining that which moves from God to Creation with that which moves 

from Creation back to God.  The fullness of the divine purpose was always fully 

comprehended within the Logos, and therefore we conclude that each and every part 

originates in Him  and flows from Him.  Let us learn to see and apply the biblical doctrine of 

the Logos as the unifying principle behind the multifaceted revelation of the Person and 

Work of Jesus Christ. 

 

God, who at various times and in various ways spoke in time past to the fathers by the prophets, has 

in these last days spoken to us by His Son, whom He has appointed heir of all things, through whom 

also He made the worlds; who being the brightness of His glory and the express image of His person, 

and upholding all things by the word of His poweré      (Hebrews 1:1-3) 
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Chapter 4 ð The Light of Men 37 

Key Text(s):  John 1:4-5 

 

òMarvelous then is the blindness of the intellect 
which does not consider that which is its primary object 

and without which it can know nothing.ó 
(Bonaventura) 

 

 Nicholas Wolterstorff begins his excellent treatise, Reason within the Bounds of 

Religion with the historical account of the infamous declaration of the Catholic Church that 

the Copernican Revolution was nothing less than heresy against the teachings of the 

Church. Wolterstorff notes that the Holy Office ð the successor to the Inquisition within the 

Roman Catholic hierarchy ð convened its experts on February 19, 1616 in order to respond 

to two propositions, 38 

 

1. The sun is the center of the world and hence immovable of local motion;  

2. The earth is not the center of the world, nor immovable, but moves according to the 

whole of itself, also with a diurnal motion.  

 

 The assembled theologians determi ned after a four day conference that the first pro- 

 

Nicholas Wolterstorff (b. 1932) 

position was òfoolish and absurd philosophically, and formally 

heretical, inasmuch as it expressly contradicts the doctrine of 

the Holy Scripture in many passages, both in their literal 

meaning and according to the general interpretation of the 

Fathers and Doctors.ó  The second proposition was declared 

òto receive the same censure in philosophy, and as regards 

theological truth to be at least erroneous in faith.ó  This 

determination that the Earth was the center of the universe, or 

at least of the planetary system, was to hold sway wit hin Catholic orthodoxy for several 

centuries, and would only be officially repealed long  after man had landed on the moon.  

It was not until 1992 that Pope John Paul II officially retracted the official Church 

                                                           
37 Correction from Lesson 3: the quote attributed to Patrick Fairbairn should have been attributed to Andrew M. 

Fairbairn; apparently no relation beyond a common last name. 
38 This section from Nicholas Wolterstorff, Reason within the Bounds of Religion (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans; 

1984); 15ff. 
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condemnation of Galileoõs teachings, and this only after a thirteen year investigation into 

the Churchõs action against the proponent of a heliocentric planetary system.39 

 The actions taken against Galileo have become emblematic of the position of 

Religion vis -à-vis Science, and have led to a common view within modern Western culture 

that religious people are ignorant and superstitious, unwilling to allow the discoveries of 

Science to stand on their own merit.  Protestantism has not been immune from either the 

errors of Rome or the opprobrium meted out  by the scientific community.  From the ôAge 

of the Earthõ to ôClimate Change,õ Christians are labeled as intellectual obstructionists and 

superstitious bumpkins.  Too often these labels fit, but in view of what John has to say 

about the Logos in the Prologue to his gospel, superstitious ignorance is a label that should 

never accurately describe anyone who has been regenerated by the power of the Holy 

Spirit in the name of Jesus Christ.  Indeed, when Johnõs words in verses 4 and 5 of the 

Prologue are properly understood, they would (or at least should) banish superstitious 

ignorance forever from the community of faith,  

 

In Him was life, and the life was the light of men. And the light shines in the darkness, and the 

darkness did not comprehend it.               (John 1:4-5) 

 

 The Logos, who was Himself Life, was òthe Light of men.ó  Light has long been 

associated with Knowledge and Wisdom, with the rational faculty of Man, with 

perception and understanding.  The ôDark Agesõ are so named because of the historical 

misperception that these centuries were characterized by gross ignorance and a retreat 

from scientific inquiry.  And the era wherein Human Rationality was most supremely 

elevated as the arbiter of all things, is called the Enlightenment.  Mankind ð at least within 

Western society ð had progressed so far in Science, and largely due to the intellectually 

liberating doctrines of the Protestant Reformation, that he was able to proclaim himself 

sovereign, his reason now capable of accomplishing, unaided, all things. òThe answer that 

the Enlightenment gave to these anxious questions was Reason.  We are to guided by 

Reason.  Reason is something that each of us possesses intrinsicallyéIt is to follow oneõs 

                                                           
39 http://www.nytimes.com/1992/10/31/world/after-350-years-vatican-says-galileo-was-right-it-moves.html 
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own voice.ó40  The Enlightenment was, it has proved, an exchange of one form of bondage 

for another.  Men threw off the shackles of the ôHoly Office,õ and proceeded to bind 

themselves with the manacles of self-assured rational independence.  The Enlightenment 

was the logical conclusion of the ôhumanisticõ path of the Renaissance just as the 

Reformation was the necessary end of the ôspiritualõ path. Man in the Enlightenment came to 

be viewed as a self-generating Light, no longer reflective as a moon, but generative as a 

sun.  In a very powerful sense it was a movement in the right direction; in an equally 

powerful sense it was a movement gone horribly wrong.  

 Light remains, even when man tries to quench it as the Holy Office did in the case of 

Galileo.  It is reputed that after ôrecantingõ his teachings, and enduring the harsh 

condemnation of the Church officials, Galileo is said to have mumbled, ôE pur si muoveõ - 

ôand yet it moves.õ  No proclamation of the Church could prevent the Earth from 

continuing its orbit around the Sun, nor could any  amount of pressure brought to bear 

upon Galileo undo the knowledge that he had gained that this was indeed the truth.  

Galileo might recant, and the religious establishment of a society might enforce rigid and 

ignorant obedience, but the Light of Knowledge still shines nonethel ess.  But recognizing 

the Light of Truth also means acknowledging its True Source, and that is not from within 

Man.  The Logos is the Light which illuminates every man.   This is a very important 

consideration in the study of the pre -existent Christ, the Logos of God.  Again, the phrasing 

of Johnõs Prologue is powerful in its simplicity and brevity. 

 The irony of the pronouncement of the Holy Office in 1616 is that there were still 

many voices within the Church who cried out for the liberty of thought and of  Science.  

Light had long been recognized within the Roman Catholic Church as synonymous both 

with Truth and with Jesus Christ, and within the mendicant orders there were still those 

who supported a free inquiry into both Scripture and Nature; Galileo was not without 

support within the Catholic system.  But then again, Jesus was not without support within 

the Sanhedrin.  Just as it is a misconception to characterize post-Roman Europe as living in 

the ôDark Ages,õ so it is historically inaccurate to lump together the entire Church of this 

period as superstitious guardians of ignorance.  Perhaps the most accurate depiction of the 

                                                           
40 Plantinga, Alvin and Nicholas Wolterstorff Faith and Rationality: Reason and Belief in God (Notre Dame: University 



Systematic Theology Manual ï Christ and Salvation 2017  

Page 47 

intellectual life of many within Christendom of the Middle Ages is that of Anselm, the 11 th 

Century Archbishop of Canterbury, who fa mously said, òI believe, that I may know.ó  

Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, and many others believed that God had both placed order 

and patterns into Creation, and had given Man the light of Knowledge into the mysteries 

of His Creation.  Light still shined, t hough the Holy Office tried to snuff it out.  

 This Light was by no means limited to the study of the natural world.  Theologians 

such as Anselm, Aquinas, and the latterõs counterpart at the University of Paris, 

Bonaventura, knew that the Light of Knowledge  came from God and returned to Him.  

Bonaventura wrote a stimulating pamphlet entitled The Mindõs Road to God, in which he 

speaks of the proper path of human knowledge and recognizes that unless the source of all 

knowledge, all Light, be accepted and adored, there can be no true knowledge at all. òOur 

intellect cannot reach the point of fully understanding any of the created beings unless it 

be favored by the understanding of the purest, most actual, most complete, and absolute 

Being.ó41   

 
Light of Nature:  
 

 Even the terminology used by ancient philosophers and rationalists of the 

Enlightenment hinges on the recognition of Light as synonymous with Knowledge.  The 

ôLight of Natureõ is frequently referred to in both classical and modern treatises on 

Knowledge,  as the basic rational faculty of Man, the essence of humanity being Manõs 

ability to Reason.42  Bonaventura spoke of òthe light of nature and of acquired scienceó as 

being the common feature of all men, and being insufficient to enable any man to truly 

penetrate into Knowledge.  òTherefore, however much anyone is illuminated by the light 

of nature and of acquired science, he cannot enter into himself that he may delight in the 

Lord in himself, unless Christ be his mediator.ó43  In this statement there is both the 

recognition that even fallen man possesses a remarkable ability to use his mind, as well as 

the acknowledgment that this ability is derivative and not generative.  This is what 

delineates the simply ignorant from the truly blind.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                 

of Notre Dame Press; 1983); 5. 
41 Bonaventura, The Mindôs Road to God (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill; 1953); 24. 
42 Wolterstorff, op cit; 5. 



Systematic Theology Manual ï Christ and Salvation 2017  

Page 48 

 Perhaps the greatest majority of mankind over the millennia falls into the first class: 

simply ignorant.  It is an ignorance born of the Fall and perpetuated by generations of sin 

and continued rebellion against God.  It is the regressive path of every human society that 

moves, generation by generation, farther from Him who is Light, and in Whom there is no 

shadow of turning.  Modern man is to often dissuaded from the doctrine of Total Depravity 

by the remarkable intelligence that still resides in Man, failing to comprehend t he relative 

ignorance of the most enlightened of men, as well as the Stygian darkness of the most 

proud among them.  For the man who is least aware of God is not as blind as the man who 

credits himself as the source of the ôlight of natureõ and of his own knowledge.  

òMarvelous then is the blindness of the intellect which does not consider that which is its 

primary object and without which it can know nothing.ó44 

 Philosophers and theologians ðpagan, Jewish, and Christian alike ð recognized that 

the ôlight of natureõ was not generated within man himself, but was the reflected light of 

the gods, mediated through the human senses in contact with the natural world.  When 

the Reformed theologian speaks of Man being totally depraved, he in no way denies this 

ônativeõ ability ð an ability that at times seems to shine brightest in men who deny all 

knowledge of God.  What the Reformed theologian does maintain, however, is that this 

reflective ôlight of nature,õ while impressive among men, is an affront and an abomination 

to the God from whence it came, without due recognition, thanksgiving, or honor. It is no 

wonder then that the apostle Paul uses the language of light and darkness in speaking of 

the ôsinõ of human knowledge, 

 

éalthough they knew God, they did not glorify Him as God, nor were thankful, but became futile in 

their thoughts, and their foolish hearts were darkened. Professing to be wise, they became foolsé 

(Romans 1:21-22) 

 
Beatific Vision:  
 

 Thus the scholastic theologians of the Middle Ages did not glorif y rank ignorance; 

nor did they deny the  native ability of mankind to ôknowõ in the natural scientific sense of 

the term.  This was ôLight,õ though only the ôlight of nature.õ  Within the Medieval Church 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
43 Bonaventura; 28. 
44 Ibid.; 35. 
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itself, the common hermeneutic of the Bible equated this sort of knowledge with the 

ôliteralõ sense of the words of Scripture ð fit for the uneducated and unspiritual.  The 

deeper understanding came to those who perceived the allegorical meaning of the 

Scripture; to them true light was given.  So both in th e world and in the Church (though 

this distinction was blurred within Christendom of the Middle Ages), there was a 

hierarchy of ôLightõ and Knowledge determined by oneõs relationship to God through 

Jesus Christ.  This hierarchy or progression of knowledge is the meaning of the title of 

Bonaventuraõs treatise, The Mindõs Road to God, for at the apex of the journey is what 

medieval theologians called the ôBeatific Visionõ ð the Beautiful Sight.  Like Bonaventura, 

medieval theologians taught that the believer can ascend to this vision by steps, using the 

various levels of biblical interpretation, along with meditation and contemplation, to move 

from the light of nature toward, and finally to, the Beatific Vision.  

 

It happens that we may contemplate God not only  outside us [i.e., Nature] but also within 

us [i.e., the Literal sense of Scripture] and above us [i.e., the allegorical sense of Scripture].  

Thus we contemplate him outside through his traces, inside through His image, and above 

us through His light whic h has signed upon our minds the light  of eternal Truth, since the 

mind itself is immediately formed by Truth itself. Those who exercise themselves in the 

first manner have already entered into the atrium of the tabernacle; the second have 

entered into the sanctum; but the third have entered into the Holy of Holies with the High 

Priest.45 

 

 No matter what we make think in the 21 st Century of Bonaventuraõs 13th Century 

mode of speaking (and of thinking), it cannot be denied that the Franciscan monk held a 

high regard for Knowledge, and recognized that God Himself was both the source and the 

goal thereof.  He speaks powerfully of God as the sphere òwhose center is everywhere and 

whose circumference nowhere.ó46  It is important to recognize that, despite all prot ests of 

the scientific community today to the contrary, the history of the Christian Church has 

been appreciative of knowledge and not prohibitive of it.  Sadly, like so many institutions, 

the leadership of the Church itself did not pursue the ômindõs road to God,õ but rather 

pursued their own acquisition and maintenance of power ð something to which 

Knowledge has always been a threat. 

                                                           
45 Bonaventura; 34. 
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The Light that Enlightens Every Mané 
 

 The biblical apologist even of this post-Modern world, need not abandon the field 

of Knowledge to the scientist.  No only does the 21st Century believer have a wealth of 

philosophical and theological intellectual history behind him, he has (or should have) a 

unique understanding of the very source of Knowledge: the Logos of God, who is th e Light 

that gives light to every man coming into the world. 47  Thus in Johnõs Prologue we 

progress from the role of the Logos in Creation and in the Governance of the Cosmos, to his 

role as the One in whom not only is Life, but also Light ð not 

only being,  but also knowing.  This aspect of the Logosõ 

relationship to Man is by no means limited to the regenerate, 

and sadly many of the regenerate act as if they have no 

comprehension of the Logos as Light.  On the one hand, the 

believer can and should recognize the contributions made by 

the unregenerate in every field of study ð knowing as only a 

believer can know that the brilliant minds of the world shine 

through a  borrowed  light,  which they  themselves refuse to  

 

Cornelius Van Til (1895-1987) 

t acknowledge or give due honor.  The believer knows that the  unregenerate man who 

seeks Knowledge apart from God is, as Cornelius Van Til famously put it, like a c hild who 

stands on his fatherõs lap in order to slap him in the face. 

 Thus it is for the believer and the church to proclaim intellectually, philosophically, 

and theologically that the Logos of God, who as we will soon read in Johnõs Prologue, 

òbecame flesh and tabernacled among us,ó is the true light that gives light ð and the only true 

light ð to every man, whether believer or unbeliever.  This is just to say that the church 

cannot yield the rational battlefield to the world, as though not only does the Logos fail to 

enlighten even those who deny Him, but that He fails to enlighten His own body.  On 

issue after issue the majority of professing Christians have assumed positions of ignorant 

intransigence ð not unlike that of the Holy Office in 1616 ð withou t employing the light 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
46 Ibid.; 38. 
47 John 1:9 
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available to their unbelieving opponent, to say nothing of the additional light of 

regeneration.   

 To be sure, this is not to say that believers can somehow attain to infallibility in 

matters either of Nature or of God.  Nor is it to  say that each and every believer will be 

smarter than each and every unbeliever.  The characteristics of each man have been meted 

out to him by the sovereign providence of God, which is a truth taught to the believer by 

the indwelling Spirit of the Logos as well as by the ôlight of natureõ through the study of 

genetics.  Nevertheless, the church should never lose sight of the historical fact that much 

of modern science arose within its profession, as men of faith took to heart both the 

mediating power of t he Logos and the script of Knowledge presented to them by Nature.  

 

The heavens declare the glory of God; 

 And the firmament shows His handiwork.  

Day unto day utters speech, 

 And night unto night reveals knowledge. 

There is no speech nor language 

 Where their voice is not heard. 

Their line has gone out through all the earth, 

 And their words to the end of the world.   (Psalm 19:1-4) 

 
Faith & Reason: 
 

 The doctrine of the Logos has perhaps its most profound application to the endless 

debate both within and w ithout the church, regarding the relationship between Faith and 

Reason.  Anselmõs credo ut intelligam ð òI believe in order that I may knowó ð has not 

always been the view of the relationship between Faith and Reason within the church, and 

has almost universally not been the view of the world outside the church.  But a 

consideration of the anatomy of Reason, made in light of the Logos doctrine here in Johnõs 

Prologue, renders Anselmõs dictum all but irrefutable both for the believer and the 

unbeliever.   

 Human epistemology ð the study of how man thinks ð tends to move between two 

extreme views.  On the one side is the view of Aristotle, developed in the modern era by 

Immanuel Kant.  This view teaches that man enters the world as a tabula rasa, a ôblank 

slate.õ  All the human infant possesses is his or her senses, and the data that comes into the 
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brain through these senses ôwritesõ on the otherwise vacant slate, the content-less mind.  

Kant expanded this view to define reality for each person as being a totally private affair; 

reality is literally whatever one makes it through their own sense perceptions.   

 The analogy of the blank slate itself serves to show how untenable the 

Aristotelian/Kantian view is with regard to human acquisition of knowledge.  For a blank 

slate to serve any purpose at all, it must be written on by an intelligent being; the student 

using the slate will etch out his numbers, or his verb declensions, or his geometry proofs 

and then turn the slate in to the teacher.  There is intelligence involved in the writing on the 

slate; it is far from arbitrary input from sight and hearing and taste.  In the case of the 

human mind, there must exist a prior capability of processing the incoming sensory data for 

there to be any growth in learning and u nderstanding. A truly blank slate, with no innate 

capacity whatsoever, would receive sensory input as if it were a pre -school child 

scribbling on the board: it would be nonsensical.   The ability to compare and contrast, to 

sequence, and to remember ð just to name a very few of the ôprocessesõ that are a priori to 

learning ð must be present in the mind if sensory input is ever to amount to anything 

remotely like Knowledge.  If we accept the analogy of the slate, then when the sensory data 

hits the surface, something already present and animate goes to work organizing that data 

according to a host of criteria, turning the raw data of sight and smell and sound into the 

building blocks of understanding.  This reality is a far cry from Aristotleõs conception of 

the human mind at birth.  

But the other extreme also faces insurmountable 

problems.  This is the view in which the human mind is 

endowed at birth with the ôlight of nature,õ as Isaac Newton 

believed, or higher still, the ôdivine sparkõ that Goethe 

believed every man to possess.  òWere no sunshine in thine 

eye, how could it perceive the sun?  Were Godõs own 

power not inherent in ourselves, how could Divinity 

enchant us?ó48   This  became the  common view  of  human  
 

Goethe (1749-1832) 

                                                           
48 Johann Wolfgang von Goethe; quoted in The Age of Enlightenment, Volume 1; Simon Eliot, ed. (New York: Barnes 

& Noble; 1979); 1. 
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epistemology among the Romantics of the 19th Century, and has characterized the 

anthropology of liberalism within professing Christianity well into the current day.   

 This view has more to suggest it than the ôblank slateõ position of Aristotle, for it 

acknowledges an ability innate within man which renders him capable of processing the 

sensory input from Nature and of turning it into Knowledge.  The fact that it usually 

throws a sop to ôGodõ as the Creator of Man renders the epistemology attractive to 

theologians for whom the revelation of Scripture is no longer a guiding force.  But what it 

does at its very heart is to deify man, making him the very source of his own light.  

Ultimately, therefore , it is blasphemous; and certainly it is unsupportable by the Logos 

doctrine of Johnõs Prologue.  The Golden Mean is not midway between the two views: it is 

definitely closer to Goetheõs position than to Kantõs.  Yet it fails to explain just how this 

attri bute of deity comes to be found within the creature who is, in all other regards, 

decidedly un -godlike.  Romanticism is simply a softer form of the Rationalism of the 

Enlightenment, and the ôgodlike sparkõ inherent in Man is nothing but the arbitrary 

deification of the Enlightenmentõs Reason. 

 
The Logos as Life and Light:  
 

 Johnõs Prologue ought to be read slowly, and the deep truths contained in it ought 

not to be rushed.  Too many commentators place the entire section within the atmosphere 

of ôsalvation,õ and thus fail to see the comprehensiveness of the Logos to all of Creation, 

and not just to the redemption of Man.  John begins where Genesis begins, and takes us to 

the pre-existence and divinity of the Logos.  We should not that the apostle does not ôen-

fleshõ the Logos until verse 14.  We must remain with John in the vast eternity before 

Creation, moving slowly into Creation itself as having happened in and through the Logos, 

and arriving at the Incarnation only at the very end of the Prologue.  This section is 

profoundly about the Logos, who took on flesh and became our Lord Jesus Christ.  First we 

hear of His pre-existent oneness with God, then of His creative and providential 

relationship with the created universe, and only afterward of His coming int o the world as 

man In verses 4 and 5 we are beyond Creation, but not yet at the Incarnation. 
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 Thus what we read of the Logos being the Life and Light pertains to all mankind just 

as much as His being the mediator of Creation pertains to all the cosmos.  We cannot yet 

make the division within mankind vis -à-vis Jesus Christ that will soon be made: the 

division between those who received Him and those who did not.  What we read now 

concerning the Logos is that He is in Himself Life; that all life derives from Him and is 

sustained by Him, which is what we learned in the last lesson.  He holds all things 

together ð and most supremely life itself ð by the word of His power.  But we also learn 

that He is the Light that enlightens every man.  He, and not sensory perception or the 

ôdivine spark,õ is the source of all human knowledge and understanding, even for those 

who steadfastly refuse to acknowledge Him.   

 This aspect of the ministry, if we may so call it, of the Logos manifests itself in the 

world both through C reation and through Revelation.  We read of the testimony of 

Creation ð which is none other than the light of the Logos, in Romans 1. 

 

 For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes are clearly seen, being understood by the 

things that are made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so that they are without excuseé 

(Romans 1:20) 

 

And the manifestation of the Light in redemptive revelation is presented to us in II 

Corinthians 4. 

 

For it is the God who commanded light to shine out of darkness, who has shone in our hearts to give 

the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ. 

(II Corinthians 4:6) 

 

 Once again we are able to recognize these passages from Paul as ôLogosõ passages, 

even though the word itself is not used.  In Romans 1 Creation illuminates the character of 

God, rendering Man without excuse ð every man.  In II Corinthians the light shines out of 

darkness bringing the saving knowledge of God in Jesus Christ.  This is all the very same 

work of the Logos as the Light that both creates the world and comes into the world.   

 Life and Light are both originals, against which death and darkness are corruptions.  

Light is primary over Darkness in our understanding (there can be no meaning to 

ôdarknessõ apart from a prior understanding of ôlightõ) and Life is primary over Death (for 
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the same reason).  But in Johnõs Prologue we immediately encounter the conflict that will 

be the backdrop for the entire gospel account: òAnd the light shines in the darkness, and the 

darkness did not comprehend it.ó  This is by no means the dualism of Light versus Darkness, 

in which the two phenomena meet as equal and opposite forces. No, Light is on the level of 

Life, and both are ontologically the Logos ð or the Logos is ontologically both Life and Light. 

And this is the Logos who was with God in the beginning, and was God. òJohn opens his 

gospel with the highest Christology possible, the absolute divinity and equality with God 

of the sent one.ó49  The apostle continues this elevated Christology all the way through the 

Prologue, and all the way through his gospel.  

 The eternal Light that is the Logos confronts the darkness that has befallen Creation 

because of human sin.  But this confrontation begins not at the Incarnation, nor yet at the 

commencement of Jesusõ ministry.  Rather it coexists with fallen Man from the time of the 

banishment from Eden until the very end of time itself.  The Logos as Light confronts all 

men through their Reason, in the ways we have already discussed in this lesson.  

Fundamentally, the Logos as Light confront the darkness to find out if the darkness will 

admit itself, and will acknowledge the Light.  This is the Logos doctrine informing Jesusõ 

comment to the religious leaders concerning their inveterate blindness, 

 

Then some of the Pharisees who were with Him heard these words, and said to Him, òAre we blind 

also?ó  Jesus said to them, òIf you were blind, you would have no sin; but now you say, ôWe see.õ 

Therefore your sin remains.           (John 9:40-41) 

 

 The Light of the Logos is brighter than a thousand suns, and its presence in the 

world ð and the worldõs rejection of it ð is a powerful testimony to the depth of spiritual 

and intellectual blindness in fallen Man. The unregenerate man cannot see the light as it 

truly is, in spite of its immense and eternal brightness.  The vestiges of the imago Dei in 

man, even fallen, allow him that ôlight of natureõ that so many philosophers have mistaken 

for divinity in itself.  But such light is, in the end, really darkness, be cause it does not lead 

                                                           
49 Bock, Darrell L. Jesus According to Scripture (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic; 2002); 413. 
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to the truth as it is in Jesus Christ.  It is the derived light of the Moon, often beautiful and 

beguiling, but derivative and not generative.  And it such light the shadows dominate.  

 The first thing the regenerate man sees upon his spiritual rebirth is the Light of the 

Logos, Jesus Christ.  And as the believer grows in knowledge both of Nature as Godõs 

Creation, and Redemption as Godõs glorious grace, he or she is progressively illuminated 

by the very same Light, the Logos.  What C. S. Lewis said about Christianity could perhaps 

more accurately be said about the Logos Jesus Christ, the Light of the world, if the 

rephrasing of Lewisõ words might  be permitted, òI believe in the Logos, Jesus Christ, as I 

believe that the sun has risen; not only because I see it, but because by it I see everything 

else.ó 
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Chapter 5 ð Light in the Darkness  

Key Text(s):  John 1:10-13 

 

òEvery conscience for 4,000 years before Christ 
clearly and strongly testified for God, against the sinner, as it does now.ó 

(William van Doren ) 

 

 If the light of the Logos was in the world before the Incarnation, though the world 

was in darkness, was it possible for anyone to see the Light?  The biblical record clearly 

answers in the affirmative, as we find a lineage of faith stretching from Abel to Abraham 

before we even begin to see the shadowy outlines of the promised ômessenger of the 

covenant.õ  The likes of Enoch, Noah, Melchizedek, and Job assure us that the Light of the 

Logos was far more than just an intellectual light ; it was moral, and salvific.  It is 

problematic for evangelicals to speak of salvation prior to the advent of Christ as the Son 

of Man; we generally do not go much further than to say that it was ôby faithõ as it is since 

the Lordõs coming.  The conversation grows even more difficult when the sphere of 

salvation is taken beyond the limitations of Israel, Godõs Old Testament people and 

recipient of immeasurable blessings through the covenants.  But the Scripture gives 

warrant to consider the redemptive work  of God (in the pre-incarnate Christ) beyond the 

realm of Abrahamõs seed.  Certainly Melchizedek was not of the Abrahamic line, and few 

consider that Job was related in any way to the patriarch, either.  It would be anachronistic 

to attribute the faith of Abel, of Seth and Enoch, and of Noah to the covenant of Abraham.  

And if we can name a few, might there not have been more? 

 Mankind has from the beginning pursued Knowledge and, as we have seen, such 

Knowledge as was truly found ð or was found to be true ð was nothing less than the Logos 

enlightening manõs mind, as He continues to do today and forever.  But though Man is a 

rational creature, he is much, much more than just rational; he is spiritual, and his search 

has always contained a metaphysical component unanswerable by mere reason and logic.  

The apostle speaks to the general condition of all mankind when he tells the assembled 

self-proclaimed philosophers on Mars Hill, òéthat they should seek God, if perhaps they might 

grope for Hiim and find Him, though He is not far from each one of us.ó (Acts 17:27).  Earlier, as 
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Paul is trying desperately to restrain the Lycaonians from worshipping Barnabas and 

himself, he proclaimed,  

 

And in the generations gone by He permitted all the nations to go their own ways; and yet He did 

not leave Himself without a witness, in that He did good and gave you rains from heaven and 

fruitful seasons, satisfying your hearts with food and gladness.50 

 

 But what was it within man that was capable of receiving and interpreting this  

witness?  And, in itself, in what did this witness consist.  The answer to the first questions 

is Conscience; and the answer to the second, Logos.  It is of this moral influence that the 

apostle John speaks in verses 10-13 of the Prologue to his gospel, and it is of the salvific 

power of the Logos during the millennia when He continued as the light of Men, but before 

He Himself took on the form of Man.   

 

He was in the world, and the world was made through Him, and the world did not know Him. He 

came to His own, and His own did not receive Him. But as many as received Him, to them He gave 

the right to become children of God, to those who believe in His name: who were born, not of blood, 

nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.        (John 1:10-13) 

 

 This passage is subtly different from the one reviewed in the last lesson.  John is still 

talking about the Logos, though He is not mentioned by that name again until verse 14.  

The transition from the earlier reference to the Logos as Light and as the Creator of all 

things is made in the first two clauses: He was in the world ð as the Light which was the 

Light of Men ð and the world was made through Him ð and nothing was made that was not 

made through Him.  So we have here a continuation of Johnõs profound introduction of 

the Logos, though our context and bearings are still in the world and still before  the Logos 

became flesh and tabernacle among usé  But the subtle difference between this section of the 

Prologue and verses 4-4 and 9, is the phrase and the world did not know Him.  Verse 5 is of a 

similar thought, òand the light shines in the darkness, and the darkness did not overpower itó in 

that there is antipathy between the Logos and the world to which He comes.  But verse 10 

goes even deeper, utilizing a word that contains strong elements of believing and of the 

intimate relationship with God that we call ôsalvation.õ  It is more than that the world did 

                                                           
50 Acts 14:16-17 
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not comprehend or overpower the Light; here we read that the world did not know the Light, 

the Logos.  That John is now speaking of more than just rational knowledge is evident in 

three verbs that he uses in this section, verbs that consistently reflect saving faith and not 

just intellectual knowledge.  

 

He was in the worldéand the world did not know  Himé 

He came unto His ownéand His own did not receive Himé 

    But as many as received Him He gave the righté 

Even to those who believed in His nameé 

 

 Another point to be made from this section of verses is the division John makes 

between verses 10 and 11.  In verse 10 the Logos is ôin the world,õ while in verse 11 He ôcomes 

to His own.õ  While many commentators take both phrases to be in reference to Israel, it 

seems exegetically more accurate to see the first as a reference to the broader sphere of the 

world, the cosmos (verse 10 is the first use of this word in Johnõs gospel), and the second as 

a narrowing down of the focus to a particular nation or people referred to as ôHis own.õ  In 

both cases ð the world/cosmos and His own ð the reception was the same: unbelief and 

rejection.  Not universally however, as verses 12 and 13 will teach us. 

 This language the apostle uses would have been of a familiar tone to his audience, 

both Jew and Greek.  Not only was he employing the well -known term  Logos in his 

Prologue, he was speaking of the Logos in terms that would have connected the concept 

with others ð such as Wisdom for both the Jew and the Greek, and Torah for the Jew.  For 

instance, in the wisdom book of Enoch we read,  

 

Wisdom went out, in order to dwell among the sons of men, but did not find a dwelling; wisdom 

returned to her place, and took her seat in the midst of the Angels.         (Enoch 42:2) 

 

 The Logos was widely recognized as the same as Wisdom in both Jewish and Greek 

writings of th e centuries before Johnõs Prologue.  But the light that was given by the Logos 

was more than just living ôsmart,õ it meant living ôrightõ in a moral and ethical frame of 

reference that transcended mere reason.  To the pagan as to the Jew, following the precepts 

of the ôwordõ or the Torah, or the Logos, or ôWisdomõ ð however the concept might be 
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phrased ð meant living in accordance with the way things ought to be, living as the gods 

would have man to live.  

 

For Heraclitus the Logos is ôthe omnipresent wisdom by which all things are steeredõéFor 

the Stoics, the Logos is the common law of nature, immanent in the universe and 

maintaining its unity, the divine fire, the soul of the universeéPhilo of Alexandriaésaw 

the Logos as the agent of creationéThe Logos is the medium of divine government of the world; 

it is ôthe captain and pilot of the universeéthe Logos is viewed as the High Priest through 

whom men come to GodéFor the Gnostic the Logos is the Redeemer who descended into 

the lower world in human form, deceiv ing the demonic powers, and made it possible for 

man to follow him into the higher world of God. 51 

 

 These references summarized by Beasley-Murray prove the point that the Logos was 

more to the philosopher than just intellectual enlightenment, just as knowl edge in the 

ancient world was far more than mere ôscience.õ  Wisdom and Knowledge and Logos were 

merely different terms representing ð to borrow Bonaventuraõs phrase and put it in the 

mouths of the Platonist, the Stoic, and the Gnostic ð the mindõs road to God.  This the Logos 

also was to the Jew, and supremely so. 

Darrell Bock, in his Jesus According to Scripture, offers 

an interesting summary of what the use of Logos in Johnõs 

Prologue would have meant to the Jew first reading it.  The 

attributes of the Logos assigned by the apostle would have 

resonated with the knowledgeable Jew, as that which John 

has to say concerning the Logos would have been familiarly 

associated in the Jewish rabbinic world with such concepts as 

the Word of God, Wisdom, Torah, and the memra of the Jewish 

targums.52  There is little doubt that John intended these con- 

 

Darrell Bock (b. 1953) 

nections to be made by his readers, as he certainly intended for the Jews as well as the 

Greeks to realize that the Logos was the fullness and the fulfillment of all of their 

philosophical and theological meanderings.    

 Bockõs analysis of these four terms is a summary of how the orthodox Jew sought 

salvation through the closer knowledge of God and His Law.  We have already seen the 

                                                           
51 Beasley-Murray, George R. Word Biblical Commentary: John (Waco, TXL Word Books; 1987); 6. 
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concept of Wisdom as personified in the Book of Proverbs and other Wisdom literature, 

being the voice calling men to come to her and find peace and salvation.  The apocryphal 

book of Ben Sirach speaks in the same terminology as John uses in his Prologue, speaking 

of Wisdom as ôtabernaclingõ with the people of God. 

 

Wisdom praises herself, and tells of her glory in the midst of her people.  

In the assembly of the Most High she opens her mouth, and in the presence of his hosts she 

tells of her glory:  

"I came forth from the mouth of the Most High, and covered the earth like a mist.  

I dwelt in the highest heavens, and my throne was in a pillar of cloud.  

Alone I compassed the vault of heaven and traversed the depths of the abyss.  

Over waves of the sea, over all the earth, and over every people and nation I have held 

sway.  Among all these I sought a resting place; in whose territory should I abide?  

"Then the Creator of all things gave me a command, and my Creator chose the place for 

my tent . He said, "Make your dwelling in Jacob, and in Israel receive your inheritance.'  

(Ben Sirach 24;1-8) 

 

 Thus Wisdom held a central place in the religious thought of Second Temple 

Judaism, and it is clear that the apostle, by utilizing very similar terminology with 

reference to the Logos as the standard Wisdom literature also used, intended to teach his 

Jewish readers that the Logos answered all the Wisdom promised.  But as import ant as 

Wisdom was in the religious life of the orthodox Second Temple Jew, nothing was higher in 

his estimation than Torah ð the Law of God.  This particular reference was not to the 

entirety of Scripture as much as to the Books of Moses, and predominantly to the legal and 

ritual ordinances and statutes and commandments contained therein.  This is not to 

denigrate the Psalms and the Prophets by any means, for the faithful Jew would recognize 

that both of these divisions of the Scripture bear witness to the Law.  Psalm 119 is, of 

course, filled with the praise of the Law and of its salvific role in the life of the faithful, and 

the prophets Isaiah and Malachi both hinge all true prophecy upon the Law of Moses,  

 

To the law and to the testimony! If they do not speak according to this word, it is because they have 

no dawn.                 (Isaiah 8:20) 

 

Remember the law of Moses My servant, even the statutes and ordinances which I commanded him 

in Horeb for all Israel.              (Malachi 4:4) 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
52 Bock; 410. 
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 The Jew believed that eternal life and light were bound up in Torah, and the 

Pharisee believed that no higher life could be lived than that which was spent in constant 

study of Torah.  Later Jewish writings expanded the role of Torah to that very similar to 

Wisdom, with sources such as the Babylonian Talmud placing Torah in the beginning of 

Creation, just as John here places the Logos.  Pesachim 54 in the Babylonian Talmud states 

that òSeven things were created before the world was created, and these are they: The 

Torah, repentance, the Garden of Eden, Gehenna, the Throne of Glory, the Temple, and the 

name of the Messiah.ó53  Another Talmudic saying makes the connection between Torah 

and eternal life quite explicit, òThe more Torah the more lifeéHe who has acquired for 

himself words of Torah has acquired for himself life in the World to Come.ó54  And all of 

this is no more than Jesus Himself said to the religious leaders who refused to believe in 

Him,  

 

You search the Scriptures, for in them you think you have eternal life; and these are they which 

testify of Me. But you are not willing to come to Me that you may have life.   

(John 5:39-40) 

 

 Once again the apostle (who it was who recorded Jesusõ statement above) shows 

that the Logos answers to all that Torah was in the life and hope of the Jew.  The Logos did 

not supersede Torah anymore than He did Wisdom, but rather it was the central thesis of 

Johnõs Prologue (and gospel) that Jesus Christ as the Logos was the embodiment and 

fulfillment of all that the Jew sought from Wisdom and from Torah.   

 In Second Temple Judaism the targums became extremely influential in orthodox 

and rabbinic life.  A ôtargumõ was a paraphrastic interpretation of the Hebrew Scriptures, 

prepared and presented by rabbis to their students, in their common language, most 

frequently Aramaic. In a manner of speaking, these were the commentaries on Scripture 

used by rabbis and rabbinic students in the Second Temple Period and, even more so, after 

the destruction of the Temple in AD  70.  Within the targums a con cept developed under 

the Aramaic word memra which stood for the presence of God among and amidst His 

                                                           
53 http://juchre.org/talmud/pesachim/pesachim3.htm#54a 
54 Cohen, A. Everymanôs Talmud (New York: Schocken Books: 1975); 126. 
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people. òThe memra is the presence of God among his people, giving them support.ó55  The 

1906 Jewish Encyclopedia offers as a translation of memra, the same logos that John uses in 

his Prologue.  We read there the following definition of memra as it was utilized in the 

targums. 

 

"The Word," in the sense of the creative or directive word or speech of God manifesting His 

power in the world of matter or mind; a term used especially in the Targum as a substitute 

for "the Lord" when an anthropomorphic expression is to be avoided. 56 

 

 Thus the creative Word of God, along with Wisdom who was with God at Creation, 

and Torah, one of the seven things made before the creation of the world, and memra, the 

supportive presence of God amidst His people, all functioned as ôthe mindõs road to Godõ 

to the Jew of the Second Temple Period.  To them, unless the hardness of unbelief 

rendered them blind and deaf, the words of Johnõs Prologue would have resonated with 

multifaceted meaning, as the apostle pulls together four Hebrew words/concepts into one 

Greek word, Logos, and identifies in that One all that the Jew sought in the other four.   

Johnõs Prologue is indeed òthe highest Christology possibleó57 and the claim being made 

by the apostle on behalf of Jesus Christ could not have been mistaken either by his Greek 

or his Jewish audience. 

 Even before His incarnation, this Logos was òin the worldó though the world did 

not know Him, and He òcame to His own,ó though His own did not receive Him.  We 

submit that the presence of the Logos in the world and unto His own during this time was 

more than the intellectual enlightenment that was investigated in the last lesson.  Here was 

the One for whom the pagan ôgroped in the dark, though He is not far from any one of us.õ  

Here was the One sought by the Jew through the Word, the Wisdom, the Torah, and the 

memra.  He was there all along; did no one find Him?  

 
Groping in the Darkness:  
 
 John makes a division in verses 10 and 11 between the Logos being ôin the worldõ 

and coming ôto His own.õ  The reception of the Logos by the two groups ð the wider and 
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56 http://jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/10618-memra 



Systematic Theology Manual ï Christ and Salvation 2017  

Page 64 

the narrower ð is essentially the same: the world did not know Him and His own did not 

receive Him.  These two words both represent rejection of the Logos by the group 

designated, and the slight nuance of difference between ôknowõ and ôreceiveõ is explained 

by the relative association of each group to the Logos.  To the first ð that world which the 

Logos made and in which He dwelled ð the overwhelming response was ignorance ð 

agnosticism, lack of knowing.  But of that special subset of the world called ôHis own,õ we 

read that He was not ôreceived.õ  In a sense this is a deeper form of rejection than the ônot 

knowingõ of the world, for the designation ôHis ownõ signifies a much closer relationship, 

one in which both knowledge and positive reception should have been expected.  

 But verse 13 makes us aware immediately that the rejection was not universal, òBut 

as many as received Himéó  The repetition of the word from verse 12 may indicate that John 

is here speaking only of those among ôHis ownõ who received the Logos, or it may be a 

poetic hinge upon which the entire passage moves from rejection to reception.  If the 

former, the world is indeed left entirely out in the cold; if the latter, then the reception of 

verse 13 applies as well to the world as it does to ôHis own.õ  Let us consider the second 

possibility first, as it does have some historical precedent within Scripture.   Clearly 

separate from the redemptive lineage beginning in Abraham and moving through the 

twelve tribes of Israel, we have a few among the antediluvians who were noteworthy in 

their faith: Seth, Enoch, and Noah, for instance.  At the same time as Abraham we have 

Melchizedek, the priest of God Most High, and possibly Job, whose righteousness was 

remarkable enough for God to mention it to Satan.  Even in the days of Moses we 

encounter his Midianite father -in-law, Jethro, who is mentioned as a priest of Midian 58 and 

who later offers up sacrifices to God.59  

 Such men represent a class of human beings in whom divine and saving grace is 

found apart from any association with or lineage from, the ôchosen peopleõ Israel.  These 

were men, especially those from Abrahamõs day onward, who were of the world, but not 

of ôHis own.õ  Yet the fact that they found mercy and grace from God must teach us that 

such grace was by no means entirely and universally denied to the pagan nations.  He was 
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in the world, and the world did not know Himébut some from the world did know Him.  Is it 

too much to say that men such as those mentioned above were such as God gave òthe right 

to become children of Godó?  From the perspective of a traceable lineage from Abraham 

through Isaac and Jacob, one can assuredly say that men like Jethro were born ònot of blood, 

nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.ó Indeed, the author of Hebrews 

tells us that Melchizedek was òwithout father, without mother, without genealogy, having 

neither beginning of days nor end of lifeéó  In terms of Johnõs Prologue, these men belong in 

verse 10, and not in verse 11.  Yet they did attain to verses 12 and 13. 

 Reasonably assuming, then, that men like Melchizedek and Jethro were redeemed, 

we may with equal reason assume that they were not the only men thus delivered from 

the world beyond the covenant people.  And if the analysis above is correct, then we may 

safely conclude that the salvation of Melchizedek and of Jethro, and of however many 

others among whom God had not left Himself without witness, were ôsavedõ through 

receiving and believing on the name of the Logos of God (vs 12).  Their knowledge of the Logos 

need not have been mediated through the Abrahamic covenant.  Indeed, clearly the faith 

of Melchizedek predates that of Abraham, and there is no known association of Job with 

the patriarch that would justify a connection between the covenant and Jobõs relationship 

with God.   

 The point of contact according to the apostle is the Logos.  The one in whom all 

things were created, and apart from whom nothing was created that was created.  The 

Logos who is the Light of men, the Light that comes into the world, enlightening every man.  

If we allow that God does not hold man responsibl e to a revelation not yet given, we need 

not posit anything like a clear understanding of the Promised One as involved in the faith 

of Melchizedek, Job, and Jethro.  And if the vast majority of the world did not know Him in 

the world, and chose the darkness rather than the Light because their deeds were evil, this 

does not necessarily mean that no one knew Him.  If three men knew Him, why not more?  

Probably not many; that is not the point.  The point is that the Logos was not only in the 

world giving Light, but also Salvation, to those who received Him and believed on Him.   

 There are some well-known sticky points with this view, that men outside the 

covenant community were saved through a knowledge of the Logos.  It has the undeniably 
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strength of precedent in the examples of the men already noted, but it also bears the 

danger of association true religion with any and all ôLogosõ philosophies that moved in 

and out amidst the ancient world.  Heraclitus and Plato and Zeno and Philo all waxed 

eloquent concerning the Logos; are these men to be counted alongside Melchizedek and Job 

and Jethro?  We have the benefit of other writings from such men to prevent us from, for 

instance, ôsavingõ Plato simply on the basis of his Logos philosophy.60  All that may be 

concluded from Johnõs Prologue is that the Logos was in the world (and amidst His own) 

as a powerful saving influence that some men were permitted to feel and respond in faith.  

 Another danger of this view is what it may appear to say concerning men in the 

world today, living in regions and cultures to which the name of Jesus Christ has never 

gone.  The Jesuit theologian Karl Rahner introduced the concept of the ôAnonymous 

Christian,õ someone who has never heard of Jesus Christ but, by virtue of their disposition  

 

Karl Rahner (1904-84) 

and behavior, prove themselves to be Christian nevertheless. 

Rahner emphasized the role of the conscience in such men, 

referencing Paulõs statement in Romans 2 concerning the 

judgment of conscience, òéfor when Gentiles, who do not have 

the law, by nature do the things in the law, these, although not 

having the law, are a law to themselves, 15 who show the work of 

the law written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing 

witness,  and between  themselves their thoughts  accusing or  else  

excusing them).ó  Rahnerõs inclusive doctrine became very popular in the second half of the 

20th Century and is all but dogma within the worldwide ecu menical movement.  He 

writes,  

 

Anonymous Christianity means that a person lives in the grace of God and attains salvation 

outside of explicitly constituted Christianity ñ Let us say, a Buddhist monk ñ who, 

because he follows his conscience, attains salvation and lives in the grace of God; of him I 

must say that he is an anonymous Christian; if not, I would have to presuppose that there is 

a genuine path to salvation that really attains that goal, but that simply has nothing to do 

                                                           
60 It was somewhat common for Hellenistic Christian theologians and apologists in the early Church to consider the 

great philosophers to be óChristianô on the basis of their teachingsô similarity to such concepts as Torah and Logos.  

Modern liberal Christianity does much the same thing by sanctifying people of other world religions, romantic and/or 

progressive novelists, or ówell-meaningô atheists.  We have no warrant from Scripture for any of these views. 
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with Jesus Christ. But I cannot do that. And so, if I hold if everyone depends upon Jesus 

Christ for salvation, and if at the same time I hold that many live in the world who have not 

expressly recognized Jesus Christ, then there remains in my opinion nothing else but to 

take up thi s postulate of an anonymous Christianity. 61 

 

 This view has been largely accepted by the Roman Catholic Church from Vatican II 

forward, and the following modified version of Rahnerõs doctrine was written by Joseph 

Cardinal Ratzinger, Head of the Holy Office  of the Roman Curia before becoming Pope 

Benedict XVI, 

 

Nevertheless, God, who desires to call all peoples to himself in Christ and to communicate 

to them the fullness of his revelation and love, "does not fail to make himself present in 

many ways, not onl y to individuals, but also to entire peoples through their spiritual riches, 

of which their religions are the main and essential expression even when they contain 

ôgaps, insufficiencies and errors'". Therefore, the sacred books of other religions, which in 

actual fact direct and nourish the existence of their followers, receive from the mystery of 

Christ the elements of goodness and grace which they contain.62 

 

 There are undeniable similarities between the view outlined above concerning the 

saving work of t he Logos prior to the Incarnation, and the various forms of the ôanonymous 

Christianõ teaching prevalent in the world today.  But the differences are also clear and 

strong. The first is, of course, that Johnõs teaching concerning the Logos being in the wor ld 

is found before the Logos becoming flesh and dwelling among us.  It is one thing to posit a 

faith in the Logos for those who lived before the First Advent of Christ, and outside the 

commonwealth of Israel, as a means of their salvation ð a valid supposi tion given the clear 

historical examples of Melchizedek, Job, and Jethro already noted.  It is quite another thing 

to posit the same salvation to animistic natives, Hindu priests, and ôspiritualõ atheists on 

the basis of their never having heard of Jesus Christ, yet having lived ôChristianõ lives 

nonetheless.  There is the fact that very few people in the world today have truly never 

heard of Jesus Christ, along with the reality that any such determination of what a 

ôChristianõ life consists is pure subjectivity, and is widened beyond all recognition of 

biblical Christianity by the modern ecumenical movement.   

                                                           
61 Robbins, Jerry. A Readerôs Guide to Interreligious Dialogue (Morgantown, WV: Lutheran Campus Center; 1989); 

135. 
62 Razinger, Joseph Cardinal, Dominus Iesus I.8. 

http://www.luthersem.edu/word&world/Archives/9-3_Finality/9-3_Robbins.pdf
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 Beyond these obvious problems with the ôanonymous Christianõ perspective, we 

have the biblical concept of progressive revelation.  Perhaps it was sufficient for salvation 

for someone like Melchizedek or Job to believe in the name of the Logos as the Creator, 

Sustainer, and Redeemer of the cosmos.  But Godõs self-disclosure moves through 

redemptive history by the path of ever more developed ônamesõ of God.  The patriarchs 

knew God as El Shaddai, Moses and the children of Israel as YHWH .  But today He has 

fully and finally revealed Himself in His Son, Jesus Christ, who is the Name above all 

names and òthe only name given in heaven and earth by which we must be saved.ó  Jesus Christ 

is now and forever the Logos, but by that name He is no longer working the redemption of 

lost souls.   

 
He Came to His Own:  
 

 The case is much easier with regard to ôHis own.õ  Though the vast majority of that 

people who were constituted a nation through the Abrahamic Covenant ôdid not receive 

Him,õ we have ample evidence from Scripture that there were still many who ôbelieved on 

His name.õ  But John makes it clear that the path to salvation was not by way of birth or 

heritage, but only through believing in the One who is the Logos.  We can infer from our 

earlier discussion that it was to those who recognized the Logos in the Word of God, 

Wisdom, Torah, and memra that saving grace had been poured out and faith given unto 

salvation.  These concepts and commandments were instruments or symbols of the 

underlying truth of the Logos, and in and of themselves were powerless to save.  Indeed, 

apart from the knowledge of the Logos ð and the reception of Him in faith ð such 

instruments wer e only means of increasing the darkness.  They reflected the Light of the 

Logos, but they were not that Light.  If viewed as though they were the source of Light 

itself, such wonderful things as the Word of God, Wisdom, Torah, and memra became 

snares that entrapped their devotees, extinguishing whatever light remained, and causing 

the deepest darkness imaginable.  The evil deeds that have long caused men to love the 

darkness rather than the light, have also frequently been religious deeds.  When the Jew 

sought to find light in Wisdom or Torah, apart from the Logos, he groped in the darkness 

no less than the Gentile. 
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Chapter 6 ð The Promised One  

Key Text(s):  Genesis 3:15; 5:29; Malachi 3:1-3 

 
òAll of creation seemed to whisper, 

perhaps ambiguously, 
a reason for hope in an ultimate victory over death and dissolution.ó 

(Leon McKenzie) 
 

 When Noah was born his father Lamech prophesied over him, saying, òThis one 

shall give us rest from our work and from the toil of our hands arising from the ground which LORD 

has cursed.ó63  There are several points of interest in this verse to our current study.  The 

first is that Lamech, while of the lineage of Seth, was (of course) not comprehended within 

the Abrahamic Covenant; Noahõs father was not of the covenant people of Israel.  In a 

manner of speaking he was still ôof the world,õ as we would find Job and Melchizedek later 

on.  The second point of interest is the tone of expectation in Lamechõs voice as he 

prophesied over his son.  There was the anticipation of rest and release from the impact of 

the curse incumbent upon manõs first sin.  That expectation would be channeled into a 

particular nation ð Israel ð through the giving of the Law and the testimony of the 

Prophets.  But did it therefore disappear from the world?  We  have seen from the Prologue 

to the Gospel of John, that the Logos was in the world, enlightening the world which He 

alone made, even when the world chose to embrace the darkness rather than the Light.  

Let us here look at things from the perspective of the world: Was there an expectation in the 

world of a Great Redeemer?  A Deliverer who would set all things to right?   

 Paul in Lystra told the unsettled crowd that òin the generations gone by God permitted 

all the nations to go their own ways; and yet He did not leave Himself without witnesséó64  The 

particular ôwitnessõ of which Paul spoke at that time was the òrains from heaven and fruitful 

seasons,ó but what was it about these natural events that witnessed not only of God the 

Creator, but also of God the Redeemer?  Was there anything in the human psyche, outside 

the clear promulgation of the Covenant, that bore witness to the mind and heart of Man 

that there would be an ultimate victory over sin, death, and dissolution?  And if so, why 

was this testimony not sufficient to lead men to the Redeemer when He did come?  Why 

                                                           
63 Genesis 5:29 
64 Acts 14:16-17 
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was it necessary that a single nation, and then a single tribe and family within that nation, 

should be chosen through which alone the Promised One should come? 

 It is commonplace in modern t heological and biblical studies for scholars to 

attribute the miracles of the Bible ð and especially those surrounding the birth, life, death, 

and resurrection of Jesus Christ ð to a mythology that simply co -opted the common 

legends and mythical stories that abounded in the ancient world.  It cannot be denied that 

such pagan myths existed, and that the motif of a hero suffering, dying, and being 

resurrected and/or deified is a common thread among this ancient genre of mythological 

literature.  Frequently, a lso, this hero is himself a product of the union of the divine and 

the human, another similarity (though tenuous) between the pagan myths and the 

Christian doctrine of Christ Jesus.  One of the most influential and tenacious of these 

myths in the early years of Christianity was the cult of Mithras.  òMithraism was the 

worship of Mithras, the Indo -Iranian god of Light.  Mithras was the chief ally of the Ahura 

Mazda, the principal force of good in the ancient Zoroastrian religion.ó65  The religion of 

Mithras evolved over the millennia before Christ, and it is probable that similarities now 

listed between Mithraism and Christianity ð between Mithras and Jesus Christ ð became 

more developed during the Christian era. 66  But such similarities as can be traced further 

back into the centuries before the birth of Christ are still noteworthy.  Mithras was 

apparently born of a virgin, was often referred to as the mediator between heaven and 

earth, offered himself in a sacrificial death for the peace of the world, and consequently 

ascended to heaven in a deified state.   

 Mithras was but one of many heroes of the ancient world whose lives included 

trials, suffering, death, and often resurrection and deification.  Liberal scholars of the past 

two centuries have concluded from these ancient myths that the Christian narrative of the 

birth, life, passion & death, and resurrection & ascension of Jesus Christ are nothing more 

than an adaptation by the religion of Christianity of ancient myths, applied to Jesus of 

Nazareth, the ôheroõ of this particular religion.  The inference is plausible, but not 

                                                           
65 McKenzie, Leon Pagan Resurrection Myths and the Resurrection of Jesus (Charlottesville, VA: Bookwrights Press; 

2012); 44. 
66 For instance, one source notes that Mithras was born on December 25th, a significant ósimilarityô with Christ.  But the 

óbirthô of Jesus on December 25th was a rather late development within Christianity, not sustained by the Scripture and 

itself an infusion of paganism into the Christian religion. 
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necessary.  It assumes a linear relationship between human societyõs metanarrative and 

myth ð that the older mythological story must be the progenitor of any that arrive on the 

scene later in time.  This is the old Darwinism applied to ancient mythological literature: 

the direct linkage between literary ôspeciesõ within the ancient world.  Thus, since 

Christianity is younger by far than Mithraism, the former must have inherited its mythic al 

framework from the latter.  

 There is ample evidence to show that the Christian narrative of Jesus Christ, from 

birth to resurrection, cannot be properly classified as a myth, and certainly not as an 

adaptation from one or many pagan myths.  But that is matter for another study, 

specifically addressing the resurrection of Jesus Christ.  In this lesson we seek to 

understand the expectation of the world, particularly outside the covenant people Israel, 

for a divine/human deliverer.  In other words, mankindõs generational anticipation of an 

aspect of the Logos that was not necessarily explicit in the world around Man: that He was 

going to come into the world as Redeemer. 

 The first avenue of approach in dealing with the similarities between ancient myths 

and the Christian dogma of Christõs Life and Resurrection, is to establish the equally 

plausible fact that multiple similar stories have a common ancestor, not traceable directly 

from one such story through the others in a chronological line from youngest to o ldest.  In 

other words, the myths of the ancient world were cousins, not direct descendants from an 

original ôstory.õ  Considering the rapid migration of mankind across the earth ð especially 

in the Ancient Near East, Eastern & Southern Europe, and Indo-China ð it is more 

plausible that the various myths be related to one another horizontally rather than 

vertically.  Deriving from a common fountain, they retained similar features while also 

adopting significant differences each in its own separate evolution ary progression.  The 

closeness of storyline between multiple myths ð be they creation or redemption myths ð 

then would have more to do with geography than chronology.   If this theory is correct ð 

and it cannot be denied that it is plausible ð then we woul d expect to find in the social 

traditions of the nations of the ancient world, a similar expectation of Hero/Deliverer 

manifested in their religion and mythology.  
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 Part of Christianityõs claim to have the ôoriginalõ story is the fact that the Bible is the 

only ôholy bookõ that elucidates the expectation in its very earliest chapters.  The 

anticipation that would eventually manifest itself in both the myth and the reality of the 

virgin birth, begins with the protoevangelium of Genesis 3:15, 

 

And I will put enmity between you and the woman, 

And between her seed and your seed; 

He shall bruise you on the head, and you shall bruise him on the heel. 

 

 Furthermore, and of equal importance, it is the Bible that provides us with the 

separation of a particular people, not simply as more ôspecialõ than the rest of mankind, 

but rather as the incubator of the Promised One.  Unlike the mystery religions of the 

ancient world, in which the motif of Hero/Deliverer is consistently found, the biblical 

religion provides a steady  and progressive development of the universal human 

expectation.  Later in this lesson we will investigate the question, ôWhy Israel,õ but suffice 

to state at this juncture that Israel was not a nation born from God,  as so many ancient 

peoples claimed for themselves, but a nation chosen by God through which He would be 

born.  This is a unique and powerful difference between the specific literary heritage of 

Christianity and all other ancient mystery religions and myths.  

 But to return to the wider world out side of Israel.  The prophecy of Lamech with 

regard to his son Noah is evidence of the very same anticipation contained in so many 

ancient hero myths.  The sheer volume of such mythological literature is an a priori 

statement of the universality of this an ticipation: that a Deliverer would come who would  

 

Leon McKenzie (1932 

be either Man from God, or Man becoming God, and would 

somehow rescue his people from the wrath of the gods ð only 

this last part never seems to happen, and the people are just a 

miserable and subject to death and decay ð bother personally 

and nationally ð even after the hero has ascended.  Leon 

M cKenzie, former pr ofessor at Talbot School of Theology, 

addresses the issue of a basic and universal human expectation 

of  the  Deliverer, in  his book  Pagan Resurrection Myths  and the 
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Resurrection of Jesus Christ.  M cKenzie argues cogently that the similarities between ancient 

hero/resurrection narratives need not be interpreted as a borrowing of one from another.  

Indeed, the difficulty in communication in the ancient world, and the limited travel 

available to the average person, would almost preclude much cross-pollin ation of such 

ideas.  Rather it is more likely that each of the individual metanarratives flowed from a 

common ancestor, the question then becoming: which one stands nearest the fount? 

 M cKenzie consciously borrows from the teachings of the famous Swiss 

psychologist, Carl  Gustav Jung, and his notion of archetypes as the foundational 

components of the human psyche, especially the human social framework. McKenzie, of 

course, repudiates Jungõs avowed agnosticism, but sees 

value in the Jungian system of archetypes.  òArchetypes, 

in my way of thinking, are universal meaning structures 

of the human psyche.  These meaning structures comprise 

the psychic infrastructure which supports the genesis of 

certain widespread ideas, symbols, and myths.ó67  Jung 

referred to these archetypes as ôprimordal images,õ 

though he never managed to explain just how these 

images entered into mankindõs primordial state.  This is a 

 

Carl Jung (1875-1961) 

question the biblical scholar can answer, however, and this is what M cKenzie seeks to do 

in his book. 

 M cKenzie mentions a number of life events that continue to speak to the human 

mind and psyche in  terms of deliverance and renewal.  The seasons ð especially the Winter 

Solstice ð have always testified to mankind of the cycles of life and death and life again.  

The cycle of vegetation, an example used by the Lord in His own teaching, wherein a seed 

òfalling to the earth and dyingó results in new and abundant life.  The daily cycles of sunrise 

and sunset and waking and sleeping, speak again of the transition from life into death and 

back to life again.  Finally, the life cycle of death and birth, ever p resent in the social life of 

every people, was consistently interpreted as ôrenewalõ within the tribe.68  In short, rather 

than develop a strictly linear chronology whereby the universe moves inexorably from a 

                                                           
67 McKenzie; 59. 
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beginning to an end, mankind has tended toward a cyclic chronology in which the normal 

events of life ð linear in themselves ð are viewed as beginning and ending and beginning 

again. 

 Yet the mythology of mankind never became completely cyclical, in the sense of an 

unending loop of life that would itse lf be meaningless.  The twin notions of progress and 

escape were also prevalent in the hero myths: that the advance of the social unit was 

possible even along the cyclic patterns of year to year, harvest to harvest, and defeat to 

victory.  This was progress.  But death itself was not viewed as an end in itself; it was 

rather a breaking out of the cycle into a fuller existence ð in Elysium, or Va lhalla, or 

Paradise.  òAll of creation seemed to whisper, perhaps ambiguously, a reason for hope in 

an ultimate vi ctory over death and dissolution.ó69  This is, of course, no more than the 

apostle Paul says in his letter to the Romans, 

 

For the earnest expectation of the creation eagerly waits for the revealing of the sons of God. For the 

creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of Him who subjected it  in hope; because 

the creation itself also will be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the 

children of God. For we know that the whole creation groans and labors with birth pangs together 

until now.         (Romans 8:19-22) 

 

 Where did these archetypes come from?  How did they become so universally 

implanted within the human psyche, in such a manner that the tribal stories of all peoples 

throughout time and space developed such a remarkable similarity?  The most sensible 

answer is that of a common beginning, and a common original ôstory.õ  This is the 

testimony of Scripture which, while predominantly a Jewish holy book, nonetheless 

attributes the origins of the entire h uman race to but one, single man.  This in itself is 

unique among the worldõs religions and cosmogonies.  That the human race would 

propagate such familiar narratives over the millennia, in spite of vast distances of 

migration, indicates logically that mor e than just a common origin and a common original 

story must be at work.  Even a common nature ð human nature ð cannot explain the 

universality of hopes and expectations among the families of Man across the ages.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
68 This concept may shed some light on the enigmatic statement by the apostle Paul in I Timothy 2:15. 
69 McKenzie; 63. 
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 This is where the archetype comes into play in M cKenzieõs theory.  The ôuniversal 

meaning structureõ of life and death and life was innate in the first man, who was created 

to live, brought to himself and to the world death through his sin, and first heard the 

promise of deliverance through the Seed of Woman.  This man, created in the image of 

God, was therefore also the image of the Logos of God as well as the pattern of the ôfleshõ 

that the Logos would one day take upon Himself.  Because of this inner structure ð mental, 

spiritual, or psychic, it does not matter ð the archetypes that were instilled by God into His 

chief creation were passed down whole from generation to generation.  òThe fact of this 

inheritance explains the truly amazing phenomenon that certain motifs from myths and 

legends repeat themselves the world over in identical forms.ó70  Left to itself, mankind in 

sin could not help but corrupt and pervert the development of the archetypal ôstoriesõ that 

lie deep within the human psyche.  This is the spiritual side of the thermodynamic l aw of 

Entropy ð the tendency of all systems to greater disorder.  A greater force had to be 

applied to bring the system back into alignment with the truth, and that greater force 

would be the self-disclosure of God, of His nature, and of His Promised One through 

special revelation delivered to a specific people, Israel. 

 Thus when we read that God did not leave Himself without a witness, in that the 

seasons and the cycles of nature and of life continued to bear testimony, we can 

understand what it was that these witnesses said to the pagan world.  Paul uses this line of 

reasoning in support of his Gospel message, in which the resurrection of Jesus Christ was 

at all times front and center.  We would not have expected Paul to organize his thoughts in 

terms of Jungian archetypes, but that does not mean that the apostle would in any way 

disagree with the concept of a universal structure of meaning abiding in each and every 

man, by virtue of his being created in the image of God.  Jesus employed the metaphor of 

the seed falling into the earth and dying;  Paul speaks of the woman as being saved 

through child -bearing, and alludes to the regularity of the seasons and the rain ð cycles of 

life and death and life ð in support of his Gospel preaching.  The pagan mind was not a 

vacuum; it was not a soulless abyss.  òThe God who raised Jesus from the dead is the same 

                                                           
70 McKenzie; 59. 
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God who created a world in which resurrection motifs abound and register in human 

experience.ó71 

 For the majority of humanity, then, the notion of a resurrected  hero did not strike as 

odd, but rather fit in with the basic paradigm of life -death-life intrinsic in the 

metanarratives of all peoples.  Exactly what the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ 

meant was more than the archetype could produce; hence special revelation and the 

history of Israel. But when the truth finally came to the pagan world, it was not completely 

out of step with the meaning structures that had guided ancient societies for millennia.  

Remarkable in this is the commonality of the god/man  motif within the hero narratives of 

ancient mythology.  A man born of the gods who becomes the deliverer of men, or a 

human hero deified after death, or in conquest of death ð these were common themes 

throughout the ancient world, and it is again reasonab le to see in this the archetype of 

creation forming the ôuniversal meaning structuresõ that underlay the human story.  The 

awareness of a higher, spiritual realm has always been with man, as has the realization 

that ôhelpõ must come from man himself; it never seems to come from the gods in any 

lasting way.  Thus the hero of the story is always a man, or at least part human.  Yet the 

heroõs strength is from the gods, and his destiny is to the gods.  But all of these stories 

were little more than the groping in the dark of men seeking after God but forever unable 

to find Him.  

 The presence of these archetypes were never sufficient to save mankind, or even the 

men in whom the archetypal knowledge developed closest to the truth.  It is as if the 

presence of archetypes kept mankind within the realm of humanity, and prevented the 

utter loss of that primal knowledge that oriented Man toward God and preserved 

mankind from becoming no better than òthe beast that perishes.ó  But alongside the 

remarkable similarities of  the stories lies the remarkable differences, and the fantastical 

and ridiculous components of each and every one.  The non-historical character of these 

myths actually removes them from human life and renders them impotent to guide man in 

the path of trut h, much less to save him.  Furthermore, despite the intrinsic similarities of 

the myths, they were universally parochial and bigoted, pertaining to one and only one 

                                                           
71 McKenzie; is. 
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people, the rest of the world be damned.  There was no true hero for the world, only 

demigods who scored temporary victories for a single people or tribe.   

 Ironically, or rather providentially, God chose a single nation and tribe through 

which to answer all of the archetypes within the human psyche, through the promised 

Seed of Woman.  This One would not merely deliver His own people as the traditional 

mythological hero, but would bring deliverance to the whole world, and a reversal of the 

curse that had engulfed Creation on account of manõs sin. The worldwide scope of His 

deliverance was not in response to His poor reception among His own people, but was the 

original intent of His coming.  òIt is too small a thing that You should be My Servant to raise up 

the tribes of Jacob, and to restore the preserved ones of Israel; I will also make You a light of the 

nations so that My salvation my reach to the end of the earth.ó72 And, òFor God so loved the world 

that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in Him shall not perish but have 

everlasting life.ó73 

 The presence of archetypes within the human psyche ð structures of meaning that 

orient human society toward such themes as deliverance and resurrection ð shows us from 

an anthropological perspective what the Scriptures plainly teach: Salvation was at all times 

intended for all the nations o f the world, not just Israel.  This is not universalism, nor is it 

Arminianism.   It is rather the universal scope of the  salvation brought to   mankind by  the  

 

Oscar Cullmann (1902-99) 

Son of God, the Logos, whose favorite title for Himself 

during His earthly ministry further confirms this 

universality: the Son of Man.  Thus there are two important 

lines of human development, mirrored in the two 

genealogies of Christ found in the gospels of Matthew and of 

Luke: the Adam -Christ line and the Abraham -Christ line.  

Christian theology has lost sight of the first line in deference 

to the second.   Oscar Cullman  writes in  his  Christ & Time,  

òSince the time of Abraham there has been occurring a course of events which, to be sure, 

develops outside of the real redemptive history, but which nevertheless has proceeded 

from it and will again enter into it; indeed, since Christõs death and resurrection it already 

                                                           
72 Isaiah 49:6 
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has begun to enter into it again.ó74  The Adam-Christ line that developed outside the more 

explicit redemptive historical Abraham -Christ line was never outside the redemptive plan 

and purpose of God, and the vestiges of the imago Dei within all men bo re witness to this 

connection through the legends and myths of unenlightened human society.  

 
Savior of the World/Israelõs Messiah: 
 

 But God did not bring the Messiah into the world through any of these unguided 

paths of human development.  The Promised One did not simply appear on the scene, 

òwithout father, without mother, without genealogy.ó  Theologians have pondered for 

millennia the ôpurposeõ of Israel, but it seems that one of the primary reasons for the 

election of Israel from the nations was for th e preparation and preservation of the Messiah.  

Sadly, in the modern church, the teaching of Dispensationalism has so thoroughly 

divorced Christianity from Judaism that many conservative theologians give little or no 

serious consideration to the fact that Jesus Christ came as the Jewish Messiah.  N. T. Wright 

comments, 

 

It would notébe much of a caricature to say that orthodoxy, as represented by much 

popular preaching and writing, has had no clear idea of the purpose of Jesusõ ministry.  For 

many conservative theologians it would have been sufficient if Jesus had been born of a 

virgin (at any time in human history, and perhaps from any race), lived a sinless life, died a 

sacrificial death, and been raised again three days later.75 

 

 Recognizing that the Adam -Christ line was always an important and integral part 

of Godõs redemptive plan does not diminish the critical importance of the Abraham-Christ 

line.  Early in the history of the chosen people they are reminded that the election of Israel 

had no meritoriou s cause from within the people themselves.  

 

For you are a holy people to the LORD your God; the LORD your God has chosen you to be a people 

for Himself, a special treasure above all the peoples on the face of the earth. The LORD did not set His 

love on you nor choose you because you were more in number than any other people, for you were the 

least of all peoples; but because the LORD loves you, and because He would keep the oath which He 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
73 Do you really need the citation for this one?? 
74 Cullmann, Oscar Christ & Time: The Primitive Christian Conception of Time and History (Philadelphia: The 

Westminster Press; 1950); 180. 
75 Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God; 14. 
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swore to your fathers, the LORD has brought you out with a mighty hand, and redeemed you from 

the house of bondage, from the hand of Pharaoh king of Egypt. 

(Deuteronomy 7:6-8) 

 

 The God who chooses the foolish things of the world to confound the wise, and the 

weak things of the world to overthrow the strong, chose Israel to  be the vessel of 

deliverance, the nation and tribe established through which the Son of God would become 

the Son of Man.  So the most basic understanding of ôwhy Israelõ is just this, that the 

appearance of the Redeemer might not be just an arbitrary arrival of a ôheroõ as is found in 

all of the other human deliverance myths.  There would be a specific lineage ð first 

through Abraham, Isaac, and Israel; then through Judah and David ð bringing mankind 

down through the generations to the òfullness of timeó when Christ the Logos òbecame flesh 

and tabernacle among us.ó  Here we may say that God could have chosen a different race 

than Israel, as he could have chosen a different patriarch than Abraham.  As there was no 

merit within the man or the race to justify the divine choice, we must conclude òeven so, 

Father, for it seemed good in Your sight.ó 

 But having made the choice ð the election of Israel from among the nations ð the role 

of that nation became much, much more than mere genealogy.  Israel was not merely a 

biological incubator for the Messiah.  That would be to provide and preserve a genetic line 

and a national/ethnic context for the Promised One, but would leave His appearance devoid 

of any moral or spiritual context.  It is not enough to know of what r ace the Messiah was to 

come, we need to know what kind of Messiah He will be.  We need to know exactly what 

He is delivering mankind from, and what He is delivering them to.  This the history of 

Godõs dealings with His people Israel does in a clear and glorious manner.  This is the true 

meaning of what Paul has to say with regard to the ôbenefitsõ of being the covenant people, 

 

éwho are Israelites, to whom pertain the adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, 

the service of God, and the promises; of whom are the fathers and from whom, according to the flesh, 

Christ came, who is over all, the eternally blessed God. Amen. 

(Romans 9:4-5) 

 

 Notice that the biological lineage of the Christ is mentioned last in Paulõs 

enumerations of the blessings that came to Israel.  But this list is not just an arbitrary 
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concatenation of blessings; those listed earlier culminate in that one listed at the end.  And 

these others ð the adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the service of God, 

and the promises ð all describe for the world just what sort of Messiah the Christ would be.   

In Israel God was not simply setting aside one ethnicity out of many in order that the 

Messiah might have a particular race, He was preparing a people for the Messiah, a people 

who would also prepare the world for the same Messiah.  

 So much can be said in this regard ð in fact, an entire biblical theology of the Old 

Testament could be written on the theme of the preparation of the world for the Messiah 

through Israel.  Some of this will be addressed in the next lesson, Christ in the Old 

Covenant.  For now it will suffice to establish the general principle of the ômeaningõ of 

Israel to look at two central features of the national life of Godõs chosen people, in light of 

the previous statement that God was showing man just what the Messiah would deliver 

mankind from, and also what the Messiah would deliver mankind to. 

 
Delivered from Estrangement:  
 

 The first of these central components of Israelite life is the tabernacle, later the temple.  

The profundity of the tabernacle ð its purpose, its design, its furnishings ð is truly 

inexhaustible, but there are two essential features of the tabernacle/temple concept that 

pertain to our discussion regarding the shadow of the Me ssiah in the earthly tent of 

meeting.  The first is that this is where òGod caused His Name to dwell.ó  The tabernacle in 

the wilderness and the temple in Jerusalem both proclaimed that God was dwelling 

among His people.  This reality is graphically manife sted, in a positive and in a negative 

way, by two events recorded in Scripture. The first was the shekinah, the cloud of glory 

which descended on the tabernacle in the wilderness and then centuries later on the 

temple dedicated by King Solomon.  This was, as each account describes, the glory of the 

Lord in His house, a glory so magnificent that the priests and even Moses were rendered 

incapable of continuing their ministerial duties.  This was the positive manifestation of 

God causing His Name to dwell in t he midst of His people.  The negative comes from the 

vision granted to the prophet Ezekiel, in which the glory arises from the altar and departs 

from the temple ð the glory of the Lord has departed and His Name no longer dwells with His 
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people.  This remains perhaps the most disturbing and hopeless of all prophetic visions 

recorded in the Old Testament, for it meant that the God of Israel had abandoned His 

people.  We know from the sequel that the abandonment was not permanent; still, an 

empty temple was to  the faithful Jew, a hollow hope.  

 The tabernacle/temple complex within Judaism portrayed God dwelling graciously 

with His people and with His creation, for the components and the decorations of the 

tabernacle and temple illustrated both Creation and Man, particularly Man in his 

relationship to God his Creator.  Thus the tabernacle/temple instructed the Jew first of all, 

that true blessing comes in the presence of God, when God dwells with His people.  

Secondly, it teaches that the dwelling place is most truly within man himself ð in the mind 

(the illumination of the mind by the Spirit typified by the menorah), and in the heart (the 

incense being the ôprayers of the saintsõ arising as a sweet aroma to God), and constitutes 

the true sustenance of man (the table of showbread that stood before the menorah).  

Looking back on these things from the perspective of Christ having come, and Christ 

having alluded to His own body as the true temple, we can now see that the 

tabernacle/temple complex foreshadowed God dwell ing in the midst of His people as 

Man.  

 But the tabernacle/temple did contain one furnishing that was forbidding and 

discouraging: the veil.  In the very place where God had caused His Name to dwell, there 

was a separation that was visible and insuperable except for one man, one time every year.  

òYour sin has made a separation between you and your Godó the veil perpetually called out to 

Israel.  Separation was magnified by the selection of only one tribe among the nation, Levi, 

to minister inside the tabernacle/temple, and then there was further separation by the 

selection of but one family within that tribe, the family of Aaron, to serve as priests in the 

Most Holy Place.  The average Israelite would know from his Scripture what was inside the 

tabernacle/ temple, but he would never personally see any of it.   Thus we learn that the 

Promised One would deliver Man from the sin which had caused this separation between 

Man and God, and He would do so as Man.  The symbolism of the tabernacle/temple 

speaks of Godõs relationship with the world as well as with Israel, and each aspect is 

summed up in the One who would be the true tabernacle, the true temple.  
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 The second component of ancient Judaism that taught the Jew, and now teaches the 

Gentile, of the meaning of Israel and the Coming Messiah, is the Law ð Torah.  Again, 

theologians have written and argued ð and will continue to write and argue ð for 

generations just what the Law meant, and what it means.  The answer is not singular, but 

one major facet of the meaning of Torah must be the picture it paints of the holiness of 

God and of the sinfulness of man. In this the lesson of the Law is similar to that of the 

tabernacle/temple, but the Law is more concrete.  The says òDo this and liveó whereas the 

tabernacle speaks in symbols and images.  This does not make the teaching of the 

tabernacle less powerful ð images have always had a powerful didactic influence on the 

human mind, more powerful than we often realize.  But God provides us with both an 

abstract and a concrete image of the Promised Messiah.   

 If the tabernacle teaches man that God dwells in unapproachable Light, yet 

condescends also to dwell with man, the Law teaches that God requires righteousness in the 

inward parts.  The tabernacle proclaims God as holy; the Law demands that Man be 

righteous. The tabernacle becomes the picture of the Promised One dwelling in the midst 

of His people as a man; the Law speaks of the righteousness that will be His mantel. 

 

Righteousness shall be the belt of His loins, 

 And faithfulness the belt of His waist.      (Isaiah 11:5) 

 

 Christ in the Old Covenant is revealed in so many ways, both symbolic and 

concrete, so that Israel ð and through Israel, the world ð might know what kind of Messiah 

to expect, what kind of Deliverer was  promised.  The pagan was not without the testimony 

of Nature that such a Deliverer would come, but this was truly insufficient evidence to 

formulate any reasonable expectation.  The revelation of God to and through Israel, and 

the tabernacle and the Torah, as it were, sharpened the vague impression of Nature into a 

clearer picture of the Promised One.  This revelation came through the Abraham line, but 

the Adam line most certainly has benefited. òThese two lines, the Adam-Christ line and 

the Abraham-Christ  line, show that the Old Testament belongs to the Christian 

revelation.ó76 

                                                           
76 Cullmann; 137-138. 
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Chapter 7 ð Jesus in the Old Testament: Hermeneutical Questions  

Key Text(s):  Matthew 2:15-18; I Corinthians 10:1-4 

 
òTexts are not inert; 

They burn and throw fragments of flame.ó 
(Richard Hays) 

 
 A common, though regrettable, literary device often used by novelists is called the 

Deus ex machina.  Literally translated, this phrase means ôGod from the machine,õ but from 

a literary viewpoint, it means the author has just ômiraculouslyõ introduced a solution to 

an insoluble problem that has been developing within the plot for chapters.  It is the 

novelistõs equivalent to Alexander cutting the Gordian Knot with his sword.   Except when 

done purposefully as a comedic interposition within th e story, the Deus ex machina device 

is basically an admission by the author of an intractable problem within the plot.  In other 

words, it is not good writing.  Certainly it was not the device employed by God ð who as 

Deus would be the only truly qualified  author to employ it ð in the story of redemption.  

One might view the multitude of hero/messiah legends and myths that had developed 

throughout ancient human history to be just the sort of intractable plot line that would 

require the Deus ex machina to solve.  God appears in the man Jesus of Nazareth to wrest 

control of the world from the devil, dies in the attempt, but overcomes the grave in 

ultimate victory.  Sounds like the divine sword slicing through the knot of human 

salvation. 

 Dispensationalism rel ies heavily, though not admittedly, upon the Deus ex machina  

in its account of redemptive history.  The refusal of Israel to accept her Messiah presented 

an insuperable barrier, an insoluble plot development, to God in His attempt to bring 

redemption to H is people.  This ôplot knotõ had indeed been developing for many, many 

chapters of Scripture, as Israel grew more stubborn in its refusal to acknowledge and 

accept the prophets that God sent to her, culminating in the nationõs failure to listen to the 

ôvoice in the wilderness,õ John the Baptist, and to recognize Jesus as the Promised Messiah.  

The Dispensational storyline introduces the Church as a Deus ex machina, providing Jesus 

with at least a measure of victory in the face of the failure of Israel to bow the knee to her 

promised Savior.   



Systematic Theology Manual ï Christ and Salvation 2017  

Page 84 

 Liberal theology view s the advent of Christ in the Christian redemption story as a 

complete Deus ex machina.  Rejecting prophecy in general, and miracles in particular, 

liberalism is left with nothing but a radical cha nge in the plot made by the leaders of the 

early Church: the introduction of a risen Hero who was now the ôHead of the Church,õ and 

the ôSavior of the World.õ  The plethora of myths with similar storylines ôconfirmsõ the 

liberal theologian in his conclusio n that the Christian ômythõ is no better, though within 

liberal Christianity the ôteachingsõ and ôexampleõ of Christ are still retained.  It should not 

come as a surprise that professing believers can almost entirely reject the redemptive 

history of Script ure as Deus ex machina while still seeking to maintain the happy ending.  

We have all read and enjoyed novels in which this literary device is employed ð 

sometimes blatantly. 

 But God is the consummate Author both of Creation and of Redemption, and 

employs no weak literary mechanisms to ôfixõ a storyline that has spiraled out of His 

control.  We have seen how the imago Dei causes Man to retain the basic storyline within 

his own societal evolution in legend and myth, preparing him to eventually receive ð by 

grace through faith ð the truth as it is in Jesus Christ.  This residual knowledge is of critical  

 

E. W. Hengstenberg (1802-69) 

importance not only in the salvation of the pagan nations, but 

as well within the overall redemptive story.  It constitutes a, if 

not the, back-story that will come to the fore at the time when 

the Seed of Woman and of Abraham appears, but for most of 

the story it remains a dark and foreboding periphery.  

òThough man retained, after the fall, some feeble remains of 

the Divine Image, consisting in an obscure consciousness of 

his original happy condition, and an earnest desire  to regain 

it; yet  this was insufficient  of itself to effect the  great end  of  

his being, a reunion with his Maker.  It was of value only as it made  him capable of 

receiving aid from above; it rendered his return to god possible, but could not be its 

efficient cause.ó77 

                                                           
77 Hengstenberg, E. W. Christology of the Old Testament; 17. 
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 Christians, at least in the early Church and since the Reformation, see the 

development of the promise through the Old Testament Scriptures.  Martin Luther 

famously found Jesus on ôevery page of Scripture,õ though room should be given for 

hyperbole here.  Melito of Sardis (c. AD 180) recognized the typological character of the 

Old Testament and of the famous men encountered there, òIt is he [Jesus] that was in Abel 

murdered, and in Isaac bound and in Joseph sold, and in Moses exposed, and in the lamb 

slain, and in David persecuted, and in the prophets dishonored.ó78  However, an honest 

assessment of the Old Testament will produce many passages and chapters that seem to 

have no reference to Christ at all, let alone any prophetic indication of the nature of the 

man Jesus.  In addition, we find that some of the New Testament references and allusions 

to Old Testament passages seem questionable when we turn back to the ancient word and 

read both the passage and its context.  It has been the contention of Judaism for two 

millennia that Christians bend and twist the Old Testament, the Jewish Bible, to suit the 

demands of Messianic prophecy and history; a process, it is claimed, that began with the 

apostles themselves. 

 On the one hand, it cannot be denied that the writers of the New Testament firmly 

believed that their account of Jesus Christ - His life, His teaching, as well as His death, 

resurrection, and ascension ð were all rooted in the prophetic word of the Scripture to 

which they turned for e xplanation.  Jesus Himself claimed the validation of ancient 

Scripture for His Person and His ministry, and the apostles followed this pattern directly.  

òWe only remark here, that with its truth or falsehood the authority of Christ and his 

Apostles must stand or fall.  That they believed the Scripture to contain genuine 

predictions, is evident from the passages in their writings.ó79   

 But on the other hand, it must also be admitted that the connections sometimes 

made by the authors of New Testament gospels and epistles are not always so clear as the 

evangelical would wish them to be.  The line of sight from the prophetic word of the Old 

Testament to the person of Jesus Christ is not all that clear when viewed solely from the 

vantage point of the Old Testament itself.  In keeping with the Reformation tradition, 

                                                           
78 Quoted by Holmgren, Fredrick C. The Old Testament: The Significance of Jesus (Grand Rapids: William B. 

Eerdmans Publishing Company; 1999); 39. 
79 Hengstenberg; 26. 
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Hengstenberg overstates the case when he writes, òBut the chief object of prophecy was so 

to prepare the way for Christ, that, when He should come, He might be identified by a 

comparison of the prediction with its fulfillment.ó80  In light of this comment, we must ask 

if men in Jesusõ day recognized Him as who He was, by the process of comparing the 

prediction with the fulfillment.  Was old Simeon coming from a Bible Study in Isaiah 49 

when he beheld the Christ child in the Temple?  Did John the Baptist thus recognize Jesus 

as the One who would baptize in the Holy Spirit?   Did Peter confess Jesus as the Son of 

God after a thorough study of Old Testament Messianic prophecy? In short, do we have 

record of anyone coming to a knowledge of the Messiah through the process described by 

Hengstenberg?  Were the Old Testament prophecies that clear and linear?  Many who 

have struggled to make the same connections that others, including the apostles, have 

made would answer in the negative.  It may not be as easy as we have been led to believe, 

to create a direct line of prophecies clearly leading to the Messiah.  Or, perhaps better put, 

it may be that this line is far more evident in retrospect than in prospect; far ea sier to see 

from the vantage point of the Advent of Christ than in the prospect of prophecy.  

 Two examples from the New Testament illustrate the hermeneutical challenge 

facing the believer as he or she moves from the ôfulfillmentõ passages to the ôpropheticõ 

passages of Scripture.  The account of Joseph & Maryõs flight into Egypt with the baby 

Jesus, recorded in Matthew 2, and Paulõs discussion of the water in the wilderness in I 

Corinthians 10 are just two of many passages in the New Testament wherein the 

connection between the apostolic word of fulfillment and the ancient passage of the Old 

Testament to which they refer, is less than clear. 

 

Now when they had departed, behold, an angel of the Lord appeared to Joseph in a dream, saying, 

òArise, take the young Child and His mother, flee to Egypt, and stay there until I bring you word; 

for Herod will seek the young Child to destroy Him.ó When he arose, he took the young Child and 

His mother by night and departed for Egypt, and was there until the death of Herod, that it might be 

fulfilled which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet, saying, òOut of Egypt I called My Son.ó  

Then Herod, when he saw that he was deceived by the wise men, was exceedingly angry; and he sent 

forth and put to death all the male children who were in Bethlehem and in all its districts, from two 

years old and under, according to the time which he had determined from the wise men. Then was 

fulfilled what was spoken by Jeremiah the prophet, saying: 

                                                           
80 Hengstenberg; 26. 
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A voice was heard in Ramah, 

Lamentation, weeping, and great mourning, 

Rachel weeping for her children, 

Refusing to be comforted, 

Because they are no more.         (Matthew 2:13-18) 

 

 Twice in this passage Matthew uses the formula ôit was fulfilledõ with regard to two 

different Old Testament pa ssages: one from Hosea and one from Jeremiah.  In neither case 

it is evident from the Old Testament passage that the events of Jesusõ childhood were the 

subject of the prophetic word.  The first reference, to Hosea 11:1, is clearly in the context of 

a prophetic retrospective as opposed to a prediction.  òWhen Israel was a youth I loved him, and 

out of Egypt I call My son.ó   The minds of the original hearers of this passage would not 

have been drawn forward to an expectation of the coming Messiah, but rather backward to 

the Exodus, Godõs ancient deliverance of Israel from Egypt.  There is the connection of 

ôyouthõ between the fledgling nation of Israel at the Exodus, and the child Jesus returning 

from Egypt with his parents after Herodõs death; but it is a stretch to call Hosea 11:1 a 

ômessianicõ prophecy.  Yet in it Matthew saw Jesus. 

 The second passage refers to the execution of all male children under the age of two 

in the environs of Bethlehem, where Jesus was reported to have been born.81   Matthew is 

unequivocal regarding the nature of Herodõs wicked order as being ôfulfillmentõ of 

prophecy, òThen that which was spoken through Jeremiah the prophet was fulfilled,ó followed by 

a excerpt from Jeremiah 31.  This particular chapter of Jeremiah is, of course, famous for 

containing the promise of the New Covenant, but that is much later in the chapter from 

the reference made by Matthew.  Whereas the Hosea reference was contextually a matter 

of the Exodus, this one from Jeremiah 31 has direct reference to the Babylonian Exile, 

though the hope of a return and restoration is contained immediately following the verse 

quoted by Matthew.  

 

                                                           
81 As a side note: this passage would indicate that the magi did not arrive at the scene of Christôs birth, but may have 

come to the home of Joseph & Mary up to two years later.  It is possible that Herod, a very wicked man by all accounts, 

was just hedging his bets by killing all boys under the age of two; but it is equally possible that the information gleaned 

from the magi was indeterminate for a period of two years.  It may be that the magi did not start their journey until the 

star appeared in the sky. 
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A voice was heard in Ramah, lamentation and bitter weeping, 

Rachel weeping for her children, refusing to be comforted for her children, 

Because they are no more. 

Refrain your voice from weeping, and your eyes from tears; 

For your work shall be rewarded, says the LORD, 

And they shall come back from the land of the enemy. 

There is hope in your future, says the LORD, 

That your children shall come back to their own border.   

(Jeremiah 31:15-17) 

 

 It is a challenge to understand how Matthew saw in these two Old Testament 

passages Messianic implications fulfilled in the childhood events of Jesus, but we trust that 

he did so by the guidance of the Holy Spirit.  The question, however, remains: How are we 

to make the same connections?  Or, taking them at face value, how are we to explain such 

tenuous connections to others, especially unbelievers?  Another example of New 

Testament usage of Old Testament history in a less than clear manner, is that of I 

Corinthians 10. 

 

Moreover, brethren, I do not want you to be unaware that all our fathers were under the cloud, all 

passed through the sea, all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea, all ate the same 

spiritual food, and all drank the same spiritual drink. For they drank of that spiritual Rock that 

followed them, and that Rock was Christ.         (I Corinthians 10:1-4) 

 

 This passage contains hermeneutical interest on several levels. First, we have 

another example of an inspired author of Scripture utilizing a legend and, by doing so, 

sanctioning that legend.  In this case the ôrock that followedõ Israel is an allusion to a very 

old Jewish tradition that the rock which produced water for the Israelites in the wilderness 

did, indeed, follow the people on their wanderings for forty years.   

 

And so the well which was with the Israelites in the wilderness was a rock, the size of a 

large round vessel, surging and gurgling upward, as from the m outh of this little flask, 

rising with them up onto the mountains, and going down with them into the valleys.  

Wherever the Israelites would camp, it made camp with them, on a high place, opposite the 

entry to the Tent of Meeting. 82 

 

                                                           
82 Neusner, Jacob The Tosefta; quoted by Holmgren; 32. 
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 The second challenge presented by Paulõs usage of this legend is his identification 

of the rock with Christ, òAnd that rock was Christ.ó  This is somewhat like Lutherõs finding 

Jesus on every page of Scripture, for it is hard to believe that the Israelites in the 

wilderness ð or even their posterity living in the land ð would have interpreted the water -

from -the-rock miracle as a Messianic prophecy.  Certainly, at the most basic level, there is 

the testimony of this miraculous provision to the care of God for His people, and that  

concept most assuredly culminates in the divine provision of the Messiah and salvation.  

But the mental path from the rock in the wilderness to Jesus Christ is not a clear and 

obvious line of thought.   The modern reader is challenged in such cases to follow the logic 

of the biblical writer.  

 One thing is made evident by these examples ð and confirmed by many other 

passages in the New Testament.  The Advent of Christ, and faith in Him, opened up the 

Old Testament Scripture to a Christocentric perspective much more pronounced than one 

would sense from the ancient texts alone.  But the reaction of those who first met Jesus, 

and the apparent basis for their decision to follow Him, would indicate that the pathway 

to understanding did not follow the route laid ou t by Hengstenberg as quoted earlier ð 

from clear prophetic testimony to the reality of the fulfillment.  Rather it would appear 

that the trajectory was from Jesus to the Old Testament and then back to Jesus again.  

òClearly the New Testament writers did not first consult the Old Testament and then form 

their opinion about Jesus. On the contrary, they moved from Jesus to the Old Testament 

Scripture.ó83 In other words, Old Testament passages that might have been Messianic, as 

well as Old Testament passages that were certainly not Messianic, become so through the 

reorientation of the mind and the heart that comes through regeneration.   

 Now it must be stated at this point that this is not the same as saying that the Bible 

ôbecomesõ the Word of God through some existential moment of faith in the individual, 

wherein the otherwise neutral Scripture is transformed into divine revelation.  Old 

Testament Scripture remained the objective Word of God throughout the ages leading up 

to the advent of Christ, and remain so in the millennia since.  What we are dealing with 

here is the mechanism, the hermeneutic, by which New Testament believers immediately 

                                                           
83 Holmgren; 54. 
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saw the Old Testament Scripture as a prophetic word entirely fulfilled in the person and 

work of Jesus.  It is also an attempt to show how believers today can reasonably and 

rightly interpret the Old Testament as centered upon Jesus, even in passages ð like 

Matthew 2 and I Corinthians 10 ð that seem in their original context to be devoid of any 

messianic content.   

 
From Jesus to the Old Testament and Back Again:  
 

 To anyone who has experienced faith in Jesus Christ and then has spent time in the 

Old Testament, it seems unbelievable (no pun intended) that Jews ever denied, and 

continue to deny, that Jesus is their promised Messiah.  What about Isaiah 53?  What about 

the òvirgin shall be with childéHe shall called Emmanueló?  What about the Messianic Psalms, 

like the one quoted by Peter during his first sermon, òThou wilt not allow Thy Holy One to 

see decayó?  These passages seem so crystal clear, and so clearly fulfilled in Jesus, that 

Christians throughout the ages have been astounded by continuing Jewish unbelief.  When 

we add to this the lineage of the Seed of Woman through the Seed of Abraham to the Root 

of Jesse and the Son of David, it all stands so incomparably apparent to the Christian that 

Jesus alone must be the Jewish Messiah, how is it that the Jewish nation cannot see that?  

 But when we turn to the New Testament and read the accounts of those who 

encountered Jesus and followed Him, we realize that a prior knowledge of Scripture really 

did not ôprepareõ them for Jesus, except for a vague expectation that something was due to 

happen in Israel. Fredrick Holmgren writes, òéearly Christians did not discover Jesus as 

the result of an initial study of the Old Testament.  Rather the movement was in the 

opposite direction; that is, from their ômeetingõ with Jesus Christians looked back to the 

Old Testament, their scripture, in order to gain understanding of what took place.ó84  This 

is a very important statement in terms of biblical hermeneutics; one that differentiates 

between the exegesis of a believer and that of a non-believer.  For as obvious as a passage, 

or group of passages, must seem to the believer with regard to their prophetic fulfillment 

in the person of Jesus Christ, to the unbeliever they remain vacant texts.  The believe will 

see Jesus in the Old Testament where the unbeliever sees only Moses, or Israel, or David. 

                                                           
84 Holmgren; 13. 
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 Another important aspect of this hermeneutical t rajectory of movement from Jesus 

to the Old Testament and then back to Jesus, is the example it provides of how to ôuseõ the 

Scripture in the life of faith.  The believer does not built a casebook of proof texts in order 

to arrive at a conclusion, but rather mediates the reality of the event through the revelation 

of God provided in Scripture.  This is what the first disciples did, òéwhen the New 

Testament authors make use of the Old Testament, they do not move from the Old 

Testament to the reality of Jesus; rather they move from the reality to the text of the Old 

Testament.ó85  This explains Matthew seeing Jesus in Hosea 11, and Paul seeing Jesus in 

the ôrockõ that followed Israel through the wilderness.  

 All of this may sound highly subjective and therefor e highly dangerous.  It is not 

subjective, but it can be dangerous.  Holmgren writes, òTo be sure, this kind of approach 

opens itself to arbitrary, acrobatic interpretations that strive after newness and difference.  

But then, no approach to scripture comes with an absolute guarantee against misuse.ó86  

Thus there has always been the danger of error within the Church as it seeks to find Jesus 

in the Old Testament, and to apply the lessons learned there to the life of the New 

Testament congregation.  The ôJesus to Old Testament to Jesusõ hermeneutic is not 

subjective, however, in that the common denominator is the faith experience of the 

interpreter, and the consequent indwelling of the Holy Spirit, sent to òguide you into all 

truth.ó  Biblical interpretation in the Church has, in fact, never been more in error and 

danger than when rigid hermeneutical structures are established beyond which no exegete 

is allowed to wander.  Hermeneutical straight -jackets forced on biblical interpretation are 

a far greater threat to the life of the Church than a seeming subjective hermeneutic that 

openly seeks to understand the Christ event ð in the life of the Church as well as the 

individual ð through the Scripture given to provide just this explanation.  òWhen some 

Jews were confronted by the extraordinary figure of Jesus ð and in fact became His 

followers ð they attempted to understand him in the context of the faith of Israel preserved 

in the Hebrew Bible.ó87  This is the proper method for believers today; not ôproof-texts,õ 
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but the cumulative voice of Scripture heard through ears opened by grace through 

regeneration. 

 In a sense, this is what is meant by the writer of Hebrews when he describes the 

Word of God as ôliving.õ 

 

For the Word of God is living and active and sharper than any two-edged sword, and piercing as far 

as the division of soul and spirit, of both joints and marrow, and able to judge the thoughts and 

intentions of the heart.           (Hebrews 4:12) 

 

 The revelation of God was mediated through the lives of peopl e and of a nation.  It 

is a living  revelation and not a dead letter. It is apparent from the nature of the Christ event 

that, if true, the advent of Christ and His work on earth must be the culmination of the 

ôstoryõ; there cannot be a sequel to God sending His only Son (cp. Hebrews 1:1-2).  

Therefore, just as the first disciples sought to make sense out of their experience with Jesus 

through consulting the divine revelation entrusted to their nation, what we now call the 

Old Testament, so believers of every age continue to make sense of their encounter with 

Jesus through the completed revelation of God in both the Old and New Testaments.  We, 

too, work from the reality of Jesus back to the Scripture and then forward again to the 

reality of Jesus.  And because the centerpiece of this entire grand mosaic is none other than 

the Son of God become Son of Man, Jesus Christ, we will also find him in Abelõs murder 

and Isaacõs binding, and in Israel being called out of Egypt, and in the rock that followed 

Israel through the wilderness, and in countless other narratives and characters depicted in 

their own contexts within Scripture, but foreshadowing the Person and Work of Jesus 

Christ.   

 Theologians have come to call this hermeneutic ôinsiderõ or ôbelieverõ exegesis.  It is 

really no more than what Jesus said about His Father òhiding these things from the wise and 

prudent, and revealing them to babes; for it seemed good in Your sight.ó88  òThe New 

Testamentõs interpretation of the Old Testament is ôinsiderõ or ôbelieverõ exegesis; it 

understands the older scripture in the light of faith in Jesus.ó89 To the unbeliever this all 

comes across as special pleading: the Scripture only makes sense to those who believe in 

                                                           
88 Matthew 11:25-26 
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Jesus Christ. If such a complaint comes from a Jew, we can point to numerous passages in 

their Bible that indicate the incapacity of the natural man to hear with understanding,  

 

Yet the LORD has not given you a heart to perceive and eyes to see and ears to hear, to this very day. 

(Deuteronomy 29:4) 

 

Keep on hearing, but do not understand; 

Keep on seeing, but do not perceive.      (Isaiah 6:9) 

 

Who has believed our report? 

And to whom has the arm of the LORD been revealed?    (Isaiah 53:1) 

 

 To the pagan unbeliever we can merely shrug our shoulders, realizing the t ruth of 

this principle, that òThe eye of the reader can only follow the scripture if vision is 

sanctified.ó90  The New Testament writers were not guilty of twisting the Old Testament to 

their purposes; the steadfastness of their witness (often to death) and the consistency of 

their message argues strongly against such biblical subterfuge.  Rather it is the case with 

the entire body of disciples, Paul included, that which happened to the two on the road to 

Emmaus, 

 

Then He said to them, òO foolish ones, and slow of heart to believe in all that the prophets have 

spoken!  Ought not the Christ to have suffered these things and to enter into His glory?ó And 

beginning at Moses and all the Prophets, He expounded to them in all the Scriptures the things 

concerning HimselféAnd they said to one another, òDid not our heart burn within us while He 

talked with us on the road, and while He opened the Scriptures to us?ó 

(Luke 24:25-27; 32) 

 

 Thus the interpretation of Scripture becomes more than just the lining up of proof -

texts to bolster the Christian argument for this or that principle of Scripture.  Instead it 

becomes a dialogue between the Scripture ð both Old and New Testaments ð and 

experience in Christ ð both personal and corporate within the Church.  Each journey from 

the reality of Jesus Christ to the Scripture reveals new truths, which return to further 

clarify and glorify the reality of Jesus Christ.  We struggle when we try to move from the 

Old Testament texts to Jesus; some of them just refuse to cooperate.  But the pathway back 

                                                           
90 OôKeefe, John J. & R. R. Reno Sanctified Vision: An Introduction to Early Christian Interpretation of the Bible 
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from Jesus to the Old Testament is much clearer to the one whose vision has been made 

whole by grace through faith in the object of our adoration, Jesus Christ.  One modern 

author describes this process as it was for the early post-apostolic Fathers of the Church; 

that their forays into the Old Testament and back to the New Testament were tantamount 

to piecing together the many parts of a mosaic. 

 

Exploring countless scriptural details with an eye toward assembling a full and complete 

picture marks the most basic ômethodõ of patristic exegesis.  To recall Irenaeusõ image of a 

mosaic, the church fathers worked hard to identify the color, shape, and texture of each 

small piece of scripture, always thinking about the place of each element in the overarching 

figure of the handsome king.  By paying close attention to the words of scripture, early 

Christian readers sought to achieve their ambition: to achieve a ôtotal readingõ of the Bible.  

Thus, the overall reading was not developed in broad stro kes or with large abstractions; it 

was carefully constructed verse by verse.  In this sense, for all the ambition of patristic 

biblical interpretation, the church fathers were intensive readers ever on the lookout for 

hints and signs amid the tiniest detai l of the text.91 

 

 This methodology differs little from the midrashic exegesis of the rabbinic schools, 

and is evidently the same hermeneutic used by the New Testament writers, who were less 

interested in quoting chapter and verse for their references, than they were in putting 

together the whole mosaic.  They were certain of the image that would appear to them 

when this mosaic was assembled: it would be the image of the Lord Jesus Christ.  The 

more systematic and linear interpretive methodology of the post -Reformation Church has 

perhaps lost sight of the portrait in its attempt to be theologically accurate in its biblical 

commentary.  This is not to say that the more linear ôhistorical-criticalõ hermeneutic is 

wrong; just that it is often incomplete ð provid ing a detailed analysis of the brush stroke, 

while losing sight of the picture.  

 As a result of this discussion, our approach to ôChrist in the Old Testamentõ will not 

be the typical concatenation of Old Testament ômessianicõ passages that are clearly, or not-

so-clearly, fulfilled in Jesus Christ.  Rather it will be our attempt to paint the portrait of the 

Messiah ð to a very limited extent on account of space and time ð as it is developed in the 

Old Testament Scripture.   

 



Systematic Theology Manual ï Christ and Salvation 2017  

Page 95 

 

 We will begin this journey by r eturning to the two enigmatic ômessianicõ passages 

referenced at the beginning of this lesson - Matthew 2 and I Corinthians 10 ð to see how 

ôinsiderõ or ôbelieverõ exegesis helps to explain the way in which the apostles interpreted 

two Old Testament passages that were clearly not originally messianic.  

 
Matthew 2:14-18 
 

 While Matthew does use the word ôfulfilledõ in this passage, in reference to both 

Hosea 11 and Jeremiah 31, we need not conclude that he viewed these passages as being 

originally messianic i n intent.  The word ôfulfilledõ does not necessarily imply the 

manifestation of the ôanswerõ to a specific prophetic word; it may, and often does, mean 

the ultimate completion of a biblical concept or principle.  Thus we recognize in Christ the 

ôark of salvationõ analogous to Noahõs boat, though we do not thereby dismiss the specific 

historical reality and context of Noah and the Deluge.  ôInsiderõ exegesis opens the readers 

eyes to see Christ in the Old Testament where He was not originally, explicitly pla ced.  

This is what Matthew sees in Hosea 11:1, òOut of Egypt I shall call My Son.ó 

 The reference of Hosea 11:1 is undeniably a retrospective look at the deliverance 

God had wrought in bringing the descendants of Abraham out of the bondage of slavery 

in Egypt, to bring them ultimately to their own land.  The Exodus thus became a motif 

within Israelite history, and most certainly within Israelite prophecy, of the faithfulness of  

Jehovah to deliver His own.  But Matthewõs reference to this 

Old Testament passage speaks much more than Godõs 

intention of delivering His people Israel; it unites the identity 

of Jesus with that of Israel. In The Lordõs Anointed, a 

compendium of essays on the interpretation of Old Testament 

Messianic passages, J. Gordon McConville wr ites, òWhen 

Matthew lines it [Hosea 11:1] up with the return of the child 

Jesus from his Egyptian refuge on the death of Herod, he is 

scarcely claiming that that is what Hosea actually had in mind.  

 

Gordon M cConville (b. 1951) 
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Rather he is asserting that there is a true connection, at a deep level, between the two 

events.ó92  This is a most important discovery with regard to the New Testament 

interpretation  of the Old Testament Scripture: Jesus is not merely the Jewish Messiah, He 

is Israel. 

 

Looking backwards into the Hebrew Scriptures through the lens of his post -resurrectional 

experience of Jesus, the evangelist [Matthew] perceives implications not apparent in the 

text itselféby reading the Hebrew Scriptures in the light of the Raised Jesus, the evangelist 

has come to believe that the story of Jesus recapitulates the story of Israel.93 

 

 This identification of Jesus with Israel resounds in the passage in Jeremiah, where 

Rachel is found weeping for her children, incapable of solace. The prophetic word itself is 

poetic, for Rachel only had two children ð Joseph and Benjamin ð with Ramah located in 

the tribal boundaries of the latter (Joshua 18:25).  In other words, the lamentation recorded 

in Jeremiah 31 could not have been specifically addressed to the situation of Herodõs 

wicked massacre of the male youths, for these were in Bethlehem, within the territory of 

Judah.  What we have, rather, is Matthew recognizes the overall deplorable condition of 

Israel, graphically illustrated by the horrible actions of a half -breed king, Herod.  This 

reference to Jeremiah 31 also manifest Matthewõs post-resurrection understanding that it 

was for the whole people of Israel that Jesus came into the world, and to die.  Weeping and 

lamentation are appropriate themes both in Jeremiahõs day and in the days of Jesusõ 

childhood.   The ôbelievingõ exegesis employed by Matthew sees in Rachelõs weeping the 

sorrow of Jesus, as it were, when He wept over Jerusalem, sorrow for the ôlost sheep of 

Israel.õ 

 Matthew sees Hosea 11:1 and Jeremiah 31:18 as ôfulfilledõ in Jesus not from the 

perspective of a specific messianic promise being answered in Him, but rather as a broader 

picture of Jesus, the Messiah of Israel who was Himself Israel, coming to redeem His 

people from their bondage and misery.  òMatthewõs use of ôfulfillmentõ appears to 
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embrace both promise-fulfillment and typology.ó94  The apostle Paul utilizes the Old 

Testament in much the same manner. 

 
I Corinthians 10:1 -4 
 

 The Exodus theme is central to Paulõs allegorical homily in I Corinthians 11, as it is 

to Matthew with his reference to Hosea 11.  Paul, in addition, incorporates a Jewish legend 

with regard to the historical provision of  water for the Israelites in the wilderness. The 

actual occasions of this miraculous provision are found in Exodus 17 and Numbers 20, 

neither of which betray any overtly messianic connotation.  However, ôbelieverõ exegesis 

employed by the apostle recognizes the One who was both the Provider of that water and 

was the water itself: the pre-incarnate Christ.  We hear in Paulõs writings the words of 

Jesus Himself, òIf anyone is thirsty, let him come to Me and drink,ó95 and to the Samaritan 

woman, òébut whoever drinks of the water that I shall give him shall never thirst; but the water I 

shall give him shall become in him a well of water springing up to eternal life.ó96 òPaul feels free 

to use this Jewish legend [i.e., the ôrockõ following Israel in the wilderness]éto speak of 

the significance of Jesus.  He has committed his life to preaching Christ, and he employs 

every possible illustration or analogy that gives strength to his proclamationéHe saw in 

this legend of the water-giving stone an image of what Christ me ans to the Christian 

community.ó97 

 Paulõs reading of the Scripture (which was for him only what we call the Old 

Testament) took on new life and new meaning upon his conversion to Christ.  He who had 

studied the Scripture intensely, being trained in the str ictest sect of Jewish religious 

schools, now saw clearly what he once thought he understood.  As we find in several other 

Pauline passages, the apostle comes to realize that all was mystery until it was revealed in 

Christ ð not by means of further study, b ut by the opening of his eyes through 

regeneration.  Now, as it were, Christ is found on every page of the Old Testament. òThe 
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New Testament writers can confidently use scripture because they know they have the key 

to its meaning, in Jesus Christ, and this enables them to decipher all kinds of scriptures.ó98   

 Had the apostles Matthew and Paul been influenced by modern textual critical 

methodology, or guided in their exegesis by the historical -grammatical critique, neither 

would have found Christ in the pas sages and stories they referenced.  These modern 

techniques do have their place and their advantages, but we are reminded by Scripture 

itself ð the New Testamentõs usage of the Old Testament ð that they are not the be-all and 

end-all of biblical hermeneuti cs.  òAncient readers of scripture moved within, across, and 

through the text, exploring its orienting, unifying potency.ó99  If the modern reader wishes 

to see in the Scripture what Matthew and Paul saw, he must take the same approach. 
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Chapter 8 ð Jesus in the Old Testament: Typology  

Key Text(s):  Genesis 45 & 50; Matthew 3:16-4:3 

 
òThe prophetic view of history 

was never directed to secular events of a political nature, 
disconnected from the Messiah and His people.ó 

(Hans K. LaRondelle) 
 

 òThen He opened their minds to understand the Scriptures.ó100  Thus did Jesus cause His 

first disciples to ôseeõ what had been transpiring before their eyes for three plus years, 

culminating in the death and resurrection of their Lord.  Thus Jesus continues to do to all 

who  are born again by the power of the Holy Spirit.  And thus we conclude that the 

understanding of messianic prophecies ð not the understanding that such -and-such a 

passage is messianic, but that it is fulfilled in Jesus Christ and no other ð comes only by the 

grace of God through regeneration.  Those who have had the 

scales removed from their eyes begin to see Jesus more and 

more clearly and frequently in the Law and the Prophets, the 

Old Testament Scriptures.  Those who have been graciously 

given ears to hear, begin to listen with sharper focus to the 

voice of the ancient prophets as they proclaim Christ Jesus, to 

some extent, on every page.  This vision and this hearing are 

not immediately sharp and acute, but rather develop along 

with the sanctification pr ocess whereby the believer is òwashed  

 

Iain Duguid (b. 1959) 

by the water of the word.ó  But before too long, the redeemed saint realizes that Martin 

Luther was not far off the mark when he claimed to find Jesus on every page of his Bible.  

Iain Duguid, Professor of Old Testament at Westminster Theological Seminary, echoes 

Luther in our own day,  

 

[Jesus] is not merely present through a physical appearance here and there, or through the 

right interpretation of this or that Old Testament prophecy or type, but he is there on every 

page as the central theme and storyline of the entire book.  Rightly interpreted, the whole 

Old Testament is about Jesus Christ.101 
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 The caveat Duguid offers, ôrightly interpreted,õ is of critical importance, of course. 

And it must be said that the history of Old Testament prophecy is full of evidence of not 

being ôrightly interpreted,õ and will undoubtedly fail at times to be so in the future.  But 

the basic principle of the presence of Jesus Christ as the central theme of the Old 

Testament, no less than of the New Testament, is validated through our understanding of 

the relationship of Jesus Christ to God, and of the latterõs intention to exalt the glory of the 

divine grace through the Person of the Messiah.  There really cannot be another theme in 

Scripture than that of Jesus Christ.  Therefore it belongs to the duty and privilege of every 

believer ð having received eyes to see and ears to hear through the Holy Spirit ð to seek 

faithfully at all times to ôrightly interpretõ the Scriptures, continually and progressive 

learning more and more about our Lord Jesus Christ.   

 But the greatest obstacle to a sound understanding of Old Testament Scripture, and 

messianic prophecy in particular, seems to be a ôone size fits allõ approach, be it the 

literalism of the Dispensationalist, or the allegorical hermeneutic of scholars from Origen to 

the modern charismatic, or the rigid particularism of so many Calvinists who hold that only 

those passages specifically used in the New Testament can be rightly viewed as messianic.  

Each of these methodologies runs into countless errors, trying to fit every round passage 

through the square hole of one hermeneutic.  Yet each of them has merit, and undeniable 

applicability to many passages and prophecies of the Old Testament.  May it be that a 

more accurate and sound system of interpretation will employ elements of each ð and 

perhaps others ð as the passage, and the revealed light of the New Testament, dictates? 

 In this regard, noted Seventh Day Adventist theologian Hans K. LaRondelle 

outlines three basic categories of messianic interpretation from the Old Testament, in a 

manner that allows for the pr esence of Jesus Christ throughout the Old Testament witness 

while not force -fitting a specific interpretive meaning on each and every passage and 

verse.102  The first category is the direct or rectilinear  prophecies that, at least in the light 

of the fulfill ment in Jesus Christ, point most clearly to some aspect of His Messianic Person 

and ministry.  Among these would be the prophecies that place the birth of the Messiah in 

Bethlehem or, more broadly, as a descendant of King David.  This type of prophecy is 
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most definitively identified through actual New Testament citations or allusions to Old 

Testament passages and prophecies, although we saw in  the last lesson that  even some of 

 

Hans LaRondelle (1929-2011) 

these New Testament ôfulfillmentõ verses are somewhat less 

than clear when one travels back to the Old Testament 

passage referenced.  Still, there is a solid corpus of Scriptural 

passages and prophecies that are almost universally 

recognized as messianic by orthodox Christianity, many of 

which were also seen to be messianic by rabbinic Judaism.  

The particularism of many Calvinists may be the safe path in 

this category ð seeing  messianic prophecy  only in those Old 

Testament passages specifically cited in the New Testament - but it frequently fails to see 

Christ in His fullness throughout the Hebrew Scriptures, and generally misses Him 

completely in the next two categories in LaRondelleõs outline. 

 The second category LaRodelle notes is that of the typological prophecy  in which 

Jesus Christ is set forth in the Old Testament through symbolism and typology.  The 

Passover Lamb is such a messianic type, but so also is the Exodus of Israel, the mercy seat 

in the Holy of Holies, and the Davidic king.   The typological prophecy will therefore have 

a historical manifestation in the time, or the near term, of its original revelation and it will 

have a fuller sense ð often referred to by theologians as the sensus plenior ð in its fulfillment 

in Jesus Christ.  òThe one intended sense of an immediate historical application or partial 

realization of the promise is to serve as a historical type, or acted prophecy, which 

reaffirms the promise and intensifies the hope for t he future fulfillment.ó103   

 This category of messianic prophetic Scripture is by no means inferior to the more 

direct, linear prophecy, for all of Scripture is both inspired and Christo -centric.  God 

sovereignly determined that the revelation of His redemp tive plan would be a living 

revelation, mediated through the history of both people and a people.  Therefore, it stands 

to reason that His forecast of the Promised One would be mediated in just the same 
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manner. òWe need to realize that the messianic prophecies are not detached and scattered 

predictions, but all make up one continuous plan of God.ó104   

 This is a critical reminder as we consider LaRondelleõs third category, that of the 

non-predictive historical  passages of which the Bible primarily consists.  Some of these 

are specifically attributed to Jesus Christ by the authors of the New Testament, as we saw 

in the case of Matthew and Paul in our last lesson.  But others are not to be found in the 

New Testament. Does that mean that the lengthy historical narratives of the Old 

Testament have no Christological content?  Or does it mean that the content is there and 

our senses are not yet trained to see it?  The danger of subjective interpretation and 

allegorizing is, no doubt, greatest with this category of m essianic Scripture.  But the safest 

path is not to be confused with the best path, and guided by the Holy Spirit and the whole 

counsel of Scripture, it is not inevitable that ôhistoricalõ exegesis will go astray.  Two 

particular examples may serve to illus trate both the principle itself and the Christ -

glorifying exegetical results of its employment: that of the life of Joseph, and of the 

Exodus.  Neither of these examples have the explicit imprimatur of a New Testament 

author, yet both so clearly typify and  delineate the life of Jesus Christ that it is difficult not 

to see their messianic thrust. 

 The life of Joseph is the topic of a fairly large section of the Book of Genesis; 

disproportionately large when one considers that the lineage of Joseph did not encompass 

either the lineage of the Messiah, or either of the two anointed offices within the national 

life.  Nonetheless, the life of Joseph is a redemptive story, as the patriarch himself attests 

toward the end of the narrative, òéfor God sent me before you to preserve life.ó105  The 

milestones of Josephõs life have distinct associations with the life of Jesus, and the 

character of Joseph in relation to his family parallels features of Jesusõ earthly life.  Joseph 

was a favorite son, and was thus despised by his brothers; so, too, Jesus.  Joseph was 

rejected by his brethren ð and even, in a sense, forsaken by his father ð because of the 

predicted exaltation that was to be his vis-à-vis his family.  Joseph was betrayed by those 

who should have been his protectors, and his lifeõs trajectory descended into what was 

essentially ôdeathõ ð indeed, his father Jacob believed him to be dead.  He was ôdespised and 
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rejected, a man of sorrowsõ who ended up forgotten and abandoned in an Egyptian prison ð 

as apt a metaphor for the grave as any place occupied by a yet-living man.   But Joseph was 

not forgotten by his God, and was not only restored to ôlife,õ but was exalted to the right 

hand of Pharaoh, supreme over all the land of Egypt.  In a sense, òall authorityó was given 

unto Joseph, though not in òheaven and earth,ó most certainly in Egypt.   

 What was devised against Joseph was intended for evil, as was the betrayal and 

crucifixion of Jesus, but what was purposed by God was for good ð preservation and 

deliverance.  In Josephõs words to his brothers one almost hears the Lord Jesus praying, 

òFather, forgive them, for they know not what they do.ó 

 

Then Joseph said to his brothers, òPlease come closer to me.ó And they came closer. And he said, òI 

am your brother Joseph, whom you sold into Egypt. Now do not be grieved or angry with yourselves, 

because you sold me here, for God sent me before you to preserve life. For the famine has been in the 

land these two years, and there are still five years in which there will be neither plowing nor 

harvesting. God sent me before you to preserve for you a remnant in the earth, and to keep you alive 

by a great deliverance. Now, therefore, it was not you who sent me here, but God; and He has made 

me a father to Pharaoh and lord of all his household and ruler over all the land of Egypt. 

(Genesis 45:4-8) 

 

Then his brothers also came and fell down before him and said, òBehold, we are your servants.ó But 

Joseph said to them, òDo not be afraid, for am I in Godõs place? As for you, you meant evil against 

me, but God meant it for good in order to bring about this present result, to preserve many people 

alive. 

(Genesis 50:18-20) 

 

 A rigid particularistic hermeneutic must reject this pattern in the life of Joseph as 

having any messianic bearing, and it is true that no New Testament writer alludes to this  

aspect of Israelite history as forecasting the advent and life of Jesus Christ.  But the 

parallels between the life of the patriarch and the life of Christ are, it would seem, quite 

striking and apparent ; too striking indeed to be denied as ômessianic.õ  òIt is only in the 

light of the antitype, then, that the full significance of the Old Testament type becomes 

clear.  It may be said, therefore, that it is the antitype which determines the identity of the  

Old Testament type, making clear its deeper, spiritual meaning.ó106 
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 The second example of this particular category of messianic texts, the ônon-

predictive historicalõ narratives, is that of Moses and of the Exodus of Israel from Egypt.  

The connection here is seen primarily in the Gospel of Matthew, in the apostleõs account of 

the life of Jesus from his earliest years to the beginning of His earthly ministry.  In most of 

this section of Matthewõs gospel we do not find the formulaic, òin order that Scripture be 

fulfilled,ó common with the direct or linear messianic prophecies (with the notable 

exception of the reference to Hosea 11:1 already discussed).  We do, however, find 

parallels with the life of Moses and with the deliverance of the children of Israel f rom 

Egypt that are undeniable to anyone but the most hardened literalist or particularist.  

 Certainly it was the intention of the Holy Spirit as He inspired the gospel writer, to 

draw a connection between the wrath of Herod and that of Pharoah, the result of each 

being a massacre of Israelite male children, along with the escape by providential 

revelation both of Moses and of Jesus.  This escape brings Jesus into contact with Egypt, so 

closely associated with the youth and early manhood of Moses, and Josephõs return to 

Palestine with Mary and the child Jesus is meant to be seen as a parallel to the Exodus of 

Israel, though proleptically.  The beginning of Jesusõ ministry is noted by His baptism in 

the Jordan, which parallels the passing of Israel through the Red Sea.  This connection may 

seem tenuous until one realizes the further association of the subsequent forty years of 

Israelõs wandering in the wilderness, and Jesusõ forty days in the wilderness, subjected to 

the temptation of the devil.   

 

Ancient Israel, after its exodus from Egypt and ôbaptismõ in the Red Sea, was tested by God 

for forty years in the wilderness before it could enter the promised land.  So Christ was led 

into the desert for forty days to be tempted by the devil concerning His messianic trust in 

Godõs sovereign will, before beginning His unique commission.  In His deliberate fasting 

for exactly forty days, Jesus reenacted the experience of Israel, but manifested ultimate 

obedience to God by His appeal to the revealed word of God to Israel.107 

 

 Prior to this experience, and consequent to Jesusõ baptism, the testimony of God is 

heard concerning His Son, òThis is My beloved Son, in Whom I am well pleased.ó108  This 

divine approbation of Jesus parallels the divine word concerning Israel in an id entification 
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between the Messiah and the people that we have already noted, òThen you shall say to 

Pharaoh, ôThus says the Lord, ôIsrael is My son, My firstborn.õ So I say to you, ôLet My son go, that 

he may serve Me.õõõó109   

 Again, recognition of the messianic element of the Old Testament narratives of the 

life of Joseph and of Moses and the Exodus of Israel, will be hidden to a rigid hermeneutic 

of literalism or of particularism.  But adopting a freer, blended hermeneutic as outlined in 

LaRondelleõs book, opens up Old Testament passages to eyes that have been opened 

through regeneration, to see Jesus where He was not visible before.  Thus Jesus òfulfills 

Old Testament texts not because these texts had him in mind, but because what happened 

earlier was somewhat analogous to what happened to him.ó110  This treatment of the Old 

Testament by the New Testament writers reveals an attitude that was to continue in the 

Church ð not one of ôproof-texting,õ but rather of developing a panoramic view of the Old 

Testament now open to those of whom it is said, the Lord opened their minds to understand 

the Scriptures.  òClearly, the New Testament writers did not first consult the Old Testament 

and then form their opinion about Jesus.  On the contrary, they moved from Jesus to the 

Old Testament scripture.ó111 

 The non-predictive historical and the typological passages of the Old Testament are 

thus seen to outline the life and ministry of the Messiah.  But this pattern of Old Testament 

messianic foreshadowing is to be seen even more powerfully in the parallels between Jesus 

Christ and three particular men who lives are presented to us in the Old Testament, men 

of whom Jesus was to be the recapitulation, the ôsecondõ of each.  These three men are 

Adam, Israel, and David.   As we draw  the biblical lines between the lives ð and the 

representative typology of each life ð of these three men and that of Jesus Christ, both the 

Person and the ministry of the Messiah move into clearer relief.  There are, to be sure, 

many other characters in the Old Testament whose lives in some manner foreshadowed or 

paralleled that of Jesus Christ ð Isaac, for instance, and Moses; Solomon, Isaiah, and 

Jeremiah as well.  But the three men to be discussed in the remainder of this lesson are 

three who are directly linked to Jesus ð who is the Son of Man, as well as Godõs Firstborn 
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Son, and Davidõs Greater Son.  Together, these three strands of Old Testament typology 

further define the prediction of the Messiah, and establish the context into which Jesus 

Christ wa s born, lived, and ministered as Messiah.  And from the words of our Lord 

during His earthly ministry, as well as the later testimony of His apostles, it is apparent 

that He self-consciously associated with these three men in a powerful and unique way.  

 
Ad am and the Son of Man: 
 

 Few believers would list Adam among those considered as messianic types of the 

Old Testament, and the connection between Adam and Jesus is not fully established until 

the New Testament, where Jesus is referred to as the ôsecondõ or ôlastõ Adam.  This 

designation is developed by the apostle Paul, who either created out of his own 

imagination, or received it from direct revelation, or recognized it from his ônewõ reading 

of the Old Testament through regenerate eyes.  We reject the first option as a contemptible 

perspective, and acknowledge the second option as distinctly possible, but choose the 

third option as being most probable.   That is to say, Paul developed his understanding of 

Jesus Christ as the Last Adam through his newfound perspective on the Old Testament, 

derived through regeneration and the indwelling light of the Holy Spirit.  And what Paul 

thus saw in the Old Testament, all believers may see as well. 

 The first indication that the person of Adam would be ôreprised,õ as it were, is 

found in the protoevangelium of Genesis 3:15, though the promised Redeemer is linked not 

to the first Man, but rather to the first Woman, and is called ôthe Seed of Woman.õ  But the 

seed of Eve was planted by Adam, and Eveõs own recognition of this can be seen in her 

comments after the births of Cain and of Seth, each of which passage begins with the 

formula, òNow the man [Adam] had relations with his wife and she conceivedéó  What is 

exegetically significant here is the very name ôAdam,õ which is the Hebrew word for 

ôMan,õ making the two terms ð the noun and the name ð essentially interchangeable.  The 

path from Adam to Christ remains somewhat subterranean through the early books of the 

Old Testament, except for the obvious separation by God of a lineage ð through Seth, then 

through Shem, then through Abraham ð that preserved the promise of Genesis 3:15 

through the generations of ôAdamõ ð Man. 
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 Significantly it will not be until the Babylonian Exile ð the removal and seclusion of 

Israel within the ôworldõ of Babylon ð that the attention of divine revelation would return 

to the ôAdam lineõ through the designation Son of Man.  The most familiar usage of this 

phrase, which is full of redemptive meaning with a vast scope, is found in Daniel 7,  

 

I kept looking in the night visions, 

And behold, with the clouds of heaven 

One like a Son of Man was coming, 

And He came up to the Ancient of Days 

And was presented before Him. 

And to Him was given dominion, 

Glory and a kingdom, 

That all the peoples, nations and men of every language 

Might serve Him. 

His dominion is an everlasting dominion 

Which will not pass away; 

And His kingdom is one 

Which will not be destroyed.    (Daniel 7:13-14) 

 

 Danielõs night vision remarkably has no reference to Israel, or at least no specific 

reference to the chosen people, but rather is universal and worldwide in scope, òThat all 

peoples, nations, and men of every language might serve Him.ó  It has been argued by liberal 

theologians, though quite unconvincingly, that the Son of Man does  not represent a 

messianic term.  However, this passage alone clearly associates this person with the 

universal, even cosmic, authority and honor that could only belong to the Messiah.  This 

fact maintains the connection between the Son of Man prophecies and the nation of Israel, 

for the Savior of the world was always to be the Messiah of Israel.  Apocryphal writings 

such as Fourth Ezra maintain the messianic identity of the Son of Man during 

intertestamental Judaism, 

 

This is the interpretation of the vision: As for your seeing a man come up from the heart of the sea, 

this is he whom the Most High has been keeping for many ages, who will himself deliver his creation; 

and he will direct those who are left. And as for your seeing wind and fire and a storm coming out of 

his mouth, and as for his not holding a spear or weapon of war, yet destroying the onrushing 

multitude which came to conquer him, this is the interpretation:  Behold, the days are coming when 

the Most High will deliver those who are on the earth.  And bewilderment of mind shall come over 

those who dwell on the earth. And they shall plan to make war against one another, city against city, 
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place against place, people against people, and kingdom against kingdom.  And when these things 

come to pass and the signs occur which I showed you before, then my Son will be revealed, whom 

you saw as a man coming up from the sea. And when all the nations hear his voice, every man shall 

leave his own land and the warfare that they have against one another; and an innumerable 

multitude shall be gathered together, as you saw, desiring to come and conquer him. But he shall 

stand on the top of Mount Zion. And Zion will come and be made manifest to all people, prepared 

and built, as you saw the mountain carved out without hands. And he, my Son, will reprove the 

assembled nations for their ungodliness (this was symbolized by the storm), and will reproach them 

to their face with their evil thoughts and the torments with which they are to be tortured (which were 

symbolized by the flames), and will destroy them without effort by the law (which was symbolized by 

the fire).         (4th Ezra 13:25-38) 

 

 This passage is remarkable for several reasons, not the least of which is the 

similarity of the language to the Book of Revel ation.  For our purposes, however, the 

noteworthy aspect of this apocryphal passage on the Son of Man is the focus on creation, 

as opposed to specifically Israel, though it is Mount Zion that lies at the center of the 

worldwide redemption.  Again, this ind icates an awareness in late Judaism, just prior to 

the advent of Christ, of the universal scope of redemption to be mediated through Israel.  

This reinforces the conclusion that the Son of Man designation was viewed as messianic, 

though as a technical prophetic term it looks beyond Israel to the world.  

 Another significant passage within the apocryphal literature seems to link the Son 

of Man to what we have seen in the Prologue of the Gospel of John with regard to the 

Logos.  I Enoch, written sometime around the beginning of the third millennium BC, places 

the Son of Man at the dawn of Creation, and accords him great honor and worship,  

 

And in that place I saw the fountain of righteousness  

Which was inexhaustible:  

And around it were many fountains of wisdom:  

And all the thirsty drank of them,  

And were filled with wisdom,  

And their dwellings were with the righteous and holy and elect.  

And at that hour that Son of Man was named  

In the presence of the Lord of Spirits, 

And his name before the Head of Days. 
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Yea, before the sun and the signs were created, 

Before the stars of the heaven were made, 

His name was named before the Lord of Spirits. 

He shall be a staff to the righteous whereon to stay themselves and not fall, 

And he shall be the light of the Gentiles, 

And the hope of those who are troubled of heart. 

All who dwell on earth shall fall down and worship before him,  

And will praise and bless and celebrate with song the Lord of Spirits.  (I Enoch 48:1-5) 

 

 The next we hear of the Son of Man in a prophetic sense in the Scriptures is in the 

prophecy of Ezekiel.  The term becomes the primary designation of the prophet himself, so 

the messianic association seems to be diminished.  However, the designation of the 

prophet Ezekiel by this term is indicative of his role as ôdelivererõ of Israel through the 

prophetic word; Ezekiel himself becomes a type of Messiah, who would faithfully witness 

and prophecy to the nation of Israel, though he would be most assuredly rejected by the 

nation. 

 

Then He said to me, òSon of man, stand on your feet that I may speak with you!ó As He spoke to me 

the Spirit entered me and set me on my feet; and I heard Him speaking to me. Then He said to me, 

òSon of man, I am sending you to the sons of Israel, to a rebellious people who have rebelled against 

Me; they and their fathers have transgressed against Me to this very day. I am sending you to them 

who are stubborn and obstinate children, and you shall say to them, ôThus says the Lord GOD.õ As 

for them, whether they listen or notñfor they are a rebellious houseñthey will know that a prophet 

has been among them.              (Ezekiel 2:1-5) 

 

 Only one other person in the Scriptures referred to himself as the ôSon of Manõ as 

consistently as the terms is used with respect to Ezekiel, and that person is Jesus Christ. 

This is the only self-designation we find from the lips of Jesus during His earthly ministry; 

He does not call Himself ôMessiahõ or the ôServant of Yahweh,õ but only and frequently 

ôSon of Man.õ  òThe great significance of this designation is shown by the fact that 

according to the Gospels, it is the only title Jesus applied to himself. We have seen that he 

never calls himself ôMessiahõ; now we shall see that he openly and purposefully replaced 

that designation with ôSon of Man.õó112 Undoubtedl y Jesusõ audience heard Him as if He 
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were Ezekiel revived, with echoes of Daniel 7 also in their ears.  By Jesusõ day, the concept 

of the Son of Man had taken on redemptive and messianic connotations initiated by the 

apocryphal and rabbinic writings of the  intertestamental period.  But this in itself was 

problematic, since Man ð Adam ð was the one who introduced sin and death into 

Creation.  Oscar Cullmann highlights the conceptual difficulty with a redemptive Son of 

Man. 

 

éeven Judaism had difficulty in taking over the theologically fruitful idea of the Son of 

Man.  On the one hand, it had to connect the idea of the divine Manéwith the time of 

creation; the Heavenly Man is man as God willed him to be when he created man in his 

own image.  But on the other hand, since the biblical creation account is connected with the 

fall of the first man, it was impossible for Judaism without complications to introduce the 

divine Man who is identified with the first man into its theology. 113 

 

 The trail thus far is sufficien t to indicate that major elements of Judaism never lost 

sight of the fact that the Promised One traced his lineage beyond Abraham all the way 

back to Adam, and that the promised redemption that was to come through Israel was to 

benefit the entire world.  T his was the eschatological meaning of the designation ôSon of 

Man,õ and this was the mantle that Jesus took to Himself with gusto.  But it remained for 

the Apostle Paul to tie up the loose ends, and to identify the Son of Man with the Second 

or Last Adam, òSo also it is written, ôThe first Man, Adam, became a living soul. The last Adam 

became a life-giving spirit.ó114  The designation ôSon of Manõ emphasizes the humanity of the 

Promised One, while at the same time not denying his deity (as shown in the apocry phal 

passages quoted).  This focus on Man as the eventual redeemer of mankind begins, of 

course, in Genesis 3:15, but the idea of the Son of Man ð taken up by Jesus Christ, the Last 

Adam ð tint s the entire story of mankind, both within the Scriptures and w ithout, with a 

Christological hue.  That the true and final Son of Man was also God has only ever been 

imperfectly understood, but it is the backdrop to the apostleõs paean of praise to the 

humility of Jesus Christ,  
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Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ Jesus, who, although He existed in the form 

of God, did not regard equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied Himself, taking the form 

of a bond-servant, and being made in the likeness of men.               (Philippians 2:5-7) 

 
Israel ð Godõs Firstborn Son 
 

 Jesus said of Nathaniel that he was òan Israelite indeed, in whom there was no guile.ó  

This is a very important statement with regard to what Israel ð all Israel ð was supposed to 

be in the plan and purpose of Godõs election.  Innocent, without guile, in a very real sense 

a sheep before its shearers ð that was to be Israelõs witness to the nations of her absolute 

dependence on her God.  By and large, the nation failed.  But whereas Nathaniel was a 

true Israelite, the Bible presents the Messiah as true Israel.  We have already seen Godõs 

own testimony concerning Israel, that the nation was His òFirstborn Son.ó115  And we have 

seen what this meant to Matthew when he pondered the event of Joseph bringing Mary 

and Jesus back to Palestine from Egypt, òOut of Egypt I called My Son.ó  Neither the Old 

Testament history of Israel, nor Jesusõ advent and ministry to Israel, can be properly 

understood until we realize that in Jesus Christ the entire life and purpose of Israel was 

recapitulated.  Jesus was Israelõs Messiah in large part because Jesus was Israel perfected.  

òAs Messiah, Jesus was not only solidary with Israel but was the embodiment of Israel, 

likewise called Godõs ôfirstborn Son.õó116  Jesus was Messiah to Israel as Israel was to be 

messiah to the world. 

 If this be so, then a retrospective look at the Old Testament ð the majority of which 

deals with Israelõs life and history ð will increasingly unveil Jesus Christ on every page.  

The history of Israel flowed in ever more narrow channels (the ôremnantõ) until the 

identity of Israel resided fully in only One Man, Jesus.  His sacrifice was the sacrifice of 

Israel for the world, and His resurrection was the revivification of Israel in her new and 

true form, the Body of Christ.  Now, in Christ, Israel becomes the witness of Godõs 

redemptive grace to the world ð the Son of Man becomes the Messiah of Israel, and as 

Israelõs Messiah He becomes the Savior of the world. 

 Nowhere in the Old Testament are the lives of the nation of Israel and the Messiah 

of Israel so closely identified as in the Servant Songs of the prophet Isaiah.  Jewish and 
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