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Foreword

For those who recognize the final authority of holy Scripture,
biblical theology is an essential discipline.

Biblical theology draws upon the tested results of both textual
and historical criticism and employs the principles of scientific
biblical exegesis. In addition, evangelical biblical theology frankly
reflects certain supranaturalistic presuppositions: the reality and
purpose of the living God, the deity and saviorhood of Jesus Christ,
the deity and personal ministry of the Holy Spirit. as well as the full
inspiration and unity of holy Scripture as the Word of God written.

This is not a work of systematic theology. It is systematic in its
plan of organization, and any future systematic theology will
necessarily stand in its debt; but it does not attempt to construct a
systemn of thought which addresses twentieth-century culture as such.
It confines itself rather to the preliminary task of essaying to answer
the question, “What do the Scriptures say?"

Since biblical theology is the work of human writers, this
volume naturally reflects its authors’ theological biases. Such is
inevitable in any work of this nature; every theologian has his
stance. Drs. Westlake T. Purkiser, Richard S. Taylor, and Willard H.
Taylor write from the general perspective of Wesleyan faith. They are
seasoned teachers with a combined history of more than 75 years in
the classroom, mostly on the graduate level. They are recognized
scholars whose authority must be reckoned with by any minister
or teacher in the Wesleyan tradition.

Here is a scholarly presentation of the progressive disclosure of
God and His redemptive purpose as this is found in its preparatory
form in the Old Testament and in its perfect expression in the New.
As you work through these pages, “prove all things; hold fast that
which is good” (I Thess. 5:21).

The authors of this treatment of biblical thought subscribe to
John Wesley's doctrine of Christian perfection and find in the
Scriptures an unfolding disclosure of this truth. For them, Christ's
work of redemption issues in the sanctifying activity of the Spirit
who cleanses the heart from its sinful bias, fills it with God’s pure
love, and restores one to the image of God. This holiness is both
gradual and instantaneous, personal and social: it is mediated to the

7



8 / Foreword

believer through personal trust in Christ and is experienced in the
fellowship of His body. Christian perfection, moreover, is teleo-
logical: its final expression awaits the return of Christ in glory with
the attendant victory of the kingdom of God. Such is the vision of
the writers of this study.

I am happy to commend this volume to ministers, teachers,
and serious students of Scripture. It is a veritable mine of biblical
truth, and to it Wesleyan scholarship will long be indebted. It not
only deserves a place on your library shelves; it also merits your
careful and persistent study as you seek to “rightly divide the word
of truth.”

—WILLIAM M. GREATHOUSE
General Superintendent
Church of the Nazarene



Pref ace

A major portion of our century has witnessed a remarkably sus-
tained interest in recovering and understanding the message of the
Bible in its wholeness. While biblical studies in the nineteenth cen-
tury were highly critical and in many respects unproductive of faith,
biblical studies in the twentieth century have been more trusting and
wholesome in their expectations and results, Unquestionably, this
healthy change was brought about by a profound reassertion of the
truth of special revelation with its primal focus upon Christ, the
Living Word, during the early decades of this century. A high view of
Christ always evokes (resh desire to explore the written Word with
the hope of seeing more clearly its message of God’s mighty saving
act in Christ within the broad sweep of biblical history and thought.
It is therefore not unexpected that several excellent biblical theol-
ogies have been published in recent years, each one obviously an
attempt to capture the full-orbed message of the Bible.

The present volume is a product of this movement. If it has a
right to publication, the reason is to be found in the commitment of
its authors to the Arminian-Wesleyan way of looking at the Scrip-
tures. Thus the reader will discover an honest effort throughout to
give expression to this historic position. This approach, however,
has not precluded drawing upon the rich resources of scholarship
from across the spectrum of viewpoints.

This is a biblical theology, not a systematic theology. While
systematic theology develops its own rubrics for arriving at a struc-
tured view of the faith, biblical theology seeks to find its guidelines
in the Word itself. It attempts to state the faith affirmations of the
Bible according to whatever “system"” is discernible in the Scriptures
themselves. Biblical theology is a bringing together of those pro-
clamatory truths which give the Bible unity and which constitute it a
Gospel.

The theme of salvation, which is evident throughout this study,
is the central theme of the Bible. God working in history, and more
particularly and marvelously in Christ, has provided all mankind
with a way of salvation. '
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All of this is preliminary work (or the systematic theologians.
There are numerous questions to be asked this biblical material, and
able systematic scholars will confront those questions. They will use
every resource of human thought to provide answers which will
expand the church’s understanding of the gospel and of her own life
in the world.

Moreover, we hope that many students of the precious Word
—collegians, seminarians, preachers, laypersons, and. yes, trained
theologians—will discover some new insights here which will lead to
renewed exploration of the Word.

One of the writing team, Dr. W. T. Purkiser, is owed a special
word of thanks for serving so capably as our editorial coordinator.
He has spent countless hours corresponding with us, proofreading
the manuscript, and preparing the bibliography and subject index.
Our heartfelt thanks is expressed also to Dr. J. Ered Parker, book
editor, for his knowledgeable handling of all the details of a volume
of this siz¢ and nature and for his hours of tedious labor in preparing
the manuscript for printing. Besides these two men, we remember
with thanks the students and sccretarics who have assisted in check-
ing references and in typing rough drafts of the many chapters.

May the God of all grace, who lovingly provided salvation for us
in Christ His Son, place His blessings upon our effort to express the
meaning of this glorious salvation.

—WILLARD H. TAYLOR

NOTE CONCERNING WRITERS' ASSIGNMENTS—
The specific chapters contributed by the various mem-
bers of the writing team are as follows:

W..T. Purkiser: General Introduction and all of
Part | (Old Testament)

Richard S. Taylor: Chapters 15—17; 24—29;
33—-35

Wwillard H. Taylor: Introduction to Part Il and
chapters 12—14; 18—23: 30—32
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Introduction

The Nature and Scope of
Biblical Theology

Theology, in the simplest terms, is our human attempt to think clear-
ly and correctly about God. it is the study of ways to organize and
communicate thought about God and the created order. The mind
can have no greater challenge than to reflect on the meaning of
religion and the Scriptures.

That theology has often seemed abstract and unimportant is
more the fault of theologians than of the subject itself. The most
meaningful questions in life are basically theological questions. No
person, religious or otherwise, can escape the need to grapple with
problems of the source and nature of reality and the meaning and
destiny of life.

The importance of Christian theology can hardly be overstated.
Theology is not optional with the Church. It is every Christian's busi-
ness. William Hordemn writes, “The Christian who claims to have no
theology is, in fact, hiding from himself the theological premises by
which he lives and as a result he fails to bring them under any crea-
tive criticism.”? The result is a “folk theology” in which contradictory
ideas are held'with no recognition of their actual incompatibility. we
need a rediscovery of “the theologianhood of all believers.”2 The cure
for poor theology is not no theology but better theology. If theology
is to fulfill its proper function, it must no longer be thought of as the
monopoly of experts.

1. New Directions in Theology Today {Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1966},
1:138.
2. 1bid.

13
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“The eftort to be practicing Christians without knowing what
Christianity is about must always {ail,” says A. W. Tozer. “The true
Christian should be, indeed must be, a theologian. He must know at
least something of the wealth of truth revealed in the Holy Scrip-
tures. And he must know it with sufficient clarity to state it and
defend his statement. And what can be stated and defended is a
creed.””

The never-ending task of the Church is to interpret its taith to
the contemporary world. To do this requires an understanding of
what is essential to the faith and what is incidental. Failure at this
point not only cripples personal piety: it garbles the proclamation of
the gospel to the world.

[. THE LOGICAL STRUCTURE OF THEOLOGY

But what, exactly, is theology? The term itself points to its meaning.
It is derived from two Greek words—Theos. “God”; and /ogos. “word"
or “reasoned discourse.” Logos is the root from which we get the
English words /ogic and logical. We find it in the suffix, “-logy.” in the
names of most of the various branches of human learning. In each
case, "-logy” means the application of principles of logical thought to
some particular subject matter.

For example, geology is the application of principles of logical
thought to observed facts about the geos, or earth. Anthropology is
the application of principles of logical thought to observed facts
about anthropos, man. Psychology is the application of principles of
logical thought to observations about the psyche, literally the soul or
“soulish” self. Sociology is the application of principles of logical
thought to observations about the socius. society. The list is almost
endless as the various sciences become more and more specialized.

A long tradition speaks of theology as “the Queen of the
Sciences.”* Using the term science in relation to theology can be help-
ful if not pressed too far. Just as each of the sciences is the result of
applying principles of correct thinking to a defined subject matter, so
theology is the application of principles of logical thought to truth
about Theos, God.

3. That Incredible Christian { Harrisburg. Pa.: Christian Publications, Inc., 1964),
pp. 22-23.

4. Sec H. Onou Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City:; Beacon Hill Press, |940),
1:14-15.
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A. Fact and Interpretation

Besides its name, there is another point of resemblance between
theology and the various sciences. Any science is the result of two
processes of the mind: observation and interpretation. Learning
begins with observation. It moves on to interpretation, grasping
relationships and meanings. Then it returns to more observation to
verify or establish the relationships and meanings it has formulated.

The work of any science is to seek those principles, laws,
theories, or hypotheses which unify, integrate, and interpret the
separate facts and phenomena of its particular subject matter. Each
area of investigation inciudes a large array of separate or discrete
phenomena, facts, events, and objects. Many “facts” appear contra-
dictory. Paradox abounds. The task of the scientist is to unify, in-
terpret, and describe this often bewildering array of facts in terms of
coherent patterns of explanation. Professor C. A. Coulson, a theoret-
ical physicist, writes that “‘scientific truth means cohereace in a
pattern which is recognized as meaningful and sensible.”*

We have mentioned that thinking involves both observation
and interpretation. But these are not rigidly separated processes. As
thought moves from observation to interpretation, logicians speak of
“induction.” As thought moves from interpretation or generalization
back to further observation, logicians speak of “deduction.” But any
process of truth-seeking involves both movements, both induction
and deduction. Facts are observed, a generalization is made by in-
duction; that generalization is used as a theory or hypothesis, and
its consequences are predicted by deduction. Only so can it be tested
and either verified or revised.

As observation begins, patterns of relationship and meaning
emerge. These patterns influence further study, both in the selection
and interpretation of data. Where the data are complex, divergent
theories may be held by different observers. Often these theories
succeed each other, as first one and then another is tested and set
aside. The history of science is largely the story of discarded and
revised hypotheses. In some cases—as, for example, in theories of the
nature of light-—competing hypotheses may endure side by side as
each in turn serves to explain a portion of the data.

5. C. A. Coulson, Scietice and Christian Belief (Chapel Hill. N.C.: The University of
North Carolina Press, 1955}, p.49. Cf. William G. Potlard, Science and Faith: Twin
Mysteries{New York: Thomas Nelson, Inc.. 1970) for a scientist’s description of the
way hypotheses develop.
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In a comparable way, the facts of religion (in which the Scrip-
tures provide a major source of data) are unified and interpreted in
theology. “Theology is the exhibition of the facts of Scripture in their
proper order and relation with the principles or general truths in-
volved in the facts themselves, and which pervade and harmonize
the whole.”¢ Christian theology is “the Church’s reflection under the
guidance of the Holy Spirit upon the Word given to it by God.”?
“Theology is the science of Christianity; much that is wrongly called
theology is mere psychological guesswork, verifiable only from expe-
rience. Christian theology is the ordered exposition of revelation
certainties.”?

As is true to a lesser degree in other sciences dealing with com-
plex data, the data of religion have yielded divergent patterns of
interpretation. These become the “schools” or “systems’ of theology
as in Catholicism, Lutheranism, Calvinism, Arminianism. neoortho-
doxy, process theology, etc. Each such pattern to some degree
controls the selection and interpretation of data for those who hold
it.

B. Objectivity in Theology

Harold O. J. Brown, for one, has argued that theology cannot prop-
erly be considered a “science.” Science, Brown points out, demands
objectivity or impartiality on the part of those who pursue it. Theol-
ogy, on the other hand, must be done either by those committed to
the God about whom they think and write or by those in rebeltion
against Him.?

A measure of truth in this contention may be conceded. Ob-
jectivity, however, does not necessarily mean lack of commitment
or disinterest. It means amenability to the data, the subjection of
theory to fact. In this respect the theologian may be as objective as
the chemist or the biologist. Here the caution of Mildred Bangs Wyn-
koop is apropos:

Nature will remain hidden {from the scientist who refuses to
be taught by nature. Nature is first, and always, the master to be

6. Charles Hodge: quoted by H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology. 1:15,

7. John Huxtable, The Bible Says (Naperville, 11).: SCM Book Club. 1962), p. 112.

8. Oswald Chambers, He Shaf Glorify Me: Talks ori the Holy Spirit and Other T hemes
(London: Simpkin Marshall, Ltd., 1949 reprint), p. 146.

9. Harold O. J. Brown, The Protest of a Troubled Protestans (New Rochelle, N.Y.:
Arlington House, 1969), pp. 15-28. Cf. also Stephen Neill, The Interpresation of the
New Testament. 1861-1961 (New York: Oxford University Press. 1964), p. 337.
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served before it will submit itself to the scientist’s will. The same

principle holds for theology and the Scriptures. All of us, Cal-

vinist and Wesleyan, must distinguish carefully and honestly

between the Word of God and the opinions and interpretations

with which we approach it.1

While no theory is as certain as the data upon which it rests, it
is both logically and psychologically impossible to operate apart from
some general ordering principles of interpretation. Herein lies the
need for theology and the importance of finding the vesy best pos-
sible framework or pattern of doctrine within which to approach the
facts of the religious life and the statements of the Scriptures.

[1. THE SOURCES OF THEOLOGY

It is possible to describe types of theology in different ways. H. Orton
Wiley divides “theology in general” into Christian theology and
ethnic theology. He subdivides Christian theology into Exegetical,
Historical, Systemnatic, and Practical."

One useful classification distinguishes types of theology accord-
ing to the sources of their data and the principle of arrangement of
their materials, as in the following divisions.

A. Natural Theology

“Natural theology” looks for its data in the observation of nature, the
religious tendencies in humanity, and the history, psychology., and
sociology of religion. It depends upon the philosophy of theism and
the use of metaphysical reasoningto arrive at the knowledge of God.
It is usually the type of theology found in apologetics as an important
first step in Christian evidences. The preambles in the Summa
Theologica of Thomas Aquinas, Bishop Joseph Butler's The Analogy of
Religion, Natural and Revealed, to the Constitution and Course of Nature. and
william Temple's monumental Nature, Man. and God are classical
examples of natural theology.

No natural theology written by those nurtured in the Christian
tradition can be “pure.” The influence of tradition and the Scrip-
tures are inescapable. Nevertheless, to the extent to which reasoning
starts from and works with the data supplied by nature—physical

10. Mildred Bangs Wynkeop, Foundations of Wesleyan-Arminian Thedlogy (Kansas
City: Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, 1967), p. 85.
1 1. Christian Theology, |:24.
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and psychological—without conscious appeal to the Bible or the his-
toric creeds, the result may fairly be described as “natural” theology.

The neoorthodox rejection of natural theology is well known.
Natural theology easily drifts into humanism. Its God, except for His
power, may too nearly be created in the image of man. Its function
is one of preparation. At best, it may serve as a “schoolmaster” to
lead the mind to Christ. At worst, it may be a stumbling block in the
way of the acceptance of a sound revelational theology.

B. Systematic Theology

A second major type of theology is systematic or dogmatic theology.
It is the type most commonly known by the generic term theology. Its
sources of data include the Scriptures, the great creeds of the church,
observations of religious life and institutions within the framework
of the church, and the psychology of Christian experience and
worship.

The overarching systems of theology in Christendom have been
systematic or dogmatic. Catholicism, Lutheranism, Calvinism, and
Arminianism are historicsystems drawing from a variety of available
sources. Each of these systems appeals to the Scriptures as its primary
Source of data. But each system also accepts data in varying ways
and amounts from the creeds. the traditions. and the life and expe-
rience of the church.

C. Biblical Theology

Biblical theoiogy is the third major type of theological formulation.
In a broad sense, any theology that sincerely attempts to be faithful
to the content of the Scriptures may be called “biblical.”

However, a more specialized use of the term biblical theology has
devcloped recently. It is the serious effort to discover at first hand
what biblical writers meant by what they said—as contrasted with
what it has easily been assumed that they meant. Biblical theology in
this sense focuses more exclusively on the data set forth in the Scrip-
tures—the events, statements, and teachings reported in the Bible.

The Bible itself is not theology, although it provides materials
from which theology may be constructed. Theology is the church's
response to the revelation given in the Scriptures. That revelation is
given by historical record, by prophetic and apostolic comment, by
recorded devotion and prayer in poetry and psalm, by reflection on
iife as in the Wisdom Writings. by oracle (the direct, quoted words
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of God), and supremely in the life, teachings, and atoning death and
resurrection of Jesus Christ.

Many statements in the Bible do, in fact, represent first order
theological affirmations. The reflection of the psalmists and prophets
on Israel’s history, the teachings of Jesus, and the didactic writings
of both Old and New Testaments are true theology; they are exam-
ples of the first essential stages in generalization. Biblical theology
takes these as its data—the “facts” with which it works—as well as
information from the historical framework in which they are
embedded.

The task of biblical theology, as Geoffrey W. Bromiley has sumn-
arized it, is to “interpret the detailed sayings and books of the Bible
in terms of their own background and presuppositions rather than
those drawn {rom other sources.”'* The execution of this task calls
for careful word studies as basic to the theological exegesis of the
Scriptures. It also calls for a sense of historical context and the sig-
nificance of history for theology. One of the very real and practical
gains of biblical theology has been a new recognition of the unity of
the Scriptures within admitted diversity. The indispensable context
of every scripture narrative and assertion is the entire Bible itself.

Biblical theology, then, is the attempt to state systematically the
faith-affirmations of the Bible. it represents a systematization of the
biblical faith. Its system is not that of “‘systematic” theology but that
which grows out of developing revelation in the Bible. It seeks to
trace patterns of meaning inherent in the Scriptures themselves.

Myron S. Augsburger reminds us that “biblical theology as a dis-
cipline is set between systematies and exegetics.”" It is not a sub-
stitute for systematic theology but a preparation for it. “It aims to
gather the content of revelation in the biblical form.”** Exegesis is
concerned to discover the truth of the biblical revelation in its parts.
Systematic theology attempts to gather the content of revelation
together and to present it in logical form. “Biblical theology stands
between these two seeking to relate the biblical parts in such a way
as to be consistent with the total content of the biblical disclosure.”'*

12. “Biblical Theology.” Baker's Dicsionary of Theology, Everett F. Harrison, ed.
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1960}, p. 95.

13. Chester K. kehman. “'Introduction,” Biblical Theology {Scottdale, Pa.: Herald
Press, 1971), p. 1 1. {Introduction written by Augsburger.)

14. 1bid

15. 1bid.
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Chester Lehman also compares biblical theology with system-
atic: “Biblical theology examines the process of the unfolding of
God’s Word to man. [t is concerned with the mode, the process, the
progress, and content of divine revelation. Systemnatic theology, on
the other hand, looks at the total revelation of God, seeks to system-
atize these teachings, and to give a logical presentation of them in
doctrinal form."ts

D. Biblical Theology as Basic

There is admitted interaction between the major types of theology.
Yet biblical theology has a rightful claim to primacy in Christian
circles. Virtually all Protestant communions affirm that the Bible is
their only Rule of faith and practice. Biblical theology is an attempt
to take that affirmation seriously—to get behind creeds, institutions,
and systems of interpretation to the ground and source of truth in
the Scriptures.

Robert C. Dentan has identified two values of biblical theology
in relation to systematic theology:

t. Biblical theology “provides the basic materials for system-
atic theology.” While systematic theology adds to its data materials
drawn from natural theology, from the Christian creeds and the his-
tory of Christian experience, it still must find its primary source in
the Bible if it is to be truly Christian theology. The best way to secure
the biblical data is by the comprehensive study of the religious ideas
of the Old and New Testament, rather than seeking to support ideas
drawn from other sources by the citation of specific biblical proof
texts.

2. Biblical theology “provides a norm for systematic theology
... by which later theological developments may be judged.” Biblical
theology may serve as a touchstone by which the formulations of
systematic theology may be evaluated. Theology cut off from its bib-
lical roots tends always to become subjective and the creature rather
than the critic of its times.!”

Edmond Jacob wrote: “If [dogmatics] wishes to remain ‘Chris-
tian® it will always have to make fresh assessments of its declara-
tions by comparing them with the essential biblical data. the elucida-
tion of which is precisely the task of biblical theology, itself based on

16. 1bid.. p. 37.
17. Robert €. Dentan, Preface (o Old Testamenr Theology (New York: The Seabury
Press, 1963 rev. ed.), pp. 1023,
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well-founded exegesis.”'* Supplying its raw materials and defining
the limits of systematic theology, biblical theology helps preserve
dogmatics from “falling in a subjectivism where the essential might
be sacrificed to the accessory.”"?

This need has long been recognized. Before the development of
the “biblical theology movement” of our day, Olin A. Curtis called
for “a genuine biblical theology” as a basis for systematic theology.
He said, “1 mean here something far beyond the fragmentary
works which are often published in the name of biblical theology.
The whole Bible must be philosophically grasped as a Christian unity
which is manifested in variety. The moment this is done there will be
a center to the Bible; and without doubt this center is the death of
our Lord."20

I11. VARIETIES AND TRENDS IN BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

The term biblical theology has been used in a broad sense to describe
any theological formulation that emphasizes the Scriptures as its
major Source of data. Such a use first occurs in the middle of the
seventeenth century in Calovius’ Systematic Theology.?’ In the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries the term biblical theology was used
chiefly in Germany to describe works both supporting and criticizing
traditional orthodoxy. The nineteenth century, again particularly in
Germany, witnessed the development of the Religionsgeschichte school
in which biblical theology, particularly of the Old Testament. be-
came a study of the history of the religion of Israel.

A. The Theological Emphasis

The tension between historical and theological interests continued
into the twentieth century and has not as yet been completely re-
solved. As stress is placed upon the theology in biblical theology, the dis-
cipline tends to conform to Dentan’s definition of Old Testament
theology: “That Christian theological discipline which treats of the
religious ideas of the Old Testament systematically, i.e., not from the
point of view of historical development, but from that of the struc-
tural unity of Old Testament religion, and which gives due regard to

18. Edmond Jacob, T heology of the Old Testament (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1958). p. 31.

19, Ibid.

20. The Chrisian Faith (New York: Methodist Book Concern, 1903), p. 185.

21. Dentan, Preface to OT Theology, p. 15.
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the historical and ideological relationship of that religion to the reli-
gion of the New Testament.”2?

The result is a structuring of the material patterned aflter the
traditional divisions of systematic theology: God, man, sin, and salva-
tion. In addition to Dentan, such an arrangement of materials or a
modification thereof is favored by Otto J. Baab, Millar Burrows,
A.B. Davidson, Albert Gelin, Gustav Oehler, J. Barton Payne, Her-
mann Schultz, C. Ryder Smith, and Norman Snaith.

B. The Biblical Emphasis

On the other hand, as stress is placed upon the biblical in biblical theol-
ogy. the result is an ordering of materials seeking to expound truth
about God, man, and redemption in a series of historical events, or
“moments,” prophetically interpreted. Strong emphasis is placed on
historical development. Representative of this trend in Old Testa-
ment theology are Walther Eichrodt, Edmond Jacob. Ludwig Kohler,
Edmund Clowney, H. H. Rowley, J. N. Schofield, George Ernest
Wright, Gerhard von Rad; and in the New Testament, Archibald
Hunter.

Writers in both groups have attempted to resolve the tension
between the biblical and the theological approaches but without
conspicuous success. Either some sacrifice must be made of logical
unity, or the basically historical ordering of materials in the Scrip-
tures themselves must be set aside. Any attempt at resolution of the
tension will result in a compromise that must remain unsatisfactory
to some. Biblical theology must always struggle to be both biblical
and theological.

C. Characteristics of Biblical Theology

Biblical theology is obviously not easily defined. It is the application
of principles of logical thought, both inductive and deductive, to the
statements, [dcts, data, and events of the Scriptures considered in
their historical context with a view to developing comprehensive
patterns of interpretation.

Brevard S. Childs, who is sharply critical of achievements to
date in modern biblical theology, lists five major characteristics of
the discipline:

I. It is marked by the rediscovery of the theological dimension
in the Bible. In this, it is a reaction against an excessively analytical

22. [bid.. pp. 94-95.
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maceration of the Scriptures. Biblical studies had tended to become
more and more technical, and more and more concerned with
abstractions and spiritually barren minutiae. The forest had been lost
in the trees, the message lost in the mechanics of its transmission.
Biblical theology seeks to grasp the message of the whole Bible while
gratefully acknowledging the illumination which may be derived
from grammatical exegesis or the mechanics of textual scholarship.

2. There is an emphasis on the “unity within diversity” to be
found in the entire Bible. This applies both to the unity of each of the
major Testaments and the common truth that binds the two Testa-
ments together into one Book.

3. The revelation of God is set in its historical context. In its
earliest stages, the revelation is true but incomplete. The later stages
presuppose the earlier.

4. There is a growing recognition of the characteristically bib-
lical or Hebraic world view of the Scriptures, as distinguished from a
Hellenistic or Greek world view.

5. There is a recognition of the distinctiveness of the Bible—its
contrast with its environment.?

Commenting on the present scene in biblical studies, Childs says:
“The danger is acute that the Biblical disciplines will again be frag-
mented. There is need for a discipline that will attempt to retain
and develop a picture of the whole, and that will have a responsibil-
ity to synthesize as well as analyze.”*

1V. HISTORY IN BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

Two distinctives of biblical theology mentioned by Childs deserve
additional consideration. One is the strong sense of the historical
context of revelation in the Scriptures. G. Ernest Wright makes this
point:
The Bible, unlike other religious literature of the world, is not
centered in a series of morai, spiritual, and liturgical teachings,
but in the story ol a people who lived at a certain time and place.
Biblical man learned to confess his faith by telling the story of
what had happened to his people and by seeing within it the
hand of God. Biblical (aith is the knowledge of life's meaning in

23, Biblical Theology in Crisis (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press. 1970), pp.
32-50.

24, fhid.. p. 92. CK. also Gerhard F. Hasel, O/d Testament Theology: Basic Issues in the
Current Debate (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Ce., 1972).



24 / God, Man, and Salvation

the light of what God did in a particular higory. Thus the Bibie

cannot be understood unless the history it relates is taken serious-

ly. Knowledge of biblical history is essentiai to the understanding

of biblical faith.zs

The biblical theologian is impressed by the fact that in the He-
brew Scriptures those books known as “the former prophets™
(Joshua—Esther} are actually historical in content. There are also im-
portant historical sections in the Law (our Pentateuch) and in “the
latter prophets” {which we call the major and minor prophets). God
speaks through the history of His people. In the Bible, history is “His
story” in a very literal sense. What became real in the Incarna-
tion—"“the Word . . . made flesh“—is symbolized in the “enflesh-
ment” of the Word of God in the concrete historical events of the
0Old Testament.

Edmund Clowney argues that the divisions of biblical theology
must be the historical periods of redemption—Creation, the Fall, the
Flood. the call of Abraham, the Exodus, and the coming of Christ.
He states: “The most fruitful understanding of biblical theology is
that which recognizes both the historical and progressive character
ol revelation and the unity of the divine counsel which it declares.
Its interest is not exclusively theological, because then the history of
the revelatory process would be comparatively incidental. Neither is
its interest exclusively historical."2¢

Biblical theology is the interpretation of God’s mighty acts of
judgment and salvation, preparing for and climaxing in the death,
resurrection, and exaltation of the Lord Jesus Christ—as understood
in the historical context of the redemptive or covenant community.

It is important to note that history alone is not revelation. It is
history as interpreted by prophets and apostles whose words are
“God breathed” {2 Tim. 3:16) that makes God known to man. God,
as Kenneth Kantzer incisively wrote, is not a “deaf mute* acting out
a role but unable to speak.?” He both acts and speaks. and part of His
speaking is through the interpretation of sacred history by inspired
men. “The historical happening and its interpretation, the deed and
the word of God as its commentary, these constitute the Biblical
event.”2®

25. Biblical Archaeology, abr.ed. (Philadeiphia: The Westminster Press, 1960), p. ix.

26. Preaching and Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co.. 1961), pp. 16-17.

27. Bibliotheca Sacra, vol. 115, no. 459 (July. 1958), p. 225.

28. G.Ernest Wright, The Old Testament and Theology (New York: Harper and Row,
Publiskers, 1969), p. 44.
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V. THE UNITY OF THE BIBLE

A second distinctive that needs additional comment is the growing
conviction that the Bible is one Book—that it displays unity within
its diversity. The Bible is genuinely the Word, not just many words.?”
C. Ryder Smith writes:

In the latter part of the last century and the earlier part of
this. students of Biblical Theology tended to concentrate upon the
doctrine of each new writer or class of writers within the Bible.
At that time this was both desirable and valuable. It readily led,
however. to an emphasis on the differences within the Bible
rather than upon the unity of Bible teaching. More recently it has
been recognized that Biblical Theology is an organic unity, begin-
ning, however imperfectly, in the Old Testament, and reaching its
completion in the New.?

Robert Dentan adds: “For Christian faith the connection of the
Old Testament with the New is integral and organic so that the two
together form an indissoluble unity, the one being the necessary
completion and fulfillment of the other.”!

It goes without saying that both a continuity and discontinuity
exists between the Old and the New Testaments. The study of this
problem of the relationship between the Testaments has been in-
tense, especially, as we have noted, since the resurgence of biblical
theology.

The rubrics of promise and fulfillment of salvation seem to offer
the best solution to the issue of continuity: the Old is promise; the
New is fulfillment. Never can we divorce the New from the Old.
The tragedy of such action is clearly seen in the attempt of Marcion
of the second century (ca. A.D. 140) who rejected the Old Testament
totally and even asserted that only 10 Epistles of Paul (Pastorals re-
jected) and a mutilated Gospel of Luke were acceptable for instruc-
tion in the Christian way.

The incompleteness of the earlier revelation in the Old Testa-
ment does not constitute error. Preparation and fulfillment are dif-
ferent but not contrary. To “fulfill” is not to contradict. When Jesus
used the formula, “Ye have heard that it hath been said . . . but I say

29. Truman B. Douglass, Preaching andshe New Reformation (New York: Harper
and Brothets, 1956), p. 32,

30. C Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Man (London: The Epworth Press, 195 1),
p. ix.
3 1. Preface 1o OT Theology, P. 99.
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unto you,” He was speaking in terms of enlargement and deepening,
not revocation or denial. “For the child, two times two equals four is
the beginning and end of arithmetic. The mathematician sees far
beyond that, but two times two is four for him also with the same
unconditional validity as for the child.”>?

There are two possible errors in regard to the relationship of the
Old and New Testaments. One is the heresy of Marcion we have just
mentioned: so completely to separate the two as toset them in oppo-
sition to each other. The other is to read the New Testament back
into the Old Testament so completely as to obscure progression in
revelation throughout the Bible and the final authority of Christ.
Hermann Schultz early caught the essential relationship of Old and
New Testament thought when he wrote:

1t is perfectly clear that no one can expound New Testament
theology without a thorough knowledge of Old Testament theol-
ogy. But it is no less true that one who does not thoroughly un-
derstand New Testament theology cannot have anything but a
one-sided view of Old Testament theology. He who does not
know the destination will fail to understand many a bend in the
road. For him who has not seen the fruit, much, both in bud and
blossom. will always remain a riddle *

“The Old Testament,” wrote A. B. Davidson, “should be read by
us always in the light of the end, and . . . in framing an Old Testa-
ment theology we should have the New Testament completion of it
in view."?¢

Emil Brunner twice uses a sparkling analogy to illustrate the
unity of the Scriptures: “The Old Testament is related to the New
Testament as is the beginning of a sentence to the end. Only the
whole sentence with beginning and end, gives the sense.”** “Just
as a sentence has many words, but one meaning, so the revelation of
God in the Scripture, in the Old and New Testament, in the law and
the Gospel, has one meaning: Jesus Christ . . . stammeringly or
clearly, all the books of the Bible spell this one name; they instruct

32. Ludwig Kohler, Old Testament Theolagy. Translated by A. S. Todd (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press. 1957), p. 64.

33. HermannSchultz, 0/d Testament Theology. Translated by J. A. Paterson
(Edinburgh: T, and T. Clark, 1909), 1:59. Ci. Dentan, Préeface to OT Theology, pp. 55-56.

34. The Theology of the OldTestament (Edinburgh: T.andT. Clark, 1904), p. 10.

35. Die Unembehrlichkeit des Alien Testamentesfuer dic missionierende Kirche, quoted
by G. Ernest Wright in Gerald H. Anderson, ed.. The Theology of the Christian Mission
(New York:McGraw-Hill Book Co.. Inc., 1961}, p. 26.
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us, on the one hand, prospectively, on the other hand, retrospective-
ly, of this meaningful fact of the incarnation.”*

It has grown increasingly clear in recent biblical studies that the
New Testament is not to be read as a Hellenistic book growing out of
classical Greek philosophy and culture. its language is Greek, but its
world view is Hebraic. Norman Snaith wrote: “The Old Testament
is the foundation of the New. The message of the New Testament is
in the Hebrew tradition as against the Greek tradition. Our tutors to
Christ are Moses and the Prophets, and not Plato and the Acad-
emies."*?

An important document entitled “Guiding Principles for the In-
terpretation of the Bible” was formulated by an ecumenical study
conference held at Oxford in 1949. Two items relate to the unity of
the Bible:

It is agreed that the centre and goal of the whole Bible is
Jesus Christ. This gives thetwo Testamen® a perspective in which
Jesus Christ is seen both as the fulfiment and the end of the
Law.. ..

It is agreed that the unity of the Old and the New Testaments
is not to be found in any naturalistic development, or in any
static identity, but in the ongoing redemptive activity of God in
the history of one people, reaching its fulfiiment in Christ.

Accordingly it is of decisive importance for the hermeneuti-
cal method to interpret the Old Testament in the light of the total
revelation in the person of Jesus Christ, the Incarnate Word of
God, from which arises the full Trinitarian faith of the Church.’*

In similar vein, Ryder Smith noted that

the New Testament writers assume that their readers will
take their words in their contemporaty sense, and only the study
of the Old Testament reveals this. None the less, the Ol Testa-
ment chapters . .. only prepare the way for the discussion of New
Testament teaching. For Christians this is final.}*

The unity of the Bible may be seen in a variety of ways. The
concept of God—Yahweh of the Old Testament as the God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ in the New—is one basis of unity. The

36. Philosophy of Religion. p.76; quoted by Paul King Jewett. “Emil Brunner's
Doctrine of Scripture,” Inspiration and Interpreaation, ed. John F. Walvoord (Grand
Rapids. Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1957}, p. 16.

37. The Distinciive Ideas of the OIdT estament (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1946), p. 204.

38. Biblical Authority for Today, ed. Alan Richardson and W. Schweitzer
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1951), p. 241,

39, The Bible Doctrinesf Sin (London: The Epworth Press, 1953), p. 7.
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relationship of preparation to fulfillment is another. “Covenant” —
old and new--is a unifying concept. The whole Bible is the context
within which each part must be understood. There is a unity of
theme throughout the Bible: God and man in salvation. The Old
Testament must be viewed “in terms of that to which it led as well
as that out of which it arose.”* The meaning of the Magna Charta is
not exhausted in a study of the reign of King John, “any more than
the full significance of the invention of the wheel is to be found in the
first primitive vehicle in which it was used.”*! Just as ideas and in-
ventions have significance beyond the immediate intention of their
creators, so “the spiritual ideas which were given to men through
the leaders of Israel, and which were enshrined in the Old Testa-
ment, had a life which extended into the New Testament, as well as
into post-Biblical Judaism."+?

40. H. H. Rowley, The Unity of the Bible (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1953%P. 7.

41. ihid.

42, 1bhid.
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Old Testament Theology
and Divine Revelation

In part, at least, the role of Old Testament theology in Christian
thought has already begun to appear. It is necessary to review and
restate it, and to look at the whole idea of the revelation of God as it
appears in the Old Testament. Old Testament theology is an essential
toundation for biblical theology as a whole.

I. THE ScoPE OF OLD TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

Old Testament theology is an effort to expound systematically the
major truths about God and man in redemption as these are un-
folded in the 39 books from Genesis to Malachi. “Old Testament
theology, if we are to be guided by the Bible in ourdefinition. is noth-
ing more nor less than the study of God in His self-revelation in the
history of redemption.”

The task of Old Testament theology is “'to define the character-
istic features of the message of the Old Testament.”"* Because it is theology,
many things may be left out that are the proper sphere of a study of
the religion of Israel. Th. C. Vriezen writes:

The theology of the Old Testament sceks particularty the ele-
ment of revelation in the message of the Old Testament; it must waork,
therefore, with theological standards. and must give jts own evaluation

I. Edward J. Youny, The Stud yof QAT estament Theology Today {Ncw York:
Fiemingt H. Revell €, 1959), p. 3.

2. Th.C. Vriczen, An Quiline of Oid Testament Theology (Boston: Charles T. Branford
Co., 1958). p. 132.

31
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of the Old Testament message on the grownd of its Christian theological

starting-poini. . . . So. as a part of Chrisuan theology. Old Testament theo!-

ogy in the full sense of the word gives an insight into the Old Testament

message and a judgement of this message from the point of view of the

Christian faith.?

Robert Dentan details what he calls “The Scope of Old Testa-
ment Theology.”* Two major limitations are established:

1. Old Testament theology should deal only with the canonical
books of the Old Testament. The intertestamental literature, both
apocryphal and pseudepigraphical, are more properly part of New
Testament theology if not relegated to a special study.

2. Old Testament theology should deal only with the distinctive
and characteristic refigious ideas of the Old Testament. This limitation
would exclude archaeological information as such. and primary con-
cern with history or institutions. The concern of Old Testament
theology should be with the normative religion of the Old Testament,
not the “folk theology” or popular religious ideas of the times. It
should include all of the major elements of normative Hebrew
religion, including priestly and wisdom elements as well as prophetic
elements. It must give consideration to ethical principles, since ethics
and religion are indissolubly connected in the Old Testament. It
should also include the discussion of Hebrew piety—the practica!
expression of theology in life.

Dentan concludes:

While the religious ideas of the Old Testament do not, for
the most part, appear in theological form, there is a theology in the
Old Testament in the sense of a structural complex of ideas which
are logically dependent upon the central idea of God, and it has
been the historic task of Old Testament theology to explore that
structure of thought and expound it

A. The Unity of Old Testament Thought

Because the prevailing trends in Old Testament scholarship in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries emphasized the dif-
ferences to be found in successive strata of the biblical documents,
it is the more important to recognize the underlying unity of this
portion of the Scriptures.

3. Ibid, italics in original.
4. Preface 1o OT Theology. p. 105.
5. Ibid, p. 108.
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There is an obvious unity in historical continuity. The Old Testa-
ment, from Genesis to Malachi, relates the history of one people.
Law, wisdom, poetry, and prophecy all find their place within one
historical framework. Amos N. Wilder notes: “The characteristic
theme of this biblical theology is that God has revealed himself in a
series of related historical episodes, all pointing toward his final
purpose for mankind though at first involving a particular people.”

More important than historical continuity is the unity of world
view and understanding of God and man that pervades the Old Tes-
tament. Walther Eichrodt, for example, contends that the religion
of the Old Testament. in spite of all changes through the t6 centuries
of history it covers in some detail, was yet a self-contained unity of
constant basic tendency and type. He writes:

The verdict against a systematic presentation of the totality

of Israel’s faith will likewise lose its stringent character, if the

variety of the OT testimonies, which must of course be carefully

taken into account in its place, is interpreted not as a discon-

tinuity of the revelatory process, but as the result of observing a

complex reality from various angles in ways which are in prin-

ciple concordant one with another. There is in fact no legitimate
reason why we should be forbidden to look for an inner agree-
ment in these testimonies of faith which we have so carefully
analyzed; and in this agreement, despite their great differentia-
tions and internal tensions, certain common basic features emerge
which in combination constitute a systern of belief which is both
unitary in its essential structure and fundamental orientation and

also unique in the history of religions.?

There is, it has been claimed, a “theology” of J, and of E, and of
P. and of D—referring to the alleged literary sources upon which the
Old Testament and particularly the Pentateuch is based. But as Nor-
man Snaith has shown, what is important now is the “theology of
J-E-P-D,” the end result of the processes involved in the formation of
the Old Testament canon.® The “sources” were brought together
because they belong together.

Old Testament theology presupposes the Oid Testament as it is.
How it has come to be that way is the legitimate inquiry of historical
criticism. Distinguishing between the Torah, the poetic and wisdom
literature, and the Prophets does not imply different theologies. At

6. Otherworidliness and the New Testament (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954).
p. 53.

7. Theology of the Old Testament, trans, J. A. Baker (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1961t), 1:517.

8, Snmaith, Distinctive ideas, p. 112 {n.
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most we have differing emphases and stages of development of the
one theology which is the theology of the whole. Old Testament
theology starts with a “given”—the Scriptures of the Hebrew people.
The writings as we have them are writings in a context, not un-
related productions. That context must always be taken into con-
sideration.

B. The Central Theme

A number of different unifying principles have been suggested as the
key to Old Testament faith. Eichrodt has argued for the concept of
the covenant as the unifying principle. Hermann Schultz, and more
recently John Bright,” have chosen the kingdom of God as the unify-
ing theme, Ludwig Kohler finds the unity of the Old Testament in
the concept of God as “Lord” (Adon). Others have suggested election,
the Exodus, or salvation history as unifying themes. None of these
have been conspicuously successful when the attempt has been made
1o work them through the entire literature.'®

The central idea of the Old Testament is indeed the idea of God,
in all its richness and depth. But the object of God's concern, man,
comes immediately into view —with salvation, or redemption, as the
purpose both of the covenant and the kingdom of God. God and man
in redemptive relationship is the theme of the Old Testament that
extends into and throughout the New.

II. THE VALUES OF OLD TESTAMENT THEOLOGY

Since the Old Testament is admittedly preparatory and forward-
looking toward the New Testament, why is special concern with
Old Testament theology a necessary interest? In what sense is the
Old Testament foundational for biblical theology?

Many of the considerations given in the discussion of the unity
of the Bible in Chapter | apply here:

1. Old Testament theology is a necessary foundation upon
which New Testament theology builds. Each Testament has its char-
acteristic emphasis. The emphasis of the Old Testament is upon the
holiness of God. The emphasis of the New Testament is upon the love

9. The Kingdom of God: The Biblical Concept and Its Meaning forthe Church (New York:

Abingdon Press, 1953).
10. Cf. the survcy by Denlan, Preface toOT Theology, pp. 117-20.; Gerhard F. Hasel.

OT Theology: Basic Issues, pp. 49-63.
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of God. But the God of the Bible is, in the happy phrase first used by
Peter Forsyth and later by William Temple and H. Orton Wiley, the
God of holy love. This is in no sense to subscribe to the thesis of Mar-
cion that the God of the New Testament is a God of love and grace,
and the God of the Old Testament merely a God of wrath and justice.
But as Dentan remarked, “The New Testament, it is true, gives special
emphasis to the gentler attributes of God, but these by themselves do
not constitute a doctrine of God and, taken out of their Old Testa-
ment framework, can easily lead to theological sentimentalism.” !

2. The Old Testament adds some distinctive ideas to the whole
scope of Christian theology. Included are descriptions of God’s work
in creation, His sovereignty in providence and history, the sources of
man’s inclination to evil and self-destruction, the kingdom of God,
and the main outlines of piety. “Where the New Testament is silent
on certain matters, it assumes that the teaching of the Old Testa-
ment is still valid. Jesus did not come to destroy, but to fulfill, the
law and the prophets, and it seems self-evident that one cannot hope
to understand Jesus or His first interpreters unless one first of all
understands the law and the prophets.”'2

3. Old Testament theology makes clear the experiential char.ac-
ter of all true thinking about God. It helps theology keep its feet on
the ground. It is a theology of experience arising out of God’s dealings
with His people—a theology that can be fully understood only as it is
heard in faith and obedience. Truth is expressed in concrete exam-
ples much more than in abstractions. Peter Forsyth wrote, “The bane
of so much theology, old and new, is that it has been denuded of
prayer and prepared in a vacuum,”**

4. A helpful summary and conclusion is offered by Dentan
under the section title “Present Value of the Discipline.” He makes
four points:

a. Old Testament theology can assist in “combating the un-
fortunate effects of undue fragmentation of biblical studies and will help
to restore that sense of the unity of the Old Testament and of the
whole of Scripture which has been lost by an exaggerated emphasis

Li. Prefaceto OT Theology, pp. 99-100.

V2. Ibid. p. 99.

13. TheCureof Souls: An Amthology of P.T. Forsyth's Praciical Writings, ed. Harry Escott
{Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1971}, p. 25.
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upon the minutiae of exegesis and upon source and form criticism.” '
The message and meaning of the Bible as a whole is lost when only
a few favorite passages are studied.

b. Old Testament theology can help "to restore the balance
which has been lost by the increasing secularization of bibiical studies.”
This has “tended to put the major emphasis upon the linguistic,
archaeological, and cultural-historical aspects of Old Testament
science.” Contra, a sound theology of the Old Testament “will tend
to recall the attention of the scholarly world to that which is central
in the Old Testament and which alone justifies the amount of time
and energy spent in studying it, viz. its religious world-view.""'s

¢. The study of Old Testament theology can help “to restore a
sense for the values which have been lost i n modern liberal Christian theology.,
particularly in regard to its tendency to denature and sentimentalize
the ¢haracter of God and to place too high a valuation upon the
goodness and perfectibility of man."'¢

d. 0ld Testament theology can help “to correct the excesses of
certain contemporary ‘biblicist' theologies.” Such systems “seize upon par-
ticular aspects of Old Testament religion, such as the Wrath of God,
the Idea of Judgment, and the Fallen Nature of Man and. by isolating
them from their larger context, actually give a false impression of
the character of the God of the Old Testament and of the character-
istic moods of Hebrew piety.”'” Old Testament theology can be true
to all the valid elements of Israel’s faith “and thus help to maintain
a proper balance in modern theological thought as the latter quite
rightly seeks to renew its vitality by drawing more deeply from the
springs of biblical religion."#

[II. GOD’S SELF-REVELATION IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

It is an axiom in the Old Testament that God makes himself known
to chosen men in the context of their history. This is a truth never
argued. It is assumed as a fundamental fact.

The self-disclosure of God through the Scriptures is described
by the general term revelation. “Revelation implies for the Old Testa-

14. Prefaceto OT Theology. p. 123. italics original.
15. Ibd, pp. 123-24; italics original.

16. 1bid, p. 124; italics originatl.

17. Ibid.:ialics original.

18. Ibid. p. 125.
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ment the means God uses to make possible a knowled ge of God for men. In and
by himself man does not have a knowltedge of God: all knowledge of
the kind must be granted to him by God., must be made known to
him. This communication or notification where God is its author we
call revelation.”"*

The self-disclosure of God in the Old Testament is not first of all
in abstract statements about Him. It is first of all the direct encounter
of Person with person. As James G. S. S. Thomson has written, “Rev-
elation is personal encounter with the living God. Indeed. revelation
in the Old Testament should be understood in terms of communion;
communion between God who is making Himself know n existential-
ly. and man to whom the divine self-disclosure is being granted.”29

Further, it is always God who takes the initiative in such en-
counter. He does not wait for man to seek Him. The first divine-
human encounter after sin entered the Garden in Eden was God’'s
call to Adam, “Where are you?” (Gen. 3:9). The Lord appeared to
Abraham in ways and times quite unexpected (Gen. 12:{, 7). He
made known His name and nature to Moses {Exod. 6:3). “The fact
that God has fellowship with man is due to His free groundless will
and is His first and fundamental deed.”® In an eloquent paragraph,
Edward J. Young writes:

We are not dealing with the gropings of ignorant and super-
stitious Hebrews after God, if haply they might find Him. We are
dealing with what God Himself spoke to these Hebrews. They
were ignorant; they were in darkness; they were in bondage.

But they were the recipients of light. To them the Word of God

came. dispelling the darkness, and banishing the ignorance. No

longer need they be like the nations round about them, for they
were a peculiar people. They could know the truth about God and
about their relation to Him, for unto them the very oracles of

God had been entrusted.??

This truth is summarized in the title of Abraham Heschel's book,
God in Search of Man. "All human history as described in the Bible may
be summarized in one phrase. God in Search of Man,” he writes.?
What Jesus said of himself is true of God from the beginning: “The
Son of man came to seek and to save the lost” (Luke 19:10).

19. Kohler, OT Theology. p. 99. italics in original.

20. James G. S. S. Thomson, The Ofd Testamen: View of Revelasias (Grand Rap'ids,
Mich.: Witliam B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1960), p. 9.

21. Kohler, OT Theology, p. 59.

22. OT Theology Today, p. 85.

23. Abraham Heschel, God in Search of Man (New York: Earrar, Straus, 1955),
p. 136.
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IV. MODES OF REVELATION

God revealed himself in many ways. “In many and various ways God
spoke of old to our fathers by the prophets” {(Heb. 1:1). The record of
that revelation is found in the writings that together have come to
be known as the Scriptures. The books of the Bible are themselves
the inspired and authoritative Source of truth about God and His
purposes for men.

A. In Creation

God reveals himself in creation (Ps. 19:1; 102:25; Amos 5:8).

Lift up your eyes on high and see:
who created these?
He who brings out their host by number.
calling them all by name;
by the greatness of his might
and because he is strong in power
not one is missing.
Why do you say, O Jacob.
and speak, O Israel
“My way is hid from the Lord,
and my right is disregarded by my God"'?
Have you not known? Have you not heard?
The Lord is the everlasting God.
the Creator of the ends of the earth,
He does not faint or grow weary.,
his understanding is unsearchable (Isa. 40:26-28).

That the heavens declare the glory of God is not to be under-
stood as a form of the “cosmological argument”—reasoning from the
existence of the world to the existence of the Creator. It is rather
that in nature we see the wonder and majestic might of the God we
have otherwise come to know. Not that God is, but how grear God is
constitutes the testimony of nature. As Thomson notes:

Not that the Old Testament teaches that through nature
man discovers an unknown God, but rather that man sees more
clearly the God whom he already knows. In the Old Testament it
is the God of revelation who is seen in nature. The Psalmist al-
ready knows God through His redemptive acts in history, but in
nature he sees something more of the glory of God, until he is
compelled to exclaim, “O Lord our Lord, how excellent is thy
name in all the earth |2+

24, OT View of Revelation. pp. 25-26.
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B. In His Mighty Acts in History

God reveals himself in His works, particularly in the history of His
people: “And the Egyptians shall know that I am the Lord, when I
stretch forth my hand upon Egypt and bring out the people of Israel
from among them” (Exod. 7:5; cf. 16:6; 18:11; | Kings 18:27-39;
Isa. 45:3; Jer. 16:2:1; Mic. 6:5). It is not accidental that 14 of the 39
books of the Old Testament are books of history—and to this number
Jonah and Ruth may be added. In the prophetic books, in Lamenta-
tions, and in a number of the Psalms, history is a significant theme.
In the Hebrew canon, books we describe as historical are known as
“The Former Prophets.” “The Old Testament knows only of a God
who is active in history.”?* Eric Sauer writes:

World history is the scaffolding for the history of salvation. Not only
has revelation a history but history is a revelation. it isnotonly a
‘work’ but a stimulating ‘word’ of God. 1t is a veiled self-unveiling
of God, Who while revealing Himself, at the same time remains
the ‘concealed God.' the 'deus abscondits’ (the hidden God of Lu-
ther). It is a sphere of the power, grace, and judgment of the Lord
of the worlds as ruler of the nations.2¢

C. In Visions

God reveals himself in visions and visual appearances to men and
women. The Old Testament, like the New, knows that “no one has
ever seen God” (John 1:18; 5:37; Exod. 33:20). Yet there are occa-
sions when, as to Moses in the desert of Sinai, God permits a visual
experience of His presence: “And the angel of the Lord appeared to
him in a flame of fire out of the midst of a bush; and he looked, and
lo, the bush was burning, yet it was not consumed. And Moses
said, ‘I will turn aside and see this great sight, why the bush is not
burnt.” When the Lord saw that he turned aside to see, God called to
him out of the bush, ‘Moses, Moses!'" And he said, ‘Here am I'” (Exod.
3:2-4; cf. also Gen. 16:7-14; 18:1-22; Josh. 5:13-16: Judg. 2:1-5; Isa.
6:1-8; Ezek. 44:1-2). The angel who appears is identified with the God
who speaks.

Such divine appearances are known as theophanies,” accom-
modating the nature of the invisible God to the limitations and

25. Kohler, OT Theology. p.92.

26. The Dawn of World Redemption. trans, G. H. Lang. foreword by F. F. Bruce
(Grand Rapids, Mich,: william B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1952). p. 94; italics in
original.
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necessities of human experience. There is no one single type of
appearance. Characteristically, we are told how the vision begins but
not how it ends. But when the vision departs, the word rematns—as
when Isaiah heard the word of the Lord saying, “Whom shall 1 send,
and who will go for us?” (6:8).

D. Through Prophets and Their Word

A major mode of divine revelation in the Old Testament is through
prophets and the word they speak in God's name. This is specifically
recognized in Heb. t:1-2, “Long ago God spoke to our ancestors by
means of the prophets, but the revelation which was given through
them was fragmentary and varied. But now, as time as we know it
is coming to an end, he has spoken in one whose relation to himsell
is that of Son, that Son into whose pussession he gave all things, and
by whose agency he created the present world and the world to
come."??

The characteristic introduction to the prophet’s message is
“Thus says the Lord.” Most of the “oracles” in the prophetic litera-
ture—that is, those first-person passages in which God speaks verba-
tim through the prophet's lips—close with the formula “says the
Lord” (e.g., Amos 1:3-5, 6-8, 13-15; 2:1-3, etc.).

What the prophets spoke is always called the word of the Lord.
1t is never a word of God or words of God. The expression “The word
of the Lord” (or “of God") occurs nearly 400 times in the Old Testa-
ment.2® That God thus speaks to man is added witness to the direct
personal relationship between God and man. It is by words that the
deepest feelings of one’s heart can find echo in another. To biblical
man, far more than to the typical modern. words were laden with
power.?* Dabar (“word’") means God's act as well as His word.

Revelation therefore is “'propositional” (by means of words} as
well as historical (by means of deeds). It consists of affirmations
as well as acts. To say, “Revelation is not communication but
communion” is to express a false disjunction. Communion between
persons always involves communication, and the content of the com-
munication is expressed in words.*®

27. William Barclay, The New Testament: a New Tramslation, 2 vols., “The Letters
angd the Revelation” (London: Cotlins, 1969). 2:173,

28. Ibid. p. 245. n.; Thomson, OT Viewof Revelation, p. S7.

29. Vriezen. Qutline of OT Theology, p. 253,

30. Clowney, Preaching and 8ibtical Theology. pp. 26-27.
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E. Through the Law

Akin to the word of God through the Prophets is His revelation
through the Law. The “laws” of the Old Testament are variously
classified, but the major grouping consists of laws with moral content
(of which the Decalogue is the prime example), and laws for the
regulation of the cult and its worship. “In the law God reveals Himself
decisively. Man's hearing or not hearing of this revelation is a matter of life
and death."

It was of the Law that Moses said, “I call heaven and earth to
witness against you this day, that [ have set before you life and death,
blessing and curse; therefore choose life, that you and your descen-
dants may live, loving the Lord your God, obeying his voice, and
cleaving to him; for that means life to you and length of days, that
you may dwell in the land which the Lord swore to your fathers, to
Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give them" (Deut. 30:19-20).

F. Through Appointed Symbols

In addition to other ways, God makes himself known through
specially appointed symbols of His presence and power with His
people-—the Tabernacle and later the Temple, with its altars, the ark
of the covenant, and the structure of the sanctuary. Although in-
direct, these representations were important sources of knowledge
about the divine.»?

G. In the Scriptures as a Whole

All major religions have their scriptures, their collections of holy
writings. But no faith is as deeply rooted in'a canon of inspired writ-
ings as is the faith of Israel. While the full biblical doctrine of the
inspiration of the Scriptures is expressed in the New Testament, it
has its foundations in the Old Testament writings themselves.

The Old Testament speaks of “this book of the law" (Deut.
29:21;30:10; 31:26; Josh. 1:8); “the book of this law" (Deut. 28:61);
“the book of the law of Moses” (Josh. 8:31; 23:6; 2 Kings 14:6); “the
book of the law” (Josh. 8:34); and “the book of Moses™ (2 Chron.
25:4) in terms that recognize its complete authority.

“The book of the law of the Lord” (2 Chron. 17:9) was used in
Jehoshaphat’s time to teach the people. The scroll discovered in the

31. Kohler, OT Theology. p. | 10; italics in the original.
32. lbid.p. 120 (.
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Temple by Hilkiah the priest is described as “the book of the law"”
{2 Kings 22:8, 1), “the book of the covenant” (2 Kings 23:2, 21;
2 Chron. 34:30), “the book of the law of the Lord given through
Moses” (2 Chron. 34:14), and “the book of Moses” (2 Chron. 35:12).
Its authority was unquestioned when its identity was recognized.

Ezra speaks of “the book of Moses” (6:18). “The book of the law
of Moses” and “the book of the law of God* are used in parallel pas-
sages in Neh. 8:1, 3, 8, 18; 9:3. Neh. 13:1 identilies Deut. 23:3-5 as
coming from “the book of Moses.” “The law of Moses” is mentioned
in 1 Kings 2:3 and Dan. 9:13. In each instance, the amenability of
human conduct to the expressed will of God is assumed.

God’s word was not unly spoken by prophets but written (Exod.
34:27. Deut. 31:19; Isa. 8:1-2; Jer. 30:2; 36:2, 17, 28; Hab. 2:2) to be
preserved as a permanent record in a “book.” It was an historical
event—the defeat of the Amalekites—that occasioned the (irst men-
tion of writing as “a memorial” for the [uture (Exod. 17:14; cf.
Deut. 17:18;31:24; 1 Sam. 10:25: 1 Chron. 29:29; Neh. 8:5). Frequent
references throughout the Old Testament to the commandments, the
covenant, the law, the judgments or precepts of the Lord make it
clear that these were known in relatively permanent form (Ps. [9:
7-11;119).

V. REVELATION AS PROGRESSIVE

The revelation of God in Old Testament times was not given all at
once. It was progressive in character. This does not mean that the
early stages of the revelation were untrue. It means that they were
incomplete. God added to the sum of knowledge about himself as the
mind and maturity of man was able to comprehend it.

An example of the progressive nature of revelation is found in
Exod. 6:3—"1 appeared to Abraham. to isaac. and to Jacob. as God
Almighty, but by my name {or in tlie meaning of My name] the Lord
1 did not make myself known to them.” The same God who led the
patriarchs later added important truth about himself in His appear-
ance to Moses. The apex of the divine self-disclosure lies beyond the
scope of the Old Testament. It is found in Christ (Heb. t:1-4—a pas-
sage which both validates and moves beyond the Old Testament).

While the early stages of revelation were incomplete, they were
not unimportant. The multiplication table is not the whole of mathe-
matics, but mathematics never gets beyond its need for the multipli-
cation table. The beginning of a sentence is not the whole sentence:
but it is still essential to the meaning of the whole.
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Although the divine self-communication as recorded in the
Scriptures was historically conditioned, it serves in the present as the
means whereby God still confronts men in judgment and redemp-
tion. John Marsh struck an authentic note when he said:

what needs to be made clear is that the Bible, as a record of
events that are past, functions now, under the illumination of the
Spirit, as the events once did, as the appointed means by which
men meet with the ever-living God. He imparts himself to us now
by means of what he has done in the past. and that lifts both
past and present out of the confines of mere temporality and
succession, and sets them in a vital relationship to God who
dwells in eternity.”

VI. REVELATION AS ENCOUNTER

The opening chapters of Genesis assume that the knowledge of God
comes through an encounter with God.

A. The Meaning of Knowledge

The Hebrew term yada. “to know,” does not mean knowledge
through reasoning. It is rather knowledge through direct experience.
Yada is the word used to describe the most intimate relationship in
human life (Geri. 4:1, 17, 25, passim). In relation to the knowledge of
God, it is encountering His love or His wrath in the concrete events
of life. To know God in the true sense is to have fellowship with
Him. It is to know Him by “acquaintance with” rather than “knowl-
edge about.”34

“The God of the Bible,” as Pascal noted, “is not the God of the
philosophers, but the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, the God
who reveals himself in history as the Saviour, whose presence is
experienced by a whole line of privileged persons and mystics."

There is therefore a sharp contrast between what “knowledge”
means for the Westerner in the Greek tradition, and what it meant
for biblical man. For the Occidental mind, knowledge results from
analysis, explanation of causes and conditions, and relating the ob-

33. The Fulness of Time. p. 9; quoted by Theodore R Clark, Saved by His Uife:
A Study of the New Testament Doctrine of Reconciliation and Salvation {New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1959), pp. 129-30.

34. Schultz. OT Theology. 2:100-102; A B. Davidson. Theology of the OT. pp. 30-36,
73-82; and Jacob, Theology of the OT, pp. 37-38.

35. Quoted by Albert Gelin, The K¢y Concepts of the Old Testament, trans. George
Lamb {New York: Sheed and Ward, 1955), p. t6.
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ject of cognition with the whole range of accepted ideas. For biblical
man, knowledge is “living in a close relationship with Something or
somebody, such a relationship as to cause what may be called
communion. . . . When Peter denies Christ and says ‘I do not know
the man,” he denies that there has been reiationship between himself
and Christ.”?¢

Knowledge of God in a biblical framework is not concerned
with theories about the nature of God. It is not ontological but exis-
tential—"life in the true relationship to God.”*” It is knowledge that
comes from doing God's will. An oft-quoted passage from William
Temple expresses this truth:

In the Hebrew-Christian tradition, God is revealed as holy

love and righteousness. demanding righteousness of life. The real

acceptance of such revelation is not only iniellectual assent: it is submission

of will. And this musi be submission to the revelation as personaily received,

not only 10 the record of it as received by some one else. Every revelation of

God is a demand. and the way to knowledge of God is by obedience. It is

impossible to have knowledge of God as we have knowledge of things. be-

cause God is not a thing. We can only know a person by the direct com-

munion of sympathetic intercourse; and God is personal. But besides this he

is Creator, so that the communion of man with God is communion of crea-

ture with Creator: it is worship and obedience, or else it does not exist.*®

Yet the knowledge of God for Old Testament man is claimed
only with a measure of humility. Alan Richardson has noted that
“the Hebrew mind did not share the optimism of the Greeks of the
classical period concerning the possibility of man’s knowledge of
ultimate reality.”** The Greek philosophers, who asserted that man's
highest achievement was to know, believed that it was possible for
man to comprehend cognitively what counstitutes ultimate reality or
ultimate being. The Hebrews, on the other hand. rejected intellectual
contemplation as a way of “knowing” the ultimate being. They con-
sistently declared that obedience to the revealed commandments of
God makes possible the knowledge of God. The stress therefore falls
upon obedient action rather than upon mystic vision or philosophical
speculation, upon response rather than upon reflection, upon “hear-
ing” rather than upon “seeing.”*

36. tbid. p. 129.

37. Nawire. Man, and God{London: Macmillan, Ltd.. firsted., 1934), p.354.

38. {bid.italics in the original.

39. An Insroduction to the Theolagy of the New Testament (New York: Harper and
Brothers, Publishers, 1958). p. 39.

40. Ibid. 1
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Of all men of their times, the prophets were the most concerned
with the knowledge of God. Their interests were not academic but
moral and religious. I n their given life-situations, they discerned that
their people possessed no real knowledge of God. So Isaiah declares
in unparalleled descriptive words, “The ox knows its owner, and the
ass its master’s crib; but Israel does not know, my people does not
understand” (Isa. 1:3).

Using the struggles of his own marriage to symbolize Israel’s
tragic spiritual condition, Hosea concludes that “there is . . . no
knowledge of God in the land” (4:1). Speaking for Yahweh, the same
prophet writes, “For 1 desire steadfast love and not sacrifice, the
knowledge of God, rather than burnt offerings” {(6:6).

In looking forward to the new age and the establishment of a
new covenant, Jeremiah prophesies: “And no longer shall each man
teach his neighbor and each his brother, saying ‘Know the Lord, for
they shall all know me, from the least of them to the greatest, says
the Lord” (Jer. 31:34; cf. Isa. 11:9; 33:6).

Quite obviously, as we learn from the contexts from which these
scriptures are taken, a relationship exists between obedience and
knowledge. If the people will obey the commandments of Yahweh,
they will “know” Him. This connection is made abundantly clear in
the words of Jeremiah: “Did not your father eat and drink and do
justice and righteousness? Then it was well with him. He judged the
cause of the poor and needy; then it was well. 1s not this to know
me? says the Lord” (22:154-16). Richardson concludes: “The knowl-
edge of God is a fourfold strand binding together obedience to God's
will, worship of his name, social righteousness and national pros-
perity; ignorance of God per contra spells disobedience, idolatry, social
injustice and national disaster.”'+!

Etymological studies must be employed with caution in au-
thenticating views on biblical themes.¢* But even after the most
cautious analysis and evaluation, a study of the Hebrew word yada
(“to know'") supports the view that knowledge of God for the Hebrew
writer is not contemplative or speculative knowledge. Yada signifies
the knowledge of relationship between persons rather than the
knowledge of logical analysis or reasoning. '

41. Ibid.

42. Cf. James Barr, T he Semantics of Biblical Language{Oxford: University Press,
196!), pp. 158-59.
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As we have seen, this verb is employed to denote the sexual act
between husband and wife, as in the case of Gen. 4:1: “Now Adam
knew (yadal Eve his wife, and she conceived and bore Cain.”* The
intimacy of the s¢xual act permits “the most active and satisfying
knowing that exists” in the marital relationship.

When the Hebrew writer therefore refers to “the knowledge of
God.” he is referring to knowledge in a special sense. He is not speak-
ing of a knowledge of God’s eternal essence. Rather, it is “a knowl-
edge of His claim, whether present in direct commands or contained
in His rule. it is thus respectful and obedient acknow!edgement of the
power and grace and demand of God. This means that knowledge is
not thought of in terms of the possession of information. It is
possessed only in its exercise or actualization.”*

The Hebrew writer is speaking of the knowing which comes
when God enters into personal relationships with Israel in such a
way as to disclose His love and mercy. In such an encounter, trust in
God as sovereign Lord is born and nurtured. and worship of Him as
the one true God results. Richardson comments: “To disobey God is
to refuse to enter into the relation which he has so graciously made
possible and hence is to remain ignorant ol him.”** Essentially, the
knowledge of God for the Hebrew constitutes his personal redemp-
tion, a point to which we will return later.

B. The Limitations of Knowledge

It is not claimed or assumed that the knowledge of God in the Old
Testament was complete or perfect. A fine balance is maintained be-
tween assurance and reticence. Even in the most intimate sell~disclo-
sure of God. there is a sense of mystery about the Divine. Worship
combines knowledge of God with awe in the presence of indescrib-
able holiness and light (Exod. 33:13-23).

The limitations in man’s knowledge of God are due both to the
necessary limits to all human knowledge and the greatness of God.
God is too big to be contained in the minds of finite human beings.
Zophar's rhetorical question summarizes the Old Testament view at
this point: “Can you find out the deep things of God? Can you find
out the limit of the Almighty?” (Job 11:7). And Job himself says that

43. CI. Gen, 4:17, 25 Num. 31:18, 35;Judg.2!:12; & al.

44. Rudolf Bultmann, “ginosko. et al..” Thealogical Dictionary of the New Testarnent,
ed. Gerhard Kittel {Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wiltiam B. Ecrdmans Publishing Co.. 1964),
1:698; hereafter referred to as TDNT.

45. Theology of the NT. pp. 40-41.
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all nature reveals ““but the outskirts of his ways; and how small a
whisper do we hear of him! But the thunder of his power who can
understand?” (Job 26:8-14). His understanding is unsearchable and
God himself says, “As the heavens are higher than the earth, so are
my ways higher than your ways and my thoughts than your
thoughts™ (Isa. 55:9; cf. 45:15, 28; Ps. 139:6; 145:3).

Yet the Old Testament never surrenders to the kind of agnosti-
cism which argues that because we cannot know all there is to know
about God and because the finite cannot encompass the infinite,
therefore we can know nothing truly. The Infinite has ways of
making himself known to His creatures in such a manner and
measure as they have need to know Him. Otherwise He would not
be infinite.



Section One

Creation and Covenant

2

God as Creator
and Redeemer

Theology in the Old Testament unfolds through three stages in the
life of the chosen people. These are represented by the three great
divisions of the Hebrew Scriptures: the Law. the Prophets, and the
writings (sometimes called “the Psalms“—as in Luke 24:44—since
this book came first).

The English Bible follows the Greek translation of the Old Tes-
tament known as the Septuagint and arranges the books in slightly
different order. Each division adds to the truth of the whole:

I. The Law (the Torah or Pentateuch) deals with Creation and
the Covenant.

2. The Psalms and Wisdom Literature are concerned with De-
votion and Duty—the piety and ethics of the Old Testament.

3. The Major and Minor Prophets place a fitting capstone on
the whole in the Prophetic Vision.

The 12 historical books which appear in our English Bibles be-
tween Deuteronomy and Job provide a chronological framework and

48
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a wealth of illustrative material for the major religious ideas of the
Old Testament. In form, the Old Testament includes narrative,
poetry, history, chronicle, and drama. But in intent and message, it is
data for the highest and truest theology.

The written revelation of God in the Old Testament therefore
begins with a group of five books known in the Hebrew Bible as the
Torah or “law.” Both in the Hebrew Scriptures and in the Christian
Bible the Torah or Pentateuch (“fivefold book™) stands first. While
firmly fixed in usage, law is actually too narrow a term to convey
the full meaning of torah. It is a term that also includes ideas of
instruction, guidance, or teaching. It is in fact almost synonymous
with revelation itself.

1. THE KEY CONCEPT OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

The first 11 chapters of Genesis provide theological data of un-
equalled importance. They are a prologue to the specific history
which began with Abraham. Even on the most conservative chro-
nology. they span a greater length of time than all the rest of the
Bible put together. As G. Ernest Wright has said. these chapters
enunciate the unifying theme of the Bible. By means of this pro-
logue the Church has learned and taught that God is the Creator.

that man is made in God's image. and that man also is a sinner

who has fallen away from God and whose civilization is in a

sense a product, not of obedient service given to God. but of

self-worship in defiance of God. These chapters reveal God's rela-

tion to us and to our world; he is our Maker and, therefore, our

Lord. They also make clear the human problem because of which

God's saving acts took place.!

Gen. |:I introduces us to the central Figure of the Old Testa-
ment: “In the beginning God . . .” The Hebrew term reshith, “’begin-
ning” (from rosh, “the head,” “first”’) not only means first in point of
time but “first, chief, principal thing” in importance. In a real and
exact sense, the concept of God is the key to both the Scriptures and
theology.

Theology by definition implies the logical priority of the
doctrine of God. Religion may be approached psychologically—
beginning with the human predicament and the needs of man. But
the biblical approach is theological with first consideration given to
the nature and claims of God.

I. G.Ernest wright and Reginald H. Fuller. Phe Book of the Acis of God (New York:
Doubleday and Co.. Inc.. 1957), p. 54.
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H. Orton Wiley wrote in his definitive, three-volume Christian
Theology: “The first task of theology is to establish and unfold the
doctrine of God. The existence of God is a flundamental concept in
religion and therefore a determinative factor in theological thought.
The nature ascribed to God gives color to the entire system. To fail
here is to fail in the whole compass of truth.”2

For all the acknowtedged progression in divine revelation
throughout the Old Testament, the concept of God remains essen-
tially the same. A. B. Davidson wrote, “My impression is that even
in the most ancient passages of the Old Testament essentially the
same thought of Jehovah is to be found as appears in the Prophets
and the later literature.”

Some scholars have seen Israel’s beliel in one God as the result
of a long, evolutionary process. The facts of, the history of religions
tend to show that the direction is just the opposite. Gods become
more numerous as others are added to the pantheon rather than
fewer in number by consolidation until only one is left. Where there
are many, there always seems to be room for one more.

The evidence points to an original monotheism in Israel rather
than a mere particularism or “henotheism”—worship of one God
while recognizing the existence of others. Biblical writers do indeed
refer to the gods of pagan mythology. They use the common reli-
gious terminology in reference to “other gods” without thereby
alfirming belief in their reality—much as we today might allude to
Venus or Mars without giving credence to the Greek and Roman
pantheons.*

There is no effort to “prove” the existence of God in the Old
Testament. Such an idea would never have occurred to a Hebrew.?
The Bible, in Alan Richardson’s words, “is a book of witness, not of
argument. . . . A God whose existence could be proved, or rendered
more probable by argument. would not be the God of the Bible. The
God of Israel is not an Ultimate Being who appears at the end of a
chain of reasoning.”¢

. Christian Theology (Kansas City: Beacon Hill Presss, 1940), 1:217.
. Theology of the OT, p. 180.
. 1bid. pp. 63-67; Gelin, Key Concepis of the OT. pp. 22-24.
. Jacob, Thedlogy of the OT. pp. 37-38.

. Prefaceto BibleSiud y, p. 40; quoted by J. K. S. Reid, The Authority of Scripture
A Sludy o the Reformation and Post-Reformation Understanding of the Bible ({.ondon:
Metheun and Ca., Lid., 1957), p. 269.
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The unbelief reflected at times in the Old Testament when men
are said to “"know not God” is better translated “had no regard for
the Lord.” To think or say in one’s heart, “There is no God” (I Sam.
2:12; Ps. 10:4; 14:1; 53:1; Jer. 2:8; 4:22), is not philosophical atheism
but moral rejection. “To know not God" is to care nothing for Him.

For this reason, there are no “theistic proofs” (arguments for the
existence of God) in the Old Testament. Nature texts such as Ps. 19:1-
2 emphasize the wonders of nature as adding to the knowledge of
God—broadening and deepening a conception of Deity already
known. The movement of thought is from God to nature rather than
from nature to God.

Il. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DIVINE NAMES

The names of God in the Old Testament are important in under-
standing who He is and what He is like. The divine names are in-
tended to express important facts about God's nature.

For the Hebrew. names were descriptive and expressed mean-
ings. They were never used simply to distinguish one person from
another. A person’s name was a kind of diter ego’ 1t embodied his
distinctive essence, his character, an essential element in his person-
ality.® A man’s name was almost the equivalent of his being and
individuality.? “The inner nature of a person or object is expressed in
the name. ‘The name of a thing is the imprint of its nature and the
expression of the impression its nature makes.” "’ The name of a man
might represent an ideal he did not approximate; it might be more
than he was. Contra, the name of God cannot fully measure what
He is. Yet in spite of their limitations, the names applied to Deity are
important theological data.

Even the term shem (name) when used of God carries special
meaning. God’s name is in effect the sum of all His revelation of him-
self. It is so used in Ps. 8:1, O Lord, our Lord, how majestic is thy
name in all the earth!” (cf. also v. 9; and 89:12). The Levitical blessing
of Num. 6:22-27 is putting or “laying” the Lord's name upon the
people, assuring them of His presence:!* “Say to Aaron and his sons,

7. Eichrodt Theology of the OT. 1:207.
8. Thoruson, OT View of Revelation. p. 187,
9. J. Barton Payne, The Theology of the Older Testament (Grand Rapids. Mich.:
Zondervan Publishing House, 1962), p. 144,
10. Sauer, Dawn of World Redemption, p. 187.
L L. Eichrodt, Theology of the OT, p. 207.
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Thus you shall bless the people of Israel: you shall say to them, The
Lord bless you and keep you: the Lord make his face to shine upon
you, and be gracious to you: the Lord lift up his countenance upon
you, and give you peace. So shall they put my name upon the people
of Israel, and 1 will bless them’ (vv. 23-27). The name of the Lord is
also used as an expression for the fact of God's presence. The tribes
were to go to worship at "the place which the Lord your God will
choose out of all your tribes to put his name and make his habitation
there; thither you shall go. and thither you shall bring your burnt
offerings and your sacrifices, your tithes and the offering you pre-
sent” (Deut. 12:5-6, passim:cf. also | Kings 8:29; Isa. 18:7; Jer. 7:12).12

To “call upon the name of the Lord” is to call upon God himsell
and expresses the essence of worship. In the days of Enos, son of Seth,
“men began to call upon the name of the Lord” (Gen. 4:26). Abraham
built an altar near Bethel on his first arrival in Palestine “and called
on the name of the Lord” (12:8; cf. also 13:4; 21:33; 26:25; | Kings
18:24; passim).

That name is holy (Lev. 20:3; 22:2, 32; 1 Chron. 16:10; and often
in the Psalms). It is not to be taken in vain (Exod. 20:7; Deut. 5:11).
To “proclaim the name of the Lord” is to tell what God is like (Exod.
33:19; 34:6-7). To speak (Deut. 18:22; | Chron. 21:19), bless (Deut.
21:5:2Sam. 6:18), or act (1 Sam. 17:45;Ps. 118:10-12) inthenameof
the Lord is to speak, bless. or act with His authority and power.

There are several specific divine names to be considered, but the
two most important are given in the first three chapters of Genesis.
A. B. Davidson wrote: “It will be found, I think, that all other desig-
nations ol God, and all other assertions respecting Him, and all other
attributes assigned to Him, may be embraced under one or other of
the two names given to God in the opening chapters of Genesis. "
These names are Elohim (God: Gen. 1:1-23) and Yahweh (the Lord;
2:5 ff).

III. THE CREATOR GOD

Old Testament theology begins where the Bible begins, with the
Creator God of Gen. 1:1—"In the beginning God . . .” The Bible first

12. Payne, loc. cit.
13. Theology of the OT. p. 83 (. Soucr. Dawn of World Redemption. p. 187,



God as Creator and Redeemer / 53

answers the question “Who is God?"’ with the affirmation “God is the
Creator of the heavens and the earth, and of all that is in them.”

“The beginning” refers specifically to the origin of the finite
universe. The Bible speaks of realities “before the foundation of the
world” and the “gloty . . . before the world was made” (John 17:24;
17:5; cf. Eph. 1:4; Titus 1:2; 1 Pet. 1:20). As Francis Schaeffer sum-
marizes the data: “Something existed before creation and that some-
thing was personal and not static; the Father loved the Son; there
was a plan; there was communication; and promises were made
prior to the creation of the heavens and the earth.”!¢

A. Elohim and El

The term here translated “God” (and throughout the Old Testament
in virtually every English version) is Elohim. Elohim occurs 2,550 times
in the Hebrew Old Testament. It is used as the designation for the
true and living God more than 2,200 times. It is used some 245 times
to describe the gods of the heathen, or for angels or men of superior
rank.'

Elohim is plural in form, the so-called “plural of majesty.” David-
son says, “Semitic languages use the plural as a means of heightening
the idea of the singular.”!*

The derivation and original meaning of Elohim are uncertain.
The root E!l is common to other Semitic languages such as Assyrian,
Phoenician, and Aramaic. It is thought to mean “to be strong.” “the
strong one,” “to be in the forefront, the Leader.” When used as a
common noun, as in Gen. 31:29, it is translated “power.”"?

when the singular Elis used of God, it is nearly always modified
by some other term: for example, “God Most High” (El Elyon—Gen.
14:18-20, 22; Num. 24:16; Dan. 3:26—usually from the lips of non-
Hebrews); “God Almighty” (El Shaddai—Gen. 17:1 and frequently in
the patriarchal literature); “the eternal God” (E! olam—Gen. 21:33);
“the living God” (E! chay—Deut. 5:26); “the God of mercy” (E/ rahum
—Exod. 34:6); and "the God who sees” {El ro'i—Gen. 16:13).

14. Francis A.Schaeffer, Genesis in Space and Time (Downers Grove, lll.;
Intervarsity Press, 1972), p. 18.

15. Robert Baker Girdlestone, Syronyms ofthe Old Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1956 reprintof 1897 seconded.), p. |9.

16. Theology of the OT. p. 99. Some have seen here. as in the plural pronouns of
Gen. 1:26; 3:22; and Isa. 6°.8. an intimation of the Trinity.

17. C. F. Burney, Outlines of Old Testamen Theology (New York: Edwin S. Gorham,
1902). pp. 11-18.
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E! also occurs many times in names of persons and places—
Israel ("God strives”), Bethel (“house of God”), Immanuel ("God
with us”), Joel (“Jehovah is God"), etc. The singular form Eloah is
used 41 times in Job but rarely elsewhere.

B. El Shaddai

Two of the defining terms used with E! are important enough for
further notice. One of these, E! Shaddai, “God Almighty,” occurs first
in Gen. 17:1 in God’s call to Al'raham to walk before Him and be
perfect. The phrase occurs four other times in Genesis (28:3; 35:11;
43:14; 48:3), once in Exodus (6:3) as the name by which God had
chiefly been known to the patriarchs, and once in Ezekiel (10:5).
Ha-Shaddai (“the Almighty”), however, occurs 42 times: three times
each in the Pentateuch and in the Prophets, and the remainder of
the times in the poetic literature—most frequently in Job. It is always
used of the true God.

As is the case with many other Old Testament Hebrew terms,
the exact derivation of Shaddai is not known. All suggested explana-
tions have one idea in common—"that of power: power that protects
and blesses (Gen. 17:1, Job 8:5, Ps. 91:1), or power that punishes (Job
5:17. 6:4, 21:20, Isa. 13:6).”** When used of protection and blessing,
the thought of God as the bountiful Giver is particularly in mind.*

C. El Chay

“The living God” (E! chay) occurs some 14 times in the Old Testa-
ment (Deut. 5:26; Josh. 3:10; | Sam. 17:26, 36; 2 Kings 19:4, 16,
passim). In addition, such expressions as “the Lord lives” and “‘as |
live,” says the Lord” are comparatively frequent (Num. 14:21, 28;
Deut. 32:40; and often in the historical books).

In many ways, Ef chay is the most characteristic designation of
the true God in the Old Testament as well as in the New. “God who
is the living God is never static, never simply the highest mode of
being, but He is always active, and active in the whole life of man.
Life is the essential characteristic of the living God. He is the Creator
and Sustainer of all, Sovereign over all. blessed for ever.” 3¢

18. Thomsaon, OT Viewof Revelation, pp. 52-53.
19. Girdlestune, Synonysms of theQT. p. 32.
20. Thompson, OT View of Revelation. pp. 81-82.
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D. God the Creator

Elohim therefore generally carries with it the meaning of strength,
power, and might. It is the term (ittingly employed throughout Gen.
1:1—2:3 when the work of creation is described. Elohim is the Creator
God who brings all things into being by the word of His power. He is
the Source and Ground of all reality.

On its very first pages, the Bible rejects both philosophical
pantheism (the teaching that God and the total universe are iden-
tical) and deism (the theory that God started the universe operating
and left it to its own impersonal laws therealter). God is not identi-
fied with His universe. It is His handiwork. On the other hand, the
universe could not exist apart from God’s creative and sustaining
power. “The heaven and the earth” (Gen. |:1) corresponds with
what we would call “the universe”—the finite, materially based
realm of physical and psychic beings.

Just as the existence of God was never questioned by the
Hebrew mind, His creative activity was never questioned. Each major
division of the Old Testament contains this emphasis. Genesis,
Psalms, and Isaiah particularly stress the fact of divine creation—not
as defending a doctrine, but as explaining the beginnings of human
history and expressing praise for and faith in God's continuing con-
trol of His world. “The order of nature is simply the expression of
the divine wisdom."?!

The creation account is not properly described as mythological.
It contains no trace of what scholars have increasingly held to be the
essence of myth, namely, ritual repetition. As Jacob wrote:

A myth only lives in the measure in which it is repeated and
actualized in ritual, thus the Babylonian myth of creation was
recited and represented in the New Year festival, because each
year it was necessary to celebrate the cosmic power of Marduk if
one wished to assure the prosperity of men and things and above
all that of Babylon, of which Marduk was the national god. To
Babylon—and the case holds for other civilizations—creation,
remaining limited to the domain of myth and ritual, was not
able to become the point of departure for a movement in history,
so the world of the gods and historical reality remained closed to
each other. For Israel creation marks a commencement. The word
reshit (*in the beginning”—Gen. 1:1) is a whole plan of action,
because it shows us that Ged’s plan in history has creation as its
starting point.

21. Schultz, OT Theology. 2:180-82.
22. Theologyofthe OT. pp. 138-39.
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E. The Creation Account

While the account of creation in the Bible is not mythological,
neither is it intended to be cosmological or scientific. It is not de-
signed to answer the question “Where did the world come from?* It
is designed to answer the question “What is the meaning of the
unfolding history of God’'s people?” “In other words, the Creation in
the Old Testament does not belong to the sphere of natural science
but to the history of man.”2

Reason finds no better answer to the question of origins than
Gen. 1:1, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.”
If anything now is, something always was-—self-existent, underived,
the ontological ground of all reality. Time, space. matter, force,
motion, and law have all been suggested for this role—singly and in
various combinations. But any or all of these would force the con-
clusion that the higher has risen from the lower, that the nonrational
has given rise to rational, self-conscious beings. Such a conclusion
takes more credulity for most minds than the simple affirmation of
the first words of Genesis.

There are four summary points to note in what H. Orton Wiley
called “The Hymn of Creation” or “The Poem of the Dawn.”2*

23. Kohler, OT Theology, p. 89: italics in the original. 1t is a fallacy to throw
the Bible and science into opposition. The points of view are entirely different.
Science is concerned with the physical man under physical law—an idea quite
unknown to the Oid Testament where moral principles are the guidelines of
interpretation. Cf. Davidson, Theology of the OT. p. 496.

Augustine wrote in the {ourth century of the Christian era:

"It is bothimproper and mischievous for any Chriszian man to speak
on such matters as if authorized by Scripture and yet talk so foolishly that
the unbelievey, observing the extravagance of his mistakes, is scarcely able
to keep from laughing. And the real trouble is not so much that the man is
laughed at for his blunders. but the writers of Scripture are believed to have
taught such things and are so condemned and rejected as ignorant by
people outside the Church. to the great loss of those whose salvation we so
desire.

“They find one belonging to the Christian body so far wrong on a
subject they themselves know so well; and, on topof it, find him enforcing
his groundless opinions by the authority of our Holy Bible. So they come to
regard the Scriptures as unsound on subjects they have learned by
observation or unquestioned evidence. Are they likely therefore to put their
trust in these Scriptures about the resurrection of the dead. the hope of
eternal life, and the kingdom of heaven?* Quoted by J. Edwin Orrin
One Hundred Quesiions Abowt God{Glendale, Calif.: Regal Books, 1966), p. 82.
24. Christian Theology. | :449-54.
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1. The existence of the universe is due to the creative act of an
intelligent, omnipotent, personal God. The physical order is not
eternal and self-existent. Neither did its orderly and systematic
processes come by chance.

2. Two kinds of divine activity are mentioned. The first is
immediate creation (Gen. 1:1, 21, 27). The Hebrew verb bara is used
exclusively of God's work.?” It means to bring into existence what
had previously had no being. Driver says that the Hebrew verb here
“in the simple conjugation . . . is used exclusively of God, to denote
. .. the production of something fundamentally new, by the exercise
of a sovereign originative power, altogether transcending that pos-
sessed by man.”2¢ Jacob wrote: “The specific term for the creative act
of God was not borrowed from anthropomorphic speech: the verb
bara', both in the Qal and Niphal forms (active and passive), is used
only of God and designates an activity peculiar to God and to him
alone.”?’

Jarislov Pelikan called attention to the New Testament parallel:

The verb used for “create” in the first verse of the Bible is
bara. The same verb is used to designate the sovereign action of
God in other passages of the Pentateuch {e.g.. Ex. 34:10, Num.
16:30). . . . All instances of the verb support this generalization:
bara always has God as its subject, never creatures. The same is
true of ktizein, the verb used by the New Testament to translate
bara. Sometimes ktizein refers to the original constitution of the
world; sometimes it refers to an action of God in history, espe-
ctally to the coming of Christ as the “new creation.” But always
it refers to an action whose ultimate actor is God, though the
action may take place through created agents.*

The second kind of divine activity described in Genesis 1 is
formation. This is described by such verbs as “make” and “made”
{asah) or simply “let there be” (ichi). These terms imply the shaping
or forming of material already existing. An intermediate sort of

25. George A. F. Knight, A Christian T heology of the Oid Testament {Richmond. Va.:
John Xnox Press. 1959).p.110.

26. Quoted by John Wick Bowman. Prophetic Realism and the Gospel (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 1955), p. 85.

22. Theology of the OT . pp. 142-43,

28. “The Christian Intellectual,” Religiws Perspectives, vol. 14 (New York:
Harperand Row, 1965), p. 40.
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formation is implied in the commands of Gen. 1:11, 20, and 24, "Let
the waters bring forth” and “Let the earth bring forth.”#

In addition to the creative acts mentioned in Gen. |:1, 21, 27,
there are seven formative acts listed:

a. The origin of cosmic light (1 :3)

b. The making of the expanse (firmament) of the sky. At the
same time the waters were gathered into oceans and lakes and the
dry land appeared (1:6-10).

¢. The beginning of vegetation (1:11-13)

d. The appearance of solar bodies—by the clearing away of
encircling mists around the earth? (1:14-19)

e. Life in the waters and sky (1 :20-23)

f Lifeon theland (1:24-25)

9. The human body—which in connection with the creative act
cf 1:27 and the infused life of 2:7 brought the whole creative epoch
to its apex and fulfilled its purpose(1:26).

3. The creative and tormative acts of God (cf. “created and
made,” 2:3) occurred under a temporal form. The Hebrew term yom,
here translated “day” in the English versions, is used 1,480 times in
the Old Testament. It is translated by more than 50 different English
words in different contexts including “time,” “life,” ™
“forever,” “continually,” and “perpetually.”

wiley wrote: "The best Hebrew exegesis has never regarded the
days of Genesis as solar days, but as day-periods of indefinite dura-
tion. . . . Nor is this a metaphorical meaning of the word but the
original, which signifies ‘to put period to’ or to denote a self-com-
pleted time.”?° That yom in the context of the creation account is not
necessarily to be considered a 24-hour period of time is seen by its
use in 2:4 to cover the entire six-period span. There is little reason to
quarrel with the judgment of Bernard Ramm at this point: “The

oy o

today,” "age,

29. In addition to bara and asah. two other terms are used to describe the
origination of earthly existences: yarsar(to form, Amos 4:13:1sa.43:1, 45:18); and
kun (to establish, 1sa. 45:18; Ezek. 28:13). All fourterms are found in 1sa. 45:18:

For thus says the Lord,

who created [baraf the heavens
the is God)),

who formed {yatsar] the earth and made fasah] it
(he established fkun/ it;

he did not create fbara} it a chaos,
he tormed {yatsari it to be inhabited!).

C{. Lehman, Biblical Theology. |:48-49,

30. Christian Theology. |1:456. CE. Lehman, 8iblical Theology, | :48-49.



God as Creator and Redeemer / 59

world made in two billion years is no less a miracle than a world
made in twenty-four hours.”?' It may, in fact, be a greater wonder.

Some have attempted to reconcile belief in literal 24-hour days
in Genesis | with the persistent evidence in science concerning the
age of the earth by postulating a gap between verses | and 2. They
argue that verse 2 means “the earth became without form and void.”

The difficulty, as Lehman points out, is that “there is no sound
exegetical basis for translating the verb hayithah (was) as become
(Gen. 1:2).”22 In Hebrew as well as in Greek and English, “to be” and
“to become” represent distinct ideas. The forms of the verb “to be*
point to persistence in being. The verb “to become” suggests change
from one thing or form to another. There is no justification for
translating the verb “to be” as if it meant “to become.” “The ‘gap’
theory has no foundation either in this passage or anywhere else in
the Scriptures.”?

4. The Spirit of God is named as the divine Agent in bringing
order out of the primeval chaos. “And the Spirit of God moved [or,
was brooding} upon the face of the deep” (i:2). In Ps. 104:30 we are
told that the L.ord sends out His Spirit in the origination of individual
creatures. Job 26:7-13 describes the creation of the physical order in
highly poetic words. The writer notes that it isby the Spirit (“wind.”
RSV) of God that created objects are “garnished” or “made fair.”
While the biblical doctrine of the Spirit finds its definition only in the
New Testament, the truth to be later revealed was safeguarded by
the way Old Testament writers spoke of the Spirit of God or Spirit of
the Lord.

Parallels have been noted between the Genesis account of crea-
tion and the cosmogonies of some other ancient cultures. But W. F.
Albright was no doubt correct when he wrote:

The account of Creation is unique in ancient literature. [t
undoubtedly reflects an advanced monotheistic point of view,
with a sequence of creative phases so rational that modern science
cannot improve on it, given the same language and the same
range of ideas in which to state its conclusions. In fact, modern

31. The Christian View of Science and Scripture (Grand Rapids. Mich. William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1954), p. 225.

32. i.ehman, Biblicat Theology. 1:51.

33. Ibid Francis A. Schaeffer quotes 8enjamin 8. Warfield, “1tis to theology,
as such. a matter of entire indifference how long man has-existed on earth” (Genesis
in $pace and Time. pp. 161.62).
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scientific cosmogonies show a disconcerting tendency 10 be short

lived and it may be seriously doubted whether science has yet

caught up with the Biblical story.>*

Debate between “science” and “the Bible” often toses sight of
the fact that the interest in the Scriptures is theological. not cosmo-
logical. The doctrine of creation is not an effort to explain the uni-
verse. [ts purpose is to lay the basis for the history of salvation that
follows. Stephen Neill wrote: “There can be no sound theology of
redemption, indeed there can be no sound theology at all. unless it
is based on a valid doctrine of creation.”

IV. THE COVENANT GOD

In addition to Elohim in the creation account of Gen. [:1—2:3,
another name is added in 2:4—3:24. It is the sacred name Yahweh,
known also as the “Tetragrammaton” from its four Hebrew con-
sonants JHVH. Yahweh is used extensively from 4:1 throughout the
0Old Testament both alone and in conjunction with Efokim. It occurs
some 6.800 times in Lthe Hebrew Scriptures.

A. TheMeaning of Yahweh

Yahweh is a proper name, not a class term. The KJV, the RSV, the
ERV, the Berkeley, the NEB, and most modern versions {ollow
the lead of Jewish tradition in the Septuagint and the practice of the
New Testament and translate it with the words “the LORD.” Since
Hebrew has another word for “lord” (adon. adonai). the occurrence of
Yahweh in the original is shown by the use of an initia! capital and
smaller capitals in the English versions (the LORD). Adonai is trans-
lated with an initial capital and lower case “ord” (the Lord) when
used, as it usually is, of God. Since the personal name of the true
God was deemed too sacred to be spoken, Jewish custom from time
immemorial has been to read Adonai whenever Yahweh is found in the
Scriptures.

The ASV translated Yahweh as “Jehovah.” The term “Jehovah” is
used seven times in the KJV, of which three are in compound place
names (Gen. 22:14; Exod. 6:3; 17:15; Judg. 6:24; Ps. 83:18; Isa. 12:2;

34. “The Old Testament and Archaeology,” Old Testament Commentary, ed. terbert
C. Alleman and Elmer E. Flack {Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1948), p. 135.
35. Christian Holiness{New York: Harper and 8rothers, Publishers, 1960). p. 16.
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26:4).>¢ Moffatt uses “the Eternal” as his English rendering of
Yahweh.

As in the case of Elohim. the exact derivation and meaning of
Yahweh has long been discussed by biblical scholars. The word itself
is derived from a form of the verb “to be” (cf. Exod. 3:14; 6:2-3). It
has variously beentakento mean:

I. The eternally self-existent One. hence changeless-—self-
originating, self-dependent, “exposed to no alteration by the power
of the world and of time.”*’

2. He who causes to be or to come into being .’

3. He who is present, who will be with His people.**

These suggested meanings are not necessarily mutually exclu-
sive. Each adds to the rich insight given in the name.

Exod. 3:13-14 and 6:2-3 have been understood by some to imply
that the name Yahweh was first made known to Moses. Gen. 4:26,
however, states that in the days of Enos, son of Seth, “began men to
call upon the name of the LORD {Yahweh]"" What the Exodus passages
rather mean is that for the first time the name was explained to
Moses. The Hebrew usage shows that the point of Moses’ inquiry was
not “Who are You?” or “What is Your name?” but “What finds
expression in or lies concealed behind the name?"'¢°

A. B. Davidson pointed out that Yahweh is not an ontological
but a redemptive name. It expresses God’s faithfulness, His con-
stancy, the whole idea of the divine-human covenant of salvation. It
is concerned not so much with God’s essential nature as with His
relation to Israel as the God of the covenant.¢! Yahweh is the “name
of His covenant, and of His redeeming love.”"*? J. Barton Payne wrote:

36. “Jehovah” is no true rendering of Yahweh. “Jehovah” is not a biblical name
at all. It wascoined by Galatinus in the sixteenthcentury by combining the vowels
of Adonai with the consonants of the Tetragrammaton. Cf. Knight, Christian Theology
of the OT. p. 50.

37. Schuitz, OT Theology. 2:144; Burney, OT Theology. pp. 19-26: Kohler. OT
Theology. p. 43.

38. W.F. Albright, “Recent Discoveries in Bible Lands.” Yourg's Analytical
Concordance to the Bible (New York: Funk and Wwagnails Co.. 1955). p. 35.

39. Martin Buber. Moses: The Revelation and the Covenant (New York: Harper and
Brothers. 1958), p. 53; Vrieaen, Owtline of OT Theology, pp. 235-6; Jacob, Theology of the
OT, p. 52; Knight, Chnstian Theslogy of the OT. pp. 44-5 ; Payne, Theology of the Older
Testament. pp. 148 ff.; Eichrodt, Theologyofthe OT, 1 :189. Gerhard von Rad, O/dT estament
Theology. Trans, by D. M. G. Stalker (New York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1962),
1:180.

40. Exod. 3:13:; cf. Buber., Moses, p. 48.

41. Theology of the OT, pp. 45-58.

42. Sauer, Dawmtof Worid Redemption, p. 187.
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It (Yahweh) carries the connotation of God's nearness, of His
concern {or man, of His redemptive, testamentary revelation. So
Moses selected Elohim as the appropriate term for Genesis }:}—

2:3, God transcendent in creation; but Yahweh for Genesis 2:4-25,

God immanent in Eden’s revelations. Similar shifts in names, cor-

responding to God’s shift in activity from general sovereignty to

personal redemption, appear in the Genesis passages that follow.+

Yahweh is also found in combinations with other names and in
compound names. Some compounds are used to describe places
where significant events took place in which God revealed himself:
Jehovah (Yahweh) Jireh. “The Lord will provide” (Gen. 22:14); Jehovah
(Yahweh) Nissi, “The Lord is my banner” (Exod. 17:15); Jehovah (Yah-
weh) Shalom. “The Lord is peace” (Judg. 6:24).

B. Compound Names

Two compound names not related to places serve to enlarge and
enrich the connotation of Yahweh. One is Yahweh Mekaddishkem, trans-
lated in the KJV as “the LORD that doth sanctify you” (Exod. 31:13)
or, as in the RSV, “the Lorp who sanctify you” (Lev. 20:8). The name
occurs 10 times, each in the form 1 am Yahweh Mekaddishkem'™ as
spoken directly by God. Moses was instructed to “say to the people of
Israel, ‘You shall keep my sabbaths, for this is a sign between me and
you throughout your generations, that you may know that I, the
Lord. sanctify you {Yahweh Mekaddishkemi " (Exod. 31:13). Israel was
commanded: “Consecrate yourselves therefore, and be holy: for I am
the Lord your God. Keep my statutes, and do them; | am the Lord
who sanctify you [Yahweh Mekaddishkem)” (Lev. 20:7-8. cf. Lev. 20:9-
21;21:9; Ezek. 20:12-13;37:23).

A second compound name found first in 1 Sam. {:3 and 278
times thereafter is Yahweh Sabaorh, “‘the Lord of hosts.” Occasionally
in the Psalms but rarely elsewhere it is given as Yahweh Elohim
Sabaorh, “Lord God of hosts.”” While the phrase itself first appears in
Samuel, the idea is much older. It is found in passages where God is

43. Theology of the Older Testameru. p. 148, This is an explanation of the shift from
Elohimt0 Yahweh at least as worthy of consideration as the widely published but now
critically questioned documentary hypothesis with its J, E, D, P apparatus. Cf. Cyrus H.
Gordon, “Higher Critics and Forbidden Fruit,” in Frank E. Gaebelein, ed.. Christianity
Today Reader (New York: Meredith Press, 1966), pp. 67-73. Dr. Gordon, a Jewish
scholar, professor of Near Eastern Studies and chairman of the Department of
Mediterranean Studies at Brande's University, s highly critical of the documenzary
hypothesis.
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described as Israel’s General, the invisible Leader fighting for and
with His people (e.g., Exod. 14:1-3; Josh. 5:14; Num. 21:14).

The Lord of hosts is “The lLord strong and mighty, the Lord
mighty in battle” (Ps. 24:8, 10). Angels, the “sons of God,” even the
stars, are included among the hosts of God along with the armies of
Israel. The hosts include “all earthly and heavenly forces—nature
(Gen. 2:1), military might (I Sam. 4:4f., cf. Ps. 44:9), the stars (Deut.
4:19; cf. Ps. 33:6), and the angels (Josh. 5:14; | Kings 22:19; cf. Ps.
103:21)."44 Yahweh Sabaoth is therefore a name supremely expressive
of the sovereignty of God.

The OId Testament abounds with human names in which the
root Yah is employed. Random examples include Jehoida, “the Lord
knows"; Jehoiakim. “the Lord will set up”; Jehu. “the Lord is He";
Jotham, “the Lord is upright”; and most significant of all, Joshua, “’the
Lord is salvation” or “the Lord the Saviour”—the name that becomes
“Jesus” in the Greek New Testament.

C. Adonai (Lord}

Closely related to Yahweh is the third most common name for God,
Adonai. Translated “Lord.” it is used of Deity some 340 times. The
root, Adon. means “master,” “lord,” “owner,” and “sir.” Adon itself is
usually used of men of rank or dignity but is applied to God a number
of times. Adonai is a later form used generally of God (vocalized
distinctively as “Adonoy"}but occasionally as plural for men.

The special meaning of Adonai is to indicate man’s dependence
upon God and God's right to be the Master of men. Its frequent use
with Yahweh (Exod. 23:17; 34:23; Isa. 1:24; 3:15; 10:16; Amos 8:1;
and often in Ezekiel) shows that it indicates the divine lordship as
Yahweh alone could not do. Because of the awkwardness of translat-
ing “Lord Lorp,” the common English versions use the phrase “Lord
God” for Adonai Yahweh. The ASV uses “Lord Jehovah.”

V. ANTHROPOMORPHISMS

In addition to the names for God, the divine personality is further
stressed by the use of what have come to be called “anthropomor-
phisms” (from morphos. form; and anthropos. man). From its earliest
chapters, the Scriptures abound in statements about God drawn from
concrete human experience and human nature.

44, Thomson, OT View of Revdation, p. 56.
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God is said to talk (Gen. 1:3; 8:15), to rest and sit (Gen. 2:2;
Ps. 47:8), to see and hear (Gen. 6:12; Exod. 16:12), to smell (Gen.
8:21:1 Sam. 26:19—RSV, "accept”), to walk down [rom heaven (Gen.
11:5), and to have a lace and back (Exod. 33:20, 23; Num. 6:25: Ps.
104:29). God grieves (Gen. 6:6), is angry (Exod. 15:7), is jealous (Exod.
20:5; 34:14—or zealous for His glory),* hates sin (Deut. 12:31), and
rejoices (Deut. 28:63).

We are given graphic pictures of God’s activity. He fashions man
out of the dust of the earth and breathes into him the breath of life
(Gen. 2:7). He plants a garden (Gen. 2:8). He walks in the garden in
the cool of the day (Gen. 3:8). He locks the door of the ark (Gen. 7:16).
There are many more.

A. Metaphor in Anthropomorphism

Many anthropomorphic expressions are clearly metaphorical. The
arms of God represent the security His covenant gives (Deut. 33:27).
His hands describe both bountiful giving and acts of judgment (Ezra
7:9; 1 Sam. 5:11). To behoid the face of the Lord is to worship Him
truly (Ps. i7:15). To have His face “shine upon” one is to receive His
favor and blessing (Num. 6:25; Ps. 31:16). The list could be extended
to cover virtually all anthropomorphisms. Poetry may speak of God
as having wings, leathers, as being a rock, a fortress, without in any
sense intending a literal understanding of such language (Ps. 91 :2, 4).

Anthropomorphism has been criticized as a crude effort to
“make God in man’s own image.” That such anthropomorphic ex-
pressions were not understood literally, however, is clearly indicated
by other passages that liken God to animals: an eagle (Hos. 8:1), a
lion (Hos. 11:10; Amos 1:2), a leopard or a bear (Hos. 13:7-8), a bird
(Ps. 17:8; 91:4), etc. Other passages definitely state that God does not
have human form, sense perceptions, or human emotions: “God is
not man, that he should lie, or a son of man, that he should repent.
Has he said, and will he not doit? Or has he spoken, and will he not
fulfil it?”’ (Num. 23:19). “But will God dwell indeed with man on the
earth? Behold, heaven and the highest heaven cannot contain thee;
how much less this house which | have built?”” (2 Chron. 6:18; df.
I Sam. 15:29; Job 10:4; Ps. 121:4; Isa. 40:28; Hos. 11:9, etc.).

45. Vriexen, Outline of OT Theofogy. pp. 153-54.
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B. The Religious Value of Anthropomorphism

Anthropomorphisms were not an early mode of expression outgrown
in the later prophetic period. In fact, the very reverse is true: The
prophets abound in warm, intimate expressions of God's nearness
and availability.*¢ “Anthropomorphism does not aim at humanizing
God, but. . . to bring God close to man as a warm, living person, and
thus to preserve and strengthen religious life.”"+

As G. Ernest Wright described it: “The language of the faith was
inevitably anthropomorphic, that is, filled with human words to
describe the deity. . . . Yet this language is not a luxury or a prim-
itivism which later stages of the faith outgrew. It was and is a neces-
sity of the faith. The relationship of God to people and of people to
God can be depicted in no other way, when the covenant as the
framework of understanding is central in the faith.”*¢ Jacob reminds
us that “a line not always straight, but none the less continuous,
leads from the anthropomorphism of the earliest pages of the Bible
to the incarnation of God in Jesus Christ.""**

The Old Testament concept of God is always religious, not phil-
osophical or metaphysical. Old Testament writers knew nothing of
the modern impersonal “God” of religious or philosophical panthe-
1sm on the one hand or secular scientism on the other. God to them
was a divine Person with rational intelligence, capable of purpose
and choice, and with capacity for valuation.

Both creation and the covenant point to a personal God. In
creation, God is contrasted with the created order as self-conscious
reason, and as {ree, wise, and moral will. In the covenant, likewise,
there is a Person-to-people relationship established. Hermann Schultz
wrote: “In contrast with the material, that is, the needy dependent
being, eager for enjoyment and outward satisfaction, and tied down
to a definite outward form, God is spiritual, Elohim. that is, perfect,
independent, and in need of nothing. He is the living God, the God of
life, in whom life is present as a property, and that, too, an inalien-
able property (Deut. 5:26; 32:40; Jer. 10:10)."%°

The Hebrew language is rich in concrete expressions but lacking
in abstractions. Men of Old Testament times spoke and thought con-

46. Eichrodt, Theology of the OT. 1:21§-12.

47. Paul Heinisch, Theology of the 0idT esiament {Collegeville. Minn.: The Liturgical
Press. 1950), p. 67.

48. The Book of the Acts 0f God (New York: Doubleday and Co.. Inc., 1957), p. 93.

49. Theology of the OT. p. 32.

50. OT Theoiogy. 2:112. CI. alsopp. 103 ff.
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cretely rather than abstractly. But they recognized the limits of
anthropomorphism. The prohibition contained in the second com-
mandment shows this (Exod. 20:4). The fashioning of any representa-
tion of the Divine is forbidden. Where anthropomorphisms were
used, they were understood symbolically, as a host of other refer-
ences reveals.)! Old Testament man was always aware of the truth
Isaiah stated: “For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are
your ways my ways, says the Lord. For as the heavens are higher
than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways and my
thoughts than your thoughts” (Isa. 55:8-9).

S1. Jacob. Theology of the OT, pp. 41-42; Thomson. OT View of Revelation, p. 84.
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The Nature of Man

The Bible turns immediately from its consideration of God and crea-
tion to the nature and significance of man. Scripture is the Word of
God and the Word about man. Genesis devotes 2 chapters to creation
and 12 to Abraham.

The importance of a right understanding of human nature can
scarcely be overstated. The truth about the nature and destiny of
man is crucial in the great struggles of the last third of the twentieth
century. The “ideologies” we hear so much about are in fact anthro-
pologies—answers to the biblical question *What is man?” (Job 7:17;
Ps. 8:4; 144:3)

Modem secular views of man err in that they are either overly
optimistic or unduly pessimistic in their estimates of human nature.
The biblical view of man is thoroughly realistic. It holds in balance
both the dignity and the degradation of that creature who is, in
Francis Thompson's phrase, akin both to clod and cherubim. An
older popular psychologist has written: “The greatest and most
authentic textbook on personality is still the Bible. and the dis-
coveries which psychologists have made tend to confirm rather than
to contradict the codification of personality found there.”*

1. GENERAL TERMS FOR MAN

The Old Testament uses four major terms to designate the human
species and its members. These are not technical terms, used with

1. J.S. Whale, Chiistian Doctrine (New York: The MacmillanCo.. 1942), p. 35.
2. Renry C. Link. The Returnro Religion (New York:The Macmillan Co., 1937).
p. 103.
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rigid consistency, but they do reflect shades of meaning clearly
distinguishable.

I. The most important term relating to man is adam (Gen. 1 :26-
27; 2:5. 7-8; a total of |5 times in Gen. 1:26—3:24). Adam is derived
from adamah. “earth,” and stresses the origin of the body as well as
its destiny at the end of this life: “Then the Lord God formed man
(Heb., ha-adam, “the man”] of dust from the ground, and breathed
into his nostrils the breath of life; and man [ha-adam, “the man”]
became a living being” (Gen. 2:7). “In the sweat of your face you
shall eat bread till you return to the ground [ha-adamah], for out of it
you were taken: you are dust, and to dust you shall return” (3:19).

In the Hebrew Bible, adam appears as a personal name from
Gen. 3:17 on. The KJV translates ha-adam ("the man”) as Adam from
2:19 on.

2. Ish(Gen. 2:23-24; 4:1) expresses the idea of man in the exer-
cise of his power of will and choice. It is the term used in marriage:
a man is the i1 or husband of the one he has chosen. Ish occurs in
compound names; Ishbosheth, man of shame; Ishhed, man of re-
nown; Ishtob, man from Tob.

3. Enosh (Gen. 6:4; 12:20) represents the converse of ish and
stands for man in his weakness and mortality. It is a term often
found in parallel with adam in the poetic writings: “What is man
[enosh] that thou art mindful of him, and the son of man {bene adam/
that thou dost care for him?” (Ps. 8:4), “Thou turnest man [erosh/
back to the dust, and sayest, ‘Turn back, O children of men [bene
adam]!” (Ps. 90:3; cf. Job 10:4-5, etc.).

4. Geber. like ish. stresses strength and is often used to distin-
guish a man from a woman or child.! Vowing to hold the women and
children, Pharaoh made the offer to Moses, “Go, the men /geberim/
among you, and serve the Lord, for that is what you desire” (Exod.
10:11). The people of Israel numbered “about six hundred thousand
men [geberim/ on foot, besides women and children” (Exod. 12:37).

The very terms used to describe man show the Old Testament
tension between the humility and the honor of the human estate.
Man in his humility is adam, enosh. In his dignity and honor. he is ish
and geber. Jacob comments: “Alongside the statement of man'’s
ephemeral and limited nature the Old Testament proclaims unceas-
ingly the eminent dignity conferred upon him by his peculiar

3. Jacob, Thealogy oftheOT, pp. 156-57.
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association with God.” This connection, Jacob says, “is not a relation
of kinship; man is no fallen god; he is not as in the Babylonian myth
partly composed of divine substance; he is placed by God as an in-
dependent and autonomous creature to whom as God's image
dominion over the rest of creation is entrusted.”

1. OLD TESTAMENT “PSYCHOLOGY"

Several specific terms are used of the constituents of human person-
ality in the Old Testament.

I. The material element is called dust (aphar—also translated
“earth,” “powder,” “ashes,” and “ground”). Gen. 2:7 is a key verse in
Old Testament anthropology: “Then the Lord God formed man of
dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of
life; and man became a living being.”

Taken from the dust, the body is destined to return to the dust
(Gen. 3:19; Job 34:15; Ps. 30:9; Eccles. 3:20; 12:7). In addition to its
use in relation to the body, aphar is used in the Old Testament to
describe a large number (“as the dust of the earth for multitude’) and
to speak of humiliation, weakness, and distress (“dust and ashes*).
Along with adamah, aphar is also used of the physical earth (Gen.
26:15;J0b 8:19; 19:25; 28:2; passim).

2. Dust infused with breath (neshamah) becomes flesh (basar).
Neshamah. with the term “spirit” (ruach) often used in connection
with it, stands for the nonphysical aspect of life. Man is not nesharmah
but has it* Breath is something God gives to man (Gen. 2:7; Job
12:10) and takes away: “When thou hidest thy face, they are dis-
mayed; when thou takest away their breath, they die and return to
their dust” (Ps. 104:29).

Both man and beast have breath. 1t was recorded of the Flood
that “all flesh died that moved upon the earth, birds, cattle, beasts,
all swarming creatures that swarm upon the earth, and every man;
everything on the dry land in whose nostrils was the breath of life
died” (Gen. 7:21-22; cf. Eccles. 3:19). Neshamah comes very close to
being what we should call the physical phenomenon of life. In
Ezekiel’s vision of the valley of d1y bones, even after the flesh was
restored to the skeletons, “There was no breath in them. Then he
said to me, ‘Prophesy to the breath, prophesy, son of man, and say to

" oo

4. 1hid. p. 152,
S. Smith, Bitde Docrine of Man, p. 6 fi.
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the breath, Thus says the Lord God: Come from the four winds, O
breath, and breathe upon these slain, that they may live.’ So |
prophesied as he commanded me, and the breath came into them,
and they lived, and stood upon their feet, an exceedingly great
host” (Ezek. 37:8-10).

3. Flesh (basar—Gen. 2:21, 23-24; 6:3, 12-13) is the Hebrew term
closest to our English word body (it is so translated in the KJV of
Isa. 10:18 and Ezek. 10:12). Flesh is “living, ensouled matter.”¢ It is
never merely material substance. It is organic, animal structure—
living usually—~but still described as “flesh” between the time of
death and dissolution.

While flesh and spirit are often viewed as in antithesis, it is not
a moral antithesis. The Old Testament contains no suggestion that
flesh is ethically evil. Spirit is often used for power and flesh for
weakness: “The Egyptians are men, and not God; and their horses
are flesh, and not spirit” (Isa. 3t:3). Flesh may be weak but it is not
inherently sinful. Its use in sacrifices indicates that it is not unholy or
unclean. 1t is God's creation, and the Eternal Son was later to be
made “flesh” (John 1:14). Paul’s technical use of “flesh” in Romans
and Galatians in contrast to Spirit finds no counterpart in the Old
Testament.”

Flesh is used (1) of the individual physical body: Adam said of
Eve, “This at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh” (Gen.
2:23; df. v. 21); (2) of generic humankind: “And God saw the earth,
and behold, it was corrupt; for all flesh had corrupted their way
upon the earth” (Gen. 6:12); (3) of man’s limited probation: “Then
the Lord said, ‘My spirit shall not abide in man for ever, for he is
flesh” (Gen. 6:3); (4) of the solidarity of the family relationship:
Judah urged his brothers to spare the life of Joseph, “for he is our
brother, our own flesh” (Gen. 37:27); and (5) even of a dead body,
as when Joseph said to the doomed baker in Pharaoh’s prison,
"Within three days Pharaoh will lift up your head—from yout—and
hang you on a tree; and the birds will eat the flesh from you” (Gen.
40:19).

4. Spirit (rwach) united with flesh (basar) results in soul {(nephesh;
see below). As Otto 8aab notes. spirit is

6. Davidson, Theology ofthe OT. p. 203.
7. Smith, Bible Docirine of Man, pp. 24-25; Outo J. Baab, Theology of the Old Tesiament
{New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1949), p. 68.
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that element in human nature which is most closely connected
with the nature of God. It is the endowment of man with the
energy and the capacity for religious activity. Through its posses-
sion man may lift his face from the clod and turn to the eternal
verities of truth, beauty, and goodness. The spirit in man enables
him to hold communion with the spirit of God. This term sug-
gests more than any other the content and meaning of the phrase
“in the image of God."*

Only God possesses spirit in its fullness. For man, spirit comes
from above.” Although not as comprehensive a term, spirit is often
used as a synonym for soul.® Ruach is used on occasion as the equiv-
alent of the self, as in Job 19:17 where the sufferer complains,
"My ruach is strange to my wife” (the KJV translates ruach here as
“breath”—cf. also Gen. 45:27; Judg. 15:19). In general usage, man
shares “soul” with the animals or lower forms of life; he shares
“spirit” with God, from whom he receives it (Zech. 12:1) and to
whom it goes when he dies: “And the dust returns to the earth as it
was, and the spirit returns to God who gave it” (Eccles. 12:7).

The variety of the human spirit’s manifestations is seen in that
it may be troubled (Gen. 41:8), be revived (45:27), suffer anguish
(Exod. 6:9), express wisdom (31:3), be made willing (35:21), be jeal-
ous (Num. 5:14), sorrow (I Sam. 1:15), be stirred (Ezra 1:1), under-
stand (Job 20:3), and be without guile (Ps. 32:2).

5. Soul (nephesh) is defined as the “self-conscious life with feel-
ings and desires . . . the individual conscious life.”!! “The nephesh is the
self, and all that this self embraces.”*? “Then the Lord God formed
man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the
breath of life; and man became a living being [nephesh/’ (Gen. 2:7).

Nephesh is used 756 times in the Old Testament, and the KJV
uses 42 different English terms to translate it—of which the most
common are “soul” (428) and “life” (117). Brown, Driver, and Briggs
list nine meanings; soul, living being, life, self, person, desire, appe-
tite, emotion, and passion.

"Soul is the nature of man, not his possession.”s

8. Theologyofthe OT.p. 65.
9. Jacob, Theologyofthe OT,pp. 161-62.
10. Knight, Christian Theologyo ftheOT . p. 36.
11. Schultz, OT Theology, 2 :246.
12. Jacob. Theologyo ftheOT. p. 161.
13. Kohler, OT Theology, p. 142.
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Soul [isl a convenient symbol for the identification of the
whole life of a man, more particuiarly in its affective and non-
bodily form. Ths life is the self, distinguished not so much by
having memoty, reflection, or moral integrity as by having the
principle of vitality, which disappears at death. The term means
both biological and psychic life.'¢

Dust plus breath equals flesh; flesh plus spirit equals soul.

Nephesh is both the biological and psychic life principle. Its major
applications are to indicate life as opposed to death; to designate
what we would call a man or people (Gen. 2:7; 12:5). and to describe
the core of personal experience whether it belongs in the realm of
knowing, willing, or feeling—with the emphasis on feeling."

The soul blesses others (Gen. 27:4), sins (Lev, 4.2), is afflicted
(23:27), loves (Deut. 6:5), may be converted (Ps. 19:7), experiences
physical hunger and thirst (Ps. 107:9; Prov. 25:25)—and so on and
on, experiencing every emotion and determining every action pos-
sible to man. While there is an inescapable sense of dualism in
biblical psychology, the soul is much more intimately bound up with
the body in Hebrew usage than it would be, for example, in the
sharp body-soul dichotomy of Greek thought. It is the whole of the
inner life (Ps. 103:1).

6. One other term is used for the inner personal life of man. It
is the term “heart" (leb. lebab), defined in Brown, Driver, and Briggs’s
Lexicon as “inner man, mind, will, heari.” Like soul, heart may be
used of any mental experience. “The heart seems to them (the He-
brews) a concentration of all the vital powers, as Johs. Pedersen is
impelled to write: ‘Nephesh is the soul in the sum of its totality, such
as it appears; the heart is the soul in its inner value,''"t¢

Of the more than 850 times feb and febab appear in the Old Tes-
tament, the KJV translates them “heart” 718 times, “understanding”
23, "mind” 15, “wisdom” 6, and a dozen other English terms to
account for the balance. The heart “no: only includes the motives,
feelings, affections, and desires, but also the will, the aims, the prin-
ciples, the thoughts, and the intellect of man. In fact, it embraces the
whole inner man.”*’

14, Baab. Theology of the OT, p. 66.

15. Smith, Bible Doctrine of Man, c. 13.

16. Jacob, Theology of theOT, p. 163.

17. Gisdlestone, Synonyms of the OT, pp. 65-66.
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In a reversal of our popular way of speaking, soul is used more
commonly of the affective or feeling side of the inner life, and heart
is used more commonly of the thinking or intellectual aspect of the
inner man.

The heart is the seat of knowledge. It devises plans: “And
Nathan said to the king, ‘Go, do all that is in your heart; for the Lord
is with you’” (2 Sam. 7:3); “David said to Solomon, ‘My son, 1 had it
in my heart to build a house to the name of the Lord my God" "
(1 Chron. 22:7).

The heart may be spoken of as—

wise: “Behold, I now do according to your word. Behold. 1 give
you a wise and discerning mind {leb], so that none like you has been
before you and none like you shall arise after you” (| Kings 3:12);

pure: “Create in me a clean heart, O God, and put a new and
right spirit within me” (Ps. 51:10);

honest and righteous: God said to Abimelech in reference to Abra-
ham’s deception regarding Sarah, “Yes, 1 know that you have done
this in the integrity of your heart, and it was 1 who kept you from
sinning against me” (Gen. 20:6);

circumcised: “And the Lord your God will circumcise your heart
and the heart of your offspring, so that you will love the Lord your
God with all your heart and with all your soul, that you may live”
(Deut. 30:6). This phrase occurs in the New Testament in Rom. 2:29
in connection with the spiritual descendents of Abraham by faith,
“a circumncision made without hands, by putting ofY the body of flesh
in the circumcision of Christ” (Col. 2:!1);

perverse: “Perverseness of heart shall be far from me; 1 will know
nothing of evil” (Ps. 101:4);

wicked and stubborn : “They shall no more stubbornly follow their
own evil heart” (Jer. 3:17);

haughty and proud: Of the prince of Tyre, the Lord said, “Because
your heart is proud, and you have said, ‘1 am a god, | sit in the seat of
the gods, in the heart of the seas,’ yet you are but a man, and no god,
though you consider yourself as wise as a god” (Ezek. 28:2);

depraved: “The Lord saw that the wickedness of man was great
in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart
was only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5; cf. 8:21);

deceitful: “The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately
corrupt; who can understand it?” (Jer. 17:9);
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may be hardened: “Then the Lord said to Moses, ‘Pharaoh’s heart
is hardened. he refuses to let the people go™” (Exod. 7:14; cf. 8:15;
passim).

Every action, thought, feeling, or purpose of man may be attrib-
uted to the heart.

In a special sense, the heart is the center of the moral life. Only
as a man guards his heart will he experience life in the fullest sense:
“Keep [guard] your heart with all vigilance; for from it flow the
springs of life” (Prov. 4:23), 1

7. A minor term (kelayoth) used 13 times of man's inner life in
the Old Testament is translated “reins” in the KJV. Recent transla-
tions use “heart,” “soul.” or “emotions” and “attitude” (Berk.).

As is true of “heart,” “reins” had an anatomical meaning. [t was
the Hebrew term for kidneys—a connection still found in modern
medicine, where renal describes functions related to the kidneys.
When the Old Testament uses kefayoth in relation to man’s inner life,
it is almost always in relation to “trying” or “searching” (Ps. 7:9;
26:2; Jer. 11:20). Ryder Smith concludes that “probably there is
always a direct or indirect reference to God’s searching of what we
call the conscience.”'® “My reins also instruct me’” (Ps. 16:7, KJV)
implies at least an inner impulse toward what is morally right.

III. TENSIONS IN OLD TESTAMENT VIEWS OF MAN

It must be recognized that the biblical concern with man is not
analytical or scientific, but spiritual and moral. An absence of tech-
nical terms has already been noted. Words are used with no effort at
mechanical precision in meaning. Paradox and tension between
opposing concepts are accepted. Biblical psychology and biblical
anthropology are expressed in terms drawn from popular speech and
with the religious interest uppermost.

A. Individualism and Collectivisra

One of the major tensions in the Old Testament's view of man is the
tension between a collective view on the one hand and a feeling for
individual responsibility on the other. It has sometimes been

18. Cf. Gustave F. Qehler, Theology of the Ofd Testament. trans. George E. Day
{Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondeivan Publishing House, reprint of 1889 edition), pp.
£52-54.

19. Bible Doctrine of Man, p. 23.
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assumed that the earliest concepts in the Old Testament were col-
lectivistic, and that individualism developed only with the break-
down of Israel’s political and social life during the period of the Bab-
ylonian exile. Such a generalization is only partially correct.

There was indeed a strong sense of the solidarity of the family,
the clan, and later the nation among Old Testament men. It was
early seen that often the whole group would suffer for the sins of the
few. We may also read, “But the people of Israel broke faith in re-
gard to the devoted things: for Achan . . . took some of the devoted
things” (Josh. 7:1), in which the sin of Achan is regarded as the sin
of the nation. The covenant was not per se made with individuals
severally but with the nation {goy. am) collectively {Exod. 19:5-6).

Yet from the earliest times, there was alongside such collectiv-
ism an individualistic way of thinking. While a man might indeed
implicate others by his acts, each man was viewed as standing for
himself before God. The very form of the covenant commandments
(Exod. 20:1-17) indicates this. None of the commandments of the
Decalogue have to do with social issues. All relate to individual
conduct.2®

Deut. 24:16 explicitly forbids punishment of others in the im-
mediate family because of the sins of fathers or their sons, a prohibi-
tion echoed in 2 Kings 14:6; 2 Chron. 25:4: Jer. 31:29-30; and Ezek.
18:20: “The fathers shall not be put to death for the children, nor
shall the children be put to death for the fathers; but every man
shall be put to death for his own sin.” Men may indeed act alike and
may influence each other by their actions and thus be subject to the
same judgments. But the fact that the motive is considered in the
law itself (Exod. 21:29, 36) and knowledge and intention determine
guilt shows that each individual is judged before God on the basis of
his own purposes.

B. Monism and Dualism

While there is also a sense in which the dualism of matter and spirit,
body and soul, so familiar to students of Greek thought, is absent
from the thinking of biblical man, it is still the case that an almost in-
evitable dualism does appear. The Old Testament has indeed a strong
sense of the psychophysical unity of the human being. The sense of

20. Walther Etchrodt, Man inthe O} Tesiament (Chicago: Hen'ty Regnery Co.,
1951)., pp. 7-16; Jacob, Theology ofthe OT. pp. 154-55.
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need for the resurrection of the body in a full experience of the after-
life is found even in Old Testament times (see Chapter 8). Still the
fact that a person survives death in Sheo!/ while the body islaid in the
earth with no special care for its preservation argues for some sort of
dualism.

It is instructive that there was no “cult of the dead” in Israel
such as flourished in Egypt and other ancient Oriental cultures in
which the greatest possible care was given to the preservation of the
body. The pyramids were not originally erected as marvels of en-
gineering skill. They were the tombs of Egyptian kings and their
families. There were no pyramids in Israel.

IV. THE IMAGE OF GOD

A basic concept in the biblical view of man is found in the phrase
“the image of God.” It [irst occurs in Gen. |:26-27 and again in 9:6,
with the synonym “likeness” in Gen. 1:26 and 5:1. “Then God said,
‘Let us make man in our image, after our likeness; and let them have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the air, and
over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over evely creeping thing
that creeps upon the earth.” So God created man in his own image, in
the image of God he created him; male and female he created them”
(1:26-27). “When God created man, he made him in the likeness of
God" (5:1). "For God made man in his own image” (9:6).

A. The Nature of the Divine Image

A distinction is often made between the “natural” and “moral”
image of God in man. In the “natural” image are located such
capacities as reason. memory, self-direction or will, and immortality.
In the “moral” image, holiness. a right relationship with God, and
freedom from sinful tendencies and dispositions are identified. It is
often held that after the Fall, the “natural” image remained more or
less intact while the “moral” image was shattered—to be restored in
full redemption through Christ.

it is probably more biblical to say that the image of God in its
wholeness is perverted and corrupted in fallen man, but that man is
still in an important sense a creature who bears the image of his
Creator. Even after the Fall and the Flood, murder was forbidden
because “God made man in his own image” (Gen. 9:6). “This image
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is sullied by sin and . . . is restored by divine salvation.”? 1t is the
imago dei that is our manness. What it means to be a man and not
just a more complex kind of animal is comprehended in the image of
God.

There is still room for distinguishing between the “creation-
image” and the “redemption-image” which is Christological and
eschatological. Carl F. H. Henry's distinctions at this point are
helpful:

(1) The creation-image was once-for-all wholly given at the
creation of the first Adam; the redemption-image is gradually
fashioned. (2) The creation-image is conferred in some respect
upon the whole human race; the redemption-image only upon the
redeemed. (3) The creation-image distinguishes man from the
animals; the redemnption-image distinguishes the regenerate fam-
ily of faith from unregenerate mankind.

The term “image” (tselem) is consistently used elsewhere in the
Old Testament in the sense of “visible representation of.” An image
represents the reality behind it.* It is a common term for the idols of
the heathen (Num. 33:52; | Sam. 6:5, 11; 2 Kings 11:18), and is used
repeatedly in Daniel 2—3 both for the figure Nebuchadnezzar saw in
his vision and the one he erected to be worshipped by the people. The
Hebrew term for “likeness” (demuth) is virtually a synonym for
“image” but carries with it more of the suggestion of resemblance,
whereas tselemt more nearly connotes representation.

“Man is ‘theomorphic,” like God, rather than God ‘anthropo-
morphic,” like man. Mankind was made like God to exercise his
authority over all created beings.”?* This involves human awareness
of God as One demanding the complete surrender of life—a special
relatedness to God that consists in a capacity to respond to the
divine.®

B. Implications of the Divine Image

Two additional if paradoxical ideas follow from the biblical under-
standing of the image of God.

21, Carl F. H. Hemiy, “Man,” Baker's Dictionary of Theology. p. 338.

22, fhud..p.340.

23, Jacod, Theotogyofthe OT ,pp. 169-71.

24. 3. N. Schofield, Imiroducing Od Testamern Theology (Naperviile, 111.: SCM Book
Clud, 1964), p. 29.

25. Cf. Emil Brunner. “The Christian Understanding of Man,” The Christian
Understanding of Man, vol. 2 of the Report of the Oxlord Conference on Church,
Commwnity, and State (Lendon: George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1938), pp. 141-78.
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l. God and man are not identical; nor. on the other hand, are
God and man wholly other. C. Ryder Smith points out:

There can be no fellowship between two persons who are
altogether alike—nor between two who are altogether unlike.
indeed, both concepts are artificial, forevery man is in some ways
like every other and in some unlike all others. It is from this hu-
man analogy that we may best begin to understand the fellowship
of God with man. Between them there is the difference between
the infinite and the finite—in power, wisdom, holiness, love, and
so on—and therefore there is between them a gulf beside which
the difference between the sun and a grain of sand is small. The
sentence, ‘Ye shall be holy, for I the Lord your God am holy’ {Lv.
19:2), is very far from meaning ‘Yeshall be as haly as the Lord your
God." On the other hand, God is no "wholly other’, in the sense of
‘wholly different’, or man could not know Him at all. There are
likenesses between man and God. even as there are likenesses
between the sun and a sand-grain. There is an example in the
text: "With the merciful thou wilt show thyself merciful; with the
perfect man thou wilt show thyself perfect; with the pure thou
wilt show thyself pure’ (Ps. 18:25 £).2¢

On the same point, Archbishop William Temple earlier wrote:
In so far as God and man are spiritual they are of one kind;

in so far as God and man are rational, they are of one kind. But in

so far as God creates, redeems and sanctifies while man is created,

redeemed and sanctified. they are of two kinds. God is not crea-

ture; man is not creator. God is not redeemed sinner; man is not
redeemer from sin. At this point the Otherness is complete.z”

2. Man therefore can never be submerged in nature. The image
of God forever distinguishes him from lower orders of life. He stands
uniquely before God, addressed as “thou” (Gen. 3:9, KJV). While the
Old Testament does not weigh problems of {freedom and determin-
ism as such, it everywhere assumes that man can choose even to the
extent of choosing between God and the gods {(Josh. 24:15).2¢

Along with the question “What is man?” the Old Testament is
concerned with the question “What is good?” (Mic. 6:8). The psy-
chological interest is overshadowed by the more comprehensive
ethical concern. To the question, “What ought a man to be?” the
biblical writers answer, “A man is what he ought to be when he does
what the Lord commands him to do.”**

26. Bible Doctrine of Man, pp. 36-37.

27. Nature, Man,andGod, p. 396; cf. H. H. Rowley. T he Faith of Israel: Aspects of
Old Testament Thought {Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1956), pp. 83-84; Vriezen,
Outlineof OT Theology, p. 147 and Eichrodt, Man in the OT, pp. 29-30.

28. Eichrodt. Maninthe OT, pp. 29-30.

29. Smith, Bible Doctrine of Man, p. 31.



4

The Origin of Sin

The great drama of the Fall is played out i n Genesis 3. It is beyond all
question one of the key passages in the entire Bible. Genesis 3 is “one
of the most prof ound understandings of the human predicament ever
penned.”* After God and man, sin becomes the third major theme of
the Scriptures.

Theologically, the doctrine of sin holds a crucial place. As Rich-
ard S. Taylor has shown in 4 Right Conception of Sin. the whole tenor of
a theological system is revealed in its understanding of the nature of
sin. Ryder Smith writes:

Historically, there have been two chief definitions of {sin). ..
and, though thkere may not seem at first to be much difference
between them, it is in fact so great as almost to demand two dif-
ferent theologies. One school of theologians has defined sin as
“anything contrary to the will of God,” while another has pre-
ferred to say, ""anything contrary to the known will of God.” The
second school has gone on to emphasize the element of choice or
will.2

Although the Old Testament does not formally define sin, the

weight of its evidence is rather decisively toward the concept that
sin is “anything contrary to the &town will of God.”

1. Arnold B. Rhodes, “The Message of the Bible,” introduction to The Layman's
BibleCommentary, Balmer H. Kelly, ed. (Richmond. Va.: John Knox Press, 1959),
1:76.77.

2. T he Bible Doctrine of Salvation (London: The Epworth Press, 1941), pp. 2-3. 1t is
one of the vatues of Smith’s complete study in the companion volume, The Bible
Doctrine of Sin. p. 2 and throughout. that he so conclusively shows the latter, ot ethical,
concept of sin to be the definitive Bible concept in both the Old and New Testaments.

79
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I. SIN AS INTRUSION

Genesis 1—3 makes it clear that sin was not inherent in human
nature as it issued from the hand of God. Sin in both deed and dis-
position is an intrusion in the life of man. Adam and Eve were part
of the creation on which God placed His seal of approval: “And God
saw everything that he had made, and, behold, it was very good”
(Gen. 1:31). “The Old Testament speaks of man as a sinner, not be-
cause he is of human kind, but because he has rebelled against his
God.”? Sinfulness is a fact of man’s condition, not of his nature as
man.

This truth is dramatized both by Adam’s gesture in hiding from
the Lord after his act of sin in eating forbidden fruit (Gen. 3:8) and
by his expulsion from the Garden (3:23-24). “Sin is the violation of
covenant and rebellion against God's personal Lordship. It is more
than an aberration or a failure which added knowledge can correct.
It is a violation of relationship, a betrayal of trust.”"

Nor may sin be equated with finiteness. The proposition “All
sinners are finite beings™ cannot be turned into the proposition “All
finite beings are sinful.” As Jacob notes: “What may be termed the
finitude of man is distinct from his guilt, even though it prepared
ground favourable for guilt. Finitude is based on the difference be-
tween God and man in the order of creation, while guilt consists in
the antithesis between holiness and sin.**

Created in righteousness, conformed to God’s purpose. holy and
good, Adam and Eve lived in harmony with both God and nature in
the Garden of Eden. This was a condition which might have ex-
tended to the entire realm of nature had sin not entered the earthly
scene. Nature itself became subject to a curse at the time of the Fall.
An environment favorable to the moral development of man in
rebellion against God was obviously quite different from the kind of
environment possible for man in harmony with God. Later Old Tes-
tament passages {Isa. 11:1-9; 35:1-2, etc.) and the New Testament
(Acts 3:20-21; Rom. 8:19-23; 2 Pet. 3:13) speak of the restoration of
nature as part of God's final redemption.

Immortality in the sense of deathless existence is implied as a
possibility in the unfallen state of Adam and Eve. Sin and human

3. Jacab, Theology of the OT. p. 283.
4. Wright. Book of the Acss of God, p. 94.
S. Theology of the OT, p. 283 fn.
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death are related as cause and consequence. The presence of “the
tree of life” in the Garden and man's exclusion from access to it after
his sin (Gen. 3:22-24) appear to relate to some provision in Eden
for life without end. As Amold Rhodes wrote: “Genesis 3 makes it
clear that there is a connection between sin and death (compare
Ezek. 18; Pss. 41, 107). Death, as man experiences it, is what it is
because man has sinned. ‘The sting of death is sin’ (1 Cor. 15:56).
Death in its deepest dimension is not the opposite of biological life
but of eternal life (Eph. 2:1, 5; Col. 2:13; Rev. 3:1).”"¢

Nor was sin necessary for man’'s moral selfhood. To be created in
the image of God was to have the capacity for self-direction or choice.
Such freedom of choice was essential to the development of moral
character, whether good or evil. The capacity to love God implies the
capacity to resist or reject love. Sin is in no sense necessary for
moral character, but choice is; and choice always implies the pos-
sibility of sin.” Jacob wrote:

In the Garden of Eden, man could normally have listened
and should have listened to the voice of Yahweh, whose prohibi-
tion against the eating of one tree was a very little thing in com-
parison with the pleasures that were granted, and the serpent’'s
temptation, despite its seductive power, was not unavoidable.
Sin is presented as a rebellion: finding it unbearable to be content
with much when he thought it possible for him to grasp every-
thing, man rebelled against his divine paitner in order to seize,
as his booty, the gift that had been withheld.?

II. THE FALL

Twoelementsappear in the first sin.

A. An Objective Law

One was the prior establishment and knowledge of an objective law
involving a specific commandment. The form of the commandment
was negative. Rather than being a limitation, this had the effect of
releasing action and initiative in every area except the one forbidden.
The placing of one tree “off limits” made all the rest of the trees of
the Garden legitimate objects for human action. “You may freely eat
of every tree of the garden; but of the tree of the knowledge of good

6. “Message of the Bible,” pp. 76-77.
7. Cf. Schultz. OT Theology. 2:303; Rowlcey, Faith of Israel. pp. 88-89.
8. Theology of the OT, pp. 282-83.
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and evil you shall not eat, for in the day that you eat of it you shall
dic” (Gen. 2:16-17).

Obedience to the commandment was both reasonable and possi-
ble. The Old Testament knows nothing of sin as man's failure to
conform to a perfect standard of righteousness beyond his capacity.
Acts of sin arise in the freedom of the human will. “God forbids sin.
Hence it can never he explained as due to His will. God punishes it.
Hence it can never claim to have been decreed by Him.”® H. H.
Rowley wrote:

When man.listens to the seductive voices that call him away
from God, h'is act is essentially his own. But the fundamental
character of sin is seen in that it comes between a man and God,
and isolates him from his Maker. 1n the profoundly penetrating
story of the Garden of Eden this is well brought out. After his act
of disobedience Adam hid himself from the face of God. Before
God drove him forth from the garden he had thus withdrawn

himself from God and was conscious of a barrier which was not of
Gaod’s creation, but his own.'¢

B. The Nature of Temptation

The second element in man's {irst sin was the presence in the Garden
of the serpent (nahash) who was no mere animal but an incarnation
of Satan. The Apostle Paul wrote: “But I am afraid that as the serpent
deceived Eve by his cunning, your thoughts will be led astray from a
sincere and pure devotion to Christ. . . . And no wonder, for even
Satan disguises himself as an angel of light” (2 Cor. 11:3, 14). There is
a clear reference to the deception of Adam and Eve in the Garden in
Rev. 12:9, "And the great dragon was thrown down, that ancient
serpent, who is called the Devil and Satan, the deceiver of the whote
world” (cf. also .John 8:44)."" The gible is silent at the point of the
origin of Satan {“the adversary”) and of moral evil in the universe.
But the sin in the Garden was obviously not the first act of rebellion
against God by a finite creature.

The method of the adversary with Eve was to insinuate doubt
into her mind. When Eve reported the Lord’s direction, “You shall
not eat of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden,
neither shall you touch it, lest you die,” the serpent said, “You will
not die” {Gen. 3:2-4). There was also an appeal to the curiosity that is

9. Schultz. iid.
10. Faith of Israe). pp. 88-8Y.
1. CI. Gelin, Key Concepts of the OT', p. 88
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a legitimate part of human nature, the thirst for knowledge. Finally,
the woman was told that if she would eat, she and her husband
would be “as gods“—or, as the Hebrew may properly be translated,
“as God"” (Gen. 3:5)—equal to and therefore independent of God.

The record of the Fall makes it clear that a sinless heart may be
tempted and may yield to that temptation. The possibility of heart
purity in the Christian life is sometimes rejected on the argument
that if there were no evil within, temptation would have nothing to
take hold of. Since all are liable to temptation and capable of trans-
gression, it is argued that therefore no person in this life can be free
from inner sin despite New Testament af firmations of such redemp-
tive cleansing (Matt. 5:8; Acts 15:8-9; 1 John 1:7).

But Adam and Eve were without inner sin before their trans-
gression. Temptation came through the presentation of an object that
was “good for food, and . . . adelight to the eyes, and.. . . to be desired
to make one wise” (Gen. 3:6). Eve and later Adam gave the consent
of their wills to a desire not in itself sinful but the satisfaction of
which involved disobedience to a specific command. Sin can and
does originate in the assent of the will to satisfaction of a natural
desire in a way or under conditions contrary to God's commandment
(Jas. 1:14-16).

INL. SIN AS ACTION

Biblical references to sin are in general of twosorts. Sin is a matter of
man'’s condition, his moral state. It is also a matter of his action, what
he does. Although the Old Testament does not formally define sin as
deed or action, its varied terminology and its descriptions of moral
evil make the nature of such sin apparent. Acts of sin are in essence
violations of the law of God.!* “The main root of sin is unbelief,
which sees in the gift of God's love an unfriendly limitation,”* and
therefore the sinner acts in rebellion against the recognized will of
God.

Sin puts at the center of life a man’s own self-seeking will in
place of God's self-giving will. As Ryder Smith notes. “The ultimate
definition of ‘sin’ in the Old Testament is ethical, and . . . this defini-
tion obtains throughout the New. This definition of ‘sin’, however, is
a resultam of the definition of ‘righteousness’. If ‘righteousness’ is

12. Cf.Schultz, OT Theology. 2:292-304.
13. fbid., p. 305.
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wholly ethical, then, ipso facto. so is ‘sin’. The two definitions go as
inevitably together as the concave and convex of a curve.”!* We shall
take up this matter more extensively in Chapter 7. “Deepening Con-
cepts of Sin.”

Reference to "sins of ignorance” in Lev. 4:2;5:14-17;22:14; and
Num. 15:27-29 do not void the general conclusion that sin for the Old
Testament as well as the New involves an ethical element of knowl-
edge and volition. The context of the phrase "sin of ignorance”
chiefly concerns the ritual law. Where it does not, as Eichrodt points
out, such offences as disclaiming knowledge of trust money, perjury,
and extortion “can hardly be regarded as unintentional sins or sins of
inadvertence.'"

For this reason, Eichrodt argues,

It may be that the meaning customarily ascribed to the term
bisgaga. ‘unwittingly’, ought to be abandoned for the more general
sense ‘in human frailty’, reserving the opposite phrase beyad rama,
‘with a high hand’, not so much for deliberate offences as for open
apostasy and impenitent contempt for the Law. The difference
between the two kinds could be tested by the person’s willingness
to confess his sin and his effort to make reparation.'s

IV. SINFULNESS AS RACIAL

The fact of sinfulness as a state or condition, as well as the fact of
sinning as an act or deed, finds expression in the early chapters of
Genesis. “Racial sinfulness,” "inbred or original sin,” and "depravity”
are all names given to the same reality in human experience. It is
traced to what is subtly but effectively described as the fact that
while Adam was created in the image of Ged (5:1), Adam himself
"became the father of a son in his own likeness, after his image” (5:3).
The image in which Adam begat his children was still the image of
God but that image “deprived” of its created harmony with the
Divine and therefore “depraved” —marred, defaced, bsoken, sullied,
soiled, or tarnished.

14. Smith, Bibiz Doctrine of Sin, p. 2.
15. Theology of theOT. 1:161n
6. Ibid.
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“Sin is seeking to be one’s own God, and at the same time it is a
family affair; through sin all of life is cursed.””” Although it is a
debated question among Old Testament theologians.' A. B. Davidson
stated the case clearly:

The further conclusions to which the passages of the Old
Testament lead us are these; {irst, that what is specifically called
original sin is taught there very distinctly, ie. “That corruption of
man’s whole nature which is commonly called original sin,” and
that it is also taught that this sin is inherited; second. that no
explanation is given in the Old Testament of the rationale of this
inherited corruption beyond the assumption that the race is a
unity, and each member of the race is sinful because the race is
sinful.”

The effect of such racial sin is vividly described in two key pas-
sages. “The Lord saw that the wickedness of man was great in the
earth, and that eveyy imagination of the thoughts of his heart was
only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5); and “For the imagination of man’s
heart is evil from his youth” (Gen. 8:21). The term translated
“youth” is nourah—from na’ar, used of children from infancy to
adolescence and variously translated “babe, boy, child, damsel, lad,
servant, young man.” It is used in Exod. 2:6 of the infant Moses and
of Samuel before he was presented to Eli in the Tabernacle (1 Sam.
1:22),

Men are not only individually sinners; they are collectively sin-
ful in the light of their corporate sharing in the human race. Of Gen.
6:5. Vriezen says, “We see how sin poisons the human heart. . . . A
more emphatic statement of the wickedness of the human heart is
hardly conceivable. This is emphasized once more because in 8:21 the
same judgment is pronounced on humanity after the Flood.”z

The term “imagination” as here used means more than “fancy.
dream, idea” or even “thought.” The Hebrew term yetser is derived
from a verb that means “to press. squeeze, mould. determine.” It is

17. Rhodes, “Message ofthe Bible,” p. 77.

18. Cf. Smith, Bille DoctrineoS Sin, pp. 37 fY.; and Vriezen, Outline of OT Theology.
p. 211,

19. Theolody of the OT. p. 225. The sharp contradiction between Smith and Vrieaen
on the one hand and Davidson on the other may be explained tosomeextent, Smith
and Vriezen look for adoctrine of original sin in the Old Testament and do not find
it. Davidson looks for the evidence on which such a doctrine may legitimately te
based. and finds it in abundance. It comes close to the mattertosay that a doctrine of
originalsin is assumed by Old Testament writers although not explicitly stated.

20. Ouil'me of OT Theology, p. 210.
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used in the sense of purpose, propensity, tendency, direction, move-
ment, motivation (observe the usage in Deut. 31:21; | Chron. 28:9;
Isa. 29:16 IKJV, “framed”), and in Ps. 103:14, “frame,” or Hab. 2:18
“maker”). Ha ra-yetser (“the evil tendency”) became the rabbinical
expression for original sin.

V. RACIAL SIN AS PRIVATIVE

Girdlestone points out that even where specific terms for original or
racial sin are not used, the writers of the Old Testament recognize

that human nature, in its personal and social aspects. is distorted
and out of course; that the chain of love which ought to bind the
great family in one has been snapped asunder; that isolation and
desolation have taken the place of unity and happiness: that the
relationship between man and his Maker has become obscured.
and that even when man knows the wili of God, there is some-
thing in his nature which prompts him to rebel against it; ... and
that this state of things is not original. but is opposed to men’s
best instincts, and frustrates the original design oftheir creation.?

While the Old Testament is by no means explicit as to the
exact nature of this “distortion,” its evidence inclines in the direction
of privative, relational, and dynamic categories. Original sin is the
human self corrupted. diseased, fevered, or warped—a condition
brought about by alienation from God. “Deprivity” in respect to the
initial conditioning of man’s nature toward fellowship with and
obedience to God becomes depravity in which the human psyche is
conditioned toward self-regarding and God-denying action. The fact
is clearly stated. The how and why are not. The Bible is always less
concerned with the disease than with the remedy.

It is the estrangement of our humanity from its spiritual life
that is both the cause and the essential constituent of man’s moral
disorder. Not until divine grace cleanses the corruption, heals the
disease, reduces the fever, and straightens the crookedness is death
replaced by life, darkness by light, spiritual poverty by plenty, and
sickness of the soul by moral health.

The Old Testament regards man's sinfulness as a positive evil.
But it is a positive evil that befalls him by reason of what has been
lost. In the metaphor of the Vine and the branches, the corruption
and death of the severed branch is a real and positive evil (John

21. Syrionyms of the OT, p. 76.
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15:1-6). But the real and positive evil comes by being cut off from the
Vine and its life.

Depravity, original sin, inbred sin, or carnality—by whatever
name the fact may be described—is best defined not as a thing, an
entity or quantity having ontic status, but as the moral condition of a
personal being. It is caused by estrangement, severance, alienation,
“deprivity,” or loss. It is manifested in attitudes, dispositions,
tendencies, or propensities—in psychological terminology. a state of
readiness or conditioning. Speaking, like Paul, after the manner of
men (Rom. 6:19; | Cor. 15:32; Gal. 3:15), one may say that original
sin is more like disease, poverty, blindness, darkness, or the corrup-
tion of a severed branch than it is like a root, a cancer, or a decayed
tooth.

There is no speculation in the Old Testament as to the “mode”
by which the universal infection of sinfulness is passed from one
generation to another. The fact was observed; its explanation was not
attempted. The comment that the image Adam passed on to his
descendents was in some sense “his image” (Gen. 5:3) as well as the
image of God (Gen. 9:6) would suggest a ““genetic” view. In this, as in
much else in biblical theology. the facts are more explicit than their
explanations.



p.

Covenant and Cult

Just as the ideas of God, man, and sin appear early in the Sacred
Record, so the idea of salvation makes its appearance early. The
record of the Fall itself is not without a note of redemption. In what
has come to be called the protevangelium, there is a glimpse of redemp-
tion and its cost. The language is both restrained and precise: “I will
put enmity between you [the serpent] and the woman, and between
your seed and her seed; he shall bruise [trample, ctush—Rom. 16:20]
your head. and you shall bruise his heel” (Gen. 3:15).

The prediction is not about the seed of Adam but “the seed of
the woman—a hint of the virgin birth of Jesus, an idea picked up
again in Gal. 4:4. He will crush the serpent’s head and do it at the
cost of injury to himself {Isa. 53:4). E. F. Kevan wrote:

There is a natural suggestiveness in the figure used here. The
serpent kills by striking the heel of man, but mandestroys the ser-

pent by crushing its head. . . . Note the transition from the ser-

pent’s ‘seed’ to the serpent himself, and also the fact that the

‘seed’ of the woman is in the singular. Only in Christ, ‘the seed of

the woman’, could this victory be accomplished (see | John iii.8),

and from this it was to become true for mankind in Rim

(Rom. 16:20; 1 Cor. 15:57).

As we have seen, a unifying theme in the Bible has been sought
in different directions. The covenant, the doctrine of God, the
Kingdom, Christology, and other themes have had their advocates.
All these themes are basic and important. Overshadowing all others,
however, is the concept of salvation. The Bible is the Book about

). “Genesis.” The New Bible Commentary. ed. . Davidson, A. M. Stibbs, and E. F.
Kevan (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1956),p. 80.
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salvation. God is the “God of salvation.” Christ was given the human
name Jesus from Yeshua or Yehoshuah. “salvation” or “The Lord our
salvation.”

Bible history is the history of salvation. The sacrificial altar of
the Old Testament with its fulfillment in the New Testament on a
cross outside the city wall is the means of salvation. The Spirit of
God, the Holy Spirit, is the Agent of salvation. Heaven is the final
end of salvation as hell is the rejection of salvation. Without denying
or obscuring the variety of themes and emphases throughout the
Scriptures, we should keep in mind the overarching and all-pervasive
idea of salvation.

I. PREPARATION FOR THE COVENANT

The note of redemption or salvation becomes most prominent in the
idea of covenant. All God’s covenants are covenants of salvation.

A. The Covenant with Noah

The term “covenant” (berith) first occurs in God's dealings with Noah
on the eve of the Flood: “But I will establish my covenant with you;
and you shall come into the ark, you, your sons, your wife, and your
sons’ wives with you” (Gen. 6:18). It is repeated again as the waters
recede from the earth: “Behold, I establish my covenant with you
and your descendants after you, and with every living creature that is
with you, the birds, the cattle, and every beast of the earth with you,
as many as came out of the ark” (Gen. 9:9-10). This is to be “the ever-
lasting covenant between God and every living creature of all flesh
that is upon the earth” {v. 16).

The covenant with Noah is sometimes identified as a “covenant
with the human race.” Its terms were simple but comprehensive. To
man was given the duty to replenish and govern the earth. All
animals were to be available for food with the exception that the
blood should not be eaten with the flesh. Murder was forbidden on
the basis of the “image” of God in man (Gen. 9:2-7). On His part, God
promised never again to destroy the earth with a lood. In token of
this He set the rainbow in the sky (cf. also Gen. 8:22). “The last word
does not lie with the waters of the Flood, but with the Rainbow of
promise.’?

2. Knight, Christian Theology ofthe OT. p. 142. Cf. Lehman, Bidfical Theology.
1:77-79.
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B. The Covenant with Abraham

A second milestone in the developing concept of covenant came in
the call of and covenant with Abram of Ur. Here the covenant begins
to take on specific form and the idea of election comes to the fore.

Genesis 12 marks a transition from an account of the general
history of mankind to the story of a single tribe and nation. The sons
of Shem, known as the Semitic people, migrated to the plains of
Babylonia and settled near the mouth of the Euphrates at Ur. Exten-
sive archaeological diggings have uncovered an ancient and
advanced civilization there.

Another migration is described. Its reason is not explained in
the Scriptures, but tradition relates it to the worship ofone true God
as opposed to the prevailing polytheism of Ur. The Semite Terah, his
son Abram, his grandson Lot, and Abram’s wife Sarai travelled west
to Aram (later Assyria and modern Turkey) on the way to the land of
Canaan (Gen. 11:31). For some reason not explained, they settled in
Haran (named after a deceased son of Terah), where Terah later
died. Here the Lord said to Abram, “Go from your country and your
kindred and your father’s house to the land that 1 will show you"
(Gen. 12:]).

The covenant made at that time with Abram was conditioned
on his obedient response to the call to “go out under the stars.” It
included the promise of numerous posterity, a great name, blessing
to those who would bless him, and a curse upon those who would
curse him. Most important of all was the promise, 1 will blessyou . ..
that you will be a blessing . . . and by you all the families of the earth
shall bless themselves” (Gen. 12:2-3). L. R. Ringenberg notes: “The
covenant was as simple but as comprehensive as the redemptive
purpose of God for the nations. It consisted of a command and a
promise. The command was twofold. He must leave home. He must
go where God led. The promise was threefold. God would make of
him a nation; he would give him a land; and he would bless him and
make him a blessing to all families of the earth.”?

C. Melchizedek

A raid of marauding sheiks on Sodom and Gomorrah and the cities
of the lower Jordan plain (Genesis 14) brought Abram into contact
with an otherwise unknown priest-king by the name of Melchizedek.
He is described as "the priest of God Most High” (v. 18)—a designa-

3. The Word of God in History (Butler, Ind.: The Higley Press, 1953), p. 48.
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tion for the true God used most frequently by those outside the
covenant line that began with Abram (cf. Num. 24:16; Dan. 3:26).
This is the first time the term "priest” occurs in the Scriptures, and as
E. E. Kevan notes, “The biblical conception of the priesthood cannot
be properly grasped if this singular fact is ignored.”*

D. Election and the Covenant

The importance of the covenant with Abram is further explained in
Genesis 15. G. Ernest Wright commented that this covenant becomes
the central meaning of the Abraham story, and all that follows is
understood as the fulfillment of this promise.?

The concept of election is included in the covenant. A particular
line of Abram’s descendents became a chosen people. They were
chosen not to privilege alone but to responsibility as well. Election
did come to be understood in a very exclusive sense in later Judaism.
But its purpose was inclusive, not exclusive. 1t was through the
descendents of Abraham, and particularly One, that blessing was to
come to all men. In order for divine love to be shown to all, it must
be revealed first to some. An idea must take root somewhere in
particular before it can be reproduced everywhere. Rather than
God’s elective love for Israel (Deut. 7:6-8) meaning that He did not
love all, it meant the very opposite. God showed His love to Israel
that Israel in turn might make it known to all men. It was God’s plan
that “all families of the earth be blessed” (Gen. 12:3, mg.).¢

Wright noted further that the covenant with Abram was one of
promise and looked forward to its fulfillment. This fulfillment came
partly in and through the nation Israel. “Yet at the end of the Old
Testament the chosen nation was still looking forward to the com-
pletion of the promise. The Christian Church understood that only in
Christ was the covenant fulfilled. He is the fullness of Israel and the
fulfillment of God’s promises to his people.”?

E. The Angel of the Lord

In God's dealings with Abraham (to which Abram’s name was
changed—Gen. 17:5) and his family, the “angel of the Lord” first
appears (Gen. 16:7; Gen. 18). E. F. Kevan writes:

4. NBC.p.89.

S. Book of the ActsofGod. p. 72.

6. Donaid G. Miller, The Peaple of God(Naperville, 11.: SCM Book Club. 1959),
p.46.

7. Book of the Aasof God,p. 75.
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As in several places He is apparently identified with Jehovah,
a number of questions arise. Is He just one of the created angels?
But the angel speaks in the first person interchangeably with
Jehovah, Is He a direct theophany? But this does not do justice to
the distinction which is made between Jehovah and the angel. Is
He a self-distinction of Jehovah? This is to regard the revelation
through the angel as pointing to a real distinction in the nature of
God such as is found in the New Testament ‘Logos’ or ‘Son’. So
long as we avoid reading back the New Testament into the con-
ceptions of the Old, we are justified in the light of the New Tes-
tament in seeing some hint and recognition of a richness within
the unity of the Godhead. With the revelation of God in Christ
before us, we may regard the angel as the Second Person of the
Holy Trinity.*

F. Circumcision

At least passing reference should be made to circumcision, appearing
first as a sign of God’s covenant with Abraham (Gen. 17:11). The rite
was commanded for all the males of Abraham'’s progeny {(vv. 12-14;
Exod. 4:24ff.; Josh. 5:2 ff.). Even in the Old Testament, circumcision
begins to take on deeper meaning than the physical fact itself. It is to
be the symbol of an internal change (Deut. 10:16; 30:6). its larger
meaning in the Bible is summarized by Eric Sauer:

Circumcision is indeed no means to justification (Rom. 4:9-12)
or sanctification {Gal. 5:2-12), but it is nevertheless a symbol or
more exactly a type. of sanctification, and more especially of the
principle of the surrender of the sinful self-nature unto death, the
“cutting off” of the God-estranged life and all its impulses. There-
fore the “circumcision not made with hands” is “the putting off of
the body of the flesh,” that is, being crucified and dead together
with Christ (Col, 2:11, comp. Rom. 6:2-4).°

G. Abraham'’s Descendents

While it is in the Exodus and the giving of the Law on Mount Sinai
that the covenant finds its definitive statement, some of the implica-
tions of election are worked out in concrete historical situations in
the lives of Isaac. Jacob, and Joseph. The nature of election finds
illustration in the choice of Isaac over Ishmael and Abraham’s other
sons, and in the selection of Jacob instead of Esau (Genesis 25).

8. NBC.p.90:l. also Oehler. Theology ofthe OT. pp. 129-34; and Everett F.
Harrison, A Shont Life of Christ (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Co. 1968), pp. 34-35.

9. Dawn of World Redemption, p. 105.
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Something of the duality in man’s experience of God seen in
conversion and entire sanctification in the New Testament finds
illustration in the life of Jacob (Gen. 28:10-22 in comparison with
32:24-30)—as it had in the life of his grandfather before him (Gen.
12:1-5 in connection with 17:1-8). The nature and scope of divine
providence is illustrated in the stirring events of the life of Joseph
(Genesis 37; 39-—47). The meaning of it all begins to take shape in
God’'s mighty acts in Egypt, at the Red Sea. and on Sinai.

II. THE ExXODUS

Genesis, the book of beginnings, is followed by what may properly be
called “the book of redemption.” Exodus tells how God not only
brought His people out of bondage in Egypt, but also how He brought
them into a special covenant relationship with himself in which
they became His purchased possession, His “peculiar people,” His
“own possession among all peoples” (Exod. [9:5).

A. The Key Importance of the Exodus

The Exodus (Greek, “going out”) from Egypt was more than just a
momentous event in history. It became the living center of Israel’s
faith. Over and over, the Lord is identified as “your God, who
brought you out of the land of Egypt. out of the house of bondage”
(Exod. 20:2; 29:46; Lev. 11:45, etc.). G. Ernest Wright says:
At the center of Israel’s faith was this supreme act of divine
love and grace. The very ex'istence of the nation was due solely to
this miraculous happening. In confessions of faith it is the central
affirrmation. (Note such confessions in Deuteronomy 6:20-25; 265~
10.) who is God? For Israel it was unnecessary to elaborate
abstract terms and phrases as we do in our confessions. It was
only necessary to say that he is the “God, who brought thee out
of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage” {(Exodus 20:2).
What more was needed to identify or to describe God than that?
His complete control over nature and man is adequately implied
in the statement; his purposive action in history in fighting the
injustice of the strong and making even their sin to serve and
praise him is also directly implied: so also is his redemptive love,
which saves and uses the weak of the world to accomplish his
purpose even among the strong.'

10. Book ofthe Acts of God, p. 77.



94 / God. Man, and Salvation

It is with good reason that H. H. Rowley sees in the story of the
Exodus an Old Testament prefiguring of the death and resurrection
of Christ and regards it as the central point in the unity of the Bible. !

B. The Book of Redemption

The Book of Exodus is therefore the book of redemption (6:6; 15:13).
“To redeem” (Heb., gaal. translated “to deliver.” “to ransom.” “to
redeem”) is literally “to serve as a kinsman for,” as a relative would
redeem the property or person of one who could not help himself. it
includes in its scope the basic ideas of redemption developed else-
where in the Scriptures: deliverance from bondage by the personal
intervention of the Redeemer, and bringing the redecmed into a
special relationship with their Redeemer. The first idea in redemp-
tion reaches its culmination in the Passover (Exodus 12). The second
underlies the inauguration of the Sinai covenant (Exodus 19).

The New Testament uses “Exodus language” throughout to de-
scribe the saving work of Christ. In Luke 9:3 L. Jesus is pictured as
talking with Moses and Elijah about “his departure {Greek, exodus],
which He was to accomplish at Jerusalem.” Both Jesus and Paul
spoke of the atonement as Christ’s passover {(Luke 22:15, “passover”
from pascha, “suffer” from paschd: 1 Cor. 5:7). John 19:36 applies a
Passover requirement to the death of Christ: “You shall not break a
bone of it” (Exod. 12:46). The Christian life is viewed in the light of
the deliverance at the Red Sea (t Cor. 10:1-13). Jesus was the “proph-
et ... like” Moses (Deut. 18:15-19). He was the "new Moses” who
gave Ris people a new law from a new mount, and who used the
very term “ransom” (Mark 10:45; d. Exod. 6:6; 15:13) to describe
His mission.

Gabriel Rebert wrote:

The Second Exodus as it was fulfilled in Jesus Christ was not
at all a political deliverance, but rather the deliverance of a
redeemed Peopie of the Lord from the true enemy of man, the
Evil One and all his hosts, into the liberty of the children of Gud:
a liberty which istobe enjoyed already in the Church of the New
Covenant, but which is to be fully perfected only in the Life of the
World to Come.*?

1. Unity of the Bible. passim.
12. When israel Came out of Egyp (Naperville. §ll.: SCM Boak Club, 1961). pp.
116-17.
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III. THE MEANING OF THE SINAI COVENANT

The scope of the redemption accomplished at the Exodus is spelled
out in the covenant given at Sinai. The term for “covenant” {berith) is
of uncertain derivation. it comes either from an Assyrian root baru
which means “to bind” and therefore stands for a bond or obliga-
tion,” or from the verb “to cut,” since it was common to speak of
“cutting” a covenant.!* In any case, it means “a solemn agreement
made between two parties who stand previously unrelated; in which
certain mutual obligations are undertaken. for the sake of certain
benefits, generally mutual, which are to ensue from the connec-
tion.””® It was an agreement entered with solemn ceremonies of
sacrifice.

0Old Testament scholars have noted striking resemblances be-
tween the Sinai covenant and the treaties of the ancient world
between an emperor and the lesser kings who were bound to him.
The form of these “suzerain” treaties identified the “great king";
detailed the historical background in the relations between the great
king and his vassals, emphasizing the benevolent disposition of the
great king; set forth the obligations of the vassal. always including
exclusive loyalty to the emperor; stipulated that the document be
deposited in the sanctuary of the vassal and that it be publicly read
at regular intervals; and set forth the rewards or punishment which
would attend the keeping or violation of the covenant. All of these
elements may be seen in the covenant God made with His people
(cf. Exod. 20:1-2; Josh, 24:2-13; Exod. 34:13; Deut. 31:9-13; Josh. 24:
26; Exod. 23:20-33; Leviticus 26; Deuteronomy 27—28: Josh. 8:34
—read in this order).'¢

The importance of the covenant is seen in the fact that it is
made the basis of salvation in both the Old Testament and the New.
Ryder Smith wrote: “The ruling idea of the Old Testament is the idea
of Covenant. The term is found in the decuments of all periods, but
even where the term is absent the idea is present. Apart from one
or two such small books as the Song of Songs, it is the presupposition
of every book in the Old Testament. Without this idea, no Hebrew

13. Burney. Outlines of OT Theology. p. 49,

14. Davidson, Theologyo f1heOT. pp. 238-42.

15. Burney, Owlines of OT Theolagy. loc. cit.

16. Cl. George Mendenhatl, Law and Covenant in Israef and the Ancient Near East;
quoted by Wright, Biblical Archaeology, pp. 56-57; and Book of the Acts of God. pp. 89-91.
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story would have a motif, no Hebrew prophet a message, no Hebrew
psalmist a plea,”“'”

The covenant, however, was not merely a legal contract or a
commercial transaction with profit as its motive. It was more
analogous to marriage in two important particulars: it was the result
of God's choice. His initiative; and it was based upon love, trust,
service, and fellowship.'*

The initiative for the covenant rests with God. “The one respon-
sible for this agreement is always God alone. It is always said that
God makes a covenant with somebody, never that God and some-
body made a covenant.”® Yet the response of the people is their own
choice. This is declared emphatically {e.g.. Josh. 24:14, 21-22).2
Vriezen noted:

The Covenant is, therefore, “unilateral”, not bilateral in
origin: it is a relationship originating with one of the partners,
though that does not mean that Israel was not regarded as a
partner and that Israel’s will could not be appealed to. Israel is
expected to obey the rules of the Covenant drawn up by God and
by Him alone.?

IV. THE LAw

The giving of the law was an essential part of the establ ishmentof
the covenant. The law was the charter of the covenant. So close is the
relationship that “covenant” and “commandments” became inter-
changeable terms. Moses said to the people of Israel. “And he
declared to you his covenant, which he commanded you to perform,
that is, the ten commandments; and he wrote them upon two tablets
of stone” (Deut. 4:13; cf. 5:1-2). The stone tablets bearing the Ten
Commandments were placed in the sacred chest covered with the
“mercy seat” and known as “'the ark of the covenant” (Num. 10:33;
Deut. 31:26: Josh. 4:7; Judg. 20:27, passim). 1 Kings 8:9 refers to the
commandments as the “covenant [made] with the children of Israel,
when they came out of the land of Egypt.” To break the command-
ments was to violate the covenant. To keep the commandments was
to maintain the covenant relationship.

17. Bible Docirineo f Salvation, p. 16.

18. Smith, foc. cit.

19. Kohler, OT Thedlogy, p. 62.

20. Ibrd.p.68.

21. Ouiline of OT Theolagy, p. 141 ; italics in the original.
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A. The Nature of “law”

The making of the covenant and the giving of the law which sealed it
was an act of God’s loving grace manifest toward His people. The
law was never a means of earning the favor of God. It was the means
whereby men could show their gratitude for God's favor.

The Hebrew word for law (forah) itself meant more than legisla-
tion. It meant “instruction, teaching, guidance, counsel,” the “word
of revelation.”?? The law was God's way of showing His people what
was involved in living in a covenant relationship with the Lord. As
Donald Miller expressed it, “The commandments were not so much
prohibitions as they were statements of what is not done in covenant
relations. They give a picture of the way a man would want to live
who was in right relation with God.”*

The law given on Sinai differs in significant ways from other
oriental codes, of which several have been discovered and deci-
phered. The entire law is referred to God as its Author—in contrast,
for example. to the Code of Hammurabi in which the entire set of
laws from start to finish is said to have been the work of the king.
A higher value is placed on human life than on material values.
There is no death penalty for offences against property, whereas in
the Babylonian law capital punishment was used frequently for
crimes involving property.

Gross brutality in punishment was excluded from the Hebrew
law. Even the so-called “lex talionis”—"an eye for an eye, and a tooth
for a tooth” {(cf. Exod. 21:23-25)—was a limitation in the punishment
that might be meted out for offences against the persons of others.
The punishment could be no more than the damage actually inflicted.
There was a heightening of the moral sense in relations between the
sexes in the Sinai law.

B. Morality and Religion

The most fundamental difference between Israel’s law and the codes
of neighboring nations was the direct relation between morality and
religion in the biblical law. Moral precepts are given as the com-
mands of God. Walther Eichrodt writes:

The really remarkable feature of the Decalogue is rather the
definite connection of the moral precepts with the basic religious commands.
It is the expression of a conviction that moral action is inseparably

22, 1bd. p, 256.
23. PeopleofGod. p. 44.
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bound up with the worship of God. This means, howeves, that

God whose help man craves regards obedience to the moral

standards as equally impoitant with the exclusive worship of

himself; and consequently his whole will and purpose is directed

to that which is moraily good.*

The law is the expression of God's claim to lordship. It replaced,
for Israel, the many ways of determining the will of the gods that
prevailed among Israel’s pagan neighbors—astrology, omens, inspec-
tion of the livers of sacrificed animals, to mention the more
common.? Yet the law was not in itself intended or sufficient to
cover all the details of life. Legally, biblical commandments would
be classed as case laws rather than code laws. Theologically, they
were for the most part sets of examples embodying principles rather
than narrow specifics. Further, the will of God for His people could
be known even when it was not expressed in words. The “heart” is
spoken of on occasion as almost equivalent to conscience in the sense
of moral intuition. 1t would “smite’”” a man for or approve him in
specific actions (e.g.. 1 Sam. 24:5; 2 Sam. 24:10).2¢

V. THE CEREMONIAL LAWwW

Closely connected with the covenant and the moral law upon which
it was based is what has come to be called the “ceremonial law.” In
the technical use ofthe term, this is known as the “cuit,” a prescribed
mode of worship.

The underlying ground-plan of the Book of Exodus illustrates
the relationship of covenant, law, and worship. Redemption came
first in the deliverance from bondage in Egypt (Exodus 1—18). The
law followed (cc. 19—23), setting forth the kind of conduct and
character befitting those redeemed and brought into a covenant
relationship with God. “Then worship was instituted, not only to
remind them of redemption, but to aid in securing and maintaining
a character worthy of God’s saving act {(Ex. 24-40). Worship meant
the offering of the redeemed soul to God for his service, and the
dedication of one’s self to the ethical behaviour which the covenant
demanded.”#

24. Theolagy of the OT. }:76-77; italics in the vriginal. Cf. Eichrodt’'s entire treat-
ment, pp. 74-82.

25. Vriezen, OutfineofOT Theology, p. 254.

26. Kohler, OT Thealogy. p. 202.

27. Miller. Peopleof God. p. 49.



Covenantand Cult / 99

A. Ritual as Symbolism

The ritual and the sacrifices were not in themselves of sacramental
value. They were not channels through which grace might be con-
veyed to individuals or to the nation. They were not designed to gain
God's favor. They were an open recognition of the fact that God had
already, by His own initiative, extended His mercy and His grace to
the people. The sacrifices and offerings themselves were not some-
thing man gave to God. They were the return to God of what He had
first given to man. They were, in purpose and intent, the response of
obedient faith to divine grace.?

Many in Israel undoubtedly considered the sacrifices them-
selves to have a sort of magical efficacy. Outside Israel such a concept
was virtually universal. But the law itself, as well as the prophets
later, continually challenged the idea that formal acts of sacrifice had
intrinsic merit.

Along with sacrifice, the law demanded the confession of sin
and humble penitence of spirit. Where the sin was against another
and was of such sort that restitution could be made, payment was
required. In the ritual of the Day of Atonement, confession as well as
sacrifice was to be made (Lev. 16:21). In a summary statement, Ryder
Smith said, “The intelligent Jew, therefore, thought that, whenever in
any sacrifice {cf. Leviticus 1:4), the blood was offered, it symbolized
both the fact of the Covenant, the truth that he had broken it, and
the further truth that, as he now came to God with a penitent heart
and in His appointed way, the covenant was renewed and was valid
for him.”’2®

B. The Purpose of Sacrifice

Schultz finds a threefold basis for the ritual and sacrifices established
in connection with the covenant. A fourth may be added.»

I. The first purpose was to teach the holiness of God. The priest-
hood and the laws of sacrifice were a perpetual reminder that the
service of God requires holiness in the sense of freedom from defile-
ment.** Similarly, W. H. Griffith Thomas wrote, “The keynote of the

28. Ibid., pp. 84-85.

29. Bible Doarine of Salvation, pp, 78-79; of. Rowley, Faith of Israd, p. 95,
30. OT Theology, 2:65-68.

31. Cf. Davidson, Theology of the OT. pp. 306-11.
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book (of Leviticus) is ‘holiness.’ in its primary meaning of Separation,
which includes separation from evil and separation ro God.”*?
This positive spiritual value was stressed by Vriezen:

In Israel the cult exists in order t0 maintain and purify the
communion between God and man (for fundamentally the relation
between God and man is good): the cult exists as a means to integrate
the communion between God and man which God has imstituted in His
Covenant, in other words, the cult exists for the sake of the atonement {(this
word taken in the general sense of “reconciliation”). . . . Israel's
God does not demand a cult from which He could reap benefit, but on the
contrary He gives His people a cult that enables them to maintain com-
munion with Him by means of the atonement {Lev. xvii.l1}). In israel
the cult preserves the communion with God. helps to establish the
intercourse between God and man; it ensures, as it were, that this
intercourse should continue. The cult is. as it were, a road for two-
way traffic: in the cuft God comes to man, but man also comes to
God. Thus God comes to man as a forgiving God and affords him
an opportunity to cleanse himself regularly of his sins; and in the
cult man comes to God with his confession of guilt, with his
tokens of thankfulness and adoration.*

2. A second purpose (or the ritual was to enforce principles of
health. This was the rationale behind many of the food taboos that
were part of the ceremonial law.*¢

3. A third reason was to preserve Israel's separation from
paganism. In this connection. Knight remarks that “the sacrificial
laws kept Israel in touch with Yahweh at those points in her life
where she was tempted to follow her Canaanite neighbours in their
worship of the fertility gods.”*

4. The prominence of blood sacrilices indicates a fourth reason
for the Old Testament cult. It was a forward look to “the Lamb of
God. who takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29). This point
looms large in New Testament statements about the crucifixion of
Jesus.

The Old Testament contains no reasoned explanation of the
meaning of the shedding of blood in ritual sacrifice, but it clearly
states the necessity. “For the life of the flesh is in the blood:; and I
have given it for you upon the altar to make atonement for your

32. Throughihe Pentaieuch Chapter by Chaprer (Grand Rapids. Mich.: William 8.
Eerdmans Publishing Co.. {957). p. te8.

33. OQualine of OT Theology. pp. 380-81; italics in the original.

34. See a modera statement of this in S. I. McMillen, Noneo S These Diseases
(Westwood, N.J.: Fleming H. Revell Co.. | 963).

35. Christian Theology of the OT. p. 23 .
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souls: for it is the blood that makes atonement, by reason of the life”
(Lev. 17:11).

In terms of the Old Testament itself, it has been conjectured
that the prominence of blood in the sacrificial ritual was that blood
was thought of as the bond uniting members of group or family.
Blood rites were used to induct individuals as members of family or
clan. The sprinkling of blood indicated that all enmity or barriers to
fellowship were removed and the individual concerned then had all
the privileges and responsibilities as a member of the group. When
an animal that was devoted to God was Kkilled, its blood could be
thought of as the blood of God {(cf. Acts 20:28, KJV). The sprinkling
of that blood removed the barriers and cleansed away the sins, and
by the blood men became one with God. J. N. Schofield writes,
“Deuteronomy 12:23 says the blood is the life; sharing the blood
means sharing the life: in Hebrew thought there was no fiction or
pretense about it, it actually happened. This thought was used in the
New Testament to express some of the meaning of the death of
Jesus ¢

Many of the laws set forth in the Book of Leviticus are purely
cultic or ceremonial. Yet even ceremonial laws have symbolic mean-
ing. Oswald T. Allis wrote:

This is the New Testament gospel for sinners stated in Old
Testament terms and enshrined in the ritual of sacrifice; and it
finds its fullest expression in the ritual of the day of atonement.
“For the like of the great day of atonement we look in vain in any
other peopie. If every sacrifice pointed to Christ, this most
luminously of all. What the fifty-third of Isaiah is to Messianic
prophecy. that, we may truly say, is the sixteenth of Leviticus to
the whole system of Mosaic types, the most consummate flower
of the Messianic symbolism” (S. H. Kellog). To understand Cal-
vary, and 1o see it in its tragic glory, we must view it with ail
the light of sacred story centered upon it.?

C. The Sacrifices and Atonement

It is God himself who atones or covers the sin of man. “For the life
of the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it for you upon the altar
to make atonement for your souls” {Lev. 17:11). The animal belongs

36. Intraduaion o OT Thedogy. p. 13. It may be noted, however, that in the case
of the very poor, an offering of meal was acceptable in place of bieod (Lev. 5:11).

37. “Leviticus.” NBC. p. 135. Cf. John L. McKenzie, T heologyof the Old Testamens
(New York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1974}, pp. 37-57,
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to God: its blood is His gift, shed at His command. A. B. Davidson
saw two lines in the Old Testament concept of atonement:

l. For sins outside the covenant relation—the so-called “sins
with a high hand”"—voluntary, and fully culpable, God himself pro-
vides the “covering.” Here atonement has the meaning of invalidat-
ing the penalty of the sin thus covered. It is used always in relation
to the sin, not in relation to God. It has the effect of purging or
putting away the iniquity.

2. For sins of frailty and infirmity within the covenant, the
blood of sacrifice is also required. The atonement (in the literal sense
of “at-one-ment” or reconciliation) is for the persons or souls of the
worshipers rather than for the sins as such.

Davidson further suggests that in the New Testament all sin is
viewed as voluntary, culpable, and incurring the judgment of God,
and that all atonement requires a blood sacrifice.®

VI. THE PRIESTHOOD

The basic law governing the priesthood is given in Leviticus 8—!0.
The record of its inauguration is found in Numbers. The nature of
this office cannot be seen in its full light. however, until we are in a
position to compare it with the prophetic order. It is sufficient here
to note that the priest. who exemplifies the “institutional” aspect of
Israel’s religion, served in a vital role.

It was the priest who represented the people before the altar of
the holy God. It was the priest who interpreted the meaning of
ceremony and sacrifice to the people. Instruction in the mora} and
religious laws was an important part of the priestly function. The
priests were keepers of the written record as it came into being. They
applied the law to the everyday life of the people. Because the priest-
hood was a hereditary order, it easily became corrupted. But in its
purpose and in much of its practice, it was essential to the stability
of Israel’s religious life.*

V1I. THE COVENANT IN ISRAEL'S HISTORY

A. In Numbers and Deuteronomy

The history of Israel under the covenant actually begins in Numbers.

38, Theology of the OT. pp. 324-27.
39. Cf. Vriezesn, Outlineo fOT Theology. pp. 265-66: Eichrodt. Theologyo fthe OT.
1:435.36.
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The story is one of alternating defeat and victory. But here the truth
finds expression that the underlying causes in history are not geo-
graphical, economic, sociological. or military; they are spiritual and
moral.

The Book of Deuteronomy (literally, “second law") is a pro-
found application of the covenant principle to both the past and
future of the people of Israel. The covenant also is presupposed in
the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings; and it underlies the
emphasis of the prophets later in the history of the nation.

Deuteronomy is composed chiefly of three addresses of Moses:
concerning the past, a retrospect (1:1-—4:40); present duties and
exhortations (4:44—26:19); and a prospectus or forward look—
actually the purpose of the whole (27:1—30:20). The past is reviewed
and the present surveyed as part of preparation for the invasion and
conquest of the Promised Land. The emphasis upon the covenant is
seen in 27 references in the book to this important theme.

B. The Period of the Judges

The lesson taught in Numbers and expounded in Deuteronomy is
reinforced over and over throughout the period of Israel's history as
a loose confederation of tribes. The record is given in Joshua, Judges,
Ruth, and the early chapters of 1 Samuel. This is history in the sense
of “His story.” It is a highly selective account illustrating the working
out of the implications of the covenant.

An example of the structured nature of the biblical history is
seen in the cyclical form of Judges. There, through six different
cycles, the pattern of loyalty to God, disobedience, bondage to foreign
powers, repentance and prayer, and deliverance is repeatedly worked
out. The “judges” (Hebrew, shophetim—governors to lead the people
and execute divine judgment on their behalf) could well be called
“champions.”*®

G. Ernest Wright stated that to the author of the Book of Judges
“the security of Israel lay solely in the covenant and in entire loyalty
to her Lord.”¢ The attraction of paganism was ‘‘subtle and allur-
ing.” Canaanite gods made few demands, were conveniently fol-
lowed, and promised much. Yet when Israel turned to the baals (as
the local divinities were known), she not only lost the favor of God

40. Kohler, OT Theology, p. 164.
41. Book of the Acts of God, p. 110.
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but also the bond that held the tribes together. Under such circum-
stances, the people became easy prey to any maurauder.+?

The Book of Ruth is a quiet little pastoral showing a different
side to the turbulent period of the Judges. It is considered part of the
third division of the Jewish canon. the Writings, and is used in con-
nection with observance of the Feast of Pentecost because of the
harvest scene that is so important a part of the story. Since the name-
sake of the book is a Moabitess, Ruth {along with Job and Jonah)
bears a clear testimony to the fact that the exclusiveness developed
later in Judaism was not an essential part of the Old Testament
message.

C. The Kingdom

The events of the early kingdom period clearly illustrate the truth
that Israel's security depended upon loyalty to the covenant. The
initial success of Saul and the career of David were credited to obe-
dience to the God of the covenant. The disaster that marked the end
of Saul’s life and occasional defeats in the life of David are traced to
rebellion or disobedience. As F. F. Bruce wrote:

The historians from Joshua to 2 Kings are frequently said to
display the Deuteronomic philosophy of history, so called because
it finds clearest expression in Deuteronomy. The cause of pros-
perity is found in obedience to the wili of God, and cspedially in
the avoidance of the native Baalism of Canaan, with its demoraliz-
ing fertility cults; adversity is the sure sequel to departure from
thiis strait path.*

Through years of success and failure, victory and defeat. domi-
nance and subjection, it became increasingly clear that Israel’s elec-
tion was not unconditional or indestructible. The converse of election
was rejection. Election was to service more than to privilege. “Israel
is not elected lor privilege. i.e. to be served by other nations, but in
order to serve them {(cf. Mark 10:45); she was redeemed from
Egypt and made laos hagios Kurio {Deut. 7:6) in order that she might
serve God (7:11) and his purpose lor the nations {e.g. Isa. 45:4-6)."*

42, 1bid.

43. “Judges.” NBC. p. 237.

44_ Alan Richardson. An Introduciian to the Theology o fihe New Testament (New Yeork:
Harper and Brothers, 1959), p. 272.
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D. Prophetic and Priestly Views of History

Deuteronomy, Joshua, judges, | and 2 Samuel, and 1 and 2 Kings
form a continuous history of the covenant people from Sinai to the
Exile. They represent what may properly be called the “prophetic”
view of the history. | and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah likewise
present a continuous history of the covenant people from David
{with an introduction composed of extensive genealogies going back
to Adam. I Chron. 1—9) to the return from Exile. They represent the
priestly point of view.

Chronicles—Nehemiah is concerned more with what God had
ordained—the ideal. Its emphasis is upon two divine institutions, the
Temple and the throne of David. The life of Israel as a religious com-
munity is portrayed. While Chronicles does not minimize the failures
of rulers and people. its prevailing emphasis is on the religious side
of the national life in contrast with the civil aspects of the history.

E. Wars of Annihilation

The Christian conscience, informed as it is by the careful concern of
the New Testament for individual human life, is sometimes troubled
by Old Testament accounts of wars of extermination and the “‘ban”
or curse placed on entire populations by what was clearly under-
stood to be the immediate will of God. Conservative Old Testament
scholarship does not have the escape from this dilemma open to
liberal thinkers—that the Hebrews in their conquests attributed to
God what was actually their own drive for security and a place in the
sun.

The problem is not an easy one, and no simple answers readily
appear. Hugh J. Blair makes two suggestions worthy of note:

!. The destruction of the Canaanites was a divine judgment on
the moral abandon and almost indescribable vice of a pagan society.

[The Israelitesi were the instruments by which God exercised
judgment on the wickedness of the people of the land. Just as He
had destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah for the same kind of un-
speakable corruption, without the instrumentality of human
hands, so He used the Israelites to punish and root out the can-
cerous depravity of the Canaanites. And if there be a moral gov-
ernment of the world at all, such a dread possibility of judgment
and divine surgery, however executed, cannot be excluded.*

In this connection, one should note that the “ban” {(cherem,
usually translated “curse”) was regarded as placing a religious duty

45. “Joshua,” NBC, p. 224.
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on the conquerors and restrained looting and the more terrible
aspects of the warfare of the times. “This was no lust for booty or for
blood: it was a divine duty which must be pertormed.”*¢

2. The ban was “prophylactic” in the sense that it protected the
religion of the Israelites from infection by the abominations of the
heathen. For the sake of Israel’s high mission as a vehicle of true
revelation to the world, drastic action was necessary. It was the
excision of a cancerous growth in order that the host body might
live.s?

It should not be necessary to add that definite commands by
God to engage in such religious warfare can never be used to justify
modern aggressive warfare under any consideration. Here the New
Testament must be our guide. not generalizations based on specific
instances in the Old Testament.

46. {bid.
47. Ibid. CL. i.chimam, Biblical Theology. 1:176.



Section Two

Devotion and Duty :
The Human Side of Salvation

6

Old Testament Ethics

Following the Pentateuch and historical writings in our Old Testa-
ment is a body of material known as the poetical and wisdom litera-
ture: Job, Psalms, Proverbs, the Song of Solomon, and Ecclesiastes.
There are significant differences among these books. But all represent
what might be called the personal aspect of Israel’s faith as compared
with its historical and institutional aspects. The emphasis is devo-
tional and ethical. It is concerned with some of the most enduring
principles of biblical religion and some of the perennial problems of
the human mind. Here is the human side of salvation.

1. THE NATURE OF WiSDOM

The wisdom literature of the Old Testament consists of the Books of
Job, Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes. To these should be added a number
of psalms generally classified as “wisdom psalms” (1; 19; 37, 49; 73;
(12;1t9; 127—128: 133). Hebrew wisdom is recognized in the Bible
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as part of a larger whole: “Solomon's wisdom surpassed the wisdom
of all the people of the east, and all the wisdom of Egypt. For he was
wiser than ali other men. wiser than Ethan the Ezrahite, and Heman,
Calcol, and Darda, the sons of Mahol” (I Kings 4:30:; <f. Obad. 8 and
Jer. 49:7). ’

J. C. Rylaarsdam summarizes the essential points of agreement
among the wisdom teachers of the ancient Near East: (1) The convic-
tion that existence is fundamentally rational and moral; (2) the keen
awareness that man is a creature in a world that is moral and ra-
tional; (3) as a result, overconcern and pessimism sometimes
resulted; but (4) despair and moral irresponsibility never prevailed.’
In Israel distinctively, however, wisdom was centered in the one liv-
ing and true God, and was regarded as derived from Him and thus
His direct revelation.?

A. “The Wise”

The Old Testament recognized a distinct class or guild of teachers
known as “the wise” (chakhamim). who transmitted their wisdom
from generation to generation (Prov. 1:6; 22:17;24:23; Eccles. 9:17;
12:11; Isa. 29:14; Jer. 8:8{.; 18:18; Ezek. 27:8-9). Thus along with the
functions of priest and prophet, the Old Testament speaks of the
work of the wise man or wisdom teacher. All three groups existed
together and with different emphases conveyed the will and purpose
of God to His people.?

The wise men or sages of the Old Testament were in funda-
mental agreement with the priests and prophets. “They could sit
where common folk sat and for such they ‘broke down small’ the
lofty message of the prophets that truth might enter in at lowly
doors. They were religious middlemen and mediated the prophetic
word to the man in the street.”* Likewise, although the sages said
little about ritual, their wisdom assumed the validity of divine wor-
ship as carried on in the Temple and synagogue.

The theme of the wisdom literature is spelled out in Proverbs,
its most typical book: “"The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wis-

1. Revelationin Jewish Wisdom Literature{Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1946), pp. 14-15.

2. E F. Bruce and Francis Davidson. “The Wisdom Literature ol the Ofd
Testament.” NBC. p. 43.

3. Cf, Edgar Jones, Proverbs and Ecclesiastes. "Torch Bilile Commentary” (New
York: The Macmiltan Co,, 196)), p. 31.

4. Jlohn Paterson, The Wisdom of Israel: Jok and Proverbs (Nashville: Abingdon
Press. 1961), pp. 57-58.
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dom’ (Prov. 9:10; cf. 1:7; 15:33). “Beginning” (reshith) here means
“foundation” or “prime element.” “The purpose of the Sages was to
demonstrate that religion was concerned with a man’s whole life and
that it involved total commitment. . . . All life was to be integrated
in His service and all the unredeemed aspects of life were to be
brought within the religious sphere.”s

B. Distinctives in Hebrew Wisdom

What the Bible contains of philosophy is to be found chiefly in the
wisdom books. It is not the analytical philosophy of Greek rational-
ism; it is the synthetic insight that comes from intuition and en-
lightened reflection on the meaning of life. Hebrew philosophy was
intuitive rather than speculative. As such, it was concerned to trans-
mit the traditional sayings and popular maxims that crystallized the
lore of ancient times. It was reflection on “the mysteries of human
experience” carried on by men “who were most sensitive to the
impact of the ultimate facts of sin, sorrow and death.”s

Also distinctive in Hebrew wisdom is the conviction that man
does not discover wisdom; God gives it. The chiel Source of wisdom
is divine. Wisdom is spoken of in such a way as to indicate that it is
almost an independent being, intermediary between God and His
creation, preexistent and sharing with God in the work of creation
{Proverbs 8—9; cf. 8'27-3 1). Edgar Jones goes so far as to suggest that
Wisdom in Proverbs 8 plays the same role as the Logos in John |:
1-18 and contains the germ of the development of trinitarian con-
cepts within Jewish monotheism.’

II. THE ETHICAL IDEAL

The Old Testament holds in careful balance the contrasting truths
that man lives in community and that he is individually responsible
tor his choices and acts. Both insights must be given proper emphasis
if the ethic of the Old Testament is to be understood. While there was
a tendency in the tribal and early kingdom period to emphasize the
“corporate personality” of the people, the idea of personal responsi-
bility was never totally lacking. Nor do the later prophets—particu-
larly Jeremiah and Ezekiel, with their strong emphasis on the

5. Ibid., pp.56-57.
6. Jones, Proverbs and Ecclestasies, p. 28.
7. Iid, p. 44.
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individual-—ever forget that each man is implicated in the life of the
community in ways he can never escape.

For modern thought, the problem is to understand how in-
dividuals create a true community. For biblical man. the situation
was just the reverse. His question was not that of creating com-
munity. The community was the “given” with which he started. The
problem was “the emergence within the community of individuals
with personal value and personal responsibility.”¢

The law itself was addressed to individuals as well as to the
nation (e.g. the Ten Commandments)® Yet individual piety and
ethical responsibility becomes focal in the wisdom and prophetical
books.*®

Biblical ethics finds its basic expression in the moral content of
the law. In the Bible, ethical theory is never viewed humanistically.
The source of man‘s good lies in the nature of God, not ultimately in
the nature of man. Righteousness, justice, mercy, and goodness are
not abstractions apart from the will of God. Nor are they the result
of impulses (rom within. They are responses to commands from
above. This is expressed in the dictum already cited as the foundation
of wisdom for life: “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowl-
edge” (Prov. 1:7;cf. Job 28:28; Prov. 9:10).

Edmond Jacob wrote:

If man’s nature can be defined by the theme of the image of

God, his function can be qualified as an imitation of God. This

involves a double obligation for man, we might say a double out-

iook: one eye turned towards God and the other towards the
world. The Old Testament re-echoes both a piety in which com-

munion with God reaches the highest intensity (Psalim 73) and a

realism which underlies much sacial legisiation.!

This blending of religion and ethics in the Bible is unique in
ancient times. The “Wisdom of Amen-em-ope,” an author believed
to have lived in Egypt sometime between 1500 and 1300 B.C., con-
tains many of the same ethical teachings as are to be found in the
Book of Proverbs and the wisdom literature of the Old Testament.
But the motivations are worlds apart.

It could not be said that the maxims of Amen-em-ope¢ are com-
pletely lacking in religious feeling. Yet the sanctions to which they
appeal are limited to the pragmatic and prudential. They are human-

8. Kaohler, OT Theology, p. 161.

9. See Chap. 6, 111, A. “Individualism and Collectivism”

{0. CF. Vriezen, Quitine o f OT Theology. p. 324:Baab, Theology of the OT. p. 7.2.
i1, Theology of theOT.p. 173.
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istic rather than theisticc. One of Amen-em-ope’s injunctions to
honesty is “Do not lean on the scales, nor falsify the weights, nor
damage the fractions of the measure” {ch. 16). A parallel in Proverbs
reads, “Diverse weights and diverse measures are both alike an
abomination to the Lord” (20:10). W. A. Rees Jones and Andrew F.
Walls comment, “And that makes all the difference.”?

A. Personal Conduct

Job and the Book of Proverbs summarize Old Testament teaching
about norms for personal ethics.

1. Job 31 has been called “the high-water mark of the OT
ethic." It is in the form of an “oath of purgation” or “oath of clear-
ance” in which an accused man would appeal to God. under direst
penalties to himself if he be found a liar, to vindicate his innocence.
H. Wheeler Robinson wrote that this chapter “should be carefully
studied by anyone who desires to know what were the ethical ideals
of the Hebrews. . . . It has been rightly said that ‘if we want a sum-
mary of moral duties from the Old Testament, it might better be
found in Job’s soliloquy as he turms away from his friends and
reviews his past life, than in the Ten Commandments.’”'* The pas-
sage “has been called ‘'The Sermon on the Mount of the Old Testa-
ment.’ for it reminds us of the teachings of Jesus. Nowhere in the Old
Testament do we have a statement of higher ethical views."!s

The ideals expressed in Job 31 include sexual purity (vv. 1-4,
9-12), truthfulness (vv. 5-6), integrity {vv. 7-8), fairness to subordi-
nates (vv. 13-15), compassion and charity toward the poor and
defenceless (vv. 16-23, 31-32), independence of mind with regard to
material possessions (vv. 24-25), magnanimity toward personal
enemies (vv. 29-30), candor in the confession of wrongdoing (vv.
33-34), and honesty in business {vv. 38-40).

2. The Book of Proverbs also has a great deal of say about per-
sonal conduct. While there are social and community ethics in
Proveriss, as we shall see in the next section, the emphasis is on the
individual rather than on the community. Evidence for this conten-

12. NBC,p.516.

13. {bid.. p. 403.

14. TheCross intheOld Testament (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1955),
p. 30.
{5. William B. Ward, Our of ihe Whirlwind (Richmond, Va.: John Knox Press,
1958), p. 76.
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tion is seen in the fact that the term “Israel” occurs not at all, while
“mankind” (adam) is used 33 times.'s

Personal conduct, not religious experience, is the chief subject
matter of the Proverbs. “The wisdom and knowledge of which ‘the
wise’ are about to speak are not mainly occupied with what we call
the ‘inner life’; they have chiefly to do with conduct. The wise man
professes to teach the most difficult of all lessons, how rightly to
master the secrets, fulfil the duties, and overcome the temptations
which meet all men in actual life.”"?

The characteristics of the good man are very similar to the list-
ing found in Job 31:

a. Honesty—"A false balance is an abomination to the L.ord, but a
just weight is his delight” (11:1); “Different weights, and different
measures, the Eternal loathes them alike” (20:10, Moffatt; cf. also
1:10-19; 15:27; 16:11; 20:14, 23).

b. Integrity—"The integrity of the upright guides them, but the
crookedness of the treacherous destroys them™ (11:3); “Better is a
poor man who walks in his integrity than a man who is perverse in
speech, and is a fool” (19:1; cf. also 1 1:3; 20:7). Integrity is the English
term used to translate a Hebrew root, tam. meaning “whole, perfect,
complete.”

¢. Truthfulness—one of the major themes of Proverbs—"Put away
from you crooked speech, and put devious talk far from you” (4:24);
“He who speaks the truth gives honest evidence, but a false witness
utters deceit. There is one whose rash words are like sword thrusts,
but the tongue of the wise brings healing. Truthful lips endure for
ever, but a lying tongue is but for a moment” (12:17-19; cf. 6:19:
10:13, 18-21, 31-32; 119, 13; 12:6, 13-14; 13:5; 14:5, 25, 15:2, 4, 28,
passim.).

d. Humility—"The (ear of the Lord is hatred of evil. Pride and
arrogance and the way ol evil and perverted speech [ hate” (8:13);
“The fear of the Lord is instruction in wisdom, and humility goes
before honor* (15:33); and. of course, the familiar “Pride goes before
destruction, and a haughty spirit before a fall” (16:18; cf. also 11:2;
13:10; 15:25; 16:5, 19; 18:12: 21:4,24; 26:12).

e. Sobriery—"Wine is a mocker, strong drink a brawler; and
whoever is led astray by it is not wise” (20:1).

16. Joncs, Proverbs and Ecclesiastes. pp. 44-45.
17. W. T. Davison, The Wisdom Literanire ¢fthe Old Testamen: {London: Charles H.

Kelly, 1894), p. 133.
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Who has woe? Who has sorrow?
Who has strife? Who has complaining?
Who has wounds without cause?
Who has redness of eyes?
Those who tarty long over wine.
those who go to try mixed wine.
Do not look at wine when it is red,
when it sparkles in the cup
and goes down smoothly.
At the last it bites like a serpent,
and stings like an adder (23:29-32).
Cf. also 23:20-21, 33-35.

f. Prudence—the virtue of sagacity, common sense, and sound
judgment—is highly prized in Proverbs—"No cautious man blurts out
all that he knows, but a fool comes out with his folly” (12:23, Mof-
fatt); “The wisdom of a prudent man is to discern his way, but the
folly of fools is deceiving” (14:8; cf. also 6:1-5; 11:15; 13:16; 15:5;
16:20; 18:13, 15;20:16; 21:20; 22:3).

9. Sexual purity is praised in some of the most eloquent passages
in Proverbs.

For the lips of a loose woman drip honey,
and her speech is smoother than oil:
but in the end she is bitter as wormwood,
sharp as a two-edged sword (5 :3-4),
“This is the way of an adulteress: she eats, and wipes her mouth, and
says, ‘1 have done no wrong'” (30:20; cf. 2:16-19; 5:5-20; 6:23-35;
7:4-27;9:13-18; 12:4; 23:27-28).

h. Liberality—"One man gives freely, yet grows all the richer;
another withholds what he should give. and only suffers want. A
liberal man will be enriched, and one who waters will himself be
watered”’ {11:24-25; cf. 21:26, 22:9).

i. Self-control—particularly the control of speech and spirit—"He
who guards his mouth preserves his life;: he who opens wide his lips
comes to ruin” (13:3); “He who is slow to anger is better than the
mighty, and he who rules his spirit than he who takes a city” (16:32;
cf. 14:17, 29;17:28;19:19; 21:17, 23; 25:28; 29:1 1).

J. Industry. like truthfulness, is a major theme—"The soul of the
sluggard [Moffatt, lazy man] craves, and gets nothing, while the soul
of the diligent is richly supplied” (13:4); “l passed by the field of a
lazy man, by the vineyard of a man who lacked understanding; and,
see, it was completely overgrown with thorns; the ground was cov-
ered with nettles, and its stone wall was broken down. So 1 looked
and took it to heart; I observed and received instruction. ‘Yet a little
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sleep, a little slumber, a little folding of !ii¢c hands to rest—and your
poverty will come upon you as a bandit, and your want iike an un-
yielding warrior” (24:30-34, Berk.; cf. 6:6-11; 10:4-5, 26; 12:11, 24,
27: 14:23;15:19; 16:26; 18:9; 19:15, 24; 20:4, 13; 215, 25; 26:13-15).

k. Compassion {or those in need, and even towards one’s enemies
—"Do not withhold good from those to whom it is due, when it is in
your power to do it” (3:27); “He who is kind to the poor lends to the
Lord, and he will repay him for his deed” (19:17); “If your enemy is
hungry, give him bread to eat; and if he is thirsty, give him water to
drink; for you will heap coals of fire on his head, and the Lord will
reward you” (25:21-22; cf. 3:310; 10:17; 12:10; 14:31; 16:6; 17:5;
21:13;28:27).

1. Justice. fairness—"To do righteousness and justice is more
acceptable to the Lord than sacrifice” (21:3; cf. 3:29; 17:26; 18:5;
21:7).

m. Peaceableness—to live in harmony with one’s fellows—is an-
other prime virtue of the good man in Proverbs—"Do not contend
with a man for no reason, when he has done you no harm” (3:30);
"As charcoal to hot embers and wood to fire, so is a quarreisome man
for kindling strife” (26:21; cf. 11:29; 12:16; 15:1, 18; 16:14, 24, 28,
[7:1, 14, 19; 18:19; 20:3; 21:14).

While practical duties are detailed by the wise men, it remained
for one of the prophets to give the great Old Testament summary of
individual religious ethics: “He has declared to you, O man, what is
good, and what does the Lord require of you but to do justice, to
love mercy and to walk humbly with your God?” (Mic. 6:8, Ber.).

More will be said later about man's freedom of ethical choice.
Here it is sufficient to observe that the Old Testamens takes it for
granted that a man may live in such a way as to fulfill the require-
ments of God's law both within his own character and corduct and
in the community. “The very fact that israel’s ethical leaders—the
prophets, the wise men, and the lawgivers---urge upon the people
the doing of good shows their belief in its possibility.”?

B. Social Eth'xs

The Okt Testament erphasis on community or social ethics re-
volves around two f(oci: the iastitution of family and home; and
justice in the exercise of civil authority-

18. Baab, Thedogy of the OT. p. 69
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|. The wisdom writers, notably in Proverbs, extol marriage and
homelife. “He who finds a wife finds a good thing, and obtains favor
from the Lord” (Prov. 18:22). Homelife may be less than ideal. to be
sure: "A senseless son is a calamity to his father, and the nagging of a
wife is an endless dripping. House and riches a man inherits from his
father, but a sensible wife comes from the Eternal” (19:13-14, Mof-
fatt; cf. 219, 19). No better tribute to women as homemakers has
ever been penned than the alphabetical poem that makes up the
closing section of Proverbs (31:10-31).

Fundamental to homelife is the training of children. This has
been written into the very nature of the covenant and its undergird-
ing law: “And these words which I command you this day shall be
upon your heart; and you shall teach them diligently to your chil-
dren, and shall talk of them when you sit in your house, and when
you walk by the way, and when you lie down, and when you rise”
(Deut. 6:6-7; cf. 4:9-10; 11:18-21; 32:46-47; passim).

The training of children is therefore a major theme in Prov-
erbs: “Train up a child in the way he should go, and when he is old
he will not depart from it” (22:6); “The rod and reproof give wisdom,
but a child left to himself brings shame to his mother” (29:15; cf.
13:24;19:18; 23:13-14, 24-25).

Children, on their part. are to have regard for their parents:
“If one curses his father or his mother, his lamp will be put out in
utter darkness” (20:20); “Hearken to your father who begot you, and
do not despise your mother when she is old” (23:22; cf. 19:26).

Allowance had been made in the “second law” for divorce
under certain conditions (Deut. 24:1-4). Yet the Old Testament in-
timates, as Jesus stated later (Matt. 19:3-9), that such an allowance
was a departure from God’s purpose for marriage: “The Lord was
witness to the covenant between you and the wife of your youth, to
whom you have been faithless, though she is your companion and
your wife by covenant. . .. So take heed to yourselves, and let none be
faithless to the wife of his youth. ‘For | hate divorce,” says the Lord
God of Israel. ‘and covering one’s garment with violence,” says the
Lord of hosts. So take heed to yourselves and do not be faithless”
(Mal. 2:14-16).

2. Justice for the poor and oppressed was a major demand
upon rulers—kings, princes, judges, and the wealthy. Amos among
the prophets was unceasing in his denunciation of those who en-
slaved the poor and exploited the helpless (2:6-7; 4:1; 5:11-12; 8:5).
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Those to whom the needy might iook for help were corrupted by
bribery {Mic. 3:11). Otto Baab comments:

In alt of these poignant prophetic cries is a glimpse of a
mapgnificent social vision. In them is foreshadowed the coming of
justice for the innocent and the helpless pour, of personal decency
and social responsibility for the wealthy, of honor and good faith
among the judges, of honesty among merchants, and of a sense of
integrity among realtors. When justice comes, men who have the
power given by wealth and position will use it with a high feeling
of obligation to the common good. Religious leaders, be they
prophets or priests or teachers, will use their ecclesiastical office
in an unselfish desire to advance God's good purposes in the world
and will avoid maneuvering for personal advantage or gain. And
laymen will not use the formulas and f[ormal observances of
religion as a substitute for ethical obedience 10 the moral law."?

III. DIVINE SOVEREIGNTY AND HUMAN FREEDOM

The Old Testament assumes that right conduct is within the power
of man. He may repent, wash his hands of the blood of violence,
help the widow and the orphan, substitute justice for bloodshed, and
shape his life to please his divine Lord.

Just as the Bible balances the collective and individual aspects of
human life, it baiances the sovereignty of God and the freedom of
man. The sovereign will of God establishes the limits and conse-
quences of human choice. But within those limits and in the light of
those conseqiences, that same sovereignty guarantees the responsi-
bility of human choice.*

The sovereignty of God is not arbitrary. God does what He
pleases. but what He pleases is right and morally good.? Both the
sovereignty of God and the responsibility of man are recognized
dearly by Old Testament writers. Schultz writes:

19, thid.pp.71-72.

20. Cf. E. L. Cherbonnier: “The argument most commonly urged in support of
predestination is that, if man were ftee, this would detract (rom the majesty of God,
Any defense of freedorn automatically convicts itself of a presumptuous attempt 1o
usurp divine prerogatives. But what if lGodl willed 10 create individuals independent
of himself and capable of responding freely to him? Within the terms of the argument
under consideration, he would have 10 apply 10 the theologian for a permit. And his
application wouid be rejected!”—Hardmess of Hears, A Contemnporary Interpretation of
the Doctrine of Sin. Christian Faith Series. Reinhold Niebuhr, consulting ed.{Garden
City. N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., inc.. 1955}, p. 37.

21. Davidson. Theclogy ofthe OT. pp. }30-32.
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The most difficult side of this question is to understand the
relation of the divine activity to personal beings conscious of
their own actions. Piety demands such an emphasizing of God’s
action as would logically take away man'’s freedom. Moral con-
sciousness, on the other hand. demands a freedom which, looked
at by itself, would exclude all divine co-operation and order. It
may be impossible (or philosophy to solve this contradiction,
based, as it is, on the inability of finite thought to comprehend a
divine activity that works in a way unlike anything in the present
world. But the Old Testament knows nothing of this dividing
gulf—or, indeed, of this whole difficulty—as invariably is the case
with simple faith. It holds fast to the moral claim. The emphasis
it lays upon moral duty, and the prominence it gives to the re-
sponsibility which every one has for his own destiny, are clear
enough proofs of this.??

What is not stated in so many words is everywhere assumed
throughout the Old Testament. Men are commanded to choose. They
are treated as morally responsible. While their freedom is a freedom
within limits, and the limits are drawn by the divine will, the free-
dom within those limits is real. As Albert C. Knudson wrote, ““Had
the Hebrew felt it necessary to choose between human freedom, on
the one hand, and the divine sovereignty on the other. it is possible
that his choice might have fallen on the latter. But no such necessity
presented itself to his mind.”#

A. The Symbolism of Sovereign and Subjects

While there was no attempt at reconciling the terms of the paradox.
the Hebrew concept of Ged as King is helpful. That God is King even
when His rule is not recognized (2 Chron. 20:6; Ps. 22:28) is a fact
asserted some 50 times in the Old Testament, most frequently in the
Psalms (5:2; 44:4; 68:24; 74:12; 84:3; 98:6; 145:1; cf. 1 Sam. 12:12;
Isa. 33:22; 43:15; Ezek. 20:33). Although God is particularly Israel's
King, in truth His kingdom is worldwide: “Thine, O Lord, is the
greatness, and the power, and the glory, and the victory, and the
majesty; for all that is in the heavens and in the earth is thine; thine
is the kingdom, O Lord. and thou art exalted as head above all. Both
riches and honor come from thee, and thou rulest over all” {1 Chron.
29:11-12; f. Dan. 2:44; 4:31, 34).%¢

22. OT Theology. 2:196.

23. The Religious Teaching of the Old Testamen: (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury
Press, 1918), pp. 237-38.

24. Cf. Kohler, OT Theology. p. 31 ; and Eichrodt, Theology ofthe OT. 1 :199.
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The Oriental monarch was an absolute sovereign. Yet often he
had to deal with rebellious subjects. Sovereignty was not conceived
in the fashion of a puppeteer with his puppets or a mechanic with a
robot but in terms of a king and his people. The ruler who can over-
come rebellion and win the love and loyalty of his people is more
truly sovereign than one who could control puppets.z

B. Freedom and Responsibility

God's sovereignty is such that He uses the free and responsible
choices of men to work His purposes in human life. An early exam-
ple of this is found in the story of Joseph. When Joseph was made
known to his brothers. he said to them concerning their betrayat of
him: “As for you, you meant evil against me; but God meant it for
good, to bring it about that many people should be kept alive, as they
are today” (Gen. 50:20).

Pharaoh in his confrontation with Moses acted on his own in
hardening his heart (Exod. 8:15, 32; 9:34). As a result, it was said that
Pharaoh’s heart “was hardened” (7:14, 22; 8:19; 9:7, 35) and "“God
hardened” Pharaoh's heart (7:3;9:12: 10:1, 20, 27; 14:4, 8). These are
three ways of describing the same fact. But God said He wouid use
Pharaoh's decision “to show . .. my power. so that my name may be
declared throughout all the earth” (Exod. 9:16).

The Assyrtans were driven by their own lust for plunder and
power, and their choices were consciously their own (Isa. 10:7). Yet
they were the rod of God's anger, the axe and the saw in His hand.
working out His moral purposes in the history of [sraet (vv. 5-6, 12,
15).

“The wrathol man” is man’s own wrath, and for its results he is
fully responsible. Yet the sovereign God causes that wrath to “praise”
(derived from a Hebrew root which also means “confess’” or “serve’)
Him (Ps. 76:10).

Such passages as these have been interpreted in favor of an
arbitrary sovereignty on the part of God exercised without respect to
human choice. These, together with similar expressions in the New
Testament, rather describe “the law of habit—the law that a good
man grows better and a bad man worse through his right or wrong
choice—and this is a law God has imposed on man.”2¢ Likewise, the

25. Ct. Smith, 8ible Docirine of Man, pp. 25-27.
26. Ibhid..p.27.
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acted parable of the potter and the clay {Jer. 18:1-6) simply shows
that God can remake a disobedient people—otherwise the potter
would have made the marred vessel as marred.?’

C. God Is Lord of All

That God is the ruling Lord "is the one fundamental statement in the theol-
ogy of the Old Testameni. . . . Everything else derives from it.”?* It is for
this reason that the relationship between God and man in the Bible
is ““the relation between command and obedience. It is a relation of wills: the
subjection of the ruled to the will of the ruler.”?

Leon Roth noted that it has become fashionable to speak of the
relationship between God and man as that of a dialogue. At least it
should be recognized that the “dialogue” is not the idle conversation
of a social occasion. “It is rather a call. even a calling to account;
and it is curious to observe from the record how some of those called
upon found it in terror and suffering and how some, for varying
reasons, tried to evade it."*°

In the exercise of His sovereignty, it is to be noted that God
permits what He does not necessarily purpose. He allows what He
does not intend. But even the evil God permits is not “running
loose.” It is under control. The conviction expressed by Paul in Rom.
8:28 is true of the writers of the Old Testament: “We know that in
everything God works for good with those who love him, who are
called according to his purpose.”

27. tbid. p. 26.

28. Kobhler, OT Theology, p. 30: cmphasis original.

29. Ibid.: emphasis original.

30. Godand Man inthe Old Testameni {New York: The Macmillan Co.. 1955),
oS,



Deepening Concepts of
Sin and Human Suffering

The long shadow of sin darkened human life after the Fall. It is often
noted in the earliest books of the Old Testament. The concept of sin,
however, is immeasurably deepenedin the later writings. The earlier
references were in terms of specific acts and their consequences.
Later, an extensive vocabulary develops.

There are many biblical terms for moral evil. But all run back
to one concept: “To disobey God is to sin.”' Ryder Smith wrote:
“Terms denoting ‘evil’ are numerous in Hebrew,—more numerous
than terms denoting ‘good’, for, while there is only one way of doing
right, there are many of doing wrong.'?

It should be remembered that good and evil are personal terms.
They are qualities and acts of persons, not abstractions having inde-
pendent existence. H. H. Rowley wrote: “Goodness alone is eternal,
for God is good, and He alone exists from eternity. Its logical corre-
late, evil. came into existence in the first evil being who opposed the
will of God, and it continues in evil persons so long as evil persons
continue to be. There is here nothing to threaten monotheism, or our
philosophic desire for ultimate unity.”

I. C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Sin. p. 1.

2. fbid, p. 15;cf. von Rad. OT Theology. 1:263.

3. The Relevance of Apocalypiic, second ed, (London: Lutterworth Press, 1947),
PpP. 159-60.
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I. SIN IN CONDUCT

Ryder Smith makes a helpful classification of Old Testament terms
for sin. He divides them into three categories: generic terms, meta-
phors, and terms of moral contrast.*

A. Generic Terms

There are three major generic terms for moral evil in the Old
Testament.

L. The first is ra with its derivatives, used some 800 times. Ra is
as broad in meaning as “bad” is in English. The KJV uses a total of
33 different English words to translate ra, including adversity, aftlic-
tion, bad, calamity, evil (444 times), grief, harm, hurt (20 times),
mischief (22 times), trouble, wicked (31 times), wickedness (54
times), and wrong.

Ra may be used of anything that is harmful, whether in a moral
or nonmoral sense. In the nonmoral sense, the Scriptures speak of a
“bad beast” (Gen. 37:20), “bad herbs” {2 Kings 4:41); and “bad figs”
(Jer. 24:8). In a moral sense, it is first used of Er who was “wicked in
the sight of the Lord” (Gen. 38:7), and is particularly prominent in
the poetic and wisdom literature (e.g., Job 1:1; 42:11; Ps. 23:4; 34:
13-14; 51:4; Prov. 8:13).

2. Rasha is another term whose generic meaning is evil. Rasha
and its derivatives occur approximately 350 times. They are trans-
lated “wicked” or “wickedness™ over 300 times. While ra frequently
occurs in a nonmoral sense, rasha always had the meaning of moral
evil. When used of a person, its literal meaning was “one proved
guilty of a charge.”

Rasha is used both of those who wrong man and of those who
wrong God (Exod. 2:13; Ps. 9:16). It is used both of individual deeds,
and n a collective sense for people of sinful character. The enemies
of God are the rasha, “the wicked.” The wicked man is the opposite
of the righteous man (e.g.. Psalm |)—the one who refuses to live by
the law of the Lord*

3. A third generic term, asham, oecurs some 100 times. Of these
occurrences, 35 refer to some sort of sacrifice and are translated
“trespass offering” or “‘guilt offering“—texts which in general are

4. Bible Doctrine of Sin. Smith's classification is followed but not necessarily
his analysis.

5. Kohler., OT Theology, p. 171.

6. Cf.Schultz. OT Theology, 2:281-91.
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found in references to the ritual in Leviticus, Numbers, and Ezekiel.

Asham itself ordinarily means “guilt, guilty,” and it is also trans-
lated “trespass,” “faulty,” “desolate,” and “offend.” The essential
idea is theological—that of guilt before God (Ps. 68:21; 34:22).

[

B. Metaphors

A second class of Old Testament terms for evil includes words used
as metaphors. For convenience, the metaphors also may be divided
into three groups.

1. The first group of metaphors are words whose literal mean-
ing is "to err. to deviate, or to miss the way or the mark.” They may
be used negatively, in the sense of mistake; or positively, in the
sense of a voluntary and culpable act.

a. The most common of the metaphors for “missing the way” is
chata. It is almost an exact equivalent of the New Testament hamar-
tano—"'to miss the mark.” It means “missing the right way, (follow-
ing) the opposite of a straight course.””

Chata is found occasionally in a literal sense, as in Judg. 20:16
where we are told of slingers who “‘could sling a stone at a hair, and
not miss’’; and Prov. 19:2, “"He who makes haste with his feet misses
his way.”

Chata is used only 30 times in the Old Testament to refer to sins
against man. It is used more than 500 times of sin against God. Espe-
cially numerous are references to chata in Job, the Psalms, and
Proverbs.

While chata might occasionally be used of “unwitting sin” in the
ritual code, the most typical use of the term has clear reference to
conscious and voluntary sias. Thus Ryder Smith is fully justified in
the remark, “The hundreds of examples of the word's moral use re-
quire that the wicked man ‘misses the right path’ because he deliber-
ately follows a wrong one.”® That is, there is no idea of innocent mistake
or the negative thought of involuntary failure in chata.

b. Avon is another metaphor for evil derived from the idea of
deviation from the norm. It comes from a root that means “to curve,
to be bent, to bend or make crooked.” It is translated “iniquity”
220 times in the KJV, and less frequently “fault,” “mischief,” and
“sin.” Schultz sees in avon a description of sin as a condition, a state

7. ddid.,p. 281 L.
8 Bible Doctrine of Sin. p. 17.



Deepening Concepts of Sin and Human Suftering / 123

contrary to the divine righteousness or ‘“‘straightness.”® This is the
term used by the seraph in Isaiah’s Temple vision, translated more
accurately in the KJV than in the RSV, “Thine iniquity is taken away,
and thy sin purged” (Isa. 6:7, KJV).

¢. Avlah occurs 29 times in the Old Testament. It comes from a
reot meaning “to turn away” and carries the sense of turning away
from the right way. The KJV translates aviah “iniquity” 18 times,
“wickedness” 6 times, and also occasionally uses “‘perverseness” and
“unrighteousness.” Baab suggests “injustice” or “unrighteousness” as
the best translation, and cites Deut. 25:16; Job 36:23; Ps. 58:2-3;
Isa. 59:3 (“untruth,” KJV); and Mal. 2:6 as typical uses.'°

d. Abar is literally “to pass over.” When used in a moral sense,
it is rendered “transgress” in the KJV—an English word derived
from a Latin source that also means “to step across.” It is almost
always used in connection with the law, the covenant. or God’s com-
mandments (e.g., 1sa. 24:5; Hos. 8:1).

e. Shagah. shagag mean ‘‘straying, wandering.” These terms and
their derivatives may be used for unwitting transgression and are
usually translated “to err.” In the sense of unconscious error, the
terms are found most frequently in the ritual literature. But Ryder
Smith cites numerous instances where they are used of moral action
or conscious sin (e.g., 1 Sam. 26:2l; Job 6:24; 19:4; Ps. 119:21,
118; Prov. 5:23; 19:2)."

f. Taah, "to wander away,” concludes the survey of metaphors
derived from missing the mark or missing the way. It is translated
“go astray,” “err,” “wander,” and “be out of the way.” Ryder Smith
claims that when used of men’s actions, taah always indicates a
wandering that is deliberate and not accidential—sin that is con-
scious and willful. While one may wander without meaning to, he
also may choose to wander. The ertire idea is that a man sins
because he does something for which, either by choice or culpable
neglect, he is responsible. “There is no sin in altogether innocent
error.”'*?

2. A second group of metaphors for moral evil are words denot-
ing enmity, rebellion, or treachery in one form or another. The un-
derlying thought is that disobeying the king makes a citizen his
enemy.

9. OT Theology. 2:306.

10. Theology of the OT. p. 89.

| |. Bible Doctrine of Sin. pp. 19-20.
12. Ibid., p. 20.
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a. The most common and hence most important term of this
sort is pesha {a noun used 130 times) and pasha {the verb used 41
times). The noun is usually translated “transgression,” but the root
meaning is “rebeilion.” The term occurs a few times in connection
with rebellion against a human king, but usually it speaks of relel-
lion against God.

Ludwig Kohler calls pesha “the Old Testament's most profound
word [or sin.” He states that it shows clearly that

essentially and in the last resort in the Old Testament revelation

sin is not the violation of objective commandments and prohibi-

tions and not the iniquites of men which demonstrate their

weakness and folly (1 Chron. 21:81) and perversity. Sin is revolt of

the human will against the divine will: men arc theostugeis (haters of

God), Rom. 1:30.9
Oehler likewise claims that “'design and set purpose are always implied
in” the use of pesha.'*

b. Other terms in this class are marah and marad {(rebellion, but
more exactly stubbornness—derived from verbs meaning “to be con-
tentious, refractory”—Job 24:13; Ps. 5:10; 78:8; 105:28); sarar (re-
volting, stubborn, backsliding, “turning aside, defection, apostasy”—
Ps. 78-8; Isa. 1:4-5; 31:6-7); maal (treachery, usually against God} and
bagad (treachery, usually against man but with the implication that
to deat treacherously with men was to be guilty of treachery against
God); and chamas (“breach of fair and honorable conduct on the part
of a citizen"*—translated variously “violence,” *
or “cruel, false, unrighteous™).

LITH

wrong,” “injustice,”

3. A third, if minor, group of metaphors for evil includes:

a. Aven, literally “trouble,” but used almost always in a moral
sense and most frequently translated “iniquity.” 1ts underlying idea is
that man’s sin inevitably brings trouble upon him (Ps. 5:5; 6:8; Lypi-
cal of many uses of “workers of aven™).

b. Beli-yaal, a compound noun meaning “worthlessness” or
“disorder.” It was later used as a proper name, transliterated as Belial
(ct. “'sons of beti-ya'al.”” Judg. 19:22, “base fellows").

13. OT Theology. p. 170,

14. Theology of the OT, p. 160. Cf. Davidson: “This is the Otd Testament view in
generat: sin has reference t0 God the Peison, notto Bis will or His law as formulated
externally. And in this vicw the term pasha is a inore accurate definition of it than
chafa. although the tatter tern is also used guite commonly of sinaing against a
person” (Theology of the OT, p. 213).

15. Schultz, 07 Theotogy. 2:28L.



Deepening Concepts of Sin and Human Suftering / 125

¢ Shigquiz and to'ebah, synonyms meaning “that which nause-
ates,” and thus “abomination.” These words are generally used to
describe idolatry and the practices that went with it as “abomina-
tion” to God.

C. Moral Opposites

There is a final grouping of Old Testament words that express the
moral opposites of what a man ought to be.'¢

l. Chalel, from the root “to loose, let loose,” the opposite of holi-
ness. It is best translated “profane,” although the KJV often uses
“defile” or “pollute.” Chalel. especially frequent in the priestly litera-
ture, stands on the borderline between the ritual and the ethical.
“God’s name can be defiled by both cultic and ethical corruption.”'’

2. Tame', "filthiness,” is the opposite of purity and is also com-
mon in ritual passages. The usual KJV translation is “unclean.”
Again there is an easy transition from ritual to ethical offences.
A shrine may be unclean because the worshippers are both morally
and ritually filthy (Lev. 16:16). God will purify Israel from her
filthiness and idols (Eaek. 36:25-29).

3. Hebrew terms rendered “folly” and “fool” include kesil. ‘evil,
nabal, and sakal. Together they stand for the opposite of wisdom.
Together with pethi. and all translated “fool” and “folly,” they occur
more than [00 times in Proverbs alone. The pethi is the “teachable”
fool. The term means “simple” and is derived from “open.” The pgethi
has not yet closed his mind against wisdom.’* Kesil and ‘evil come
from roots with similar meaning, “to be thick or fat” in the negative
sense of thickheaded and hardened. It is the naba! who says in his
heart, “There is no God” (Ps. 14:1).** “For the Hebrew ‘wisdom’ and
‘folly’ are not mere knowledge and ignorance. They describe two
ways of choosing to live.”2® The same truth carries through into the
New Testament, as, for example, in Matt. 25:1-13.

4. Another group of synonyms is summarized by the term bo-
sheth, “shame,” the opposite of glory. Shame is the feeling a man
ought to have when he sins, but which he may not have (Jer. 6:15).
Bosheth may be used for the contempt that sound public opinion

16. Smith, Bible Doctrine of Sin, p, 22.

17. Baab, Theaclogyofihe OT. p. 90.

18. Paterson, Wisdom of Israel, p. 63.

19, fbid., p. 65; ct. also Knight, Christian Theotogyo [ the OT, p. 260.
20. Smith, Bible Doctrine of Sin. p. 25.
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shows toward those who sin shamelessly. Thus, “let the wicked be
ashamed” or "let them be put to shame” are phrases frequently
used (Ps. 6:10; 25:3; 31:17; 35:26; passim; and Ps. 44:7; 53:5; 119:21;
Prov. 25:10).

Ryder Smith states by way of general summary: “Three general
conclusions may be drawn from this long discussion,—that funda-
mentally ‘to sin’ is to disobey God; that, while 'disobedience’ involves
both positive and negative ideas, the emphasis is on positive refusal
and not on negative omission; and that this refusal may take multi-
tudinous forms."2'

II. SIN IN CHARACTER

Characteristic of the Hebrew mind, the Old Testament usually speaks
of sin in terms of acts or deeds, with the use of active verbs. Coming
out of this discussion, however, is the recognition that the problem of
man'’s estrangement from God is more than a matter of what he does.
It is also a matter of what he is—the sinfulness of his character. As
early as the record of the Fall, the sinfulness or depravity of the race
is clearly recognized. Schultz states that the term “sin” is not limited
to individual acts, but is regarded as a bias inherited as part of fallen
human nature.??

A. In the Psalms

The inwardness of sin is described in the Psalms (particularly 32:51;
130; and 143) “with such penetration that they have justly been
described as ‘Pauline’.”??

In Psalm 51 particularly we hear the plea for a change of heart.
“In this psalm the Old Testament tells at last the whole truth about
sin.”2¢ Prayer for forgiveness is blended with the cry for a deeper
cleansing. “Wash me thoroughly from my iniquity, and cleanse me
from my sin. . . . Behold, | was brought forth in iniquity, and in sin
did my mother conceive me. Behold, thou desirest truth in the in-
ward being; therefore teach me wisdom in my secret heart. Purge
me with hyssop, and | shall be clean; wash me, and I shall be whiter
than snow, . . . Create in me a clean heart, O God, and put a new

21, Ibid.,p. 28,

22. OT Thedlogy, 2:2921Y.

23. Gelin, K&y Concepts ofthe OT, p. 85.

24. Ryder Smith, Bible Doctrine of Salvaiion, p. 62.
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and right spirit within me. Cast me not away from thy presence, and
take not thy holy Spirit from me* (vv. 2, 5-7, 10-11).

The locus of man's sinfulness is not the physical body. It is not
weakness of the flesh in contrast with spirit. It is not sexual re-
production, although Ps. 51:5 finds it present from the moment of
conception. It is, as Otto Baab has noted, in “the mind and will of
man, which is corrupted by human pride and arrogance. This will is
the spirit of apostasy and defiance abhorred by the prophets; it is the
unresigned rebellion of men who have had a taste of power, and to
whom the recognition of a higher power is utterly repugnant.”2

B. Specific Terms

Most of the concern of the Old Testament with the problem of sin
has to do with outward acts. There are, however, a number of con-
cepts dealing specifically with the underlying nature that governs or
at least conditions man'’s conduct.

The first indications of “original sin,” or the sinfulness of man’s
character, were in simple terms. The image of God was modified to
become in some sense also the image of Adam (Gen. 5:1, 3). Ha ra-
yetser. the evil tendency from man's earliest years, is noted in Gen. 6:5
and 8:21.

Just as a more extensive vocabulary developed to describe sin-
ful acts, so some significant terms were used later to define sinfulness
as an abiding disposition in the human condition. The most impor-
tant of these are:

1. Avah, “perversity,” the crookedness or distortion of nature
lamented in such texts as 1 Sam. 20:30: 2 Sam. 19:19; Isa. 19:14;
Lam. 3:9.“ A man is commended according to his good sense, but one
of perverse mind is despised” (Prov. 12:8). “A voice on the bare
heights is heard. the weeping and pleading of Israel’s sons, because
they have perverted their way, they have forgotten the Lord their
God” (Jer. 3:21). while the source of such perversion is not stated,
von Rad notes that it “‘has its roots in an evil disposition.”?”

2. Sheriruth, “’stubbornness” (KJV, “imagination”), is a particu-
lar concern of the prophets. Jeremiah especially emphasizes this as
the source of his nation’s delinquency: “At that time Jerusalem

25. Theology ofthe OT . p. 110.

26. CI. George Allen Turner, The Vision Which Trarsforms (Kansas City: Beacon
Hill Press of Kansas City, 1964), pp. 29-31.

27. OT Theology. 1:263.
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shall be called the throne of the Lord, and all nations shall gather
to it, to the presence of the Lord in Jerusalem, and they shall no
more stubbornly follow their own evil heart” (3:17); “But they did
not obey or incline their ear, but walked in their own counsels and
the stubbornness of their evil hearts, and went backward and not
forward” (7:24; cf. also 9:14; 1 1:8; 13:10; 16:12; passim. Sarar, a term
with much the same meaning, is used in Deut. 21:18, 20; Ps. 78:8;
Prov. 7:11).

3. Machashebeth in the sense of “evil purpose” also implies the
sinful condition of the heart. One of the six things the Lord hates is
“a heart that devises wicked plans” (Prov. 6:18). “Thou hast seen all
their vengeance, all their devices against me* (Lam. 3:60). The same
term is translated “thought” (Gen. 6:5; Job 21:27; Ps. 56:5; 94:11;
Prov. 15:26) and “device” (Esther 9:25; Ps. 33:10; Jer. 18:12, 18) in
the KJV—usually with the clear indicationof evil disposition.

" oe

4. lgqesh. “perverse,’ “warped or crooked.” is usually trans-
lated “froward” in the KJV. It means habitually disposed to opposi-
tion and disobedience. “‘Perverseness of heart shall be far from me;
I will know nothing of evil” (Ps. 101:4); “Men of perverse mind are
an abomination to the Lord, but those of blameless ways are his
delight” (Prov. 11:20; cf. also Deut. 32:5; Ps. 18:26; Prov. 8:8; 17:20;
19:1; 22750

As George Allen Turner summarizes, “The many synonyms for
a sinful disposition attest the concern for the source as well as the
acts of sin. These ideas are the basis for the Christian doctrine of
‘original sin’ oy innate depravity.”2

C. The Problem of Suffering

In the wisdom literature of the Old Testament the problem of what
is known as “natural evil” comes into sharp focus. The Old Testa-
ment, as well as philosophers of a later age, distinguishes between
the evils men do (“moral evil”) and the evils they suffer (“natural
evil”). The issue of individual suffering becomes critical in the tension
that was feltbetween the doctrine of rewards found in Deuteronomy,
Proverbs, and many of the Psalms—and the undeniable fact that
good men suffer (as in the Book of Job and in some of the wisdom
psalms).

28. Vision Which Transforms, p. 31.
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The Old Testament recognizes that natural evil comes about be-
cause of the existence of moral evil. This is at least one meaning of
the “curse” on nature alluded to in Gen. 3:17-19 and Rom. 8:19-23.

The Old Testament also recognizes that one man'’s natural evil
(what he suffers) may be caused by another man’s moral evil (what
he does). This is reflected in the psalms of persecution and conflict in
such a case as when the bloodthirsty conquests of Assyria became
the occasion of suffering and judgment for Israel (Isa. 10:5-7}.2*

1. The Suffering of the Righteous. The general position of much of
the Psalms, Proverbs, and the rest of the Old Testament has come to
be called “the doctrine of rewards.” 1t is the conviction that the nor-
mal result of goodness and piety is health, happiness, and prosperity.
The sinful and rebellious, on the other hand. find sickness and suffer-
ing to be their lot.

The “psalms of moral contrast,” such as 1; 15; 34; 37; 52; etc.,
claim without qualification that the man whose delight is in the law
of the Lord “is like a tree planted by streams of water, that yields its
fruit in its season, and its leaf does not wither. In all that he does, he
prospers” (1:2-3). The pious man “shall never be moved” (15:5).
“Goodness and mercy shall follow . . . [him] all the days of . . . {his}
life” (23:6). “The angel of the Lord encamps around those who fear
him, and delivers them. . . . Those who fear him have no want! The
young lions suffer want and hunger; but those who seek the Lord
lack no good thing” (34:9-10). “A thousand may fall at your side, ten
thousand at your right hand: but it will not come near you” (91:7).

In similar fashion the prudential values of Proverbs are rein-
forced over and over with the promise of prosperity, wealth, and all
that passes for human happiness (3:13-18; 4:18; 10:2—22:16).

Conversely, the wicked are “like chaff which the wind drives
away.” They shall not stand; their way shall perish (Ps. 1:4-6). God
will send snares, fire and brimstone, and a horrible tempest upon the
wicked: “this shall be the portion of their cup” (Ps. 11:6).

“The way of the wicked is like deep darkness; they do not know
over what they stumble” (Prov. 4:19). The characteristic form of the
374 proverbs entitled “The Proverbs of Solomon” (10:1—22:16) is to
affirm the happiness and prosperity of the righteous bur the misery
and suffering of the wicked. “The way of transgressors ‘ishard” (13:
15, KJV) is a summary statement that characterizes the whole.

29. Cf. Baab, Theology ofthe OT, p. 246.
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Tt was against a shortsighted and unthinking application of this
orthodoxy that the Book of Job was composed and Psalms 37,49,
73, and 94 were written. What tends to be true “in the long run” and
in general terms may fail tragically in individual cases.

The Book of Ecclesiastes is likewise an examination of the “doc-
trine of rewards” but from an opposite point of view. Job and the
Psalms listed above test the doctrine of rewards {rom the point of
view of a righteous man who suffers while evil men around him
prosper. Ecclesiastes, at least in part, examines the doctrine from the
point of view of a man who during his early years was cynical and
abandoned to pleasure and the ways of the worlkl—and yet was
wealthy and able to live as he chose.

2. Auempted Solutions. If it must be said that the Old Testament
does not “solve” the problem of suffering, it must also be said that
it offers practically every major solution later contrived for this pur-
pose by the mind of man.

a. Inthe Psalms. ¥salm 37 notes that the prosperity of the wicked
is such that the righteous are tempted to envy it. Yet such prosperity
is temporary and will soon give way to misery. The righteous, on
the other hand, will ultimately come into their own.

Psalm 49 resolves the problem of the disparity in outward cir-
cumstances and inward character by noting that death ends the
dream of the wicked. Wise man, fool, and “brutish person” (KJV) all
alike die “and leave their wealth to others” (v. 10). The righteous. on
the contrary, have hope that God will redeem their souls from the
power of Sheol, the place of the dead: “For he will receive me” (v. 15).

Psalms 73 and 94 epitomize the answer of Job. In Psalm 73, the
poet confesses his perplexity at the prosperity, health, and apparent
happiness of the wicked (vv. 2-13). His own suffering and privation
are in sharp contrast (vv. 14-15). Understanding came to him in “the
sanctuary of God.” The wicked will be brought to desolation. But the
righteous will have the assurance of God’s presence, guidance, and
future glory (vv. 16-28). A similar note is sounded in Psalm 94.

b. Inthe Book of Job. The Book of Job is the Old Testament classic
dealing with the problem posed by the suffering of the godly. Three
times Job was said to be “blameless and upright” (1:1, 8; 2:3), one
who feared God and avoided evil. The religious background of the
Book of Job is that of the patriarchal age before the giving of the
Law and the establishment of the priesthood. Job as the head of
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the clan offered sacrifices and acted as priest in a simple form of wor-
ship that was acceptable to God.

The contest between the Lord and Satan {(or “the satan,” the
adversary) was over the issue of loyalty to God without prosperity as
its reward. Job had been faithful in his worship, but he was very
wealthy and by every human measure a happy man. The question
was whether he would serve the Lord if he was not thus rewarded
for his piety. Successively stripped of his property (1:13-17), his
children (1:18-19), his health (2:7-8), and the sympathy and support
of his wife (2:9), Job still maintained his integrity and “did not sin
with his lips” (2:10).

The dramatic power of the Book of Job is heightened by the
nature of Job's illness. The disease is generally conceded to be some
form of leprosy, perhaps elephantiasis—but certainly humanly in-
curable and finally fatal. Job’s trial was increased by the visit of his
three friends with their insistent advocacy of the orthodox doctrine
of rewards that Job himself had held.

Neither Job nor his friends knew the causes for his suffering.
The friends drew the conclusions obvious to them but not to Job—
that Job’s sufferings must be due to some secret sin in his life. Eliphaz
represented the best in Jewish mysticism (4:12-21). Bildad presented
the case for tradition (8:8-10), while Zophar spoke with the dog-
matism of “common sense” (11:1-20). Elihu, described as an “angry
young man,” spoke when his elders had concluded. He added the
thought that suffering has value as discipline. When its purpose is
accomplished, the suffering will end (32:6—37:24). None of the
“comforters” were helpful, and their smug complacency irritated
more than it consoled (16:1-5).

The theophany {(appearance of God) in cc. 38—41 did not really
answer the questions Job had repcatedly raised. it rather assured the
sufferer of the all-embracing wisdom and sovereignty of the Lord
God, compared with the ignorance and weakness of the best of men.
Job’s reaction was to affirm his faith in and subjection to God—
satisfied that having before heard by the hearing of the ear, now his
eye had seen the Lord (42:1-6). Job did not find the answer; he came
to trust more fully the Answerer. T. H. Robinson wrote;

But what of Job’s problem? God has not said a word about it,
and Job himself is satisfied to leave the matter without further
mention. Once again, the overwhelming experience of direct con-
tact with God has left no rcom for a problem. God being what
Job has seen Him to be, there must be a solution, and that is
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enough. It does not matter that Job should get an answer to his

question; it does not matter that he should be able to grasp the

answer if he had it. He has been in the direct presence of God,

and that experience leaves no room for anything else. The prob-

lem may remain as an intellectual exercise, but it can no longer

touch the sufferer’s heart or repeat the torture through which

Job has gone. He has seen God. and his soul needs no more.*®

In the epilogue (42:7-16), Job prayed for his friends. He was
restored to twice the prosperity of his earlierlife. He was given other
children equal in number to those he had lost. Some have questioned
the propriety of the epilogue. But it serves to vindicate the righteous-
ness of Job in the only terms that would have been meaningful to his
contemporaries. For Job himself, as Walther Eichrodt said, inner
integrity and the experience of hope in a final divine vindication
(19:23-27) were of greater value than outward prosperity and happi-
ness ever could have been.*

30. Joband His Friends{L.ondon: SCM Press. Ltd., 1954), pp. 123-24.
31. Cf theextended discussion in Mawninthe OT, pp. 40-63.
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Angels, Satan, and
the Life After Death

The drama of Job, as considered in the preceding chapter, serves to
bring into focus Old Testament teaching on two additional themes:
(1) the nature of angels, and (2) the life after death.

I. ANGELS

Angelic beings are present in the Old Testament record from the
Garden of Eden (Gen. 3:24) on. Some scholars have maintained that
the, idea of angels as intermediaries between God and men was
introduced in the postexilic period. But Knight is entirely correct in
his statement that there is no evidence in the Old Testament that the
conception of angels is a late one. While the apocryphal literature did
indeed multiply the numbers and hierarchical ranks of angels, “the
conception that God could be represented on earth by an angel is as
old assome of the oldest extant literature of the OT that we possess.”"

A. The Meaning of the Term

The Hebrew term for “angel” is malak. The word means “‘messenger”
as does the Greek angelos {translated ““angel”) in the New Testament.
Malak is used 209 times in the Old Testament. In the KJV it is trans-
lated “angel” 111 times and ‘“messenger” 98 times. There is some-
times a question whether a supernatural being or a human
messenger is in mind. But there is no doubt that the visitors to

L. Christian Theologyo fthe OT. pp. 74-75,
133
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Abraham’s tent (Gen. 18:2; 19:1), the figures on Jacob’s ladder (Gen.
28:12), the "man” who met Joshua on the plain outside Jericho
(Josh. 5:13), and the “man” who appeared to Gideon (Judg. 6:11-12)
and to Samson’s parents (13:3) were angels in the true sense. Kohler
wrote: “They look like ordinary men (there are no female angels in
the Old Testament) and they have no wings or they would not have
required a ladder.”?

Angels are created personal beings (Exod. 20:11; Ps. 148:2-5)
brought into being before the creation of the earth (Job 38:7). They
are said to be a vast host (1 Kings 22:19; Ps. 68:17; 148:2; Dan. 7:9-
10). They are known also as elohim (“gods,” "mighty ones,” “super-
natural beings”) and bere elohim (“sons of God"). Mighty in streagth
(Ps. 103:19-21), they are ordinarily invisible to men (2 Kings 6:17).

In general, angels represent in a personal manner God’s care of
His people. Whenever they appear, it is to execute some divine com-
mission. They are also God’s agents of judgment and destruction
(Gen. 19:1-22; 2 Kings 19:35 and the parallel in Isa. 37:36; Ps. 78:49).
Special manifestations of the divine and communications of God's
will come by means of angels.

There is particular emphasis in the Old Testament on “the ange}
of the Lord” as compared with “an angel of the Lord"” He first
appears in God's dealings with Abraham (see Chap. 5). Many Old
Testament scholars—including Davidson, Schultz, Oehler, and Payne
—regard "the angel of the Lord” as a preincarnate appearance of the
Second Person of the Trinity. the Logos of John I:l-14. Davidson
speaks of "the angel of the Lord” as "Jehovah fully manifest.”
Schultz says that the angel of the Lord is so closely identified with His
revelation as rightly to be thought of as the preincarnate Word.* In
Mal. 3:1, the "angel of the covenant” (KJV) is clearly the Messiah
who was to come. The angel of the Lord is both distinguished from
God and yet speaks as God (cf. Gen. 18:1-33; Exod. 3:2-6; Judg.
6:12-16).

B. Cherubim and Seraphim

Cherubim (plural of cherub} are agents of God's personal manifestation
in the affairs of earth. They are not angels but symbolic figures com-
bining “the noblest qualities of the created world,—a man being the
symbol of intelligence, a lion of sovereignty, an ox of strength, and an

2. OT Theology, p. 158.
3. Theology of the OT. pp. 291-300.
4. OT Theology. 2:214-37.
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eagle of swiftness.”® The seraphim (plural of seraph) of Isa. 6:2, 6 would
appear to be a variation of cherubim. Wings are an essential part of the
symbolism of cherubim and seraphim (Exod. 25:18-20; 37:7-9; 1 Kings
6:23-27; etc).

II. SATAN

Satan is a supernatural figure who appears occasionally in the Old
Testament. although with less clear indication of origin and nature
than in the New Testament. The name “satan” comes from a root
that “expresses the act of putting oneself crosswise.” 1t is used in the
verb form six times in the Old Testament and is translated “to be an
adversary to” or “to resist.” “Those who render me evil for good are
my adversaries [lit.,, “satan me”] because I follow after good” (Ps.
38:20). “Then he showed me Joshua the high priest standing before
the angel of the Lord, and Satan standing at his right hand to accuse
[lit., “to satan”] him" (Zech. 3:1).

A. Old Testament Usage

The noun form s-t-n appears in the Hebrew Old Testament 26 times.
Seven times in the KJV and RSV it is translated “adversary.” Human
beings are called “satans”. “But now the Lord my God has given me
rest on every side; there is neither adversary {Heb., satan} nor mis-
fortune” (1 Kings 5:4); “May my accusers be put to shame and con-
sumed; with scorn and disgrace may they be covered who seek my
hurt” (Ps. 71:13). Once “the angel of the Lord” is said to be a satan
to errant Balaam: “But God’'s anger was kindled because he went;
and the angel of the Lord took his stand in the way as his adversary
[satanj. . . . And the angel of the Lord said to him, “Why have you
struck your ass these three times? Behold. | have come forth to with-
stand {lit, “to satan”} you, because your way is perverse before me”
(Num. 22:22, 32).

B. As a Proper Name

The Hebrew s-t-n is translated “Satan” as a proper name |9 times in
the KJV. The first such use is in | Chron. 21:1, where “Satan stood up
against Israel, and incited David to number Israel.” Satan appeared
“also”” among the “sons of God” in Job 1:6-12 and 2:1-7.

5. 161d., p. 236; cf. Exod. 25:20; Exek. 10:1-22.
6. Jacob, Theology of the OT. p. 70.
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Since the Hebrew s-t-n characteristically appears in the original
with the definite article as “the satan”; since “the satan” was seen in
heaven among the "sons of God”; and since 1 Chron. 21:] attributes
an act to “the satan” which 2 Sam. 24:1 attributes to the Lord, some
conservative scholars have conciuded that the Satan of the Old Tes-
tament is still “an angel of God, a minister of God, a being who has
only as much power as God entrusts to him.”” It is probably better,
however, to accept the evidence of the New Testament to clarify the
ambiguity of the Old, and to hold that Satan throughout the Scrip-
tures is the cosmic enemy of God and His people—although originally
one of the created angels. Little can be said. however, for any literal
identification of Satan with Lucifer in lsa. 14:4-23 where the con-
text clearly shows that Nebuchadnezzar is intended. or with the king
of Tyre as described in Ezek. 28:1!-19.

The New Testament provides warrant for identifying the ser-
pent of Gen. 3:1 with Satan (John 8:44; 2 Cor. 11:3, 14; Rev. 12:9;
20:2). The Greek diabolos—ftom which by contraction we derive the
English word devil—is used in the Septuagint and in the New Testa-
ment as the equivalent of the Hebrew s-t-n in the Old Testament.
“Belial” in the Old Testament and “Abaddon,” “Apollyon,” and
“Beelzebub” in the New are other names used to identify this malig-
nant personification of evil in the cosmos.

The Bible says little about the origin of Satan; but it leaves no
doubt about his end. He. with those who follow him, will be cast into
“the lake of fire and brimstone” (Rev. 20:10; cf. Matt. 25:41).

[II. THE LIFE AFTER DEATH

The Old Testament attitude toward death reveals two elements. The
first is the recognition that death is natural in that it comes to all
men. The second is the conviction that human death is in the world
as a consequence of sin.

Death is natural. 1t comes to all men. The Bible is a book of life;
it is also a book of death. The presence of the “grim reaper” is every-
where seen from the Garden of Eden on.

There is some hint that human death might not have occurred
had not the virus of sin entered the moral bloodstream of the race.
The end of man's earthly existence might have been like that of
Enoch (Gen. 5:24). Or virtually endless life might have been possible

7. H.L. Ellison, 1 and Il Chronicles,” N8C, p. 349.
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in a setting like that of the Garden of Eden with its access to the “tree
oflife” (Gen. 2:9; 3:22). But as things are, the human body is destined
to return to the dust from whence it came. All earthly life ends in
death.

Otto Baab points out the general indifference to death on the
part of Old Testament writers. It is reported almost casually. There
is seldom any reflection on its meaning, at least in the earlier
writings. Opposition to death takes the form of action to avoid the
death of particular persons. and legal prohibitions against taking
human life by murder. There is never any tendency to condone
suicide, and it is rare in the Old Testament. in general, biblical man
held a “common sense” attitude toward the end of the earthly life.*
Jacob wrote: “Along with the Semitic people as a whole, Israel
shares belief in the fatal and inevitable character of death.”?

There is a good death when one is “old and full of years.” To
die the death of the righteous" is to be desired (Num. 23:10). It is the
early and untimely death that is to be feared.'?

A. Death as Related to Sin

Along with the recognition that manis mortal because he is earthly,
there is the conviction that death is “something at variance with the
innermost essence of human personality, a judgment; and whenever
this personality has reached its pure and perfect ideal, it must at the
same time be conceived of as raised above death.”"

Human death is the consequence of sin. “In the day that you eat
of it you shall die” was God's warning to Adam and Eve in the
Garden (Gen. 2:17). Death laid its heavy hand on the entire race as
a consequence of the first sin. As Vriezen wrote:

Man would not live with God as His child, but wanted to
face God as an equal. and this original sin brought death on him.
But man himself, made from the dust of the earth, is already
mortal; the fact that he must die is due to the punishment of sin
inflicted by God. because that is the reason why he must leave the
garden of Eden with the tree of life. Hence St. Paul is quite right
in saying that the wages of sin is death.'?

8. Theslogy ofthe OT. pp. 198-204.

9. Theology of the OT . p. 299.
10. Vriezen, Ouilineo fOT Theology, p. 203.
11. Schultz, OT Theology, 2:313.
12. Ouiline of OTT heolagy. p. 204.
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Something of this aspect of death as judgment is seen in the fact
that the Old Testament never presents death as liberation from
bondage to the body. 1t is never viewed as the gateway to a better
existence. Both these ideas. however, were current among the Greeks
and other ancient peoples.'*

The relationship between sin and death is also seen in the fact
that ritual defilement resulted from contact with anything dead
(Num. 5:2; 6:6, 9). Throughout the Old Testament, godliness is
equated with life—"the path of life,” the fuliness of life. Sin and folly,
on the other hand, led to death.

B. Intimations of Lile After Death

While there is little conscious reflection on the meaning of death in
the Old Testament, there are some clear intimations of life beyond
the grave,

It must be recognized that there was no record of an Easter
morning in the Old Testament. There is nothing comparable to |
Corinthians 5. 1t was Christ who “brought life and immortality to
light through the gospel” {2 Tim. 1:10).

1. A Partial Revelation. On the other hand, there was no “cult of
the dead” in Israel such as fiourished in Egypt and led to the prac
tices of embalming the body to preserve it from destruction and
building pyramids as tombs for the kings. Yet there was the universal
conviction that death does not mean thc end of existence. A. B.
Davidson wrote:

The life and immortality brought to light in the gospel are
being reached from many sides, in fragments, and many time:
only by the arm of faith reached out ang striving to grasp iftem
as brifliant rainbow forms. In the Old Testament, truth has ot
yer awined its unity. Bui everywuere in it the ground of hicpe o
assuramce is the spiritual fellowsnip alveady enjoved with Gui
Our Lord’s argument, “God is not the Goo of thie dead, bt of thc
living,” is the expression Gf the vwhiole spivit of the Oid Testame it
orn this great subjece. The ternple of truth is not yot reared, per-
Laps the idea of it harcly conceived in its {ull proposrion. Yet
cveiywhere workmen ar¢ enspioyexd preparing for it, and ali
around theve lie the exquisize products of their labour; and here
we may see one laying » foun:ation, and there ovne carving a
chapiter, and there ancther wreathing a pillar or polishing a
corner-stone, working singly rr:est of them, able only to take in
the idea of the one piece on which he is engaged, til} the master-
builder comes in whese riind e full idea of the temple bodics

13, Jacob, Theology of the OT', . 299.
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itself ferth. and at whose command each single piece of work-

manship arises and stands in its fit place.'

Such gleams as were given do not arise from a philosophy that
sees in man a being too great to die. or a life too rich to come to its
final end in the grave. What we have is the conviction that a righ-
teous life centers in God. In some way not clearly seen but cherished
in faith, it is believed that God will enable the man who walks with
Him to transcend or “overleap” Sheol and so escape its gloom and
shadow. “It is God who offers life that is worthy to be called lif'e, both
here and in the beyond. and he offers life because he offers himself.
It is because the abiding God is the source of that life that the life
itself is abiding. Such a thought is closely akin to what we find in
some passages in the New Testament.”** Devout men in Old Testa-
ment times “had life with God, and they felt that immortality was
involved in their communion with Him."'¢

2. Developing Concepts. Faith in life for the individual beyond
death becomes stronger as the growing light of revelation becomes
clearer. Early ideas of immortality were related to the continued
existence of the community or the family. This is one reason why to
die without progeny was regarded as such a calamity. Much of the
lif e of the Old Testament was intimately wrapped up in the life of the
clan or the nation. As the sense of individual responsibility developed
more and more clearly, the hope of individual survival beyond death
became more clear and important."”

Not all scholars are willing to concede as much as here
claimed.’” Yet for all the hesitancies and uncertainties we find, there
is still strong evidence for faith in individual survival. It is particular-
ly clear in the Psalms and in Job.

David’s conduct at the death of his son shows awareness of a
community of existence beyond death. As long as the child lived, his
lather fasted and prayed. When the child died, David rallied. Ques-
tioned by his servants, he said, “While the child was still alive, I
fasted and wept; for 1 said. ‘Who knows whether the Lord will be
gracious to me, that the child may live?' But now he is dead; why
should I fast? Can I bring him back again? / shalf go 1o him. but he will
not return to me” (2 Sam. 12:22-23).

14. Theology ofthe OT .p. 532.

t5. Rowley, Faith of Israel, p. 175.

16. Davidson, Theology ofthe OT. p. 447.

17. Ibid, p_244.

t18. . Snaith, Distinctive Ideas of the OT, pp. ¢ and 1 12-13 fn. where Old Testament
belief in an afterlife is denied.
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3. In the Psalms. Ps. 17:15, from o psalm titled “a prayer of
David,” reads: “As for me, 1 shall behold thy face in righteousness;
when | awake, 1 shall be satisfied with beholding thy form.” Answer-
ing the claim that the psalmist had in mind only awaking to a new
day from the sleep of night, W. Q. E. Qesterley wrote:

It is difficult to understand these words in the sense of
awakening from natural steep; the psafmist shows that he is in
constant communion with God, and experiences the unceasing
nearness of God; he never contemplates separation from God;
why, then, should he be satisfied with the divine appearance only
on awakening from natural sleep? . . . it can scarcely be doubted,
therefore, that the psalmist is here thinking of awaking from the
sleep of death. and ihus expresses belief in the life herealter.

In Psalm 49 the poet touches what has always been one of the
chief reasons for belief in life beyond the grave. This is one of severat
wisdom psalms wrestling with the problem of the disparity between
righteousness and rewards. The Psalmist writes of the wicked who
prosper in this life: “Like sheep they are appointed for Sheol; Death
shall be their shepherd; straight to the grave they descend, and
their form shall waste away; Sheoi shal! be their home” (v. 14).

In contrast is the hope of the righteous: “But God will ransom
my soul from the power of Sheol, for he will receive me” {v. 15). The
Jjustice of God will be vindicated in the here¢after. It was this very sort
of reasoning that led Immanuel Kant in 7'he Critique of Practical Reason
to postulate the existence of God, the freedom of man, and the
immortality of the soul. A moral universe demands at least that
much. H. H. Rowley wrote: “The wicked may have good fortune
here, but the miserics of Sheol arc all that he can look forward to;
whereas the righteous may have suffering here, but hereafter he will
have bliss, for God will take him to himself.”2

Rowley added: “C. F. Burney says ‘'The more 1 examine this
psalm the more does the conviction force itself upon me that the
writer has in view something more than the mere temporary recom-
pense of the righteous during this earthly life.” With this view 1 find
myself in fullest agreement.”®

19. The Psatms (Lonion: S.P.C.K. 1993}, n, V0.
20. Kaith of Istuel, p. 171.
21, ikid.
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Psalm 73 is cited by Jacob as one of the two “most advanced
expressions of”’ faith in an afterlife in the Old Testament.?? Its hope is
based on the reality of the present communion with God enjoyed
by the Psalmist:

Thou dost guide me with thy counsel,
and afterward thou wilt receive me to glory.
Whom have I in heaven but thee?
And there is nothing upon earth that I desire besides thee.
My flesh and my heart may fail,
but God is the sremgth of my heart and my portion for
eer(vv, 24-26).
This means, Oesterley says, that “union with the eternal, unchanging
God cannot be interrupted by death. As in life on this earth God is
with his servant, so in the world to come God will be with him.
In the presence of God there is life.”?

4. In Job. As in Psalms 49 and 73, the disparity of rewards and
righteousness in this life also led Job to expressions of faith in his
vindication in a life after death. Although poetry is admittedly
difficult to translate and there are textual problems in Job. 19:25-27,
Edmond Jacob is certainly correct in pointing to this passage as the
other of the two “most advanced expressions” of belief in life after
death.*

For [ know that my Redeemer lives,
and at last he will stand upon the earth;
and after my skin has been thus destroyed,
then without {marg., from) my flesh I shall see God.
whom | shall see on my side.
and my ey shall behold. and no: anot ker.
“And not another” is expressively translated in the RV margin, “and
not as a stranger.”

This is Job’s greatest affirmation of faith. In it, he reaches a
pinnacle. As T. H. Robinson has written: “There can be no doubt as to
the real meaning of v. 27. The last clause contains the most con-
clusive and final word in the Hebrew language. ‘Consumed’ implies
that a thing has absolutely and irrevocably ceased to be. There can be
only one interpretation which satisfies this term: Job is contemplat-
ing some experience which will come to him after his physical frame
has disintegrated altogether.”?*

22. Theology of 1he OT. p. 308.
23. Psalms, p.91.

24. Theology of the OT. p. 308.
25. Job and His Friends. p. 103.
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The experience of Job is almost an epitome of the experience
of Old Testament mar. Robert Dentan wrote:

Isracl had first ol all 10 learn the {ull meaning of life with
God in the present world. Then, when the time came, the idea of
cternal fife arose as a natural, and almost inevitable conseguence.
But even then the essential content of eternal life never became
merely the survival of personal identity; lor biblical man eternat
life means a lite lived in such firm fellowship with God that even
death cannot destroy it.2¢

C. The Nature of Sheol

The characteristic Hebrew term for the place of the dead. both righ-
teous and wicked, is sheol. {t is perhaps derived from shaal. “to be
hollow" (as the German Hohle, “a cavern,” is the probable source of
the English hell); or from shul. “a ravine or abyss.”

{. Old Testameni Usage. Sheol is used 65 times in the Oid Testa-
ment. The KJV translates sheol “grave” 31 times, “hell” 31 times, and
“pit” three times. The tendency of more recent translations (e.g.,
ASV, Goodpsced, RSV, Berk., NEB) is to transliterate the term and
print it as “Sheol.” Moffatt uses “death” or “Death-land.”

It is reasonably clear that sheol does not mean “grave” in the
sense of a tomb. The phrase “gathered to the fathers” is frequently
used in such a way as clearly to indicate a community of existence
after death that no individual grave or tomb could provide.?’

The concept of sheof is yel another way the Old Testament ex-
presses the conviction that death does not end personal existence.

Sheol is in the depths. One always goes “down” to sheo! (Num.
16:30; Deut. 32:22; Ps. 6'3:9; Isa. 14:15; Ezek. 31:14; 32:18). It is a
ptace of darkness and forgetfulness (Job 10:21-22; Ps. 88:12). It is a
tealm of silence (Ps. 94:17), although on occasion there may be com-
munication among its people (Isa. 14:4-12). It is like a hideous, in-
satiable monster (Prov. 30:15-16: sa. 5:14). [t is the “land of no
return” (Job 7:9-i0), a prison house with gates (Job 17:16; 38:i6-17;
Ps. 107:18), to be feared and avoided as long as possible (Ps. 28:1;
88:11; Eccles. 9:10)—although in certoin instances it might be
preferable to extreme misery in this life (Job 3:17-19).2

2. Moral Distinctions in Sheol. in most of the Old Testament. there
are no sharp moral distincticus i sheol. ‘The apparition of Samuel car

26, Design of the Scriptures, p. 1714
27, i Schnltz, OF “Fheology, 2:342-32.
28 CI Getin, Key Conceprs of vite 1. vp. /117
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say to King Saul, on the verge of suicide, “Tomorrow you and your
sons shall be with me” in sheol (1 Sam. 28:19). Shedl is a place neither
of blessedness nor of punitive misery. It is a state of bare existence.?®
1t is the condition of the dead in contrast to what they knew in the
realm of light and life (Prov. 15:24; Ezek. 26:20).

Yet at the lowest point in sheol lay a pit {Job 33:|8; Ps. 28:1;
30:9; 40:2; Isa. 14:15) which may suggest an early concept of differ-
ent states in sheo/ analogous to the distinction between hades and
“Abraham's bosom” in the New Testament (Luke 16:19-31). The
concept of the gehenna-hell of final punishment for the unrepentant is
a New Testament truth rather than one drawn from the Old Testa-
ment.

A, B. Davidson has argued that the tenor of the Old Testament
is consistent with the view clearly presented in the New Testament
that the eternal state is an extension of the moral dichotomy of the
present. Admittedly, however, the chief interest of the Old Testament
is with the just rather than the wicked. There is little indication of an
aggravation of the misery of the lost beyond that which is part of
being in sheo/2 In the Old Testament, punishmentforsin is mainly in
this life. Punishment for sin in the future life is more by privation
than by positive judgment—although an exception to this general
position may well be indicated in the “everlasting contempt” (Heb.,
“an object of aversion, abhorrence”} to which some shall awake
(Dan. 12:2).

D. Resurrection in the Old Testament

While the body is observed to return to the dust from whence it
came (Gen. 3:19; Eccles. 12:7), such dissolution is not its final destiny.
“Thy dead shall live, their bodies shall rise. O dwellers in the dust,
awake and sing for joy! For thy dew is a dew of light. and on the land
of the shades thou wilt let it fall” (Isa. 26:19; cf. 25:8). God's word
to His people is “Shall | ransom them from the power of Sheol? Shall
1 redeemn them from Dcath? O Death, where are your plagues? O
Sheol, where is your destruction? Compassion is hid from my eyes”
(Hos. 13:14). The Apostle Paul understood this suggestion of God's
power over death to be related to the resurrection (! Cor. 15:51-57).
There is an undoubted element of poetic and metaphorical expres-

29. Cf. Davidson, Theology ofthe OT, pp. 425-32.
30. Theology ofthe OT, pp. 530-31.
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sion in these passages. Yet intimations of resurrection in a literal
sense are also present.

The resurrection in Ezekiel's “valley of dry bones” (Ezek. 37:1-
14) is admittedly a national and spiritual resurrection. But the pas-
sage would be meaningless if there were no concept at alt of a resur-
rection of the body. Dan. 12:2-3 anticipates the teaching of the New
Testament: “And many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth
shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and ever-
lasting contempt. And those who are wise shall shine like the bright-
ness of the firmament; and thos¢ who turn many to righteousness,
like the stars for ever and ever.”



Section Three

The Prophetic Vision

2

The God of the Prophets

As the books are arranged in our English Bibles, the third major
division of the Old Testament is devoted to the Prophets. These are
“the latter prophets” of the Jewish canon with the addition of
Lamentations and Daniel. The arrangement in the Jewish Bible
places the Prophets, “Former” and “Latter,” next to the Torah. It puts
the Writings—the poetical and wisdom books plus Ruth, Lamenta-
tions, Esther, Daniel, Ezra-Nehemiah, and 1 and 2 Chronicles—in
last place. Yet in the broad sweep of the Bible as a whole, there is
reason to consider the prophets an important keystone in the arch
reaching across the centuries to the New Testament.

1. THE NATURE OF THE PROPHETIC OFFICE

At the risk of some oversimplification, it may be said that three great
stages in Old Testament history are characterized by the preeminence
respectively of patriarchs, priests, and prophets. The patriarchs were
not only tribal rulers; in the line of election that extends from Seth
to Jacob they were also the religious heads of their clans. They
performed the function of sacrifice later delegated to the priests.

145
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They represented thciv families before Joc and transmitted the
“blessing” which normally went to the oldest male--~afthough in
conspicuous instainces thisrule of “primogeniture” might be set aside
(Gen. 25:23; 48:13-20). Divine visitations in the pre-Mosaic era wese
almost always to the patriarct.

with the giving of the Law at Sinai, the priestly functions of the
patriarch passed to the tribe of Levi--and in particular io the family
of Aaron in the linc of Kohath, The pricstly line. as the patriarchal,
was hereditary. Like any bereditayy order, i 1ended to become
corrupt, Although the priests retained their institutional and con-
servaiive function on ints New ‘testainent times, the redal moral and
spiritual leadershio of the nation in the kingdom period passed 1o
the prophets.

A Fhe lmportance of the: Prophews

I'he importance of tae prophets in biblical history & apparent on the
surface. What the apostles are in the New Testamestt, the prophces
are in the Old. & was the prophets wha were resoonsible for tog
creation and preservation of many of the books of the Oid Yestament,
Whiic Abraharm was thke {irst map io be identified hy the tenm
“nrodhet” (Gez. 20:7), Moses, lhe lawgiver, was regardec as tig
prototyve of ali the oroohets who stiould foliow and ihe anietype
the Prophet-Messtai: who was o come (Dew:, 18:15-18; %416}
Samuei, the ast of the judges. is aiso toe first of & pronh“-t 000,
recopnized & a aisiingi cierient wr Bebrsws religious il

The raporiatne of zac prophess «: recordovs of sagred bistory i3
seewr i the fille apotied i ovhe Seerish, gacn 1o whal vwe would
iy 200Gk, camsty, “The Forater Proph2s”
.2 bamuel, sni §oand 2 Kings) e Sauer
s of 2he prophiet’s work int ousdin:: fony

in thre-; ot spherss praphecy completes i detail (e dis-
chargge of its cellivig,

i dlumination of Uie bast, especially as historical wiiding,

i, Judgment of she: present, especially as admonition and
¢all to repentance;
iii. Foreteling of the future, especially as warning and com-
fort, namely:
(1) judgrent upon Isracl;
(2) judgraent upon the nations of the warld;
(3) the coaversiose of israel;
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{(4) the conversion of the nations of the world;
{5) the Messiah and His kingdom.!

B. Descriptive Terms

Two basic Hebrew concepts are used to describe the nature of the
prophetic office. The fisst, expressed in the synonyms roeh and chozeh.
had to do with the prophet’s vision. Both roeh and chozeh are derived
from terms that mean “to see, behold, gaze upon, view, perceive, con-
template, or have visions of.” The statement “He who is now called a
prophet was formerly called a seer” (I Sam. 9:9) indicates that the
term roeh (seer) was an early term that later went out of common use
and therefore needed to be explained. The prophet was one who saw,
and the prophet’'s message was often called his “vision” {| Sam. 3:|;
Prov. 29:18, KJV; Isa. 1:1; Lam. 2:9; Obad. 1; Nah. 1:1; Hab. 2:2-3).

The second concept is by far the most common. The later and
more usual word for prophet was nabi. The roeh or chozeh was one
who sees. The nabi was one who speaks. A nabi 1s “one who an-
nounces,” or more exactly, “one who speaks for another.” Because
Moses was “slow of speech,” Aaron, his brother, was sent to be
Moses’ spokesman or nabi, his “prophet”: Aaron “shall speak for you
to the people; and he shall be a mouth for you, and you shall be to
him as God. . .. And the Lord said to Moses, ‘See, I make you as God
to Pharaoh; and Aaron your brother shall be your prophet” (Exod.
4:16;7:1).

The distinction between the true and the false prophet was that
the true prophet spoke what God gave him to speak; the false proph-
et spoke from his own imagination: “‘The prophet who presumes to
speak a word in my name which 1 have not commanded him to
speak, or who speaks in the name of other gods, that same prophet
shall die.” And if you say in your heart, ‘"How may we know the word
which the Lord has not spoken?—when a prophet speaks in the
name of the Lord, if the word does not come to pass or come true,
that is a word which the Lord has not spoken; the prophet has
spoken it presumptuously, you need not be afraid of him" (Deut. 18:
20-22; cf. 1 Kings 22:6-28; lsa. 9:15; Jer. 6:13;8:10; 28:15-17; passim).

Speaking the word of the Lord frequently involved prediction,
foretelling the future. More often it meant proclamation, “forth-
telling” a message from God.

|. Dawn of World Redemption, p. 148.
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Jeremiah was assured that God would put His words in the
prophet’s mouth (Jer. 1:9). The prophet was privileged to stand in
the council of God (fer. 23:18, 22; Amos 3:7). His function was to
mediate the word of the Lord to the people, to speak to them in the
name of their God. His typical preface was “Thus saith the Lord.”

C. The Prophet’s Inspiration

‘The prophet received the word by divine inspiration but communi-
cated it through his own personality. The communication therefore
bears the mark of the prophet’s personality as well as the credentials
of its divine authorship.2 The prophets were “"men who knew the
intimacy of {ellowship with God to whom something of his spirit was
given, men who looked on the world in the light of what they had
seen in the heart of God, men who spoke because they had to and not
because they wanted to, upon whom the constraint of God had been
laid, and men who delivered a word not alone relevant to the needs
of the hour, but of enduring importance to men.””? Eric Sauer wrote:

Old Testament prophecy is no mere aerial line which does

not touch the ground. Much rather. at many points, there is

* allusion to events and persons of the then present or the near
future. From a definite situation the prophets speak to men in a
definite situation. They often draw from their surroundings the
shapes and colours for the presentation of their message. Every-
thing is historically conditioned and yct at the same time inter-
penetrated with eternity. All is at once human and divine,

temporal and super-temporal.?

Kohler uses the term “charismatic” to describe the prophet
office. The prophet, uniike the priest, was not born to his office. He
was called to it and especially endued with the Spirit of the Lord
to accomplish its purposes. His experience of the divine was never for
the sake of his own mystical enjoyment. 1t was always in the interests
of the service of God for the salvation of His people.?

As the messenger of the Lord, the prophet conveyed the message
in the form in which he received it. When God spuke in the first
person, the prophet conveyed His message in the first person. As
Vriezen has noted, this does not mean that the prophet identified
himself with God, a view some have advocated. The “oracle”’—the

2. C[.Rowley, Faith of Israel. pp. 38-39.
3. lhid.

4. Dawn of World Redemption, p. 145.

5. 071 Theology, pp. 163.66.
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first-person message spoken directly as from the Lord—is given thus
because the prophet “is a faithful servant and messenger of God."¢

The mission of the prophets was to bring an understanding of
the will of God as it applies to all of life. The prophets were undying
foes of cloistered piety, religion confined to the Temple ritual. Poli-
tics, commerce, justice, and the daily dealings of man with man were
all brought under the judgment of God.

The prophets usually preached in opposition to the popular
mood. When all went well and in times of universal optimism, the
prophets were heralds of judgment and doom. But when judgment
came and the mood of the nation was one of utter despair, the
prophets spoke of a glorious future. “Their message became one of
evangelical hope and encouragement.”’

The prophets were the proponents of personal religion. “What
raised the individual divine-human relationship to a new plane,
making it a full and living reality, was the way in which the prophets
carried to its logical conclusion the belief that man's relations with God
were explicitly personal in character.”®

II. THE PROPHETIC VISION OF GOD

In no sense did the prophets think of themselves as innovators. They
were men inspired with a vision of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob. They saw their task to be that of calling their people back to a
faith they were all too apt to leave. Yet the prophets immeasurably
e¢nlarged the self-revelation of God that had earlier been given. Build-
ing on the foundation of God’'s mighty acts in {srael’s history and on
the insights of poets and wise men, the prophets enriched and
deepened Old Testament man’s understanding of his divine Lord.

The prophets do not speak of the “attributes” of God as a sys-
tematic theologian would. Abstract nouns are almost nonexistent in
biblical Hebrew. Rather, the Old Testament abounds in verbs and
active participles when it speaks of God. Not only are terms such
as “omnipresence,” “omniscience,” and “immutability” lacking in the
language of the Old Testament, the ideas themselves are largely

6. Outline of OT Thealogy. p. 258.
7. Dentan, Design of Scripiure. p. 47.
8. Eichrodt, Theology of the OT. | :356-57.
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toreign to Hebrew thought. In their place are rich and meaning{u!
descriptions of God in action.®

A. "No God Besides”

Confronted with the idolatry of their own people and the paganism
of their neighbors, the prophets tirelessly insisted as those before
them that “the Lord . . . is one Lord” (Deut. 4:35; 6:4; 32:39; Ps. 86:
10) and besides the Lord “there is no God” (2 Sam. 7:22; 2 Kings
19:15).
Thus says the Lord. the King of Israel
and his Redeemer. the Lord of hosts:
“f am the fiist and the last;
besides me there is no god.
Who i like me? Let him proctaim i,
let him declare and set i forth before me.
Who has announced from of ofd the things to come?
Ler them wll us what is yet 1o be.
Fear not, nor be afraid;
have 1 not told you from of old and declared it?
And you are my witnesses!
Is there a God besides me?
There is no Rock: 1 know not any"
{Isa. 44:6-8; <f. 45:5, 21-22; Jer. 235,
LI ; passim).

Here, as at other points, the prophets were not innovators. To
suppose that they were the creators of the monotheism of Israel is a
total misreading of the Old Testament. Nowhere do they introduce
the idea of one true God as something new. Everywhere they de-

9. CL Knight, Christian Theology of the OT. p. 88, 101 f.;Stephen Neill, ed..
Twentieth Cenury Chrisianity (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., lac.. 1963}, p. 273.
and the {ollowing:

“The classical Rebrew language, and themind that produced it, worked
almost exclusively with nouns and verbs, that is, with pictures of things and
descriptions of actions. The Bible writers have a camera's eye, but this does
not mean that they have a camera’s birain. Their thoughls are as profound
as ours. Only their way of expressing them is not the same as our own.

“They use the data of the senses-——the sounds. sights. and smells of the
world—tv cariy their message. They cannot take refuge in that banc of all
theological writing, the vague abstraction 2nd the convenient {abel. We
miglu speak of ‘premature self-congratulation in the absence of the reguisite
physicat and mental capabilities to effectualize it in the concrete exigencies
of vital experience.” Hebrew is innocent of this welter of adjectives and
abstractions and prefers to say. ‘Let not him that girds on his armor boast
Iimseifl as he that puts it of C | Kings 20:1 1)."—Lawrence Toombs, The
Ot Testament in Christian Preaching (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1961), pp. 37-38.
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manded simply “that the people should adhere to Yahweh, whose
will was already known to them. "¢

The assertion that “there is no God besides” the Lord God of
Israel (Isa. 45:21) contradicts polytheism. belief in the multiplicity of
gods. It also rules out the dualism of Persian Zoroastrianism: belief
in two eternally antagonistic deities, the “god of light” and the “god
of darkness.” The Satan of the Old Testament, though he be a real
and malignant personal spirit of great power, was still a creature of
the one God and subject to the limits of His will. Nor is there any
trace in the Old Testament of the disintegration of the Godhead into
male and female principles such as marked other Semitic religions.
The Lord God needed not in any way to be complemented. The
Hebrew language has no word for “goddess.”"

B. “"The Everlasting God”

As positively as language could say it, the Old Testament affirms that
God is the eternal One, without beginning or end, transcending the
limitations of time. The evidence for this is unmistakable. There is
no sort of “theogony” in the Old Testament—no account of the
“birth” or origin of the gods—such as is found in other ancient
religions. God has no beginning and can have no ending. He is “the
first and the last” (Isa. 44:6), “The high and lofty One who inhabits
eternity” (57:15).2

That God is eternal is a necessary corollary of the idea of crea-
tion. The existence of the world in time is a clue to the eternity of
God. As Henry Ralston succinctly expressed it, “If anything now
exists, something must have been eternal.”** All thought abeut
origins must necessarily start with the self-existent and underived. it
is inconceivable that something should have come from nothing.

The Old Testament does not stand agair.st materialism simply
on the basis that matter cannot be eternal. The problem is not
whether there is something or someone eternal. The issue concerns
how adeguate the concept of the eternal is in explaining the tem-
poral. “Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever thou hadst
formed the earth and the world. from everlasting to everlasting thou

10. Vrieaen, Outlineo f OT Theoilogy. pp. 178-79,

t 1. Cf. Eichrodt, Thedlogy of the OT. 1:223.

12. CI. Vriezen, Qutline of OT Theology, pp. 181-82.

13. Elements of Dwvinity {Nashville: Publishing House of the M, E. Church, South,
1919}, p. 22.
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art God” (Ps. 90:2; f. 93:2; 102:24, 27; 106:48; Deut. 33:27; Isa. 26:4;
33:14; Jer. 10:10). He is "the everlasting God" (Isa. 40:28).

C. Perfect in Knowledge and Infinite in Wisdom

l. God's Knowledge. God knows all things, the deep recesses of the
human soul as well as events upon the ea:th. “For the Lord searches
all hearts, and understands every plan and thought” {1 Chron. 28:9);
“And the Spirit of the Lord fell upon me, and he said to me, ‘Say,
Thus says the Lord: So you think. O house of Israel; for I know the
things that come into your mind” (Ezek. 11:5;cf. also 2 Chron. 16:9;
Job 34:21-22; Prov. 153, LL; 24:11-12).

God is “perfect in knowledge” (Job 37:16). Darkness and light
are alike to Him (Ps. 139:1-6. 12; Dan. 2:22). His understanding is
infinite (Ps. 147:5). It was God's knowledge of men’s thoughts and
intentions that seemed most important to men of the Bible. "It
seemed wonderful that the Lord knows ali the secrets of the universe;
but it was even more wonderful that He could look into the human
heart and know all man’s hidden thoughts and impulses.”!*

Old Testament writers do not speculate about the foreknowl-
edge of events not determined in God's purpose. But they do affirm
that the Lord knvws the future. “Behold. the former things have
come to pass, and new things I now declare; before they spring forth
I tell you of them” (isa. 42:9); “Remember the former things of old;
for | am God. and there is no other: 1 am God, and there is none like
me, declaring the end from the beginning and from ancient times
things not yet done, saying, ‘My counsel shall stand. and 1 will
accomplish all my purpose’” (46:9-10).

2. God's Wisdom. The wisdom of God is also extolled. “It is he
who made the earth by his power, who established the world by his
wisdom, and by his understanding stretched out the heavens” (Jer.
10:12). “Daniel said: ‘Blessed be the name of God for ever and ever,
to whom belong wisdom and might. . . . he gives wisdom to the wise
and knowledge to those who have understanding; he reveals deep
and mysterious things; he knows what is in the darkness, and the
light dwells with him” (Dan. 2:20-22). Wisdom is defined as the
combination of knowledge and benevolence. It is the capacity to
choose means appropriate for its ends. It is the disposition to use
knowledge rightly.

14. Dentan, Design of Scripisire, p. 99
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God's wisdom is manifested in His power to use the forces of
nature to serve His will without making them any less natural. It is
seen in His ability to use the thoughts and actions of men without
making them any less human. The Assyrian serves as the rod of God's
anger (Isa. 10:5) although unaware of that fact (10:7) and while fol-
lowing the evil bent of his own nature. “In his patience and long-
suffering God uses the conflicting desires and purposes of men to
achieve his will, without destroying human freedom or converting
man into a mere puppet in his hands.”® God is the Source of all
wisdom (Job 28), and man cannot fully understand His ways (Isa.
55:8-9).

D. The Lord Is “God Almighty”

The irresistible power of God is affirmed through the whole of the
Scriptures. To Abraham, the Lord said. “I am God Almighty (E!
Shaddai); walk before me, and be blameless” (Gen. 17:l; 35:11).
Whatever He wills, He can do. “I am God, and also henceforth I am
He; there is none who can deliver from my hand; I work and who
can hinder it?” (Isa. 43:13). “All the inhabitants of the earth are
accounted as nothing; and he does according 1o his will in the host
of heaven and among the inhabitants of the earth; and none can stay
his hand or say to him, ‘What doest thou?’” (Dan. 4:35; cf. Job 9:10;
Hab. 3:3-6).

Creation itself is the prime evidence of God's power. “It is he
who made the earth by his power, who established the world by his
wisdom, and by his understanding stretched out the heavens. When
he utters his voice there is a tumult of waters in the heavens, and he
makes the mist rise from the ends of the earth. He makes lightnings
for the rain, and he brings forth the wind from his storehouses”
(Jer. 10:12-13). “Ah Lord God! It is thou who hast made the heavens
and the earth by thy great power and by thy outstretched arm!
Nothing is too hard for thee” (32:17: cf. Job 26:14).

Correcting the myth that biblical man was overawed by the
greatness of the earth, Eric Sauer wrote:

Far from seeing in this small earth “the world,” constituting

the mathematical centre and chief point of the entire creation, to

the Bible the nations are but as a “drop in a bucket,” as a “grain

of sand” which remains in the scales (Isa. 40:15); and to it the

istands are as “small dust.,” and the whole of mankind as “grass-

hoppers™ {Isa. 40:22). Indeed, the whole globe is to the Bible only

15. Rowley, Faukof Israel. p. 61.
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a "“footstool” to ithe heavenly throne (Matt. 5:35: Acts 7:49). “The

hcaven is my thronec. and the earth the foutstool of my feet”

{Isa. 66:1).1*

God'’s power implies His sovereignty over men and nations. All
manifestations of His power are directed to moral ends (Ps. 50:
21-22)."" It is the sovercign power of God that makes providence and
miracles completely at home in the biblical world. God can never be
excluded from His creation. ““In the faith of Israel he was too real and
personal to be reduced to impotence in his own world, or regarded
as one who idly watched while men worked out their own destiny,
and this faith is integral to any worthwhile faith in God.”"?

E. The Lord 1s Everywhere

God is present everywhere, not by being diffused or spread out
through space but by His essential nature. “Heaven and the highest
heaven cannot contain” Him (1 Kings 8:27; 2 Chron. 6:18). It is
impossible to escape His presence. The Psalmist wrote:

Where can ! escape Thy Spirit,

or where can [ flee from Thy presence?

if 1 ascend to heaven, Thou art there:

If 1 made the underworid my couch, then Thou art there!

If I were to 1ake the wings of the dawn

and dwell in the remotest part of the sea,

even there Thy hand would lead me

and Thy right hand would take hold of me.

If I should say, “Surely the darkness will cover me."

then the night (would become}light around me:

(for) even darkness does not hide from Thee,

but night is as bright as day:

darkness is the same as light (to Thee) (Ps. 139:7-12,

Berk.; cf. Amos 9:2-3).

God’s eyes are in every place (Prov. 15:3). “Heaven is my throne
and the earth is my footstool” (Isa. 66:1). “Can a man hide himself in
secret places so that i cannot see him? says the Lord. Do aot I fill
heaven and earth? says the Lord” (Jer. 23 :24). This language does not
rule out references to “localization”—e.g., God’s presence in His
house or in heaven. But God is where He acts. and since all things
are upheld by the word of His power (Heb. 1:3), He is everywhere.

16. Dawnr of World Redemption, p. 25.
17. Cf. Davidson, Thedogy of theOT, pp. 160-69.
18. Rowtey. Faith of Israel, p.58; . Schuitz, OT Theology. 2:194-95,
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Implied in God’s universal presence is “incorporeality” or “spir-
ituality.” God is not in physical form and does not have a “body.”
While it remained for Jesus to assert without qualification that “God
is Spirit” (John 4:24), the Old Testament presents substantial evi-
dence in this direction. This includes (1) the “delocalization” of the
worship of the Lord (Deut. 26:15; Jer. 7:12-14); (2) the prohibition of
any kind of representation of the Lord (Deut. 4:15-19); (3) the recog-
nition of “anthropomorphisms” as being symbolic and not literal
(Num. 23:19); (4) the transcendence (Ps. 99:5) and nearness (Ps. 69:
13; 73:23)of God: (5) the contrast of flesh and spirit (Isa. 31:3); and
(6) God’s invisibility (Job 9:11). All of these require us to understand
references to the divine face, hands, voice, walking, and “image” for
what they are—accommodations to the limitations of our human
understanding.!?

F. The Lord Is Trustworthy

That the Lord does not change (Job 23:13; Ps. 102:27; Mal. 3:6)
means that He is dependable and a worthy Object of abiding trust.
In relation to His creatures, living under the forms of space and
time, the Lord is the living God. His action in the world is condi-
tioned by historical events. Hezekiah sent to lIsaiah for prayer on
behalf of Judah’s deliverance from the Assyrians—"“It may be that
the .Lord your God heard the words of the Rabshakeh, whom his
master the king of Assyria has sent to mock the living God, and will
rebuke the words which the Lord your God has heard; therefore
lift up your prayer for the remnant that is left” (Isa. 37:4).

Jeremiah contrasts the God of Israel with the gods of the heath-
en: “But the Lord is the true God; he is the living God and the ever-
lasting King. At his wrath the earth quakes, and the nations cannot
endure his indignation” (Jer. 10:00; cf. vv. }-16; Deut. 5:26; Josh.
3:10; 1 Sam. [7:26, 36; 2 Kings 19:4, 16, Ps. 42:2; 84:2; Jer. 23:36;
Dan. 6:26; Hos. 1:10).

God’s being is not static changelessness. But His character and
His purposes are dependable. Thus Isaiah can say, “Trust in the Lord
forever, for the Lord God is the Rock of Ages” (26:4, Berk.).

This is also the point of frequent references to God as the God of
“truth.” The usual Hebrew terms iranslated “truth” (emunah. emeth)
mean ‘“‘steadfastness, stability, faithfulness.” When the Psalmist says,
“All the paths of the Lord are steadfast love and faithfulness, for

19. Cf. Gelin, Key Concepts.of theOT, pp. 24-35.
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those who keep his covenant and his testimonies’” (Ps. 25:10); when
Isaiah states that the throne shall be established in mercy and that
God shall “sit in faithfalness in the tent of David [as] one who judges
and seeks justice and is swift to do righteousness™ (16:5); when
Jeremiah affirms that “the Lord lives, in truth, in justice, and in up-
rightness” (4:2)—they are all declaring the dependability and faith-
fulness of God (cf. Ps. 96:13; 100:5). He is worthy of the confidence
and trust of His people.

G. Righteousness and Justice

The righteousness and justice of God ase consistently taught through-
out the Old Testament. “Declare and present your case; iet them
take counsel together! Who told this long ago? Who declared it of
old? Was it not I, the Lord? And there is no other god besides me, a
righteous God and a Savior; there is none besides me" {isa. 45:21).
“The Lord within her is righteous, he does no wrong; every morning
he shows forth his justice, each dawn he does not fail; but the unjust
knows no shame” (Zeph. 3:5; cf. also Gen. 18:25; Deut. 32:4; Job
8:3;34:12; Ps. 89:14).

Justice is essential to the divine government of the world, [t is
both legislative in prescribing what is right, and judicial in applying
the law to human conduct, rewarding and punishing. In the latter
sense, the justice of God is impartial—without “respect of persons’:
“Now then, let the fear of the Lord be upon you; take heed what
you do, for there is no perversion of justice with the Lord our God, or
partiality, or taking bribes” {2 Chron, 19:7; cf. Prov. 24:23; 28:2l).

The righteousness and justice of God are more concerned with
the vindication of the oppressed than with retribution for the oppres-
sor. The note of punishment for evil is by no means absent. But, as
Jacub points out,

Never in the Old Festament does justice appear as distribu-
tive in the strict meaning of the term. The justice of Yahweh is not
of the type of the blindfclded maiden hoiding a balance in her
hand, the justice of Yahweh extends one arm to the wretch
stretched out on the ground whilst the other pushes away the one
who causes the misfortunes. and so its saving aspect does not
exclude cvesy distributive element.?°

20. Jacob, Thenlogy of the OT. pp, 99-100.
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H. God of Mercy and Love

The lovingkindness and tender mercies of the Lord are a constant
theme throughout the Old Testament. “I will recount the loving-
kindnesses of the Lord, the praises of the Lord, according to all that
the Lord has done for us and the great goodness to the house of Israel
which He showed them, according to His mercy and according to the
abundance of His loving-kindness” (Isa. 63.7, Berk.}). “Let him who
glories glory in this, that he understands and knows me, that I am
the Lord who practice steadfast love, justice, and righteousness in the
earth; for in these things I delight, says the Lord” (Jer. 9:24; cf. Deut.
4:37,7.7-8; 10:15; 23..5; passim).

It has been claimed that the God of the Old Testament is a God
of wrath while the Lord of the New Testament is a Lord of love.
Such a contrast is biblically false. As Ryder Smith wrote, “It is clear
that it was not left for the New Testament to declare that God foves
sinners. Its distinction is that it shows how much He loves them.”#

The modern sense of contradiction between the love and the
wrath of God nowhere appears in the Bible. As we shall see, the love
of God is the love of the holy God. Conversely, as Emil Brunner has
commented, “The Holiness which the Bible teaches is the Holiness
of the God who is Love, therefore. the truth of the Holiness of God
is completed in the knowledge of His Love 2

Noting a certain reticence in the early parts of the Old Testa-
ment to speak directly of the love of God, Walther Eichrodt states
that it was the prophets who first spoke freely of God's love “under
the impact of direct divine self-revelation.”?* Hosea, in particular,
developed the metaphor of marriage in relation to God’s love for
Israel, a metaphor frequently used later in the Bible and most fully in
the New Testament.

Two Hebrew words chiefly convey the truth of God's love. One
is chesed, covenant love. The other is ahabah. a noun used approxi-
mately 30 times in the Old Testament; and the verb form, aheb, used
a total of 63 times and expressing the idea of unconditioned love.

). Unconditioned Love. Aheb and ahabah are approximately as
broad in their usage as the English word /ove. They mean “affection,
desire, inclination.” They describe the love of brothers (2 Sam.

21. Bible Doctrine of Sin. p. 56:italics in original.

22. The Christian Doctriste of God, trans. Olive Wyon; Degmatics (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1950}, 1:183.

23. Theotogy of the OT, 1:251.
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1:26); sexual love both good and evil (Gen. 29:20; 2 Sam. 13:15; Song
of Sol. 2:4; passim); married love (Prov. 5:19; Eccles. 9:9); as well as
inclination for such things as food and places (Gen. 27:14; Jer. 22:20,
22). They are used both of God’s love for man (Isa. 63:9; Hos. 3:1;
11:4) and of man'’s love for God {Ps. 109:4-5; 116:1; Dan. 9:4).

In contrast to chesed. ahabah is unconditioned love. Norman
Snaith wrote: "It is not limited to the conditions of any covenant, but
it is the only cause of the existence of the Covenant between God and
Israel. Ahabah is the cause of the Covenant; chesed is the means of its
continuance. Thus ahabah is God's Election-love, while chesed is His
Covenant-love."”

God's love for Israel is a sovereign love that depends upon no
prior conditions. Israel’s love for God is in response to the love that
God has already shown in His offer of the covenant.? For the Old
Testament as for the New, “We love because He first loved us”
(I John 4:19, Berk.).

It is the nature of God's love to choose. It chooses not in order to
exclude others but in order to provide a bridgehead from which
God’s love for all mankind might be made known. God’s love was
especially manifested to Israet in order that it might be demon-
strated to all. “It was not because you were more in number than
any other people that the Lord set his love upon you and chose you,
for you were the fewest of all peoples; but it is because the Lord loves
you. and is keeping the oath which he swore to your fathers, that
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” (Deut 7:7-8; cf. also | Kings 10:9; 2 Chron. 2:11;9:8).

2. Covenani Love. Chesed expresses the idea of faithful love within
an established relationship. It is love based on a prior covenant.
When used of man, it carries the meaning of piety. When used of
God, it carries the meaning of grace. Oesterley notes that chesed

is not merely a mode of action or an emotion. It is an essential

quality of soul. a spiritual endowment which goes deep down

into the very nature of him who has it. It implies a full recognition

of the value of personality. and adds to that recognition a conse-

cration of one to another. No other word means so much to the

Hebrew ear. and its cultivation in the human heart is the highest

24. Distinctive ideas of the OT.p. 119.
25. 1bid, p. 172.
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demand of the prophetic morality. In all its completeness it can

be seen only in Yahweh.2*

Because no single English word quite covers the breadth of the
meaning of this kind of love, translators of the Old Testament have
employed different terms. The Septuagint usually renders it with the
Greek eleos. “mercy.” Modern English translations have employed
“love,” “kindness,” “loving-kindness,” “grace,” “fidelity,” and “stead-
fast love.” Thomson calls it ““‘the great Old Testament word for the
grace of God.” and says that it “means loving-kindness that is by
nature steadfast, unalterable, faithful.”??

One of the root meanings of chesed is “strength,” and it is fre-
quently coupled with ‘emeth. “truth,” in the sense of stability, faith-
fulness, and reliability. “Stability” and “loyalty” are other attempts
to convey its meaning. Vriezen wrote: “The words chesed (union) and
‘emeth (faithfulness, steadfastness) are found together again and again
and often constitute one single idea: a firm, faithful union which is
indissoluble.”

The essential connection between chesed and covenant has been
noted. Chesed is love in relationship. The connection with the cove-
nant is not lost in the prophetic literature, but it is surpassed. It is not
the covenant that results in chesed. but the chesed Y ahiweh that leads to
the restoration of the covenant after the people had broken it by
their sins (Jer. 313). It is, in fact, the everlasting love of God that
issues in the promise of the “new covenant” (Jer. 3 1:31-34).

We have noted that in Hosea the transition takes place from the
image of love in a covenant relationship to that of love in the mar-
riage relationship. More accurately, the nature of the covenant is
redefined from a political contract to a marriage bond whose
essence is loyal love. The marriage bond becomes the supreme
demonstration of the Lord's love for Israel. This was a metaphor
which Hosea “acquired the right to use only at the price of his own
heart’s blood.”?* God gives His word to His people: “And in that day,
says the Lord, you will call me, 'My husband,’ and no longer will you
call me, "My Ba‘al’. .. And I will betroth you to me for ever; I will
betroth you to me in righteousness and in justice, in steadfast love
Ichesed], and in mercy. I will betroth you to me in faithfulness; and
you shall know the Lord” (Hos. 2:16, 19-20).

26. W. O. E Oesterley, The Psaims (London: SPCK. 1953), p. 80.

27. OT Viewdf Revelation, p. 103; cl. also Jacod, Theology of the OT. p. 103.
28. Outline of OT Theology. p. 164.

29. Eichrodt, Theology ofthe OT, } :251.
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Isaiah and Jeremiah also use this metaphor, and also in the
same way—in rclation to the steadfast love of God. “For your Maker
is your husband, the Lord of hosts is his name; and the Holy One of
israel is your Redeemer. the God of the whole earth he is called”
(Isa. 54:5; cf. 62:5). “Return, O faithless children, says the Lord; for |
am your master [l am married unto you,” KJV}; [ will take you, one
from a city and two from a family, and | will bring you to Zion”
(Jer. 3:14;cf. 2:2;31:32).

3. God as Father. Just as the love of God is affirmed, so the idea of
the divine fatherhood also finds expression in the Old Testament
(Isa. 63:16; Jer. 3:4; Hos. 11:1-7). Usually the truth emphasized is the
authority and worthiness of the fathet—the obligation of the son to
be obedient to his father (Mal. 1:6; 3:17). “Is this the way to treat the
Lord. you foolish and senseless people? Is he not your father who
created you, who made you and fashioned you?” (Deut. 32:6, Smith-
Goodspeed).

The fatherhood of God is most frequently spoken of in connec-
tion with the nation as a whole. 1t is not usually Israel who calls God
his Father, but God who calls Israel His son.}®

“For | am a {ather to Israel
and Ephraim is my first-born” (Jer. 31:9).
“Yet, O Lord, thou art our Father;
we ar¢ the clay, and thou art our potter;
we are all the work of thy hand” (Isa. 64:8).

Yet within the nation as a whole, God’s care of individuals may
be described as fatherhood. “Father of the latherless and protector of
widows is God in his holy habitation” (Ps. 68:5;cfl. 89:26). Best loved
of all is “As a lather pities his children, so the Lord pities those who
fear him” (Ps. 103:13).

It is probable that use of the Father-son relationship in the Old
Testament is as rare as it is because of the quite literal and grossly
physical ideas of a divine fatherhood current among Israel’s pagan
neighbors. “The concept of the fatherhood of God is clearly at home
in the Old Testament, although it is not as pronounced as it might
have been had the baalism of the day made no similar designation
for its male deity (Jer. 2:27)."%

4. God as Saviour. The term most commonly used to describe
Jesus in the New Testament is freely used of God in the Old Testa-

30. Cf. Jacob. Theology of the OT. p. 62. Jaceb's unqualitied statement must be
moditied by “usually.”
31. Baaty Theology of theGT. . 123.
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ment. He is Yeshua. the Saviour, who is the Light and Salvation of His
people (Ps. 27:1) and whose salvation is near those who fear Him
(Ps. 85:9). God is the “everlasting God of justice, creative power, and
holiness as he seeks 10 save men {rom their sins and to help them live a
new life.”"2

That God is the Saviour of His people is a concept found often in
the prophetic literature. “For [ am the Lord your God, the Holy One
of Israel, your Savior. I give Egypt as your ransom, Ethiopia and Seba
in exchange for you . .. I, I am the Lord, and besides me there is no
savior” (Isa. 43:3, I1;cf. 35:4; 45:15, 21 ; passim). '] will save my flock,
they shall no longer be a prey” (Ezek. 34:22). “I am the Lord your God
from the land of Egypt; you know no God but me, and besides me
there is no savior” (Hos. 13:4).

S. God as Redeerner. The most typical word describing God as the
Redeemer of His people is ga'al. It is a term for which there is no
exact English equivalent. It means “to do the part of a kinsman* as in
Ruth 3:13. As Kohler has noted: “The original meaning of ga'al, todo
one’s duty as a kinsman where blood has beenshed, or where a name
will die out, or where the land has fallen into strange hands, is no
longer present where God is called ga'al. In this case the word always
means that God frees the redeemed person from the power and au-
thority of another.”?*

The term ga'al is of ten used in connection with deliverance from
death and skeol. “Shall 1 ransom them from the power of Sheol? Shall
I redeem them from Death? O Death, where are your plagues? O
Sheol, where is your destruction? Compassion is hid from my eyes”
(Hos. 13:14; cf. Ps. 103:4). Isaiah made most frequent use of the idea
of redemption in his predictions of the exile in and deliverance from
Babylon, usually in relation to the “Holy One of Israel.” “Fear not,
you worm Jacob, you men of Israell [ will help you, says the Lord;
your redeemer is the Holy One of Israel. . .. Thus says the Lord, your
Redeemer, the Holy One of Israel” (Isa. 41:14; 43:14; cf. 44:6, 24; 48:
17. 49:7, 26; passim).

1. The Wrath of God

Closely connected with the love of God is its converse, the concept of
His wrath. God who loves is also angry with all that (or who) would
destroy the objects of His love.

32, I&id., p. {7.
33. OT Theology, p. 234.
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The wrath of God is the converse of His love, not its contradic-
tory. The contradictory of love is hate. Hate is described as God's atti-
tude toward a man only as a Semitic expression for a lesser estimate
or secondary place in the affections (Mal. 1:2-3 in relation to Luke
14:26).

It is exactly those prophets who emphasize God's love most
strongly—that is, Hosea and Jeremiah—who also stress the divine
wrath.’¢ “The Bible knows nothing of a universe that includes heav-
en and not hell; nor of a theology of a loving God who does not de-
stroy evil.” In Schofield's words:

The wrath of God is the necessary corollary to the love of

God. His gracious mercy is part of the permanent character of

God, but his wrath flashes out for a moment against all that

would send a streak of evil through Ivs creation or destroy it, or

against anyone who persistently identifies himself with that evil.

His constant cry is ‘Turn ye, turn ye. why will yedie?’: the way is

always open out of the circle of his wrath into the love of the God

who is plenteous in mercy and long-suffering if the sinner will

turn to him.*¢
The purpose of God's wrath is to destroy evil from the world He
loves. If we identify ourselves with that evil, His love must become
His wrath and destroy us.?

The wrath of God, however, is not a permanent element of His
character such as is His holiness, righteousness, and love. 1t is God's
“holy intolerance of that which is not merely antithetical to his own
character, but also hostile to man'’s deepest interest.”?® God's wrath
will have accomplished its end when evil is banished and those He
loves are reconciled to himself. The wrath of God “can only be under-
stood as, so to speak, a footnote to the will to fellowship of the cove-
nant God.””®

The wrath of God is always personal. It is never, as C. H. Dodd
has speculated concerning “the wrath” in the New Testament, an
abstract principle of action in an impersonal order of justice—an ob-
jectively necessaty universal law. Nor, on the other hand, is it capri-
cious or impulsive. As Rowley wrote: “The wrath of God and his love
are not to beset over against one another. His wrath was the expres-

34. Vriezen, Outlineo S OT Theology. p. 157,
35. Schofield. Intro. OT Theology, p. §57.
36. 1bid.p. 44.

37. Ibid. p. 54.

38. Rowley, Faith of Israel, p. 65.

39. Eichrodt. Theologyo f1heOT. |:262.
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sion of his love, no less than his justice was. For love is not soft indul-
gence; nor is the wrath of God a display of temper.”*® “There is
nothing capricious about his destructive wrath. It is so terrible
because it is the other side of his love, and is as great as his love.”*

However great the wrath of God. a repentant people can al-
ways find mercy. The last word is not anger but {orgiveness. Her-
mann Schultz wrote:

This belief that God’s covenant love for Israel will outlive all
His wrath is the keynote of the prophetic method of writing his-
tory. . . . It is the expression of the belief that God is the life of
His people. and His love the immovable foundationstone both of
their present and their future; that the people may have deserved
nothing but wrath and punishment, but that God's mercy is
greater than Israel’s sin.*

J. The Holiness of God

A major feature of the Old Testament vision of God is its emphasis on
the divine holiness. The holiness of God is implicit in the Bible from
the beginning. It finds explicit statement in connection with the
Exodus and the institution of the covenant. In the Song of Moses at
the deliverance of israel from Egypt. we find the first use of the term
so often repeated throughout the balance of the Old Testament:
“Who is like thee, O Lord, among the gods? Who is like thee, majes-
tic in holiness, terrible in glorious deeds, doing wonders?” (Exod.
15:11)

The theme is continued through the provisions for worship and
sacrifice in the remainder of Exodus and in Leviticus. It runs through
the recapitulation of the law and covenant in Deuteronomy. It un-
derlies the philosophy of histoty in Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings,
and Chronicles. It is a persistent note in the poetic literature. With
the prophets, however, the holiness of God is seen in its true light as
infused with righteousness and thoroughly ethical in its implications
for human worship and conduct.

1. The Nature of God. Biblical theology does not concern itself
with the debate over whether the holiness of God is one divine attri-
bute among others, or is the sum total of the attributes. The Old Tes-
tament speaks of holiness as so completely connected with the con-
cept of deity that it constitutes God's very nature, “the godness of

40. Faithof Israel, p. 65.
41. Schofield, {niro, OT Theology. p. 54.
42. Schultz, OT Theolagy. 2:30.
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God.” Holiness is the glory and majesty of the Lord’s revealed being,
the perfect fullness of His Godhead.*

No descriptive term is used of God in the Old Testament in the
same way as “holy” and “holiness.” He is “the holy [one] of Israel,”
the gadosh (2 Kings 19:22;Ps. 71:22;78:41;89:18; Isa. 1:4; 5:19—and
a total of 30 times in [saiah; Jer. 50:29; 51:1; Ezek. 39:7; Hos. 11:9;
Hab. 1:12;3:3). Qadosh (holy) is used both in “oracle”—"I am the Lord
your God, the Holy One of Israel, your Savior” (Isa. 43 :3)—and in at-
tribution—"They have forsaken the Lord, they have despised the
Holy One of Israel” (Isa. 1:4). While English usage makes it necessary
to translate as a phrase, “Holy One,” the Hebrew simply says “the
Holy" of Israel with no other substantive included.

Much as the New Testament affirms that “God is love” rather
than “loving” (I John 4:8, 16), so the Old Testament states that God
is holiness rather than simply “holy” as a quality or attribute. David-
son says, "It seems clear, therefore, that Kadosh (holy) is not a word
that expresses any attribute of deity, but deity itself."44 It is a term de-
scribing the essential nature of God, that which is most intimately
divine, rather than one of His attributes or qualities. The God of the
Bible is thus in Peter Forsyth’s phrase “The God of holy love.”+*

2. The Meaning of Holiness. “Holiness"” (qgodesh) and “holy” (gadosh)
and their cognates occur 605 times in the Old Testament. Approxi-
mately 450 times, the terms are used in relation to things, usually
associated with the cult or ritual. When attributed to God, holiness
is His nature. When ascribed to men and things, holiness is a relation,
not chiefly a property or quality. Gerhard von Rad says, “If an object
or a place or a day or a man is ‘sanctified,” this means to begin with
only that it is separated, assigned to God. for God is the source of all
that is holy. . . . Considering that in the last analysis the holiness of all
that is sanctified derives solely fromiits having been brought intocon-
tact with Jahweh, it has been rightly observed that the term indi-
cates a relationship more than a quality.”+¢

43, {Bd._pp. 167-77; Snaith, Dstinciive Ideas of the OT. pp. 100 fF.

44. Theology of the OT, p. 151.

45. Cf. Vriezen. Outline of OT Theology, p. 151: "The holiness of God is not only the
central idea of the Old Testament faith in God. but also the continuous background
to the message of love in the New Testament. In this respect the twoare in complete
agreement, and here the Christian faith is based on the revelatior of God in the Old
Testament.” Cf. also Thompson, OT View of Revelation, p. 90.

46. OT Theology. 1:205.
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This is not to deny that holiness in the Old Testament has a
strong ethical element when applied to men. But the earliest and
even the predominant meaning in the Old Testament is “positional”
rather than “ethical.” It is always positional, of course, when applied
to impersonal objects such as days. mountains, garments, altars, and
the Tabernacle or the Temple (Exod. 3:5; 16:23; 28:2; Lev. 6:30; 8:9;
Ps. 11:4;Isa. 11:9; Ezek. 20:40; passim).+” G. Ernest Wright notes that

holiness simply refers to that mystety in the Divine being which

distinguishes him as God. 1t is possessed by creatures and objects
only in a derived sense, when these are separated by God himself

to a specialized function. Of all the divine “attributes” holiness

comes nearest to describing God’s being rather than his activity.

Yet it is no static, definable “quality’ like the Greek truth, beauty

and goodness, for it is that indefinable mystery in God which

distinguishes him f{rom all that he has created; and its presence

in the world is the sign of his active direction of its affairs.«

3. Constituents of God's Holiness. Three elements are to be identified
in the holiness of God:

a. The first is God's transcendent majesty. He is Lord over all,
“God and not man, the Holy One in your midst” (Hos. | 1:9). When
the vision of the holiness of God came to Isaiah, “the Lord [wasi
high and lifted up,” “sitting upon a throne,” with a “train* {thatj
filled the temple” (6:1).

Holiness appears as power, channelled even through inanimate
objects in which it was invested (e.g., the untouchable mountain,
Exod. 19:12-13; and more clearly, the death of Uzzah, 2 Sam. 6:6-7).
When the men of Bethshemesh died because they desecrated the ark
of the Lord. their survivors asked, “Who is able to stand before the
- Lord, this holy God?” {1 Sam. 6:19-20).

5. The second element in the holiness of God is the unapproach-
able radiance of His being—the shekinah, the glory that was the “radi-
ating power of His being,"*° “the splendor of impenetrable light by
which God is at once revealed and concealed.”** He is a “devouring
fire” (Exod. 24:17), and His splendor such that it had to be concealed
under the cloud (Exod. 40:34-38).

47. Traces ofthe “positional” concept of holiness or sanctification are found in
the New Testament: e.g.. the Temple that sanctifies the gotd (Matt. 23:17, 19) and the
believing wife who sanctifies an unbelieving famity {1 Cor, 7:14).

48. “God Who Acts; Biblical Theology as Recital,” Swdies i Biblical Theology
{London: SCM Press, 1952), pp. 84-85.

49. Robe, skirt—{rom a root meaning “to hang down.”

50. Buber’s phrase. quoted by Vriezen, Owutline of OT Theology, p. 246,

S1. G, F. Moore, quoted by Thomson, OT View of Revelation. pp. 32.33.
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¢. The third element in God's holiness is the absolute purity of
His nature. He is “of purer eyes than to behold evil” (Hab. [:13). It is
this last element that becomes uppermost as holiness is related to
human beings. God's command “You shall be holy, for | the Lord
your God am holy” (Lev. 19:2) does not refer to the majesty or glory
of the Divine, but to separation and (reedom from all that would
defile.

That holiness and righteousness are to us words of such similar
meaning is a tribute to the prophets from Amos onward. These men
make it clear that the morat and spiritual demands of service to God
far outweigh the cultic and ritual meanings of holiness.

This prophetic concept of holiness as ethical righteousness car-
ries forward into the New Testament and becomes the: backg round
for the understanding of the Greek root hagios and its derivatives
(“holy.” “sanctified”; ““make holy,” “sanctily”). Because godesh had be-
come a term with moral significance as well as the more primitive
cultic meaning, the translators of the Old Testament into Greek (the
Septuagint) chose hagios as a term with ethical overtones instead of
the more common Greek term hieros. Hagios has a moral significance
which hieros does not.*?

[1I. SPIRIT OF GOD AND SPIRIT OF THE LORD

A large and important body of teaching concerning the Spirit of God
and the Spirit of the Lord is found in the Old Testament. A totat o(86
references occur, of which more than one-third are found in [saiah
and Ezekiel.

The Hebrew term ruach is used for both the human spirit and
the divine Spirit—as well as in its primary meaning of “breath,”
“air,” and “wind.” In this, ruach is almost an exact counterpart of the
Greek term pneuma in the New Testament—also translated “spirit™ or
“Spirit,” and more rarely “breath” or “wind.”

The underlying idea in ruach is that of strength, power, and even
violence.®? Isaiah contrasts the power of God with the strength of
men: “The Egyptians are men, and not God; and their horses are
flesh, and notspirit. When the Lord stretches out his hand, the helper
will stumble, and he who is helped will fall, and they will all perish
together” (Isa. 31:3).

52. Cf. Snaith, Distinctive {deas of the OT, pp. 56-57.
53, Ibid., p. 196.
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In considering Old Testament teaching concerning the Spirit of
the Lord, we are immediately faced with the relationship of these
ideas to the full Trinitarian concept of God as implied in the data of
the New Testament. So great was the peril of polytheism in Old Tes-
tament times that the major emphasis there is on the unity of the
Godhead. While Old Testament references may be interpreted in
places as expressing the idea of the Spirit as a distinct hypostasis or
Person, such an idea would probably not have occurred to a Hebrew
student of the Scriptures. It is only in the Last Supper Discourses of
Jesus (John 14 —16) that the full light of the personality and deity of
the Spirit of God shines forth.

Davidson, however, is undoubtedly correct when he says that
the Old Testament concept paves the way for the New Testament
doctrine.** Examples of Old Testament passages that lean toward the
Trinitarian understanding of the Spirit are: “But they rebelled and
grieved his holy spirit; therefore he turned to be their enemy, and
himself fought against them. Then he remembered the days of old, of
Moses his servant. Where is he who brought up out of the sea the
shepherds of his flock? Where is he who put in the midst of them his
holy Spirit?” (isa. 63:10-11). That the Spirit could be “grieved” sug-
gests a personal dimension at least latent in the idea. “My Spirit
abides among you; fear not” (Hag. 2:5). “This is the word of the Lord
to Zerubbabel: Not by might. nor by power, but by my Spirit, says the
Lord of hosts” (Zech. 4:6).

The Old Testament refers to the Spirit as “holy” three times,
twice in the passage from Isaiah 63 quoted above, and once in Ps.
51:11.

In terms of Old Testament usage, the Spirit is God active in His
world. The Spirit is the “life-giving, energy-creating power of God."**
While no hard and fast rule can be laid down, references to the Spirit
of God (Ruach Elohim) and the Spirit of the Lord (Ruach Yahweh) tend
to preserve the distinction noted earlier between Elohim, God as
Creator, and Yahweh, the Lord as Redeemer. “The Spirit of God"
refers to the power, might. and majesty of the Creator God. “The
Spirit of the Lord” relates to the love, favor, and help of the Re-
deemer God.*¢ Of the two, “the Spirit of the Lord" is the more fre-
quently used phrase. In the historical and prophetical books, it is
used almost exclusively.

54. Theology of the OT,p. 125.
$S. Snaith, Distinciive Ideas of the OT. p. 196.
56. Davidson, Theology of the OT, p. 125.
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William M. Greathotse divides the Old Testament references to
the Spirit into three groups in a useful classification. First are those
that relate to the Spirit’s activity in the world in general. Second are
those which speak of God acting redemptively by His Spirit in and
through His people. Third are references to the coming of the Mes-
siah and the age of the Spirit which He would introduce.*’

A. The Spirit and the Cosmos

The Spirit of God ““was moving upon the face of the deep” in creation
(Gen. 1:2). The heavens and all the host that is in them were made by
the word of the Lord and the breath (ruach or spirit) of His mouth
(Job 26:7-13; Ps. 33:6). The Spirit is the Source of both animal (Gen.
6:17;7:15, 22) and human life (Gen. 6:3; Ps. 104:29-30).

The Spirit of God bestows supernatural knowledge and wisdom
(Gen. 4l :38); gives special artistic ability (Exod. 35:31-32) and wis-
dom to govern (Judg. 3:10). The Spirit is omnipresent in the created
order (Ps. 139:7-10). Dr. Greathouse writes: “He is personal Spirit,
permeating yet distinct from His creation. He is present, moreover,
not only as the sustaining power of the world, but also as a disturb-
ing moral influence in the lives of sinful men.”s?

B. The Spirit of the Lord i n Redemption

There are frequent references to the Spirit in relation to God's re-
demptive activity among His people. These occur often in the context
of deliverance from oppression and danger. In Judges and in 1 Sam-
uel in particular, there is frequent mention of the Spirit as “coming
upon” or “coming mightily upon” specific judges and leaders as a
supernatural power taking hold of them and enabling them to do
exploits beyond the ordinary. Othniel (Judg. 3:10), Gideon (Judg.
6:34), Jephthah (Judg. 11:29), Samson (Judg. 13:25; (4:6, 19; i5:14),
Saul (I Sam. 10:6), and David (1 Sam. 16:13) are mentioned in con-
nection with such exploits. Here the common thought is that the
Spirit is “the giver of strength.”s*

Prophecy in the Old Testament is credited to the Spirit. Moses
said, “Would that all the Lord’'s people were prophets, that the Lord
would put his spirit upon them!” (Num. [1:29; cf. vv. 25-28; also
1 Sam. 19:20; Ezek. 2:1-3;3:13-14;83; 11:}).

57. The Fullness of the Spirit (Kansas City: Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, 1958),
pp. 41-46.

58. 1bd. p. 42.

59. Dentan, Design of Scripwre, p. 155.
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The two passages that speak of the “holy Spirit” are found with-
in the framework of moral ‘and spiritual redemption (Ps. 51:11; Isa.
63:10-11). It is not to be claimed that these passages teach a regener-
ating or sanctifying work of the Holy Spirit in Old Testament times
that was exactly equivalent to what we find in the New Testament.
The age of the Spirit was yet to come. John comments concerning
Jesus' promise of the Spirit that “the Spirit had not been given. be-
cause Jesus was not yet glorified” (John 7:39). These Old Testament
passages rather testify to the fact that the redemptive workings of
God in behalf of His own and the impulses and responses of the soul
in worship are the province of the Spirit’s ministry in all ages, before
Pentecost as well as afterward.

C. The Spirit and the Messianic Prophecies

A third class of Old Testament references to the Spirit relate to the
coming Deliverer and to an age of the Spirit that would characterize
His coming. Isaiah, in particular, spoke of the Spirit anointing the
Branch (11:2) and anointing the Servant of the Lord (42:1). He re-
peats the commission which Jesus accepted as His own (Luke 4:18):
“The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me. because the Lord has
anointed me to bring good tidings to the afflicted; he has sent me to
bind up the brokenhearted, to proclaim liberty to the captives, and
the opening of the prison to those who are bound; to proclaim the
year of the Lord's favor, and the day of vengeance of our God” (61:
1-2),
The Messianic age is to be peculiarly the age of the Spirit.
For the palace will be forsaken,
the populous city deserted:
the hill and the watchtower
will become devs for ever.
a joy of wild asses,
a pasture of flocks;
until the Spirtt is poured upon us from on high,

and the wilderness becomes a fruitful field,
and the fruitful field is deemed aforest (Isa, 32:14-15).

For ! will pour water on the thirsty land.
and streams on the dry ground:
[ wilf pour my Spirit upon your descendars,
and my blessing on your offspring (Isa. 44:3; cf. also 59:19:
Ezek. 36:25-27; Joel 2:28-29; and Zech. 12:10).

The ministry of the Spirit is to be universal and inward.
Long after the close of the Old Testament canon, the Jewish
rabbis held that because of the sins of the nation, the Spirit had been
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withdrawn. But He would return at the time of the Messiah to be
diffused upon all, both Jew and Gentile. An interesting paraphrase of
Eaek. 36:26 is given by Rabbi Simeon b. Johai, “And God said, ‘In this
age, bccause the evil impulse exists in you, ye have sinned against
me; but in the age to come, I will eradicate it from you. "¢

60. Quoted, Greathouse, #ulivess of the Spiru, pp. 43-46. k. also Turrer, Vision
Which Yrunsforms, pp. 68-72.
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Personal Piety
in the Old Testament

Personal piety was very real in the Old Testmaent times. It is unfor-
tunate that many have formed their views of Old Testament religion
from what the New Testament says about the sterile formalism of
later Judaism. Personal religion in the Old Testament was a vital,
alive, and joyful expression of devotion to God. The later legalism
was but the husk from which the kernel was lost.

The personal warmth of faith in the Old Testament is mirrored
in the Psalms whose expression of devotion makes them the [avorite
hymnbook of the church as well as of the synagogue. The Psalms
reflect a level of spirituality which many in the Christian era fail to
reach, or rise to only rarely. “The Psalms show clearly . . . that reli-
gion gave the pious israelite comfort and security, because it filled
him with a deep and fervent faith in God, a faith that was given a
classical expression in hymns such as Pss. xvi and xxiii, to mention
only two.”?

No less personal was the faith of the prophets. Active partici-
pants themselves in the events they described. men like Isaiah, Jere-
miah, Ezekiel. Daniel, and the 12 minor prophets exemplified in life
what the Psalmists had extolled in prayer and praise. Three main
topics should be considered in relation to the normative faith of the
Old Testament.

I. CE vriezen, Qutline of OT Theology, p. 303.
171
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. SALVATION

Salvation is the all-embracing word of the Old Testament as of the
New. Holiness, righteousness, and salvation in the sense of a personal
relationship with God—-His nearness and involvement in life and
immanence in experience-—are clearly implied in the Old Testament
concept of God and His dealings with nen.? The protevangelium. elec-
tion, the covenant, and the Law are all concerned with salvation. But
it is in the Psalms and the prophets Lhat the personal dimensions
of salvation become increasingly clear.

A. General Meaning of the Term

God'’s saving acts are appropriate 1o the need. There is nothing in the
term “salvation” (yasha') itself to indicate the mode or limit the
extent of salvation. Evely kind of spiritual and temporal evil to
which man may be subjected is included within the scope of its deliv-
erance.? God's intervention at the Red Sea was an act of salvation
(Exod. 14:13), the first specific use of the term in the Bible (cf'. a gen-
eral use in Gen. 49:18). Salvation is frequently mentioned in relation
to deliverance from military enemies: “Hear, O lIsrael, you draw
near this day to battle against your enemies: let not your heart faint;
do not fear, or tremble, or be in dread of them; for the Lord your God
is he that goes with you, to fight [or you against your enemies, to
give you the victory” {Deut. 20:3-4; cf. | Sam. 14:45; 19:5). The term
is also used in relation to long life and prosperity: “With long life [
will satisfy him, and show him my salvation” (Ps. 91:16).

B. Salvation from Sin

More important are the frequent references 1o salvation in connec-
tion with deliverance from the corruption of sin. “With the percep-
tion that His compassion reached down beyond man'’s physical estate
to his spiritual condition it was seen that His salvation reached as far
as His compassion. Nowhere is He a helpless God. His resources are
ever equal to His purposes.”*

Salvation is used in relation to righteousness (Ps. 24:5), to truth
(25:5). to faithfulness (40:10), to joy (51:12), to spiritual gifts (68:19-
20), to the hearing of prayer (69:t3), and to the forgiveness of sins
(79:9).

2. CL. Snaith, Uistinciive ldeas of the OT. pp. 100 Y.
3. Girdlestone, synonymsof'the OT, p. 125.
4. Rowley, Unity of ihe Bible. p. 68.
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Ryder Smith points out that “in the vast majority of texts the
words ‘save’ and ‘salvation’ are related in some way to Israel’s sin or
righteousness.”* One of the goals of salvation is communion with
God and the personal renunciation of self-will, pride, and sin—with
the transformation of character that these imply.¢

Salvation from sin is an essential idea in the covenant itself. The
covenant obligated Israel to obedience to her transcendent Lord. In
the face of failure, assurance is given of forgiveness, atonement. and
reconciliation. Sin is essentially a revolt against God's lordship. it can
only be absolved by humble repentance and divine forgiveness. “The
pagan . . . may feel guilt, regret and despair at having fallen short
of what was demanded of him, but he knows nothing of the Biblical
sense of sin, contrition, repentance and forgiveness, of the joy that
comes from doing God's will, or in any way being undeserving of the
Divine blessing heaped upon him.”?

H. H. Rowley writes:

There are many levels in the Old Testament, but certain con-
stants are found at all levels. Salvation from the Egyptian bondage

or from neighboring {oes is not on the same level as salvation from

sin, and salvation from unwitting sin is not on the same level as

salvation from sins of the spirit. Yet at all levels salvation was per-

ceived to be God's act. Its condition is always presented as humble
surrender and faith, with repentance where there had been sin.

... Throughout the Old Testament the love of God is presented.

For though human sin is an offence to him, his eager yearning for

the restoration of fellowship is seen in his discipline and his warn-

ing, and in his ready response to man'’s desire {or the restoration

of fellowship by the exercise of his divine power to remove the

barrier which man had erected.®

C. The Call to Repentance and Faith

The prophets were constant in their call for the people to “return” to
the Lord. To return to Him implied forsaking idols and coming back
to the historic covenant with God as well as the renunciation of per-
sonal sin. Hosea spoke of Israel’s idols as her lovers: “She shall pur-
sue her lovers, but not overtake them; and she shall seek them, but
shall not find them. Then she shall say, T will go and return to my
first husband, for it was better with me then than now’” (2:7). Isai-
ah's call was, “Seek the Lord while he may be found, call upon him

S. The Bible Doctrine of Grace (London: The Epworth Press, 1956), p. 17.
6. Cf. Baab, Theology o the OT,p.20.

7. Wright. God Who Acts. p. 22.

8. Faith of israel. . 98.
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while he is near; let the wicked forsake his way. and the unrighteous
man his thoughts; let him return to the Lord, that he may have
mercy on him. and to our God, for he will abundantly pardon”
(55:6-7).

The term translated “return” (shub). Baab notes, “is really ex-
tremely complex, for it marks a deep recognition of the demands of
God. and admission of sin. an act of repentance, and a reorganization
of life.”*

Jeremiah was to say to his people, “Return, faithless Israel, says
the Lord. 1 will not look on you in anger, for | am merciful, says the
Lord; | will not be angry for ever. Only acknowledge your guilt, that
you rebelled against the Lord your God and scattered your favors
among strangers under every green tree lin the worship of idols}, and
that you have not obeyed my voice, says the Lord* (Jer. 3:12-13).

Hosea’s hope for the future was that “afterward the children of
Israel shall return and seek the Lord their God, and David their king;
and they shall come in fear to the Lord and to his goodness in the
latter days” (3:5).

The act of turning from idolatry and sin implied both repen-
tance (in the narrow sense of renunciation of sin} and faith. To turn
from idols was by that very act to turn “to God . . . to serve a living
and true God” (1 Thess. 1:9). True repentance and saving faith are
two sides to the single act of turning. Otto Baab writes:

Salvation obviously must include the arrival of a sense of hu-
mility and dependence upon God as a consequence of the break-
down of pride and arrogance. it requires an honest admission of
man'’s creatureliness and an acknowledgement of the weakness
and limitations which this condition imposes upon man. It pre-
supposes the surrender of the will to God and the full acceptance
of the divine will as determinative for all of life. It demands com-
plete submission to God as the arbiter of man’s destiny and the re-
organization of iife in harmony with this surrender. All of this
involves adjustments of a difficult and complicated personal na-
ture, calling for psychological changes. radically revolutionary
ethical commitments of a new self seeing values in a new light,
and a transformation of man'’s volitional nature in a response 10
goals and influences originating in the being of God. Such a
change is incredibly fantastic when man’s moral and psychologi-
cal resources and limitations are ¢onsidered. Salvation from sin
appears to be impossibie in view of these enormous difticulties.
... Only through thc action of a higher Power outside of himself

9, Theologyof theOT. p. 146,
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can man come to that final humility which is the basis and the
starting point of salvation.'®

D. God’s Forgiveness

God’s response to man’s return is forgiveness. “Let him return to the
Lord, that he may have mercy on him, and to our God, tor he will
abundantly pardon” (lIsa. 55:7). Four leading Old Testament words
express the idea of forgiveness.

1. The first is salach. “to pardon, forgive. pass over.” It was the
word used in the prayer of Moses after the idolatry of the people
(Exod. 34:9). It is used frequently in the Psalms, with their deepening
sense of the “exceeding sinfulness” of sin (e.g., Ps. 25:11; 103:3). The
prophets used it often in promise and petition (Isa. 55:7; Jer. 33:8).
Forgiveness removes the onus of guilt. It delivers from some of the
consequences of sin—although not necessarily from al! (2 Sam.
12:13-14).

Some have inferred from Num. 15:30 that deliberate sin as con-
trasted with ritual sin or sins of weakness could not be forgiven. But
the “presumptuous sin,” or “sin with a high hand” as the Hebrew
phrase puts it, almost certainly had to do with sin as the expression
of a settled and permanent disposition of the soul in which the God
of the covenant himself was spurned (as in Num. 15:31). tt was unre-
pented sin, arising from despising the word of the Lord. To cut one-
self off from the word of the Lord was to sever oneself from the only
Source of obedient faith. Other passages in the Old Testament prom-
ise forgiveness for the most serious offences: “Come now, let us rea-
son together, says the Lord: though your sins are like scarlet, they
shall be as white as snow; though they are red like crimson, they
shall becomne like wool” (Isa. 1:18; cf. 55:6-7). “’Sin with a high hand”
was almost akin to the "blasphemy against the Holy Spirit” (Mats.
12:31-32) which turned away from the only Source of pardon by
identifying Him with Beelzebul (Matt. 12:27). “Correspondingly, any
man who is honestly concerned about the untorgivable sin, Old Tes-
tament or New Testament, cannot have committed it!"!

On the positive side, salach represents the whole process where-
by the offender is restored to favor. Girdlestone recognizes the close
connection of forgiveness with atonement: “Though not identical
with atonement, the two are nearly related. In fact, the covering of

10. I&id., p. 20.
L). Payne, Theology of the Older Testameni, p. 353.
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the sin and the forgiveness of the sinner can only be understood as
two aspects of one truth; for both found their fulness in God's provi-
sion of mercy through Christ.”:2

2. The second term describing divine forgiveness is padhah. “to
buy off, to deliver, to redeem, to ransom.” This is a term that means
“to take a thing or a man out of the possession and ownership of an-
other into one’s own possession and ownership by giving an equiv-
alent for it . . . falthough] in all 33 Old Testament passages where
God is the one who ransoms . . . no equivalent is mentioned.*

While padhah, the parallel Hebrew term ga’al (“to be a kinsman
to”), and the New Testament Greek equivalent lutroo were the basis
for the patristic “ransom” theory of the atonement, the idea of “pay-
ing a price to” someone does not appear prominently in the Scrip-
tures, The term implies deliverance from an old state of bondage into
a new relationship of freedom by the personal effort or intervention
of the redeemer.i*

3. The third term for forgiveness is nasa. “'to take away guilt; to
accept, bear, carry, lift up, forgive.” It is found all through the Old
Testament. Some typical references are Exod. 10:17; 32:32; 1 Sam.
25:28; Job 7:21; Ps. 25:18;32:1, 5,85:2; 99:8; Isa. 2:9.

4. Kipper. the fourth word in this group, means “covering”; from
kaphar, “'to cover over.” It is usually translated “atonement” and “to
make atonement.” The related Akkadian term means “to wash
away.” It is found extensively in the liturgical sections (Exodus 29 ft.;
Leviticus; and Numbers) and in such passages as Deut. 32:43;Ps. 32:1;
65:3; Isa. 6:7; 22:14; 27:9; Jer. 18:23 (translated “forgive”); Ezek. 43:
20, 26;45:15, 17 ("make atonement”); Dan. 9:24 (“to atone”).

E. The Life of Piety

The life to which God calls His people is defined in the “Golden Text
of the Old Testament,” Mic. 6:8: “He has showed you, O man, what
is good; and what does the Lord require of you but to do justice, and
to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God?”

Returning to God leads to the knowledge of God in the sense of
agreement with and conformity to His will. Hosea is preeminently
the prophet of the “knowledge of the Lord.” “I will betroth you to
me in faithfulness; and you shall know the Lord” (2:20). “Let us

12. Synonyms of the OT. p. 136.
13. Kohler, OT Theology, p. 233.
14. CE Vriczen, Outline ofthe OT Theology. p. 273.



Personal Piety inthe Old Testament / 177

know, let us press on to know the Lord; his going forth is sure as the
dawn; he will come to us as the showers, as the spring rains that
water the earth” (6:3; cf. also 4:1, 6. 5:4; 6:6).

Knowledge of God such as this issues in trust and confidence:
“In returning and rest you shall be saved; in quietness and in trust
shall be your strength” (“Isa. 30:15). It brings peace: “Thou dost keep
him in perfect peace, whose mind is stayed on thee, because he trusts
in thee* (Isa. 26:3). It imparts joy: “And the ransomed of the Lord
shall return, and come to Zion with singing; everlasting joy shall be
upon their heads; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow and
sighing shall flee away” (Isa. 35:10; cf. 12:3; 29:19;51:11).

F. Piety as Personal

The changed conditions during the Exile made profound changes in
the nature of Old Testament religion. The rites of the Temple were
no longer possible. While worship and instruction centering in the
synagogue was still largely limited to the people of Israel, participa-
tion became more and more a matter of individual choice. “In place
of membership by birth and residential qualification comes member-
ship by free and responsible resolve.”'* As Kohler wrote: “The one
community of those exiles faithful to Jahweh consists of many small
local communities: and each local community has its own synagogue:
each synagogue has its meetings, its rolls of Scripture, its expositions,
its instructors and its pupils. The Temple is replaced by the School,
sacrifice by Scripture, priest by Rabbi, pilgrimage by Sabbath and
Sabbath walk to the Synagogue.”**

These changes had their beginnings earlier in the teachings of
the wise and the preaching of the prophets. Prophetic religion was
not only personal and voluntary, it was profoundly moral. What the
prophets emphasized was not something new. It was rather a grow-
ing emphasis. “In Israel it was perceived in germ in the beginning,
and with increasing clearness as time passed, that what God is they
who worship him should become. Thus the religion of Israel is ethi-
cal in its essence, and not merely in its demands.”?

A proper relationship to the Lord God depended on moral integ-
rity and devotion to justice, goodness, and truth. When the very exis-
tence of the Temple was threatened. Jeremiah preached the {irst of
his great “Temple Sermons'";

15. Kohler, OT Theeology, p. 83.
16. {bid.
17. Rowley, Unityof the Bidle, p. 59.
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Hear the word of the Lord, all you: ticn of Judah who enter
these gates to worship Lthe Lord. Thus says the Lord of hosts, the
God of Israel, Amend your ways and your doings, and | will let
you dwell in this place. Do not trust in these deceptive words:
"This is the temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord, the temple
of the Lord.” For it you truly amend your ways and yous doings, if’
you truly execute justice one with another, if you do not oppress
the alien, the latherless or the widow. or shed innocent blood in
this place, and if you do not go afler other gods to your own hurt,
then | will let you dwell in this place, in the land that | gave of
old t) your lathens lor ever (7:2-7),

Ezckiel voiced a similar standai'd:

If a man is righteous and does what is lawful and right—-ifhe
does not cat upon the mountains or lift up his eyes to the idols of
the house of Isracl. does not defile his neighbor’s wif e or appreach
a woman in her time of impurity, does nov oppress any one, but
restores to the debtor his pledge, commits no rebbery, gives his
bread to the hungey and covers the naked with a garment, does
not lend at interest or take any increase, withholds his hand from
i nigquity, executes true justice between man and man, walks in my
statutes, and is carceful e observe my ordinances—he is righteous,
he shall surely live, says the Lord God (18:5-9).

Summaristing these and other passages, Hermann Schultz wrote:
“In the eyes of God, sacred forms have absolutely no value, except as
expressions of faith, humility, and obedience. Such s the burden of
the prophetic messages from Amos and Hosea down to the Exile.s

Jeremiah's prophecy ot the new covenant ¢learly shows a deep
concept of sin together with a sensc of 1he need for individual con-
version and a radical inner change; “This is the covenant that I will
make with the house of israel after those days, says the Lord: 1 will
put my law in their inward parts, and upon their hearts will 1 write
it; 1 will be their God and they shall be My people. And no longer
shall each man teach his neighbor and each his brother, saying.
‘Know the Lord.’ tor thev shall all know Me, irom the least of them:
to the greatest, says the f.ord; for ! will forgive their iniquity, and
their sin will I remember no more™ (31:33-34, Berk.). “Seremiah says
thai no mere attemnt to aiter outward behaviour will serve, for a
man Con oniy give up sineing U his keart is ¢hanged. "

iB. (' Theology. 2:53-54.

19, simizh, Bible Doctrine of Seivation, . 47,
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II. HOLINESS IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

Personal piety in the Old Testament is frequently described in terms
of holiness. Israel had early been called to be a “holy nation” (Exod.
19:6; Lev. 19:2; 20:26). This involved both cultic or ritual holiness,
and moral conduct or ethical holiness.°

A. The Moral Element in Holiness

The command “Be ye holy” applies both to morals and to ritual—and
often to both at once as in the holiness code of Leviticus 17—26 (cf.
especially Lev. 19:1-37). Here respect for parents, Sabbath obser-
vance, idolatry, offerings. compassion on the poor. honesty and truth-
fulness. talebearing, hatred and grudge-holding, vengeance, sex
morality, and the atonement ritual are all dealt with in the span of 19
verses (19:2-20).

The cultic or ritual elements tended to overshadow the ethical
in the earliest Old Testament emphasis. But never was the ethical
entirely absent. In the prophets, the emphasis was on the moral or
ethical aspects of holiness., but never was the ritual completely lost.
The prophets came to define the life to which God calls His people in
terms of likeness to Him and partaking of His nature.?! “While the
doctrine of the holiness of Israel described at first a distinctive way-
of-life in which ritual and ethics were blent indistinguishably, at the
last it denoted a way-of-life where the two were still blent but in
which ethics were the essential and paramount element.”22

An older statement of the moral content of holiness was made
by Alfred Edersheim:

The Hebrew term {or “Holy” is generally supposed to mean
"separated, set apart.” But this is only its secondary signification,
derived from the purpose of that which is holy. Its primaty mean-
ing is to be splendid. beautiful, pure, and uncontaminated. God is
holy—as the Absolutely Pure, Resplendent, and Glorious One.
Hence this is symbotized by the light. God dwelleth in light that is
unapproachable; He is "the Father oflights. with whom is no vari-
ableness. neithershadow of turning“—light which can never grow
dimmer, nor give place to darkness. Christ is the light that shineth
in the darkness of our worid, “The true light which lighteth every

man.” And Israel was to be a holy people as dwelling in the light,
through its covenant-refationship to God.

20. Cf. Payne. Theologyo [ the OlderTestament, p. 101.
21. Cf. Davidson, Thedlogy ofthe OT. pp, 15211,
22. Smmth, The Bible Doctrine of Man. p. 46,
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It was not the selection of Israel from all other nations that
made them holy, but the retationship to God into which it brought
the people. The call of Israet, their election and selection, were
only the means. Holiness itself was to be attained through the cov-
enant, which provided forgiveness and sanctification, and in
which by the discipline of His law and the guidance of His Holy
Arm, Israel was to be led onward and upward. Thus. if God
showed the exccllence of His name or His glory in creation. the
way of His holiness was among Jsrael.?

John Wick Bowman distinguishes between what he calls the
priestly and the prophetic meanings of holiness. The priestly meaning
of holiness was ceremonial in the sense of being set apart, dedicated,
separated. The prophetic meaning of holiness is that in which the
ethical element is paramount, as in the vision of Isaiah 6. Both mean-
ings, as we have seen, combine in the “holiness code” of Leviticus 19.
“The New Testament, finally, takes up only the prophetic side of the
term and perpetuates it. All Christians are to be ‘saints’ (holy ones—
Rom. 1:7), that is, ethically holy, separated, consecrated to God's ser-
vice (Mark 6:20; John 17:17; Rev. 3:7), that they may have fellowship
with a holy God (Acts 9:i3; Rom. |:7; Heb. 6:10; Rev. 5:8).”24

Walther Eichrodt stresses much the same point:

The decisive element in the concept of holiness is shown to
be that of belonging to God—not that of separation. which is sec-
ondary—but holiness itself, from being a relational concept, be-
comes a condition, a personal yuatfity. The man who belongs to
God must possess a particular kind of nature, which by compris-
ing at once outward and inward, ritual and moral purity will cor-
respond to the nature of the holy God.?

B. Isaiah’s Temple Vision

The vision of Isaiah in the Temple described in 6:1-8 clearly reveals
the ethical nature of holiness as it relates to human experience. Isaiah
was not stricken chiefly with a sense of his weakness and humanity
in contrast to the power and sovereignty of God. He was stricken
with the sense of his inner sinfulness. He cried out, “Woe is me, for |
am undone”—literally, “1 am shattered.”

23. Bible History: Old Testament {Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wiltiam B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1949 reprint), 2:1 10.

24. Prophetic Realism and the Gospe! (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1955).
pp. 161.63.

25. TheologyoSthe OT. 1:137.
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Nor was Isaiah’s conviction related to what he had been doing.
The problem of early rebellion against the Lord had been settled be-
fore he assumed the prophet’s mantle (cf. 1:1 as indicating that Isai-
ah’s prophetic ministry had begun during the last years of Uzziah's
life). His conviction related to what he was: “I am a man . . . un-
clean.” His lips mirrored the state of his inner nature: “Out of the
abundance of the heart the mouth speaks” (Matt. 12:34; 15:18). Lud-
wig Kohler says of this confession: “Here holiness is the opposite of
sinfulness. God is holy because He does not tolerate sin, He uncovers
it, He rebukes it, refuses to connive. at it, punishes it or atoning for it
forgives it. Sin separates a person from the holy God,""*

The result of 1saiah’s confession was immediate. The seraph flew
with a live coal, touched the prophet’s lips. and said, “Behold, this
has touched your lips; your guilt (avon. “perversity,” “sin as a state or
principle”] is taken away, and your sin forgiven lkaphar, pual,
“cleansed, purged”]” (v. 7). Ryder Smith writes:

The whole man is cleansed from sin, not his lips only. The
word rendered “purged” is kipper. At this point there is no need
to discuss the vexed question of its origin and meaning, for the
whole Vision shows that, whatever else the word means, there is
cleansing from sin. Among the Hebrews, of course, the arts of
smelting and refining were both practiced. and in both fire puri-
fies and cleanses. Malachi uses the word “refine” (zaqag) to denote
the “purifying” and saving of the Sons of Levi (Ma. 3:3). In Isaiah
the rendering of kipper by “purge” best expresses the meaning
of the passage.””

It was after this purging that the prophet heard the Lord speak, and
his prophetic mission was affirmed and enlarged.

C. Summary

Davidson gives a valuable summary of holiness in the Old Testament
both in relation to God and in relation to man:
{1} We see Holy as a designation of Jehovah; having refer-
ence to His Godhead, or to anything which was a manifestation
of His Godhead.
(2) We have it as used of men and things. These it describes
as belonging to Jehovah, dedicated to Him. devoted or set apart to
Him. Primarily, therefore. it expressed merely the relation.
{3) But naturally the conception of dedication to Jehovah
brought into view Jehovah's character, which reacted on the

26. OT Theology. p.53;cf. Vriezen. Ouddine of OT Theology, p. 159.
27. Bible Doctrine of Grace, pp. 18-19.
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things or persons devoted to Him. Hence a two-fold filling up on
the circumference of the word “hoty* took place.

(a) As 10 men devoted to Him, they must share His
character, and thus the term “holy” took on a moral complex-
ion,

() As to things, they must be fit {0 be Jehovah's. Even
when “clean” is used here by the prophets, it denotes moral
purity.2*

[II. THE CALL FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE

Tied in with the prophetic emphasis on personal religion is the per-
sistent call for social justice. Both the “first” and “second” command-
ments of the New Testament (Mark 12:28-33). love of God and love
for neighbor, are based upon Old Testament injunctions: “You shall
love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul,
and with all your might” (Deut. 6:5); and “You shall love your neigh-
bor as yourself’ (Lev. 19:18). Neither the New Testament nor the Old
knows anything of the modern disjunction between a “personal gos-
pel” and a “social gospel.”

While most of the prophets show their concern for right deal-
ings between man and man, Amos is particularly emphatic in this
regard. “Amos’ demand for justice is grounded in the fundamental
principle of Hebrew ethics—as God acts toward lIsrael so the Israel-
ites should act toward one another.”?® Heartless oppression of the
poor (2:6-8; 5:11), the selfish luxury of the wealthy (6:1-6), and
shameless economic exploitation of the masses (8:4-6) are among the
sins that led the prophet to speak in God's name: “I hate, I despis¢
your feasts. . . . Even though you off er me your burnt offerings and
cereal offerings, { will not accept them. and the peace offerings of
your fatted beasts | will not ook upon” {5:21-22).

28. Theodlogy of the OT, p. 248.
29. Lawrence E. Toombs, The Old Testament in Christian Preuching (Philadelphia:

The Westminster Press, 1961), p. 139,
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The Messianic Hope
and Eschatology

The meaning and even the existence in the Old Testament of what
has traditionally been known as *‘the Messianic hope’’ has been vig-
orously debated. Liberal Jewish thought and Christian rationalism
have both denied that there is any genuine messianism in the Old
Testament. Yet it is all but undeniable that the Old Testament is a
forward-looking Book whose fulfillment lies beyond the scope of its
own record. As H. H. Rowley has argued throughout his volume The
Unity of the Bible. if the Old Testament is not fulfilted in Christ, it has
not been fulfilled at all.

1. THE MEANING OF “MESSIAH"

While the term Messiah occurs but once in the KJV Old Testament
(Dan. 9:25-27), the Hebrew meschiach. of which “Messiah” is an En-
glish transliteration, is freely used in the Hebrew Bible. Meshiach
means “the anointed.” The anointing may refer to the induction of
priests, of prophets, or of kings to their respective offices. The term
has great meaning for Christians. Christos. from which “Christ” is
derived, is the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew meschiach or *'Mes-
siah.” On the early pages.of the New Testament, Christos occurs with
the definite article, “the Christ” (e.g.. Matt. 16:16; 27:22; John 4:29;
| John 2:22; 5:1). It was only later that “Christ” came to function as
a name rather than as a title.

183



184 / God. Man, and Salvation

The Messianic references of the Old Testament are those state-
ments that relate to a coming Deliverer. or One who would accom-
plish through His own sacrifice the redemption of the people of God.!
Edmond Jacob claims that “a theology of the Old Testament which
is founded not on certain isolated verses, but on the Old Testament
as a whole, can only be a Christology, for what was revealed under
the old covenant, through a long and varied history, in events, per-
sons and institutions, is, in Christ, gathered together and brought to
perfection.”? Gerhard von Rad is equally emphatic:

No special hermeneutic method is necessary to sec the whole
diversified movement of the Old Testament saving events, made
up of God's promises and their temporary fulfilments, as pointing
to their future fulfilment in Jesus Christ. This can be said quite
categorically. The coming of Jesus Christ as a historical reality
leaves the exegete no choice at all; he must interpret the Old
Testament as pointing to Christ, whom he must understand in its
light?

There are early intimations of the Messiah in the Old Testa-
ment (e.g.. Gen. 3:15; 49:10). But it is in the Psalms and the Prophets
that the vision comes more and more into focus.* The Messianic
emphasis becomes, in fact, a bridge over the chasm that would other-
wise separate the Old Testament from the New. Eichrodt writes:

The distinctive quality of the prophetic attitude resides there-
fore in this; that while it is certainly rooted in that history which
is the product of God’s operation, it yet feels itself pointed beyond
this to a new perfection, in which alone the true sense and mean-
ing of the present is to be fulfilled, and which therefore calis for
steadfast endurance in the fierce tension between the present and
the future.?

while there is admittedly some variation in the Messianic cx-
pectations of the Old Testament,* in general they revolved around
two foci: (1) the Davidic King and the realization of the kingdom of
God on earth; and (2) the “Suffering Servant” as in Isaiah and certain
of the psalms. Both the crown and the Cross are represented.”

. Vriezen, Outlineo fOT Theology. p. 353.

. Theology of the OT. p. 12.

. OT Theology, 2:374.

. For a diffcrent interpresation see Young, Study of OT Theology Today. p. 78.

. Theology ofthe OT. 1:389.

. Vriczen, Ouilineo fOT Theology, p. 353.

. Cf. Davidson, Theology of the OT. pp. 3(:5-67; Smith, Bible Docirine of Saivation,
Pp. 34.43.

NV AW —



The Messianic Hope and Eschatology / 185

11. MEssIAH As THE DAvIDIC KING
As early as Gen. 49:10, the tribe of Judah was identified as the tribe

it belongs; and to him shall be the obedience of the peoples.” Shiloh,
the “rest-giver,” describes an attribute of Christ stressed in the New
Testament (Matt. 11:28-30; Heb. 4:1-11). Judah was the royal family
in Israel from the time of David on, and the nature of God's promise
to the house of David has unquestioned Messianic application: “And
your house and your kingdom shall be made sure for ever before me;
your throne shall be established for ever” (2 Sam. 7:16; cf. vv. 12-15
and | Chron. 22:10).

A. In the Psalms

The concept of the kingly Messiah is a common note in the Psalms
(2;45;72;89:19-37;110; 132:11). Of these, Psalm 110 is the most im-
portant since this is the psalm most frequently quoted in the New
Testament in reference to Christ: “The Lord says to my lord: ‘Sit at
my right hand. till 1 make your enemies your footstool.” The Lord
sends forth from Zion your mighty scepter. Rule in the midst of your
foes! ... The Lord has swom and will not change his mind, ‘You are
a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.”” The reference to
Melchizedek, who combined in himself the kingly and priestly
offices, provides a crucial link in the argument in Hebrews 5 and 7 in
the New Testament.

These psalms were both “royal” and Messianic. H. H. Rowley
wrote: “There is reason to believe that while they may have been
royal psalms, used in the royal rites of the temple, they were also
‘messianic’. They held before the king the ideal king, both as his in-
spiration and guide for the present, and as the hope of the future.”?

Helmer Ringgren made the same point:

From the very beginning the Christian church understood
these {royal) psalms as prophecies of Christ. and to a certain
extent modern research has justified this interpretation. it has
been shown that the messianic hope in Israel grew out of the idea
of the king as the God-senm! ruler. The royal psalms prepare the
way for the Christian belief in the Messiah, and thus {form an im-
portant and essential part of the history of revelation. As a matter
of fact, the Christian betief in Jesus as the messianic King and

8. Faith of {srael. p. 192.
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Saviour would be unthinkable and unintelligible apart from the
background of the Old Testament kingship idcoloywy as expressed
in the royal psalms.?

B. In the Prophets

The royal Messiah is most clearly depicted in the prophets. Isaiah
speaks of “the branch of the Lord” and "a root of Jesse” in respect to
the coming reign of righteousness over all the earth (4:2; 11:10).
Both Jeremiah (23:5-6; 33:15-26) and Zechariah (3:8; 6:12) also write
of the “Branch.” “Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when
1 will raise up for David a righteous Branch, and he shall reign as
king and deal wisely, and shall execute justice and righteousness in
theland. In his days Judah will be saved, and Israel will dwell secure-
ly. And this is the name by which he will be called: ‘The Lord is our
righteousness’” (Jer. 23:5-6).

|. The Early Prophets. The “Immanuel” promise of Isa. 7:14 is
explicitly applied to the virgin birth of Jesus in Matt. 1:23, where the
chronological sign given to Ahaz becomes an ontological sign testify-
ing to the unique character of the Son of Mary. That there was only
one true Virgin Birth in the history of mankind should make conser-
vative scholars careful about contending for a translation of Isa. 7:14
that would imply a “virgin birth” in the historical fulfillment of the
promise in Ahaz’s time (8:3-4; cf. 2 Kings 15:29-30).

The Hebrew “prophetic perfect” as used in Isa. 9:6-7 expressed
the certainty in the prophet's mind that what God had spoken would
come to pass: “For to us a child is [Heb.. has been] born, to us a son is
(has been} given. . .. Of the increase of his government and of peace
there will be no end.” Here the deity of the Messiah is affirmed. as
well as His kingly lineage from the house of David. Isa. 24:23 and
25:9 also state that the Lord of hosts will reign,” and “It will be said
on that day, ‘Lo, this is our God; we have waited for him, that he
might save us.”

Isa. 28:16-17 predicts the laying “in Zion for a foundation a
stone, a tested stone, a precious cornerstone, of a sure foundation”—
words applied to Jesus three times in the New Testament (Rom. 9:33;
Eph. 2:20; 1 Pet. 2:6-8). A king reigning in righteousness whose in-
fluence will be “like streams of water in a dry place, like the shade of
a great rock in a weary land” is foreseen in 32:1-6—"the king in his
beauty” {33:17).

9. The Faith of the Psalrmisis (Philadelphia: Fonress Press, 1963),p. | 14,
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A foreshadowing of the Trinity is seen in Isa. 48:16 by Ethelbert
Stauff'er:'* “Draw near to me, hear this: from the beginning I have
not spoken in secret, from the time it came to be [ have been there.
And now the Lord God has sent me and his Spirit.” God’s “everlast-
ing covenant . . . [and) the sure mercies of David” are the basis of
God's universal invitation to the spiritually thirsty and hungry (55:
1-4). Isa. 61:1-3 is the passage quoted by Jesus of himself in the syna-
gogue at Nazareth (Luke 4:18-19).

Like Isaiah, his contemporary Micah envisions the reign of
peace when “strong nations . . . shall beat their swords into plow-
shares, and their spears into pruning hooks” (4:1-4). Micah named
Bethlehem as the town from which He should come forth who was
“to be ruler in Israel, whose origin is from of old, from ancient days”
(5:2).

2. Prophets of the Exile. In addition to Jeremiah’s allusion to the
righteous Branch and the King to be raised “unto David” (23:5-6;
33:15-26), the prophet also speaks of a “David redevivis” in 30.9—"But
they shall serve the Lord their God and David their king, whom t wil{
raise up for them.”

Ezekiel speaks of “David” as the princely shepherd over God's
people: “And 1 will set up over them one shepherd, my servant Da-
vid, and he shall feed them: he shall feed them and be their shepherd.
And I, the Lord, will be their God. and my servant David shall be
prince among them; I, the Lord, have spoken” (34:23-24). Similar
language is used in 37:24-25 and Hos. 3:5.

Daniel is the source of the “Son of man” concept of the Messiah.
The point of Daniel’'s prophecy is not the humanity and humility
sometimes associated with the phrase “Son of man.” It is rather that
“dominion, and glory, and a kingdom" are to be given to the Son of
Man, “that all people, nations, and languages should serve him”
(7:9-14). Daniel also speaks explicitly of “Messiah the Prince” (KJV)
who is to be “cut off, but not for himself” (9:25-27).

3. Postexilic Prophets. As previously noted, Zechariah, along with
Isaiah andJeremiah, also refers to the Messiah as the “Branch” (Zech.
3:8; 6:12). He speaks of the King who will come riding on a donkey
(9:9-16), the prediction of the Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem cited
in Matt. 21:5. The Davidic ancestry of the coming One is mentioned
in Zech. 12:8 (KJV). A prediction of Messiah’s coming to the Mount

10. New Testament Theology, trans, from the German by John Marsh (New York:
The Macmillan Co.. 1955).p. 327.
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of QOlives is given in 14:3-4. David Baron wrote: “Perhaps in no other
single book in the Old Testament is Messiah's Divinity so clearly
taught as in Zechariah.” "

Malachi completes the roster of Old Testament prophets who
speak of Messiah’s coming in kingly power and judgment. “Behold,
[ send my messenger to prepare the way before me, and the Lord
whom you seek will suddenly come to his temple; the messenger of
the covenant in whom you delight, behold. he is coming, says the
Lord of hosts. But who can endure the day of his coming, and who
can stand when he appears? For he is like a refiner’s fire and like
fullers’ soap; he will sit as a refiner and purifier of silver, and he will
purify the sons of Levi and refine them like gold and silver, till they
present right offerings to the Lord. Then the offering of Judah and
Jerusalem will be pleasing to the Lord as in the days of old and as in
former years” (3:1-4). “But for you who fear my name the sun of
righteousness shall rise, with healing in its wings. You shall go forth
leaping like calves from the stall. And you shall tread down the
wicked. for they will be ashes under the soles of your feet, on the day
when [ act, says the Lord of hosts™ (4:2-3).

C. The New Testament Fulfillment

That the nature of the Kingdom was misunderstood and made a
political realm is the consensus of the New Testament witness. The
prophecies and promises of the Old Testament are not abrogated but
transformed. That there is a “kingdom of glory” yet to come does not
set aside the reality of the “kingdom of grace” that now exists wher-
ever the King reigns in the hearts of men (Matt, 18:3; Mark 12:34;
John 3:3; 18:36). As Gelin wrote:

The Promise, which was apparently concerned with the pos-
session of Canaan and the setting up of an earthly kingdom, was
transformed into the promise of spiritual blessings (Matt. v.5:
Rom. iv.18); the Covenant with Moses was transformed into the
New Covenant (2 Cor. iii). The Kingdom of David was trans-
formed into the Kingdom of Heaven (Matt. v. 3); and the salvation
of the exiles became the justice inherent in the soul (Rom. i:16-17)
—a wonderful development, guided by the hand of God. and” a
marvellous educative process, gradually leading the souls of men

I 1. Rays of Messiah's Glory: Christ in the Old Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Zondervan Publishing House, reprint 1955), .77 I[n.
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to an understanding of the nature of the ‘Messianic’ goods, i.e.,

the whole complex of eternal values that were to come into the

world with Jesus Christ.
Just as the idea of the covenant in the Old Testament was trans-
formed into a new covenant in the New Testament, so the idea of the
kingly reign of Messiah becomes infinitely enriched and spiritualized
in the context of the total canon.

IIl. MESSIAH AS THE “SUFFERING SERVANT”

Along with the concept of Messiah as King—and in most of the same
0Old Testament books—is the picture of Messiah as suflfering with or
on behalf of His people.

The protevangelium of Gen. 3:15 speaks of the “seed” of the
woman who will trample the serpent’s head, but do it at the cost of
personal injury to himself. God said to the serpent, “He shall bruise
your head, and you shall bruise his heel.”

A. In the Psalms

Most noteworthy are the large number of references in the Psalms
which the New Testament Gospels apply directly to the crucifixion of
Jesus. Ps. 16:8-10 is the passage quoted by Peter as scriptural evidence
for the resurrection of Christ (Acts 2:25-28): “For thou dost not give
me up to Sheol [the realm of the dead), or let thy godly one see the
Pit” (v. 10).

Psalm 22 is uniquely “The Psalm of the Cross.” It opens with the
cry of dereliction, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”
(v. |; Matt. 27:46; Mark 15:34). It continues with reference to the
scorn of the bystanders (vv. 7-8; Matt. 27:43), the horrible thirst
associated with crucifixion (v. I5; John 19:28), the piercing of hands
and feet (v. 16; John 20:25), and the triumph in which God’s name
is declared to the Church (v. 22; Heb. 2:12).

Ps. 31:5 is the source of the word of committal on the Cross, “In-
to thy hand I commit my spirit” (Luke 23:46). John 19:36 cites Ps.
34:20 as fulfilled by the Roman spear thrust into the side of Jesus in-
stead of the customary breaking of the leg bones of the crucified. Ps.
40:6-8 is quoted in Heb. 10:5-7 as characterizing the submission of
Christ to the Father's will. The betrayal is hinted in 41:9 (John 13:
18). Ps. 68:18 is given by Paul as indicating the Messiah’s ascent to
the Father (Eph. 4:8).

12. Key Conceps of the OT, p. 47.
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The gall and vinegar offered on the Cross {Matt. 27:34, 48) is
mentioned in Ps. 69:2]1. Paul sees in 69:22-23 a prediction of the
results of Messiah’s rejection by His people: “Let their own table be-
fore them become a snare; let their sacrificial feasts be a trap. Let
their eyes be darkened, so that they cannot see; and make their loins
tremble continually” {cf. Rom. 11:9-10). Ps. 109:8 is seen by Peter in
Acts 1:20 as a reference to the betrayer: “May his days be few: may
another seize his goods!” Ps. 118:22 is cited by all the synoptic Gos-
pels and by Peter as referring to Christ’s rejection and subsequent
exaltation: “The stone which the builders rejected has become the
head of the corner” (cf. Matt. 21:43; Mark 12:10-11; Luke 20:17; Acts
4:11; 1 Pet. 2:7).

B. The "Servant Songs” of Isaiah

The great “Servant Songs” of [saiah (42:1-7; 49:4-7,50:4-11; 52:13—
53:12) have occasioned much discussion among Old Testament
scholars. The identity of the “‘Servant” has variously been given as
the prophet himself, the nation collectively, the people of Israel as a
corporate personality, the ideal nation, and the Messiah. H. Wheeler
Robinson holds that the immediate reference is to Israel as a cor-
porate personality. Then he adds: "It is no rhetorical exaggeration,
but sober truth in the light of criticism, history and psychology, to
describe the Songs of the Servant as the Old Testament portrait of
Jesus Christ."?

ldentified and named by B. Duhm in {922, the “Songs” have
been called “one of the most outstanding sections of all the divine
revelation. . . . In thought and teaching they are linked more closely
with the New Testament than any other Old Testament scriptures.’*

The first passage (42:1-7 or 9) describes the office to which the Ser-
vant is called. The second song (49:1-7) records the Servant's task. I[n
the third passage (50:4-9 or 11), the Servant voices His obedience
and trust in the Lord God who had called Him.*

The “fourth Servant Song” (52:13—53:12) is deservedly the
most famows. This is the clearest Old Testament statement of a
substitutionary sacrifice. All of the major writers of the New Testa-
ment describe the death of Christ in language drawn from lsaiah

13. The Cross in the Old Testament (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1955),
p.57.

14. W. Fitch. “Isaiah,” NBC, p. 591.

15. 1hid. pp. 591, 596, 598.
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53. H. Wheeler Robinson again says, “The cardinal fact for the Chris-
tian student is that to those ideas Jesus of Nazareth has served Him-
self heir, and He has blended the details of its portrait with His own.
This fact alone is sufficient to make ‘the fifty-third of Isaiah’ the most
important page of the Old Testament for the student of the New. "¢
Hermann Schultz wrote, “If it is true anywhere in the history of
poetry and prophecy, it is true here that the writer. being full of the
Spirit, has said more than he himself meant to say and more than
he himself understood.”?

The third stanza of the Song (53:4-6) is undoubtedly the greatest
description of vicarious suffering in the literature of the world:
“Surely he has borne our griefs and carried our sorrows; yet we
esteemed him stricken, smitten by God, and afflicted. But he was
wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities;
upon him was the chastisernent that made us whole, and with his
stripes we are healed. Al} we like sheep have gone astray; we have
turned every one to his own way; and the Lord has laid on him the
iniquity of us all.” It is suffering accepted without complaint (v. 7) as
a result of which many are justified (v. 11).

The Servant (52:13) bears our griefs, carries our sorrows. is
wounded for our transgressions, bruised for our iniquities. He was
stricken for the transgression of the people (v. 8), and in His death He
was laid with the rich (v. 9), having been numbered with the trans-
gressors (v. 12; Mark 15:28; Luke 22:27). “He is a Messiah who suffers
vicariously.” wrote Ludwig Kohler. “At this point the theology of the
Old Testament comes to an end. In the New Testament the question
is asked: “Understandest thou what thou readest?” Acts 8:30.”!8 The
words of H. H. Rowley are worth quoting:

Of no other than Christ can the terms of the fourth Servant
Song be predicated with even remote relevance; it would be hard
for even the most sceptical to declare them absurd in relation to
Him. For whether we like it ornot. and whether we can explain it
or not, countless numbers of men and women, of many races and
countries, and of every age from His day to ours. have experienced
a major change of heart and life when they have stood before the
Cross of Christ., and have felt that no words but those of Isa. liii.5
were adequate to express their thought. . . . If the hand of God is
found in the promise, then fulfillment it ought to have, and here

16. Crossin the OT. p. 66.
17. OT Theology. 2:432-33.
18. OT Theology. p. 238. italics in original.
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fulfillment is zo be seen. If the hand of God is denied in the prom-
ise, then it is passing strange that it shoul¢ find so remarkable
a fulfillment.'

C. The Later Prophetic Teaching

The note of betrayal and suffering for the Messiah also occurs in the
only passage in the KJV Old Testament in which the term itself is
found in English: “Know therefore and understand, that from the
going forth of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem
unto the Messiah the Prince shall be seven weeks and threescore and
two weeks: the street shall be built again. and the wall, even in
troublous times. And after threescore and two weeks shall Messiah
be cut off, but not for himself: and the people of the prince that shall
come shall destroy the city and the sanctuary” (Dan, 9:25-26, KJV).

Zech. 13:6-7 describes the wounds in the hands of the One
“wounded in the house of” His friends: “And if one asks him, 'What
are these wounds on your back?’ he will say, ‘The wounds I received
in the house of my friends.’ Awake, O sword, against my shepherd,
against the man who stands next to me, says the Lord of hosts. Strike
the shepherd, that the sheep may be scattered; I will turn my hand
against the little ones.” Matthew connects the smiting of the Shep-
herd and the scattering of the sheep with the crucifixion of Jesus
(Matt. 26:31).

D. The Cross and the Crown

The development of the two Messianic strands from the Old Testa-
ment in the later tradition is revealing. Both crown and Cross are
foreshadowed. But the crown tends to crowd out the Cross. By New
Testament times the idea of a suffering Messiah had almost entirely
disappeared and had become all but incredible. It is natural for man
to grasp the crown while avoiding the Cross. Such proved indeed to
be the chief obstacle to recognition of the Messianic claims of the
Early Church for its Founder and Head. The predominance of the
political overtones of the crown in the minds of the people was also
the probable basis for the “Messianic secret” Jesus consistently im-
posed on His disciples (e.g.. Matt. 16:20; 17:9; Mark 3:12; 5:43).
While the Messianic hope was in no sense an afterthought in the
Old Testament, the outlines did become clearer with the passing
centuries. Both the kingdom and the sacrifice of the Messiah took on

19. Unityo fihe Bible, p. 107.
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deeper meaning when the sovereignty of the nation was lost and
the sacrificial offerings of the Temple were suspended. Schultz wrote:
Now, just as the outward forms of sacrifice begin to fade
away into shadows, the age is lighted up with the pregnant
thought of a nobler sacrifice about to come. The Servant of God
who represents Israel’s calling, and who, uniting the sinful people
with its God, becomes Himself an atonement for Israel, suffers
and dies in His vocation in order to secure this reconciliation. His
death, freely endured for the people. is a means of reconciliation
of a new kind, an offering for sin unlike the victims slain of old.
Thus, as the shadows disappear, prophecy grasps the substance.®
The Old Testament ends with a word of judgment. But the
warning of judgment is itself the vehicle of hope. “But for you who
fear my name the sun of righteousness shall rise, with healing in its
wings. You shall go forth leaping like calves from the stall” (Mal. 4:2).

1V. THE ESCHATOLOGY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

“Eschatology” is the technical term for the doctrine of the last days,
the ending of human history, and the transition of time into eternity.
While eschatology in the Old Testament takes a number of forms,?!
its chief ideas cluster around the very complex concept of “the day
of the Lord.”

A. The Day of the Lord

In contrast with others of the ancient East, Israel’'s writers looked
forward as well as back. Time for them was not cyclical but linear.
It had a beginning—when God created. it would have an end—and
that end is to be more than the last moment in a long sequence of
moments. it is then that man will find the meaning and purpose of
the whole span of history. The ““day of the Lord" is more than the last
day in point of time. It is the goal and destination toward which
all moves,?

1. Salvation and Judgment. When we take the books in their prob-
able order of writing, the first reference to the day of the Lord in the
Old Testament occurs in Amos 5:18, about 760 B.c.2> Amos spoke of
the day of the Lord as a matter of common and hopeful anticipation
among the people. But he sounds one of the most characteristic notes

20. QT Theology. 2:96.

21t. Knight, Christian Theology of the OT. pp. 294-333.
22. Jbid.. pp. 294-95,

23. Cf. Payne, Theology of the Older Testament, p. 464.
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in the prophetic handling of this theme: “The day of the Lord is
darkness, and not light” (5:18-20). The people thought of God only as
the Source of blessing and His coming day as a time of their vindica-
tion. They forgot His justice and ignored their sins of idolatry and the
oppression of the helpless and poor.2¢

Although the exact expression “The day of the Lord” is not used,
[sa. 21:11-12 symbolizes its two sides: “One is calling to me from
Seir, "Watchman, what of the night? Watchman, what of the night?’
The watchman says: ‘Morning comes, and also the night.””” The righ-
teous may hope for the day of the Lord as the time of their vindica-
tion and blessing. For them it is morning. But the wicked and the
godless must be warned 10 fear the day of the Lord as the hour of
their judgment. For them it is night.

The day of the Lord was always assaciated with the personal
intervention of God in the affairs of men. It is connected with His
coming, personally and objectively. Thus it unfolds along three gen-
eral lines: the impending judgment on the nation; the Messianic
Kingdom; and the consummation of history.

It is in regard to the day of the Lord as the consummation of
history that its most common use is found. The double aspect of sal-
vation and judgment is consistently stated. “The day of the Lord is
great and very terrible; who can endure it? . . . The sun shall be
turned to darkness, and the moon to blood, before the great and
terrible day of the Lord comes. And it shall come to pass that all who
call upon the name of the Lord shall be delivered; for in Mount
Zion and in Jerusalem there shall be those who escape, as the Lord
has said, and among the survivors shall be those whom the Lord
calls” (Joel 2:11, 31-32).

2. The “Foreshortened Perspective.” The prophets lived and wrote
with a sense of the approaching day of judgment on their nation.
They also tended to include both the impending catastrophe to Israel
and the Messianic age with events to occur at the end of time. Thus
“the day of the Lord” in the Old Testament. as in the New, includes
much which we would now recognize as relating to the second
coming of Christ.

Rowley describes what has been called the ““foreshortened
perspective” of the prophets: “To the Church, which stands between
the First Advent and the Second Advent, there is a long time process
between the one and the other, but to prophets who saw the future

24. Kohles, OT Theofogy. p. 220.
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afar off the depth in time was lost, as depth in space is lost to the eye
of one who looks at the stars, and the First Advent and the Second
Advent are therefore fused in prophecy.”? It is thus common to find
side by side in the Old Testament what the fuller light of the New
Testament shows to be events separated by at least 2,000 years (e.g.,
Joel 2:28-31).

Mention has been made of the prophetic sense of imminence in
respect to the day of the Lord. It must be recognized that in both the
Old Testament and the New, statements of imminence have a logical
as well as chronological meaning. Biblical writers speak of what they
know to be certain either as already having occurred (the prophetic
present) or as being near at hand. The prophets of the Old Testament
and the apostles of the New Testament were therefore not necessarily
mistaken when they affirmed that the day of the Lord is at hand.
They were expressing their certainty that it would come.

B. Apocalyptic and the Eschaton

Closely associated with the day of the Lord was a form of writing
known as “apocalyptic.” Apocalyptic literature forms a class by itself.
The bulk of it falls in the Apocrypha—that group of books originating
between the writing of Malachi and the coming of Jesus. But por-
tions of Isaiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, Joel, and Zechariah—as well as the
Book of Revelation in the New Testament—are examples of biblical
apocalyptic.

The terms apocalypse and apocalyptic come from the Greek apoka-
lypto—Tliterally, to “uncover, bring to light what is hidden; reveal; set
in a clear light.” The noun apokalypsis means “a disclosure, a revela-
tion”; and, metaphorically, “illumination, instruction, manifestation,
or appearance.”

Apocalyptic is prophecy couched in cryptic language, employing
symbolic figures and events, dealing particularly with the eschaton,
the last days. Its universal theme is how God will intervene to wind
up the affairs of men, judge His enemies, and set up His kingdom.

Apocalyptic came into its own during the closing days of the Old
Testament period. Itis, as H. H. Rowley says, “the child of prophecy.”
Prophecy tends to merge into apocalyptic. Apocalyptic developed

25. Faith of Israel, p. 208.



196 / God, Man, and Salvation

from prophecy as life grew increasingly difficult for the people of
Israel. Apocalyptic flourishes in times of national or community
crisis.2¢

Yet prophecy becomes tinged with apocalyptic early in its his-
tory. There are apocalyptic aspects in the typically prophetic
announcement of “the day of the Lord" as early as c. 760 B.c.?” Isaiah
dips his pen in apocalyptic symbolism in Isaiah 24—27, a passage
sometimes known as the Isaiah-Apocalypse.?? Joel may be as late as
the time immediately following 586 B.C.; yet Joel 2:28—3:3 illustrates
the ease with which prophecy merges into apocalyptic.

It was, however, during the Exile and on through the second
century of the Christian era that apocalyptic attained full stature
both in canonical and extracanonical writing.?* Extracanonical
apocalyptic, in contrast with biblical apocalyptic, tended to go to seed
and run wild with few limits to the imagination.

There is a connection also between apocalyptic and the wisdom
movement, as diverse as the two at first appear. Daniel, for example,
represents wisdom both in his training and in his position {(Dan.
1:3 ff; 2:48; 5:11) and the same conjunction of wisdom and apoca-
lyptic appears in some of the extracanonical writing such as | Enoch
and the Apocalypse of Enoch.?°

White apocalyptic is difficult to define, its main features may be
readily noted. Some of these are differentia [rom prophecy while still
showing the relationship between prophecy and apocalyptic.

Vision is characteristic of apocalyptic while audition is more
characteristic of prophecy. The prophet reports the word of the Lord
which he hears. The apocalyptic writer describes the visions he sees '
In this connection, apocalyptic is not as concerned with ethics as is
prophecy. Its message is not for the masses, as was the prophet’s
word, but for the chosen remnant, the embattled elect. There is no
“gospel” in apocalyptic—no call to repentance, no promise of forgive-
ness and reconciliation.

26. 1. Leon Morris, Apocalyptic (Grand Rapids. Mich.. Wiltiam B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1972), pp. 25 fi.

27. Cf. Stanley Brice Frost. O!d Testament Apocalypiic: I1s Origins and Growth
(London: The Epworth Press, 1952), pp. 46-56.

28. Ibid. pp, 143 f1.

29. H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic: A Study of Jewish and Christian
Apocal ypses from Daniel 10 the Revelation (New York: Association Press. new and revised ed.
1963). p. 166,

30. Von Rad. OT Theology. 2:306:cf, also Morris, Apocalypic, pp. 57-58.

31. Cf. Morris, Apocalypric. pp. 32-34.



The Messianic Hope and Eschatology / 197

Symbols, we have already noted, are a prominent feature of
apocalyptic. As is characteristic of symbolism, the meanings are not
always clear to those outside the circle in which their use is current.
The apocalyptists rarely explain their symbols. They assume that
their readers will understand. It is possible, as Morris suggests, that
the apocalyptic recourse to symbols was in part due to the fact
that what they were trying to describe was too large for words.>?

A despair of human adequacy that almost amounts to pessimism
pervades the apocalyptic literature. Human remedies cannot avail.
This is expressive of the crisis milieu in which apocalyptic flourished.
Only God is sufficient for such times.

Yet there is no doubt about the ultimate outcome. The triumph
of God is assured. The apocalyptists share the prophets’ theocratic
philosophy of history. One may despair of this world, but there is
hope in the age to come. Death may overtake the individual in the
present age, but the light of a future resurrection and life becomes all
the more important (e.g., Ezek. 37:1-i4; Dan. 12:1-4). History will
end in certain victory for God and His faithful remnant.>

A sort of dualism pervades apocalyptic. There is constant con-
trast between the present age and the age to come. The age to come
is not just an age next in succession to the present age. [t is radically
different. It is literally “a new heaven and a new earth” (phrase-
ology actually found in the extracanonical | Enoch 45:4ff and
91:16). Instead of an age shot through with evil and the suffering of
the righteous. the age to come will be one in which the will of God
shall be done.*

The apocalyptists show their despair of history. For the proph-
ets, history was still a continuous process out of which would emerge
the triumph of righteousness, but the apocalyptists have given up on
history. There must be a radical break somewhere in the historical
process. Writers of apocalyptic have no faith in politics. “No future
worth having, they think, can emerge from the normal processes of
history. Something different has to happen. God can do no more with
the present system or within the present system. He must shatter it
and start again.”**

32. lbid, pp. 34-37.
33, lbid, pp.41-47.
34. tbid., pp.47-50.
35. Henry McKeating, God endthe Future (Naperville, f11.: SCM Book Club, [974),
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While apocalyptic is difficult to define and the limits of the
movement are somewhat imprecise, there is no doubt of the purpose
of this kind of writing. It is to put heart into the beleaguered people
of God, to inspire faith and courage in the face of persecution and
peril. For all its grim foreboding in respect to society as a whole, the
purpose of apocalyptic is to comfort and cheer the righteous. There
will always be need for writing such as this, particularly in times of
persecution. Stanley Brice Frost concludes:

But the last word must be of what was central in the apoca-
lyptist’s thought. In the midst of a world no more at peace or
secure than theirs, with a future as difficult to penetrate as that
they faced, with peisecution breaking out against God's people in
many lands aitd none knowing where it may establish itself next;
at this time when what was laboriously built has been cast down
overnight. and the foes we thought smitten have revived a thou-
sandfold; in tkis world, the apocalyptist reminds us that there is
righteousness, and that oppression and propaganda are never
lasting; that truth is eternal. and that life can be without fear or
sighing, without sin or death, and that he that endureth to the
end, the same shall be saved.’®

Apocalyptic is difficult for the modern mind. What we must seek
is the faith of which it is expressive. Behind all the threatening visage
of a future that seems worse the closer we come to it, we see the
God who reigns over all and whose will ultimately shall be done. As
John Bright summarizes the faith of the apocalyptists:

Yet strange though this “apocalyptic mind” is to us, we must
not forget that there lived in it a great faith which even those
who sneer at it would do well to copy. For all its fundamental
pessimism about the world, it was in the profoundest sense
optimistic. At a time when the current scene yielded only despair.
when the power of evil was unbroken beyond human power to
break it, there lived here the faith that the victory of God was
nonetheless sure: God holds the issues of history; he is a God whose
Kingdom comes. Let those of us to whom the prayer “Thy kingdom
come” has become a form 1o be rattled of f without meaning, who
find the Apocalyptic amusing, yet who tremble every time a
Communist makes a speech—note it well. The Apocalyptic further
insists that the world struggle is neither political nor economic,
but essentially of the spirit and cosmic in scope. Behind all earthly
striving it sees a continuing combat between good and evil. light
and darkness, the Creator God and the destructive power of chaos,
which summons men to take sides. There can be no neutrality.
Whoever decides for the right, however humble he may be, has
struck a blow for the kingdom of God in a combat of decisive

36. OT Apocalyplic. p. 258.
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significance. In any case, there was in the Apocalyptic a faith that

strengthened thousands of little men to an obedience unto the

death, confident that their reward was with God (Dan. 12:1-4).

Let all who scoff ask themselves if their more polite religion does

as much.””

The interpretation of apocalyptic affords particular difficulty to
literal-minded Westemers. The tendency is to allegorize the account
—that is, to try to find specific meaning in each detail. In such
allegorizing, imagination finds fertile field for uncontrolled specula-
tion. The bewildering variety in theories of the tribulation, rapture,
“revelation,” millennium, Armageddon, and the battle of Gog and
Magog is an eloquent testimony to the barrenness of such allegorical
interpretation.

Apocalyptic is to be interpreted as parables are interpreted. with
chief attention to the central truth conveyed. Of the total meaning of
apocalyptic there is no doubt at all; The Lord God omnipotent reigns,
and the final outcomes of human history will not be decided in
Moscow, Peiping, Havana-—or even in Washington or London. God's
kingdom comes not as the achievement of man--even men of the
Church—but as the fruit of the victory won at Calvary and in the
empty tomb (Col. 2:13-15).

Old Testament theology ends as the Old Testament itself, with a
forward look. Foundations were laid deep and strong. Their lorm
can be seen in the superstructure erected upon them. Ahead were the
silent centuries between Malachi and Matthew. Yet the silent cen-
turies are bridged with the admonition and promise that close the
last book in the Old Testament as arranged in our Christian Bibles:
“Remember the law of my servant Moses, the statutes and ordinances
that 1 commanded him at Horeb lor all Israel. Behold, I will send you
Elijah the prophet belore the great and terrible day of the Lord
comes. And he will turn the hearts of fathers to their children and
the hearts of children to their fathers, lest | come and smite the land
with a curse” (Mal. 4:4-6).

37. Kingdom of God, p. 169.
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THE NEW
TESTAMENT



Introduction

We turn now to the New Testament or the New Covenant. It goes
without saying that both a continuity and discontinuity exists be-
tween the Old and the New Testaments. The study of this problem of
the relationship between the Testaments has become particularly
significant with the rising emphasis upon biblical theology. (See
Introduction of this volume.)

The essential element in the discontinuity between the Old and
the New rests in the person of Christ, the Divine Person, who offers
through His teachings, death, resurrection, and intercession the
assurance of salvation for all men. He is the Nova Res of the New
Testament. What had been hoped for in the way of redemption in
the Old Testament through sacrifices and in early Judaism through
the keeping of the Torah and the “traditions of the elders” is now
made possible only in faith-identification with Christ. Therefore, the
teachings about Christ in the New Testament and the teachings about
salvation are interlaced. New Testament theology is “Christo-
normative,” any way we look at it. And it is expected that every
explanation of the New Testament will find its focus there.

SOME GENERAL HERMENEUTICAL GUIDELINES

The New Testament writings, like many of the Old Testament, are
“occasional” compositions. Each was written to meet the need of
some particular occasion. We cannot consider them systematic
treatises.

This is not to say that the New Testament books are not theo-
logical. On the contrary, they contain profound affirmations relating
to all the varied questions of theoiogy. However, a certain amount of
“reading between the lines” and positing of presuppositions is
necessary in order to draw out what might be finally designated as
“the theology of John,” “the theology of Hebrews,” or “the theology
of Paul.” Our task here, however, is an attempt to deal with these
books as a unit to ascertain what assured declarations they make
about salvation in Christ. We concede that the unity rests in Him and
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His relationship to God's redemptive workings in history or what
is known as Die Heilsgeschichte (“'the salvation history”).

In keeping with our commitment to Christ as the interpretative
principle of the New Testament is our trust in the written Word.
especially the Gospels and the Book of Acts. Some current New
Testament thought labors the fallacious point that these writings are
not factual, contrary to a truly conservative stance.' The Gospels. in
particular, are said to record a tradition which represents the Sirz im
Leben (“life situation”) of the Early Community rather than the Sitzim
Leben of Jesus of Nazareth. The speeches in the Book of Acts are
thought to be inventions of the author of the Luke-Acts material.

Such skepticism finds no place in our study. We understand the
New Testament to be Holy Scripture, a divinely inspired book of
truth, given by plenary inspiration. By plenary inspiration we mean
that the whole and every patt has been brought into being under
specific direction, and as a result of that inspiration these writings
are “the final and authoritative Rule of Faith in the Church” {cf.
2 Tim. 3:16-17; 2 Pet. 1:20-21; 3:2, 16; see alsoJohn 3:31, 34; 10:35;
Heb. 10:16-17).

Several further declarations are in order at this juncture. While
acknowledging the kerygmatic and evangelistic nature of the Gospel
and Acts writings, it is not necessary to assume that they are raw
creations of those who composed them. Nevertheless, behind the
record and in the record are reliable witnesses to Jesus’ life, ministry,
death, and resurrection. The same historical assurance prevails with
regard to the life and ministry of the Church in her earliest days.

The Early Church did not create the tradition about Jesus; she
simply and faithfully expounded it for her generation. She did this to
meet the needs of those who paused long enough to listen to her
message and to join her ranks. As T. W. Manson has so well stated,
form criticism, which has raised this ugly issue, has unjustifiably
gone beyond its literary domain in attempting to rule theologically
on the validity of the biblical record. Its only right to existence is to
analyzethe literary forms.2

1. Cf, Edgar V. McKaiight, Whart fs Form Criticism? (Philadeiphia: Fortress Press,
1969); Norman Perrin, Whart {5 Redaction Criticism? (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969).
This type of Gospel criticisin has not remained static; numerous muodifications and
spin-offs have developed since the ear'ly works of Bultmann, Schmidt, and Dibelius.
Nevertheless, the tendency has been to erode trust in the historicity of the bitlical
record,

2. CL.T. W. Manson, Siudies in the Gospeis and Episties. ed. by Matthew Black
(Manchester: The University Press, 1962), pp. 3-12. Manson's attack on form criticism
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It is readily acknowledged here that the New Testament pos-
sesses a supernaturalistic and eschatological character.* But this
element does not detract from nor discredit the record. Supernatural-
ism is of the very essence of the biblical Word. In these “later days”
God has acted savingly in Christ Jesus. The eternal Word, the Christ
of promise, has come into our order to fulfill the redemptive purpose
of God. The element of the miracle, and the humanly unaccountable
character of the life of our Lord and of the winning. ways of His early
followers are the genius of the faith. No man therefore can hope to
account for the existence of the faith by resorting alone to literary or
historical analysis. The biblical disciplines must eventually confront
the supernatural fact. and its demand for commitwnent. These disci-
plines, themselves, come under the judgment of the Word of God as
revealed through Christ and written down by God-appointed
authors.

It is acknowledged, nevertheless, that as the Church carried out
her mission in the world, her understanding of her faith matured,
both in experience and in oral and written expression. This matura-
tion came at a remarkably rapid pace because of the richness of her
heritage in the Hebrew faith. She possessed the old Scriptures to
which she could and did readily turn for comprehension of Christ
and herself. Essentially what she was enjoying was not a new religion
but the reconstituted old faith, grounded now. however, in the
personalized and historicized Word of God.

The Apostle Paul in particular could write with considerable
depth of understanding as to what had transpired in Israel’s history
in the coming of Christ. He could also testify to what had transpired
in his own history when he met the risen Lord on the road to
Damascus and became “a man in Christ.” Significantly, as Albert E.
Barnett rightly pointed out. this man of Tarsus became “a literary
influence.”* He was also a theological force. Many of his concepts of
the faith are paralleled in Hebrews and | Peter. It seems reasonable
to conclude that Pauline thought is a primary source for a New Tes-

is without mercy. *In fact if formcriticism had stuck to its proper business, it would
not have made any real stir. We should have taken it as we take the forms of Hebrew
poetty or the forms of musical composition.”

3. Cf. Frederick C. Grant, An Imrodugion to New Testament Thought (New York:
Abingdon Press, 1950), p. 51 : George Eldon Ladd, The Pattern of N ew Testament Tsuth
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1968), pp. 108-11.

4. Albert E. Barnet, Paul Becomes a Literary influence (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1941).



206 / God, Man, and Salvation

tament theology. If so, we must see it as part of the workings of the
Spirit in drawing out the richest expression of the faith at the earliest
time, through the informed and committed mind of the Apostle Paul.

Obviously, not every passage relating to a subject under con-
sideration can be expounded or even mentioned. However., an
attemnpt will be made to take the reader to those portions of the New
Testament which are pivotal to a reasonably broad understanding
of the faith.



Section One

The God
of Our Salvation

12

The Knowledge of God

New Testament thought, just as Old Testament thought, is theo-
centric.’ God is both the Subject and the Object of the written
Record. He is the principal Actor in the story. He brings the cosmos
with all of its inhabitants into existence, and He takes the initiative

f. Oscar Cullmann. The Christologyofthe New Testamer. trans. Shirley C. Guthrie
and Charles A. M. Rall (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, Rev. ed., 1963), pp. I-3,
324.27. Cullmann argues on the basis of the earliest confessions and Trinitarian
formulas in the New Testament that “early Christian theology is in reality almost
exclusively Christotogy.” In effect for him New Testament theology begins and ends in
Christology. As we shall come to assert later, Christ is normative for all that is
Christian, but it appears to the writer that Cutlmann'’s position tends todiminish the
relationship of the Old Testament {aith to the New. Most certainly the focus of the Old
faith is God himsell. The commitment of the New Testament writers to God is precisely
ideattical to that of the writers of the Old. Thus. a “theology" infuses the thought of
the New Testament writers and must be treated as more than a presupposition. To do
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in redeeming created man when the latter falls into sin through
disobedience (Eph. 1:3-8). At the divinely specified time, He “spoke”
{elalesen) to us by His Son, “who reflects the glory” of the Father and
“bears the very stamp of his nature” (Heb. 1:1-3; cf. Gal. 4:4-6).

In the ongoing life of the new community, brought into
existence through the word and work of the Son, there arose special
servants like the Apostle Paul; they were “called by the will of God”
to function in redemptive ways for God (cf. 1 Cor. 1:1; Eph. 1:1; 1
Tim. 1:1; Jas. 1:1). Thus, the New Testament presents its Central
Figure as-actively at work in a variety of ways on behalf of mankind.
What had been planned in the distant eternities and prophesied by
the prophets is now being realized in God’s mighty activity in Christ.

On the other hand, God is the Object of His own action. When
He acted in Christ, He disclosed the character of His own nature as
the One who is infinitely holy, righteous. merciful, forgiving, cre-
ative, and just. The primal result of the redemptive deed was the
recovery of “the knowledge of God.” Thus, men who respond to
God'’s gracious work in Christ come to “know’ God. Paul writes to
the Galatians: “Formerly, when you did not know God. you were in
bondage to beings that by nature are no gods; but now that you have
come to know God {gnontes theon], or rather to be known by God
[gnosthentes hupo theou]. how can you turn back again to the weak and
beggarly elemental spirits, whose slaves you want to be once more?”
(Gal. 4:8-9; cf. Titus 1:16).

Peter’s salutation in his second letter reads: “May grace and
peace be multiplied to you in the knowledge of God fepignosei tow theou/
and of Jesus our Lord” (2 Pet. 1:2).2 If God himself is the Focus of the
Bible and if the knowledge of Him constitutes the essence of redemp-
tion (John 17:3), it becomes necessary to examine closely what is
meant by knowledge and how such knowledge relates to the re-
demption which is made available through Christ.

justice to the theology of the New Testamem, it is imperative toelucidate whatis
said about God and at thesame time demonstrate how God is related to Christ or
vice versa.

2, Cf.1:3;2:20:3:18. Note should be taken of the tendency to equate the
knowledge of God with the knowledge of Christ. 1n the developed thought of the NT
the distinctions between God and Christ grow dim, especially at the points where
worship and growth in the Christian life are emphasized.
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I. NEw TESTAMENT WORDS FOR KNOWLEDGE

We have already noted the Old Testament view of knowledge as it
relates to God.’ The New Testament view is essentially the same. In
popular usage the Greek word “to know” (ginoskein) raises no
problems theologically, for it refers to knowledge in the ordinary
senses: “to detect” (Mark 5:29; Luke 8:46); “to note” (Mark 8:17;
12:12; 2 Cor. 2:4; John 5:42; 8:27); “to recognize” (Luke 7:39; Matt.
12:25; Gal. 3:7); “tolearn” (Mark 5:43; 15:45; Luke 9:11;John 11:57;
Acts 17:13, 19; Phil. 1:12; 2:19); “to confirm” (Mark 6:38; 13:28 ff.;
Luke 1:18; John 4:42; 7:51; 1 Cor. 4:19; 2 Cor. 13:6); to be aware”
(Matt. 24:50; Luke 2:43; Heb. 10:34; Rev. 3:3); and “to understand”
(Luke 18:34; John 3:10; Acts 8:30; 1 Cor. 14:7, 9).

The compound epiginaskein is often used to convey the same
meaning as gindskein. In many instances there is no general distinc-
tion between the simple and compound forms. This fact is shown
by a comparison of Mark 2:8 with 8:17; Mark 5:30 with Luke 8:46;
Mark 6:33, 54 with Luke 9:11; Col. 1:6 with 2 Cor. 8:9. "Even in |
Cor. 13:12 the alternation is purely rhetorical; the compound is also
an equivalent of the simple form at | Cor. 8:3; Gal. 4:9. Thus epiginds-
kein to dikaioma tou theou at Rom. |:32 corresponds to ginoskein to
theldma at 2:18.”¢ The compound perhaps at times is used for "to
confirm” (cf. Acts 22:24; 23:28).

Special meaning appears in the use of these words where the
Old Testament concepts have influenced New Testament thought.
In such cases the emphasis is not upon objective confirmation but “a
knowledge which accepts the consequences of knowledge” (cf. Matt.
24:43; Luke 10:11; Eph. 5:5; Jas. 1:3;5:20; 2 Tim. 3:1; 2 Pet. 1:20;
3:3). “To know” is to have insight into the will of God, to acknowl-
edge it, and to become obedient to it (cf. Rom. 3:17; 10:19; Heb.
3:10). There are references to the knowledge of God’s will (Rom.
2:18; Acts 22:14), to the knowledge of Christian salvation (2 Cor.
8:9), and to knowledge of a special grace of God (Gal. 2:9; Rev. 3:9). A
certain theoretical element is suggested in some instances of gindskein
but it is not decisive.

Gnasis occurs in numerous places but it uswally carries the Old

3. Seechapter 2.

4. Cf. W, E. Vine, Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words {London: Oliphants,
1939), 2:297-99.

5. Cf Rom. 1:18-23; 1 Cor. 1:21:8:4-6,Gal. 4:8 (Y _;sce also John |:10.
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Testament sense of “obedient acknowledgement of the will of God”
{cf. Rom. 2:20; 11:33). Luke 1:77 is explicit: “to give knowledge of
salvation to his people in the forgiveness of their sins.” The definition
of salvation in this verse precludes any thought that theoretical
speculation is intended. Epigndsis is employed almost in a technical
sense to denote the decisive knowledge of God which comes in con-
version to the Christian faith. The Pastoral Epistles contain several
instances of epigndsis {cf. 1 Tim. 2:4; 2 Tim. 2:25; 3:7; Titus 1:1;cf. also
Heb. 10:26). While in some cases theoretical knowledge is implied,
usually “it is assumed that Christian knowledge carries with it a
corresponding manner of life.”

In summary, the New Testament terminology for “knowledge”
is heavily influenced by the Old Testament thinking. The major
thrust of ginoskcin. gndsis. and their compounds is in the direction of
obedient acknowledgment of God as He encounters man in His
sovereignty, mercy, and redemptive love. This fact suggests that God
is actively engaged in the disclosure of the knowledge of himseil.
The Christian’s knowledge or gnosis is to be regarded as “a gif't of grace
which marks the life of the Christian by determining its expression”
(1 Cor. 1:5; 12:8; 2 Cor. 8:7).7 Any reflective inquiry or theoretical
elements in this knowledge is grounded in love which controls the
patterns of behavior in life (Col. 1:9; 3:10; | Pet. 3:7). The Johannine
writings relate “knowing” and “believing” and "loving” in the most
complete expression of this special New Testament understanding of
knowledge.®

1II. THE REDEMPTIVE CHARACTER
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD

Speaking of religious knowledge as opposed to other forms of knowi-
edge. William L. Bradley points out that it is based neither upon first
principles nor upon sense perception but yet can be said to yield
information. Being personal in nature, it yields the type of informa-
tion that one receives from another person through a glance or an

6. Rudoil Bultman, “gindsko, ef al..” Theological Dictionary of the N ew Testamen.
ed. Gerhard Kittel (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Ecrdmans Publishing Co., 1964),
1:707; hereaficr referred to as ¥ONT

7. 1k, p. 108.

& For a full discussion ol Johui's wse of these wenys, of €L Beld, Ve
Interpretaiion of the Jowrth Govpet {Carmbridg:: Unive reity Press, 1959, np. 1511
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unconscious movement. Thus one comes to know something about
that person in a particular intersubjective relationship.?

Bradley goes on to assert that such knowledge is “neither
rational nor irrational.” Yet it carries with it a strong element of
validity. It cannot be tested as one tests a scientific hypothesis or a
fact of recent history. But it is not necessarily contrary toother forms
of knowledge. Many times it coincides with logical analysis and
scientific investigation. Nevertheless, its basic verification lies in the
encounter itself.? This is existential knowledge. 1t comes in the
unique effects of an encounter with another in the very throes of
one’s own existence."

This is what the Old Testament as weil as the New means by
the knowledge of God.”? God has brought about a saving encounter
with His creatures. Acting out of the fullness of His personhood, He
has visited man in Christ; visited us with love. mercy, and with
readiness to forgive and to live with His creatures. Those who
respond to His “coming in Person” know Him as the God of alt grace
and love—and this is the truth God wishes most of all to convey
about himself:

Thus in this “knowing” there is salvation as well as a revelation
of the nature of God. The response of faith to the visitation of God
brings about renewal of the person because faith is a moral act
involving obedience. The old life of alienation disappears and a joyful
entrance into the greater life offered by God himself takes place.
Moreover, this redeeming relationship with its increasing disclosure
of the nature of the Redeemer and its richness of personal growth is
maintained only by continued obedience to the One who called it
into existence. This “knowledge” therefore is uniquely "a saving
knowledge.”

9, william L. Bradley, “Revelation,” The Hariford Quarterly, 1962.

10. 1bid.. p. 45.

tl. R. W. Dale observes:". .. real existences must be known immediately—not
by inferencesfrom real existences belonging to another sphere. . .” (Ckristian
Doctrine [London: Hodder & Stoughton. 1896). p. 279).

12. CI. Addison H. Leitch, Interpreting Basic Theology {NewY ork:Channel Press,
1961 ), p. 21. “Just as we come to know our friends by their clothes, by their walk,
their appearance, the sound of their voices. and yet never really know them beyond
their willingness to reveal to us their true natures, so with God. All our reasoning
about Him gives us only broken lights of Him until Hegivesus His light.”
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[TI. CHRIST-MEDIATED KNOWLEDGE

As intimated earlier, the knowledge of God is mediated through
Christ. The most expressive statement of this comes from the Lord
himself. In an amazing Matthean verse, which has been described as
“a Johannine thunderbolt in the synoptic sky,” Jesus says, Al things
have been delivered to me by the Father, and no one knows fepiginos-
kei/ the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except
the Son and any one to whom the Son chooses to reveal him” (Matt.
11:27). While the word “Father” has special significance in Jesus’
message, it is not so much the fatherhood of God that is here revealed
by the Son. but rather God’s essential being. “Wise men” (sophoi),
because of their lack of submissiveness, do not know the Father, but
“babes” (népioi} in their simple trust receive from the Son arevelation
of God himself (11:25).

In both word and deed in the Synoptics, Jesus gives expression
to divine attributes and prerogatives. When He says to the paralytic,
"My son, your sins are forgiven,” immediately the observing religion-
ists accuse him of blasphemy. Rhetorically they ask, *Who can for-
give sins but God alone?” (Mark 2:5-7). Jesus also assumes divine
authority in the Sermon on the Mount where He repeatedly uses the
awesome introductory clause, “But 1say toyou.” Matthew’s note on
the effect of Jesus’ teaching on the crowd offers further insight into
the subtleties of the divine revelation through His ministry. “And
when Jesus finished these sayings. the crowds were astonished at his
teaching, for he taught them as one who had authority, and not as
their scribes” (Matt. 7:28-29).

writing near the end of the first century, John gave special
attention to Christ’s revelatory role. No more explicit word on this
matter has been written than John 1:18: “No one has ever seen God;
the only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has
made him known" {exégésaro, “‘exegeted” or “interpreted”).

A mild surprise, to say the least, is registered by the Lord when
Philip asks, “Lord, show us the Father, and we shal} be satisfied.”

Jesus said to him, “Have 1 been with you so long, and yet you do
not know me, Philip? He who has seen me has seen the Father; how
can you say, ‘Show me the Father’? Do you not believe that 1 am in
the Father and the Father in me?” (John 14:8-104). Unqualifiedly,
Jesus asserts that His word and His works are simultaneously the
word and work of the Father (John 10:31-39). The glory, the very
presence of the Father, is disclosed in the Son (1:14). When the
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Son is glorified, that is to say, when His true nature is unfolded, the
Father's being is revealed at the same time (11:4, 40).

The Apostle Paul affirms this revelatory character of Christ's
life. In fact, he is amazingly explicit. For example, to the Corinthians
he declares “For it is the God who said, ‘Let light shine out of dark-
ness’ who has shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge
of the glory of God in the face of Christ” (2 Cor. 4:6). In response to
gnosticizing interpreters, who sought to separate the Father and the
Son, Paul asserts: “For in him [Christ] all the fullness of God was
pleased to dwell” (Col. 1:19); “For in him the whole fullness of deity
dwells bodily [s6matikds, “personally, substantively”], and you have
come to fullness of life in him, who is the head of all rule and author-
ity” (Col. 2:9-10). Thus, in Christ we have a full disclosure of the
being of God. Richardson writes: “The Son is the divinely appointed
means of bringing the knowledge of God to the world.” 14

In essence, there can be no knowledge of God in the New Tes-
tament sense apart from relationship to Christ. It is precisely at this
limiting point that the gospel is a skandalon. a stumbling block (cf.
Rom. 9:33; 1 Cor. 1:23; Gal. 5:11; | Pet. 2:6-8). Human questing_for
relatedness to the ultimate reality is fruitless unless it brings us
finally to the Son, for He alone can give us a glimpse of the Father.
God has determined that He is to be known through the person and
work of His Son.

While there is a kind of vision of God mediated through nature
and reason, it is not a saving knowledge. Therefore it receives little
attention from biblical writers. The hints of God’s existence which
break through to man from his world fail to lay upon him the divine
claim to moral and righteous obedience. Olin Curtis comments
pointedly: “The fact is that the more men know about nature, and
the more they rely upon nature, the more agnostic and hopeless they
become. For one thing, men need to be told a few plain things about

13. CI.G. Kittel, TDNT, 2:245 ff.: “When the translatorof the OT first thought of
giving daxa for kaved. he initiated a linguistic change of far-reaching significance,
giving to the Greek term a distinctiveness of sense which could hardly be surpassed.
Taking a word for opinion, which implies all the subjectivity and therefore all the
vacillation of human views and conjectures. he made it something absolutely
objective, i.e. the reality of God. . .. It is obvious that the NT usage of daxa follows the
LXX rather than Greek usage. With the sense of ‘reputation’ and ‘power’ already
mentioned. the word is also used strictly in the NT to express the ‘divine mode of
being”.”

14. Introduction tothe Theology of the NT , p. 44.
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themselves, about their origin, about their spiritual condition, and
about their destiny.”"®

Karl Barth’s word is also instructive:

Who God is and what it is 10 be divine is something we have

to learn where God has revealed himself and His nature, the

essence of the divine. And if He has revealed himself in Jesus

Christ as the God who does this (His reconciling work), it is not

for us to bc wiser than He and to say that it is in contradiction

with the divine essence. We have 10 be ready to be taught by

Him that we have been too small and perverted in our thinking

about Him within the framework of a false idea of God.'

Christian proclamation, when it is validly Christian, confronts
men with the incarnate, dying, and risen Christ. Through that en-
counter comes a revelation of God as infinitely loving and merciful.
Such a revelation places man under an imperative to respond in trust
and obedience. The record of Paul’s experience at Athens clearly
supports this fact. All the philosophical ruminations of all the philos-
ophers of that ancient center of learning produced only an altar
dedicated “to an unknown god.” When Paul began to speak of the
need for repentance and "a man” whom God had appointed and
raised from the dead and who gave men life, a new understanding
of Deity was given. Negative reactions predominated; however, a few
responded to the Word (Acts 17:16-34).

Cullmann’s observation summarizes the point: “The New Testa-
ment neither is able nor intends to give information about how we
are to conceive the being of God beyond the history of revelation,
about whether it really is a being only in the philosophical sense.
. .. The reticent allusions to something beyond revelation are made
on the periphery of the New Testament witness.” "’

In conclusion, because their interests lie in the realm of redemp-
tion, biblical writers are concerned primarily with that knowledge of
God which pertains to His moral and spiritual nature. This revela-
tion is mediated through the Incarnate Son, and carries with it a
moral demand; it requires a response from man, whether negative or
affirmative. Because this revelation is initiated by God, it is self-
validating and unimpeachable. God does not and cannot mis-
represent himself. When man has such an encounter with God and

15. Olin F. Curtis, The Christian Faith (New York: Eaton and Mains, 1905), p. 107,

16. KarlBarth. Churct Dogmaiics, 4:1. c¢d. G. w_ Bromiley and T.¥_Torrance
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark. 1958}, p. 186.

17. Chriswology. p. 327.
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“knows” Him as He really is, he cannot finally deny the fact of God's
reality. A negative response is rebellion but a positive response is
both obedience to the implicit moral demand and trust in the loving
and merciful being of God.

IV. THE GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF GOD

The previous discussion naturally raises the question of the possibil-
ity of knowing God through any diffused revelation in the whole of
nature. The term general is a better word than natural to describe this
aspect of the divine revelation. Natural theology has signified for
many the possibilities of an inclusive and self-authenticating revela-
tion of divine things in the world of nature and man®

In the judgment of the writers, there can be no such legitimate
Christian discipline as “natural theology” because of the special
revelatory deeds of God throughout the history of mankind which
are recorded in the Bible. God has acted in special ways to make His
character and will known. The Old Testament records the over-
whelmingly convincing interventions of God in the affairs of the
[sraelites; sometimes to deliver them from their enémies, and some-
times to offer them a “covenant way of life”” with Him, maintained
by obedience to His specially given Torah.

With respect to the New Testament era, the song of Zechariah,
the father of John the Baptist, expresses the identical truth. it de-
clares: “Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for he has visited {episkep-
satof'® and redeemed his people, and has raised up a horn of salvation
for us in the house of his servant David” {Luke 1:68-69). The dis-
closure of God through mighty deeds in history-—especially in the
Exodus from Egypt and in the Incarnation—introduces a unique
dimension in revelation. This dimension supersedes and limits the
significance of whatever revelation is mediated through the cosmos
and man. Christian theology is grounded in and controlled by this
special dimension of God's disclosure.

In a number of New Testament statements of the faith, a con-
cept of general revelation is given. At Caesarea, in the house of

18, Cf. Arndt & Gingsich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament {Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1957): episkepiomai. “of God's gracious visitation in
bringing satvation.” See also Luke 1:78; Acts 15:14; Heb. 2:6: Ps. 8:4: “What is man
that thou art mind{ul of bim, and the son of teran that thou dost care Ipagad, 'visit') for
him?~
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Cornelius, Peter preached: “Truly I perceive that God shows no
partiality, but in every nation any one who fears him and does what
is right is acceptable to him” (Acts 10:34-35). Paul announced in
Lystra that God, who had created “the heaven and the earth and the
sea and all that is in them, in past generations . . . allowed all the
nations to walk in their own ways; yet he did not leave himself with-
out a witness, for he did good and gave you from heaven rains and
fruitful seasons, satisf{ying your hearts with food and gladness” (Acts
14:15-17).

In the prologue to his Gospel. John speaks of Christ as “the true
light that enlightens every man” (1:9). While there is a sense in
which the Word gives light (understanding) only to those who
believe (John 3:19 ff), all men,have been morally enlightened in a
general way. God has revealed something of himself to all men (Rom.
1:20)."* The most significant New Testament passages are Acts 17:22-
31 (Paul’s speech on Mars’ Hill); Rom. 1:18-32; 2:12-16; 2 Cor. 4:6;
Gal. 4:8-10; and those passages in which the New Testament writers
employ the word “conscience” (suneidésis—Rom. 2:15; 13:5; 1 Cor. 8:7;
1 Tim. 1:5; Heb. 10:22; 1 Pet. 3:16).

A. Acts 17:22-34

F. F. Bruce comments: “If the address at Pisidian Antioch in 13:16ff.
is intended to be a sample of Paul’s proclamation of the Gospel to
Jewish and God-fearing audiences, the present address may well be

19. Theconstruction of John I:9 presents a problem which has profound
theological rclevance. The issue lies in the participle “coming" {erchamanon). it may be
connected with “man‘—*"the truelightthat enlightens every man coming into the
world.” This has been a very common view. [t may be combined with “was” (en).
making a periphrastic form—"The true light, which enlightens every man, was coming
into the world.” Another view relates it to the light, sothat it reads, “There was the
tiue light that enlightens every man &y comirng intothe world." LeonMorris is correct in
saying that “this verse stands at the head of a section dealing with the incarnation,
where a statement about the incarnation rathex than one about men in general seems
required. . . . The Evangetist is speaking about the Word as ‘the true light'. and leading
on from that, about the illumination He gives to men.” Morrisdoesnotdeny a general
illumination of mankind, but he linds John attributing it to the Word. “The Gospel
According to John,” The New International Commentary on the New Testoment {Grand
Rapids. Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1973}, pp. 93-95; cf. also George B.
Stevens, T he Theology of the New Testamens {New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1947),
pp. 582-83; John Wesley, following Calvin. comments: “And this light, if man did nut
hinder. would shine more and more to the perfect day” {Explanatory Notes upon the New
Testament [Naperville, tl}.: Alec R Allenson, Inc., 1959, reprint], p. 303); for a contrary
view, see R. H. Strachan, The Fourth Gospel {London: SCM Press, Ltd., Ird rev. ed.. 1941),
PP. 99-100.
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intended as a sample of his approach to pagans.”?° As a point of con-
tact, the apostle calls attention to an altar on which is an inscription
“to an unknown god" (17:23). He then asserts that what they wor-
ship “as unknown” {agnoountes) or “without knowing” is the One
about whom he will preach to them. His message essentially says
that God is a Spirit who does not need images nor sacrifices; He is
the Creator of the world, the Bestower of life and the good things of
life. He is not far from His creatures and desires that men should
seek to find Him. The Athenians, however, in Paul’s judgment, have
acted contrary to the divine purpose and have become idolatrous,
making gold, silver, and stone representations of God.?!

The conclusion Paul draws is that, while God was brought
within range of the mind of the Athenians by His revelations, He was
not really known by them. So B. Gartner writes: “The whole of their
ignorance is manifested in their worship, particularly when they
everl erect an altar to a God Whom they do not know, but Whom
they ought to have known.”#? Their ignorance is culpable, however,
because God “commands all men everywhere to repent” (17:30). Paul
announces as a reason for repentance that a day of judgment is
coming in which the entire world will be judged in righteousness by
Christ (17:31).

Two aspects of this message must be noted. First, the speech is
concerned with “the true knowledge of God.” Such knowledge is not
that of “mere intellectual discipline; it involves moral and religious
responsibilities, and for lack of this knowledge, in the measure in
which it was available to them, men are called upon to repent.”»
Paul is not presenting arguments for the existence of God. Rather, he
is describing what form the worship of men will take whenever they
reject what they do know about God.

Second. Paul’s teaching and preaching must always be viewed

20. “Commentary on the Book of Acts,” New International Commeniary on the New
Testament {Grand Rapids. Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ ishirg Co., 1956). pp. 354-55.

21. Thereference toone of their poets{17:28) and the seeming alignment of
thought with similar theories of the Stoics need not be taken to suggest that Paul has
taken over Stoic philosophy, as per J. Weiss. Earliest Christianity. trans, F. C. Grant {New
York: Harper & Bros., 1959), p. 241;cf. C S. Williams. “A Commentary on the Actsof
the Apostles,” Black's New Testament Commentaries (London: Adam and Charles Black,
1957), who suggests that the passage can be interpreted from the OT-Jewish tradition,
and we do not read into it any philosophical meaning from Stoicism.

22. B. Gartner, The Areopagns Speechand Natural Revelation (Uppsala: C. W, K.
Gleerup, 1955), p. 238.

23. Bruce, Ads. p. 362.
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within the context of Die Heilsgeschichte. Paul is concerned about what
time it is in the divine redemptive scheme. This fact is suggested by
the statement that “the time of ignorance God overlooked” (17:30).
Christ has come; God has disclosed himself fully in Christ. All men
can now know with certainty concerning God’s identity and will,
Therefore, with that knowledge any thoughtful and serious person
would repent of all his false worship and idolatry. The moral, rather
than the philosophical, issue comes into focus whenever the message
relates itself to the history of God's saving deeds.

B. Romans |:18-32

The purpose of the Epistle to the Romans governs the interpretation
of this difficult section. In vv. 16-17 Paul has stated in unforgettable
words the nature of the gospel as “the power of God for salvation.”
He now goes on to show the necessity for such a gospel. Succinctly,
“the world is lost without it.” Indeed, as Sanday and Headlam com-
ment, there has been a “complete breakdown of righteousness”
among men (3:10, 19).2* The way of redemption that Paul proposes,
which is the way of the gospel, is deliverance from sin by faith and
not by works (v. 17).

The Gentile world must submit to the way of faith, too, “for
what can be known of God [to gndston tou theou] is plain to them, be-
cause God has shown it to them” (v. 19).2 To gnoston tou theou is
defined in v. 20 as “his invisible nature, namely his eternal power
and deity.” What is clearly seen is that “God is God and not man."2¢
The universe as created does present some raw materials of the
knowledge of God. But Paul proceeds to assert that though the
Gentiles “knew {gnontes/ God they did not honor {edoxasan] him as
God or give thanks to him” (v. 21). As Staulfer makes clear, “The
revelation of the divine gloty in creation contains a demand within

24. Wm. Sanday and A. C Headtam, “A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Epistle tothe Romans.” {nternational Critical Commentary (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1923), p. 40.

25. “Tothem™ is the translation of en awrois. This phrase could be rendered
“among them.” which means substantially the same as “to them.” emphasizing the
manifestation of God in the world about them. 1t could be rendered “in them,”
suggesting “in theirminds.” as a personal pessession. Subsequent refesences to
creation militates against this latter translation.

26. C.K. Barrett, “'The Epistle to the Romans,” Black's New Testament Commentaries
{London: Adam and Charles Black, 1957), p. 35.
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itsell. It is intended to quicken men'’s hearts to glorify God in thanks-
giving and praise.”?’

The inexcusable condition of the Gentiles, which has brought
themn under the wrath of God, is the result of their rejection of the
“rudimentary knowledge of God that was open to themn.”?* The issue
here is not the failure to acknowledge the existence or being of God
but rather the failure to submit to His lordship and to live in grateful
obedience to Him. The glory is not given to God but is showered
upon man himself(v. 25).

One cannot explain away the Pauline declaration that some
disclosure of God comes through the natural order (cf. v. 20). In fact,
Paul’s views here parallel the teachings of rabbinic Judaism, which
had formulated a doctrine of the universal knowledge of God.?* How-
ever, Paul’s thrust in this passage is not so much upon the enuncia-
tion of a theory of natural religion as upon two elements, namely,
(1) the moral basis of God's revealed wrath (v. 18), and (2) the
demonstration that at this stage in man’s history God'’s answer to sin
through Christ is the only answer.

The moral tragedy of mankind, which evokes God's wrath is
expressed in the awesome fall of man from high possibilities of rela-
tionship to God to the abyss of idolatry, sensual living, and wrath.
Man has passed through the stages: knowledge of God rejected, glory
of self, ignorance of God, wickedness, culpability, and finally life
under the wrath of God. Man as we find him lives under sin and
death. Verse 32 bears out this fact: “Though they all knew God'’s
righteous ordinances that those who do such things deserve to die,
they not only do them but approve those who practice them” (per-
sonal translation). Three times Paul speaks of “a divine permissio™;
God “gave themn up” to their sinful ways (vv. 24, 26, 28).

The second element mentioned above (that Christ is the only
Answer to man'’s need) is epitomized in Rom. 3:21-26 but is expressed
fully in the entire Epistle. The presupposition exists that the nations
might have responded to the limited revelation, obeyed God. and
thus have come to enjoy His blessings. But in the moral history of
mankind, such did not transpire. Therefore the special revelation of
God himself in Christ with its provision of redemption (rom sin was
foreordained and in God's time transpired (Gal. 4:4; Eph. 1:3-10).

27. E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, trans. John March (London: SCM Press,
1955}, p. 88.

28. Barrett, Romars, p. 36.

29. W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (London: SPCK, 1948), pp. 115-17.
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C. Romans 2:12-16

In the preceding paragraph (2:1-11) Paul has concluded that Jews
and Gentiles are equal before God with respect to moral matters.
Tribulation, distress, and judgment await all who do evil, for “God
shows no partiality [prosopolémpsiaj”” (2:11). The essential difference
between the two groups does not relate to race but to revelation. The
Jews have had the law, which has not been available to the Gentiles,
or, at least, it has not been proclaimed to them. Thus, from the per-
spective of the revelation of the law, the Jews are “under the law"
(ennomo} whereas the Gentiles are “without the law’ (anomos). Never-
theless, both are subject to judgment if they commit sin. Paul asserts
in verse 13 that for the Jews the law is not “a talisman calculated
to preserve those who possess it. [t is an instrument of judgment, and
sin is not less sin, but more, when it is wrought within the sphere
of the law (cf. 7:13)."0

But Paul still has the issue of the Gentiles. On what basis can
they be held accountable since they are “without the law?” The
apostle’s response is found in verse 14: “When Gentiles who have not
the law do by nature what the law requires, they are a law to them-
selves, even though they do not have the law.”

This definitive verse states several lacts about the moral and
religious ways of the Gentiles. First, they sometimes behave in
accordance with the prescriptions of the Mosaic law.

Second, when they so conduct themselves. they do it “by nature”
{phusei).>* The phrase “by nature” is clarified in verse 15, which asserts
that the Gentiles have the requirements (/0 ergon tcon nomou, “what the
law requires”) written “on their hearts.”’2 The argument of Paul here
leads to the conclusion that “there is something in the very pattern of
created existence which should, and sometimes does, lead the Gen-
tiles to an attitude of humble, and grateflul, dependent creatureliness.
When this takes place they are a law for themselves.””* The state-
ment “They are a law to themselves” might better be translated,
according to Richardson, “they are their own legislators.”>* Paul

30. Barrett, Romans, p. 49.

31. Hebrew docs not have a word for nature. The Old Testament does not employ
the idea of nature. It might wetl be that Paul found this concept from current thought
helpful in explaining his views tiere. Cf. t Cor. i1:14.

32. The phrase To ergon ton nomou is literally “the work of thelaw” or “theeffect
of the law.” Barrett decided that the phrase is subjective genitive and should be
translated “thetaw's effects” (Romans, p. 53).

33, bid.p. 52.

34. Introduction to the Theology of the NT, p. 50.
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further refers to their consciences as bearing witness to their actions
and their moral judgments either accusing or excusing them in the
light of the reaction of conscience (2:15).

Third, if the Gentiles do not have “the law,” what is this moral
“something” which functions in their lives? Commentators readily
respond by suggesting some form of universal moral law, going back
to the time of creation and which was renewed in the covenant with
Noah (Gen. 9:1-7).3* This view rests upon the teachings of the rabbis
who were well aware that the Gentiles maintained some ethical
standards.

However, it must not be assumed that the rabbis would support
any type of natural law, in the common usage of that term. As
Richardson notes, “They instinctively perceived that such moral
awareness could ultimately have come only from the God of righ-
teousness, whose special revelation of himself had been given in the
Torah of Moses.”*¢ As with Paul, so with the rabbis, Torah repre-
sented more than legalistic prescriptions. Torah in its essential char-
acter constituted the whole of the divine teaching, the divine will,
and for that reason laid a moral claim upon every human being, both
Jew and Gentile."’

The Mosaic law was the most complete revelation of the will of
God. What had been disclosed through creation {(Rom. 1:20) was
not essentially different, but was a less precise and complete revela-
tion of that eternal will of God. However, limited as it was, this
disclosure carried a demand for submission to the sovereignty of
God. Stauffer observes: “Every revelation of God contains a
summons, an ethical demand.””?? Barrett's word at this point seems
reasonable. He insists that Paul does not distinguish between ritual
and moral law; indeed, he does not think in these terms. What the
law requires ultimately is “neither ceremonial nor moral conformity
... but believing obedience, or obedient faith (cf. 1:5). This is the only

35. ClI. Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 62, Grant. An Introduction 1o N ew Testament
Thought, p. 71 ; Richardson. Iniroduction to the Theology ofthe NT. p. 49. Contra: Barrett,
Romans. p.5 1.

36. Introduction to the Theology of the NT, . 49,

37. CI. C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks {London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1935);
W. A. Whithouse, “Law,"” A Theological Word Book ofihe Bible. ed. Alan Richardson
(London: SCM Press, 1950), pp. 122-25: *"Torah . .. is the whole content of God’s
revelation of his nature and purpose. which incidentally makes clear man’s
responsibility before God."”

38. Stauffer, NTTheology. p. 173.
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tolerable basis of relationship between man and his Creator.”** When
the Gentile conducts himself in obedience to what he knows to be
right, it may be said that he does “by nature” what the law requires.

Both Rom. 1:18-32 and 2:12-16 clearly assert that some form of
divine disclosure was made to mankind so that men possessed the
possibility of knowing the Creator. This revelation may have come by
means of the creation or by response to the requirements of the law
“written on their hearts.” What is important, however, is Paul’s
development in Romans of his theme of “justification by faith.” His
arresting conclusion is that “in actuality man does not grasp the
possibility, given to him by God’s creation, of existence in God's
presence, and that therefore, in spite of these ‘spiritual’ capacities,
‘all have sinned and come short of the glory of God’ (Rom. 3:23).¢

D. Galatians 4:8-9

This passage has significance for the discussionbecause the recipients
of the letter for the most part were converted pagans. Paul describes
their pre-Christian state as one in which they “did not know God"”
(ouk eidotes theon). They were “ignorant of God,” a phrase which Dun-
can takes as a description regularly applied in the New Testament to
the life of paganism.*' Ignorant of God, the pagans indulged in
idolatry (cf. Rom. 1:18-32). But the apostle acknowledges emphat-
ically, with the use of the adversative conjunctive phrase rzunde (’but
now"), that they currently “know God" (gnontes theon). One need not
attempt to (ind a difference between eidotes and gnontes. as il the
former refers to exterior knowledge of personal relationship rather
than theoretical knowledge. Burton notes that theon is anarthrous
(without the definite article) which suggests the qualities or attri-
butes of Deity as against the mere being of Deity.4?

The clause, “or rather to be known by God,” is not intended to
deny the former fact of the Galatians’ knowledge of God; rather it
amplifies the character of the relationship between the Galatians and
God. Duncan observes that the word gndsthentes (“to be known") has

39. Romans, p. 51,

40. Werner G. Kummel, Theologyo fthe New Testament (New York: Abingdon Press,
1973), p. 176.

4], Geoige S. Duncan, “The Epistle of Paul to the Galatians,” Moflat New Tesiament
Commentary (Londun: Hodder and Stoughton, 1934}, p, 133,

42. Cf. E Dewitt Burton. “The Epistleto the Galatians.” Iniernat'tonal Critical
Commentary (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1921), p. 229.
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the force of “acknowledge” {cf. 1 Cor. 8:3; 2 Tim. 2:19). Paul’s point
is that "the Galatians have not merely come to know God as Father,
but have (by the gift of the Spirit) been brought into such filial rela-
tionship with Him that they are acknowledged by Him as sons.”¢
Purely cognitive knowledge is not intended here, because Paul would
not have thought that God did not always possess knowledge of the
Galatians. “To be known by God” signifies that they have “become
objects of his favorable attention.”*

E. Conscience

This term, which appears with fair frequency in the New Testament
outside the Gospels, also relates to the wider issue of the knowledge
of God.* A cognate of the Latin conscientia, it literally means “co-
knowledge,” suggesting “a second reflective consciousness which a
man has alongside his original consciousness of an act.”

A variety of statements are made about the conscience in the
New Testament:

1. It bears witness to. or pronounces judgment upon actions
already performed (Acts 24:16; Rom. 9:1; Heb. 9:14; 1 Pet. 3:16. 21).

2. It functions with regard to matters other than religious
(Rom. 13:5; 1 Cor. 10:25-29).

3. One is said to have a “good conscience” if he follows its
dictates (Acts 23:1; | Tim. 1:5, 19; Heb. 13:18; 1 Pet. 3:16, 21).

4. The conscience can be misinformed (I Cor. 8:7-12) and it can
become “‘seared” (I Tim. 4:2; Titus 1:15).

5. The authority of the conscience rests upon its identification
with the will of God (I Pet. 2:19; cf. Greek text).

Is the conscience a universal human phenomenon? Paul con-

43. Galatians, p. 133. Cf. Richardson, Introductior: to the Theology ofthe NT .p. 48: He
emphasizes the initiative of God. “Welove only because God ’knows’ us (| Cor. 8:3),
that s in biblical language. calls us, entersinto personal relations with us,
commissions us to his service, and so on. It is not our cleverness or merit which has
fed us to the knowledge of God. . .. It was by the preaching of the word of Christ that
the converts from paganism have come 1o the knowledge of the true God. but this has
taken ptace only because God in his outgoing love had first ‘known’ them.”

44. Burton, Galatiars, p. 229.

45. For extended discussion, cf. J. P. Thornton-Duesbery, “Conscience.”
Theological Wordbook ¢fthe Bible. ed. Alan Richardson {London: SCM Press. 1950), pp.
52.53;S. S. Smalley, “Conscience,” New 8ible Dictionary (Grand Rapids, Mich.: wm.

B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1962), pp. 248-50; C. A, Pierce, Conscience inthe NT
(London: SCM Press, 1955).
46. Thornion-Duesbery, Theological Wordbook, p. 52.
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sidered it such, according to Rom. 2:15. Conscience judges the right-
ness or wrongness of one’s behavior, thus indicating a degree of
knowledge of what is right and wrong. Furthermore, Paul seems to
understand conscience as functioning in such a way as to lay the
demand of God upon the individual. The outcome of the future judg-
ment rests on how a person responds to the directions of the con-
science (Rom. 2:16).

The apostle assumes that the heathen have a conscience. Since
there is a divine demand in the judgmental actions of the conscience,
the heathen know the demands of the law, even though they do not
know the law per se. The law’s requirements are “written in their
hearts,” and it is by virtue of their “conscience” that they know them.

This analysis of conscience suggests a “transcendent source of
authority” lying behind it, or, better, constituting its existence. Peter
intimates that its authority rests upon the will of God (1 Pet. 2:19).
This being the case, Paul's substitution of “faith” for “conscience”
with respect to the Christian life is legitimate, for faith like con-
science includes obedience to the demand of God.*’ In dealing with
the relationship of the strong Christian to the weak Christian, Paul
argues in | Corinthians 8 on the basis of conscience, but in Romans
14 he argues the same point on the basis of faith. “Thus, the verdict
of ‘conscience’ coincides for the Christian {as a man of ‘faith’) with
the verdict of ‘faith.” "+

Ffrom this cursory survey, it can be deduced that the New Tes-
tament views conscience as a universal phenomenon related to the
revelatory activity of God. Because of man’s depraved condition,
John Wesley, along with others, did not see conscience as an inherent
element in human nature. Whatever good a man engages in results
from prevenient grace. He writes:

Allowing that all the souls of men are dead in sin by nature.
this excuses none, seeing Nno man is in a mere state of nature.
There is no man, unless he has quenched the Spirit, that is totally
void of the grace of God. No man living is devoid of what is
vulgarly called natural conscience. But this is not natural: it is more

properly termed preventing grace. . . . So that no man sins because
he has not grace. but because he doth not use the grace that he
hath.+®

47. Ibid, p. 220.

48. Ibid.

49. John Wesley, Works (Kansas City, Mo.: Nazarene Publishing House, n.d.),
6:512;7:187.
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Nevertheless, conscience’s moral demand can be rejected and
its future effective functioning can be diminished. Paul’s reference to
the conscience' in the pivotal passage in Rom. 2:12-16 must not be
construed primarily as an attempt to establish a “law of the con-
science” but rather to depict the tragically sinful condition of man-
kind because f the failure of man to respond to divine overtures.

£. The Failure of Natural Theology*®

This phrase iv Stauffer’'s way of stating the New Testament’s ap-
proach to the problem of the general revelation of God. Because man
sefused both the possibility of a theology of creation (Rom. 1:18-32)
and a theology of history (2 Cor. 1:12) through submission to the
wisdom of Guod, he chose to be his own theologian. Working out of
his own wisdum, he became a pseudo-theologian, seeking to create a
natural theology. Subsequently when God removes himself from the
situation, man goes from a “natural theology to a theology of nature”
because he cannot distinguish between God and idols. His ethic be-
comes a naturdl ethic or “a morality of nature” (Rom. 1 :24 ff). “Man-
kind has clused its eye to God's light, so as to be led by its own light,
and has thus fallen victim to the delusions of a demonic will-o’-the-
wisp.”"s' The condition of the world of men is that they do not know
God. Thai. however, is not God’'s fault. Men are to blame because
they have chusen to live out of their own wisdom and not to respond
to the demand of God. Conscience will “appear in court against man
as a witness for the prosecution in the last judgment” (cf. Rom.

2:12ff.). Stauffer concludes: “For this reason natural theology and
natural ethics are bound to be wrecked by the very effects they pro-

duce. and so produce that extremity for man which is God’s opportu-
nity {Acts 17:29ff.).""s2

The word of the Cross is the possibility of a new theology of
creation and history. But man must hear and respond to it. Floyd V.
Filson concludes that the passages which speak of a universal knowl-
edge are not used “to vindicate a natural theology which would
lessen the need of the gospel. On the contrary the few passages . . .
are used to show that the Gentiles have knowledge and are respon-
sible for their sin, and should repent. . . . All men need Christ.”*

50. Stauffer, NT Theology. pp. 86-90,

St Ibid. p.89.

52. Ibid,

$3. Floyd V. Filson, Jesus Christ the Risen Lord(New York: Abingdon Press, 1956),
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Creator and Father-King

I. GoD AS CREATOR

A. The Double Strand

The New Testament view of God's creatorship is identical to that
which is found in the Old Testament. However, we cannot find in the
New Testament a restatement of the primal events of God's creating
activities as recorded in Genesis. One might reason that the absence
of this material is the result of the Early Church’s acceptance of the
old Scriptures without qualification, thus making the retelling of the
creation events unnccessary. Also, repetition was not called for be-
cause the Church's interest centered in the story of redemption.
Occasionally, the New Testament writers mention the creation but
do not give major attention to it.

The references to creatorship present a double strand. one
asserting God as Creator and the other designating Christ’s role in
creation. The Synoptic materials speak indirectly about God's rela-
tionship to the cosmos. For example, believers are urged not to be
anxious about their daily existence, for God surely will care for them
since He brought everything into existence and He sustains it. He
clothed the lilies with beauty and He unfailingly feeds the birds of
the air. “But if God so clothes the grass of the field, which today is
alive and tomorrow is thrown into the oven, will he not much more
clothe you, O men of little faith?” (Matt. 6:25-34; cl. Luke 12:22-30).
The lack of faith on the part of Christ's hearers was due to their fail-
ure to observe the total involvement of God in sustaining His created

226
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order. That custodial relationship was His obligation by virtue of His
originating relationship to creation.

In Eph. 3:9, Paul explicitly declares that God “created all
things,” virtually repeating words from Genesis |. He also alludes to
creation when he writes, “For it is the God who said, ‘Let light shine
out of darkness’” (2 Cor. 4:6). In an instructive word to young Tim-
othy, the apostle asserts that God created foods; and since every-
thing created by God is good, it is not to be rejected if it is received
with thanksgiving (I Tim. 4:4). Other Pauline passages which clearly
support a God-centered view of creation are Rom. 4:17 (“who gives
life to the dead and calls into existence the things that do exist”);
11:36 (“For from him and through him and to him are all things");
1 Cor. 11:12 (“and all things are from God"). The writer to the He-
brews includes in his catalog of “evidences of faith” his belief in the
creation of the world by the word of God” (11:3).

The Christological strand is likewise explicit in the New Testa-
ment. The Evangelist John writes: “All things were made through
him [panta di' autou egeneto]. and without him was not anything made
that was made [chéris autou egeneto oude en ho gegonen/’ (John 1:3). Paul
affirms in Col. 1:16, “For in him all things were created [en auto
ektisthe ta panta) . . . all things were created through him and for him
[ta panta di' autou kai eis auton ektistai].” Paul further declares that
Christ’s role in the created order is also that of sustaining it: “In him
all things hold together (sunestéken, 'stand together’}.” Through
Christ’s action we have “a cosmos instead of a chaos.” Following the
same line of thought, the writer to the Hebrews speaks of the Son as
the One through whom (di" hou) God “created the world" (epoisésen tous
aionas). and who upholds “the universe by the word of his power”
{pherdn te ta panta, 1:2-3). Thus, as Stauffer suggests, “Christ is crea-
tion’s lifegiver.”

In Hebrews, the praise of the exalted Lord, who is superior to
the angels, includes a reference to Ps. 102:25-27. “Thou, Lord, didst
found the earth in the beginning, and the heavens are the work of
thy hands” (1:10). Unlike the immutable character of Christ himself,
the things of the material order perish, grow old, and are subject to
the Christ’s commands (1:11-12).

Filson insists that “the role of the Son in creating and upholding
the created order plays no central role in the New Testament.” He
acknowledges. however, two important dimensions of the Church’s

I. NT Theology, p. 57.
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theologizing on this issue. First, as the Church matured in her under-
standing of the event of Christ, she necessarily had to look behind the
Incarnation to determine Christ’s relationship to God in the total
scheme of things. Thus, the fact of Christ's creatorship came to be
asserted. Second, Christ’s cosmic role, while not fully understood and
affirmed in the earliest days of the Church, was later affirmed, and
there was no objection to it. Filson thus concludes: “Only a quarter of
a century after the death of Jesus, within the lifetime of eyewitnesses
and personal disciples of the Galilean ministry, Paul could state this
conviction as a settled conclusion of Christian thinking, and there is
no evidence that other Christian leaders challenged his Christology.”?

B. Cooperating Agent

In 1 Corinthians, where the Apostle Paul discusses meats offered to
idols, an amazing declaration appears which places God and Christ
on virtually equal terms with respect to creation. “Yet for us there is
one God, the Father, from whom are all things and for whom we
exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and
through whom we exist” (1 Cor. 8:6). Careful analysis of this passage
and the others which speak of Christ in creation discloses that
Christ's role is a mediatorial or cooperating one. Our biblical writers
declare that it is “through” Christ (di’ hou, | Cor. 8:6; Heb. 1:2)or “in”
Christ (en autd. Col. 1:16) that the world came into being. Obviously.
some distinction between the Father and the Son was attempted.
God created the world by his Christ; everything comes from God but
through Christ. Stauffer proposes that when, in John 1:3, the apostle
identified the creative Christ with the creative Word, he unified the
statements “God creates through his Word” and “God creates
through his Christ.” These two statements, he asserts. remained
“pretty well unconnected” in Paul}

Cullmann’s interpretation, though following a different ap-
proach, arrives at the same conclusion. He cites 1 Cor. 8:6 and recog-
nizes that both God and Christ have to do with creation. However, he
continues, “The variation lies only in the prepositions: ex and eis in

2. Jesus Christ the Risen Lord, pp. 59-60; cf. Bultmann, Theology of the NT. 1:132:
“Whether Paul was the first 1o ascribe r o Christ this cosmic role as mediator of creation,
cannot be said; the way he speaks of it as if it were a matter of course rather inclines
one to conclude that he was not alone in doing so.”

3. NT Theology, p. 58; d. H. E. Dana and Jjulius R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of
theGreek New Testament {New York: Macmillan Co., 1927}, p. 102: Christ is not an
“indepcndent creator but rather the intermediate agent in creation.”
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connection with God; dia in connection with Christ, ‘through whom
all things’ (di" hou ta panta).”* The distinction found here is not be-
tween Creator and Redeemer, but between Source and Goal of crea-
tion on the one hand and the Mediator of that creation on the other
hand. God as Source of creation expresses God as He exists indepen-
dently of His redemptive revelation, whereas the reference to Christ
as Mediator expresses God as He reveals himself to the world.

Cullmann’s Christology leads him thus to affirm that “the Fa-
ther and the Son can be meaningfully distinguished only in the time
of revelatory history, that is, in the time which begins with the crea-
tion of the world and continues until the end.”* Cullmann’s thought
here is controlled by his commitment to a functional Christology.
which focuses on the work of Christ rather than upon the person of
Christ. Jesus Christ is God in His self-revelation. This being the case,
it is affirmed that all of God's revelation is centered in Christ, wheth-
er creation or redemption. There is thus no “distinction between God
as the Creator and Christ as the Redeemer, since creation and re-
demption belong together as God's communication of himself to the
world.”*

One must finally settle this issue on a soteriological rather than
an ontological-cosmological basis.” For the Church, Christ was her
Saviour. To be such, He had to be genuinely related to God for ail
time. When the question of His role in the formation of the cosmos
was raised, it was answered simply by identifying Him as “God’s
Agent.” Athanasius pointed out in De Incamatione that the Redeemer
could be no other than the Creator, no secondary, alien, or substitute

4. Christology. p. 2.

5. lbid, pp. 326-27.

6. Ibid. p. 326.

7. Cf. Wolfliart Pannenberg. Jesus—God and Man. trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and
Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1968), pp. 168-69; 390-97:
“The statement that all things and beings are created through Jesus Christ means that
eschaton that has appeared betorehand in Jesus represents the time and point from
which the creation took place. . .. Christ’s mediation of creation is not to be thought
of primarily in terms of the temporal beginning of the world. It is rather to be
undesstood in terms of the whole of the world process that receives its unity and
meaning in the light of its end that has appeared in advance in the history of Jesus.
s0 that the essence of every individual occurrence, whose meaning is relative to the
whole to which it belongs, is first decided in the light of thisend. . . . God's eternal act
of creation will be entirely unfolded in time first in the eschaton.” This view. in the
judgment of the writer, fails to do justice to the normal tendency of the Early Church
toattempt to take in the full sweep of Christ’smeaning for them. which included
His relationship to God before the Incarnation.
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being. The New Testament writers had already come to that same
conclusion.

It is in these soteriological terms that expressions of the divine
creatorship in the New Testament, especially in Paul, must be under-
stood. The Church accepted the Old Testament’s concept of the crea-
torship of God and left the matter there. Her major concern was
redemptional in nature; thus she mentioned only casually the crea-
tive activity of Christ. However, she could not totally ignore it, since
to proclaim Christ as Redeemer, in the sense in which she under-
stood that term, meant that Christ was to be proclaimed Creator too.

Redemption heightens the concept of creatorship rather than
the reverse. Christ is Creator because He is Redeemer, as understood
in the framework of the kerygmatic activity of the Early Community.
Moreover, Paul makes it clear that the ultimate responsibility of
man, as contemplated in the divine creativity, is to glorify God (Rom.
1:18-32). Christ as God's Agent in creation makes it possible for man
to render this praise (cf. Col. 1:9-19; Eph. 1:i2). It is through Christ
that God is glorified. In keeping with this soteriological approach,
everything that happens in the created order is at God's redeeming
service, a point which John brings out clearly (cf. John 9; 1 1:4). Last-
ly, the created order, writhing now under the power of sin’s rulers,
is to be redeemed ultimately through the work of Christ (Rom. 8:
18-23).

II. Gop AsS FATHER-KING

The redemption of God, which is made available by His visitation to
man in the person of His Son, involves also the characterization of
himself as King. He is indeed the Redeemer-King and in a special
sense the Father-King.?

A. The Kingship Concept in the Teachings of Jesus

The Hebrews from the earliest time conceived of God as King. By the
time of the Lord’s incarnation many devout Jews were looking for
“the consolation of Israel” (Luke 2:25). The eager Zealots wanted to
hasten the day by enforced political action, while the Pharisees were
continuing to believe that perfect obedience to the Law by the elect

8. Cf. Sohn Bright. The Xingdom of God {New York: Abingdon Press, Father-King,
195 3), p. 7: “The concept of the Kingdom of God involves, int a real sense. the total
message of the Bible.” The phrase “the kingdom of God” might justifiably be translaterd
"'the kingship of God.” Cf. also Grant, {ntroduction to NT Thought p. 117.
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people would bring it to pass. John the Baptist burst upon the first
century proclaiming, “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand”
(Matt. 3:2). John revived the old prophetic truth that the day of the
Lord would be a day of reckoning both for the Jews and the Gentiles.
Therefore, he called for repentance from everyone, even the religious
leaders (Luke 3:7-9).

In keeping with the prophetic proclamation and especially as it
was sounded anew in John the Baptist’'s message, Jesus took up the
theme of God's kingship in His preaching. The Gospel of Mark sum-
marizes His message: “Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the gospel
of God. and saying. ‘The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is
at hand: repent. and believe the gospel” (1:14-15; cf. Matt. 4:23).
Jesus taught His disciples to pray:

Thy Kingdom come.

Thy will be done,

On earth as it is in heaven (Matt. 6:10).

The more than 70 instances of the phrase “the kingdom of God”
(basileia tou theou) or “the kingdom of heaven’” in the Gospels has led
modern scholarship to conclude quite unanimously that the kingdom
of God was the central message of Jesus.'® The concept of kingship is
essential to an understanding of the nature of God.

The word “kingdom* (basileia). as used in Jesus’ teaching, has a
dual meaning. On one hand it denotes a “realm,” “territory,” “do-
main,” or “people over whom a king rules.” Mark 3:24 reads: “If a
kingdom is divided against itself, that kingdom cannot stand.” Also,
Matt. 24:7 states that “nation shall rise against nation, and kingdom
against kingdom.” But kingdom also denotes “sovereignty,” “royal
power.” “dominion,” or “rulership.” For example, Luke 1:33: “And
he will reign over the house of Jacob for ever.”” Or Luke 19:12: “A
nobleman went into a far country to receive kingly power” (“a king-
dom,” KJV: cf. RSV, Luke 23:42; John 18:36; Rev. 17:12). Thus,
whenever we encounter the word “kingdom” in the teaching of

9. The phrase “kingdom of heaven™ is a circumlocution for the phrase
“kingdom of God.” 11 was employed by the Jews as “a 1everential avoidance of the use
of the word ‘God".

10. C. G. E. Ladd, Jesus and the Xingdom (New York: Harper and Row, 1964);
G. Lundstom, The Xingdom of God inthe Teaching of Jesus (Phitadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1963); H. N. Ridderbos, The Coming ofthe Kingdom. trans. H. de Jongste
{Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.. 1972); Wiltard H. Taylor,
“The Kingdom of God.” Exploring Our Christian Fauh, ed. W. T. Purkiser, ¢f al. (Kansas
City: Beacon Hill Press, 1960), pp. 5191l
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Jesus, we must determine whether the reference implies realm or
rulership,"

“The kingdom of God" as used by Jesus designates not only the
new order which He was establishing with all its blessings of salva-
tion but also “the kingly rule of God” in the hearts of men made pos-
sible through relationship to himself. The kingdom of God refers to
the kingship of the King of Kings as well as to His domain. The
kingdom of God exists wherever hearts render obeisance to God as
King. This latter concept is, for Jesus, the central meaning of basileia.

Jesus preached that the kingdom of God was being realized in a
new and unique way in His time and in His own work. He did not
emphasize primarily the long-established view that God’s kingdom
was an eternal kingdom; rather He spoke of a decisive manifestation
of it in the now time. Two important verses speak of this sovereign
power of God in Christ’s time. In Matt. 12:28, Jesus is recorded as
telling His opponents, “But if it is by the Spirit of God that I cast out
demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you.”*? The Greek
word ephthasen, translated “has come,” cannot be taken as simply
meaning “proximity” but rather “actual presence.” Unquestionably
Jesus taught that the kingship of God was being exercised in that
time in the attack on the forces of evil, and in particular, on the king-
dom of Satan.

Another verse of importance is Luke 17:2!1. It is a response of
Christ to an inquiry from the Pharisees as to when the kingdom of
God was coming. “Nor will they say, ‘Lo, here it isl’ or ‘'There!’ for
behold the Kingdom of God is in the midst of you.” This reply clearly
speaks of a dimension of presentness of God's reign. The Pharisees’
question probably arose out of the prevailing apocalyptic view of the
Kingdom. But Jesus replied that the kingdom of God was already in
the midst of them, unaccompanied by the expected signs.

Among scholars the debate over the phrase entos humon con-
tinues. Is “within you” or “in the midst of you” intended by Jesus?
The choice of the second translation leads naturally to the conclusion
that in the person of Jesus the reign of God was being realized. Ladd
concludes that “’in your midst,” in Jesus’ person, best fits the total
context of his teaching.”"*

11. G. E.Ladd. “The Kingdom of God—Reign or Realm?*’ JBL 3l {1962),
pp. 230-38.

12. SeeLuke I 1:20, swhich uses the phrase “the finger of God.” reminiscent of the
Exodus deliverance of the people of Israel, Exod. 8:19,

13, Theology of the NT. p. 68. For a fuller discussion on "The Kingdom of God,” see
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1f the core of Jesus’ teaching is the kingdom of God or “the king-
ly rule of God” in the hearts of men, it follows that, for Jesus, God in
His essential nature is King of all. He is the eternal Sovereign and
man must render complete loyalty to Him if he hopes to live abun-
dantly. The Master's own constant obedience speaks of His immed-
iate recognition of the Kingship of God. His Garden of Gethsemane
prayer, “Nevertheless not my will, but thine, be done,” is an eloquent
example of the submission of an obedient subject to the eternal King
(Luke 22:42).

What is most scandalous in the gospel is that Jesus shares that
Kingship and sovereignty in His own person and mission. The In-
carnation itself is therefore a revelation of the reign of God. All who
“come to Christ” know the King.

B. The Kingship Concept in the Non-Gospel Writings

The radicalscholar Alfred Loisy concluded after investigating the few
references to the Kingdom in the rest of the New Testament that
“Jesus announced the kingdom of God, but it was the Church which
appeared.”'* While this skepticism is hardly justified, it is surprising
that the focal theme of Christ’s preaching receives so little attention
in the non-Gospel material in the New Testament. Paul mentions
“the kingdom of God” in some way in Rom. 14:17; 1 Cor. 4:20;6:10;
15:24, 50; Gal. 5:21; Eph. 5:5; Col. 4:11; 1 Thess. 2:12; and 2 Thess.
1:5. James 2:5 reads: "Has not God chosen those who are poor in the
world to be rich in faith and heirs of the kingdom which he has
promised to those who love him?* Eight verses in the extra-Gospel
material speak of “the kingdom of Christ” (1 Cor. 15:24; Eph. 5:5;
Col. 1:13; 2 Tim. 4:1, 18; Heb. 1:8; 2 Pet. 1:11; Rev. 11:15).

What is to be concluded from this apparent lack of emphasis
upon the Kingdom? First, while the references are not many, they
do include the concept in the total message of the apostles, especially
in that of Paul. In addition, the language of sovereignty in these
writings must be laid alongside the Kingdom references. Paul
teaches that those who have received grace and righteousness shall
reign in the life of the age to come (Rom. 5:17). He further speaks of

Chap. 32. Onthe question of the “present” and “future” nature of the Kingdom, see
C. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom (London: Nisbet and Co., L.td., 1935), {London:
SCM Press, Ltd., 1954), pp. 20-34.

14. Alfred Loisy, T he Gospe! and the Church. trans. Christopher Home (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1904).
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the saints as exercising judgment over the angels (| Cor. 6:2ff.). Re-
flecting on his long years of nerve-wracking yet effective missionary
service and viewing the prospects ahead, Paul writes to Timothy: "If
we have died with him, we shall also live with him; if we endure, we
shall also reign with him” (2 Tim, 2:11-12). In Paul’s doxological
passages the sovereignty emphasis appears also {(cf. | Tim. 1:17;6:15).
Peter sees the Church as a “kingdom of priests” (| Pet. 2:9f.; cf. Rev.
1:6; 5:10; 20:6). With regard to Christ, Paul writes that He will vis-
ibly take up His reign over the nations at the Parousia (Rom. 15:12).13

Second, a change in the focus and statement of the message
occurred naturally in the Early Church. Filson sees this shift as ex-
pected in the light of the epochal events of the Cross and the Resur-
rection. These early followers "lived, worshiped, and witnessed in the
light of the Resurrection. . . . Christ had to be the center of their mes-
sage.”'* There was therefore no forgetting Jesus’ message on the
Kingdom. "It was to see God establishing his reign through the min-
istry and death and resurrection of Christ, through the gift of the
Spirit. and through the continuing lordship of Christ over his widen-
ing church.”"”

Modern man might take offence at this idea of kingship because
it conjures up notions of monarchal extravagance, autocratic power,
and distance from people. The reading of ancient history, however,
which describes the unfergiveable ways of the kings, generates a
view of kingship entirely out of keeping with the biblical understand-
ing. Grant reminds us that the Israelite thought of God under the
model of the local prince or king—the city kings of the Semitic times
and of Homer. While such a ruler lived on a large estate and in lux-
ury, he genuinely cared about the welfare of his people. “Kingship
of this kind, local, personal, familiar, was among the connotations
of the term in religious application.”'?

While God was understood to hold power that could remove
men from the divine presence instantly and irrevocably, the richest
Old Testament teaching, as well as that of Christ, did not conceive
God’s kingship in such autocratic terms. Grant writes: “To know him
was to love him, as you might love a good king whose palace lay up
the hill above your village, or more probably in the center of your

15, Cf. Richardson, !mtroduction 1o the Thedlogy of the NT . pp. 88.89.
16. Jesus Christ the Risen Lord. 0. 109

{7, {bid.p. 110,

15, introvtuctiorite N Thought, pp. 102-3.
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walled city, and whose sons and daughters came and went and were
seen every day.”® Essentially, the ancient writers and prophets,
along with Jesus, depicted God’s kingship as redeeming for men. As
King, God lives to help, to deliver, to redeem His subjects from their
sins and their enemies. Paul and the writers of the General Epistles
share this view of God.

C. The Fatherhood of God

Standing alongside of, and intermingling with, the concept that God
is King is the view that God is a Father. As a thesis. it is proposed
here that this latter characterization of God represents for the New
Testament a way of expressing the soteriological relationship of God
to mankind. A father loves, cares, and releases his resources to assist
his own. Bowman comments that “father . . . is a name for the re-
demptive side of God's nature.”? After surveying the use of the idea
of fatherhood in ancient oriental culture, Joachim Jeremias con-
cludes that Israel’s concept has a difference: “The certainty that God
is Father and Israel his son is grounded not in mythology but in a
unique act of salvation by God, which Israel had experienced in
history.”s

Jesus heightened the use of the word “Father,” in speaking of
God, beyond that previously employed by the Jews or used in His
own time by Palestinian Judaism. He not only clarified the proffered
redeeming relationship by reference to the fatherhood of God but, as
Jeremias has brilliantly demonstrated, Jesus identified His own
union with the Father by calling God “Abba.” He used this endearing
and intimate term to reveal the very basis of His communion with
God. The Gethsemane prayer of Jesus begins with a double address
in Mark 14:36: “Abba, Father” (Abba ho parér). When the disciples
asked for a prayer of their own, Jesus gave them the familiar Lord’s
Prayer in which they, too, were permitted to share with Him this
same intimacy suggested by the word Abba (Matt. 6:9-13). The Greek
word patér is equivalent to the Aramaic Abba.2? Moreover. Jesus an-
nounced that only the person who reflects in spirit this childlike

19. Ibid. p. 103.

20. Prophetic Realism and the Gospel. p. 172.

21, Joachim Jeremias, The Central Message of the New Testamen (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1965), p. | 1:Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology: T he Proclamation
of Jesus. trans. John Bowman (New York: Chartes Scribner’s Sons, 197t), pp. 178 ((.;
cf. T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1935), pp. 90f{.

22. Ibid., p. 28.
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Abba shall enter into the kingdom of God.? Thus Jesus himself in-
tensified the redemptive significance of the concept of father as
applied to God.

In the Pauline corpus and the General Epistles the term “father”
appears frequently, Paul being the mor¢ frequent user. He quite con-
sistently and with variations uses the title “God our Father” (1 Cor.
[:3; 2 Cor. 1:2; Eph. 1:2; Phil. 1:2; Col. 1:2; 2 Thess. 1:1; Philem. 3)
and “God the Father” (1 Cor. 15:24; Gal. 1:1, 3; Eph. 6:23; Phil. 2:11;
1 Tim. 1:2; Titus | :4; cf. 2 Pet. 1:17; Jude I). I nseveral instances, God
is referred to as “the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ” or some mod-
ification of that idea (Rom. 15:6; 2 Cor. 1:3; 11:31; Eph. 1:3; Col.
1:3; Heb. 1:5 [“1 will be to him a father”]; | Pet. 1:3).

Richardson contends that these phrases have special meaning in
the sense that God is Father, not because we are sons, for in that case
He would be Father only in a secondary sense. Rather, He is Father
because Christ is truly His Son. The Father is dependent not on our
sonship but on Christ's sonship. Christ is “the source of Fatherhood.”
Thas, by our being en Christd, “God is really and essentially our
Father."24

O¢casionally, a qualifying word concerning the nature of the
Father appears. such as “the Father of glory” (Eph. 1:17; cf. Rom.
6:4); “the Father of mercies” (2 Cor. }:3); “the Father of spirits” (Heb.
12:9); “the Father of lights” (James 1:17); e al.

Special note must be taken of certain passages, where it might
be misconstrued that the writers are thinking of God as Father of
mankind but where the emphasis falls rather upon the community
of believers who have the right to call Him Father. For example, in
1 Cor. 8:6 Paul sets God the Father over against the heathen gods,
which do not exist. He writes: “Yet for us there is one God, the Father,
from whom are all things and for whom we exist.” Pleading with
the Corinthians not to be yoked to unbelievers, Paul quotes from
several Old Testament scriptures for support, One of these declares,
“1 will be a father to you, and you shall be my sons and daughters,
says the Lord Almighty” (2 Cor. 6:18).

Among the seven unities in Eph. 4:4-6, Paul includes the phrase
“one God and Father of us all.” Quite obviously, when he makes this
reference. the apostle has in mind the believing community and not
the whole of mankind. These verses, along with others, emphasize

23. [(bid, p. 29.
24. Introduction 1o the Theologyofthe NT, p. 264.
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that the Church is the New Israel. In the Old Testament it is to Israel
in a primary sense that God is Father. Manson says:
In the Old Testament God is the Father of Israel in the sense

that he is founder and creator of the nation (Deut. 32:6; Isa. 63:

16; Mal. 2:10). . . . Fatherhood in the Old Testament relates pecu-

liarly to the historical event of the deliverance of the people of

Israel from Egypt. This act by which Yahweh becomes the Father

of Israel is adoption rather than creation.?®

Manson thus concludes that God is “the creator of all the peo-
ple; but Israel is in a special sense his son (Hos. 1i:1), even his first-
born (Exod. 4:22; Jer. 31:9).”? Likewise in the New Testament the
fatherhood of God relates peculiarly to the Church (cf. Gal. |:4;
Heb. 12:3-11; | Pet. 1:17), which is the true Israel (Gal. 6:16).

The most significant occurrences of the father concept are found
in Paul’s explications of sonship in Rom. 8:15 and Gal. 4:6-7. Because
of our sinfulness, Paul writes, we are no longer sons through crea-
tion. One becomes a son only through adoption. The proof of his new
relationship to the Father is that he receives the Spirit of adoption,
whereby he is entitled to address God as “Abba, Father.” Following
Jesus, then, the apostle applies fatherhood to soteriological matters.
God is Father only to believers as adopted sons. As “children of God”
we are “heirs of God” and “fellow heirs with Christ” (Rom. 8:17), and
no longerslaves (Gal. 4:7). Jeremias notes that “the ancient Christian
liturgies show their awareness of the greatness of this gift [sonship]
in that they preface the Lord’s Prayer with the words: ‘We make bold
to say: Our Father'."#

In summary, the dual concepts of kingship and fatherhood as
announced by the New Testament writers should not be considered
polarities. Since both are centrally redemptive in their thrust, they
should be brought together and hyphenated. It is proper to speak of
God as the Father-King. His sovereignty must not be conceived as
arbitrary or in any sense tyrannical; it is mixed with mercy and love.
While He exercises rulership over the whole of the created order,
that rulership is guided by His desire to enter into a saving relation-
ship with His creatures.

The redeeming gifts of “God the Father and our Lord Jesus
Christ,” says Paul, are “grace and peace” (Gal. 1:3). God the Father
wishes to be addressed as “Abba,” and He further desires that His

25. Teachings of Jesus. p. 91.
26. bid,
27. Central Message of the New Testament, P. 29.
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children accept His disciplinary actions when necessary. By so doing
we “share his holiness” and enjoy “the peaceful fruit of righteous-
ness” (Heb. 12:9-11). When we are adopted into His family, we at the
same time become subjects in loving obedience to the King of Kings
and Lord of Lords. To be a citizen of the kingdom of God is to be a
member of the family of God.

Paul approaches a unijon of these ideas in two places in particu-
lar. In Eph. 2:11-19, he reminds the recipients that through Christ
they “have access by one Spirit to the Father” (v. 18). As a result,
they are no longer strangers and sojourners, but “fellow citizens
{sumpolitai] with the saints and members of the household of God
{oikeioi tou theouj” (v. 19). In the majestic resurrection chapter in | Co-
rinthians, the apostle glimpses the future and declares: “Then comes
the end, when he [Christ] delivers the kingdom to God the Father
after destroying every rule and every authority and power” (15:24).



14

The Servant Spirit

When the Israelites of the Old Testament order met for worship,
they recited together the Shema.! confessing that “the Lord our God
is one Lord” (Deut. 6:4-5). This dominating and persistent Jewish
confession that “God is One” was transmitted through the synagogue
and Christ into the Christian community. The learned scribe asked
the Master which commandment was the central one of all the com-
mandments of God. and He responded by quoting the Shema (Mark
12:28 ff.). Paul employs monotheistic formulas frequently (Rom. 3:30;
16:27; 1 Cor. 8:4; Gal. 3:20; | Thess. 1:9; [ Tim. 1:17). James 2:19
states in typically creedal form, “God is one.” tn a doxological exalta-
tion, Jude speaks of “the only God, our Saviour through Jesus Christ
our Lord” (v. 25). The Early Church, in keeping with her Hebrew
heritage, especially as it was mediated through such strong leaders
as Paul and James, did not surrender the great doctrine of the One-
ness of God. Reflecting on these facts, Stauffer comments: “Such
monotheistic formulae are not in any way compromised by the
Church’s christology.”

[. FORMULAS OF THREENESS

The Early Church developed, however, along with her commitment
to the old faith, a trinitarian doctrine. The formulated dogma ap-
peared later in the period of the ecclesiastical councils, but the

1. Shemaisthe first Hebrew word in the creed:; it is transtated “Hear.”
2. NT Thedogy. p.243.
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embryonic elements come to expression in the New Testament
trinitarian formulas.? Jesus commissioned His disciples to “go there-
fore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirii” {Matt. 28:19).
This same triad, “Father-Son [or Christ, Lord]-Spirit,” also appears in
several other places in the Pauline and General Epistles {{ Cor.
12:3ff; 2 Cor. 1:211{,; 13:14; 2 Thess. 2:13; 1 Pet. 1:2).

The New Testament writers understand God in a threefold
sense, that is, in terms of trinity—God the Father, God the Son, and
God the Holy Spirit. While God is for the Early Church indisputably
One, He 1s at the same time. Three. Threeness must no1 be taken in
the sense of tritheism, that is to say, that there are three differem
Gods, namely. one God who is Father, one God who is Son, and one
God who is Holy Spirit. Rather, as Edwin Lewis states: “He is a
unitary Being whose inner life has a threefoldness which we describe
as respectively the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirii.”* For the
New Testament writers, the accents in these triadic formulas fall
equally upon the word “God"” and upon the words “Father.S«n. and
Holy Spirit.”

Careful examination of the relevant passages where creation,
redemption, and sanctification are discussed will reveal that Christ
and the Holy Spirit function in equality with God in determining the
course of these activities. As Richardson concludes, “In every activity
of each of the three ‘persons’ of the Godhead it is always the one-and-
the-same-God who acts.”” Yet subordinate roles are suggested for the
Son and Holy Spirit. In relation to the Son, the Holy Spir1 acts in a
self-effacing manner. not calling attention to himself {John 16:14-15).

Having admitted this dependent element in the redemption
process, the truth nevertheless persists that Christ and the Spirit
are coequally God. Paul can write of the “Spirit of God,” the “Spirit
of Christ,” and “Christ” with no change of subject:

You are not in the flesh, you are in the Spirit, if the Spirit of God really
dwells in you. Any one who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong

fo him_ But if Christ is in you. although your bodies are dead because of sin.

your spirits are alive because of righieousness. If the Spirit of him who raised

Jesus from the dead dwells in you., he who raised Christ Jesus from the

dead will give iife 10 your mortal bodies also through his Spirit which dwells

in you {Romm. 8:9- L ; cf. also Gal. 4:6).

3. Ibid.p. 252.
4. The Min'istry of the Holy Spirit{Nashville, Tenn.: Tidings, 1944), p. 25.
5. Introductiontothe TheologyoStheNT. p. 123.



The Servant Spirit / 241

But what is meant when we speak of God as Spirit? If we use a
small s in the word spirit, we simply signify that God is not body. He
exists without the normal bodily limitations of men. He is of the
spirit world; He transcends the limits of man’s observation and
action. On the other hand, if the S is capitalized, we are suggesting
the Holy Spirit. “Holy Spirit” describes one of the personal expres-
sions of Deity. The New Testament writers distinguish between God
functioning as Father, God functioning as Son, and God functioning
as Holy Spirit. Thus, Holy Spirit represents one of God’s ways of being
God.

What about the personhood of the Spirit? John's Gospel
identifies to Pneuma (a neuter noun) as ho Paraklétos (a masculine
noun; 14:26; cf. also 14:15-16; 15:26-27; 16:7-11). Notice also the use
of the masculine pronouns in 14:26; 15:26; 16:7-8, 13-14 (ekeinos and
autos). These can in no way be interpreted as signifying a tendency
or influence.® “But the Counselor [Parakiétos], the Holy Spirit, whom
{ho] the Father will send in my name, he [ekeinos) will teach you all
things™ (14:26). “But when the Counselor [Paraklétos] comes, whom
fho} | shall send to you from the Father. even the Spirit of truth, who
proceeds [ho] from the Father, he [ekeinos/ will bear witniess to me”
(19:26).

The Pauline corpus readily supports the view that the Holy
Spirit is a person. The Spirit “wills* (1 Cor. 12:11), “leads” (Rom.
8:14), “teaches” (1 Cor. 2:13). All of these actions are functions prop-
erly associated with persons. Paul’s doxology in 2 Cor. 13:14 gives
distinctive place to the Spirit as a person along with the Father and
the Son: “The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God and
the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all.” Likewise in the
“seven unities” in Eph. 4:4-6, the Spirit is listed along with the Father
and the Son, suggesting that He has divine status with the other two
members of the Godhead-—and surely implying personhood.

The sending of the Spirit is an activity of both the Father and the
Son, but John 15:26 says that He “‘proceeds [ekporeuetai} from the
Father.” We should not, however, overload the verb theologically.
The temporal mission of witnessing to Christ by the Holy Spirit
seemns to be the focus of the verse rather than “eternal procession.”
The work of the Spirit is that of continuing the ministry of Jesus in

6. Ct. Raymond E. Brown, “The Gospel According to John,” The Anchor Bible
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co, 1970). 2:639, 650, 1135-43; Leon Marris, The
Gospel According to John, NICNT (1971), p. 683.
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the world. The historic work of Christ v.1: temporal. [t commenced
at a particular time in history and concluded at a specific time. The
Spirit’s work, however, goes on “perpetually accomplishing the ful-
fillment of the great saving process.”

I1. THE SPIRIT AS SERVANT

Edwin Lewis recommends that we think of the Holy Spirit as “God
the Servant.”” He writes:
The words “Father” and “Son” convey a definite mcaning to

us, becausc they indicate a relation which our own experience

cnables us 1o understand. The case is different with “RHoly Spirit.”

1t suggests something vague, elusive, intangible. We ralk about the

Holy Spirit as One who does dcfinite things, but the name he

bears dues not indicate his office.8

“Servant” is a valid description because He uniquely serves the
Father and the Son, who have sent Him. “He will not speak on his
own authority, but whatever he hears he will speak” (John 16:13).
The Holy Spirit has the task of effecting the divine purposes in the
world. Accordingly, in whatever way God acts in the world, He acts
by and through this Third Person.

To speak of the Holy Spirit as Servant is to speak of the redeem-
ing activity of God ia the world in this post-Resurrection time. The
Holy Spirit is essentially God in action, or God-at-work saving men.
The New Testament writess preserved the teaching of the Old Testa-
ment, for there the Spirit of God is essentially “the power or presence
of God at work in the world. He works . . . through his Spirit.”® With-
out denying the concept of person as applied to the Spirit, it can be
asserted that “the very idea of the divinc Spirit is the sense of activity
and power.”*® The Spirit is God’s dunamis (power) in action, creating
the Church and enabling the Church to witness to the world."

In the history of salvation. Pentecost becomes an important
event in the Spirit's function because it signalizes the universalizing
of God's saving activity. The Spirit is “God-at-hand” in a way He has
never been before in redemptive purposes. Peter preached: “For the

7. Ministry of the Spirit, p. 3.

8. Id.

9. Filson, Jexus Chiist the Risent Lord, n. 156,

0. ihid.p. 157,

. Notice the references to the Spirie as “the SPirit o power™: Rors. 15532,
Y Cor, 24 mph. S 2 Vi )y,
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promise is to you and to your children and to all that are far off,
every one whom the l.ord our God calls to him” (Acts 2:39). The
Church is brought into existence as “an extension of the incarnation”
and provides the basic channel through which the Spirit can work.
It remains, now, for us to explore with our New Testament writers
how they conceive the ministry of the Holy Spirit.

This ministry in the history of mankind and in the life of
the Church is manifold. There is some justification in concluding
that the Spirit has assumed all the divine redemptive responsibilities.
In the New Testament the Spirit is pictured as the Inspirer and Inter-
preter of the Scriptures, the Interceder for men, the Administrator of
salvation, and the Life-giver of the Church. Once again, it must be em-
phasized that the concept of the Spirit in the Christian tradition
signifies the redemptive activity of God in this post-Resurrection and
post-Pentecostal period of the Church.

1I1. THE INSPIRER AND INTERPRETER OF THE SCRIPTURES

When referring to the Spirit as the Source of the Scriptures, we are
restricted to Peter and Paul primarily. The Epistle to the Hebrews
expressly states in three instances that the Holy Spirit speaks through
the Scriptures, but beyond that has nothing to offer as to the Spirit’s
role in bringing the written Word into being (3:7; 9:8; 10:15; f.
4:12). Paul's statement appears in his correspondence with Timothy.
“All scripture is inspired by God [pasa graphé theopneustos/ and profit-
able for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righ-
teousness” (2 Tim. 3:i6).2 Quite obviously, since there were 1o
canonized New Testament writings at the time, Paul is making refer-
ence to the Old Testament. However, the apostle has announced the
fact of inspiration, which simply asserts that the Holy Scriptures came
into existence through special acis of God. His central concern here
is to show that the old writings are valuable for the instruction of the
young Christian in fostering maturation and preparation for effective
living and serving.

Peter's statement offers more explicit information. He is
desirous of emphasizing care in the interpretation of the Scripture,
but in so doing he gives expression to the truth that the Holy Spirit

12. The Greek text hasne verb form in this sentence: it is necessary to suppty
one. A valid transtation is “Every God-inspired [theopaeustos!scripture is also profitabte
for teaching.”
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inspired men to write the Word. “First of all you must understand
this, that no prophecy of scripture is a matter of one’s own interpre-
tation, because no prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but
men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God [ hupo pneumatos hagion
pheromenoi elalésan apo theou anthropoijf” (2 Pet. 1:20-21). Inspiration by
the Holy Spirit is indisputably affirmed in this passage.

In creating the Scriptures, the Holy Spirit chose “holy men” who
were willing to be “carried along”" by Him into the unimpeachable
truth of the gospel. As chosen men, their minds were “elevated” or
granted an enlargement of understanding and conception beyond
that of natural man. Wiley adds the factor of “suggestion” by which
is meant “a direct and immediate suggestion from God to man by the
Spirit as to the thoughts which he shall use or even the very words
which he shall employ in order to make them agencies in conveying
His will to others.”* The biblical record does not systematize this
process of inspiration, but it does strongly affirm that the work of the
Holy Spirit in the process was for the purpose of creating an “infal-
lible word of God, an authoritative rule of faith and practice for the
church.”

It follows necessarily that if the Holy Spirit inspires the writings,
He also would be intimately involved in their interpretation. Qur
writers assert that He is Spiritus Interpres Scripturae (“Interpreter of the
Scriptures”). Peter makes clear (2 Pet. 1:20-21)that the interpretation
cannot be a private enterprise’ because the Spirit must be taken into
account as the One who inspired it. There must be dependence upon
the ministry of the Spirit in the task of explicating Holy Writ.

Pursuing lines of thought similar to Peter’s, the Lord is recorded
in the Gospel of John as saying that the Spirit will “teach you all
things” (14:26) and “'guide you into all truth” (16:13). Also, the
Apostle Paul writes to the Corinthians: “ ‘What no eye has seen, nor
ear heard, nor the heart of man conceived. what God has prepared
for those who love him,” God has revealed to us through the Spirit.

13. Pheromienciis a participial form [rom the verb pherd, which is translated “to
bear” or “to carty along.” The N1V of 2 Pet. 1:21 properly rcads: “but men spokce from
God as they were carried along by the Holy $pirit.”

4. Christian Theology, 1:170.

15. The noun épifuseds is used but once in the New Testarnent. although the verls
{fonm appearsin Mark 4:34 and Acts 19:39. In both instances it means to unravel a
problem. Litcrally, epifuseos means “untying.” Cf. Michael Green, The Second Episile of
Peter. “The Tyndale New Testament Commentaries” (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1968), pp. 89-92.
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... So also no one comprehends the thoughts of God except the Spirit
of God. Now we have received not the spirit of the world, but the
Spirit which is from God, that we might understand the gifts be-
stowed on us by God. And we impart this in words not taught by
human wisdom but taught by the Spirit, interpreting the spiritual
truths to those who possess the Spirit” (} Cor. 2:9-13).

For Paul, the Spirit is the Grand Interpreter of things spiritual.
But the apostle goes further and applies this thesis to the exposition
of the Scriptures (2 Cor. 3:12-18). He declares that the Jews read the
old Scriptures faithfully but they do not understand them. A veil,
like that which they wear in synagogues when the Word is read,
has covered the Old Covenant. Paul recalls that when Moses came
down from Mount Sinai, he, too, wore a veil to hide the fading splen-
dor on his face (Exodus 34). Similarly there is a veil over the Scrip-
tures.

But now through Christ that hindrance has been removed, and
those who have “the Spirit of Christ” can understand the Old Cove-
nant.'* Thus, “with unveiled face,” that is, with the acceptance of
Christ and the reception of His Spirit. Christians can penetrate the
mysteries of God and thereby be changed into Christ’s likeness. The
veil is lifted from the Scriptures whenever men turn to Christ, and
when His Spirit becomes the Interpreter of divine matters to them."”

IV. THE ADMINISTRATOR OF SALVATION

The author of Hebrews, in pleading with his readers to remain faith-
ful to God in times of persecution, warns of the punishment that will
come to those who have “spurned the Son of God, and profaned the
blood of the covenant . . . and outraged the Spirit of grace” (10:29).
The choice of the phrase “the Spirit of grace” is a delightful one. Un-
like any other biblical terminology, it expresses the Servanthcod of
the Spirit in bringing to human life that which was intended by the
divine will. if grace signifies God’s gif t of new life through the Spirit,
then indeed it is proper tospeak of the Spirit as “the Spirit of grace,”
for His primary ministry is that of administering God’s salvation.

16. Peter's view of the OT prophets’ understanding of the divine plan grants
that they possessed “the Spirit of Christ”{1 Pet. 1:10-1 1).

17. Cf. John 5:39; Stauffer, New Testament Theology. p. 174: “The primitive Church
gave the established understanding and exegesis of the OT a thoroughgoing
reorientation.”
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At every point in the jourmey of spiritually needy mankind, from
conviction through initial redemption to the possession of the ulti-
mate spiritual home, the Spirit works with him.

The Spirit, acting as the Spirit of liberty, releases men from the
bondage to the law (Gal. 5:13-18; cf. Rom. 8:2; 2 Cor. 3:6). The Holy
Spirit enables men to confess Christ as Lord (1 Cor. 12:3; cf. | John
4:2). Regeneration [poliggenesias/ and renewal {anakaidsis/ are effected
by the ministiy of the Spirit (Titus 3:5). He isthe Spirit of life, who
breathes life into believers (cf. 1 Cor. 15:45). Heb. 6:4 speaks of be-
coming “partakers of the Holy Spirit” in the same context in which
reference is made to “tasting the heavenly gift”-—obviously a refer-
ence to the divine life. The Spirit is also the Spirit of adoption, since
He witnesses to the believer that he is accepted into the family of
God and has the right of addressing God as “Abba” (Rom. 8:12-17;
Gal. 4:6-7).18

Moreover, the Spirit strengthens the inner life (Eph. 3:17), in-
dwells and fills (Rom. 8:9; Eph. 5:18; 2 Tim. | :14), sanctifies (2 Thess.
2:13; 1 Pet. 1:2), leads (Gal. 5:18). and produces in the Christian the
nine spiritual graces called “the fruit of the Spirit.”” namely, love, joy.
peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, and self-
control {Gal. 5:22-23; cf. Rom. 5:5; 14:17). The Spirit also seals the
God-possessed until the day of redemption {Eph. 1:13-14; 4:30; f.
2 Cor. 1:22). Of special importance is Paul’s reference to the Spirit’s
ministry in prayer. Whenever the Chiristian is unable to articulate
his petitions, the Holy Spirit prays within him. thus making inter-
cession for him (Rom. 8:26-27). This intercessory role of the Spirit is
based upon His knowledge of the will of God.

Redeemed men, at least for Paul. are Spirit-endowed men. Bap-
tism is the sign of admission into the Christian life as well as the sign
of the initial reception of the Holy Spirit. “For by one Spirit we were
all baptized into one body—Jews or Greeks, slaves or free—and all
were made to drink of one spirit” {1 Cor. 12:13; cf. Titus 3:5, “wash-
ing . . . by the Holy Spirit”). Christians are the pneumatikoi. the Spirit-
indwelt ones; non-Christians are sarkikoi. ftesh-controlled men (1 Cor.

18. After reviewing what is written in the New Testament as a whotle, one can
agree with Stauffer’s conclusion that Paul's “most d stinctive contribution Ito the
concept of the Spirit] concerns the realization of the Spirit in the personat life of the
believer” {NT Theology. p. 166). Basil of Caesarea considered this the greatest witness
forthe inclusion of the Holy Spirit in the Trinity. Cf. W. Pannenberg, J&sus—God and
Man. Trans, Lewis 1. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe (Phitadeiphia: The Westminster
Press, 1968). pp. 172-73.
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2:13—3:3; 14:37; Gal. 6:1). This distinction surfaces also in Paul's
famous antithesis, kata pneuma and kata sarka. in Rom. 8:1-8. Chris-
tians live in conformity with the Spirit's mode of action.

V. THE LIFE OF THE CHURCH

The fellowship (koinomia) into which Christians are born is the fellow-
ship of the Holy Spirit (2 Cor. 13:14; Phil. 2:1). This communion is
maintained only by the unity-creating Spirit. Paul exhorts the Ephe-
sians to be “eager to maintain the unity of the Spirit in the bond of
peace” (4:3). In combating the schism at Corinth, Paul appeals to
their understanding of the nature of the Church as the temple of
God's Spirit. He questions rhetorically: “Do you not know that you
are God's temple and that God's Spirit dwells in you? If anyone
destroys God's temple, God will destroy him. For God's temple is
holy, and that temple you are” (1 Cor. 3:16-17).

True worship in the Church is Spirit-prompted according to
Paul (1 Corinthians 12—14; Eph. 5:18-20). Also, a variety of gifts is
given the members of this fellowship for the purpose of witnessing to
the world and of edifying the believers (1 Cor. 12:8-10; Eph. 4:11-16).
Though not explicitly stated in them, the pastoral letters of Paul
recognize the ministry of the Spirit in preparing and selecting
preachers, teachers, and evangelists for the Church. The ministry of
the Spirit is so essential to creating and maintaining the Church that
all members must keep open to the Spirit’s leadership. To “quench
the Spirit” is tantamount to destroying the Church and her ministry
(1 Thess. 5:19).

H. Wheeler Robinson speaks about “the kenosis of the Spirit.”
He means “that God as Holy Spirit enters into a relation to human
nature which is comparable with that of the [ncarnation of the Son
of God at a particular point of human history.”*® If this is true, then
the Church is “the extension of the incarnation” because her mem-
bers possess the Spirit. The presence of the Spirit is indeed the
presence of Christ.2® The conclusion of this thought is simply that the
concept of God as Spirit indicates the continuing redemptive activity
of God in history. The incarnation of the Spirit creates the Church
which is the servant of the now-ascended Christ.

19. Redemption and Revelation (New York: Harper and Bros., 1942), p. 290.
20. Cf. George S. Hendry, The Gospel o the Incarnation (Phiadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1958), p. 159.
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The eschatological character of the bestowal of the Spirit is also
emphasized in the New Testament. The outpouring of the Spirit at
Pentecost was the fulfillment of Joel's prophecy [or the end of days
(Acts 2:1 ff.). Paul speaks of the gift of the Spirit as “the first fruits*
(Rom. 8:23) or the “guarantee” (2 Cor. 1:22; 5:5) of future glory. Ac-
cording to Heb. 6:4ff., the baptized, who have become partakers of
the Holy Spirit, have already “tasted . . . the powers of the age to
come.” | Peter speaks of those “sanctified by the Spirit” as "heirs-
apparent of the eschatological salvation soon to appear.”

The “futurity” of the Spirit’s work cannot be gainsaid. Richard-
son concurs: “The Holy Spirit is the gift of God's presence and power
within us in this life and the pledge of the fullness of the divine life
that will be ours in the Age to Come %!

VI. CHRIST AND THE SPIRIT

It remains for us to consider the relationship of the Spirit to Christ.
That the two are to be distinguished is indicated by the New Testa-
ment’s record. Christ, along with the Father, gave the Spirit to the
Church. Referring unquestionably to the Holy Spirit, Jesus tells the
disciples, “And behold, | send the promise of my Father upon you;
but stay in the city until you are clothed with power from on high*
(Luke 24:49; Acts {:4, 8). John 15:26 reads: “But when the Counselor
comes, whom | shall send to you from the Father, even the Spirit of
truth, who proceeds from the Father, he will bear witness to me.”
The note in John 7:39 also acknowledges the distinction. “Now this
he said about the Spirit, which those who believed in him were to
receive; for as yet the Spirit had not been given, because Jesus was
not yet glorified.” Moreover, the trinitarian formulas, to which we
have already referred, offer further evidence that the New Testa-
ment writers did not conceive of the Holy Spirit and Christ as being
essentially one. The doxology of Paul in 2 Cor. 13:14 also supports the
separation.

On the other hand, several passages suggest identification. Paul
employs the term prieuma in referring to Christ: “God has sent the
Spirit of his Son into our hearts” (Gal. 4:6); “Now the Lord is the
Spirit” and “where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty” (2 Cor.
3:17); “from the Lord who is the Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:18); “the Spirit of

21. Initroductiori 10 the Theoloyyo S the NT, p. | 16.
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Jesus” (Phil. 1:19). The most important of the apostle’s statements is
found in Rom. 8:9-1t, where he employs “Spirit of God,” “Spirit of
Christ,” and “Spirit” interchangeably (cf. 1 Pet. 1:10-12).

This apparent looseness of terminology has brought a variety of
reactions. George Barker Stevens concludes:

The Spirit is at once distinguished from Christ and identified

with Christ. This in itself is proof enough that Paul could not have

had any such fixed, definite conception of the Spirit as theology

afterwards undertook to define. . . . His point of view was re-

ligious, not theoretical.??
Filson simply acknowledges the fact that “the New Testament writ-
ers do not keep them clearly separate” but he does not offer any sug-
gestions as to how this would be possible for the biblical writer.?

Richardson attempts to come to grips with the problem by sug-
gesting that the three Members of the Trinity are simultaneously
involved in redemption. The interchangeable terminology might
simply represent difference of emphasis, as in the case of Paul dis-
tinguishing between the exalted Christ as Intercessor and the Spirit
as Intercessor in Rom. 8:26 and 34. “The Spirit intercedes within us,
even in our most inarticulate groanings, while Christ intercedes for
us ‘at the right hand of God.” "%

Pannenberg asserts that Paul does not make any “qualitative
distinction between the present reality of the Spirit and that of the
resurrected Lord just as elsewhere he can speak almost promiscuous-
ly of the dwelling of the Spirit and of Christ in the believers (Rom.
8:91).” He then goes on to suggest that the primitive community
lived “so close to the Easter event and so much in the expectation of
Jesus’ imminent Parousia that its own present was wholly saturated
by this.”?* The difference between the Spirit’s activity in the com-
munity in the absence of the Lord only begins to develop in Paul's
debate with the Corinthians. Pannenberg thus concludes:

The independence of the Spirit, which became increasingly
clear with increasing distance {rom the Easter event and with the
decreasing expectation of the nearness of the eschaton, can be taken
as an indication that a third independent moment in God’s
essence is to be assumed only when a personal relation and thus
also a difference of the Spirit from the Son can be demonstrated.*

22. The Theology of the New Testament (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1899),
Pp. 443-45.

23. Jesus Chrisi the Risen Lord, p. 179.

24, Introductionto the Theology ofthe NT, pp. |123-24.

25. Jesus, God and Man. p. 178.

26. Ibid.p. 179.
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While this explanation does not offer us a fully satisfying solution to
this knotty problem, it does emphasize the “unity of God in all the
difference of his three modes of being which diverge in the revelatory
event."??

In summary, to speak of God as Spirit is notonly to declare the
threefoldness of His nature but to acknowledge His servanthood in
seeking to redeem His creatures. God as Spirit means God-in-action
and God-at-hand in a way He has never been before. Intimately and
powerfully God through His Spirit makes redeemingly effective in
the lives of men that which He provided in His Son. Through the
Spirit, the work of Christ is made continuous and universal. This
occurs through the Church which bears the image of Christ and be-
comes the medium through which the Incarnation is extended into
all history and to all men.

27. thid.



Section Two

The Creature of
God's Saving Concern

15

The New Testament
View of Man

Man, the subject of God's redemptive concern, is also the preoccupa-
tion of much current science and philosophy. Almost all the social
sciences have a vital stake in this field of inquiry if they are to know
the directions which education, science, and the state must take to
resolve conflicts and control behavior. Is man a product of blind
chance, unprogrammed but sociologically and genetically manipula-
ble? Is he merely an “electrochemical machine”? Is he totally a
product of his genes and environment, whose “freedom” is an illu-
sion, as believed by Skinner?' Or, in a different vein, is man, as be-

1. See Francis A. Schaeffer, Back to Freedom and Dignity (Downers Grove, 11b.:
Inter-Varsity Press, 1972), for a discussion of some of these views.

251



252 / God, Man, and Salvation

lieved by Teilhard de Chardin, “the spearhead of the evolutionary
process, whose end is in God"??

“Today, more than at any time,” comments G. C. Berkouwer,
“the question, ‘What is man?’ is at the center of theological and
philosophical concern.”” The problem is not just in acquiring facts
about man as an object of study, but of attaining to a real and valid
self-knowledge. How can we know man if we do not know our-
selves? Berkouwer points out the inner hiddenness of individual
man, and adds:

He can indeed obtain all sorts of theoretical knowledge. and
work up various views on the ontological “composition” of man’s
nature—but this does not answer the question, What is man?. The
way to self-knowledge appears blocked. closed with impassable
barricades. And hence we need not wonder that the question
again arises whether it is possible either by way of science or of
inner examination to acquire knowledge of man, or whether it is
not religion alone which furnishes the most profound source of
self-knowledge.*

The view of man found in the Bible is of a being in personal and
morai refation to God. Karl Barth says that man’s nature “must from
the very beginning be understood as a nature standing in some kind of
relation to God.”> Berkouwer insists that “man cannot be understood
apart from this relation” since it is not something added to a nature
otherwise complete and self-contained, but “is essential and consti-
tutive for man's nature.”¢

I. CONTINUITY WITH THE OLD TESTAMENT

At no point is the overarching unity of the two Testaments seen more
strikingly than in the fact that the New Testament advances no new
or novel view of man. However, as we shall see, certain aspects of
man'’s nature are clarified and brought into sharp focus. (For the O!d
Testament doctrine of man, see Chapter 3.)

That “all things” were created by God, as affirmed in Genesis, is

2. William Nichoils, ed.. Conflicing Images of Man (New York: The Seabury Press,
1966}, p. S: see Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Pheromerton of Man, for exposition of
his views.

3. Man: The Image of God(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publsshing Co.,
1962). p. 9.

4. Ibid.p. 20.

S. Kirchliche Dogmatick. 3:2:83 1. Quoted by 8erkouwer, p. 23.

6. Man: The Image 0fGad, p. 23 ; sec pp. 29-35,
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everywhere assumed in the New Testament (Eph. 3:9; Mark 13:19).
The special creation of man as a unique and climactic being is also
affirmed. In the creative week God made man “male and female,”
said Jesus (Mark 10:6). Paul informed the Athenians that God not
only “made the world and everything in it” but also “He made from
one every nation of men” (Acts 17:24, 26). All peoples have one com-
mon progenitor, Adam, who himself was created apart from all other
creation by a special act of God.”

A. Dignity and Destiny

The Psalmist’s insight into man’s nobility is echoed in Hebrews,
“Thou didst make him for a little while lower than the angels, thou
hast crowned him with glory and honor” (2:7-8). Here is the biblical
answer to the inescapable question. “What is man?” God's original
design for man, lost througli the Fall but to be recovered in Christ,
was almost inconceivably lofty, far exceeding the temporary limita-
tions of an earthly biological organism. This destiny is expressed as
God “putting everything in subjection under his feet” {v. 8). The
“obsolescent dispensation” of law may have been committed to
angels (Heb. 2:2), but a greater glory is man's, in that even the “world
to come” (v. 5) is to be “under human dominion and administration.
The angels are left behind; there is no room for angelic govern-
ment.”* This ultimate destiny in its grandeur and majesty far sur-
passes the initiatory commission in the Gardesn to subdue the animal
order (cf. Ps. 8:7).

Some Bible students associate God's purpose for man as being
His means of effecting a final and eternal conquest of Satan's king-
dom of darkness. Man was placed on earth “to counteract the devil,”
said Oswald Chambers.® The glory of God is not to be displayed by
conquering fallen angels with unfallen angels, but by means of a
very vulnerable being who, though physically and intellectually in-
ferior, possesses moral potential sufficient to vindicate God and foil

7. Vine calls attermion to the [act that the word fizo and its variants, found
throughout the New Testament lor God's creative activity, was used consistently by
the Greeks for man’s creative activity, but never for God's. This Vine sees as a “'sig-
nificant confirmation” of Rom. 1:20-21. Since man would have deduced a human
maker from human aitifacts. he should equally have deduced a Divine Maker from
the physical order; “so that they are without excuse.” Expository Dictionary of New
Testament Words (Westwood, N_J.: Fleming H. Revell Co,, reprint, 1966), p. 255.

8. Marcus Dod, “The Epistle to the Hebrews,” Thr Expousitor's Greek Testament
{Grand Rapids, Mich.: wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1967), 4-263.

9. Biblical Psychology (London: Simpkin Marshall, Ltd. [1941], reprint, 1948}, p. 4.



254 / God, Man, and Salvation

Satan. Such a being, whose power is moral rather than physical,
can retake this derelict globe for the eternal kingdom of God. Eric
Sauer represents this view in the words: “Thus man’s appointed
vocation in Paradise consisted in the winning back of the earth for
God. and this again was based on the sovereignty of God over man
and the sovereignty of man over the earth.”'

But greater by far than man’s destiny to rule, or even being an
instrument in the conquest of evil, is his appointment to fellowship
eternally with God as a son. The redemptive recevery of our right to
become “children of God” (John 1:12} reflects the original design, a
plan never abandoned or modified {cf. 2 Pet. 1:4; Gal. 4:6-7).

B. The Divine Image

The Greek equivalent to the Hebrew word sefem. “image,” is eikon,
found 20 times in the New Testament. The teaching of the Old Testa-
ment that man was created in God’s image governs the thinking of
the New, not so much in numerous specific references as in total
approach. Man's creation in God's likeness is seen by James as the
basis of the sanctity of the person (3:9), reminiscent of Gen. 9:6. Peter
had to learn that he should “not call any man common or unclean”
{Acts 10:28). Paul would likely have explained this inherent value of
every man by repeating his endorsement of the Greek poets, “For we
are indeed his offspring™ (Acts 17:28-29). The word here is genos, in
this case meaning posterity. “family.”" What the Greeks traced to
their gods Pau! ascribed to Yahweh; but he meant not a polytheistic
procreation but a kinship based on creation.!?

It is most important to see that these references to man'’s like-
ness to God are not dependent on redemption, but refer to man as he
is. even in his sinful state. No matter how corrupt, man remains the
one terrestrial being which in nature is essentially godlike. What is
commonly called the natural image is not totally effaced by sin. There

10. The King of the Earth (Grand Rapids. Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
1962, p. 92.

11. Marvin R, Vincentsays: “A line from Aratus, a poet of Paui’'s own province
of Cilicia. The same words occur in the fine hymn of Cleanthes to Jove. Hence the
words, ‘'Some of your own poets’.”’ From Word Studies in the New Testamen: (Grand
Rapids. Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co. 1965 118871}, 1:545.

12. Paul here follows “Stoic belief in ascribing retationship with God to att men
on the basis of their existence.” believes Buchsel. in Theolagical Dictionary of the New
Tesiameni. ed. Gerhard Kitte); trans. and ed., Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.. 1969), 1:684.



The New Testament View of Man / 255

is yet a common ground between God and man; otherwise a re-
establishment of amicable relationship would be impossible. The
Bible does not analyze this common ground, but frequent references
to conscience (especially in Paul) and the constant assumption of man's
freedom and responsibility as a moral agent give us some clues. Man
and God are the same kind of being in that they are self-conscious,
self-identifying persons capable of free action, possessing moral sense,
and capable of entering into voluntary, meaningful. and communi-
cating relationships with other persons, both divine and human.
This is the metaphysical basis for fellowship, whether original or
restored."”

C. The Image Marred

The New Testament equally supports the Old in witnessing to man’s
fallenness. While not effaced completely, the image of God in man is
defaced. so that the real man seems to give the lie to ideal man (cf.
Rom. 3:10-15, e al.; see Chapters 16—17). Without biblical data the
social sciences are doomed to perpetual confusion in trying to deter-
mine normality and abnormality, naturalness and unnaturalness. Are
men’s self-destiuctive traits normal or abnormal? is their problem. If
normalcy is determined by what is in fact universally observable,
then self-destructiveness is normal; but if normalcy is determined
by the criterion of orderly and harmonious functioning, man is
abnormal. The biblical data solve the puzzle, for they indicate that
through the dislocation of sin many human traits are now natural
to man as fallen, which are not natural to human nature per se as
created. ‘

Clearly something has gone wrong with this noble masterpiece
of God’s creation who was intended to rule as king of the earth.
Speaking of man’s “deeply ingrained self-centeredness. generating
exploitativeness and envy and mistrust,” Nathan A. Scott, Jr., says:

Man is created in the image of God, made for covenant-
partnership with God and for fellowship with his hurnan neigh-
bors; but he is a good thing spoiled, a creature radically evil, who
changes “the glory of the immortal God for images resembling
mortal man” (Rom. §:23).t+

13. "The essence of the image of God in man,” writes Eric Sauer, "lies in the
spiritual and moral. !t is based on the nature of his inner life on the real substance of
hisspirituzl personality” (King of the Earth. p. 140).

14. Nicholls, Conflicting Images. p. 13.
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II. THE NATURE ®F HUMANNESS

What does it really mean 1o be human? Perhaps an epitomized an-
swer is in Heb. 9:27: “. . . it is appointed for men to die once, and
after that comes judgment.” This declaration says that man is a bio-
logical being now subject to death; but also he is a being whose re-
sponsible, conscious identity does not terminate with death. His
existence is therefore in two parts, pre-death and post-death.

For man to be “judgment bound”” means that he is observed and
held accountable by the Judge; hence he is a moral being. Stage One
therefore must be preparatory for Stage Two; or, to use an old-fash-
ioned word, probationary. Such an epitome of man is compressed in
this verse; and it is equally clear that the verse itself is in many re-
spects an epitome of the entire Bible. As the context shows (Heb.
9:23-28), the Christ-event finds its ultimate meaning in this fact
about man. Man, then, is a being in religious relationship to a Creator
who will treat him as a morally accountable free agent. As such he
experiences both necessity and freedom. “Death” is symbolic of man
viewed from the side of necessity; “judgment” symbolizes man
viewed from the side of freedom and responsibility.

A. "Man” and His “Manness”

The Greek counterpart of the Hebrew adam is anthrépos. “man,” that
is, a human being. This is the generic term, and as such is used with-
out sex distinction; from this term is derived anthropology. The coun-
terpart of the Hebrew ish is anér. a “man,” a “husband.” Often this is
simply a synonym for anthrpos. but is also used when it is desired to
specify males in distinction from women (Matt. 15:38; Luke 1:27,
34; Rom. 7:3; 1 Cor. 11:3-14). Jesus’ favorite self-designation was
“Son of man"” (anthrépos, never aner),

A man may be either evil or good (2 Tim. 3:13-17). Therefore
sin as such is no essential element of “manness.” Implicit also in
anthrdpos is acknowledgment of man’s finiteness and creatureliness
(Heb. 2:6; 1 Pet. 1:24; Rev. 13:18). Very significant, moreover, is Rev.
21:3, which describes a post-judgment, therefore Stage Two scene:
“Behold, the dwelling of God is with men.” Much that now seems
necessary to humanness will have been laid aside, but essential man-
ness will remain. Human nature would seem therefore to consist not
primarily in its earthly, bodily form, but in those modes of being that
are spiritual, relational, and eternal. This is supported by a rather
frequent use of anthripos in reference to the real self encased in flesh,
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as “the hidden person of the heart” (1 Pet. 3:4; cf. Rom. 7:22; 2 Cor.
4:16; Eph. 3:16).

B. Flesh and Body

The Greek sarx. “flesh,” is the counterpart to the Hebrew basar (see
Chapter 3); however, it is further removed from the English word
body, which is represented in the New Testament by soma. The word
sdma, “body,” may be used for man’s form of existence in either Stage
One (2 Cor. 5-8) or Stage Two (1 Cor. 15:35, 44). Sarx. however, is
used only in reference to man on earth.

Body in respect to Stage One is the material, biological house in
which one lives (John 2:21; Rom. 4:19; 2 Cor. 12:2). When the spirit
has departed, it is a corpse destined for decay and dissolution (Luke
23:52; Acts 9:40), but capable in cases of divine miracle of revivifica-
tion (viz., Lazarus, John 11:44; Dorcas. Acts 9:40). The body is not
evil because material; rather, it was divinely created to be the temple
of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19) and an instrument for glorifying God
(v. 20)." Though in itself neutral, the body may be prostituted to the
service of sin (Rom. 1:24, et al.) or presented for the service of God
(Rom. 12:1);* and because it is a vigorous, dynamic organism, it must
be disciplined (1 Cor. 9:27).

The term sarx. “flesh,” however, is not so precise as séma. In gen-
eral it qualifies manness in this earthly setting, with the limitations
of time, space, and matter. Sarx also has the added limitation of
extreme feebleness and transitoriness—man’s momentary liability to
death (2 Cor. 4:11;12:7; Mark 14:38; Jas. 4:14; Phil. 3:3; | Pet. 1:24;
3:18). At times Paul uses sarx also in a distinctively ethical sense,
referring to fallen man; i.e, human nature as infected by sin and
without the Spirit (Rom. 7:5, 18, 25; 8:3, 13; Gal. 5:13-24). A more
detailed study of flesh in this connotation must await our study of the
New Testament doctrine of sin (especially chapter 17).

C. Soul and Spirit

In 1 Cor. 15:45 Paul quotes Gen. 2:7, “the first MAN Adam BECAME A
LIVING SOUL” (NASB). Here in the place of the Hebrew nephesh, “liv-
ing being,” he follows the Septuagint in using the Greek psyché. “soul”

15. Putting “todeath the deeds of the body” (Rom_ 8:13) is to be understood
metaphorically, as a denial of their imperial authority, not as an ascetic re jection of
their legitimate functions.

16, KJV is particularly unfortunate in its use of “vile” for fapeindsis in Phil. 3:21.
NASB: “the body of our humble state.”
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{from which comes psychology). Apparently both Paul and the Septua-
gint translators considered psyché an adequate translation of what is
intended by nephesh. This is a toehold for wider understanding. Millar
Burrows says that psyché may mean (a) simply “life” of “'a particular
person or animal” (Matt. 2:20; Mark 10:45; John !0:11; Rom. 11:3);
or (b) it often stands for “'person” (Acts 27:37; KJV, “souls”). Also (c}
it could be translated by “self,” as possibly in the case of the rich foo!
who said, “’And I will say to my soul’” (Luke 12:19). Though this
idiom is not as common in the New Testament as in the Old, Bur-
rows counsels: “The meaning ‘self’ should therefore be kept in
mind as a possibility wherever the word ‘soul’ is encountered in the
English New Testament; in fact ‘self’ comes as near as any English
word can to a comprehensive rendering of the Greek and the Hebrew
and Aramaic nouns.”?

The matter becomes more complex when we seek to understand
“soul” in relation to pnewma. “spirit” (cf. Hebrew ruach). The delinea-
tion between them is not always sharp or consistent. When Mary
bursts out, “My soul magnifies the Lord, and my spirit rejoices in God
my Savior” (Luke 1:46-47), she illustrates a quite typical inter-
changeability of the two terms in the New Testament (e.g., cf. Luke
23 :46; Acts 2:27).'* Both words may be used for “the immortal part
of man” (Rev. 6:9; 20:4; cf. with | Cor. 5:5; also Acts 7:59).'°

However, we must try to understand certain passages which
seemn to emphasize a real distinction between the two. Paul’s contrast
between Adam as a “living soul” and Christ as a “life-giving spirit”
suggests soul as that which was peculiar to Adam as Stage One man,
while spirit was that peculiar to the glorified Christ as the God-man.

17. An Outl'ine of Biblical Theology (Philadeiphia: The Westminster Press, 1946),

p. 136. There are still other less common usages of psyche. “soul,” such as “heart”
(once, Eph. 6:6), and “mind” (Phil. 1:27, where unity of purpose is meant). A more
siguificant usage relates to the emotional, appetitive, and affectional self. This is likcly
the sense of “soul” in the command totove God “with all yoursoul” (Mark 12:30).
Hence it may be related to splagchnon, bowels, or seai of the affections. suggesting the very
human blending of visceral and spiritual emotions (2 Cor. 6:12; 7:15: Phil. 1:8:2:1;
Col. 3:12; 1 John 3:17).

18. Commenting on Mary's song of praise, Charles L. Childers says: “These two
verses form a typical couplet. which is the simplest stanza form of Hebrew poetry, It
is composed of two parallei lines, the second of which restates the approximate
meaning ofthe first with different words.”” From Beacon Bible Commentary (Kansas
City: Beacon Hill Press, 1964), 6:439.

19. Burrows, Qutline of Biblical Theolagy, p. 137. Also, both spirit and soul are said
to be the subject of salvation, but more frequently the soul (cf. 1 Cor. 5:5 with Heb.
10:39;Jas. 1:21:5:20; 1 Pet. 1:9. 22).



The New Testament View of Man / 259

The one was oriented to human life in the flesh, the other to the
heavenly order (I Cor. 15:45).

A similar contrast is observed in Paul’s use of pneumatikos, *'spir-
itual,” and psychikos. “soulish” or “natural.”” In 1 Corinthians 15 the
contrast concerns the natural body, which dies, and the spiritual
body which will be ours in Stage Two. But more significant for our
immediate purpose is the contrast between the natural man and
spiritual man in 1 Cor. 2:9-15. The man who is merely soulish cannot
understand either spiritual truths or spiritual persons—"“they are
folly to him” {v. 14). Evidently a side of his nature is dormant. Yet, as
a man, even while merely soulish or animal, he possesses what can
be called “the spirit of the man” (v. 11), that which “knows,” or his
personal consciousness and mental activities (“a man’s thoughts™).
But since this spirit has not been regenerated by the Holy Spirit, it is,
even while alert horizontally, dead vertically.

Perhaps it may be said therefore that both soul and spirit are
aspects of man in his total self, but represent the two channels of
communication in human nature as created: the soulish (social, emo-
tional, intellectual, and aesthetic) which communicates outward. and
the spiritual (religious, motivational, and axiological) which com-
municates ¥pward. The spiritual channel is dead to God because man's
receptivity is impaired through sin, and as a consequence even his
soulishness is in progressive decay.

The "soul” can be saved only by saving the man as spirit. Some
such distinction is implied in the assertion that the “word of God”
is sharp enough to pierce “the division of soul and spirit, of joints
and marrow, and discerning the thoughts and intentions of the
heart” (Heb. 4:12). Joints are visible; marrow is not. Who can tell
simply by studying a man outwardly whether the “marrow” of his
spirit is sound? Only the Holy Spirit applying the sword of the Word
can discern whether the thoughts and intentions of a man’s heart are
truly spiritual or only soulish.

Finally we have been reminded that “while man shares spirit
with God, he shares soul with the animals (Gen. 1:21, 24 . . . and
Rev. 16:3). To put it another way, spirit is attributed to man, neverto
animals.”?® A sound conclusion therefore is that the spirit is “that
aspect of the person through which he may be related to God.”*!

20. W.T. Purkiser, Exploring Qur Christian Faith {Kansas City: Beacon Hilt Press,
1960), p. 218.
21. Loc.cit. Asto whether spirit characterizes man as man or oniy regenerate
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D. Hearnt and Conscience

The word kardia, “heart,” is also extremely important in the biblical
view of man, as its 158 instances in the New Testament would sug-
gest. Yet closeness to some usages of “soul” might be suggested by
Eph. 6:6 where psyché is translated “heart.” It is also sufficiently akin
to splagchnon, “bowels,” to justify the translation “heart” in most
modern versions. From the heart’s basic denotation as the blood-
circulating organ, by “an easy transition the word came to stand for
man'’s entire mental and moral activity, both the rational and the
emotional elements. 1In other words, the heart is used figuratively for
the hidden springs of the personal life.”2

However, its usage is more qualitative than constitutive. Such
words as soul and spirit speak of the essence of human nature. Heart,
on the other hand, is more expressive of character, i.e., what a man
is in the hidden center of his being. Thus the term is used for man'’s
affections (Luke 24:32; Acts 21:13), his intentions (Heb. 4:12), the
seat of moral and spiritual life (Mark 7:21; John 14:|; Rom. 9:2;
2 Cor. 2:4), a al. The New Testament concept of heart contributes
significantly to the biblical conception of man as an emotional, affec-
tional, volitional, very vital, and dynamic being continually reacting
and relating morally to life and others, whether God or men. Perhaps
it could be said that the heart is the self in moral relationship.?

The New Testament assumes that conscience as an activity of
moral self-judgment is universally characteristic of the human race
(Rom. 2:15; 2 Cor. 4:2). The conscience, however, may be maimed in
various degrees through sin (1 Cor. 8:7; | Tim. 4:2). It would appear
therefore that man is a being with an ineradicable consciousness of
right and wrong, who knows himself to be responsible. His many
attempts to elude this awareness and to escape its claims only con-
firm the inherent moral dimension of his nature.?¢

man, see George Eldon Ladd, A Theology ofthe New Testament (Grand Rapids. Mich.:
wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1974), p. 463.

22. W.E.Vine, Dicionary. 2:206 ft.

23. Faith, to be efficacious, must be frem the heart (Mark 11:23; Rom. 10:10),
Thiscanonly mean that believing is an action of the inner man in full sincerity,
involving simultaneous endorsement of reason and conscience, and utilizing the full
energy of volitional capacity.

24. Whether suneidzsis, “‘conscience,” betongs to the natural image of God in man.
or is the first stage through prevenient grace in the restoration of the moral image,
must bedecided by systematic theology. {(Wesley believed the latter.)
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E. Mind

Elementary also to man as viewed in the New Testament is his intel-
lectual activity. Man is a thinking being, with faculties of imagi-
nation, reason, perception, and memory (hence his creativity and
inventiveness). We are told to love God with all the dignonia, “mind”
(Mark 12:30).

In the natural man the mind is darkened (Eph. 4:18) in the sense
that it is dull to spiritual truth. It is also the tool of the flesh rather
than the Holy Spirit (Eph. 2:3); hence the satiric saying is not alto-
gether inappropriate—"The mind finds excuses for doing what the
heart wants to do.”

Other Greek words used commonly are nous. “denoting the seat
of reflective consciousness” (Vine) and phronéma. though this word
indicates not so much a faculty as the habitual disposition of the
faculty, or a frame of mind.? It is by the nous that Paul serves “the
law of God” (Rom. 7:25); yet a few lines later when speaking of car-
nal mindedness as over against spiritual mindedness, he uses phro-
nema—"disposition” or “bent.”

The interaction, overlapping, and in a sense interpenetration of
mind, heart, will, soul, and spirit indicate that the New Testament
normally sees man holistically. Yet in some contexts Paul distin-
guishes between his ego and his total being (Rom. 7:14-25; cf. Gal.
2:20). It would appear that while man tends to function holistically,
there is a central self which is responsible to act as the coordinating
agent. The self keeps the body under (1 Cor. 9:27), girds the mind
“for action” (1 Pet. |:13), abstains from “‘passions of the flesh” which
“war against your soul” (1 Pet. 2:11), sets the mind on “things that
are above” (Col. 3:2), and endorses the law of God in spite of the
dwelling-in-me sin (Rom. 7:25).

"It is very significant that the scripture sees the transtormation of
the self to depend on the renewal of the mind (nous. Rom. 12:2). The
renewal here (anakainosis) is a making new in the sense of different.
The reference is not so much to the mind as a thinking faculty as it is
to a habitual orientation—one’s characteristic perception of life and
its values. Paul is saying that transformation depends on learning to
think differently. If we would stop being conformed to the world, we

25. For fuller discussion of this and related words, see C. Ryder Smith, The Bible
Doctrine of Man {London: The Epworth Press, 1951), p. 206.
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must stop thinking like the world. Paul would have endorsed the
implications in Harry Blamire’s book title The Christian Mind.

I1l. SOME PARTICULAR ISSUES

A. A Dualistic Being

The unmistakable teaching of the New Testament is that man is
essentially a spirit being. Only secondarily and temporarily does he
inhabit a (leshly body. The inner self is assumed to be the real self. It
can speak of its body with an astonishing detachment, as something
which “I” have but can exist without. The clear promise of ultimate
renewed corporeality does not change the fact that the body of “flesh
and blood” we now possess is viewed as an accessory, not an absolute
necessity for either manness or personhood.

This is borne out by the teachings of Jesus himself: “And do not
fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul; rather fear him
who can destroy both soul and body in hell” (Matt. 10:28). Soul can-
not possibly be here the equivalent of animal life, for killing the body
is destroying animal life. Jesus ‘issaying that those who kill the body
cannot touch the real you (cf. Luke 12:20; 23:46; Acts 7:59). It must sur-
vive. A termination of bodily life does not mean the cessation of per-
sonal being.

Paul is just as emphatic. It is after death that the person will
suffer or be rewarded, He will experience the consequences of his
choices while in the body (cf. 2 Cor. 5:10). In order to achieve the
eternal salvation of a certain man as spirit. Paul took the radical
measure of delivering him “to Satan for the destruction of the flesh”
(1 Cor. 5:5). Notice further the difference between Paul and his body:
“{ pommel my body and subdue it” (1 Cor. 9:27). It is to him a tool,
an instrument. Why? Because he is wanting to save not his body but
himself: “lest . . . [ myself should be disqualified.” Again. his buoy-
ancy is in the assurance that the “inner nature” will outlive the
“outer nature” which "is wasting away” (2 Cor. 4:16). Its dissolu-
tion will release him into “an eternal weight of glory far beyond all
comparison . . . [or the things which are seen are temporal, but the

26. Inthe New Testamen? there seems to be no awarencss of the physical brain
as theorgan of the mind. Yet mental ilness is recognized, if we can read thismuch
into the accountsof Mark 5:15 and Luke 8:35 that the demoniac when delivered was
*“in his right mind” (séphrered).
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things which are not seen are eternal” (cf. 2 Cor. 5:1-8; also 2 Pet.
1:14).

The New Testament’s verdict is that while “the body apart from
the spirit is dead” (James 2:26), it cannot be said that the spirit with-
out the body is dead. This, moreover, is the way man is as man, not
just redeemed man. He is essentially spirit, only secondarily bios
(biological life) and flesh. “Flesh and blood cannot inherit the king-
dom of God,” but men will (1 Cor. 15:50).

B. Being and Relation

The individual is a discrete, hidden being, whose life is qualified by
his relationships but whose being is not dependent on those relation-
ships.? Though a being in community, his individuality is never lost
in community. Always the gospel call is to persons. “If any man
would come after me, let him . ..” (Matt. 16:24), not “if any family,
or city, or caste.” Faith is a radically personal commitment, which
may begin as a reflex of environment but must become profoundly
and independently one’s own.

Too much must not be read into the apparent “corporate per-
sonality” ascribed by Jesus to cities (Matt. 10:15; 11:20-24; Luke
10:10-16). When Jesus said, “Woe to you, Bethsaidal” He was really
addressing himself to the people of the city who individually rejected
Him. The rejection was sufficiently unanimous that their character
was imputed to the city as a whole. That he was thinking of individ-
uals is clear in his conclusion: “He who hears you hears me, and he
who rejects you rejects me” (Luke 10:16). We are not to understand
that a literal city, as such, will appear at the judgment, but those
who comprised the city and gave to it an evil or good name (cf. Rom.
14:12; 2 Cor. 5:10; Rev. 20:11-15).

To overstress man as a beingin relation is to run into the danger
of failing to see the man himself. In this direction lies both determin-
ism and pantheism. The current disaffection for ontology has created
a distaste for trying to fathom man in himself as a discrete being. But
the Bible does not encourage this distaste. Its assumption rather is
that behind relations are free, uncoerced relasors. Relationships gone
awry will result in alienation, sorrow, and corruption but will not
affect essential manness. The demoniac (Mark 5:1-17; cf. Matt. 8:

27. There isnohintin the New Testament of an idea o f manness in the Platonic
sense. Nor is there a dichotomy of preexistentsoul unrelated to the material body it
inhabits.
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28-34; Luke 8:26-37) was a sorry specimen of manhood when all his
relationships both with God and men were shattered by the legion
of demons. But both before and after his healing he is called a man
{vv. 2, 15). While different both in character and relationships. belore
and after, he was the same in personal identity. There was unbroken
continuity in the midst of radical change.

What was the one irreducible quality that constituted his man-
ness? He was a descendant of Adam. As such, his manness was not
only unique and unduplicatable but inalienable.2*

While G. C. Berkouwer stresses the relational nature of man. he
guards against misunderstanding by saying;

Nor should this be seen as choosing relation over reality, or
relational over ontological, or choosing one horn of any such

dilemma: for such a dilemma. such a contrast, is not at all in
line with the Biblical outlook, which does not sacrifice reality to
relation. but shows us reality existing as reality, full created real-
ity. only in this relation to God.”

C. Meaning of “Nature”

The New Testament offers no systematic analysis of human nature by
the use of the term physis. “nature”; but the few occasions where this
word is used are revealing, All but one are Pauline. Conscience
belongs to the nature of man (Rom. 2:14). Such disparate aberrations
as homosexuality and long hair on men are classified as contrary to
nature (Rom. 1:26; 1 Cor. I1:14). Obviously Paul is not speaking
here of the nature of individuals, but of the nature of humanness in
its standard form. He also uses “nature” in the sense of racial particu-
larity: “We who are Jews by nature” (Gal. 2:15, KJV). To the Ephe-
sians he speaks of the universality of a sinful nature (2:3), which is of
course deformed nature rather than original nature. Especially sig-
nificant is the announced privilege of men becoming through Christ
partakers of the divine nature” (2 Pet. |:4).

Summarizing these bits of evidence, it may be said that there
are irreducible attributes of human nature as such without which
man would not be man, and that one of these irreducible attributes is

28. In the light of this we must be wary also of defining person exclusively in
terms of conscious state {or a “flow” of consciousness)—which could easily exclude
newborn and unborn infants and vegetatiag old people. Such may not have legal
status as persons but they have real being which is eternal in nature and incalculably
important to Ged. Faculties may be either untormed or decayed without the essential
identity of the person as a human being thereby affected.

29. Man:the Image of God. p. 35.
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the malleability of moral and personal nature. It is the nature of
man to be capable of change. This includes the capacity to dehuman-
ize himself by perversions, on the one hand. or to share in God's holi-
ness. on the other. Manness in its simplest essence may be a fixed
state, but humanness in personal character is not, either as sinful or
as holy (though through probationary processes character may be-
come fixed).

D. Freedom—Illusory or Real?

Admittedly the New Testament recognizes many limitations to man
as man which constitute a degree of determinism (Matt. 6:27; Jas.
4:13-15). Yet it needs no labored proof by an array of texts to be
aware of the pervasive assumption in the New Testament of man'’s
very real freedom, especially in the area of moral and spiritual
choice. Even in everyday practical matters man’s freedom is varied
and extensive {Mark 7:1 fl.; 1 Cor. 7:1 ff.). But supremely, his basic
allegiance and his final loyalty are the quest of both God and Satan.
Every entreaty, command, or rebuke presupposes the axiom that
there can be no accountability without responsibility; and there can
be no responsibility without some measure of real freedom, involv-
ing ability (1) to choose between moral alternatives, and {(2) to grow
toward one's potential.>®

As far as freedom as a prerequisite to sin is concerned, Scott
points out that action either good or evil which merely is “one in-
teger in a complex chain of causation” is necessarily void of “the
element of personal responsibility and freedom.”” And he quotes John
S. Whale: “The attemnpt to trace sin back to an empirical fact which
causes it, invalidates man’s God-given sense that he is a will and a
person. The will is ex hypothesi that which is non-derivable.”

The question of being and relation finds much of its importance
right here. For to overemphasize man as a creature in relationships is
to lead to a concept of him as a creature of relationships. This is pure
determinism. Instead of being seen as an acting agent. he is no more
than a cog in relation to other parts in a monistic mechanism.

IV. CHRIST THE PERFECT MAN

Christ was perfect Man, not in the sense that through discipline He
achieved perfection, but in the sense that He was the supreme Exem-

30. Cf. Smith, Doctrine of Man, p. 172.
31. Nicholls, Conflicting Images. p. 16.
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plar of manness, both in human nature as it most essentially is by
creation, and in mature humanity as it is intended to be. Pilate said
more than he knew in his announcement, “Here is the man!” (John
19:5). All four Evangelists witness to the preference of Jesus for the
title “Son of man” (Matthew 29 times, Mark 14 times, Luke 23, and
John 12 times; cf. | Tim. 2:5).%

Therefore we understand best what it means 10 be normatively
human by looking at Jesus of Nazareth. Scott understands this idea
to be basic in Karl Barth’s thought, “that in the perspective of the
Christian faith the most decisive manifestation of the ‘real’ man is to
be encountered in Jesus Christ.” He continues: “Here it is, as Barth
has told us in one after another of his massive treatises . . . that Chris-
tianity meets what is for it the definitive disclosure both of man's
essential nature and of how all men would live were they to give full
expression to that nature.””?

This means that when we look at Jesus we learn that normal
humanness means a life of concretized loving. It means a continu-
ous fellowship with God as Father, and an equally continuous sub-
jection and obedience 10 the Father. Withdrawal or evasion of this
subordination to God is therefore as “unnatural” to true humanness
as for a bird to attempt to fly in a vacuum.

The physical attributes of man in Stage One were Christ’s also.
the need for food, air, rest, the society of others, and the ability to
verbalize. What about sex? He would not have been true flesh if
sexual desires and attractions were totally lacking; nor could it have
been declared that He “in every respect has been tempted as we are”
(Heb. 4:15). Yet He was the one Example of perfect control, and as
such demonstrates that overt sex experience is not essential to full
and perfect humanness. Those who choose to remain single like their
Lord for the kingdom of heaven'’s sake are not less manly or woman-
ly for that fact. And ultimately manness will shed its sexuality, as a
passing accoutrement to Stage One (cf. Matt. 22:30; Luke 20:35).

The testimony of the Incarnation forever exonerates human
nature of the charge of intrinsic sinfulness. Jesus became man not
only to redeem human nature but to exemplify it. He showed what
it really is. normatively, as well as what fallen human nature coutd

32. Foran excellent discussion of the entire Son of Man concept. see Afan
Richardson, 4n fntroduction to.the T heolagy of the New Testament (New York: Harper and
fiow. Publishers, 1958), jap, 1 20-41,

33 Nicholls, Cenflictiag linnges, pp. 12-i 3.
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become. Flesh, in the sense of the earthly body-mind-soul unity, is not
sinful in itself. If it were, Jesus could not have become flesh (John
1:14), The desires of the body and mind toward knowledge. growth,
love, and procreation are not in themselves sinful. It is their prostitu-
tion in the service of self that is sinful. “To err is human” it is said,
and generally this is intended to mean, “To sin is human.” The say-
ing is true in strict reference to fallen man as a caricature of his true
self. But when we perceive the Chr'is, we perceive that sin is an ab-
normality and a distortion. It is more truly human to be holy.



16

Man in Sin

The developing Gnosticism of intertestamental and first-century
thought saw man’s problem as ignorance on the one hand, and
bodily materiality on the other. In contrast. there is in the New Testa-
ment a firm continuity with the Old in tracing man’s ills neither to
physicality as such nor to lack of knowledge, but to rebellion against
God. Man’s malady is not seen as the misfortune of finiteness but as
the misuse of freedom. This alone accounts {or the wasteland of the
human predicament.

Man’'s history as narrated in the Bible is an irrational tedium
of disobedience and violence, with only fitful reprieves of improve-
ment and revival. Man as God's crowning creation has been an em-
barrassment and a heartbreak. The Bible is the story of this moral
predicament and of God’s redemption (Luke 1:68-79; 4:18-19). Speak-
ing of the seriousness of sin, C. Ryder Smith says the idea epitomizes
“one halfl of the New Testament.” He continues:

In it sin is not only serious, but fatal. If this were not so, there
would be no New Testament. The text in Jobn (3:16) which is
rightly taken as the synopsis of Christianity, teaches, not only that
God sent His Son to save men fromsin, but that without Him men
would “perish.” God’s “love” shows itself, not in the assurance
that sin “does not mattes,” but in the offer of salvation from it
It “matters” so much that it demands the Cross. If the Christian
Church is “obsessed with sin,” as some complain. so is the Chris-
tian God. To depreciate sin is to depreciate Christ. Even if He
were reduced to a teacher, the Sermon on the Mount is a nsani-

268
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festo against sin. But “we preach Christ crucified” (f sin is not
fatal, Christ is redundant.

I. SIN AS PERSONAL WRONG

While the Bible describes in many ways man’s abnormal condition.
and many Hebrew and Greek words are employed, the generic term
in English is “sin.” Man commits sin. Because of this he is a sinner.
What does the New Testament teach about this terrible blight?

A. Some Generalizations About Sin

1. The idea of sin is fundamentally a religious concept. inasmuch as the
Bible sees it as primarily an affront to God (1 John 1:5-6).

2. Sin also is essentially moral (or ethical) in nature, because it is
viewed as that which is wrong instead of right, and also because it
is inseparably related to the questions of freedom and responsibility.

3. Throughout the Scriptures, sin is universally condemned. It is
never excused or approved, or treated as negotiable. The uniform
stance is one of intolerance.?

4. A fourth major assumption especially obvious in the New
Testament is the personal and individual nature of sin. Groups are re-
buked and the plural address is often used by Jesus and others. but
this is never such an indictment of groups as to exonerate individ-
uals. Guilt is a personal, private burden.

5. Finally, the New Testament testifies clearly to the universality
of sin. There are no naturally good people who have escaped its
blighting touch; for “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of
God” (Rom. 3:23; cf. v. 9; 2 Cor. 5:14; Gal. 3:22; cf. Phil. 3:6 with
| Tim. 1:15; | John 1:10).2

1. The Bible Docirine of Sin (London: The Epworth Press, 1953), p. $82.

2. Provision was made in the Old Testament for a so-called sin ofignorance,
and supreme provision lor the sins of all is made in Christ; but this is not
permissiveness, it is redemnption. The Bible offers no way whereby sin as such can be
made acceptable. When Jesus said to the woman taken in adultery, “Neitherdo 1
condemn thee,” He was notexpressing tolerance but forgiveness (John 8:11; ¢f. Rom.
6:1.15; | Cor. 15:34; Eph. 4:26; | Tim. 5:20; | John 2:1).

3. The fact thatsome may achieve a certain relative goodness is freely
recognized, such as Elizabeth and Zacharias {Luke 1:6) and Nathaniel (“in whom is no
guile,” John 1:47). Jesus also speaks of a “good man” (Luke 6:45)and an “honest and
good heart” (Luke 8:15). But these distinctions in character bear witness to the
universal operation of God'sgraceon the one hand and to the scope of human choice
on the other; they are not evidences of either an innate sinlessness or a completely
spotless record.
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B. The Identification of Sins

The approach in the New Testament is not theoretical but intensely
practical and personal. The announcement of the angel to Joseph
was that Jesus would save His people “from their sins” (Matt. 1:21).
What follows in the New Testament is not philosophy but examples
of what is meant by “sins.” We see almost immediately the treachery
and cruelty of Herod. Later, when the people confessed their sins
under the preaching of John, it was not sin in the abstract, but con-
crete deeds, such as greed, civil extortion, false accusation, and covet-
ousness (Luke 3:10-14). The sins of hardheartedness, hypocrisy, and
conspiracy soon raised their ugly heads (Mark 3:2-6). Quickly there-
after came the sin of blasphemy (Mark 3:28-30). In His own village
Jesus was faced with the sin of unbelief (Mark 6:1-6).

Both Jesus and Paul upon occasion compiled lists of sins. Jesus
named some of the sins which arise out of a sinful heart: “evil
thoughts lintentions], murder. adultery, fornication, theft, false wit-
ness, slander” (Matt. 15:19; cf. Mark 7:20). Paul also catalogued hu-
man iniquities by name (Rom. 1:28-32; 1 Cor. 6:9-10; Gal. 5:19-21;
Eph. 4:25f{.; Col. 3:5-9; 1 Tim. 1:9-10). An example of Peter’'s stark
realism is 2 Peter 2. In the New Testament there are no less than 90
activities or attitudes which are condemned. Even a casual study of
the Greek words would leave no one guessing as to the kind of be-
havior considered to be wrong.

Of special concern to the New Testament writers are sins against
purity, Whereas pormeia. “fornication,” is promiscuity of any kind,
moichea, “'adultery,” is sex relationship with a married person. Con-
demnatory references to these sins total some 67 in the New Testa-
ment.* Other sex sins which when practised exclude from saving
grace are homosexuality and lesbianism (Rom. 1:26-27; 1 Cor. 6:9;
I Tim. 1:10). Certain terms in the KJV—"effeminacy,” “lascivious-
ness,” “evil concupiscence,” and “uncleanness”-—are related terms
indicating forms of perversion such as excessive sexiness in imagina-
tion, thought patterns, language. and conduct {1 Cor. 6:9; Mark 7:22;
Col. 3:5; ) Thess. 4:5; Rom. |:24). “Sensuality” and “unbridled pas-
sion” would convey the general idea.

Sins of materialism also claim a large share of attention. “Take
heed,” Jesus urges, “‘and beware of all covetousness; for a man’s life
does not consist in the abundance of his possessions” (Luke 12:[5).

4. Some may refer tospiritual adultery, or unfaithfulness to God. .. Jas, 4:4.
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Much of Christ’s teaching aims at this sin. In the parable of the sow-
er it is the “cares of the world, and the delight of riches” that create
thorny soil and prevent fruitbearing (Matt. 13:22). In the parable of
the wedding feast the invited guests default the great honor of the
king's invitation by their trivial preoccupation with their own mate-
rial affairs {Matt. 22:5). Paul frequently warns also against covetous-
ness, which he labels as a form of idolatry—putting things in the
place of God (Rom. 1:29; | Cor. 5:1;6:10; Eph. 5:3-5; Col. 3:5; | Tim.
3:3;6:10; cf. also Heb. 13:5; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14).

Obviously, the New Testament is pervaded by a profound sin
consciousness. Anyone steeped in its ethical perspective will come to
share this kind of biblical realism, no matter how depressing it
admittedly is’

II. THE INNER NATURE OF SIN

Why are such moral activities treated as evils? Why are they so con-
sistently disallowed in the life of a believer? Careful examination will
reveal certain common elements.

Their common character explains why Paul could say, “Those
who do such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God” (Gal. 5:21).
They are identifiable as such things; no claim is made here or else-
where in the New Testament that every possible sin is catalogued
(cf. 1 Tim. 1:10). Many modern practices may properly be called sins
even though not named in the Bible, because they share sin’s univer-
sal and identifiable characteristics.

5. Many are the possible classifications, such as sins against God, others, self, Or
they may be categorized as overt, verbal. and mental. They include sins of word and
deed but also sins of attitude. Some we may appropriately call “sins of the flesh”
while otheis are clearly “sins of the spirit.” Perhaps a more use{ul breakdown might
be as follows:

Sirs of the unregenerale; ‘These are sins named as characteristic of the
preconversion life—"such were some of you” (1 Cor. 6:10-11: Gal. 5:19-21;Col. 3:5-7:
etal).

Sins of believers: These are sins which are most apt to creep into the Church,
generally relating to wrong attitudes and relationships (Col. 3:8-13). In many instances
they are direct manifestation of the carnal condition of unsanctificd betievers {1 Cor.
3:1-3). In no case are such sins treated as normal or acceptable, but always as
ultimately fatal.

Sink of backskiding: These are sins that mark the person withdrawing from Christ,
first by heart-hardening (Heb. 3:12-15), persistent disobedience (vv. 16-19), careless
presumption {4:1-12), and final denial and apostasy (6:4-6; cf. 2 Pet. 2-20.22).
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A. The Element of Violation

The first characteristic of sin is that a divine standard of rightness is
being violated. This standard is essentially the law of God, exempli-
fied first in the commandment given to Adam. then the law through
Moses, and finally the commandments of Christ and the inspired
writers.* Even in pagans. who have not the precise law in biblical
form, the element of violation is present, for they “show that what
the law requires is written on their hearts, while their conscience
also bears witness” (Rom. 2:14-15).

Certain basic Greek terms used for sin or in relation to it aid us
here. The most common is hamartia in its noun and verb forms, “the
most comprehensive term for moral obliquity.”” It is the genericterm
for sin in the sense that it is used for the sinful nature, the sin prin-
ciple, and (or particular kinds of wrongdoing. Yet in spite of the
variety of uses the word is never far from its classical meaning, “miss-
ing the mark.”® It is violation in the sense of fallingshort of a speci-
fied duty or goal, generally through a willfully wrong aim. James says,
“Whoever knows what is right to do and fails to do it, for him it is
sin” (4:17).2

There are other words which more precisely convey the idea of
violation in the sense of overt transgression, rather than falling short.
These are: (1) apeitheia, “disobedience” (Eph. 2:2; 5:6; Rom. 11:30,
32; Heb. 4:6, 11); (2) parakoé. also translated “disobedience’” (Rom.
5:t9; 2 Cor. 10:6; Heb. 2:2); (3) paraptoma. a “lapse from uprightness*
(EDNTW. so in Rom. 11:11-12; Gal. 6:1. et al.); (4) paranomia, “"trans-
gression” in 2 Pet. 2:16; and (5) parabasis. a willful overstepping (as in
Rom. 4:15; 5:14; Heb. 2:2).

In thus violating law, sinners are fundamentally violating the
rights of others. This is equivalent to saying that they are violating
love, because love by its very nature is zealous for the rights of other
persons. It is only as we reach this vantage point of love that we
discern the inner meaning of violation. Moralism tends to see sin
merely as a breaking of the rules: sin biblically is a violation of per-

6. Even thestandard set by apostolic authority becomes binding: “Now we
command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. that you keep aloof
from every brother who leads an unruly life and not according to the tradition
{paradosis. "handing down"] which you received from us. For you yowselves know how
you ought to follow our example™ (2 Thess. 3:6; ¢f. | Cor. 14:37).

7. Vine, EDNTW. 4:32.

8. E.g.. Rom. 3:23: df. Ryder, Doctrine of Sin. 9. 143,

9. Howevcr. hamartia is often uscd of commission as well as cmission.
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sons. God's law is simply an expression of His Person. His law cul-
minates in the command to love Him supremely, and then to love
one’s neighbor as himself (Matt. 22:36-40; cf. Deut. 6:5; Lev. 19:18).
“On these two commandments depend all the law and the prophets,”
declared Jesus. Anything therefore which violates or falls short of the
love which seeks to fulfill the inner intent of the law is sin.

B. The Element of Self-centeredness

When one pries beneath the surface of these activities and attitudes
thus classified as sinful in the New Testament, one finds consistently
a dominating self-reference, controlled by an inner core of self-sov-
ereignty. Basic selfishness is being expressed in one form or another.
Sinners are like Diotrephes, who “likes to put himself first” (3 John
9), and hence they tend to reject all authority but themselves. It is
because they are “lovers of self* that they are “lovers of money,
proud, arrogant” (2 Tim. 3:2-4). These are the natural tendencies of
self-centeredness. One aspect of the sinlessness of Jesus was His refu-
sal to “please himself'” (Rom. 15:3). When Christians allow the prin-
ciple of self-pleasing to control them in their mutual relations or
personal practices, they have lapsed into a sinful frame of mind (vv.
l _2)_'0

C. The Element of Rebellion

While sin is seen to be an expression of selfishness, it is also an asser-
tion of personal will in defiance of God. In sinning, men know they
are doing that which God has forbidden; they are thus rejecting the
Law-Giver as well as His law. This rebelliousness is illustrated by the
citizens who hated their king “and sent an embassy after him, saying,
‘We do not want this man to reign over us'” (Luke 19:11-27).
According to Paul, behind the specific forms of overt sin is the
heart attitude that refuses to honor God “as God or give thanks* and
does “not see fit to acknowledge God” (Rom. }:21, 28). The word
asebeia, “impiety,” is the opposite of eusebera. “godliness” (cf. Rom.

$0. 1tis important to distinguish. however, between self.centeredness in the

sense of idolairy, and self-awarencss. a high degree of which almost always characterizes

_strong peisonalities. This self-awareness will inevitably give rise to a certain amount
of verbal self-reference—as we{ind in bothJesus and Paul. Such self-reference is not
sinful unless self instead of God isthe end. InJesus the God-man. and in Paul the
apostle, self was engaged in loving the €ather even when prompted by immediate
circumsiances to say, “1.” It is not absolute selflessness which is the Christian goal, but
the sanctifiication of the self. Failure to love self properly is as truly sin as is failure to
love God and the neighbor properly.
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1:18; 11:26; 2 Tim. 2:16; Titus 2:12). isx comparing asebeia with
anomia, “lawlessness” (cf. | John 3:4), Vine observes: “Anomia is disre-
gard for. or defiance of, God’s laws; asebeia is the same attitude
toward God's Person,”" This is why all sin, at base,. is an expression
of idolatry. As E. La 8. Cherbonnier has put it: “Sin is simply another
word for allegiance to a false god.”"?

D. The Element of Blameworthiness

The more common term for blameworthiness is “guilt,” used in the
scnse of real culpability. This is the element that distinguishes sin
from mistake, misfortune, and inlirmity. A review of the biblical
cnumerations of wrong clearly indicate a divine condemnation. not
just on the activities themselves, but of the persons who do them.
Persons are addressed as free agents who sin willingly, and are
therefore blameworthy, not merely pitiable. Paul is quick to ¢com-
mend whatever he can {1 Cor. |1:2); but when rebuking the Corin-
thians for their disorderly observance of the Lord's Supper. hesays, “I
do not commend you” (vv. i7, 22).

Blameworthiness, then, becomes the touchstone that identifies
objective wrong as sin per se. The unavoidable limitations and errors
that belong to human tiniteness pose problems which are ethical in
nature. Those errors, however, are not necessarily sinful. They be-
come sinful only as they involve directly or indirectly the responsible
attitudes and activities of Iree persons in relationship to God, to
others, and 1o self.

A legalistic concept of sin defines it entirely in terms of devia-
tion from the absolute standard, whether known or unknown, in-
tended or unintended. An ethical concept of sin insists that while the
deviation needs to be corrected. the doer is not condemned unless along
with the violation are the [actors that make him blameworthy. These
factors are knowledge and volition, within the framework of normal
accountability (i.c., [reedom and intelligence).?

11, EDNTW. 4:)70. Spcaking of 1 John 3:4, Vince says: “This definition of sin sets
forth its essential ¢haracter as the rejection of the law, or will of Go , and the
substitution of the will of self™ (2:317).

1. Hardness of Heart (Gar en City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Ca., inc., 1955), p. 42.

13. C. Ryder Smith argucs that Paul concedes the legitimacy of'thus using; the
term “sin” jegalistically, but in a strictly qualilied, nonnosmalive sense. Commentig
on Romans 5:13, hesays: “In other wor s, the Apostie believes that ‘anything contrary
10 God's will’ is sin. hut that when God comes to deai with asinner tic only §
counl of the sins 1hat ke nian knew 0 be sins. For the purpose of judgment the <.fisition
ai Sin s not ‘anything comraty so God's will’, b "anything known to Fe caitizy Lo
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Paul’s total discussion in Romans is unmistakably polarized
around the ethical concept of sin. Thus the apostle could say of the
heathen world, “They are without excuse.” He alsodeclares, “Though
they know God's decree that those who do such things deserve to
die, they not only do them but approve those who practice them”
(Rom. 1:20. 32). No exoneration here due to environment] (Cf. Rom.
2:1.) Moreover, to say that “the judgment of God rightly falls upon
those who do such things” (Rom. 2:2 ff.) can only mean that they
who practice them deserve the judgment. In other words, they are
blamewoithy. (Cf. his converse view of virtue in 2 Cor. 8:12.)

The ethical concept of sin is also supported by the connotation
of the terms used. The word parabasis, “transgression,” always means
a willful violation of a specific, known law (Rom. 2:23; 4:15; 5:14;
Gal. 3:19; | Timn, 2:14; Heb. 2:2; 9:15; cf. parabateés. Isa. 2:9; Gal. 2:18;
also parabaino, Matt. 15:2-3; Acts 1:25; 2 John 9). The related words
anomos, "“without law,” and anomia. “lawlessness,” are also essentially
ethical in their New Testament usage. Speaking of anomes in 2 Pet,
2:8, Vine says, “The thought is not simply that of doing what is un-
lawful, but of {lagrant defiance of the known will of God."'+

In addition, the terms parapiptern, “fall away,” and paraptoma. a
“falling away,” speak of disloyalty to the law-giver. C. Ryder Smith
says that the use of parapiptein in Heb. 6:6 “clearly speaks of a delib-
erate ‘treachery’.” Of the second word he says that in the New Testa-
ment as well as in the Septuagint. “the idea of a traitor’s desertion
is never wholly lost.” He goes on to say:

The Greek term occurs as a synonym for opheiléma. parabasis.
and parakog {(Mark 6:12. 14: Rom. 5:14 f, 19 f). Paul, quoting
Is. 53:6, uses it where LXX has hamartia (Rom. 4:25; cf. Eph. [:7).
There is no doubt that in most of the passages the “falling aside”
that the word literally describes is deliberate, and that it is a mis-
take to introduce the idea that a man does not “fall” by choice.*

Furthermore, the words frequently translated “disobedience” in
the New Testament (apeitheia. “unpersuadable’; parakoé, “refusing to

His will'. it follows that for that purpose indvidud! sin alone counts—and that guilt is
wholly individual” {Doctrine of Sin, pp. 147-48). In other words, sin may be viewed
only in terms of objective wrongness—which would include an error in arithmetic as
well as a willful falsehood. But God looks behind the mistake of hand or head to the
heart. and dees not impute wrongness as sinif such imputation is not justified by the
facts. To impute sin without regard to intentions would be a travesty on justice, and
in effect reduce the “sin” idea to the misfortune of finiteness rather than to the
wickedness of an accountable agent.

14. EDNTW.2:317.

IS. Doctrineof Sint, pp. 149-50.
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hear”) clearly indicate conscious unwillingness, hence full responsi-
bility (Eph. 2:2; 5:6; Heb. 4:6, 11; Rom. 5:19; 2 Cor. 10:6; Heb. 2:2,
er al). Also, when Paul says, “Whatever does not proceed from faith
is sin” (Rom. 14:23), he implies accountability, as the context indi-
cates. The action is not one of true ignorance (hence innocence} but
of presumption, which pushes aside an awareness of doubtfiilness. 1n
other words, the warning bell of conscience is disregarded.

The comparison of Matt. 5:28 with Jas. 1:14-15 provides addi-
tional insight here. When Jesus declares that the man “who looks on
a woman to lust for her has committed adultery with her already in
his heart,” He is saying two things: First, the overt act is not the
beginning of sin but its expression; the sin occurs in the heart. Sec-
ond, He is saying that evil intention is in God's sight equivalent to the
evil deed.

But’ at what point does a feeling of attraction for a woman be-
come this kind of adultery? Some would assume Jesus to mean an
involuntary movement of desire, and therefore use the statement to
prove the impossibility of avoiding sin. But we must interpret the
indictment in the light of James’s explanation that the drawing away
of attention by spontaneous desire is not in itself sin: it is only when
desire has “conceived” that it “gives birth to sin.” Conception can only
refer to a union of the desire with consent; sin is the result. If the
desire is decisively rejected, there is no sin. We must therefore postu-
late an element of evil intention in the words “to lust for her.” An
inner capitulation is implied which says. “I would if I could.”**

The Johannine literature is as unmistakable in its ethical view
of sin as is the Pauline. The sovereignty which belongs to God is in-
vested in Christ; therefore the Holy Spirit will convict the world of
sin, Jesus says, “because they do not believe in me” (16:9). Man's
relation to Christ becomes his relation to God. But the sin is not un-
belief which stems from ignorance, but from rejection. “If any man'’s
will is to do his will, he shall know .. .” is the dictum (7:17). Again.
“. .. you will die in your sins unless you believe that 1 am he” (8:24).
When the Pharisees protested. “Are we also blind?” Jesus answered,
“If you were blind, you would have no guilt; but now that you say,
‘We see,” your guilt remains” (9:40-41; cf. 15:22). Real blindness

16. The infinitive phrase of pros (o epithumesai, "to lust for,” should be understood
o express purpose, not result. Of course the context of Christ’s words would imply
that if by carelessness in the use of our eyes we needlessly expose ourselves to this
sort of stimulation. we become culpably responsible for the onsetof the temptation;
this too would be sin. But in any casc the volitionat element isunmistakably present.
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would imply guiltlessness; but professed knowledge allows no alibis.

As for John's Epistles and Apocalypse, only a thoroughly ethical
concept of sin is found throughout. The exegetical key to 1 John
1:1-10 is 2:1, “I am writing this to you so that you may not sin.” In
his thinking sin is always a dread possibility but never a necessity.
And the complete ‘exclusion of sinning from the Christian life in
chapter 3 is understandable only on the assumption that by sin John
does not mean to include unintentional infractions. He does not con-
fuse violations of love with infirmities which fall short of absolute
perfection.'?

Though an affirmed Calvinist. L. Berkhof recognizes the ethical

nature of sin. He writes:

In view of . . . the way in which the Bible usually speaks of
sin, there can be no doubt of its ethical character. . . . Fundamen-
tally, it is not something passive, such as a weakness, a fault, or an
imperfection, for which we “cannot be held responsible, but an
active opposition to God, and positive transgression of His law,
which constitutes guilt. Sin is the result of a free but evil choice of
man.'®

He also points out that the usual formal definition of sin as “lack of
conformity to the law of God” is inadequate, unless we specify clear-
ly tlie material content of law, which is “love to God.” He adds: “And
if from the material point of view moral goodness consists in love to
God., then moral evil must consist in the opposite.”"

III. CHARACTERISTICS OF SIN
A. Deceitful

A peculiarity of sin is its power to deceive (Rom. 7:11). No one could
be tempted by sin unless there was seen in the enticing thing some-

17. John makes significant use of a major New Testament term. adikia,
"unrighteousness.” When we confess our hamariias. we are promised not only
forgiveness of the hamartias but cleansing {rom adikia (1:9). Later he uses this term in a
definitive-type statement: "Atl wrongdoing is sin” (5:17), Legalistically, this could be
construed tomeanthat everything not technically rightis sin—including
unintentional mistakes and errors. But the context forbids such amoralism. The
apostle obviously has in mind a moral or spiritual wrongness that is observable by
others and needs their intercessory prayer; yet it may not have reached the finality
of the unforgivable sin. This usage iscompatible with the normal use of the word
elsewhere, which essentially expresses a wilfu rejection of the truth and a wrongness
in opposition to the truth; hence full accountability. See Cremer. also Arndt and
Gingrich, Vine; cf. Rom. 1:18:John 7:17-18; 2 Thess. 2:10-12.

18. L. Berkhoff, Sysiematic Theology (London; The Banner of Truth Trust, 3963
{1941),p. 231

19. 1bid., p. 232.
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thing that seemed to be of value. Sin has its “fleeting pleasures” (Heb.
11:25). Also, sin seems to give certain advantages, as were promised
in the garden.22 Today the argument is that only what is experienced
can be understood; therefore to know life to the full one must taste of
its evils as well as its virtues. In sin therefore there seems to be the
promise of expansion and enrichment. Perhaps the most common
facet of this deceitfulness is the phony promise of greater freedom.
Peter speaks of the sensual but suave debauchee who ensnares un-
stable converts by “promising them freedom . . .” (2 Pet. 2:19; cf.
Matt. 13:22; 2 Thess. 2:10; 2 Tim. 3:13; | John 3:7).

B. Enslaving

Instead of enlarging freedom, sin only contracts it and uitimately
destroys it totally. Speaking of the smooth talkers who promise
freedom, Peter goes on to describe them: “They themselves are slaves
of corruption: for whatever overcomes a man, to that he is enslaved.”
Years before, Peter had heard his Lord say, “Truly, truly, 1 say to you,
every one who commits sin is a slave to sin” (John 8:34). Every act of
sin becomes a newly braided cord in the tyrant’s lash, by which sin
lords it over the conscience and enslaves the will. The sinner becomes
increasingly free to sin, but not free not tosin, and not free to escape
sin’s bitter sorrows and galling chains. “Do you not know,” says
Paul, “that if you yield yourselves to any one as obedient slaves, you
are slaves of the one whom you obey, either of sin, which leads to
death, or of obedience, which leads to righteousness?®”’ (Rom. 6:16:
d. 7:11).

C. Progressive

Sin never permits the maintenance of a stable plane of character, but
is always cumulative in its hardening and depraving elfects. Paul
expresses it as “resulting in further lawlessness” (Rom. 6:19, NASB).
The build-up of personal iniquity over the years is what is sometimes
called "acquired depravity,” in distinction from inborn depravity.
Sin is also progressive in another sense. At least three major
passages (Genesis 1—12; Rom. 1:18-32; all of Hebrews) seem to indi-
cate that there are what might be called root sins, from which
grosser and more overt forms of sin inevitably develop. In the Gene-
sis account we see the rise and progress of sin from innocence; in

20. Specifically, says William M. Greathouse, “power. pleasure, ard wisdom™
(“Romans,” BRC. 8:151).
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Romans we can trace the downward stages of pagan man who re-
jects God as Sovereign; in Hebrews we see the graduated steps of
backsliding, from simple neglect (2:1-3) to final and irreversible
apostasy (10:39). It is the nature of sin to consolidate and enlarge its
grip on its victim, so that “evil men and imposters will go on from
bad to worse, deceivers and deceived” (2 Tim. 3:13).

In the Genesis and Hebrews passages the sin of unbelief seems to
be the root sin. It was not until Eve accepted the satanic slander on
God’s character and was persuaded to adopt her own judgment as
the basis of action in the place of God’s word that she deliberately
disobeyed. Inner distrust comes before overt defiance. Men reject
God’s law because they have come to distrust His intentions. Sin thus
begins in a breakdown of trusting love. Sooner or later this break-
down of love’s faith will issue in a radical disobedience. Then comes
an established pattern of self-sovereignty and self-idolatry, with its
pride, autonomy, and bent to lawlessness; next come various forms
of moral perversion, illusion, and wickedness.?

IV. THE CONSEQUENCES OF SIN
A. Divine Wrath

The New Testament as well as the Old portrays God as a holy being
who reacts to sin, not mildly or indifferently but vigorously and
punitively. “Let no one deceive you with empty words,” warns Paul,
“for it is because of these things that the wrath of God comes upon
the sons of disobedience” (Eph. 5:6). Such reaction is seen not as
vindictive or capricious but as inherent in His holiness; as properly
normative, in fact, as is His love. Holiness cannot be indifferent to
unholiness.

Jesus declares the love of God is so great that He gave "his only
Son” (John 3:16). With equal emphasis in the same discourse He
declares that the Christ-rejector will perish, because “the wrath of
God rests upon him” (v. 36). The wrath of God is on him already, as

21. It could besurnmarized: (a) distaust of God’s goodness; (5} rejection of God as
sovereign (this rejection focuses on Christ where the gospel has beenpreached); ()
a necessary corollary, the rejection of God's Word as the criterion of truth; (4} the next
consequent stage downward is the perversion of good (or sellish ends (fohn 5:44);
(e) inevitably will come thereafter atotal wickedness, which Paulcalls“abase mind”
(Rom. 1:28), a mind utterlyabandonedto the practice of sin in whatever form it
presents itsel(; and finally () demonism, when the enemy who enteced into Judas
claims his own.
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on every sinner in the world; Jesus is God's only appointed Way of
escape from this wrath. The atonement dissipates that wrath for the
believer, but only for the believer(2 Cor. 2:14-16;Col. 1:22-23; 1 Tim.
4:10;6:12; 2 Tim. 2:11-13; Heb. 3:12; 10:39; | Pet. 1:9).

For the present, God's wrath is restrained in its expression and
is disciplinary in its purpose. To the foreground is “His kindness and
forbearance and patience” that is calculated to lead men ““to repen-
tance” (Rom. 2:4; cf. 2 Pet. 3:9). But while restrained, God's wrath is
not dormant. When warning the Gentile believers against smug com-
placency. Paul says, “Do not become proud, but stand in awe. For if
God did not spare the natural branches, neither will he spare you.
Note then the kindness and severity of God: severity toward those
who have fallen, but God’s kindness to you, provided you continue in
his kindness; otherwise you too will be cut off” (Rom. 11:20-22). The
God who claims the right of vengeance (Rom. 12:19) has not thrown
away the sword in this gospel dispensation, for the Scripture express-
ly declares that He has deputized the ruler of the state to wield the
sword: “He is the servant of God to execute his wrath on the wrong-
doer” (Rom. 13:4).

But while the wrath of God is restrained now, it is building up
to a cataclysmic outpouring in the final consummation. Not only does
the “judgment of God rightly” fall now upon “those who do such
things” (Rom. 2:2), but persistent evildoers are “storing up wrath”
for themselves against “the day of wrath when God’s righteous judg-
ment will be revealed” (Rom. 2:5). This final outpouring of wrath
(Matt. 3:7) will certainly not fall on well-meaning bunglers, but
rather on recalcitrant impenitents. “Your hard and impenitent heart,”
Paul says (v. 5; cf. 2 Thess. 1:5-10; Heb. 10:26f1f.; 12:18If.; 2 Pet.
3:71f; Rev. 14:10, 19; 15:1, 7; 16:1, 19; 18:3; 19:15).

Paul speaks of the revelation of “the wrath of God” practically
in the same breath as the revelation through the gospel of the “righ-
teousness of God” (Rom. 1:17-18). Actually, knowledge of God's
wrath is part of the Good News, because it discloses the terrible peril
from which now there is a way of escape. But also it is part of the
Good News, because it reveals the kind of a righteous and predictable
God with whom we have to do. We are not left in doubt concerning
His reaction to sin. The universe is moral at its heart! Therefore we
may be sure we are not victims either of blind chance or irresponsi-
ble caprice. We are in an inescapable relationship with a God who
offers us in Christ a share in His righteousness, but who informs us
in advance that He will punish us if we choose to align ourselves
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with the “ungodliness and wickedness of men who by their wicked-
ness suppress the truth” (v. 18). We therefore know exactly where we
stand.??

Jesus as truly expresses the wrath of God as He expresses the
love of God. There is something terribly prophetic about the anger
with which He looked around at the hardhearted Pharisees (Mark
3:5;cf. Matt. 21:12-13;23:12-33; John 2:13-18). Christ’s wrath has no
resemblance to the petty anger of sinful meo—and only a carnal
heart could so libel Him. Rather it is that holy wrath which will not
compromise with sin; e.g., “On that day many will say to me, ‘Lord,
Lord’ ... And then | will declare to them. ‘'l never knew you; depart
from me, you evildoers'* (Matt. 7:22-23; cf. Matt. 10:32-33; Luke
12:8 ff.. Rev. 8:1-13). Sentimentalists would reject this anger as being
out of character. But we woefully misapprehend Jesus if we fail to
see this demand for righteousness as exactly in character. Here is a
wrath that is devoid of favoritism.

Furthermore, it is none other than the “Lord Jesus” himself who
“is revealed from heaven with his mighty angels in flaming fire,
inflicting vengeance upon those who do not know God and upon
those who do not obey the gospel of our Lord Jesus” (2 Thess. 1:7-8).
Most strikingly, the Revelation of John discloses an indissoluble unity
between the wrath of God and the wrath of the Lamb: Frightened
men will pray, “calling to the mountains and rocks, ‘Fall on us and
hide us from the face of him who is seated on the throne, and from
the wrath of the Lamb; for the great day of their [note plural] wrath
has come’” (Rev. 6:16-17; cf. 14:10; 19:11-16).

B. Death

Paul plainly declares that death is a consequent of sin (Rom. 5:12;
6:23; 8:10). However, it is not suffered simply because of the natural
entropy of the human organism but is imposed as a penalty. It is this

22. Speaking of Rom. §:18-32, Frank Staggsays that “10 Paul the wrathof God is
his delivering of man over to man’s own choice of the way of disobedience and
self-worship” (N ew Testament Theology {Nashvilie: Broadman Press, 1962], p. 138).
Others express a similar idea in the understanding that God's wrath is simply His
sovereign aloofness. His decision to respect man’s moral agency and allow man'’s sin to
wreak its own consequences. That there is a naturallaw of retribution in sin is
undeniable, but even this is the arrangement of God (Gal. 6:7-8). The theory is true
but not the whole truth, for God is positively relating himself by giving them over (Rom.
1:24. 26. 28). "’'God sends upon them a strong delusion’ declares Paul, as a direar
recompense “because they refused to love the truth and so be saved” (2 Thess. 2:50-11;
o. Rom. 3:5-8).
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judicial aspect of death that invests it with unnatural horror, and
causes it always to be linked with sin as an unhoty duo. This link alst
explains the pervasive fear that plagues man, including many second-
ary terrors related directly or indirectly to his obsessive dread of
death (Heb. 2:14-15). Human life cannot escape the uneasiness and
anxiety of existence under death’s shadow. Notonly does redemption
in Christ save from sin and death, but it offers deliverance now
from the fears associated with them.

Primarily, death means the simple termination of physical life,
and the consequent release of man as spirit. The underlying idea
always is not nonexistence, but atrophy and separation.z* By far the
majority of the words for “death” {principally thanatos. “death,” and
apothnésko, “"to die”) unmistakably refer to physical death. This is
almost exclusively the case in the Synoptics.

In John's Gospel, however, we suddenly find ourselves intro-
duced to the concept of spiritual death. The peril of being condemned
to eternal damnation is clear enough in the Synoptics; in that sense
the idea of spiritual death is imptlicit there too. But in John the
present state of the sinner is viewed as a kind of death. Jesus talks
about being dead while physically alive, and about being saved from
such death while not yet having died physicaily (5:24; 6:50; 8:51-52;
of. | John 3:14).

When we get into the Pauline Epistles, we discover that the
references to death are rather equally divided between death as a
departure from the body and death as that state in which sinners
now are. “For me to live is Christ, and to die is gain” (Phil. 1:21) is
clear enough; but so also, on the other side, is Paul's discussion
epitomized by “When the commandment came, sin revived and I
died” (Rom. 7:9). While the death ascribed to Adam’s sin in Romans
5:12{f. is primarily physical. the spiritual overtones are not absent
{see Chapter 17). In chapter 6 the emphasis is almost totally on spiri-
tual death, either the emancipating death to sin or the deathlike
corruption of sin (Rom. 6:2-5, 7, 11, 16, 21-23).

As we study carefully, a definition of spiritual death as a con-
comitant of sin begins to emerge. First, sin is existence under con-
demnation (Rom. 5:16, 18; 8:1). Correspondingly, it is a profound
alienation from God {(cf. tsa. 59:1-2 with Luke 1:79; Eph. 2:3. 12), a

23. That this was viewed as an abnurrnal and premature separation from our
earthly order of existence. and never as a total extinctionor destruction of the person,
will be pointed out in another connection {cf. Chap. 35).
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liability to eternal separation from God (Rom. 2:6-9), and a condition of
spiritual coma (Eph. 2:1; 5:14).

The supreme peril toward which every biblical warning and
redemptive provision is directed is dying physically while yet in spiri-
tual death. When this occurs, death becomes final and eternal (Jas.
5:19-20). The word more commonly used to express this ultimate
danger is apollumi. "'to loose,” “destroy,” normally translated in KJV
by “perish.” “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only Son,
that whoever believes in him should not perish, but have eternal
life” (John 3:16; cf. Matt. 18:14; Luke 13:3, 5, 35; John 10:28; Rom.
2:12;1 Cor. 1:18;8:11;15:18;2 Cor. 2:15; 2 Thess. 2:10; 2 Pet. 3:9). In
Revelation, the inspired writer gives this ultimate death a name: the
“second death” (Rev. 20:6, 14).34

Depravity, degradation, and death are the products of sin. Sin
when “it is full-grown brings forth death” (Jas. 1:15; cf. Rom. 6:23;
8:6). Sin is never wholesome, always poisonous; never ennobling,
always debasing; never constructive, always destructive; never beau-
tifying. always blighting. Every single form of behavior condemned
in the Scriptures is inherently disruptive and damaging, with cosmic
consequences. Sins of the spirit, such as envy and bitterness, divide
men, and by them “many become defiled” (Heb. 12:15). Sins of the
“flesh” produce personal and social decay (Gal. 6:8; 2 Pet. 1:4; Jas.
4:1-2). From the biblical standpoint, apart from God's grace, human-
ity is not an improving but a degenerating race.

The only thing God finds ultimately wrong with man is sin.
This, and this alone, brought Christ as Redeemer into the world. Sin
therefore is the enemy. Every sin dishonors God and exalts the adver-
sary. Every sin defiles the soul, and if not covered by the blood of
Christ, carries eternal personal consequences. Every sin sends into
the pool of life eddies and ripples of influence, whose resistless surge
never stops. Sins may be forgiven without their effects in life being
erased (viz, David).

Sin is the cause of every unhappy home, every divorce, every
war, every quarrel, every graveyard, and every tombstone. Even the
sorrows traceable to the dislocations in the natural order are in some
way related to the curse of sin (Rom. 8:18-23).

These associated evils are bad enough. but Christ really has

24, For further discussion, see Projeciing Our Heritage, comp. by Myron F. Boyd
and Merne A. Harris (Kansas City: Beacon Hill Press of €ansas City, 1969), pp. 69-71,
inc!. (ootnoteon p. 71.
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nothing to offer those who merely want salvation from sin’s pains
and inconveniences. The sin problem is much deeper than that. It
cost God the harmony and beauty of His creation, and fellowship
with His crowning creature, man. To redeem man from sin cost God
His Son. Sin pierced His head with a crown of thorns and drove the
nails into His hands. Christ came to redeem us from sin itself (Matt.
1:21; Heb. 7:25, 9:26-28).



17

A Racial Corruption

The New Testament supports the Old in witnessing to man's radical
fallenness (Jer. 17:9). It has already been made clear that this corrup-
tion is not endemic in the sense of being native to human nature as
created (see Chapter 15). The heart as the inner citadel of man’s
moral nature may be either corrupt (as in his fallen state) or holy.
Full redemption has as its objective the cleansing of the heart (Matt.
5:8;12:35; 1 Tim. 1:5; Jas. 4:8).

The issue now confronting us, therefore, is not what human
nature may have been originally, but, When does it actually become
depraved? Is the child’s nature “loaded” toward sin, i.e., more prone
to be evil than holy? If this is the teaching of the New Testament,
then in some sense it becomes proper to speak of inherited sinfulness.
But everywhere in the New Testament men are addressed as free and
accountable; and so in view of the clear biblical teaching of the
ethical nature of sin in itself, the idea of inherited sinfulness plunges
us into complexity. It would certainly appear that a prevolitional
sinfulness would have to be spoken of as “sin” in a subethical, accom-
modative sense.'

1. Undoubtedly, much ofthe phenomena of moral bondage, with its need for
divine grace, could be accounted for on the supposition that man's depravity is totally
acquired from environment and personal sinning. E. La B. Cherbonnier, who rejects
the Reformation formulation of the doctrine of original sin, accounts for the “bondage
of the will” in this way. He says, “If human freedom is only fuififled in agape, then,
conversely, it will be progressively destroyed by sin.” He considers that the fiustrating
impotence of Paul {"For I do notdo the good | want, but the evil I do not want is what
I do.” Rom. 7:19) is a form of acquired “compulsive behavior” {Hardness of heart. pp.
132,

2886
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I. THE PRE-PENTECOST WITNESS

The writers of the four Gospels recall the attitudes, events, and
sayings of Jesus which reflect His general view of man. This view
suggests a racial solidarity in sinfulness that is unexplainable apart
from a common participation in a human nature which has become
morally and spiritually defective.

A. Jesus’ View of Man

1t is remarkable that Jesus categorized even His disciples as “evil”
(Matt. 7:11; Luke 11:13).2 In the light of this it is not unreasonable
to understand His reference to “sinful men” (Luke 24:7) to be a char-
acterization of man as sinful, rather than simply a particularreference
to some men, as if some were sinful and others were not. Those
persons not endorsing the crucifixion of Christ were those who had
already allowed His redeeming power to be at work in them; apart
from this invasion of grace it was the human race that put Jesus to
death, just as it was for the human race that He died.

The effect that Jesus had on men was astonishingly provocative.
Either they were prompted. as Peter. to acknowledge their sinfulness
(Luke 5:8), or else they were hardened. Jesus’ constant unmasking of
the "best” people did not shame them but aroused an upsurging of
their boundless iniquity. 1tseemed that He was to them a fire heating
the caldron of their subconscious and bringing it boiling to the sur-
face. Apparently the holiness of Jesus activated the radical unholi-
ness of man.

Though Jesus’ love for men wasdeep enough that He would die
for them, it was never rose-tinted. “Jesus did not trust himself to
them, because he knew all men and needed no one to bear witness
of man; for he himself knew what was in man” (John 2:24-25).
Furthermore, Jesus’ declaration that “no one is good but God alone*
({Mark 10:18) is a hint that if goodness belonged to the original image

1t should be pointe:d out. however, that many scholars who reject “original sin”
scem unawarc of any doctrine other than the traditional, which identifiies original
sin as a full participation in Adam’s guilt, on the one hand. and as an endemic moral
depravity, on the othcr—a depravity so deep as to be an inseparable element of
human nature itself. This ¢onception of original sin is unbiblical, and wc approve of its
rejection.

2. The apparent acknowledgmeant of “righteous™ and “well” (Matt. 9:( 2; Mark
2:17; Luke 5:31-32), says G. C. Berkouwer, is not really a reference "to some ‘elite’
group who are raised above the general sinfilness hy a righteousness acceptable to
Gad: it is rather a caustic criticism of the boundless over-evaluation, the failure to
recugnize that onc is a sinner before God" (Man. Ima