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Introduction

And the Catholic faith is this: That we worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in
Unity; neither confounding the Persons: not dividing the Substance. For there is
one Person of the Father: another of the Son: and another of the Holy Ghost. Bur
the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one: the

Glory equal, the Majesty coeternal.’

[T 1S THIS trinitarian confession that distinguishes the Christian religion from
all pagan religions and philosophies and every cultic distortion of the Bible.
No doctrine of the Christian faith is more important or more profound.
Contrary, however, to what is sometimes asserted, this most sublime and
incomprehensible doctrine finds its roots in neither philosophical speculation
nor m}rstical vision. [t comes to us, rather, thmugh biblical revelation and 1s
assimilated into the everyday experience of the humblest Christian. We all
begin the Christian life when, like the Apostle Thomas, we see the nail prints
in Christ’s hands and the wound in His side, and we fall down before Him
exclaiming, "My Lord and My God!” Having believed in Jesus, we pray, as
He taught us to pray—and as He Himselt prayed in the Garden—"Abba,
Father” When we realize that we have been transformed and that God has
created us anew, we learn from His Word that His saving Spirit has been

puuurcd out upon us and dwells within us as Savior.

' “The Athanasian Creed,” articles 3-6, in Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom ( Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1977 [1877]), 66.
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X11 INTRODUCTION

No teaching of the Christian faith transcends our experience and
understanding like the doctrine of the Trinity. At the same time, no doctrine
is so essential to our Christian thought and ever}rda}r Christian life. Even the
immature or uneducated Christian who cannot express the trinitarian
theology, or has never heard the creeds and knows nothing of the traditional
formulas—even such a Christian walks in the trinitarian light. For, if he
follows the Scripture, he will naturally lift up his prayers to the Father in the
power of the Spirit and in the name of the Son.

In spite of its centrality to our faith, however, the doctrine of the Trinity
tends to be neglected in our pulpits and absent from our expositions of the
Christian worldview. As Carl F. H. Henry rightly protested, “The doctrine
of the Trinity is seldom preached in evangelical churches; even its practical
values are neglected. . . " It 1s not that the essential points are unknown—
though perhaps in some churches even that may be a problem—it 1s more
that pastors and their congregations have not really considered the
implications of the doctrine. Once the doctrine is proved from Scripture,
little more s taught about it. This is a tragedy since the doctrine of the
Trinit}f is the crux of the Christian Llndf:rsl:;}_nding of the world,

Obviously, an adequate statement of the Christian worldview must find
its center in the Trinity, for the Christian God Himself 1s the heart of the
Christian’s understanding of the world. But popular statements of the
Christian worldview barely mention the Trinity, let alone make it central.”
Why neglect the Trinity? Perhaps because many people think the doctrine
of the Trinity is difficult. Or perhaps many have decided that the doctrine
of the Trinity is theology and the notion of worldview is a sort of pre-
theological introduction. In any case, without the Trinity, there is no

Christianit}? and no Christian worldview.

* God, Revelation and Authority, vol. 5: God Whe Stands and Stays, Part I { Waco: Word Publishers,
19823, 212.

" In James W, Sire’s very helpful book, The Universe Next Door, for example, the doctrine
of the Trinity is given only one paragraph in his exposition of the Christian faith and 1s not
even included in the index. In Norman L. Geisler and William D. Watkin, Worlds Apart: 4
Handbook on World Views, the Trinirty is mentioned, bur it occupies no important place in the
exposition of the theistc worldview. The same must be said of Ronald H. Nash's Worldviews
in Conflict. See Norman L. Geisler and William D, Watkins, Worlds dpart: A Handbook on World
Views, second edition (Grand Rapids: Baker, [989); The Universe Next Door: A Basic Worldview
Catalopste ( Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1976); Ronald H. Nash, Worldviews in ffunj."rr::
f:f;ucl.m-rg (::.l':ln'ﬂe'mu'.'_}l i @ World c_.*j' ldeas .“:('lrand RH}‘JidE: Zondervan, 1992,
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Trinitarianism, moreover, has spcciﬁc and wide-ranging imp]i-:atiﬂns
for a Christian discussion of worldview. The I'I{_‘g]ECt{_‘d but nevertheless
profound fact is that all truth finds its source in the truth of the triune God.
In this book we will explore the meaning of the doctrine of the Trinity for
the Christian worldview, aiming at an exposition of the Christian
understanding of the world that is both biblical and God-centered, and also
(be forewarned!) clear and practical, with strong implications for the Christian
life. A trinitarian view of the Christian worldview is more theological and
biblical than typical worldview presentations, but it could not be otherwise
and remain faithful to the real meaning of “Christian” in the expression
“Christian worldview.” For non-Christians, philnsuphical categories or
abstract ideas may suffice as the framework for a discussion of worldview,
but tor Christians nothing but God Himself can be the basis—not God as
an idea or a vague and general benevolent power, but the God of the Bible as
Father, Son, and Spirit.

This brings up a special problem. Though the word worldview is used n
this book, the nature of Christian truth 1s such that the word worldview limits
the horizon of the discussion more than is apprmpriat& The Bible does
teach us how to view the world, but the Pible also communicates much
more. Its commandments lay out a way of life. Its history is not only the
story of the world; it is also our story. Biblical poetry guides our aesthetics
as well as our religious sensibility. More than all of this, in the Bible we
confront the triune God Himself, who has invested His word with power.
The Christian faith, then, is not simply a “view"” on the world, and the
Trinity is more than just a doctrine.

The advantage of the word worldview is that it is so often used to
communicate religious ideas mn a broad, comparative context. Keeping in
mind its imitations, I am using it here in a pregnant sense, including meanings
of “story of the world,” “ethical standard,” and “attitude on life.” The
Christian worldview defines the world in which Christians live. Since, however,
we are still learning abourt that world, and our understanding of it matures
over time, calling it a “view” 1s not altogether inappropriate in spite of the
limitations of the optical metaphor.

Finally, I should state from the beginning that my remarks about non-
Christian religions 1n this book are for the purpose of illustration, in order

to help us think about the Trinity more clearly. I realize that these remarks
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are general and that Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism are too complex to
deal with in passing. I hope, however, that even superficially contrasting the
biblical worldview with other worldviews will be helpful in clarifying Christian
thinking about the triune God.



|. Basic Trinitarianism

For THE Christian, the Trinir:.r 1s a basic truth—one of the first truths that
we learn, even if we do not learn 1t as a theological statement. How 1s that
so? Like Christians since the age of the apostles, we begin our Christian
walk confessing that Jesus—and He alone—can save us from our sins: “There
is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be
saved” (Acts 4:12). At the same time, since the earliest days of the Church,
it has been clearly understood that only God can save, Two propositions:
Jesus is my Savior and Only God can save. The inescapable conclusion was re-
flected in the faith of the first Christians: Jesus is Lord (I Cor. 12:3). The
apostle Paul, therefore, quoted from the following passage in Isaiah when he

spoke of the Lord Jesus.

Assemble :;nur.*;c'h'ﬁ and come:

Draw near rogether,

You who have E.SCHF'L’d from the nations.
They have no knowledge,

Who carry the wood of their carved image,
And pray to a god that cannot save.

Tell and bring forth your case;

Yes, let them take counsel mgfrhfr.

Who has declared this from ancient time?
Who has told it trom that time?

Have not I, the Lorn?
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And there 1s no other God besides Me,

A just God and a Savior;

There 1s none besides Me.

Look ro Me, and be saved,

All you ends of the earth!

For | am God, and there is no other.

I have sworn by Myself;

The word has gone out of M}-’ mouth 1n rii.;rhr_m:ruﬁncﬁs,
And shall not return,

That to Me every knee shall bow,

Every tongue shall take an oath. (Is. 45:20-23)

Therefore God also has highly exalted Him and given Him the name which
s above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of
those in heaven, and of those on earth, and of those under the earth, and
that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ 1s Lord, to the glory of

(God the Father. i\P]‘lll 2:9-11 ,I

We may say that confessing faith in the truth of the Trinity is a fuller and
more theologically sophisticated way of confessing faith in Jesus as Savior.

To deny the Trinity, therefore, 1s to deny Jesus.

Biblical Basis of Trinity

Not a few who claim to be Christians deny the Trinity because, they say, the
Trinity 1s not biblical. Sometimes these are confused young Christians who
are troubled by the fact that the word Triity 1s not found in the Bible. More
often these are people like modernist Christians, Jehovah's Witnesses, or
Mormons who are ensnared in false ideologies fundamentally contrary to
the teaching of Scripture. Given the confusion that exists about the doctrine
of the Trinit}*, It 1S Important to prﬂﬁlce our discussion of its impIi:::ltit}ns
b}! L‘rricﬂ}r setting forth the basis for our belief in the Trinity.

Most Christians are familiar with one or more of the ancient creeds.
These statements of trinitarian doctrine are carefully worded formulations,
theologically dense and complex. To appreciate any one of them fully would
require extensive exposition, but the essence of what they express can be
stated simply. The ancient creeds are all based upon clear biblical teaching

that can be summed up in a short sertes of propositions. All Christians
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agree on each of the basic propositions that form the foundation for
trinitarianism, I:huugh Christians sometimes disagn:c on (1) how to r:xpl;iin
the relationships between these basic statements and (2) what other biblical
teachings might be added to the basic list to fill

out the doctrine of the Trinity. This implies that  The word Trinity, though it is
all branches of the Church are unified in their  not found in the Bible, is used
basic confession of the Trinity so that whatever s “theological shorthand.”
variations exist do not undermine the confes-

ston of trinitarian faith. It means that Christians are united in their view of
who God 1s. The Church is one. It also means that whoever does not agree
with these basic biblical foundations for the trinitarian faith is, by defini-
tion, not a Christian.

Betore stating these basic propositions, it is important to say a few words
about the often-noted fact that the word Trinity 1s not found in the Bible.
Christians ask or are asked why, if the word s not in the Bible, do they use ir?
The answer is stmple and has nothing to do with some conspiracy to add
something to the Bible that really is not there. The word Trinity 1s used for
theological and practical convenience—it is “theological shorthand,” a single
word that sums up a series of biblical teachings. Instead of repeating the
whole series every time we speak of God, we substitute a single word that
summarizes the truth.

What, then, are these basic biblical propositions? The basic truth, which

all Christians agree upon, can be c'.xpre:ifat:d in five Propositions.

[. There is one God.

2. The Father 15 God.

3. The Son 1s God.

4. The Spirit 1s God.

5. The Father, Son, and Spirit are distinguishable persons in relationship

with one another. They are not merely different names for the one God.

By way of introduction to the doctrine of the Trinit}-', it 1s appropriate to
demonstrate briefly that these five propositions are truly biblical. The fol-
lowing is certainly not a comprehensive demonstration, for the biblical evi-
dence for the truth of the Trinity is far too copious to be set forth in any
short essay, or even in a short book. To illustrate the abundance of the
evidence, one theologian offered this analogy: Crystals of salt that appear
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on the beach afrer the tide has receded may be the most apparent prm:rf that

the sea 1s saltwater, but every bucket of water drawn from the ocean testifies

::learl}r to the fact.' A full Expositin:nn of the Trinit}r would require volumes:

here are a few crystals.

I. There is one God (Deut. 6:4; 1 Sam. 2:2; 2 Kgs. 19:15; Is. 37:16; 44:8; Mk.
[2:28-34; 1 Cor. 8:4—06; I Tim. 2:5; Jas. 2:19). That the Bible teaches this
proposition is not disputed.

2. The Father is God (Rom. [:7; I Cor. 1:3; 8:6; 15:24; 2 Cor. 1:3; Eph. 4:6;
Phil. 4:20). Again, this proposition is seldom disputed.

3. The Son 15 God. Because this pmpusjtiun 15 f[r.'qufntl}r dented, I give a fuller

statement of the evidence, but it still only scratches the surface.

d.

b.

The Son s called God (Jn. 1:1; 20:28; Acts 20:28; Rom. 9:5; T, 2:13;
Heb. 1:8).

The Son 1s given divine names (n. 1:1, I8; Acts 5:31; I Cor. 2:8; Jas.
2:1; Rew. 1:8; 21:6; 22:13).

The Son has divine attributes.

i. Eternity (Jn. 1:2; 8:58; 17:5; Rev. 1:8, 17; 22:13).

1. Immumhﬂit}r (Heb; L:11, 127 13:8),

1. Omnipresence (Jn. 3:13; Me. 138:20; 28:20).

v. Omniscience (Mc, 11:27; In, 2:23-25; 21:17; Rev. 2:23}

V. D‘mnipﬂt{fnfﬁ (Jn, 5:17; Heb. 1:3;: Rev. 1:8: I[:I?:l.

. The Son does divine works.

i. Creation (Jn. 1:3, 10; Col. 1:16-17).
il. Salvation (Acts 4:12; 2 Tim. 1:10; Heb. 5:9),
tit. Judgment (Jn. 5:22; 2 Cor. 5:10; Mt 25:31-32).

. The Son 1s wurshipptd as God (Jn. §5:22-23; 20:28; 1 Cor. 1:2; Phil.

2:9-10; Heb. 1:6).

4. The Spirtt is God. Those who accept the biblical evidence for the deity of

the Son seldom have trouble undtrstanding the evidence for the d::it:-,-' of the

Sp Irit.

a,
b.

.

The Spirit is called God (Acts 5:3—4; 2 Cor. 3:17).

The Spirit is given divine names (Mt. 12:28).

The Spirit has divine attributes (1 Cor. 2:13-14; Gal. 5:22; I Tim. 4:1;
Heb. 3:7; 9:14; 1 |n. 5:6-7).

"Benjamin B. Warfield refers to a “remark” of Dr. Dale in “The Deity of Christ,” Selected
Shorter Writings of Benjamin B. Warfield, vol. 1 {Nutley, N. [.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1970,

153,
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d. The Spirit does divine works (Jn. 6:33; 14:17, 26; 16:13; Acts 1:8; 2:17—-
[8; 16:6; Rom. 8:26; 15:19; 1 Cor. 12:7-11).
e. The Spirit is worshipped as God (Mrt. 12:32).
5.The Father, Son, and Spirit are distinguishable persons in relationship with
one another. They are not merely different names for the one God,
a. The Son prays to the Father (Jn. 11:41-42; 17; Mt 26:39 f'f:],
b. The Father speaks to the Son (Jn. 12:27-28).

¢. The Father, Son, and Spirit—all three—appear together, but are clearly
distinet from one another (Mt 3:16—17).

d. The Father sends the Son and the SPirit, and the Son sends the SPirit (In.
3:17; 4:34; 5:30; 6:39; 14:26; 15:26; 16:7).

e. The Father and Son love one another ([n. 3:35; 5:20; [0:17; 14:31; 15:9—
10; 17:24).

This small fraction of the larger biblical basis for believing in the Trinity 1s
clear enough and should suftice as a starting point for anyone who is willing
to learn. Now that the biblical basis for believing these five propositions has
been set forth, we may restate them as two: (1) God is one, and (2) God is
also three persons in relationship as Father, Son, and Spirit. This is the
essence of the doctrine of the Trmity. In various branches of the Church,
slightly different language has been used to express this truth, but the doc-
trine 1s the same. There 1s one and only one God, and the one true God 1s

three persons—TFather, Son, and Hn]}-* Spirit.

The Trinity and Logic

Though it is clearly the teaching of the Bible, cultic groups and atheists often
complain that the Christian doctrine of the Trinity s a contradiction. How
can there be one God and at the same time three who are called God? Chris-
tians seem to be saying that I + I + I = I. This 1s simply bad arithmetic, we
are told, not profound the::nI-::}g}?. The fact is, however, that the doctrine of the
Trinity neither involves nor implies a contradiction. How, then, does a Chris-
tian explain that God is both one and three at the same time? The answer, in
part, is that He is not one in precisely the same way that He is three,
Trimnitarianism would be a contradiction if it affirmed that God is one and
three in precisely the same sense, but no one in the hismr}r of the Church has

ever taught such a view. All the same, this is mﬂ}r a partia] ANSWer.
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The deeper problem with every Christian attempt to define the Trinity 1s
the brute r{-:alit}r that God 1s very hard to describe, Especiall}: if we try to
reduce our definition to philosophically precise terms. We can say that God
is three x and one y, but trying to develop full and precise definitions for x
and y becomes exceptionally com-
plicated. However, to conclude con-  There is a very great difference between
tradiction from complexity is rash something hEiﬂg a demonstrated contradic-
folly. There is a very great difference  tion and something being incomprehensible.
between something being a demon-
strated contradiction and something being incomprehensible. The doctrine
of the Trinity could be demonstrated to be a contradiction if one could
show that Christians are claiming something like “p and not-p” at one and
the same time and in precisely the same sense—which 1s not the Christian
idea at all.

Mystery
The Jrimity 1s a mystery, a truth bE}r{}nd our cumprchcnsium But some
object that words like "incomprehensible”™ are just a nice way of saying
“contradiction.” What 1s the difference between a mystery and a contradic-
tion? We have defined a contradiction as the assertion of pand not-p at the
same time and in the same reIaticmship, A mystery may be defined as a
paradox, something that looks like it might be a contradiction but for which
we have good grounds to believe to be true. The doctrine of the Trinit}*
appears to us to be a contradiction because in the human world, a personal
being is mono-personal.* We would not believe that God is three persons in
one being unless we had reasons. What are our grounds for believing the
Trinity to be true? The fact that the Bible teaches us the five truths cited
above is the foundational evidence of the truth of the Trinity. Unless a

person believes that the Bible is revelation from God Himself—inscripturated
truth—there could be no compelling reasons for believing in a mystery so
sublime.

The notion of the Bible as truth, however, is not what is ultimately per-
suasive. A theological truth would hardly satisty us if we did not know Jesus

Himself. As He put it, His sheep hear His voice because they know Him

2This is true even of those with a so-called “mulo ph: persnrmlit}f disorder.”
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(Jn. 10:4, 14). To know Jesus is to know Him to be God the Son. Because
we believe in Him, we receive His testumony about the Father and the SpiriL
Our knowledge of God is also dependent on the H:::l}' Spirit, for the Spirit
bears witness with our spirit (Rom. 8:16). God the Father, the Creator and
Lord, manifests Himself in the world around us and in our very souls so
that we cannot escape knowing Him (Rom. 1:18-20; Ps. 19). Thus, our
knowledge of the doctrine of the Trinity and our confession of its truth
depend in the final analysis on the fact that we have a personal knowledge
of the triune God Himself. David said, “In Thy light we see light” (Ps.
36:9). So also, because we know God Himself, we are able to learn the
Scﬁptures and receive their testimony.

For some, it is offensive to think that the Christian faith has at its very
center a mystery, an incomprehensible truth. To them, Christians seem to be
calling for a sacrifice of the intellect on the altar of religious confession. In
reality, trinitarian faith demands something quite different. It is not a sacrifice
of the intellect, but the sacritice of the pretense of intellectual autonomy: the notion
that the mind or reason of man is the ultimate judge of truth. The truth of
the Trini ty rf:quil‘es us to accept what we cannot f_uH}: cnmpl‘chcnd. ’W’h}; should
that be thﬂught SO Extratlrdinar}f? There is no branch of knnwh:dgc, be 1t
physics or biology or history or literature, that does not confront us with
paradox in some form or other. Why should the Christian doctrine of God
the triune Creator be any less difficult to state and comprehend than truths of
physical science or postulations of secular philosophy?

Physics, for example, may be science, but it also has its mysterious side,
and not just for the uninitiated. Consider a few illustrations from this epitome
of hard science and rational explanation. Steven Weinberg, Nobel prize-
winning physicist, claims that “we think we are beginning to catch glimpses
of the outlines of a final theory,” which would mean, among other things,
"quantitative understanding of phenomena.”* This means a theory in which
everything is explained in numbers and formulas in accordance with the prin-
ciples of rational science. To be final, the theory must be roral. However,
Weinberg also writes, “The most extreme hope for science 1s that we will be
able to trace the explanations of all natural phenomena to final laws and

' Steven Weinberg, Dreams of a Final Theory: The Search for the Fundamental Laws of Nature (Lon-
don: Vintage, 1993}, ix.
¥ Thid., 4.
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historical accidents.” Given the sheer quantity of historical factuality, this
“most extreme hope” threatens to set the limits of explanation far short of
totality. Having already radically qualified the hope of a final theory, Weinberg
further adds, “Not only is it possible that what we now regard as arbitrary
initial conditions may ultimately be deduced from universal laws—it 1s also
conversely possible that principles that we now regard as universal laws will
eventually turn out to represent historical accidents.”

Where does this leave us? Not only can we never, even in our most ex-
treme hope, imagine that we will get beyond the brute fact of "accident,”
which in the nature of the case is beyond explanation, we also cannot be
certain that some of what we now regatd as universal prfnn’pir:s of science will
not turn out to be the haphazard play of historical flux! When all is said
and done, Weimnberg 1s telling us that we cannot avoid mystery—the mexpli-
cable, the accidental.

Though Weinberg may not be altogether straightforward abour admit-
ting the reality of mystery in our “total theory,” he 1s very frank in admitting
his problems with at least one aspect of quantum mechanics, Heisenberg’s
work: “If the reader is mystified at what Heisenberg was doing, he or she is
not alone. | have tried several times to read the paper that Hciacnbclﬂg wrote
on returning from Helgoland, and, although I think I understand quantum
mechanics, I have never understood Heisenberg’s motivations for the math-
ematical steps in his paper.”” Weinberg, in a very important sense, cannot
follow Heisenberg’s math. It's a mystery.

We need to reflect very brieﬂy on a broader point, the importance of
Heisenberg for modern physics, which is clearly stated by one of the twen-

tieth c:entur}f’s foremost ph}rsicists, Richard Feynman,

The uncertainty principle “protects” quantum mechanics, Heisenberg rec-
ognized that if it were possible to measure the momentum and the position
simultancously with a greater accuracy, the quantum mechanics would col-
lapse. So he proposed that it must be impossible. Then people sat down

* Ibid., 28. Emphasis in the original.

" Ibid., 29. Emphasis in the original.

" Ibid., 53. Note that Weinberg is not speaking of the whole notion of the uncertainty
principle, but of the mathematics of the 1925 paper, which he refers to as "pure magic.”
More 15 involved than just the motvations behind the steps; Hetsenberg and physicists like

him “do not seem to be reasoning at all
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and tried to ﬁgure out ways of c!uing it, and nobody could Egurﬂ out a way
to measure the position and the momentum of anything—a screen, an
elecrron, a balliard ball, anything—with any grearer accuracy. Quantum me-

chanics maintains its prrilnus but accurate existence.”

Does it sound like good old rationality to say that the certainty of uncer-
tainty protects quantum mechanics? At this point, we have seen that notions
like uncertainty and accident are essential to the most essential science, ph:.rs-
ics. But there is more. We have to add Bell's theorem to the picture.

What is Bell's theorem? Contrary to what physicists normally think about
the way gravity and other forces work in the world, John Stewart Bell pro-
pus'.f:d that rea]it}-’ 1s non-local. Local forces, such as the Electmn‘n&gnf:tic force
and gravity, become weaker as distance increases—the farther away one 1s
from the earth, the less he is influenced by earth’s gravity. That is part of
what we mean when we say a torce is “local” Bell claims, however, that
underlying what we regard as everyday local reality is a web of non-local
forces and causes. What his theorem means has been stated like this: “our
phenomenally local world is in actuality supported by an invisible reality
which is unmediated, unmitigated, and faster than light.”” What does this
mean? “A non-local interaction jumps from body A to body B without
touching anything mn between.” Even light travels through space n a local
fashion, “rouching” things, and its speed can be measured. How, then, might
we illustrate a non-local interaction? We are told, “Voodoo mjury is an
example of a non-local interaction.”"

Bell's theorem may sound like a sideshow in physics, but it 1s "based on
the same EPR experiment used by Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen to dem-
onstrate the existence of hidden "elements of reality’ which quantum theory
neglects to describe.”"" Physicists have not been able to refute the argument
of the EPR experiment or explain the “elements of reality,” so we have what
is called the “EPR paradox.” Without going into the details of how Bell
started from the EPR Paradm{ and concluded that re:}_]it}-' 1s non-local, the

# Richnrd 3 FL*}rnman, Six Eﬂj__‘_;' Pieces: Ej.mrrrﬂ."s Ef‘ PI":'_}H:E FJ:F.I!:II:HmT iv!, lts Mast Brﬂ'é’rm:f T_FHFJIZ‘E'F'
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1994, [38.

* Nick Herbert, Quantum Reality: Beyond the New Physics: An Excursion into Metaphysics and the
Meaning of Reality (New York: Doubleday, 19853, 227,

© Thid:, 21

“bad., 2185,
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sum of the matter, HCC{)I‘ding to Nick Hﬂrbfl‘t. is that "Bell's result does not
depcnd on the truth of quantum ths:m“}f. .. When quantum thcul*}r joins
the ranks of phlogiston, caloric, and the luminiferous ether in the ph}'sics
junkyard, Bell’s theorem will still be valid. Because it is based on facts, Bell’s
theorem is here to stay.""* Thus, in modern physics, one of the most solid
and certain theorems posits a non-local universe—a world which superfi-
cially appears to be controlled by local forces, but is actually characterized
by forces that work in a manner similar to “voodoo injury.”

One could illustrate ad infinitum the tact that all disciplines of knowledge
confront paradox. As we have seen, even physics, the heart of modern ratio-
nalistic science, proposes as one of its most indubitable theses a belief in
the inexplicable on the basis of what we think we know, with the provision
that what many now regard as universal laws may turn out to be historical
happenstance. If John Bell can believe in something akin to voodoo and
Steven Weinberg can confess that what he now believes to be a universal law
of ph}-fsic:-; may turn out to have been a spastic convulsion of the cosmos, |
cannot imagine any reason in the world why I, as a Christian, should feel the
least bit embarrassed about the fact that I believe in the revealed mystery of
the Trinity!

Faith

Even more fundamental than the fact that everyone faces mystery is that all
men, no matter how rational they believe themselves or their science to be,
cannot overcome the fact that they live by faith. Contrary to the hopes of
rationalists of past days, Descartes” highly respected method of doubt does
not lead to rational foundations for thought. Modern philosophy generally
recognizes the points made by Ludwig Wittgenstein when he asserted, "If
you are not certain of any fact, you cannot be certain of the meaning of
your words either” And, “If you tried to doubt everything you would not
get as far as doubting anything. The game of doubting itself presupposes

N Tl
certainty. o

12 Thad,, 227,
= Ludwig Wittgenstein, On Certainty, ed. G, E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright, trans.
Denis Paul and G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 19697, 17e~18e.
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Wittgenstein 1s not Speaking of a certainty that is based upon rational
prm‘mf: of the foundations of our beliefs. Rather, VJitthnatcin believes that
we all have what he calls a “world-picture” that we have learned from child-
hood. It is not acquired through a process of doubt and proof but through
faith in what our parents and others taught us and the confirmation of our
beliefs by experience—a circular and uncertain process. Philosophical justi-
fication must come to an end in belief. According to Wittgenstein, “The
difficulty is to realize the groundlessness of our believing.""*

Wittgenstein's point may be illustrated from a fundamental assumption
called “the principle of induction.” Bertrand Russell explains what it means:

[t is obvious that if we are asked why we believe thar the sun will rise tomor-
row, we shall naturally answer, “Because it always has risen every day.” We
have a firm belief that 1t will rise in the future, because it has risen in the
past. If we are chulltngt‘c[ as Lo wh}' we believe that 1t will continue to rise as
heretotore, we may appeal to the laws of mortion: the earth, we shall say, is
a freely rorating body, and such bodies do not cease to rotate unless some-
thing interferes from outside, and there is nothing outside to interfere with
the earth between now and to-morrow. Of course it might be doubted
whether we are quite cerrain that there is nothing outside to interfere, bur
this is not the interesting doubt. The interesting doubt 15 as to whether the
laws of motion will remain in operation untl to-morrow. If this doubr is
raised, we find ourselves in the same position as when the doubt about the

sunrise was first raised.®

To this problem, Russell answers, “The only reason for believing that the
laws of motion will remain in operation is that they have operated hitherto,
so far as our knowledge of the past enables us to judge.” But then, our
knowledge of the past has no empirical authority for the tuture, And it will
not work to say that in our past experience the future has always turned out
to be like the past, for our past experience of what was then future cannot
tell us an}fthing about our future experience of the future. This is not to say

that phﬂnsc}ph}r recommends that we should not believe in the principle of

* Ibid., 24e. Believing is “groundless” in the sense that philosophers cannot build the
kind of “foundation™ thar the rationalist seeks. For the Christian, of course, God Himself
is the ground of our faith. But a revealed mystery that can be known only in a living personal
relationship is not the kind of "foundation” a rationalist admuts.

** Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy { Tokyo: Maruzen, 1959), 61.
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induction. On the contrary, what Russell recommends 1s _ﬁlﬂ‘.li}.

Starting with the common beliefs ot daily life, we can be driven back from
point to point, until we come to some general principle, or some nstance
of a general principle, which seems luminously evident, and is not itself
capable of being deduced from anything more evident. . . . But beyond that
‘the inductive principle], there seems to be no further regress. The prin-
ciple itself is constantly used in our reasoning, sometimes C:}ﬂscfﬂtlsl}-’, some-
times unconsciously; but there 1s no reasoning which, starting from some
simpler self-evident principle, leads to the principle of induction as its con-

cluston. And the same holds for other li}gif_‘;‘ll principlca.“’

In other words, we will have to accept a great deal on faith in order to be
able to think philosophically at all. Not just the law of induction is based
upon faith—all other logical laws are too, We cannot prove the laws of logic
without presupposing them. We must first believe them even to discuss
them. All of this illustrates the point: faith is not the enemy of reason; it is
the prerequisite.

This relates to the issue of paradox, too. It should be abundantly appar-
ent by now that although we do not have to accept every paradox that the
experts proclaim, 1if we attempt to reject all that appears paradoxical, our
perspective will be so grotesquely narrow we will not find room to stand.
Even the non-Christian must admit the inexpli-
cable and paradoxical ~ No one can overcome the into his worldview. The
more basic and impor-  fact that he lives by faith.  tant issue is the non-
Christian, no less than the Christian, 1s forced to
live b}r faith, however much he wishes it otherwise. At some point, there
must be an end to the question "How do you know?” And there are always
questions that cannot be answered—some “not yet” and others “maybe
never,” The non-Christian ends the quest for ultimate answers in various
ways, but in each case, he cannot avoid saying, essentially, “This is a far as |
can go; beyond this point, there is no choice but faith.”

For the Christian, however, faith does not mean “groundlessness.” The
end ot the Christian quest is not simpl}r acquiescence, as if to say, “Well, we

have to stop the qucstiﬂns somewhere, and it might as well be here.” For the

" Ihid., IT1-12.
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Christian, mystery is never ultimate. The non-Christian may think he is
impﬁsing rational order on a world thart 1s u]tim;-ltf:]}r m}rsteriﬁus, but the
Christian knows the God who is not a mystery to Himself. The problem of
the “One and the Many,”"" which leaves us befuddled, is not equally a co-
nundrum to God. He perfectly knows Himself and the world. When we
know Him, therefore, we are living in the light of His knowledge and truth.
The world is ultimately rational and meaningtul, for the Christian confesses
with the certainty of faith, “I know the One who is the Truth, or, rather, He
has made Himself known to me.”

Is this a less satistying answer than the non-Christian’s? If astronomy
and nuclear physics amaze us with mysteries and dumbfound us with the
unfathomable aspects of the physical universe, should it seem so odd that
the Christian doctrine of the universe’'s Creator contains paradoxes? Why

should Christians alone be required to render the inscrutable scrutable?

A Basic Implication of Trinitarianism

The truth that defines a Christian as a Christian, our faith in the triune
God, is revealed eruth. It cannot be discovered b}r scientitic or Empiri{:a] meth-
ods, though science may offer interesting illustrations. The only way for the
doctrine of the Trinity to be known is for God Himself to tell us. And since
God 1s a person, that makes good sense. After all, we can only know a
person to the degree that he opens up to us and tells us about himself—
what he really thinks, what his purposes and desires are.'® If our common
experience shows that we cannot know a man unless he is willing to show us
who he is, why should anyone find it strange that we cannot know God
unless He reveals Himself to us?

Furthermore, if the central truth of the Christian religion can be known
only by submitting one’s mind to a message from God, we should not be
surprised to discover that the less important truths of the Christian worldview
also must be known through faith in Him. In the same way that we know
persons largely through their self-revelation to us, we also know therr works
through their words. Apart from a man’s explanation of why he is doing

" For an explanﬂtiun of the pmb[cm of the "One and the M:Ln}?." see the next clmptct'.
B OFf course, we can .qr:rumtci}- guess a great deal abour a person from the way he looks,

dresses, erc. l}ssuplr do accidfnlly reveal E]‘I:iﬂgb about themselves Lht‘}; didn’t intend to tell.
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what he 1s dning, what he seeks, what his fundamental motivation 1s, and
what he rﬂgal‘d.ﬁ to be the ultimate meaning of his work, | may not be able to
guess (though it is true that in the case of a man, I have other less direct
means at my disposal). When we are speaking of the infinite God, who
transcends our knowledge and understanding, 1t 1s far more clearly the case
that He must reveal the meaning of his works for us to know them. Chris-
tianity, therefore, is a religion of revelation.

This does not mean—as it has too often been thought and taught to
mean—that only the truth about God Himself and the way of salvation
must be revealed, as if we could find out the rest for ourselves. It 1s not that
simple. All truth must be grounded in God’s self-revelation and checked
against the standard of His Word. Thus, the Apostle Paul says that in Christ
“are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3). How
could it be otherwise, when we know that “All things were created through
Him and for Him. And He 1s before all things, and in Him all things con-
sist” (Col. 1:16—17)? Jesus is the secret of the world, the hidden yet revealed
truth that underlies, fills, and surrounds all other truth. And the Father is
Sh;iring that secret with us all in His Word.

Scripturc is the kc}' that unlocks every treasure chest—mnot just the trea-
sures of theology, but also those of biology, history, literature, and child
psychology. This does not mean that the Bible teaches us all we need to
know about all of these subjects, nor does it mean that research and study of
sources other than the Bible is illegitimate or unimportant. It means that
God's revelation in His Word is our ultimate standard for judging all that we
know and learn, while it presupposes that God is revealing Himself in every
thing that He created and in the process of history as well.

A trinitarian worldview is a revealed worldview, a perspective that comes
to us as personal knowledge, which is granted to us by grace. Just as the
Father loved Jesus and therefore showed Him all things (Jn. 5:20), the Father
loves us and shows us all that we need to know to live our lives in happiness
and joy (Jn. 14:21-23). To know the truth, we must seek it first in God'’s
Word and then also in the world that He has created. God is not stingy. He
does not withhold His Word, but manifests Himself everywhere.

The heavens declare the glory of God;
And the firmamenr shows His handiwork.
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Dﬂ}l unto d.'l:,-' uLLers SFIE‘-ECI'i,

And night unto night reveals knowledge.

There 1s no speech nor language

Where their voice 1s not heard.

Their line has gone out through all the earth,

And their words to the end of the world.

In them He has ser a tabernacle for the sun,

Which 1s like a |_1ric|r:g1'unm c:;:-rning out of his chamber,
And rejoices like a strong man to run its race.

[ts rising is from one end of heaven,

And its circuit to the other end;

And there is nothing hidden from its heat, (Ps, 19:1-6)

Review Questions

]

=N

8.
9,

How do Christians first come to know the doctrine of the Trinity?
Qutline the biblical basis for believing in the Trinity.

Qutline the reasons for believing in the deity of Christ.

Qutline the evidence that the Farher, Son, and Spirit are distinct persons.

Why do some people claim that the Trinity 1s a contradiction?

What is the difference between a mystery and a contradiction?

What is the contradiction implied in Weinberg’s "most extreme hope™
What 1s Bell’s theorem?

Explain why all men must live b}-’ faith.

[10. What does it mean to say that Christianity 1s a revealed worldview?

15
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2. Personhood and Harmony

THE vpLICATIONS OF the doctrine of the Trinity are far-reaching and deep.
How could it be otherwise? God 1s the infinite, incomprehensible, transcen-
dent Lord. He is also the Father, who is always near us. When we consider
the impIic;&tinns of trinitarianism, we are lns:c]il:&ting on who He 1s and how
He reveals Himselt to us. Because of His majesty and greatness, we are
confronted with mystery—but the mystery is neither dark nor foggy. It is
the radiant luster of God’s light that overwhelms us. The Christian God is a
mystery to us but not to Himself. The Persons of the Trinity have an abso-
lute knowledge of one another. In the mind of God, truth is an entirely
rational and perfect system, for God cannot contradict Himself (2 Tim.
2:13; Tit. 1:2; Jas, 1:13, 17).

To tully unfold the meaning or the implications of the doctrine of the
Trinity 1s not possible for us, but we can seek light in His light and discover
basic truths that are neither difficult nor controversial, though often ne-
glected in discussions of the Christian worldview. Speciﬁcaﬂ:-,-', from the simple
confession of the Trinity we considered in the last chapter, we find that at
least two important and fundamental implications flow. One, the Christian
worldview 1s a radically personal worldview. Two, n the Christian doctrine
of the Trinity, Christians find the solution to the most fundamental prob-
lem for understanding reality. In this chapter, we will brietly consider each
of these.

k7
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A Personal God and a Personal World

Of all the gods in all the religions of the world, only the triune God of the
Bible is truly and wholly personal. This point is often not recognized, so we
will dwell on it briefly, First, consider the non-Christian theism embraced
by Jews' and Muslims, the belief in a single god who rules the world. By
itself, theism will not sutfice to give us a truly personal god, for a god who
is utterly and simply one—a mere monad—fails to have the qualities we
know to be essential to personality. Although an absolute monad, like the
god of Islam, is the most exalted non-Christian idea of deity, a monad is a
being who is eternally alone—with no other to love, no other with whom to
communicate, and no other with whom to have fellowship. In the case of
such a solitary god, love, fellowship, and com-

munication cannot be essential to his being. In- A gﬂd who s utterly and
deed, they are no part of the monad at all. But simply one fails to have quali-
without these qualities it is difficult to imagine ties essential to pmﬂna“ty-
that the deity so understood is in any meaningful

SCTISE p-:r:-;unal.—[_n conceive of a gnd who does not know love, a gﬁd who has
never shared, a god for whom a relationship with another is eternally irrel-
evant, is to conceive of an abstraction, an idea or a thing more than a per-
son.’

If, to make his god more personal, a believer in such a deity suggested
that his god loved the world after he created it, the result would be a god who
changes in time and who needs the world in order to grow into his selt-
realization as a god of love—a god who becomes personal only with the

help of the creation. Suppose one asserted that the monad loved the world

" Although I place Jews together with Muslims here, the Jewish doctrine of God 1s more
complicated. Jews do less “theology™ and more wrestling with whar God is doing. Some are
quite specularive and virrually “Muslim™ in their doctrine of the God, but others eschew the
possibility of a doctrine of God.

* Love itself takes on a different meaning in such religions. For example, speaking of the
concept of love in Islamic mysticism, Josef van Ess writes: "Though love as a religious
category may take a very prominent place in mysticism, still this is not, on the whole, a love
between equal partners, but a love in which one of the partners, namely God, gradually takes
the place of the other. For the human bemg this means not Integration, but disintegration;
fulfillment, but rather in the sense of depersonalization.” Hans Kung, Josef van Ess, Heinrich

von Stietencron, and Heinz Bechert, Christianity and World Religions: Patks to Dialogue, trans. Peter

Heinegg (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1986), 73-74.
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from eternity? Then the personality of this deity and his attribute of love
would still depf:nd tor their existence on the world he created. Creation
would be a necessary act of SE]ﬁbecnming. For, unless this deity created the
world, he could not realize the love that had been eternally hidden in him,
waiting for its time to shine forth.

[n either case, we would have theism of a sort. Both cases would be
attempts to obtain a monad for whom love had some meaning, However,
these attempts succeed in exalting the monad ethically by demoting him
ontologically, for he is no longer absolute, no longer transcendent. We would
have to admit that he could no longer truly be god, and that a god who
varies or a god who 1s dependent on the world that he creates is not wnrth}f
to be regarded as a deity. Be that as it may, in either of these cases, though
the idea of love has been imported mnto an inchoate theism, we are clearly far
from the biblical concept of a personal fellowship of love among equals. Of
course, neither orthodox Jews nor orthodox Muslims imagine their god as a
changing or contingent being. They would not think of revising their views
of god to enhance his image and compensate for his lack of personal quali-
ties. It follows that thE}r must be satisfied with a g{}d who exists in an eternal
vacuum, even t]’]t‘mgh I'_hf:}-' will find irresistible the temptation to ascribe
personality to the monad.

What we have said here about love applies to other attributes of God
also. In the Bible, words like righteousness, faithfulness, and goodness refer to divine
attributes that ultimately require the doctrine of the Trinity. None of these
notions can be defined biblically apart from the relatiunships between Fa-
ther, Son, and Spirit. Even outside of the biblical worldview, they cannot
really be defined apart from the context of mnterpersonal relationship. Righ-
teousness for a lonely monad simply has no specific content. Righteousness
for the triune God means that each of the persons respects and preserves
the boundaries of the others. The Father honors the Son and does not allow
the infringernent of what belnngs to the Son. Goodness refers to their mu-
tual seeking of blessing for one another, faithfulness to their keeping their
word with one another. In the absence of a relationship among persons,
these and similar words become so utterly abstract that meaning disappears.
They may describe the monad’s relationship to the world, but that brings
up the same problems that appeared when we considered the meaning of

love.
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If Muslims and Jews applied their notion of god consistently to their
worldview, man’s Pel‘snn;ﬂit}-‘, too, would be found to lack ultimate meaning.
Things that we rightly regard as essential to man’s personhood—that man
speaks, laughs, and loves—could only be accidental truths at best. Nothing
in the deity would correspond to social relations. This raises a question:
What would it mean to say that we are created in the image of the lonely
monad? If man is thought to be like such a god, what impact would that
have, for example, on our notion of the ideal life in this world? Should it be
one that lacks these personal qualities or transcends them? What about the
idea of heaven? Should man look forward to an eternity of silent self-con-
templation?

In warning us against false worship, the Bible reminds us that we become
like what we worship. If we worship gods that have mouths but cannot
speak, that have eyes but cannot see, and that have ears but cannot hear, then
we, too, will become dull and senseless (Ps. 115:2—8). The same applies to
the monad. To worship a god who is less than the biblical God of love
results in a gradual transformation of the individual and the culture into
Sl:)ﬂ]{:t]'liﬂg less human and less Ir_:-vingxl

If bare theism tails to be PEI‘S(‘JI‘IH.I. what about Pﬂl}rthei:&m? At least there
is more than one who is called god. Could the gods be personal? Superfi-
cially, polytheitsm may seem to be personal. Upon retlection, however, it
becomes clear that a system of many gods also fails to provide a source of
personal meaning. In addition to the fact that the gods tend to vary from
place to plaf:e and time to time, it is clearly the case that in no le}-’thEiStiE
system are the personal deities of polytheism ultimate. Usually they are
themselves determined by a higher principle, whether fate or something
stmilar, which makes the impersonal ultimate.” It 1s also common for them

to be in competition with one another over matters of aul:hurit}' because of

* Because Jews and Muslims borrow from a trinitarian Bible, their beliefs in many respects
are better than could be obtained from logically deducing truths from their doctrine of
God. The same may be said abour Jehovah's Witnesses and Mormons. Also, because all men
are created in God’s image, even those who deny Him most vehemently may be morally
upright. We do not cease to be what God created us to be simply because we adopt a false
view of the world.

* "But above all the gods is fate, a blind, inscrutable ‘will to which even Zeus must yield.”
W. T. Jones, The Classical Mind, vol. I of A History of Western Philosophy (INew York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1970, 5.
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conflicting wills and divergent plans for the world. Their mutual rivalries
end Iin ways that thlr:;-,-' themselves cannot anticipate because none of them 1s
in control. Since none has ultimate authnrit}', the tuture is no less opaque to
them than it is to us. None of the gods can even know whether he will live
or die. The world may be less of a mystery to the gods than it is to us, but it
is a mystery nonetheless. When the gods themselves are struggling to be
personal and cannot see the future or the meaning of it all, they cannot be
the source of personal meaning for man.

Through the contrast with a mere theism and polytheism, we have a
better idea what 1t means to say that only in the Christian doctrine of the
Trinity 1s there a personal absolute. In the Father, Son, and Spirit, Christians
worship three equally ultimate Persons who are united in one Being, Neither
God'’s oneness nor His threeness is prior to the other. Both His personal
unity and His personal diversity are ultimate. Human beings—created in
God’s 1mage as pers::-ns—haw: mesu"jing, both individual[}r and as a race,
because they are the image of the Absolute. Indeed, the whole creation can
only be understood rightly in terms of the tri-personal God who created all
things to reveal His g]u:::r}-: Ultimate Exp]anati{':rn 1s not to be found in Prin-
Eiple:c., nor in tdeas, nor in a ' final theur}r” made up ot accidents and laws
blended in mystery, but in the Father, Son, and Spirit—the Personal God.
All things in the world are what they are by His will—they were created by
Him and for Him, and in Him alone they subsist (Col. 1:16-17). The
history of the world unfolds according to the plan of Him “who worketh
all things after the counsel of his own will” (Eph. [:11Ib).

This means that Christians must question the meaning and purpose of
events. I'hey cannot escape the question “why,” nor answer it with “that’s
just the way things are.” In the trinitarian worldview, the most trivial events
have a significance that is tied to the most profound reality—"Are not two
sparrows sold for a farthing? And one of them shall not fall on the ground
without your Father” (Mt. 10:29). Even things about ourselves too minor
for us to notice are not ignored by the Father: “But the very hairs of your
head are all numbered” (Mt. 10:30). Whereas the modern, impersonal

worldview of scientific rationalism leads to an “unbearable lightness of

* Some cmnpluin that the answer “Ir s God’s will” amounts to the same t]‘ling. bur the
ubjccrimn I5 grmmdcd in a fatlure to observe the immeasurable gap between the }"u:rmnal will

of the hﬂ:;wenl}f Farher and an impcrmﬂal "wa}-'” thatr “t]ainga are,”
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being,™ the Christian worldview teaches us to see, in the love and care of
our heavenly Father, the pcrﬁ:ct though inscrutable plan of the Creator who
controls all things.

It is clear also that faich in a trinitarian God means that man himself
becomes truly personal. In Carl F. H. Henry's words, “More than any other
factor in the history of Western thought it is this doctrine of the Trinity
that has riveted attention on the fact and nature and importance of human
personality.”” If man is God’s image, then the answer to the question of
God's nature gives insight into the question of man’s nature. Trinitarianism
shows us that God is a God in whom three Persons share an eternal fellow-
ship of love. We can even say they are who they are because of that fellow-
ship of love, for the Father cannot be the Father without the Son, and the
Father and the Son are not related without the Spirit. Man, who is the image
of this God who exists in personal relation, is therefore a creature in rela-
rion. First and most fundamentall}r, man exists in relaticmship with God.
Then, no less necessarﬂ}-', man exists and grows as a person in rflatinnship

with other human persons.

The One and the Many

Problems in the philosophical theory of knowledge and the philosophical
theory of reality are mutually involved. Our definition of reality, in other
words, is going to determine the methods and meaning of knowledge and
vice versa, For Exmnple, if one posits ultimate realit}s as unknowable, then
his theory of knowledge must be limited to the knowledge of penultimate
reality, with the qualification that he will never be able to know how much

or in what ways penultimate real-
The problem of unity and diversity, in various ity is influenced by ultimate real-
forms, became the center of Greek speculation.  ity. This, of course, radically

qualifies the knowledge of
penultimate reality. If, on the other hand, one claims that knowledge of the
universe can be obtamed only by logical deduction from basic axioms, then
one’s view of the world will be limited to ideas and things within the scope

of a deductive system, E'Iiminaring vast areas of human experience.

“1 am borrowing the title of the book, not referring to its message.
g g g

"Carl E, H. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, 5:150,
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Thus, n any consistent worldview, the theory of knowledge and the
theory of reality will be coherently related parts of a systematic whole. This
helps us think about the implications of trinitartanism. The Trinaty 1s the
ultimate reality in the Christian worldview, and all other aspects of the
Christian worldview find their origin in the one true God. Qur view of
knowledge, too, must be systematically related to our view of reality, which
is to say, an ultimately personal view of reality naturally leads to a personal
view of knowledge.

As men have tried to come to grips with the basic issues of reality and

knowledge, they have confronted difficult problems in each of these branches

of philusuph}f the theories of knowledge and realit}-'. These problems seem
to arise from the very nature of man and the world in which he lives, so that
every religion and philosophy is forced to suggest some sort of answer to
these basic issues. Christianity not only has its own distinct answers to the
problems, it also has a different perspective on the nature of the problems
themselves, For the Christian, “problems” for human thought that arise
from the very nature ot the world are actually fingerprints of the triune
God, This is most evident in the case of the k{:}r Phi]nac}p]‘lical conundrum,”
the rock that has crushed phﬂnstmphical and re]_igiﬂus systems thrnughuut
the history of man—the problem of the One and the Many.

[t 1s an ancient problem. Writing in the third century after Christ, Diogenes
|aertius, the ancient historian of philosophy, identified Musacus as the first
man to set forth what might be called a philosophy. Musaeus was said to
have believed “that all things prm:eed from unity and are resolved into unity.””
From his (rather mythical) time forward, the problem of unity and diversity,
in various forms, became the center of Greek speculation. Two fundamen-

tall}-' Opposite VIEWs were prnposed.

Heraclitus . . . held that all things flow, that becoming is the only reality.
This river you look at, he said, and givf a ﬁing]c name to, 1s never for an

instant the same river. Parmenides held almost the polar opposite of this

5]

“[PJhilosophy seeks above all for a solution to the problem of the one and the many,
which is presented moreover under various forms . . " Louis De Raeymacker, The Philosophy of
Being: A Synthesis of Metaphysics (St. Louts: B. Herder Book Co., 1954), 62.

"Colin Brown, E:ETI.TIHIH{'{T annd Western T;JWEE'J-' A H.r'.?h:-r_v E_.*,r Pﬁifﬁiﬂpﬁfm, Ideas and .HI-'TC"L‘.FF.'H‘.*H.'EI Z
vols. (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1990), 1:19,
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Heraclitan doctrine of flux; for Parmenides, change is an illusion, reality

one great whole, perfect and indivisible,™

Given the underlying presupposition of Greek philosophy—the autonomy
of human thought''—the problem of the One and the Many cannot be
rationally solved. A little reflection makes this abundantly plain. If the One
is ultimate, then all the diversity in the world has no final meaning. If, as
Musaeus supposedly said, all things come out of and return to the One,
then the Many are merely temporary. They have meaning and existence only
in the One and through the One. Their impermanent and penultimate exist-
ence can have no definitive meaning. Real, lasting, and ultimate meaning
belongs only to the One from which and to which all flows, in which all is
resolved. The phﬂnsuph}' of Parmenides, who asserted the ultimacy of the
One, leaves us with the mystery of an incomprehensible One and a mean-
ingless Many.

We will not find real help, however, in the opposite doctrine of Heraclitus.
For if we posit the Many as ultimate in order to find meaning, we actually
end up with the same problem in a different form. Now meaning becomes
impossible because there is no unity in the world. Every thing that exists is
isolated from every other thing. In Heraclitus' view, each member of the
Many 1s its own ultimate principle and cannot be related to any other mem-
ber in terms of language or principles that include both members, for any
method of relating two of the Many would imply a unity above them. It
would destmy the uItim&C}r of the M&l‘l}’.Tl‘lE result 1s that t:xplan;ltinn and
meaning are impossible.

The problem of the One and the Many is difficult to follow, so provid-
ing some illustrations may help to clarify the main point—which is that
either conceiving of the One as ultimate, like Parmenides did, or conceiving
of the Many as ultimate, as Heraclitus did, results in absurdity.

Stating the problem of the One and the Many in concrete terms as a

problem of language may open up a perspective that will shed additional

" Crain Brinvon, Ideas and Men: The Story of Western Thought (New York: Prentice-Hall, 19507,
A9,

"' By this expression, I mean the idea that there ts no intellecrual authority above man, that
human reason is a law to itself. To the Greeks, man’s mind was the highest source of rational

Explﬂnatiun in the world and the ultimare juclg-: of whar is rartonal or not rational, rrue or

false.



PERSONHOOD AND HARMONY 23

light on the subject and facilitate our understanding. Consider, for our illus-
tration, each individual word in the di{:titmar}r to be a member of the many.
If we posit the One as ultimate, the result would be that the individual
words of the dictionary would lose their distinct meaning, for the meaning
of each word would be tied up with and reducible to the One. To para-
phrase Musaeus, each word proceeds from the One and is resolved into the
One. In effect, then, the individual words would simply be different ways of
pronouncing the One. The whole dictionary would be absorbed into one
single word whose meaning would be rationally incomprehensible because it
would include everything, including all the opposites of the world. Good 1s
the One. Evil is the One. Right and left, up and down, backwards and
forwards, all are the One. Hatred and love could not be ultimately distin-
gutshed. For that matter, hatred and bananas could not be ultimately distin-
guished. When every aspect of reality blends into a universal blob, meaning
disappears.

On the other hand, the ultimacy of the Many would mean that each
word in the dictionary must be known by itself, without explanation in
terms of the other words, If each word were ultimate, ExPIan:itit}n In terms
of |1ighe1‘ categories or PTil‘ICiPIES would be excluded, because n-:.:-thing could
exist above the individual words to bring them into relation. And since every
member of the Many would be ultimate to itself, we would end up with a
dictionary that could at best be nothing more than a list of words. With the
fragmentation of the world into unrelatable and indefinable units, we would
face the disintegration of meaning no less certainl}s than we would when we
assert the ultimacy of the One.

Another illustration of the problem of the One and the Many comes
from politics. In this case, the ultimacy of the One would mean the ulti-
macy of the state—statism. In the statist view, the individual is nothing
more than a piece of the larger mechanism. When the state is conceived as
being ultimate, then the individuals in the society would decide—or have
decided for them—their jobs, their marriages, and the affairs of daily life in
terms of the needs or demands of the state. In the end, only the state would
count.'

"*This 1s not, by the way, merely a theoretical matter. In the twentieth century both Adolf
Hitler and Joseph Sralin held views that amounted to positing the ultimacy of the state over

the individual, Hitler's view was narional socialism. Stalin's was international socialism. But
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On the other hand, the ultimacy of the Many in politics means anarchy.
Each individual man would be his own law, his own ultimate authority.
Family, state, church, and other groups would have no authority or real
signtticance. It could hardly be said that they would even exist, for every
group would be nothing more than an accidental, temporary conglomera-
tion. Groups would only appear ro be a whole. In reality, they would be a
mete amassment of individual, unrelated, and unrelatable fragments.

Whether we think, therefore, of the ultimacy of the One or of the Many,
political philosophy is reduced to absurdity. Statism and anarchy both un-
dermine the meaning of the state itself as well as the individual citizen. For
neither an undifferentiated mass nor a host of isolated particles is capable
of being rationally analyzed or structured. As we saw also from the illustra-
tion from language, the problem of the One and the Many in politics illus-
trates that what we need is a philosophy of life that allows for both the One
and the Many to have ultimate meaning.

We should add that the historical tendency is toward believing in the
ultimacy of the One.”” Pantheistic religions teach the ultimacy of the One.
The religions that believe in a monad—TJudaism and Islam—believe in the
ultimacy of the One. Even polytheism, as we observed, tends to find a
One—tfate, chance, or some other principle—that exists above the gods and
functions as an ultimate principle. It seems that most men have chosen to
hold to the ultimacy of the One over that of the Many.

This does not mean that all philosophers bounce back and forth be-
tween Heraclitus and Parmenides. On the contrary, schizophrenic attempts
to bring the One and Many together are the norm. For societies to function,
finding some means of relating the One and the Many to each other 1s
necessary from a pr&ctic;i] st;ﬂ.mdpuint. Societies stumble alﬂng, trying to

work thiﬂgs out, But inabﬂit}’ to come to terms with the pmblem of the

both of them were totalitarian collecrivists. It may be noted in passing thar regarding Hider
as the “right” and Sralin as the “left” s not a very helptul appr{':;ftf}h for both of them are on
the same side of the spectrum, regarding the One as ultimate.

" This is particularly true in China and the Orient, where, for example, the teaching of
Taocism 1s summed up by Wing-Tsit Chan thus: "Whereas in other schools Tao means a
systemn or moral truth, in this school [ Taoism] it is the One, which is natural, eternal, spon-
taneous, nameless, and indescribable, It 1s at once the beginning of all things and the way in

which all things pursue their course.” A Sewrce Book in Chinese P.Er'lrompﬁ'ﬁ |iPrinn:tf_m: Princeton

Univ. Press, 1963), 136.
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One and the Many has been a source of social disruption throughout his-
tory, and it remains mda:-,-' an unsolved and unsolvable dilemma for would-
be autonomous thought. Of course, this does not mean that people just give
up. Societies may fluctuate, but most people conduct their lives as if they
know an ultimate harmony between the One and the Many does exist. In-
deed, they naturally seek that harmony. But in non-Chnistian philosophy,
men do not find either a solution to their basic metaphysical dilemma or an
ultimate explanation for the moral, scientific, or rational principles they
continue to believe in.'*

Though the Bible never deals with the problem of the One and the
Many as an abstract philosophical problem, and Christians are never given
“principles” to enable them to discover the harmony of the One and the
Many i their daily lives, the Christian answer to the problem 1s obvious.
The doctrine of the Trinity provides an apprehensible, if not incomprehen-
sible, solution m the equal ultimacy of the One and the Many in God. The
solution to man’s dilemma is personal—God Himself. Because He 1s One,
there is unity in Him and in His creation. But He is also Three. Multiplicity,
therefore, also has final meaning in God Himself and 1in His creation. We
know this ﬂl‘l]}r because the Bible reveals it. Even so, we cannort fathom the
depths of the Trinity, We cannot ana-
lyze, dissect, or systematically unfold  The doctrine of the Trinity provides an
the whole truth of the absolute God, apprehensihle solution in the equal ulti-
demonstrating all the relations of the  macy of the One and the Many in God.
One and the Many mn a humanly com-
prehensible and rational system. God remains, in other words, incompre-
hensible. However, we can see that He 1s the solution to the problem, and
knowing that enables us to find intellectual and spiritual rest through faith
in Him.,

'* Although not dealing specifically with the One and the Many, Stanley Jaki demon-
strates the futility of non-Christian thought through an in-depth survey of ancient pagan-
ism. Jaki shows that the biblical doctrine of creation opened the way to a rational view of
the universe and the birth of modern science. Another book about the ancient world, Chris-
tianity and Classical Cultiere, shows that the fall of Rome was related to her mability to come to
workable solutions to the problem of the One and the Many. See Stanley Jaki, Science ana
Creation: From Eternal Cyeles to an Oscillating Universe, rev. ed. (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic

Press, 1986) and Charles Norris Cochrane, Cﬁrr'srr'mrfr_'g; and Classical Culture: A j'nm"}l of T&pugﬁ!
and Action from Augustus to Augustine {INew York: Oxford University Press, 1944,
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PEI‘]‘H:‘IPS ¢ven maore n-.}teu-*m‘th}r 1S that we can see that the triune God is
the source of the “problem.” If the world had been created by a monad, the
problem of the One and the Many would not exist, for the resolution of all
into the One ought to be at least apparently possible, The nature of the
world would reflect the nature of its creator; however, the world is much
more complex than, and very different from, the one a monad would or
could create. If we think about the fact that we live in a world that demands
some type of harmony between the One and the Many, we cannot help but
ask the question, Why is the world like this? The Christian has an answer. We
confront the mystery of the One and the Many because the world was cre-
ated by the God who is One and Many. The problem is a pointer to the
nature of ultimate reality. The very fact of the problem of the One and the
Many 1s a testimony to the Trinuty.

If a non-Christian, imitating the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, pro-
posed a solution to the problem of the One and the Many in the equal
ultimacy of an mmpersonal One and Many, he would still not be able to
explain our world. The impersonal hardly serves as a source for the personal.
Nor is there a reason wh}f man should exist so C]L‘HT]}’ as the lord of this
PIE_ﬂEt in a world that evolved from an in1p¢:r5tm;1] One and M:m}-: If the
non-Christian proposed a personal One and Many, he would still be merely
borrowing from Christianity without the benefit of revelation. As we said
before, Christians do not believe in the Trinity because they seek solutions to
philosophical problems. They believe in the Trinity because the knowledge
of Jesus Christ compels them to confess Him as God and to believe His
witness concerning the Father and the Spirit. The “solution” to the “prob-
lem” 1s in a personal relationship with the One God, something that cannot
be created through philosophical speculation or religious pontification. Only
Christ Himself, present to us through the Holy Spirit, makes the truth of
the Trinity apparent. The philosophical implications of the doctrine come
later.

Another aspect of the problem remains, however. If we cannot really
expound the harmony of the One and the Many in the being of God, how
can we realize the harmony of the One and the Many in our daily lives? The
answer, again, is found in God’s revelation. He has given us in His Word
commandments that are to be a light to our path and a lamp for our feet (Ps.

[19:105). I we follow His commandments, we will be walking in love, for
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the commands to love God and our neighbor are the essence of the whole
law {Mt. 22:3?—4[]). B}-’ obedience to the commandments of God, we can
discover—to the degree it 1s pc::rssible in a world of sin—harmony in f'ﬂrnil}r,
church, and state. Note that the harmony of everyday life is not something
we can attain through speculation, nor is it primarily an mtellectual 1ssue. To
worship the true God in faith and love and to live in obedience to His
revealed will is the key to the practical issues we face. The realization of the
Christian solution to the problem of the One and the Many, in other words,
is ethical. In the Christian position, mans whole being is addressed, so that
obedience and worship are inseparable from knowledge. Just as the ultimate
intellectual solution to the problem of the One and the Many 1s not attain-
able by mere speculation, so also it 1s only in Scripture that we find the
solutions to the practical problems posed by the unity and diversity of the

WUI'ld HI".[CI l'lU maAn IIFIE‘

Conclusion

The ultimate reaIit}r of a Perat)na_] God demands a doctrine of knnw]cdgf:

gl*ﬂunded n PETSD]’IHI revelation. The triune God is the source of and ulti-

mate answer for the philosophical problem of the One and the Many—a
problem that, from a different perspective, brings us back to the necessity
of personal revelation. By the powers of philosophical speculation alone we
cannot attain either theoretical or practical knowledge of the harmony of
the One and the Many. We need instruction from the One who is also the
Many, the God who is not an abstract principle but a personal Three united
in a personal One. The mind-staggering complexity of the world testifies to
the wonder of the Maker and calls us to worship Him. Knowledge of the
world depends upon the unfathomable integration of the One and the Many,
a task far beyond our ability. The Father must teach us and show us, the Son
must be with us, and the Spirit must be in us before we can make sense of

the world and find rest for our minds and souls.
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Review Questions

Explain why a monad like Allah is not truly personal.

Explain wh}- the gﬂds of p::rl}rtheism are not trul}r persun;ﬂ.

Tad Pod =

Explain why the triune God is truly personal.

Why is the personhood of God imporrtant?

What s the Prﬂb]fl‘n of the One and the Many?

6. Give two illustrations of the problem of the One and the Many.
Why does the problem of the One and the Many occur?

8. How do we obtam a practical hammn}-’ of the One and the Many in our lives?

I

':-J
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3.The Covenantal God

WE HaVE discussed the basics of the doctrine of the Trinity and some of its
wotldview implications. We are ready now to return to the biblical doctrine
of the Trinity and consider two aspects that are less emphasized—perhaps
even C{)mPIL‘tE]}J overlooked—but which are PI'L}ﬁmnc]]}r impurtant for the
Christian worldview. These two truths represent a more sophisticated level
of trinitarianism but nothing arcane or obscure, even if the technical vo-
cabulary may initially seem somewhat mtimidating.

First, we will take time to consider the truth that what God does in history
reveals who He is in eternity.' In part, this is a simple deduction from the fact
that God cannot change. He 1s self-consistent. More importantly, this prin-
ciple expresses the basic biblical idea of revelation, which we will explore in

more depth in a later chapter. In the creation of the world and through His

' Herman Bavinck expressed it in techmecal theological language when he wrote, "Now
these inter-personal relations existing within the divine essence are also revealed ourwardly.
To be sure, outgoing works always pertain to the Divine Being as a whole. "God's outgoing
works are indivisible although the order and distinetion of the persons s preserved. One
and the same God reveals himself in creation and redemprtion. But in this unity the order of
subsistence within the divine essence is preserved. The ontological trinity s reflected in the
economical trinity. Hence, certain artributes and works are ascribed particularly—though
not exclusively, as was held by Abelard—to one person, others especially to another, in such
a manner thar the order of subsistence pertaining to the ontological trinity is revealed in this
outward manifestation.” The Doctrine of God (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1977), 317-18.

Bavinck's work was first puhlis-]m:l in Dutch near the end of the nineteenth century.

s
—
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leading in history, God s manifesting Himself. He does not hide from us
but shines the light of His gh‘:ﬂ‘}f so that we can seek and know Him. Men
fail to see Him not because He 1s far off but because sinful man wi]]ﬁﬂl}r
shuts his eyes to the light.

Second, we will look into the mmplications of an ancient theological
word—perichoresis in Greek, circumineessio in Latin—that points to an impor-
tant aspect of the Trinity. The theological terms are technical, but the truth
expressed is straightforward: each of the Persons of the Trinity dwells in the
others, This comes to expression most frequently in the Gospel of John,

where our Lord repeatedly says that He 1s “in the Father” and the Father 1s
“in" Him.

God Shows Himself

It 1s not simply that whatever God does must, m the nature of the case,
reveal something about who He 1s. As we shall see in a later chapter, He
reveals Himselt because revelation is an essential aspect of His trinitarian
nature. T he triune God shows Himself to us because He delights to have us
draw near to Him in a real Pfr:af:-na] ﬁ:Tatinnship‘ In the bcginning, beftore
the Fall, this was evident in the fact that God placed Adam in a garden-
sanctuary to dwell with Him. After the Fall, it meant that God's self-revela-
tion was redemptive. God'’s works n the world
The most frequently employed ~ and in history abundantly manifest His nature,
biblical device for structunng  and His self-revelation in Scripture expounds His
histur}* Is the covenant. works so that we can clearly see what He is say-
ing to us. I'hough there are depths to what He
shows us about Himself that may be ditficult to reach, most of what He
reveals of Himself is plain enough to be understood even by children. Para-
doxically, because this perspicuous revelation is totally personal, it is also
hidden from those who hate Him (Mt. 13:11-17).
The incomprehensible depth and transparent clarity of God's self-rev-
elation are united in the revelation that He has given to us in His Son.

And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld His glory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth. . . .
No one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the
bosom of the Father, He has declared Him. (John 1:14, 18)
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Is there a biblical word that sums up God's self-revelation in history? No
doubt there 1s more than one perspective from which to view the subject,
but the most f'requentl}' employed biblical device for structuring hismr}f 1S
the covenant. From the Garden of Eden to the end of the world, God estab-
lishes covenants that define His relationship with man, and He never relates
to man apart from a covenant. This raises a question about God Himselt:
Do these covenants reveal God's nature? The answer to that question is
given, in part, in the fact that the relationship between the Father and the
Son embraces all the elements of the biblical idea of covenant and reveals

most deepl}r its meaning.

The Elements of a Covenant

Though God reveals Himself in all of His works throughout history, it is
appropriate to begin with His glorious manifestation of Himsell in Christ,
for only in the light of the knowledge of Christ can we grasp, for what it
truly s, everything else God has done in history. Jesus is the center of our
calendar because He is the center of all. In the Bible the ccntralit}r of Christ
s seen in the fact that the entire Old Testament era is spent waiting for the
coming of the Messiah, with the prophets declaring various aspects of His
saving work and proclaiming the glories of His reign and the histories fore-
shadowing His person and work. From the fall of Adam onward, the whole
of biblical revelation is focused on the seed of the woman (Gen. 3:15).

So many detailed pmphecies were fulfilled in the life of Christ that we
cannot doubt that God has a plan for history and that Jesus is the center
of that plan. We may note i passing that biblical prophecy demonstrates
God's control over world history. We see this both in grand prophetic
visions of the future and in predictions of specific events, No other reli-
gion or worldview, tor example, offers anything like the biblical book of
Daniel and its prediction of the rise and fall of the Babylonian, Persian,
Greek and Roman empires (Dan. 2:36—485). But prophecy in general and
Daniel in particular is not about politics or amazing stories of the furure.
The empires Daniel predicted were part of God’s program to prepare the
world for the Messiah. The worldly principalities and powers existed for
Him and His purposes. Even the small details of biblical prophecy mani-
fest God's working in the world. Roman soldiers gambled over the Messiah’s
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clothing, unconsciously fulfilling Seripture that had been written hundreds
of years betore (Jn. 19:24). Both the great and small of Pmphec}f come
together when Peter rebukes the Jews for crucitying Jesus: “Him, being de-
livered by the determined purpose and foreknowledge of God, you have
taken by lawless hands, have crucified, and put to death” (Acts 2:23). God’s
Lordship is evident in the rise and fall of the empires, as well as in the
perversity of the soldiers and the hardheartedness of His own people. But
even though God directs the affairs of men, Peter reminds us that we are
accountable and responsible for all we do.

When we caretully consider the revelation that God has given us in His
Son, it becomes clear that one of the overarching themes of the Old Testa-
ment is the idea of covenant. The covenant theme structures the form and
content of the Old Testament trom Genesis to Malachi and finds its unique
tultillment in Jesus. The Gospel writers do not explicitly emphasize the
covenant idea. Instead they use language that presupposes it and they set
forth the basic elements that are familiar from the OId Testament. The
following summary of the covenant between the Son and the Father is one
way to outline the elements of a covenant.

[. Lordship

God's total plan for history focuses on the Messiah and is seen most clearly
in Him. In the Messiah we learn about God HimsclEThmughﬂut the Bible,
but especially in the Psalms, God is extolled as [.ord and King. His tran-
scendent glory and power are such that all the nations of the world are like
a drop in a bucket or dust on scales (Is. 40:15). When they rage in rebellion,
He laughs (Ps. 2:4). As the greatest king of the ancient world confessed,

I blessed the most High, and I praised and honored him that liveth for ever,
whose dominion s an Ew:rlasling dommion, and his kingc{nm is from gen-
eration to generation: And all the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as
nothing: and he doeth according to his will in the army of heaven, and

among the inhabitants of the earth: and none can stay his hand, or say unto

him, What doest thou? (Dan, 4:34-35)

2. Hierarchy
When we consider the gospel accounts, especially the Gospel of John, an-

other aspect of God's self-revelation thmugh the incarnation of Christ be-
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comes clear. One of the most frequently repeated themes in the Gospels is
that the Father sent the Son into the world (Mt. 10:40; 15:24; Mk. 9:37;
Lk. 4:43;9:48; 10:16; In. 3:17; 4:34; 5:23, 24, 30, 36, 37; 6:29, 38, 39, 40;
7:16, 18; and others). This fact has a number of significant implications,
but one of the most simple and obvious 1s that there is a hierarchy within

the Trinity. The Father sends the Son. The Son submits to the Father's will.
In the words of Jesus, “And He who sent Me 1s with Me. The Father has not

left Me alone, for I always do those things that please Him"” (Jn. 8:29). Of

course, the very name Fatber and Son imply the hierarchical relationship, ex-
pressed so frequently in the Gospels as Jesus’ obedience to the Father and
His secking the Father's honor and glory. Thnugh it is not emphasized, the
same relationship can be seen between the Spirit and the Son, for the Son,
together with the Father, sends the Spirit, and the Spirit glorifies the Son
(Jn. 15:26; 16:7, 14).

Hierarchy in relationship means that the Father is greater than the Son in
His office only, not in His being. The Father sends the Son, but the Son does
not send the Father. The Father and the Son send the Spirit, but the Spirit
does not send the Father and the Son. The official hierarchy of the Persons
s their eternal relationship. It does not imply that the Son s less powertul or
that He does not fully share the omniscience of the Father. On the contrary,
the Son and the Holy Spirit possess all the attributes of God to the same
infinite degree as the Father. The Persons of the Trinity are equal in their
being but different in their personhood, existing in a hierarchy of Father,
Son, and Spirit.

3. Commandments and Obedience

The hierarchical rﬁflatiﬂnahips in the Tri nity come to concrete expression in
the form of commandments, a central feature of the covenants in the Old

Testament. The Father has commanded the Son whart to do (Jn. 5:36; 9:4;
10:25, 32, 37) and what to speak (Jn. 12:49; 17:8). The Son’s obedience to
the Father is therefore comprehensive. Not only was every miracle done
according to the Father’s plan and direction, even seemingly unimportant
events are included. When Jesus stopped by the roadside to speak with the

Samaritan woman, He expl:ained to His surprised disciples: ”M}! food is to

do the will of Him who sent Me, and to finish His work” (Jn. 4:34).
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The Father sent the Son to do the work He had phmned before the tounda-
tion of the world, and the Son, in full and perfect obedience to the Father,
fultilled that work. We are not surprised therefore when we read the prayer
our Lord prayed before His betrayal, which shows that He knew the Father
would accept His work and reward it. Jesus

spoke of the Father glorifying the Son (Jn.  The elements of the covenant in
[7:1, 5) but even more of the fact that the the structure of DEUIEI'DHBITI‘.{ are
Church, the people for whom Jesus died,  fundamental worldview categones.
would be the gift of the Father to the Son

(Jn. 17:2, 6, 9, 11, 12, 24). Just as Jesus” obedience to the Father was the
expression of holy love, so also the Father’s reward to the Son was the ex-
pression of His perfect delight in the Son and His acceptance of the work

of redempriﬂm

Y. Succession

Jesus’ sacritice was perfect and He pronounced His work of substitutionary
suf_ﬁ:ring finished Un 19:3(}). but there was other work that He did not
finish. He PEISSECI it on to His dis:ipffs in the same way that God, in the
beginning when He created the world, left the dominion project unfinished
so that man as His coworker could complete the task. Therefore, the Son
said to His disciples: "As the Father has sent Me, I also send you" (Jn.
20:21). In the book of Acts, we see His apostles performing works similar
to those of Jesus and also suffering at the hands of God’s enemies, even
unto death. They inherited His work and, in turn, passed it on to others

after them. And so it has continued all the way to our own day.

What we have summarized here about the relationship between the incarnate
Son and the Father follows the same outline that structures the book of
Deuteronomy as it defines the covenant relationship between God and His
people. (1) Lordship: God is the covenant Lord who grants the covenant (Deut.
[:1-8). (2) Hierarchy: He directs His people through leaders that He has ap-
pointed to represent Him (Deut. 1:9—4:43). (3) Commandments: He gives com-
mandments for both the leaders and the people (Deut, 4:44-26:19). (4)
Sanctions: If the people are faithful, they will be blessed, but if they reject His
goodness and love, they bring upon themselves a curse (Deut. 27-30). (5)
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Suceession: God’s pn‘:-phet. Moses, passes on the work of the covenant to his
successor, Joshua, and to the next generation of Israel [Deut. 31-32).

The elements of the covenant in the structure of Deuteronomy are fun-
damental worldview categories, though they may be stated in different terms
and the individual elements themselves may be expressed in broader or nar-
rower terms. When modern scholars of comparative religion, for example,
consider the history of religion and attempt to describe the data, they de-
velop a remarkably similar account of the elements of a worldview. William
E. Paden, in his popular textbook on comparative religion, sees all religions
as including something about gods, myth (stories of the relationship of
men and the gods), systems of purity (rules), and ritual and time (methods
of affirming blessing and curse).” To restate the covenant outline in the
more general terms of worldview: (1) All worldviews involve some notion
of ultimacy. (2) The ultumate being or power must come into concrete
contact with the world through a representative of some kind. (3) Every
worldview has its own view of right and wrong and commands obedience to
the ultimate and penultimate authorities. (4) Law without sanction cannot
stand, 1n any worldview, at any time, Bfessings and curses are alwai}-’s n-
cluded and the ceremonial as pect of re]igitm focuses upon them. (§) chr}-'
worldview has some view of the goal of history and some method for one
generation to pass on its work to the next. We should add that worldviews
are not taught through five-point outlines; tl‘lt‘.}" are passed on from one
generation to the next in stories and the ceremonies, celebrations, and cus-
toms that are based upon those stories.

The Essence of a Covenant

Since all men are created in God’s image, the fact that non-Christian reli-
gicms and worldviews have ideas that are similar to the biblical covenantal
1dea, especiall}r in their pDIitical and socio-cultural religi::rus systems, pro-

vokes no surprise. However, thﬂugh every rﬂ*liginn and worldview contains

? William E. Paden, Religious Worlds: The Comparative Study of Religion, second ed. (Boston:
Beacon Press, ]*}*)4:.1. | have r:h:mgl:c[ the order of Padens topics in order to make the pnt'aﬂc-f
with the biblical covenantal structure apparent. Nintan Smart’s analysis also fits the biblical

covenant structure with only slight adjustments. Nintan Smart, Dimensions of the Sacred: An
Anatomy of the Warld's Beliefs { Berkeley: University of California, 1996).
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the elements of a covenant, the biblical worldview contrasts sharply with
non-Christian worldviews. In the Bible, the covenant idea is first of all a
theological idea, not a political or religious one. The covenant 1s a revelation of
the very life of the triune God. The differences become especially clear
when we consider the essence of the covenant relationship.

What 1s the essence of the biblical idea of covenant? The answer often
given is misleading, though not wholly false. A common definition of cov-
enant is “agreement” since the Bible uses the word covenant to describe various
agreements made by men. But this sense of the word is altogether inad-
equate to express what the word means when the Bible speaks of God and
His covenant with man, or when it speaks of a covenant among the Persons
of the Trinity. The trinitarian covenant 1s not a mere agreement among the
three Persons. Covenant means relationship, and the essence of the covenant
relationship is love.

To understand the nature of a covenant, the most helpful and meaning-
ful biblical example 1s the marriage relationship. Marriage 1s an “agree-
ment,” but it is a very special kind of agreement. Marriage, unlike contractual
agreements, 18 entered into with an oath. The marriage oath expresses beau-
tiﬁ.ﬂ]}-’ what a covenant rcaﬂ}r 1S, 3 promise to love and cherish one another
until death. The oath expresses total commitment, a self-sacrificial giving of
oneself in love, There 1s no “escape’ clause if
one party decides he is  (ovenant means relationship, not getring what he
wanted from the agree- and the essence of the cov-  ment. The words “un-
til death” suggest that as enant relatinnship Is love. far as life in this world

is concerned, there is no time limit. Though the
marriage covenant can be broken and dissolved, 1t is still not really accurate
to call it a “conditional” covenant, for the promises of the marriage oath do
not really constitute conditions. Human marriage at best, however, is only a
faint image of God’s covenant. God’s covenant love for His people reflects
s-::nmething much dE‘EpEl‘ and more wonderful: the eternal self—den}-'ing love
that each of the Persons of the Trinity has for the others.

This 1s the love that God expressed to His people Israel through the gift
of the covenant,

For you are a holy people to the LORD your God; the LORD your God has
chosen you to be a pmple for Himself, a special treasure above all the I_‘!E“l_‘lplt_‘ﬂ
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on the face of the earth. The Lorp did not set His love on you nor choose
you because you were more in number than any other people, for you were
the least of all peoples; but because the LorD loves you, and because He
would keep the oath which He swore to your fathers, the LORD has brought
you out with a mighty hand, and redeemed you from the house of bond-

age, from the hand of Pharaoh kirt_g of Eg}’pt. [:I'}fut. 7:6—8)

Since God chose Israel and gave Himself to her in love, the one thing He
demanded was the covenant response of love.

You shall love the LorD yvour God with all your heart, with all your soul,

and with all your strength. (Deut. 6:5)

And now, Israel, what does the LORD your God require of you, but to fear
the LORD your God, to walk in all His ways and to love Him, to serve the
L.orD your God with all your heart and with all your soul, and to keep the
commandments of the LORD and His statutes which I command you today
for vour good? (Deut. 10:12-13)

Though it is clear from these verses that the essence of God's covenant
relationship with Israel was love, everyone who knows the Bible is aware that
the idea of covenant, especially the covenant given through Moses, is also
associated with law and righteousness. Indeed, the expression “Law of Moses”
is virtually equivalent to the expression “Mosaic covenant.” Should we think
of the Mosaic covenant primarily as law® or primarily as love? Although to
some, there seems to be a great difference between the notion ot covenant as
3 relati-:mship of love and covenant as a relaticmship of law, this is actuall}r 3
false dichotomy. Once again, marriage provides an appropriate analogy.
Marriage 1s a legal relationship with binding rules and mutual obligations
publicly expressed and legally ratified. This does not suggest to anyone that
marriage 1s primarily or merely a Ieg.'ﬂ relati nnship. [t does not occur to us to
think that somehow the legal aspect of the bond interferes with the relational

* A further complication is the fact that the Hebrew word rranslated “law” (torah) means
“instruction” rather than “law” or "principle.” The Law of Moses is the instruction that
God gave to Israel through Moses. It certainly 1s a "legally binding” instruction and there-
fore "law” or “covenant” But the word “law” alone is too often understood as if we had a
bare command rather than the loving instruction of our Father. Biblical law is never merely

“rules” impuﬁcd b}r nuth:}rir}'.
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HSPEEt.5 Obviously the legal bond 1s a seal of the love relationship, making it
more solemn and Exalting rather than dctl*acting from it.

In the same way, God's relationship with Israel is both a relationship of
law and a relationship of love. Israel is a nation and God 1s her king. To give
her a righteous and wise law 1s an act of love on the part of the heavenly
king, who regards Israel not as political subjects but as His dear children
(Deut. 14:1). He in turn is their heavenly Father. Remember that the Lord
instructed Moses, “Then you shall say to Pharaoh, Thus says the LORD:
[srael is My son, My firstborn”™ (Exod. 4:22). We miss the biblical view of
God if we do not see His kingship and fatherhood together, just as we miss
the biblical view of covenant if we think of law as political rather than as
loving instruction. Both elements are involved in the Mosaic covenant, but
as we see from Deuteronomy 10:12—13, the legal and political never take
precedence over the personal.

Some have suggested that the essence of the covenant changes from law
in the Old Testament to love in the New Testament. Certainly there 1s growth
in covenantal revelation; the New Covenant era emphasizes love and the
inward I{nuw]edgc of the will of God more than the Old Covenant. But the
inseparable relationship between law and love 1s mantfest in the New Testa-
ment no less than in the Old, since the New Testament itself points back to

the Old Testament as the model for covenant
Love and righteousness are two understanding. For example, Jesus alludes to
different and mumally deﬁning per-  God's relationship with Israel and the love
ipEEti"c‘EE on a I‘ight relatiunship. of the covenant when He instructs His dis-

ciples to “abide” in Him (Jn. I5:1-16). He
refers to Himself as the Vine, a symbol of Israel and her covenant relation-
ship with God (Ps. 80; Is. 5; etc.). Even more important, in John IS Jesus
clearly indicates that our covenant relationship to Him is parallel to His
covenant relationship with the Father. The same law-love relationship that
characterizes the Old Testament defines the relationship among the Three

Persons of the Trinity and as our relationship to God as well.

* Imagine the young woman who would say, "If you really loved me, you would not swear
before God and men to be faithtul to me for the rest of vour life, to love and cherish me. You
would not share your property with me and take care of my physical needs and those of our
children. If you really loved me, you would not harness me with that ring, your money, and

a house., If you love me, emote! Furgﬁ this |a:g:|1 stuff!”
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As the Father loved Me, I also have loved you; abide in M}f love. If you kf!t.‘]:‘l
My commandments, you will abide in My love, just as I have kept My
Father's commandments and abide in His love. (Jn, 15:9-10)

Undoubtedly Jesus kept the Father’'s commandments because He loved
the Father. Therr relacionship has a definite structure. The Father is the First
Person. The Son, though equal in being, is under the Father's authority. But
this 1s not a political or legal relationship in the sense of a relationship
determined by naked law and rigid rules imposed trom above, nor do the
commands represent what we would call “conditions.” The Father com-
mands the Son because He loves Him. Just as God said ro Israel that His

commandments were for their gDDd

an expression of His ﬂltherl}-' love—
so also the Father expresses fatherly love by instructing the Son. The Son’s
obedience is His response of love.

Keeping commandments in the covenant falls into the categories of law
and righteousness, of course. But in the biblical covenant, the notion of bind-
ing obligation in law is never separated from the personal care and love of
tamily relationship. Love and righteousness are two different and mutually
defining perspectives on a right relationship, They emphasize different as-
pects, but neither is meaningful without the other. A love thar flagrantly breaks
the commandments of God would not be love any more than a righteousness

that 1s cold, superficial conformity would be real righteousness.

Conclusion

The elements that define a covenant all appear in the Gospels’ depiction of
the relationship between the Son and the Father, indicating that the biblical
doctrine of the covenant finds its roots in the doctrine of the Trinity. Father,
Son, and Spirit relate to one another in a structured and hierarchical rela-
tionship, but the essence of that relationship is love. Because God is the
God of the covenant, man, God’s image, thinks in covenantal terms. The
elements of the covenant come to expression in human psychology, religion,
and society, for they have been imprinted mto the circuits of man’s covenan-
tal being. The Bible differs so much from non-Christian worldviews and
religions because in the Bible the elements of the covenant converge in the

trinitarian God in the eternal commitment of covenantal love.,
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Perichoresis

Perichoresis is a difficult word that expresses a deep truth. Like all truth about
God, it transcends our grasp, though its meaning can be simply stated. The
word perichoresis refers to the fact that Father, Son, and Spirit mutually indwell
one another. This theme appears quite explicitly in the Gospel of John, but
to appreciate the full meaning of the notion of indwelling, we have to con-
sider the history of Gods self-revelation. When biblical writers speak of
being “in” someone or something, they employ the analogy of physical
space to convey the ntimacy of covenant union. T his concept 1s important
for the Christian worldview in many respects, but particularly because it
shows from a different perspective what it means to say that the Christian
God 1s a covenantal God and that the Christian worldview 1s a covenantal

worldview.

The Son in the Father

We are familiar with the ﬁ‘E{]UE]‘It expressions 1n the GﬂspcI of John that
speak of the mutual “in-ness” of the persons of the Trinity. In the introduc-
tion to the Gospel, for example, we are told that Jesus is able to “declare”
the Father because He 1s in the bosom of the Father (Jn. 1:18). Jesus Him-
self speaks most often of this relationship. When

He sought to persuade the Jews to believe in Him,  Perichoresis refers to the fact
He said, “If I do not do the works of My Fa- that Father, Son, and Spint
ther, do not believe Me; but if I do, though you mutually indwell one another.
do not believe Me, believe the works, that you

may know and believe that the Father is in Me, and I in Him” (Jn. 10:37—
38). Interestingly, He uses essentially the same sort of reasoning when speak-
ing to His disciples on the might of His betrayal. Philip asked Jesus to show

them the Father. Jesus’ answer pointed to the mutual indwelling of the per-

sons of the Godhead.

Jesus said to him, "Have I been with you so long, and yet you have not
known Me, Philip? He who has seen Me has seen the Father; so how can
you say, ‘Show us the Father’? Do you not believe that I am in the Father,
and the Father in Me? The words that I speak to you I do not speak on My

own authority; but the Father who dwells in Me does the works. Believe Me
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that I am in the Father and the Father in Me, or else believe Me for the sake

of the works themselves, (Jn. 14:9-11)

So full and perfect is the murtual indwelling of Jesus and the Father that to
see Jesus is to see the Father. Every word that Jesus speaks and every deed
that He performs are no less the word or deed of the Father than they are
the word or deed of the Son. This was a notion hard for the di:s.cip]r:ﬁ to
grasp, but Jesus promised that when the Holy Spirit came, they would un-
derstand: “At that day you will know that I am in My Father, and you in
Me, and I in you" (Jn. 14:20).

What does it mean for the Father and the Son to “dwell” in one another?
Is God a different class of being, in which persons can entirely interpen-
etrate one another, something not conceivable in human relationships? No
doubt we are confronted here with the mystery ot God’s being and the fact
that three Persons are one God. The Persons of the Trinity are not separate
from each other even though they are distinguishable. Thuugh they are three
distinct Persons, yet they are so fully and absolutely united that they are also
one God. The language of mutual indwelling expresses these unfathomable
truths.

Another essential aspect of this language 1s that indwelling 1s also a
metaphor for covenantal relationship. Agam, 1t 1s Jesus Himsell who points
us in this direction. When He prayed for His Church, He prayed for unity,
in language that linked unity possible in human relationships to the mutual
mdwelling of the Persons of the ITrmty,

I do not pray for these alone, but also for those who will believe in Me
Lhruugh their word: that [he}f all may be ane, as You, Father, are in Me, and
I in You; that thE‘}F also may be one in Us, that the world may believe that
You sent Me. And the glory which You gave Me I have given them, that they
may be one just as We are one: I in them, and You in Me; thar they may be

mﬂ'l:ll:"' F["’I'f_f'l:[ []_l. CHC, ﬂ.ﬂd thﬂ.t [I‘lf Wl}rld mﬂ}' kﬂﬁ"ﬂr’ [hﬂ[ Y{]Ll I_]ﬂ"i.-rl,'."' sent ME1
and have loved them as You have loved Me. (Jn. 17:20-23)

That Jesus is speaking of a covenantal relationship 1s clear from the fact
that unity, love, and indwelling are linked here in the same way that obedi-
ence to God's commands, love, and indwelling are linked in John IS. It is

also apparent that for human persons to interpenetrate one another
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ontologically is not even remotely conceivable. What Jesus is speaking of 1s
the Intimacy of the covenant, the essence of which 1s love.

God with Us and in Us

What I pointed out about the covenantal meaning of John 17, both as it
applies to the Trinity and as it applies to the relationship of God’s people,
reflects the covenantal development of biblical history and the symbolism
of the covenant in the Old Testament. Both of these, in turn, find their
fulfillment in one of the most well-known realities of the New Covenant:
the indwelling of the Spirit in the Church.

To see how this development unfolds, we must return to the Garden of
Eden. Eden 1s where God placed man i order that they might enjoy inti-
mate covenant fellowship. It was the place where God would dwell with man
(Gen. 2:8). The Garden was the sanctuary, both the spiritual and physical
center of the original world. This is alluded to in the later design of the
tabernacle and temple, both of which through Edenic symbolism pointed
back to the Garden as the true sanctuary of God. In contrast to Eden,
however, man 1s on the outside of the tabernacle and tl:i‘]TlP].E. He 15 not per-
mitted to enter the Most Holy Place, the sanctuary of Eden, because of his
sins. Nevertheless, by grace, God dwelt with Israel and blessed her on the
basis of the atoning work of the Messiah who was to come.

One of the most frequently repeated expressions in the Bible points to
God'’s covenant love for His pmpl&. The covenant formula, “God with us,”
appears in various forms throughout the Old Testament as an expression of
God’s covenantal presence and blessing.” It finds its highest expression as a
name for the Messiah, “Immanuel,” which Matthew translates, “God with
us’ (Mt 1:23). Jesus alluded to the covenant formula and promised that the
blessing of the covenant would be intensified in the New Covenant era

® See Gen. 26:3, 24, 28; 28:15, 20; 31:3; 39:2, 3, 21, 23; 48:21; Exod. 3:12: 10:10;
[8:19; 20:20; Num. 14:9; 16:3;: 23:21; Deut. 32:12; Josh. 1:5, 9, 17; 3:7; 6:27; 22:31;
_]ul:[g. [:19, 22; 6:12, 13, 16; Ruth 2:4: 1 Sam. 3:19; I1O:7; 14:7; 16:18: [7:37; [&:12, 14,
28; 20:13; 2 Sam. 7:3; [4:17; 1 Kgs. 1:37; 8:57; 11:38; 2 Kgs. 3:12; 10:15; 18:7; 1 Chr.
9:20: 17:2: 22:11, 16; 28:20: 2 Chr. 1:1: 13:12: 15:2,9: 17:3: 19:11: 20:17: 36:23: Ezra
1:3; Ps. 118:6, 7; Is, 8:10; 41:10; 43:2, 5; 45:14; Jer. 1:8, 19; 15:20; 20:11; 30:11; 42:11;
46:28; Zeph. 3:17; Hag. 1:13; 2:4; Zech. 8:23; 10:5; and in the New Testament, cf. also Mt.
[:23: Lk, 1:28; Acts 749; 10:38; 18:10; 2 Thes. 3:16; 2 Tim. 4:22;: Rev. 21:3.
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when the Spirit of God would come in a greater way, “for He dwells with
you and will be in }fuu” (In. ]4:1?)

Paul expounds the meaning of the New Covenant promise by alluding
to the Old Testament, especially the symbolism of the temple. He empha-
sized that our New Covenant relationship with God realizes the meaning of
God’s covenant indwelling, for he tells us that the Spirit of God dwells in
Christians in a manner analogous to the Spirit’s dwelling in the temple (1
Cor. 3:16; 6:19). God is our God and we are His people because we are
collectively the temple (and individually the temples) that He indwells (2
Cor, 6:16). Since the formula "I will be their God" and similar expressions
define the covenant (Jer. 31:33; Heb. 8:10), both Old Testament and New
Testament witness to the fact that indwelling speaks of a covenant relation-
ship. We see that the indwelling of the Spirit in Israel’s tabernacle and temple
was typological prophecy ot the future indwelling of the Spirit in the Church.
To indwell is to be in covenant and to be 1n covenant 1s to dwell together.

Thus the language of indwelling in its various uses 1s quintessential cov-
enantal language. This language is used both tor Christ’s relationship to
God and for our rc];ltiunship to GGod, suggesting an ana]ug}f between the
mutual indwelling of the Persons of the Trinity as a covenantal relationship
and the covenantal relationship between the triune God and His people. In
other words, God in His saving grace brings His people into that same
covenantal love that is shared by
the Persons of I:I'IE'.'Frl'inllt}-ZT]‘lE]al]- ThE I.lﬂit)‘ ﬂ.f .tmrgnamﬂ oneness, EIPTESSEC'
guage of indwelling obviously does  perfectly in the mutual indwelling of the Per-
not mean that we become sons of the Trinity, is granted to us in Chnst.
ontologically one with Him, The
distinction between Creator and creature is absolute and eternal. One of the
most important basic 1ssues i the Christian worldview 1s that the categories
of eternity and time are never mixed. Jesus is both God and man. He is not
a mixture of divinity and humanir}s, a thing neither God nor man, but halt-
way between the two. Ontological unity between Creator and creature 1s not
conceivable in the biblical view. However, that does not mean that God is far
from us or that we cannot deeply relate to Him. The unity of covenantal
oneness, expressed perfectly in the mutual indwelling of the Persons of the
Trinity, 1s granted to us in Christ. We are in Him and He 1s i us by His

Spirit. In the covenant, God and man are united in love.
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One in Him

In the covenant, man and man are also united (Jn. 17:20-23). Union in
God grounds our mutual union in one another. In fact, man is a covenantal
]Jf:ing, even when he does not know God or at:knﬂwledge His covenant. So,
for example, close human relations even among non-Christians reflect the
covenantal notion of indwelling. The analogy is not exact of course, but all
people experience something of what it means for another person to “indwell”
them. No doubt most of them are seldom aware of this indwc]]ing, but
when a close friend or a beloved family member dies, they feel that a part of
their life has died also, This is actually more than a feeling; those we are
close with are indeed a part of us. Their departure means we lose a relation-
ship that contributed to the constitution of our very self.

Christuans experience oneness with one another 1n wurshipping God, 1in
serving Him, and in the fellowship they enjoy in Christ. All of this s an
extension of oneness with Christ, a chief aspect of the Gospel proclama-
tion.

To them God willed to make known what are the riches of the glory of this
mystery among the Gentiles: which 1s Christ in you, the Impe of gI::nr}-'.

(Col. ]:ET:I

Conclusion

The structure of covenant relationship, used throughout the Bible when it
speaks of man’s relationship with God, and the covenant idea of indwelling,
present from the time of the Garden of Eden, both apply to the relationships
of the Persons of the Trimity. God the Father and Jesus appear i the Gos-
pels not only as God and the human Messiah but as divine Persons who
manifest in time who they are in eternity. When Jesus asserted their mutual
indwﬂ]ing. He detined the Or1gIn of the whole covenantal idea of indwell-
ing in the mystery of the mutua]l:-,—* interpenetrating Persons of God.
These facts, of course, must form our standard for considering the mean-
ing of the covenant idea. Certainly, if the covenant describes the eternal
relationships of the Persons of the Trinity, then the primary meaning of the
covenant cannot be merely “agreement” or “contract.” Rather, the covenant
is a relationship of love in which each party commits himself to sacrifice
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and self-denial for the blessing of the other. In this way, the Trinity illu-
mines our underﬁtanding of the covenant and the covenant elucidates the
relatinnships of the Persons of the Trinity. We sense even more the wonder
of God’s love in creating man in His image and redeeming him, in order to
bring a new race of men into the most intimate covenant fellowship of love.
Christ brings His people into the covenantal fellowship of the Godhead.

This has other ramifications for the Christian worldview as well, We
realize clearly how the biblical teaching that God is love harmonizes with
the teaching that God is holy and righteous, for these truths meet in the
doctrine of the covenant. As a result, a ftundamental unity exists between
love and righteousness, relationship and law, and personal fellowship and
truth. A covenantal understanding of God brings us to a deeper under-
standing of man as well, for man is the image of God, and his indvidual
and social psychology are inescapably covenantal. To know man, we must
know God. For God 1s not simply “out there.” He confronts all men in the
creation and dwells in His people.

No other worldview or religion has a view of God that allows, let alone
teaches, such a Perspectiv& The Christian God 1s a God in covenant rela-
tiunship, because He 1s a God in whom three Persons mutua“}r indwell one
another in a covenant fellowship of love. Because God is equally and ulu-
mately three and one, the covenant is essential to His nature. Neither poly-
theism nor the doctrine of the monad can ever truly incorporate this concept.
The polytheistic gods support their personhood through their competition
with one another, not through love and mutual sacrifice. Whatever oneness
may exist in a polytheistic worldview comes from a force or being more
ultimate than the gods. The monad of religions like Islam loses its personhood
in a different way, for the love that is the essence of the covenant cannot be
essential to an unrelated monad. The bottom line ts that the relationship
between man and the monad or man and the gods is not an ethical relation-
ship that reflects the ultimate truth of realir},-*. Without the unity of cov-
enant love between God and man, the idea of salvation never attains the
biblical aim of the perfection of love and beauty in the kingdom of righ-
teousness.

The Persons of the Trinity share a covenant of love and bestow that love
on man. Trinitartanism offers us a doctrine of a God who 1s in contact with

us and the everyday realities of our world. As we shall see in subsequent
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chapters, the fact that God dwells in His people has broad implications that
further diﬁtinguiﬁl‘l the Christian worldview.

Review Questions

e S

s pcliEe

9.

10,
Li,
12,

Why is God’s self-revelation in history relevant to the doctrine of the Trinity?
How does God reveal Himself m history?

Whar are the elements of a covenant?

Show that the Father’s rf:!alin;:rnﬁhip with the Son was a covenant.

Show how the elements of the covenant relate to the book of Deuteronomy.
State the elements of the covenant as elements of a worldview.

W hat 1s the essence of a covenant?

Explain how the marriage relationship offers a good illustration of the biblical
covenant between God and man.

What does the word perichoresis mean?

Explain the meaning of the Father being in the Son and the Son in the Father.
Explain the idea of God indwelling His people and how it relates to perichoresis.
What does it mean for the Church to be one in God?



4. Trinity and Creation

“WHERE DID we come from?” “Are we alone?” Earth nrigins and extraterres-
trial life are connected problems in the modern worldview, and the govern-
ment of the United States of America is engaged in a project to discover the
answer to these basic questions. This is not some secret FBI X-Files project
like Fox Mulder’s quest for his long-lost sister. The questions above come
from a document published by NASA, which includes an “Origins Sub-
committee” that works with people all over the United States not only to
search for the answers to these questions but also to create educational pro-
grams for the nations youth based on this research and discovery.' The
question of origins is very much alive. It is a question that everyone must
answer to build a comprehensive worldview.

Cosmogony and Worldview

T he word cosmogony comes from two Greek words, cosmos, reﬁrrring to the
ordered universe, and genesis, meaning “beginning.” Cosmogony is the doc-
trine of the beginning of the universe, which was conveyed in the ancient
world through creation myths. The similar word cosmology means one’s doc-
trine of the cosmos. Cosmology is rooted in cosmogony and sometimes is

used to include 1t. Worldview 1s a more vague term, sifice it 1s not alwavs a

L See ]1tt]:|:ffur[gin:i.jpI.nasa.gmff.
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developed or clearly held doctrine. In substance, however, worldview and
cuamulug}' are very close. In the rel igiun&: of the ancient world, stories of
the world's creation that we now regard as m}fths were then foundations for
empires. In the story of the world’s beginning, the theology of the society
became concrete in a manner that provided ultimate justification for a way
of life, including the authority of priests and kings.

In the secular worldview of the modern West, we have our own version
of the creation story, The presently reigning myth is the story of the Big
Bang.” The Big Bang and an expanding universe that gradually cools makes
fascinating television and, coupled with Darwinian evolution, the Big Bang

allows modern men to “explain” the existence
The qug;tiun of nrigins s one  of the universe and man—without recourse
that everyone must answer to  to God. What does that mean for the modern
build a mmprehensi've worldview.  worldview? It means that man is the measure

of all things.Theru 1S 1O I:iwgiver, no lord, no
absolute authority above man to whom man must answer. There is no mean-
ing in the world except the meaning that man creates. There is no purpose in
the world or in human hi:&tt;mr:-,J b{:}f(md the purposes of individual men or
societies.

Neither the Big Bang theory of the origin of the universe nor the Dar-
winian theory of the origin of species is a scientific theory in the strict sense
of the term. The Big Bang 1s not subject to experimental verification, nor
can Darwinian evolution be reproduced in the laboratory. Even if they were
the kind of th ing that could be repmduced in a labnrat-:}r}*, that would not
change the fact that the origin of the universe is a historical issue. Even if
scientists were able to demonstrate that there are many possible ways for a
universe to begin, it would not tell us how our own universe did begin. More-
over, the secular myths that constitute the religious cosmogony of the mod-
ern world are built upon assumptions about the way things must
be—assumptions that exclude God from the beginning. When we begin our
investigation of reality with assured confidence that the only thing that can
and does exist is the material world, the discovery that we can—in a manner

of speakino—explamn all thines without God should come as no surprise.
P g P g P

o R - ; . i - ¥ -
- String theory is not yet included in the standard, “once-upon-a-time” science program

for the children because it is 51111::.:1}-' oo EUITIPIE‘L
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We should note, however, that the materialist faith is unstable and incon-
sistent. Bertrand Russell dcpictcd the pl;i{:i: of man in the scientitic cosmos

in lﬂnguagf I.'I"l'dl' l'lElS GFIZEI".[ bE‘EI’l qIIDtE‘.di

That man 1s the Pr-::c[u-:r_ of causes which had no prm'i':'.iun of the end Lht‘}f
were achieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and
his beliefs, are but the outcome of accidental collocations of atoms; that
no fire, no heroism, no intensity of thought and fecling, can preserve an
individual life beyond the grave; that all the labors of the ages, all the devo-
tion, all the inspiration, all the noonday brightness of human genius are
destined ro extinction in the vast death of the solar system, and that the
Wl‘]l‘le‘ I:E-‘mplf {,}F m'ﬂ.nr.'n ﬂChiIﬂVE“l—ﬂf’nt must inf\’lltﬂ.}.]]}-r }J'f' I'.'J'L'lrllf'd I'.}'I:'I-lf'ﬂth [h["’
debris of a universe in ruins—all these things, if not quite beyond dispute,
are yet so nfarl;.: certain that no Philu:rsuph}-' which rejects them can hupe o
stand. Only within the scaffolding of these truths, only on the firm foun-
dation of un}-'l't:fding L‘[Eﬁpair, can the soul’s habitation henceforth be ::;1[1‘1}'

buile.?

Having made this grand statement, Russell then goes on to speak of
good and evil, of renunciation, of love and worship and liberation. Russell
seems unaware of the wrony that none of these words can have any real
meaning in a worldview built upon modern cosmogony. Why should Russell
retain these ethical notions? Once the Christian faith and 1ts noble truths
have been introduced to a society, they take such a deep hold that even its
most passionate enemies pay Christianity the compliment of stealing from
its Bible in order to oppose its teachings. But if we are going to have a world
that began with a Big Bang and developed through a process ot evolution-
ary accident, we cannot get beyond the despair. We are the unfortunate
animals who know that we must die. Our education consists in learning that
the universe is a fascinating but tragic farce, which holds forth the mocking
promise of meaning only to deny it to those who really understand.

It ts hardl}-' surprising that E.‘:‘Ll‘l:-,-’ in the twentieth century men like Aldous
Husxley already saw that “No philosophy is completely disinterested. The
pure love of truth 1s always mingled to some extent with the need, consciously

or unconsciously felt by even the noblest and most intelligent philosophers, to

* Bertrand Russell, “A Free Man's Worship,” Why I Am Not a Christian and Other Essays on
Rr!rgwn and Related Hfaﬁjfcrj {;ch York: Simon and Schuster, 1935 ?;‘,, [07.
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justify a given form of personal or social behaviour, to rationalize the tradi-
tional prejudi cesof a giw:n class or C(’Jl‘l]l‘lllll'lit}-’:”' Huﬂc}-’ applied this thinking
to himself when he explained that he and most of his friends had accepted
the theory of evolution as a means of escaping from Christianity.” If evolu-
tion was true, man was liberated from any sort of meaning for the world,
especially the Christian meaning. Alas, however, the elimination of meaning
at the cosmic level meant that man, as the only creator of meaning and the
definer of good and evil, was free to create “local” meaning in places like
Nazi Germany. Huxley observed that those who “accept the doctrine of
absolute meaninglessness tend in a short time to become so much dissatis-
fied with their philnsnph}f (in spite of the services it renders) that they will
exchange it for any dogma, however manifestly nonsensical, which restores
meaning if only to a part of the universe.” In the end, Huxley himself
dropped the idea of evolution as a theory of meaninglessness and turned to
the idea that in the impersonal cosmos, man can find a meaning through
mystical experience, like the great mystics of the past, both East and West.
As early as 1938 we can find an evolutionist espousing a new-age mysti-
cism.” What he apparently did not realize is that something very similar to
his mysticism was the intellectual backgrﬁund for Hitler's National Social-
ism.”

Cosmogony and cosmology will not go away, nor will they be limited to
nice stories about how everything began. It we say, “In the beginning, Bang!”
our confession of faith will lead to moral, ethical, social, and political con-
sequences. Animal rights, abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia are part and
parcel of a new ethical system that is being promoted at Princeton Univer-

Sit}:f’ A crucial assumption of Peter Singer’s pc-pular ethics textbook is a

* Aldous Huxley, Ends and Means: An Enguiry into the Nature of Ideals and into the Methods Employed
for their Realization { London: Charto and Windus, 1938), 272.

*Ibid.; 27 3.

* Ibid., 2785.

" He speaks of “direct intuition of an impersonal spiritual reality, underlying all being”
and he seems certain that personal reality is "not an ultmate fact.” Meditarion leads ro the
m}'."i-tl-fa.[ L"A;'F‘I-L‘ﬂ-t‘nft‘ E'}I- ONeNess. J'Iqliﬂij rhf.‘\ "fl'.l‘ﬁml'.l]{}g}-" hi:tﬁ Er:'ln L‘:‘:I‘T‘t‘l,‘ll’f}‘r_‘! l.“l'h[-:,‘,” \\‘}'.I'IF-I:]".I |"1- [}'l.._'lr
“Good 1s that which makes for unity; Evil is that which makes for separatencss.” Ibid., 294,
295, 3043,

® George L. Mosse, “The Mystical Origins of National Socialism,” Jeurnal of the History of
ldeas 22, no. 1 (Jan.—Mar., 1961 ): 81-96.

* Peter Singer, Practical Ethics, second ed, {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999,)



TRINITY AND CREATION 53

]c:gin::il conclusion of evolution: there 1s no reason to assume the Superiority
of the human race above other spcciEs-;, Besides pmmﬁting p{}litical p{‘)]iiifﬁ
that involve the redistribution of wealth and restrictive laws to protect the
environment, Singer advocates legislation to limit the use of animals for
experiments, while at the same time liberalizing our rights to terminate hu-
man life. Of course, not all evolutionists agree with Singer, but his views
show us the kinds of practical issues that bring cosmogony and worldview
into the political arena, In the end, the battle for the hearts and minds of

men 1s never separated from the story of the begi nning.

Creation and Covenant

Christians often argue for the scientific validity ot the biblical story, and
their arguments have made a contribution to the understanding of the Bible
and history. But in a discussion of the Christian worldview, the science of
the book of Genesis 1s not the focus. All that scientific apologetics for the
book of Genesis gives us is the basic truth that God created the world. In a
worldview discussion, this fact 1s cel'tain]}r fundamental. Also, the historic-
1ty of the Genesis account 1s taken for grantcd for the s1 mplt‘ reason that the
Bible takes it for granted. The historicity of the original account, in other
words, is already an element in the worldview of the Bible. What is impor-
tant for a decpt:r UHder':'-tanding 1s some consideration of the account itself

and what it teaches us about the world.

Covenantal Structure

When we look at the actual narrative of creation, we are struck by the way
God does things. Modern men often scoft at the biblical account because
they think the idea that God created the world in just six days is absurd, as if
it should have taken lunger. It we know who the biblical God 1s, however, the
problem is precisely the opposite. Why did it take God any longer than a mere
instant? Why did God create over a period of days? Why did God speak to
things that did not yet exist and command them to exis2 Why did God go
through an almost ceremonial process of evaluating what He made each day and
pronouncing it good? The narrative draws our attention to the process itself,

indicating its importance for our knowledge of God and the world.
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How shall we describe the course of creation? In a word, the process 1s
covenantal. Consider: God the Lord commands the world into existence.
What does creation b}r command mean? First, creation b}-‘ command teaches
God'’s transcendent sovereignty. The world does not emanate from God’s
being or evolve from eternally existing stuff, as in the myths of the ancient
world. Nor does God merely mold preexisting things into the forms He
desires. God makes the nothing into something by His absolute command,
demonstrating His sovereignty. He is the Lord above all, the Lord on whom
all depends for its subsistence. In distinction from all the stories of the
ancient world around Israel, in the Bible, God and the creation are never
mixed. His transcendence and the dependence of all things upon Him is
part of what the Bible means when it speaks of Him as Creator. The cre-
attve Word exhibits His Lordship over all.

Second, we can say that creation by command both presupposes and estab-
lishes a relationship. The command presupposes something because God ad-
dresses His commands to specific entities, such as light. When God
commands the light, which does not yet physically exist as light, clearly it
does in fact exist in the PIH]‘I of God. God 1s bl*inging about His own will
and pIELn when He creates ]J}r command. The command establishes a rela-

tionship in the sense that God’s command deter-
mines His lordship over  In a word, the process of that which He has
commanded. We might creation Is covenantal, say that the Very exist-
ence of light constitutes a special sort of exist-

ence, existence as ~being-in-obedience” to the Lord’s command. Light is
not ontologically primitive. God did not take something already there and
bend it to His purpose, Its existence is obedient existence. Needless to say,
that 1s true not just of light, but of the whole creation. To exist in obedience
to God the Lord is to exist in covenant with Him. To put it in different
words, creation by command means that He created the world into the
covenant relationship. God did not give a covenant to the world after He
created it. The very existence of the created world is covenantal.

Third, creation by command leads to a natural covenantal sequence, the
almost ceremonial process of creation that we see in Genesis. Where there 1s
a command, there is naturally judgment. God looks to see if the light has
obeyed His command. Where there is evaluation, there 1s namraﬂ}f sanction.

God blesses all that He has created. Anyone familiar with the Bible will
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recognize that command, evaluation, and sanction is the characteristic cov-
enantal sequence. God the covenant Lord commands the world, which (]}JE}-’S
and comes into existence. God looks on what He has created and then
blesses the world that He has made. The covenantal progression—com-
mand, evaluation, and blessing—not only shows us the relationship between
God and the world, it reveals the way God works and shows us what kind of
God the Creator 1s.

[t is clear also that the progression moves generally from the “lesser” to
the “greater.” God first creates the world, then fills it with plants, and then
creates animals. Finally He creates man. The hierarchy implicit here is made
clear when God makes man the lord of the wotld, the representative head
under God (Gen. 1:28-30). God gave the whole world to Adam and Eve
and with 1t the task of bringing it to greater glory. Representation and
hierarchy, structural elements of the covenant, are an important aspect of
the creation of man and his responsibility in the world.

From the perspective of cosmogony and cosmology, what we see in Gen-
esis is not just a story about what happened long ago. We see and under-
stand the covenant relationship that God has with the world and with man,
and the pI;a::E of man as representative covenant head of the world. Genesis
tells not merely of the beginning of the world, but also the namre of the

world—the way things are. God created by His Word (Ps. 33:6; Heb. 11:3;
2 Pet. 3:5). Now He rules by His Word (Ps. 103:20; 107:24-26; 147:15—
18; 148:5-6, 8; etc.). T'he book of Hebrews points to the covenantal nature
of the world when it tells us that Jesus is “upholding all things by the word
of His power” (Heb. 1:3). The original world was created into the covenant
by the Word of God, and since then God, in His providential direction of

the world, continues to guide it by His covenantal Word.

Covenantal Meaning

If the world is created into a covenant with God and if man 1s set over the
world as God's covenantal representative, then there 1s a tundamental cov-
enantal meaning to the world. To tully appreciate the creation narrative from
a Christian perspective, we must consider it in light of the New Testament
revelation of God, for what the New Testament shows us about the Trinity

is vital to our 1.|ncler5mnding of the creation.
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Trinttarian Love

The creation of the world 1s a trinitarian work. This 1s seen as Eaﬂ:-,-' as
Genests 1:2 where the work of the Holy Spirit in creation is introduced ( see
also Ps. 104:30; Is. 40:13). However, it is not until the revelation we call the
New Testament that we can fully appreciate the meaning of the Genesis
account, The New Testament states that God created the world (Eph. 3:9),
and here “"God” clearly refers to the Father. But we read that the Son created
the world (Jn. 1:3; Col. 1:16). Just as Scripture teaches that Father, Son, and
Spirit cooperated in the creation of the world, so it also depicts them as
working together to save the world, which the New Testament calls the re-
creation of the world. Redemption entails a new creation (Gal. 6:15; 2 Cor.
5:17), a new heaven (2 Pet. 3:13), a new earth (Rev. 21:1), a new covenant
(Heb. 9:15), and a new Jerusalem (Rev. 21:2). In Chnst, all things have
become new.

When the trinitarian work of rtclemptimn 1s called a new creation, it
suggests a repetition and renewal of the trinitarian work of the original
creation. In other words, God works in similar ways in creation and redemp-
tion. What does this mean ::uncl'etel}r? Consider what Paul tells us: not (]nl}:
was the world created ]J}r Christ, but “for” or
“unto” Christ (Col 1:16)."" What does that im-  The Father, Son, and Spiﬁt C0-
ply? The key to understanding what it means operate in both the creation
that the first creation was “for” Christ may be and re-creation of the world.
seen in the doctrine of the new creation. In the
doctrine of redemptinn, we see that God saved a world of men and gave

them to Christ (Jn. 17:2, 6, 9, 11, 24; Ps. 2:8). So also, Jesus tells us that

men can only come unto Him when the Father draws them (Jn. 6:44, 45,

' Please note thar | only address one trinitarian perspective on creation, It seems to me the
most obvious and rich perspective, bur there are others. For example, the Bible repeatedly
says that God created the world throngh Christ. This statement is not elucidated in detail, bur
the fact that the Son is called the Word of God and that the creation of the world s ascribed
to the Word suggests that we may regard God the Father as the one who speaks the Word.
the Son as the Word spoken, and the Spirit as the breath of God which delivers the Word to
its destination. We also have repeated examples of Father as the one who plans, the Son as
the one who executes, and the Spirit as the one who applies. These and other trinitarian
descriptions are relevant to creation and redemption, James Jordan suggests other trinitarian
aspects of creation in his Creation in Six Days: A Defense of the Traditional Reading of Genesis One
(Moscow, [daho: Canon Press, 1999,
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65). To fully appreciate this and complete the biblical picture, we must
consider the work of the Spil*it,

The Spirit’s work is as vital in the new creation as in the old. The Father
brings men to Christ and gives men to Christ only through the work of the
Holy Spirit (Jn. 3:5-6; Is. 44:3—4; Ezek. 36:25-27). The Spirit brings the
Bride to the Son. T hen the Son sanctifies the Bride by the Spirit (Eph. 5:25—
27; Rom, 15:16; 1 Cor. 6:11; 2 Thes, 2:13). When the Church is perfected
and Christ's work in the world i1s completed at the end of history, He will
present all things back to God the Father (1 Cor. 15:28). Thus, the Spirit is
seen bringing the Bride both from the Father to the Son and from the Son to
the Father.

Now the trinitarian pattern is unambiguous: from the Father by the Spirit
to the Son, then from the Son by the Spirit to the Father. This applies to the
original creation and to the redemption of the world in Christ also. The
Father gives the church and the new world unto Christ by the Spirit. Christ
sanctifies the redeemed world by the Spirit and then ofters it back to the
Father. Redemption is built upon this mutual giving, showing us with greater
clarity what had been the pattern for the trinitarian work of the original
creation. From the beginning, God created the world for Christ as well as
through Christ (Col. 1:16 )—which means that the world was given to the
Son as a gift from the Father. The Son, in turn, was to have worked in the
world by the Holy Spirit through humanity to fulfill the purpose of cre-
ation and offer the world back to the Father. The sin of Adam and Eve
interrupted the process (in a manner of speaking}; however, their sin did
not undo the plan of God. Because of man’s sin, the work of the Son in
perfecting the creation in order to give it back to the Father must include the
work of redemption. So, when the world was lost, the Father gave the Son to
the world through the work of the Spirit (Mt. 1:18, 20; Lk. 1:35). The Son
died for the sins of the world, rose from the dead, and ascended on high to
work with a new human race, bringing the world back to the Father through
the Spirit (Jn. 3:16—-17; 12:31-33; 16:8-15; M. 28:18-20).

The mutual giving of the covenant characterizes both the onginal and
the new creations, because mutual giving defines the covenant as the expres-
sion of love. God so loved the world that He gave His Son. Paul says that the
Son of God "loved me, and gave himself for me” (Gal. 2:20). In the same

way, the greatest love a man can show is to give his life for his friends (]n.
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[5:13). More than that, because of the love and grace given to us in the
guﬂpt:l, each of us should r&:apnnd in love, which means we should present
our bodies as Iiving sacrifices unto God (Rom. [2:1-2). The theology of
the cross is not only the theology of sacrifice as the payment for sin—
though it s certainly and even primarily that—it is also the theology of
sacrifice as love and giving: “walk in love, just as Christ also loved you and
gave Himself up for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God as a fragrant
aroma’ (Eph. 5:2). All of this in turn is grounded in the love of the trinitarian
covenant. In the eternal love of the covenant, the Father gives Himself to
the Son by the Spirit and the Son gives Himself to the Father by the Spirit.
Therefore, when God creates the world, the same relationships come to
expression: God creates the world for the Son by the Spirit and the Son
completes the world for the Father by the Spirit. The covenantal meaning of
the world, then, is that the world 1s the love gift of the Father through the
Spirit to the Son. It is an expression of the covenantal fellowship of love in

the Trinity, an aspect of their mutual enjoyment of one another.

Sj,rmfﬂmrs of God

Related to this love giﬁ: 1s a second aspect of the meaning of the world. The
world is created to manifest God, to show His glory: “The heavens declare
the glory of God” (Ps. I9:1). But it is not just the heavens—the Bible tells
us that every created being and thing reveals God. Even the events of history

that we find most distasteful are lessons to us from God.

The tents of the destroyers prosper, and those who provoke God are se-
cure, whom God I:rringy. into their power. But now ask the beasts, and let
them teach you; and the birds of the heavens, and let them tell you. Or
speak to the earth, and let it teach you; and let the fish of the sea declare to
you. Who among all these does not know that the hand of the LorD has
done this: in whose hand is the life of every living thing, and the breath of
all mankind? Does not the ear test words, as the palate tastes its food? (Job

[2:6-11)

Job’s point is not simply “God did it.” Job is saying that in all of these
matters—the animals and the very dust of the earth that God created, as

well as the mysterious and unpleasant facts of the world's history—we see

the hand of God and come to know Him. God confronts us thr::-ugh His
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creation, Paul says that the invisible things of God are known since the
creation of the world because the world reveals God’s invisible attributes
(Rom. 1:19-20).

To state this more specifically, we must say that all of the world and

every fact and created thing is a general symbol of God in the sense that
everything represents Him, manifesting who He is and confronting us with
His presence, Man is God's special symbol, His im-
age (Gen 1:26-28). As such, “Man is the only symbol S)fmbulism creates rea,]ity,
that is also a symbol-maker.” "' The world and history are  not vice versa.
symbols because God created them to reveal Him.
Man is Godss special symbol because God created man as His representa-
tive in creation, His very image. In the biblical creationist worldview, symbol
and representation are profoundly significant. James Jordan expresses it in
these words, “In a very real sense, symbolism is more important than any-
thing else for the life of man."!?

The power of symbolism is the power of worldview presuppositions. It
is the greatest power in the world. All of language is symbolic, of course,
but :-;}mibulism is not limited to words. Symbt:-]i SIM Creates re;ﬂit}-’, not vice
versa. 1 his ts another way of saying that essence prccedf:s existence. God
determined how things should be, and then they were."”

As we pointed out above, God’s plan to create light and His intention for
light precede the existence of light itself. But there is more. The creation of
the world as a symbol of God also means that the whole world of symbols
is a linked network that reveals God in one manner or another. Animals,
plants, rocks, planets, and suns all reveal God in their own distinctive ways,
but they also reveal Him as they are integrated into a symbolic system that
proclaims the name of the Creator.

The center of this network is mankind, God's special symbol and symbolizer.
We learn of God thmugh the world and imitate God’s symbolizing in our
daily life. We make special days, special clothes, and special documents that

communicate various meanings that we assign to them. Qur ceremonies

e J:}mm‘. B. Jordan, Tﬁmugﬁ New Eyes: ]'__)fvr!'qpe':rg a Biblical View of the Warld I,':BI‘E‘]'II"L’L’IZ‘.IUCL Tenn.:
Wolgemuth and Hyatt, 1988 ). The entire section here on symbolism 1s based upon Jordan's

work, which is the best introduction to biblical symbulﬁm as the kc}-' of the biblical worldview.

= Ibid., 30
B 1bid,, 32.
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commemorate spccial historical events. We celebrate birth da}fs and anniver-
saries. In all of these activities, we are ]Jf:ing distincﬂ}f God-like. He 1s the
ultimate S}rmb-:rlizen Qur work in history is always modeled after—con-
sciously or unconsciously—His prior symbolizing work in creation.

This suggests that mans thinking cannot be confined to the kind of
rational processes we find in philosophical logic, because thinking involves
the whole man in ways that are too messy for a syllogism. Our conscious
thinking reflects our dreams and fears, our family backgrounds, our culture,
our relationships with friends and enemies, our own physical bodies and
appetites, not to mention an infinite number of detailed factors of heredity,
experience, aesthetic sensitivities, and too many other things to list. How-
ever, the most fundamental aspect of our true inner realit}; 15 our relation-
ship with God. The Bible says that we either fear God—understanding
“fear” as love, trust, and reverence to our Father in heaven—or we hate Him
(Prov. I:7; Rom. 8:7). Under the influence of this basic attitude, man’s
thoughts connect and develop in an infinite variety of ways.

Thus, neither scientific discovery nor logical deduction can be limited
EIC]LISi‘i,-’E]}-’ to the rational processes that modern man believes are his :-apeci;i]
dignity. On the contrary, scientific discovery and everyday attempts to fig-
ure out our difficulties include all sorts of intuitional, social, and other
essentially non-rational factors. In particular, what we call metaphor is not
just a matter of poetry, it is an inescapable part of our hardware, for we are
attuned to the symbols of the world that God has created. We feel the
presence of God in the world, whether we can find the right chain of rea-
soning to explain what we feel or not. We see more than we can tell in
syllogisms, We think in part by rational deduction and induction, but we
also discover by intuiting the associations of the symbolic system of God’s
world.

What we have seen about the working of mans mind also teaches us
s-::umething about God. We must not think of Him as the grand computer,
an infinite digital system. It s true that God is wholly rational and there 1s
nothing He does not fully know. Neither the world nor history contains
mystery for God. To Him, the whole is a logical system, but the links of the
system are not impersonal. The system is not definable in formulas. God the
omniscient one is also the grand artist who made a beautiful world that

S}TITIbGliEES Himself and reveals His gl::-r}h This revelation 1s not for man
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only. If the world 1s the gift of the Father to the Son through the Spirit, then
the world reveals the glory of the Father to the Son and of the Son to the
Father. The revelation of God’s glory is first and foremost an aspect of
intertrinitarian fellowship and communion. Man may never know the full
meaning of the symbols of the world, for the ramifications of each and
every symbol resonate with the whole in an unfathomably complex matrix
of truth. But God knows the full meaning, and that s what matters. The
Persons of the Trinity share their enjoyment of the world with one another
as the world reflects the beauty of God.

The introduction of sin into the world brings turther complexity. With-
out sin, harmony, beauty, and glory would have increased until the end when
the world would have fulfilled its potential and God would have been wholly
satistied with His creation. In a symbolic world, sin has symbolic manifesta-
tions. It follows that the fallen world includes symbolic representations of
God'’s wrath against man's sin and rebellion, As we shall later see, wrath 1s
outraged love, It is the love of the Father for the Son that will not allow His
name to be tarnished. The blasphemy ot the Holy Spirit will not be for-
given. In God's wrath, then, what we see is the same covenantal FEII[)W&-;hiP
of love that characterized the original creation, now working through the
history of fallen man.

When we understand that the symbolism of the world is primarily an
aspect of the trinitarian conversation and fellowship, we are ready to appre-
ciate how profoundly significant it is that God reveals Himself to man. It is
not so much that God condescends to speak to man, as it is that God lifts
man up into the heavenly conversation, The symbolizing work of creation—
the glorious expression of God's infinite and manifold beauty—is first of
all a tellowship of love between the Persons of the Trinity. But God brings
man into that fellowship. To be in covenant with God is to be in dialogue
with Him. In this way, we are allowed to know what God knows and enjoy

what He enjoys: “Taste and see that the Lord s good!” (Ps. 34:8).

Covenantal Purpose

Trinitarian love as the essence of the covenant and symbu:s]ism as covenantal
revelation form the broad covenantal context for the doctrine of man. When

God created man, there was a trinitarian counsel: “Let us make man in our
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own tmage and according to our own likeness” (Gen. 1:26). This is fulhilled
immediatcl}f: “(God created man in His own ilnagc, in the imagﬁ* of God He
created him; male and female He created them” (Gen. 1:27). Man was cre-
ated in the image of God, not of God and the angels."* Furthermore, man
images God not merely as an individual, but as a society. Adam and Eve
together, covenantally united in marriage, are the image of God. Together
they are His covenantal representatives in the world. All their children after
them would have been part of the same covenantal family and fellowship
had Adam not sinned.

When we come to the story of the creation of man, we understand for
the first time the meaning of creation in six days. God could have created
the world in an nstant, but He did not. He did the work of creation not
only to bring things into existence, but, more importantly, to bring things
into a special kind of existence, and to do it in way that would establish a
pattern for man to follow. God worked six days and rested one to show man
how to finish the work of gloritying the world.

Just as God created the world as an act of intertrinitarian fellowship, He
gave the world to man as giﬁ: of love, for man 1s His image. God worked 1n
the world to manifest Himself, each Person ot the Trinity bringing glory to
the others. Having been created into a covenant relationship, man shares
that same fellowship of love. God gives him the world that He has made in

six days and says to man, in effect, “Imitate Me. Work
The essence of mans  six days and rest one and complete the work I have be-
work Is wnrship. gun.” This is man’s historical task, a work of covenantal

fellowship, finishing the work of creation by bringing to
mature expression the glory that God placed in the world. Gold 1s a good
example of the meaning of this work. God hid gold in the earth so that man
could mine it from the ground, refine it, and then use it to make objects of
beauty that manifest the glory of God and bring pleasure to both God and
marn.

Man’s sin in the Garden did not suspend the historical task. Noah s
given the same commussion that Adam was (Gen. 9:1-7). But man cannot
truly fullill his task apart from Chrnst, for the essence of mans work is

worshin. God o1ves the world to man as a aift of love. Man responds to God's
fpf'ié h Idt gf {1 M pdth

“This is the interpretation of "Let us” suggested by many Jewish thinkers and not a few
Christians.
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love by presenting himself and his work back to God. His labor is sharing in
the covenantal {'_EH'F.}WSI'IiP of the Trinit}-z To offer one’s work to God as a
response to His infinite love in Christ is what it means for a Christian to live
out His calling in the this world. Thus Paul says, “For we are his workman-
ship, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God before prepared
that we should walk in them” (Eph. 2:10).

In a world of sin, giving ourselves to God requires dying to self. The vain
attempt to put ourselves first, above God and all other men, exhibits the
very heart of our sinful nature. Jesus had to die to save us from sin, taking
the curse that our sins deserve. We do not die for our own sins or for the sins
of others, but we are called to walk in the way of the cross. The way of the
cross 1s a life of self-denial, presenting ourselves unto God as living sacri-
fices (Rom. 12:1-2). It this aspect of our labor for God 1s missing, all our
works will be in vain—that is, as far as we are concerned. God uses the
works of all men, including the wicked, to further His kingdom program,
but only those deeds that are done in righteousness are accepted as expres-
sions of covenantal love and fellowship.

Paul tells us that the resurrection vict{}r}* of Christ is the guarantee that
God’s pI;m will be &ECG]HP“SITECL Jesus did not just die for sin. He also rose
from the dead and is now seated at the right hand of God. There, He rules
the world and works through His body the Church to finish the work that
God began when He created the world. Jesus, the last Adam, will finish the
work that He Himself began in His life and by His death and resurrection.
Just as a sinless Adam would have been a covenantal partner of God to
complete the work of making a glorious world, so man in Christ is made a
covenantal partner to fight the good fight and to rebuild the ruined city.
Christ “the head” works through the Spirit in His body, the Church, so that
God and man in covenantal union will bring about the glorious realization

of God's :}rigin:ﬂ creation purpose.

For since by man came death,

by man came also the resurrection of the dead.

For as in Adam all dre,

so also in Christ shall all be made alive.

But each in hus own order:

Christ the firstfruits; then they that are Christ’s, at his coming,
Then cometh the end,
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when he shall deliver up the kingdUm to God, even the Father:
when he shall have abolished all rule and all authority and power.
For he must reign,

till he hath pur all his enemies under his feet.

The last enemy that shall be abolished is death.

For, He put all Lhings in ﬁuhjfctiﬂn under his feet.

But when he saith, All things are put in subjecrion,

it 1s evident that he 1s E‘ICL‘PT.L‘E' who did subject all lhingﬁ unto him,
And when all things have been subjected unto him,

then shall the Son also himself be subjected to him

that did subject all things unto him, that God may be all in all.
(I Cor. 15:21-28)

Conclusion

The biblical view of creation has important implications that we will ex-
pIc::re in the rest of this book, but two of those implicatinns may be stated
briefly here since they will not be considered further. First, we should con-
sider the meaning ot this view of creation for science, The biblical view of
creation as the gift of the Father to the Son through the Spirit augments the
truth expressed in an earlier chapter that the Christian worldview is totally
personal. Since creation itself and history are under the authority of God’s
Word, the trinitarian God Himself is obviously the heart of the Christian
“theory of everything.” There are no impersonal laws, only God’s habits. But
this view does not render science irrelevant or less important. On the con-
trary, the Christian view of a rational and personal world was the basis for
the birth of science, and it 1s the only real foundation for continuing to
pursue science in our day. As Stanley Jaki demonstrated:

Great cultures, where the scientific enterprise came to a standsull, invariably
tailed to formulate the notion of physical law, or the law of nature. Theirs
was a theology with no beliet in a personal, rational, absolute transcendent
L.'lwgivtr, or Creator. Their c::-snu:lug:; reflected a PElHLI‘lEiEtiE and antmistic
view of nature caughr in the treadmill of perennial, inexorable returns. The
scientific quest found fertile soil only when this faith in a personal, rational
Creator had truly permeated a whole culture, beginning with the centuries
of the High Middle Ages. It was that faith which provided, in sufficient
measure, confidence in the rationality of the universe, trust in progress, and
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appreciation of the quantitative method, all indiﬁpensnhle ingrediems of

the scientific quest.™”

This view of creation also makes the purpose of science very clear. Sci-

ence is not the pursuit of ultimate answers, but penultimate answers—an-
swers that will make us better stewards of the world. Science gives us tools
that extend our understandi ng in order to gai n wisdom for dominion. From
a Christian perspective, therefore, the work of science is a vital aspect of
man’s fulfillment of his historical destiny. Man cannot develop the creation
to its full potential without the work of science.

Scientific knowledge enables us to use our resources more wisely and
productively, which in turn allows us to build a world in which disease,
poverty, and many other ravages of man’s sin may be reduced. Science ties
into works of charity, not only through medicine but also through rechnol-
ogy, energy-related science, and agriculture, to name only a few of the most
obvious aspects. Science extends the comfort and blessings of our lives as it
extends dominion. With planes, trains, and automobiles, we are freed in part
from the burdens of travel and the limits of time. Refrigerators, computers,
televisions, and washing machines release us from some of the time-con-
suming tasks of the past and give us more time to enjoy the blessings of this
life—an essential aspect of God's plan in creating the world. He made foods
with different flavors so that we could turn the simple act of obraining
necessary nourishment into gastronomic delight and tellowship. A meal can
be a work of art in which we rejoice in the goodness of God. It is an ex-
ample of how we take His gifts, combine them in new ways, and transform
them into something even more glnrinus. In our d.a}-', arepast of fine cuisine
depends upon the advances of science and technology.

Another implication of this view of creation 1s a Christian view of the

environment.'” There is an DH:-TEPEH[Ed slander that Chr stianity endorses

" Stanley Jaki, Science and Creation, rev. ed. (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1986),
viti, Note that Jakt thinks of law in terms of the personal command of the Creator, not as
an impersonal principle to which both God and man must submit. In this sense, his perspec-
tive 1s more or less the same as that presented here, that natural law as such does not exist,
What we call laws are God’s covenantal ways. Jaki is correct, however, in insisting that God's
ways are regular and law-like, for man could not exercise dominion if they were not.

'*Two books that deal with important environmental issues are Peter Huber's Hard Green:
Saving the Environment from the Environmentalists LN{'W York: Basic Books, 1999 and P}jﬁrn
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the “rape of the world,” since it says that man is lord and he can do what he
pIEa:-aE:a, This 1s stmilar to the slander that says because Christianit}! teaches
that man is the head of his home, it permits men to abuse their wives, What
the Bible really teaches is very different. According to the Bible, to be the
leader means to sacrifice oneself for the other, as Christ sacrificed Himselt
for the Church. If Christ is the pattern for the husband—and He is—then
what the Bible calls for is self-sacrificial love that glorifies the wife, This is
not a view that promotes abuse of any kind. In the same way, if we view the
world as the gift of the Father to the Son through the Spirit, we cannot treat
the world with reckless abandon. Quite the contrary, we should work to
glnrif}! it and bring out its potential so that, in union with Christ, we can
offer it back to God in gratitude for His goodness.

In ancient Israel, God gave a parcel of land to each tamily. Their respon-
sibility was to work the land to develop it and bring out its potential, a work
that would require generations of labor. Each generation had the responsi-
hilir}? to take what it inherited and improve it for the next generation, so that
each generation would receive more not less, better not worse, than what the
Previmus genurati on inherited. Generational gmwr_l-. and progress in the care
of the land was the rule. This obviously included protecting one’s property
as a part of God's creation, Giving rest to the land and the animals, taking
care not to pollute the land, and similar issues are all dealt with in the law of
God for Israel. Though Old Testament land laws are not something that we
are to apply directly to modern societies, we can apply their wisdom in
thinking through our own situation so that we can glorify God through the
creation.

Even if the details are complicated and vary according to historical cir-
cumstances, one basic principle can be stated simply: The best steward of
land and property is the family. The family has the kind of loving interest
that motivates one generation to labor self-sacrificially for the blessing of

the next. No other institution 1s more fit for the role of primar}f owner of

Luml}ui’g. The Sizrpn'mf Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World nic:tmhridg{*: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2001 ). Neither of these books presents a specifically Christian view
of the environment, and it is not my intention to endorse all they have to say. But both books
show that what comes to us in the popular media as "facts” are often highly biased distor-
rions of the real situanion, and whar are p'r‘nm:‘:rf:d as solutions are f_n‘qui‘nr]}f neither neces-
sary nor practical and sometimes may even be harmful to the environment, not to mention

ccunumicn]_l}-' unfeastble.
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property and steward of the land. The state has a role to play in making
laws that protect property and punish those who abuse God’s creation. The
church has a role in training the ﬂlmil}r' to understand its generational re-
sponsibility, But ownership of land should be primarily a family affair.

These and other issues deserve fuller development, but our point here 1s
to suggest something of the fullness and richness of the practical applica-
tions of the Christian doctrine of creation as the cosmogony upon which
the Christian view of the world is buult.

Review Questions

. Define and explamn the differences between the words cosmogony, cosmology,
and worldview.

2. Explain the importance of cosmogony for one’s worldview.
:J.‘h TE'J'»’ThFl[ C!['l Wi IEHI‘H Fl'l:‘.rl'l'i th'l:' 1|r"|-"ﬂ}"' G{]'l:l Erfﬂt'fd [I_t'-_.' ‘\?U]'Id?

4. Explain the significance of creation by command.

5. How is trinitarian love seen in the creation of the world?

6. Relate the ideas of giv{ng and love in the g{}ﬁpﬂ] and creation.

7. Explain what James Jordan means when he says, “symbolism is more important
than anything else for the life of man.

8. What are the implications of the idea that man 1s not only a symbeol but also a
:-;}'mhﬂ]i?ﬂ'?

9. What was God’s original covenantal purpose for man and creation?

[0. How did the introduction of sin into the world atfect God's original covenantal

purpuf;n??
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5. Trinity and Revelation

ONE OF THE MOST respec[ed names in the held of comparative religic}n,
Wiltred Cantwell Smith, in an erudite volume entitled What is Seripture? A
Comparative Approach, characterizes “scripture” as a “human and an historical
fact! For Smith and modern comparative religionists in general, “scrip-
ture” means simply “sacred book,” ora n:]iginu:sl}r authoritative book—one
the community accepts, for without “a community reception and preserva-
tion of it, it is otiose.”” This sounds reasonable at first glance. Without a
community that believes and preserves a sacred book, the book disappears.
Sacred books, therefore, depend upon the religious community. But to de-
fine things in this manner is to 1gnore the most decisive issues. How can we
separate the question of Scripture from the question of revelation or the
even more fundamental question of the nature of God?

Christians are often told that every religion has its “bible” but in fact,
only the religion of the Bible—Christianity—or religions that are to some
degree based upon the Bible, such as Christian cults, Judaism, and Islam,
have any real notion of Seripture. Even among these, Christianity alone has a
meaningful doctrine of Scripture, because only Christianity has a meaning-
ful doctrine of revelation, one that is an expression of its understanding of

God. Cmn[rar}r to the appmach of scholars of q:ﬂmpararivf teIiginn. the

" What is Sevipture? A Comparative Approach { Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993, 21.
* Ibid.

69
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Christian claim 1s that apart from the doctrine of the Trinil:}r. 1 meaning{:u]
doctrine of revelation and Scripture cannot be formulated.

The Problem of God and Revelation

To appreciate the issues involved, it may help to consider the problem of
God and revelation from the perspective of various religions, Before we can
do that, however, we must tirst define the problem of God and revelation.
To do this, we must consider two further questions, the first being more
general: Why would God reveal Himself? The second more specific ques-
ton relates revelation directly to the matter of scripture: Why would God
reveal Himself in words? If every religion has its own “bible,” then every
religion must have answers to these questions. Only a god who has a reason
to reveal bimiself in words would give mankind a bible. But what sort of gnd 1S
that? Asking these questions from the perspective of each of the great reli-
gions throws more light on the 1ssue.

How might a Buddhist answer? Buddhism cannot even begin to address
these questions, for in Buddhism there is no God and nnthing Prﬂpcrf}r
analogous to the Christian idea of the Bible. It s true that Buddhists have
holy books—more than any other
religion, more than any man can read Unly a gud who has a reason to reveal him-
in one lifetime.’ But Buddhists do not  self in words would give mankind a bible.
claim that these books constitute rev-
elation from God. They are merely books of wisdom that are supposed to
teach us the right path. Since, for the Buddhist, there is no God above to
reveal Himself, “"God's Word" does not exist, except as an illusion in the
minds of non-Buddhists.

Muslims and Jews, on the other hand, believe in one God and claim to
believe in the God of the Bible.* But because they deny the Trinity they have

3 pmblem when they confront the biblical notion of revelation. W h}-' should

* “In the whole panorama, the first matter that strikes a comparativist observer is the
stupendous quantities of Buddhist seriprures. . . . One may be confident that no one has ever
read everything included in the Buddhist seriprural realm (or ever known all the languages
needed to do so?); or ever wanted to.” Ibid,, [46—47.

* I say “claim” because Jesus taught that those who do not believe in Him do not know the
true God or even really believe in the writings of Moses: "Do not think that [ shall accuse

vou to the Father: there is one who accuses }-nu—MmH_. in whom you trust. For if you
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an eternal monad communicate when communication would be contrary to
Its very nature? A monad would have no reason to communicate, at least
until the creation of rational beings. Even then, communication would not
be necessary. If one says, as some Muslims do, that the Koran was “beside
Allah for all eternity,” we have to ask why. Where did this impulse to com-
municate come from? In the case of Allah, the only ones to whom he could
have communicated are men, angels, and the various and sundry other ratio-
nal creatures in the Muslim cosmos. Communication with created bemgs,
of course, 1s not eternal. But if communication is so essential to Allah that
the Koran is eternal, then Allah is dependent on his creation for the realiza-
tion of his desire to communicate. Allah, with the Koran beside him, would
be compelled to create in order for his communication to be meaningful. For a
Muslim to acknowledge this, of course, would be to deny Allah’s transcen-
dence.

We still have no satisfactory answer to the question of revelation or to
our related question: Wh}' should an absolute monad, in whom there 1s no
plurality whatsoever, communicate in words? Allah, after all, could have used
any number of nonverbal means to communicate with his creatures, and he
could have done so mn a way that did not involve contaminating his eternal
monadic purity with the corruption of plurality. For example, many Bud-
dhist pantheists believe in an immediate act of intuition as a means to draw
near to the One. When this and other means are available, why should a
monad prefer a method that involves plurality? Furthermore, since plurality
can never be ultimate when God is a monad, how could plural words com-
municate the nonplural ultimate truth? In Islam, words and every other
form of multiplicity are inseparably connected with the creation. Herein
lies the problem for Islam: the Koran is supposedly an eternal plurality of
words—revealed by the essentially nonverbal One. Why would the One
who is silent from eternity seek to communicate? The contradiction is pro-
found.

Different but no less serious problems confront polytheistic religions,

such as popular Hinduism. Though it is possible to imagine that the gods

believed Moses, you would believe Me; for he wrote abour Me. Bur it you do not believe his
writings, how will you believe My words?” (John 5:45—47; cf. 8:19; 14:7; 16:3 ). We see how
wrong is the common idea among Christians that the Jews believe in the God of the Old
Testament and Christians in the God of the New. According to Jesus, whoever denies the

Son does not know the true God at all.
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communicate with one another, it is not possible to imagine that a Lfﬂ_{ﬁf.:f
word comes from the guds. In the biblical idea, Scripturf: ts a self-consistent,
comprehensive, inl:egratfd word. But the gu:-ds of p::rl};theism contradict one
another, and even the most powerful can never be sure that his or her plan
will prevail in history. The gods do not and cannot know the future. It is
beyond their control. Polytheistic revelation, then, however communicated,
cannot be truth. At best, it could only be the hopes, fears, opinions, or
pontifications of one finite but relatively powerful being to another, who, at
least for a while, is metaphysically lower on the ontological scale.

Here, then, we see the real problem of Scripture that Smith tailed to
address: the problem of the nature of revelation and the nature of the God
who reveals Himself. The biblical answer is so different from that of the
other religions that we would expect it to be often remarked upon, but we
would be wrong. It s usually ignored. Even scholars who have given the
subject some thought do not seem to fully grasp it. For whatever reason, it
is not adequately understood that Christianity has unique and compelling
answers to the fundamental questions about revelation.

%’Th}f should God reveal Himself ? Because He 15 a triune God for whom
the ﬁ:]]nwsship and mutual communication of Father, Son, and SPirit IS
essential. It is not possible to imagine the Christian God not communicat-
ing, because communication is an aspect of His covenantal life as God.
Why would God reveal Himself in words? Because there is something about
human language that 1s so perfectly analogous to the communication of the

Persons of the Trinicy that the Second Person may
Communication is an aspect be called the Word of God. Human language is
of God's covenantal [ife. the created analogue of one of the modes, per-

haps the most important, of divine communica-
tion. For God to have given us verbal revelation, then, is what we would have
Expected. Once we posit that the Christian God creates man i His image
and gives man the gift of language, 1t follows ineluctabl}* that the Christian
God must communicate verbally to His image, even as the Persons of the

Trinity communicate among themselves.”

3 Obviously, the Persons of the Trinity do not literally speak words, for God is a spirit and
He does not pOssess the ph}fsi:nl apparatus for w:rlmli:—:ing as we do. Bur it would be perverse
to assume that 15 a hmiration. From the Christian p-:rspcu:tiw:. the Important point is that

(iod created man in His own image. In so dning. He invites us to antht'ﬂpmlmrp!'tizf. It 1s
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The God Who Communicates

In non-Christian re]iginnﬁ and in distortions of biblical rEIigic:-n, the gUC]S
may or may not speak (or there may be no god at all), but verbal communi-
cation itself rarely, if ever, becomes a subject for theological reflection. When
we consider the God of the Bible, however, the question of verbal commu-
nication is essential, for the biblical God typically acts by speaking—as when

He created the world b}-' cmmmanding creatures 1Nto existence. Languagﬂ—

spoken and written—is obviously something much more fundamental for
the biblical worldview than it can be for non-trinitarian religions or a secular
worldview. This is not to suggest that God only reveals Himselt by words,
for the Bible is clear that God reveals Himself in other ways as well. It is
common in Christian thmlng}r o speak of gtn-:fral and sptcial revelation,
meaning revelation that comes through the world God has created and rev-
elation that comes through words. It is better, however, to consider revela-
tion from a threefold perspective, for in His self-revelation, God's trinitarian
character is manifest.®

Thﬂugh a full biblical MHI}ESES of the idea of revelation is not pm-;siblf:
here, understanding the basic trinitarian nature of revelation is essential to
appreciating the place of revelation in the Christian worldview. A trinitarian
approach to the biblical idea of revelation must emphasize that revelation 1s
through His presence, through His words, and through His deeds. In other
words, God reveals Himself (1) as a Person, (2) in His words, and (3) in
manifestations of power. This threefold revelation of Himself to man is
grounded in the fellowship of the Trinity. The God of the Bible is the God
for whom self-giving and fellowship, communication and sharing, are essen-
tial to His triune covenantal being.

The Son and the Father

As we have seen in a previous -:h:tprer. the relatiﬂnship between Christ and
the Father shows us not merel}r the re]:atinnship between the immcarnate Son

not simply that we have no other way to speak about God, it is, rather, that He desires us to
speak of Him in these terms. Theological anthropomorphism presupposes the prior
theomorphic creation.

® James Jordan offers a much fuller statement of a trinitarian perspective on revelation in

his newsletter Open Book, no. 30-34 (huep:/ /www.biblicalhorizons.com).


http://www.bibliealhorizons,com

74 CHAPTER FIVE

and God. It also provides insight into the relationship among the Persons of
the Godhead. We might think of the I*E]HtfuﬂShip between Jesus and the
Father and the relationship between the Son and the Father as rflativel}r dis-
tinct, As Jesus, the perfect man, our Savior has a relationship to God that is
analogous to that of other men. As Son of God, His relationship to the
Father is an aspect of the eternal trinitarian fellowship of God. This dis-
tinction should not be overemphasized, for Christ is one person, not two.
We may distinguish the natures of Christ, but we must not divide the per-
son. We must also keep in mind that God created man as His image in order
for man to share in the covenantal fellowship of the Trinity. The incarnation
demonstrates the closeness of God and man, Whether we think of Jesus as
Son of God or as human Messiah, the relationship between Christ and the
Father opens the door to trinitarian truth.

The Gospel of John, more than any other book, speaks of the relation-
ship berween Father and Son and shows the nature of trinitarian communi-
cation. The very first verse of the Gospel sets this forth in memorable
language: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God.” There 1s more here than we can pc]ssibf}-’ Expr::-unc], For
Our purposes, the eXPression “with God" in the second clause 1s parti cu]aﬂ}f
important. It is not the normal Greek word for “with.” Though the com-

mon Greek word for “with” implies
God reveals Himself (I) as a Person, (2) in  covenantal fellowship and relation-
His words, and (3) in manifestations of power. ~ ship. the word used here intensifies

the notion of pers-::}nal relatit}nship,
suggesting that the Word shares intimate, face-to-face fellowship with God.”
This same 1dea of complete and full relationship and fellowship is repeated
later in the preface of John's Gospel: "No one has seen God at any time. The
only begotten Son, who is in the bosom ot the Father, He has declared
Him"” (1:18). Jesus told the Jews He speaks what He has "seen” with His
Father (8:38). He expressed the fullness of the mutual relationship in these
words: “As the Father knows Me, even so I know the Father” (10:15). This
perfect mutual knowledge among the Persons of the Trinity 1s grounded in
the fact that they indwell one another and are completely open with one

another. Perichorests connotes communication without reserve {cf. | 7’:2[}—23].

© " Pros with the accusative presents a p|:mn: of quIEIiE}-' and inrimaclv, face to face with each

other.” A. T. Robertson, Word Pictures in the New lestament { Grand Rapids: Baker, [960).
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The fullness of pci‘i-:ht}rttic ﬁ:Iluwship includes but 1s not limited to the
verbal. The verbal aspect must be accentuated, however, because 1t stands in
such stark contrast to the thinking of modern man, for whom words and
language are thought to hinder true communication. The cultural and per-
sonal relativity of language, the various limitations of particular languages,
and the presupposition that there must be some higher form of communi-
cation all combine to form the modern dogma that the most real forms of
communication must be nonverbal.

This 1s not the Christian perspective, for if nonverbal communication
were superior, the Sons fellowship with the Father would have taken some
other form. Rather than depreciate verbal fellowship, the Bible emphasizes
it, without of course implying that the relationship between the Father and
the Son 1s exclusively verbal. Nothing exhibits the protundity of the verbal
dimension of intertrinitarian fellowship more than the fact that the Son is
called “the Word,” speaking of His relationship to the Father (Jn. I:1).
Also, when Jesus says in the Gospel of John that the Father gave the Son the
words He was to speak (17:8), we are not to think of a daily supply of text.
Jesus 1s n:ﬁ:rring to the commission that was given to Him before the foun-
dation of the world.”

All of this clearly shows that in the Christian worldview, God is a God
who communicates verbally. The rich fellowship of personal oneness and
love in the Trinity comes to expression in words. Because God is this sort of
God, He created the world by speaking and gave man the gift of language.
The mutual indwelling of the Persons of the Trimity 1s the background for
understanding the meaning of God’s dwelling in us, and the ultimate basis

for the 1dea that words can communicate truth.

Threefold Revelation in the World

In the creation of the world, God reveals Himself in a threefold manner

corresponding to the distinctive properties and operations of the Persons

* For various aspects of the relacionship of the Father and the Son, all of which imply or
specifically state the fullness and intimacy of their fellowship, see John 3:35; 5:17, 19-23,
26=27, 30, 36=37;: 6:27, 37, 39, 46, 57: 8:16, 18=19, 28=29, 38, 42, 49, 54; 10:15, 30,
36-38; 12:26-28, 40-50; 13:3; 14:6-7, 9-11, 13, 20=21, 23, 31; 15:9; 16:15, 28, 32;
17:1, 5, 11, 21, 24-25.
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of the Trinity. God the Father is preeminently the Person. God the Son 1s
PTEE]HiﬂEI‘It]}-’ the Word. God the Spirit s prceminenﬂ}r the Power, Of course,
all three Persons are E‘qUElll}-' personal, verbal, powerful, and active. In the
Bible, however, the focus of God as Person is on the Father. The name
“"Word"” belongs distinctly to the Son. God's works of power are typically
wrought through the Holy Spirit. Genesis provides an excellent example of
this pattern. God spoke an omnipotent Word and created the world, over
which the Spirit hovered. Here we have the Speaker, the Spoken, and the
Breath of God. These distinctions also appear in the story of salvation,
which 1s the new creation. In Scripture, we repeatedly see this pattern of
God the Father planning, the Son executing, and the Spirit applying the
plan of God. All three Persons are involved in every aspect of God's work,
but a particular work commonly has a special association with one of the
Persons. This pattern suggests the manner in which God reveals Himself in
the world also.”

Person

God reveals Himself as a Person t]'lr{‘:ugh the 5}?111]3{‘1“5111 of creation, which
poInts to the I‘le:iw:nl}' Father “from whom the whole ﬁimil}r of creation 1s
named” (Eph. 3:14-15). He is mysteriously present in the stars above, the
mountains and seas around us, and the plants and animals. These all testify
to His invisible attributes, His power, and Godhead {Rom. 1:20). God's
image is man, the special symbol of God who reveals Him in a tuller sense.
Every man reveals God in some way, even the sinner who rejects Him. But
of all men, God’s anointed servants revealed God most fully. Prophets, priests,
and kings were chosen to be extra-special symbols of the true God—though
many of them fultilled their historical roles poorly. Also, in the Old Cov-
enant era, God the Son Himself appeared in various forms. Two examples
are the burning bush that Moses saw (Exod. 3:1-6} and the man that spoke
to Samsons parents (Judg. 13:1-21). These appearances provided men with
something akin to a direct vision of God, but not until Jesus was born into
the world was there a prophet, priest, and king who perfectly fulfilled His
historical calling and revealed God wholly. Christ, who is “the brightness of

"We confess this distinet wurking_ eVETy time we confess the Ap{:r:-:tlc::r Creed. The Creed
Say’s that God the Father 1s Creator, thar the Son became man to die and rise from the dead

to save us, and that the Holy Spirir is the giver of life to God's people.
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His glory and the express image ot His person,” revealed God as no other
man could, for He was not merely man, but God and man. In the Person of
Christ, we know God face-to-face. Jesus revealed the Father so perfectly that

He could say to Philip, “He who has seen me has seen the Father” (John

14:9).

Word

The Bible is the Word of God, but it is only part of God’s broader verbal
revelation. When God created Adam, He spoke to him, which means that
Adam was created with the gift of language from the beginning. Language
IS a necessary aspect of man’s being created in the image of God. Since God
communicates within the Trinity, verbal revelation is essential to the cov-
enantal relationship between God and man, not to mention relationships
among men. T hus we see throughout history that God spoke to His people
N Various ways, not just thn::ugh the pmphets. Much of whar God said
through the prophets was specific revelation for a particular time and place,
which was therefore not inscripturated. But God also caused His Word to
be written and Prs:acrvcc] In Hn]}: Scriptun; The Hw];-,J Spiri t worked t]’]mugh
chosen vessels, leading them to write what God intended (2 Pet. 1:19-2T).
The Bible as God’s written Word is an objectively recorded Word from God.
Jesus refers to it as “Thy Truth” (John 17:17) and Paul tells us it was “in-
spired” (actually “God-breathed,” 2 Tim. 3:16).

As we pointed out earlier, the idea that God speaks to us 1s one of the
basic distinctions between Christianit},ﬂ and most of the religions of the
world. Consequently, the written word of Christian Scripture is fundamen-
tally distinct from the ideas of holy writings in non-Christian religions,
Even Judaism and Islam, which both claim to be based upon the Bible,
cannot really attain a biblical view of revelation because [}'IE}-’ do not accept
the idea of God as Three Persons who communicate by virtue of their
perfect mutual indwelling,

A related aspect of revelation 1s also important. We referred above to the
fact that Paul called the Word of God "inspired.” What do we mean by
nspiration of Scripture? Without the biblical view of the Trinity, mnspira-
tion becomes nothing more than divine imposition of will on human sub-
jects, as God overrules human freedom and selthood in order to get his

message rhmugh. In this case, human agency virtuall}? disappears and man
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becomes more like a mechanical instrument. (At times, God actually did
dictate Scriptun: and the human author served nm::.tI}! as a secretary, but
dictation 1s not the primary means b}r which God gave Scripture.) In an-
other version of nontrinitarian inspiration, God gives His word to a human
author who tries to understand it. Then he writes what he believes God said,
but because of human limitations, what he actually conveys is a compro-
mised message at best. Both of these views of nspiration are wrong, A
trinitarian approach opens the path to understanding, even though mystery
remains.

When we consider the idea of conveying a message from God through a
human author, we confront the problem of multple authorship. The in-
spired product is both the word of man and the Word of God. How can
that be possible? In a worldview where God 1s a monad, the idea of multiple
authorship is an anomaly, a contradiction of the naked sovereignty of the
monad. As we have seen, the absolute distance between the monad and the
plurality of the creation makes it not only ditficult to tmagine why it would
communicate, but also how it could communicate through a human part-
ner. By contrast, the Bible teaches us that three Persons share their knowl-
edge with one another in the fellowship of their mutual indwelling. The
Father 1s in the Son and therefore
the Son knows and reveals the Fa-  The tnnitarian mu'lip|E“ﬂllthﬂr5hip"0f Gods
ther (Jn. 1:18). The Spirit is one with ~ plan for the world stands behind the no-
the Father and the Son and there-  tion of the multiple authorship of Scripture.
fore He knows the “deep things of
God” (1 Cor. 2:10). Rather than cancel out personality, mutual indwelling
sustains and enhances it. Everything that God is and does, He is and does as
One God in whom three mutually indwelling Persons cooperate in all that
God does. God's plan, therefore, has multiple authors. The trinitarian mul-
tiple “authorship” of God's plan for the world stands behind the whole
notion of the multiple authorship of Scripture.

We cannot fully explain how it works, but we know that when the Holy
Spirit indwells a man, He is able to become one with the man He leads to
such a degree that their thoughts become one, while at the same time not
diminishing the human person and his individual qualities. Quite the con-
trary—ijust as the Son s most perfectly the Son because He is the express

image of the Father, so also a man under the inspiration of the Spirit is led



TRINITY AND REVELATION 79

to be his best and truest self. He is able to enter into the mind of God by the
indwc]ling of the Spirit.ThE mind and message of God become tru]}r his as
well, and what he writes is God's Word every bit as much as it is his own.
The Spirit’s indwelling and His special leading guarantee that the message is
true, clear, and comprehensive. Add to this the fact that God in His wisdom
endowed His chosen servants with unique gifts and personality traits and
prepared them, through education and experience, to be able to write pre-
cisely the word God mntended for them to write.

Finally, according to Paul, not only is the Word inspired, it is also “prof-
itable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteous-
ness, that the man of God may be complete, [hnmughl}r equipped for every
good work” (2 Tim. 3:16—17). So saying that the Bible is true is not enough,
for a word may be true but irrelevant or relevant only to a limited degree.
But Paul says that the Bible equips us “for every good work.” If God is the
Creator of the world and if He created all things by His Word, then His
Word has inherent and comprehensive relevance. God's revelation in Scrip-
ture, in other words, s not alone. It must be taken together with His revela-
tion in the creation and r_l'n‘nugh I‘li:-;tm*}a These three forms of revelation
I:Pfr:aﬂn/creatiun, word, dc:‘:d&/hist{}rﬂ constitute a coherent whole, a net-
work of infinitely complex links and relations, Every thread in the web of
Truth ties into every other thread to form the whole. No form of revelation
stands by itself. Each depends on the others. But the Word has a certain
priority. It is the key that unlocks the secrets of the world, for it shows us
thmugh stories, poetry, law, letters, visions, and pmphe-:}-' how all things

relate to the Covenant Lord, our Father in heaven.

Sp:'ﬂ'r

God also reveals Himself in deeds. In a general sense, every event in history
is a revelation of God. Because of sin, however, not every event is a direct or
simple manifestation of the kind of God He is. We cannot look at the
preponderance of war in history, for example, and conclude that God loves
war. What the Bible shows us instead 1s that when men forsake God and
true worship, they turn to idols and fall into ncreasingly perverse ﬁ::rll}-',
including war (Rom. 1:18-32). The pervasiveness of conflict in man’s his-
tory testifies to the fact that man has perverted what it means to be God’s

image. At the same time, imnicall}r, war prm'ides the setti ng for many of the



o) CHAPTER FIVE

Most INspiring diﬁp]:&}-’:& of human love, selt-sacrifice, devotion, and courage.
Even in the mudst of his grossest ﬁ‘:-]]}-', man often diapfﬂ}fa a Pcculi;il* nobil-
ity.

God 1s revealed in history as the Spirit unfolds His plan. In the book of
Daniel, for instance, the rise and fall of the empires of Babylon, Persia,
Greece, and Rome were part of God'’s plan to bring the Messiah into the
world., We are not to think that ancient China and the empires of South
America were outside of His purposes simply because they bear no direct
relationship to the Messiah. Nor are we to think there was no witness to the
truth among them, for He always gave them a witness of Himself (Acts
14:17; Rom. 1:18 ft.).

The deeds in history that reveal God most clearly are the deeds of Christ
Himself. From His virgin birth to His resurrection, Jesus’ life was tull of
extraordinary manifestations of divine power. His deeds manifested the Father
and demonstrated that He was the only-begotten Son of God. His deeds
also show us the way of life, for they reveal truth. What s true of Jesus'
miracles in particular is true of history in general. All creation is a symbol
of God and all his.l:-:}r}-' manifests God. In the biblical perspective, God the
Spirit is at work in all of history, revealing the manifold glory of God.
When we are considering the revealing work of the Spirit, the difference
between our daily routines, spectacular historical events, and the miracles of
Jesus is one of degree more than one of kind.

Understanding God’s Revelation

We have emphasized from the beginning that the Christian worldview is a
revealed worldview, for the heart of the Christian worldview is the Trinity, a
truth that can be known only through God'’s revelation. The Christian
worldview also teaches us that we live in a world that reveals God, a world
that everywhere manifests His glory and does it so abundantly that all can
see it clearly (Rom. 1:18-21). Though men may claim that they do not
know or cannot understand, the Bible pronounces them “without excuse.”
Their ignorance, in other words, is willful blindness for which they are mor-
ally accountable. Just as men deny the clarity of the revelation of God in the
creation or in history, they assert that the Bible does not really constitute

revelation since the Bible’s message can be made to mean an}*rhing that the
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interpreter wants it to mean, Controversy about the teaching of the Bible
continues even to this day. How can the Christian claim that God has given
us a perspicuous statement of His will?

The answer, in part, lies in looking at the matter of differing interpreta-
tions from a broader perspective. The more we look at the details, the more
disparity seems to appear, but when we step back and consider things at the
worldview level, the disagreement among Christians 1s much less significant
than we might think. Trinitarianism unites Christians of various traditions
in the confession of the central and most important issue of theology and
worldview. Twentieth-century Christians from countries as diverse as the
United States, India, and Russia read works by the Africans Tertullian and
Augustine, the Italian Thomas Aquinas, the German Martin Luther, the
Frenchman John Calvin, or the Englishman John Wesley. We may disagree
with some things these men say, but we know that we are reading people
who believe in and worship the same God. They believe that the triune God
is the only true God, that the Father created the
world, that Jesus Christ was born of a virginand  The indwelling Spirit enables
died for the sins of men so thar those who be-  us to understand the Word.
lieve in Him might be saved, that He rose from
the dead and sits at the right hand of God, and that He will return at the
end of history to judge all men. They believe in the Holy Spirit and in His
wotk in history to glorify the Father and the Son. To agree in all of this s to
agree on the fundamentals of a worldview., or to say the same thing in
ditferent words, the Apusﬂes’ Creed is a worldview confession. That all
branches of orthodox Christians—Protestant, Catholic, and Eastern Ortho-
dox—agree on the Apostles’ Creed demonstrates the basic unity of all Chris-
tians, a unity based upon Scriptural revelation. The unity of Christian
confession, moreover, immeasurably surpasses that of world religions like
Buddhism and Hinduism.

When we understand the broader unity of those who embrace the
Apostles’ Creed, we can address the matter of interpretation. For God’s
revelation does need to be interpreted and applied to life. Since Christians
believe that God communicates to us so that we can understand, enjoy, and
gain wisdom from His truth, we must be able to explain how it is possible
for a twenty-first-century believer to really understand the writings of a

Hebrew prophet from the tenth century B.c. We must be able to explain how
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our modern translations of the Bible can truly represent the thinking of
these ancient men from different cultures, with different customs, p{}litical
structures, art forms, and lifestyles.

The full answer to these questions would require a book in itself, but the
basic answer 1s trinitarian. The God who spoke the Word did not speak in
vain and He will not allow His Word to fail. It comes to us as a living and
powerful Word, like the Word that God spoke when He said, “Let there be
light!” Paul tells us that the Word 1s able to “discern the thoughts and
intents of the heart” (Heb. 4:12) so that it speaks to the very depths of our
being in a way that no other book can. Just as the Word of God has a special
power to reach the hidden recesses of the human soul, it is also uniquely
able to bring us into the presence of God Himself. Scripture does not just
give us information or teach us about God. The preaching of the Gospel of
Christ transforms men because of the very presence of God in His Word:
“For it is the God who commanded light to shine out of darkness, who has
shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God
in the face of Jesus Christ.” (2 Cor. 4:6). The living Word, in spite of the
imperﬂ:ctiuns of translation, brings us to Him.

A]thnugh It 1s important to stress that the H{‘}I}? Spirit of God 1s alw:i}-’:-'.
involved when the Father speaks the Word, that is not enough. The work of
the Spirit is not solely confined to the objective aspects of revelation such as
creating the Word as an objective book of truth. He also works subjectively
in the hearts of men who hear, so that the Word will communicate the
truth. The Spirit is not merely whispering in our ears. He dwells within us to
teach us in ways we cannot comprehend. The internal witness of the Spirit
ensures that the Word will not remain merely objective truth or cold doc-
trine—outside of us and distant—but that 1t will actually enter our hearts
and bring us to the Father. The indwelling Spirit enables us to understand
the Word and brings us into the presence of the Father. Person, Word, and
Spirit must come to us together or we will not understand God'’s revelation
in Scripture.

To state this from a different perspective, our response to Scripture
must be in accord with the nature of Scripture. The Bible is not stmply an
instruction manual in wise living. It is the book that brings us into a cov-
enant relationship with God. Our response to the written word is a response

to the author. Unless we resp-:md to Him, the written text may become a
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mere book to us. "He who has My commandments and keeps them, it is he
who loves Me. And he who loves Me will be loved ]J}r M}r Father, and [ will
love him and manifest M}rﬁelf to him. . .. It anyone loves Me, he will keep
My word; and My Father will love him, and We will come to him and make
Our home with him” (Jn. 14:21, 23). Only when the Spirit of God dwells in
us does He bring an internal witness and testimony. He manifests Jesus to
us so that we grow m our relationship and fellowship with God.

None of this is to deny that the Bible is indeed a book and to a large
degree it is to be interpreted in the same way that we interpret any other
book. But since 1t comes to us as a covenantal Word, it asserts authority over
us and demands that our thinking and daily life conform to its truth. It is a
personal word, revealing the heart and mind of our heavenly Father. There-
fore, biblical interpretation must not be reduced to a technique, applying
rules of interpretation to get the right results. Personal knowledge and a
close relationship to God inform the man who loves Christ and obeys His
Word, so that he 1s led to deeper insight and understanding as he thinks,
studies, and prays. Our Father shares Himselt with us through the Word by
the indwc]]ing Spirit, In God, the tull knmlwledgc of the trinitarian Persons
is a reflection of their utter se]flgiu’ing in mutual indwelling. Covenantal
perichoresis means perfect communication, for the Speaker, the Spoken,
and the Breath of God are One. Since the mutual indwelling of the Persons
of the Trinity is so fundamental to their perfect mutual understanding, we
should not be surprised that for man, the Spirit’s covenantal indwelling and
illumining work is essential for him to know God and the revelation He
gives in Scripture.

But Scripture is only one aspect of God'’s revelation. We also have to
understand the Word in relationship to other aspects ot God's self-manifes-
tation in the world and in history. The Person of God revealed in the sym-
bolism of creation, and the mysterious wm‘king of God's Spirit in hismr}q
are planned from before the foundation of the world to be in harmony with
the verbal revelation of God’s Word. Also, our minds are designed to re-
spond to every aspect of God's revelation. The processes of logical induc-
tion and deduction, the more ambiguous processes of discovering analogies
and reasoning metaphorically, and the even more obscure processes of intu-
ition all combine to enable us to understand God's Word, but only in the

context of -:Dmprehensive covenantal revelation. Unless ﬂ'er}-'thing revealed
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God, Seripture could not. But since everything does reveal God, we must
apply the Scriptures to all of life.

Thnugh we cannot yet see how all things cohere in the plan of God, we
can be certain that the symbolic and mysterious manifestation of His pres-
ence in the world, the Word of Scripture, and His work in history harmo-
nize perfectly. Nothing in the creation contradicts Scripture and nothing in
history fails to manifest the God of the Bible. Since we are in the middle of
the story, however, and not at the end, many things are not yet clear.

Finally, in the same way that individuals grow over time and learn through
their relationship with God, Christ s also leading His Church by the Spirit
so that over time she will grow in holiness, knowledge, and wisdom. Our
lives are too short and our knowledge of the world too imperfect for us to
see this generational growth through the lens of our own experience. But the
Bible assures us that Jesus works in the Church to sanctify and perfect it.
Through the Word and Spirit we were born into new life (I Pet. 1:23; |n.
3:5-8). Through the Word and Spirit we are sanctfied (Jn. 17:17; 2 Thes.
2:13). Through the same Word and Spirit our eyes are opened to see the
whole world as the s}rmbnl ot God and the revelation of His gu-:]dne:-is, In
the same way the whole Church of Jesus Christ grows in undcrstanding,
love, and holiness over time as the Savior sanctifies and mstructs His bride

(Eph. 5:25-27).

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have seen that comparing revelations and holy books
from different religions ultimately means comparing different ideas of God,
for the basic questions of revelation—Why should God communicate? Why
would He communicate by words?—are actually questions about the nature
of God. Also, we have seen that the problem of interpretation is grounded
in the question of God. The Christian view of God as a Trinity provides the
basis for our understanding of who He is. We know that He 1s a God who
communicates—communication is essential to His triune being. Verbal com-
munication is only one aspect of God’s self-revelation, burt it is especially
important because it is in the Word that we discern the meaning of other
forms of revelation. The problem of interpretation is a problem for man

because of the blindness of his sin, but the God of the covenant indwells us.
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He surrounds us with the test imony of His greatness, power, and love in the
world and opens our hearts to recetve it.

Modern communication theorists argue about the relative importance
for communication of the various factors involved in communication: the
intention of the speaker, the meaning of the verbal utterance, and the
receptors interpretation. All three factors are obviously essential to true
communication, but the unity necessary for true communication presup-
poses the trinitarian God. He is the one in whom intention (Person), utter-
ance ( Word ), and reception (Spirit ) perfectly cohere because the three Persons
of God indwell one another. Because He has created man as His image,
man too can communicate, though the sinfulness of man creates severe
barriers to real communication apart from Christ.

Unique among the religions and worldviews of man, the Bible teaches of
a trinitarian God who indwells man in covenantal oneness to lead man into
the fellowship of love that characterizes the divine society. Our interpreta-
tion of God’s truth cannot stray too far, for God is with those who love
Him and keep His commandments. He not only speaks the Word, He ex-
p]ains it to us from the inside. The Spi,rit leads us to see how the connec-
ttons between the S}r'mhn;ﬂiam of creation, the written Word, and the truths
of history and daily life, form analogies that open new (albeit old) avenues
for understanding. Just as the mutual indwelling of the three Persons does
not interfere with freedom and true personhood, but instead brings full and
perfect mutual understanding, so also God’s dwelling in us does not take
away from our individuality. Rather it ensures that, through understanding
His Word, we will grow and develop into fuller and better persons, more
Christ-like in perfect love and goodness. This is His plan (Eph. 4:11 ff.) and

it will not be thwarted, not even by the sin and folly of those who love Him.

Review Questions

[. What are the basic questions we must answer to adequately consider the subject
of revelation?
2. How do different non-Christian religions answer the question of God's self-

revelation?



86

9.

I
I
I

0.
L.

9

s

CHAPTER FIVE

How do different non-Christian religions answer the question of revelation by words?
How do Christians answer the question of God’s self-revelation through words?
What are the three basic modes of God's self-revelation?

What do we learn from the Gospel of John about the Father’s communication
to the Son?

What does it mean to speak ot God revealing Himselt as a Person?

How does the doctrine of the Trinity help us undersrand verbal revelation?
What does 1t mean to iiPE.Elk of God rtvvr::l“ng Himselt in deeds?

How do the various forms of revelation relate?

How can Christians claim that the Bible is a clear revelation?

How does the doctrine of the Trinity help us understand mnterpretation of the

Bible?



6. Trinity and History: Beginnings

[T 18 NOT uncommon to regard stories as mere illustrations or ornamenta-
tion for truth that can be stated in philosophical propositions. As a matter
of fact, however, stories are more fundamental than any other form of
worldview S}-’l‘ltI’]ESiS* Ancient men raref}: .'Jtl:f:mpted to communicate their
worldviews in complicated chamns of reasoning, and even in the modern
world no philosophical perspective can be influential unless it can be con-
verted into a narrative. We do not find formal systems of philosophy as
such m many societies, but there is no tribe or group of people so backward
or "primitive” that they do not possess stories. People who have no written
language, who lack all the higher elements of culture and are savagely cruel,
will still have stories—myths that tell how the world began and explain the
place of the tribe in that world. Modern evolutionists, too, tell the story of
the evolution of the world using sophisticated computer graphics and cin-
ematic special effects to show children (and adults) the “true” story of the
world. We should add that stories are no less vital to individual psychology
than they are to societies. We understand ourselves and interpret our own
pasts through stories because they are an essential aspect of the very hard-
ware of the human being. Therefore, stories are the typical means for com-
municating worldviews.

In the modern West, especially in the United States, two competing sto-
ries vie for the right to define our world. One of them is the age-old story of
the Bible. The other is the story of human evolution, first told as scientific
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myth by Charles Darwin, but a part of religious and philosophical thinking
from ancient times, In the modern world, the thcm‘}-’ of evolution 1s usu:ﬂf}-’
a story of a hot “Big Bang” followed by the gradual cooling of the universe,
after which the planets form and life emerges, gradually developing through
stages up to the birth of the human species. After man became a distinct
species, his own psychological and social life are said to have evolved as well.
Societies that did not develop higher culture are examples of groups thar,
for one reason or another, ceased to evolve. By studying these groups, we are
supposed to be learning the history of all human societies—for at one time,
we were all supposedly at the same pont. Also, by studying animal groups,
we learn deep truth about human psychology, for we are also supposed to
be closely related to the animals through a common ancestor. This story has
profound practical significance. If our problems, social and psychological,
genetic and behavioral, have their roots in our animal past, then the solu-
tions are to be found through understanding our animal nature and over-
coming its defects.

The biblical story is fundamentally different from evolution myth. The
difference goes far bc}fﬁnd the simple fact that God initiated the creation.
The whole drama of biblical revelation is the story of paradise lost and
regained. In this biblical story, culture, language, and religion follow an en-
tirely different course from what is commonly believed by people in our day.
In contrast to the evolutionary view, the Bible recounts the story of a spe-
cific historical link between all ancient cultures
and socteties. It tells us of an ancient garden para-  The whole drama of biblical
dise that was lost. [t does not urge us to return to  revelation is the story of
that paradise, but to seek a heavenly city to come.  paradise lost and regained.
In the biblical story, man did not gradually evolve
from an animal past; he was created directly by God with no intermediate
stages of development. Animals are not our biological cousins, thcrugh we
are taught to look to the animals for wisdom. But it is to God we look to
understand ourselves fully, for we are like Him. The story begins with God
creating man as His image. At the center of biblical history is the story of
the Messiah and what He has done ro save the world.
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Elements of the Biblical Story

Like all good stories, the biblical story of redemption has an introduction,
basic themes, a plot, and a climax. Seeing the biblical worldview in story
form helps us understand the history of the world and our own place and
purpose in it. The biblical story is also dangerous. It exposes the prevailing
culture to criticism and subverts elements in the modern perspective that
are contrary to the biblical worldview. Just as Jesus’ stories infuriated the
Pharisees, the stories of the Bible tend to frustrate modern men and offend
their cultural sensibilities, Consider, for example, the parable Jesus told the

Pharisees about two sons.

But what do you think? A man had two sons, and he came o the first and
said, "Son, go, work today in my vineyard.” He answered and said, "I will
not,” but afterward he regretted it and went. Then he came to the second
and said likewise. And he answered and said, “I go, sir,” but he did not go.
(Mt 21:28-30)

He asked the Pharisees which of the two sons did the father’s will and
they answered, “The first.” Jesus then explained the story.

Assuredly, | say to you that tax collectors and harlots enter the kingdnm of
God before you. For John came to you in the way of righreousness, and you
did not believe him: but tax collectors and harlots believed him: and when

you saw it, you did not afterward relent and believe him. (Mt. 21:31-32)

Here 15 a :iirnplvr: story that exposes the Pharisees for what t]‘lc}-’ rc;i]l}r
were—self-righteous hypocrites. The parable sounded innocent enough at
first and the Pharisees answered Jesus’ question without hesitation, But when
Jesus explained the story, the Pharisees were publicly undressed. The hated
tax collectors and despised harlots were closer to the kingdom than the
religious leaders! How can such a thing be? People from the "underclass”
had responded to the message of John the Baptist and repented. The Phari-
sees, by contrast, detested both the message of John and the repentance of
the common people who respected him.

Jesus’ story presented a completely different perspective on what is im-
portant, what 1s truI}r real, and whom it is that God loves. Hearers who

accepted Jesus’ story as true were freed from the spiritual hegemony of the
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Pharisees, even if thE}? still had to -‘.]}_‘I'E}-’ them in the praCtica] affairs of life
[ML 2.3:]—4:1. In the same way, belim’ing the biblical story tudﬂ}e‘ reorients
our lives and sets us apart from the dominant, anti-Christian culture. We are
freed from the world’s message and the power structures that enforce it. But
we are not at liberty to do or think whatever we want. We must learn from
the harlots and tax collectors who repented at John's message and turned to
Jesus. They did not repent in words only, doing whatever they pleased when
“the church service,” so to speak, was over. They devoted their lives to Christ
and lived by His Word. By going out into the field and doing what their

Father commanded, their righteousness exceeded that of the Pharisees (M.

5:20).

Introduction to the Biblical Story

The biblical story has an introduction, which, as m any well-written story,
sets before the reader all the basic themes that will appear. In the introduc-
tion, we gain our first impressions of the major characters, learning some-
thing about their concerns and the major themes of the Ensuing story. All
of this and more appears 1n the first three chaptcrs of the Bible, which
recount the story of the beginning. Here we learn how our world came to
be, what its meaning and purpose are, and why it 1s the way it is. History’s
dominant themes are introduced, along with the three major characters—
God, man, and the devil. How God Himself 1s revealed has been the tocus
of our chapters on creation and revelation. We now turn our attention to the

story of man and his world.

The World

In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth and all the crea-
tures and plant life that inhabit them. Man was the last creature, bur his
special dwelling place—Eden, the Garden of God—was not established
until after man himself had been created. Eden 1s rightly called paradise, but
even so, it was not what many think it was like. It was not merely a garden
paradise where man had all the food that he needed, a comfortable environ-

ment, and an easy life—a view more like the Muslim idea of paradise in the

world to come. Eden 1s not the long lost ideal world, and returning to Eden
1s not the gual of biblical histnr}a FEden and the world around 1t l*f:pl‘esentec]
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neither an ideal nor an end, but a beginning. To appreciate the meaning of
the world into which Adam was Placed, we should understand at least six
important truths.

First, the world was created out of nothing and therefore had a begin-
ning in time. T'he Christian worldview teaches an absolute distinction be-
tween the Creator and the creature. God is eternal. His creation 1s temporal.
The second truth follows from this distinction: the world is wholly depen-
dent upon God for its existence and sustenance. It God in His providence
did not uphold the world, it would disappear into nonexistence. Third, the
material, physical world is good. At the end of each day, God looked on what
He had created and pronounced it good. In the Christian view, the physical
wortld itself is holy, pure, and beautiful. Fourth, the world as created was

perfect in the sense that it was undefiled,
The heauty of the Garden of Eden  bur it was not perfect in the sense of being
was the beauty of God's sanctuary.  fully developed. A child just out of his

mother’'s womb may be a perfect baby, but
it is still a baby. Even so, the world that God created was a perfect, but
immature world, waiting for man to nurture 1t to its full historical destiny.
This brings us to the fifth point, that the world was created for man, to be
ruled by him. God prepared all things to be placed under the covenantal
authority of His representative. Thus, next to God Himself, man 1s the
central character in the biblical drama of history.

The sixth point overlaps the biblical picture of man in the first three
chapters of Genesis. God created the world with beauty and function and
the Garden of Eden was His dwelling place with man. There is everywhere
an excess of beauty compared to function, strictly speaking. But beauty is
functional in its own way because it expresses the glory of God (Ps, 19:1)
and leads to the worship of God. This point is far more important than
modern men realize. The beauty of the Garden of Eden was the beauty of
God’s sanctuary. Man was to share the Garden with God. It was the first
temple, the most holy place in the original world. The Genesis story implies
that the Garden was a mountaintop paradise, for the four great rivers flowed
from Eden down through the whole world. We know that the Garden had
walls and a gate, for after man fell into sin, Cherubim guarded the gate to
prevent man from returning to the sanctuary. If we pay careful attention, we

notice that the temple symbolism in the rest of the Bible finds its roots in
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the story of the Garden. The glﬂr}s and beaut}r of Eden, then, was ﬁpﬂciﬂ-
c;}JI}f intended to enhance man's Enjﬂ:-,-*mcnt of the presence of God in His
garden—sanctuar}t The garden—ﬂs—sanctuar}! theme 1s central to S-:ripturr:, for

man was created to dwell with God.'

Man

The significance of the sanctuary for the Christian worldview cannot be
overestimated. Much of the story of history in the Bible centers on the
restoration of a sanctuary where God can dwell with man. But our concern
now is with the meaning of sanctuary for man himself. First, the Genesis
account shows us man not as homo sapiens but as homo adorans. Man was cre-
ated to worship God and have covenantal fellowship with Him in the Gar-
den, to live in a sanctuary in which he would enjoy God's presence. We see
something of what this means in the prayer of David:

One thing I have desired of the LORD,
Thar will I seek:

Thar I may dwell in the house of the LorD
All the days of my lite,

To behold the hmut}r of the LorD,

And to inquire in His temple. (Ps. 27:4)

For David to dwell in the house of God—to live i the temple—is to
behold the beauty of God and to pray unto Him.> Worship in the Bible
involves the whole body and soul in song, dance, prayer, and feasting—the
body and the soul. God tells the people of Israel to come before Him and
rejoice (Lev. 23:40; Deut. 12:7, 12, 18; 14:26; 16:11, 14-15; 26:11; 27:7;
etc.). This 1s not a call to the grim and somber activity that some consider
worship to be. Nor is it a secondary activity, something we do when our
schedule allows—when there is no golf, or football, or company coming for
dinner. To the contrary, worship is the most essential activity of man. It 1s

what he was created to do. In wc-rship man comes face to face with the

" For a tuller study of the Garden of Eden and its symbolism, as well as its meaning for the
Christian worldview, see James B. Jordan, Through New Eyes, and Peter . Leithart, A Howse for
My Name.

* Note that when David wrote this, the temple was not yet built. He is obviously thinking

in terms of the 53,*mhnlism and meaning of the rcmplc. not an actual buih:[ing.
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eternal God. He has fellowship and communion with the Infinite One. All
of man’s dtcpest desires for life, for b]cs:&ing, for knuw]edgc, and for gl,ﬁr}r
meet their highest and most ImI}# expression in true worship, When man
does not worship, he denies a fundamental aspect of his humanity. He de-
grades his spirit and starves his soul.

Second, we see in the creation narrative that man was created as a single
race. All humanity is a single race “in Adam” and from Adam, who is the
original man, the father ot us all. Our common ancestry in Adam is the
basis for the covenantal unity of the human race. It is the reason that Adam’s
representative work in the Garden had such profound impact on all men. As
much as some may dislike and deny the fact of representation by Adam,
representation itself con- tinues to be an inescap-
able reality of life. If lead- Wuﬁhip is the most es-  ers of a government
make a decision, it affects  sential aftivity of man.  all those they represent,
whether for good or 1ll. We can change our politi-
cal representatives by voting new ones Imto office, or we can move to a
different country where we think the political climate is better, bur either
way we are st Il subject to representation. Of course, Adam’s representation
ts more basic than that of political leaders. Adam is the father of mankind.
To be human is to be his child. We cannot pick a new Adam or transfer our
membership to another species.

Another aspect of man’s racial unity 1s the family structure that God
granted from the beginning. As a race, man was ordained to grow and in-
crease in monogamous families. God created one man, and through the
man, one woman to be his wife. All others are their children, members of
the one family of man. This is the paradigm of male and temale relation-
ships. A man has one mother, many sisters, and one wife. A woman has one
father, many brothers, and one husband. Sexual relationships are restricted
to marriage. Sex 1s holy because 1t 1s set apart. It is not the common prop-
erty of all, but a special relationship in the context of husband and wife
only, ordained to express the total self-giving of marital love.

The third truth that the biblical story of man’s creation makes clear is
that man was created for a purpose. God commissioned man to be fruitful
and multiply, to fill the earth and have dominion over all (Gen. 1:26-28). It
is clear from the context of God'’s six days of work and one day of rest that

man was to imitate God. The world was originally without light, empty, and
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without form (Gen. 1:2). During the first six days, God gave the light and
formed the earth and created all Ih’ing r_hings, and gave the world its form,
but still the earth was not “full” It remained for man to bring creation to
maturity by imitating God’s pattern of work and rest. Man was to rule the
creation in the way a farmer rules his land, not as a plunderer who rapes and
pillages, but as a husbandman who nurtures the land so that it might pro-
duce glorious and beautiful harvests that bring joy to God and man. That
man was created with a purpose is important, for it means that man lives
with a vision. We do not yearn for the past. We will not find our true para-
dise there. Our aiming and striving are for the paradise yet to come, for we
are called to build the garden city of the future, the New Jerusalem.

Fourth, man was created good and th}-’. The human race 1s not intrin-
sically evil. Neither the body nor the fact of man’s tiniteness provokes us
to do ill. The Bible teaches that Adam was righteous if not mature. Then
how did evil come into the world? This is a fundamental worldview ques-
tion. T he Bible answers with the story of the fall of man. In this story, evil
is not a “thing’; it is not something that “exists.” What Adam was sup-
posed to have learned through the tree of the knowledge of good and evil
and what we are :c.uppn:aed to understand thmugh the Stnr}f ot the fall of
Adam is that the words evil and good are words of relation, A right relation-
ship to God is the essence of good and a wrong relationship to God is the
essence of evil. In order for Adam to become mature, for him to be not
just good but contirmed in goodness, he had to make an intelligent choice
of the good.

Herein we see the meaning of the test in the Garden of Eden. God did
not set a trap for Adam’s ruination. The command not to eat from the tree
of the knowledge of good and evil was a test similar to the one God gave to
Adam before the creation of Eve. In that first test, God commanded Adam
to name the animals. Adam did not simpl}f number the animals or assign
nonsense syllables to them; he gave the animals names that expressed their
very nature (Gen. 2:19). Through passing that test, Adam learned the radi-
cal bio-cultural ditferences between himselt and the animal creation, and
was thereby psychologically and spiritually prepared for marriage to Eve. In
the same way, the prohibition of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil
was given for educational reasons. Adam was not yet m-:::r;ill}' mature: there-

fore he could not partake of the tree that symbolized moral maturity. Though
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he was guud [‘r}: nature, he did not }-’Et understand the nature of gr.md and
evil, nor was his guudne&;s confirmed b}f his own positive moral choice, The
serpent’s questions should have opened Adam’s eyes to the truth. The ser-
pent attacked God'’s love and goodness, suggesting that God feared the free-
dom and blessing that Adam would enjoy through the knowledge of good
and evil. Even before Eve took the fruit into her hand, Adam had swallowed
Satans lie. According to the Apostle Paul, she was deceived but Adam was
not. Adam allowed her to eat and watched to see what would happen—
mankind’s first scientific experiment. When Adam saw that nothing hap-
pened to her, he ate of the fruit also.

The story of the Fall illustrates the nature of sin. Adam’s lust—whether
it be understood as sexual lust, or lust for power, knowledge, or glory—was
not the primary issue. The beginning of Adam’s sin was unbelief. He ac-
cepted Satan’s lie about God. Satan accused God of being selfish and unlov-
ing, thereh}-f rew:aling his own 3ntip3th}= toward God. Unbelief is hatred of
God. Paul referred precisely to this attitude when he wrote: "The mind of
the flesh [ie., ‘old nature, not ‘body’] is enmity against God” (Rom. 8:7).
Man wil]fu]l}f sets himself against God, primal‘il}! a matter of spirit, not a
matter of his physical body. Satan 1s a fallen angel with no physical appe-
tites to satisfy. The body, therefore, is not the source of our errors. Rather,
it 1s the heart that misleads the hand.

After the Fall, man becomes a more psychologically complex creature.
On the one hand, he is stll the image of God. He sull seeks Him, as he
seeks eternity, inﬁnit}i, glory, and truth. Even while seeking God, however,
he also hates Him and flees from every manifestation of His glory and
goodness, Because man is at enmity with God, he is
also at odds with himself, for the retlection of the The heginning of Adams
true God is stamped on every man’s soul. To be at  sin was unbelief.
enmity with God 1s also to be at enmity with society,
for man images God as groups, societies, and the race as a whole. In simple
terms, because he loves and hates God, man also loves and hates himself,
loves and hates the human race, and loves and hates the rest of creation.

The story of the Fall leads to the fifth and final truth we need to empha-
size here. From the Fall to the end of time, the history of man is the story
of a spiritual war. When man fell mnto sin, God called him to account.

Adam blamed his sin on Eve; Eve blamed hers on the serpent. Eve was
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deceived, both were guilty. But God was gracious. He pronounced judg-

ment on the serpent but Pn}mised mercy for man.

[ will put enmity between thee and the woman,
and between thy seed and her seed:

he shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel. (Gen 3:15)

From this moment on in the biblical story, mankind is divided. The seed of
the serpent follows the way of the serpent, envying and hating God, den}ring
His goodness and love, The seed of the woman repents and trusts in God's
mercy. ' he very first story of man after the fall, the story of Cain and Abel
(Gen. 4), shows the two seeds in stark contrast and illustrates the enmnuty
between them. The story is archetypical and paradigmatic, revealing not
only the human heart but the history of man as well.

History has a greater story to tell, a story with much deeper meaning
and significance. The seed of the woman is also a prophecy of a Great Seed
who will defeat the devil and destroy his works. He will also redeem His
people and shower them with the spoils of victory. The biblical history of
man 1s the drama ot this great redemption. The warfare between these two
kingdoms focuses on the seed of the woman, the Messiah, whose heel is
bruised though He Himself crushes the head of the serpent. In the biblical
drama from the Fall onward, everything anticipates and looks forward to
the coming of the One who will bring salvation to the world.

Many Stories, One Story

The prophecy of the Messiah and the anticipation of God's saving work
gives unity to the biblical story. From Genesis E]’].’:‘lpt["[' 3 onward, man waits
and Inngs for the Savior. In this sense, the biblical Story 1s one story, but it 1s
also many stories, each with its own special problems, its own heroes and
villains. If we do not understand how the One and the Many relate, the
Bible may appear to be a mere collection of tales, an anthology with no
unifying theme. Upon reflection, however, we understand how the many
stories are versions of the one story, and the one story provides the template
for the rest. The one story itselt is multidimensional, comprising a plurality

of themes that find their unity and multiplicity in the person of Christ

Himself.
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We need to consider in more detail the multiplex nature of the Bible. It
1s not ditficult to understand what it means to say that the biblical story 1s
many stories. Everyone 1s familiar with the fact that the Bible tells stories
about the nation of Israel coming out of Egypt, conquering Canaan, devel-
oping as a nation, and eventually coming under God's judgment in the days
of the prophets. We know that the story of Israel begins with the stories of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. We also know that the Bible gives a great deal of
attention to heroes of the faith—Moses, Joshua, David, Daniel and too
many others even to list. No doubt, the Bible is a book of stories. But what
does 1t mean to say that these are all one story?

Beginning after the Fall with the promise that Eve’s seed would crush the
serpent’s head, the whole focus of Scriptute is on the coming One. Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob are important because God promused that through them

the Messiah would come. The history of Is-
The many stories are versions of  rael is important because she was the vehicle
the one story, and the one story  through which God would preserve the sa-
provides the template for the rest.  cred line of the Savior. The figures of Moses,

Aaron, and David are important because the
Messiah, as the Anointed One, is the fulfillment of their individual roles of
prophet, priest, and king. All the stories of the heroes of the faith fore-
shadow the one true Hero, Jesus Christ Himself.

Some of the Old Testament stories foreshadow the coming Messiah more
specifically so that it is easy to see the one-story pattern. Take the story of
Joseph, for example. His brothers hated him because of his special relation-
ship with his father, They envied him so much they conspired to get rid of
him. God, however, raised him up from eventual death m an Egyptian prison
and set him on a throne at Pharaoh’s right hand. I'rom this lotty throne,
Joseph eventually was able to save his brothers. The story of Joseph is also
the story of Jesus, as are all the other great stories of the Bible, even when
they are not so obvious.

The Bible stories also serve to illustrate man’s historical predicament and
God's redeeming grace. Abraham went down to Egypt with his bride. There
he was persecuted and nearly killed, but God saved him and delivered him
with spoil. This paradigm is repeated in the story of Isaac in Philistia. Later,
when Jacob flees from his brother Esau only to be persecuted by his own

relative, Laban, God saves him from persecution and brings him out of the
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land with great treasure. | hese stories of the three patriarchs. are the stm}'
of the nation ot Israel. She went into Hg}rpt to escape the famine in the cl:i}-’s-'.
of Jacob but was later put in bondage. God sent a savior, Moses, to deliver
His children from the hands of Pharaoh. They came out of Egypt in great
triumph, bringing the spoils of victory. The same story 1s told in the book
of Samuel when the ark of God is taken into captivity in Philistia and again
in the books of Kings and Chronicles when Israel falls into captivity to
Assyria and Babylon. The common themes of these stories—themes of fall,
captivity, grace, and salvation—all combine to form the overarching story
of man.

The problem with each old covenant story of redemption is that the sin
of Adam so dominates man that however promising the beginning seems to
be, it 1s not long before we read of another fall. A case in point 1s Solomon,
a great king who reigned with wisdom and glory. He built the temple of
God and brought the world to the verge of an age of untold blessing, but
this wise king married pagan women who turned his heart to idolatry, bringing
down his whole kingdom in the days of his son. Like Adam, Solomon fell
and lost the Garden.

The :-;piritua] warfare between the kingdum of the serpent and the king-
dom of Christ includes every dimension of the kingdom introduced in
Eden. The serpent attacked the bride (Gen. 12). He undermined the king-
dom (I Kgs. 11:1-8). He led astray the priests and ruined the temple (1
Sam. 2:12 ff.; Ezek. 8:6 ff.). There was war over the composition of the holy
family (Ezra 9-10). Throughout the Old Covenant era, the specter of Adam’s
fall haunted God’s people. They needed a new Adam, someone greater than
Solomon, someone who could establish a new covenant. This would require
anew creation and a new people of God united under a new covenant head.
Obviously the people of Israel could not bring about such changes on their
own, God intervenes to bring the biblical story to its climax in gift of Jesus.

Jesus had much in common with the biblical patriarchs and prophets
before Him. His birth, like that of Isaac, Samson, and Samuel, was unusual.
Like Joseph and Moses, He was hated and despised by his brothers and
those who should have loved Him. His own people even put Him to death.
But, unlike all the heroes and saviors of the Old Covenant era, Jesus resisted
the devil. He did not fall when He was tempted. He was faichtul unto death,
even the death ot the cross. Therefore, He was able to defeat sin and death,
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rising from the dead and establishing a kingdom of righteousness. Now, He
is seated at the right hand of God and all authority in heaven and on earth
is His. Those who believe in Him become citizens in His kingdom and are
saved from Pharaoh, Egypt, and Babylon—the kingdom of this world.
Jesus does not save His people in order to take them out of the world,
however. Instead, He sends them into the world to transform it so that the
Edenic commission can finally be accomplished through the work of a new
race of men. This new race stands before God under a new covenant head.
They worship in a new heavenly temple and seek a new, everlasting city. The
basic themes introduced in the story of Eden find their ultimate realization
in the New Jerusalem. The story of the Garden is the story of the creation
of man as God’s image and the gift of a commission to build God's king-
dom. Covenantal headship, the temple-garden, marriage and famuly, and
stewardship over the world are fulfilled in Christ and His Bride, the Church.
Thus, history in the Bible is the drama of redemption, the drama of the
war between two kingdoms, ending in the victory of the New Covenant
humanity. In the biblical view of history, the end is seen from the beginning
(Gen, 3:15; Rev. 13:8). Causality in this drama runs in a fundamentally
different direction than causality in the worldview of modern secular man.
For modern man, all present reality is the result of past causes. The laws of
chemistry and physics wholly determine the future or the tuture is alto-
gether uncertain because random elements may atfect the chain of causality
in ways that are unpredictable and incomprehensible. In either case, causal-
ity 1s 'DI'll}’ in the past and present. In the biblical worldview, it is the future
coming of the Messiah that dominates the flow of Old Covenant history.
The nations of the world rise and fall to prepare the way for His coming
(Dan. 7, etc.). Now that He has come, it 1s His goal, the realization of the
New Jerusalem, which propels history onward. Thus, history flows back-
ward from the future through the present and into the past. Causality is not

cnnl}-' in the future, but the future is fundamental.”

*To say rhar the future “causes” the present s a figurative way of :-ip(‘;l[f.ing. It 15 notc the
future per se that is the cause, but God, who has a plan. He works in the present to lead it
toward the future He intends. The pomt of emphasizing the future, however, is to help us
realize that we should not simply look into the past to try to understand the present. God is
often doing things for reasons we cannot possibly fathom because they lie in a furure be-

:,-'umf our irn;lgin&l[un,
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A Trinitarian Story

The biblical story is also trinitarian. In order to fully understand the book
of Genesis, we must read it in the light of the Gospel and the fulfillment of
history in Jesus Christ. The trinitarian themes of the first creation come
fully into view when seen in the lens of the first creation. Man is created in
the image of a triune God, When we consider the beginning in the light of
the doctrine of the Trinity, we gain a better understanding of what it means
to be created in the image of God.

One and Many

Genests tells us that God said, “Let Us make man in Our image, according
to Our likeness” (Gen. 1:26a). The use of plural language with reference ro
God 1s problematic to many. Is this a “plural of majesty  stmilar to the
usage of the plural pronoun by the King of England, for example? Or is
God addressing the angels, perhaps? Neither of these answers sutfices. Man
is not the image of God and the angels, but the image of God Himself.
Moreover, :amgels are not a race, which seems to be an Important aspect of
mans imaging God. Though a plural of majesty would not be inappropri-
ate, there is not sufficient evidence to indicate it is a typical Hebrew usage.
Though often dismissed out of hand, a trinitarian explanation art least de-
serves constderation.

The verse immediately following reads, “So God created man in His
own tmage; in the image of God He created him; male and female He
created them” (Gen. 1:27). Man was created as God’s image both as indi-
vidual—"He created him"—and as a race—"He created them.” Every man
as an individual is the image of God, but the human race as a whole also
images God.

The latter aspect comes to concrete expression in all levels of human
society. Families image God not as a collection ot individuals, but as a
social unity, a group whose oneness is covenantal because it is grounded in the
covenant oath of marriage. It is also “ontological” in the sense that there is
an obvious biulugical and genetic unity in the famil}r. But the oneness of the
family s not merely formal. There are depths of unity that we do not nor-

mally notice or think about until we look back and reflect on the way things
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were. In a CIEL"F sense, what 1s q::-ip-::ricni:-:d in the famii}r 1S i:ir;pi‘:rir:nced at
some level in almost every soctal group.

What the Genesis story is pointing to, in other words, is that man, like
God, is both one and many. God is three Persons in one Being, so that His
unity transcends and is fundamentally different from the unity of the hu-
man race. It is ontological as well as covenantal. God’s threeness, too, is
fuller and richer than human diversity could ever be. None of us as indi-
viduals 1s ever so fully individual as a Person of the Trinity. But that is what
we should expect—uwe are only the image of God, not His exact representa-
tion. We are also like Him because, as a race, we image both the plurality
and unity of God. We are individuals who can become our true selves only
in the relationships we have in social groups. Ultimately, in Christ, Chris-

t1ans cc:rmprisr a singli: new race.

Homo Adorans

Man images the trinitarian nature of God in other respects, too. We have
;ilri:ac]}-f seen that man is bomo adorans, one created for worshi p. How does this
relate to the idea of man as image? How does the fact that man worships
reflect God Himselt? Of course, it would be perfectly legitimate to define
“worship” as a relationship that can exist only between creature and Creator,
but that definition is not necessary and m ight
even be misleading, for we shall see that one  Man was created as God’s image
of the central and distinguishing aspects of  both as individual and as a race.
Christian worship appears clearly in the rela-
tionships among the trinitarian persons. With the coming of Christ and the
revelation of the Trinity, we learn that human worship is an analogy of
trinitarian fellowship, but because it is an analogy enacted in the sphere of
the human relationship with God, 1t naturally has its own distinct aspects.
What is this trinitarian ftellowship? As the Gospels repeatedly show us,
the Son seeks the glory of the Father. Moreover, they are clearly speaking of
something more than Jesus” human relationship to God the Facher. For the
Father, too, seeks the glory of the Son, as does the Spirit when He comes
into the world. Both the Father and the Son revere the Spirit and honor His
name, for all blasphemy may be forgiven, except the blasphem}f of the Hﬂl}r
Spirit (Mrt. 12:31). The one who comes last is treated as the tirst.
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Because God 15 the kind of God in whom the three Persons seek each
other’s glm}r and honor, so the human race was created to wm*:;hip God and
seek His glory and honor. In worship, we imitate trinitarian fellowship at a
creaturely level. That this has profound meaning for the Christian worldview
can be seen when we contrast Christian worship to that of other religious
worldviews. Take, for example, another monotheistic religion commonly
thought to be close to Christianity. In Islam, when man seeks God's glory,
he does something wholly unlike what Allah himself would ever do. Allah
would never bow to another or uphold another. When the Muslim bows
before Allah—at that very moment when he 1s supposed to be the closest—

he 1s most unlike and farthest from the nature
In wrship,m imitate trinitanan ~ and being of his god. But when a Christian bows
fE"ﬂWShip at a UEEIIUI‘E'}" level.  down to the Father and praises His Holy Name,

he is not only closest to God by the power of
the Holy Spirit working in the Church, he is also in special ﬂerwship with
the Trinity, reflecting in his own creaturely action something essentially similar
to the relationship that the Persons of God share in eternity. Indeed, since
worship is offered to the Father, in the name of Christ and by the power of
the Spirit, it 1s participation in trinitarian fellowship. God not only receives
our worship, He works in it and through 1t, thus constituting it truly Chris-
tian.

This means that Christian worship has implications for our relation-
ships with other men as well. Righteously seeking the honor and blessing of
other PEGP[E‘ is an aspect of biblical love and an imitation of the Trinity in
our daily lives. No other religion or worldview is capable of expressing,
much less teaching, this truth, Only in biblical religion can the worship of
God and the love expressed in our daily lives be related to the nature of God
Himself because only in biblical religion is worship an extension of the

eternal fellowship of the triune God.

Work
Work 1s basic to the Christian worldview. The Bible buginﬁ with God work-

ing six da}rs and resting one, setting a pattern for human life and society bur,
more importantly, revealing what kind of a God He tru]}' 1s. God 1s a God

who works, and all His work is emphatically trinitarian. The Father created



TRINITY AND HISTORY: BEGINNINGS 103

the world through the Son, while the Spirit hovered over the waters. As we
SaW pn:viuusly, the Father also created the world for the Son, who works to
gl:::-rif‘}r the creation b}r the power of the Spirit. Finall}? the Son presents the
completed work to the Father. The Persons of the Trinity work with each
other, for each other, and through each other.

But why does God work at all2 Work 1s not essential to His life, as if He
would not have food to eat if He did not work. What ts work for God? The
answer is that God works because He delights in it. It is the joy of trinitarian
fellowship. God works even though it is not necessary because the Persons
of the Trinity enjoy working together. The words “play” and "fun” are too
light to adequately express the truth that God is a God of joy, but they do
point to important aspects of human life where
man 1mages God. Play and fun are not only |n gaud works, we image the
forms of recreation and relaxation, they can also trinitanan life of God b}' work-
describe our artitude toward work. If man had ing with and for one another.

not sinned, our work would not be cursed. Work

would be a different form of “play”—as, indeed, it already s, by the grace
of God, for many ps:-up]e in advanced nations, where men or women can
choose work thf:;-,f enjoy and devote themselves to their jobs because thc}r
derive a sense of fulfillment from them.

The essence of work s mutual service. Jesus gave us a basic principle of
social and economic life when He taught that he who would be greatest
must be the servant of all. In this, He was pointing to the principle of His
own life, for He came not to be served, but to serve and give His life a
ransom for many (Mk. 10:42—435). His example of selfless service expresses
the true nature of work. God has called us to serve one another and to seek
mutual blessing through our labor. The Holy Spirit has given each of us
gifts to exercise for the good of all (I Cor. 12). Man as worker expresses the
trinitarian life of the God who works: "My Father has been working until
now, and I have been working.” (John 5:17). In particular, God has called us
to work and labor for His kingdom and glory, “For we are His workman-
ship, created in Christ Jesus tor good works, which God prepared before-
hand that we should walk in them"” (Eph. 2:10).

In these good works, we image the trinitarian life of God by working
with one another and for one another. True Christian work is not performed

in a vacuum, which is to say that all work deserving the name “good” is
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inherently trinitarian in character and inescapably social. We learn to work
from others as we watch them work or as th:}f teach us smnething We learn
that work usually involves some form of cooperation with other people and
usually depends upon their input before it can be completed. We work for
others, too, in more ways than one. When we provide products for the mar-
ket, we are working for all those who buy our product. In a different sense,
we are working for our families. Work, therefore, 1s always an other-directed
and social activity.

In working righteously, we also have special fellowship with God. When
the Bible says we have been called to work for Him, 1t means that our works
have their ulttmate aims in Him. And when it teaches we are to work with
Him, we are reminded that our works must be done in the power of the
Holy Spirit to be truly good. Finally, our tuture resurrection guarantees that
our labor in the Lord cannot be in vain (I Cor. 15:58).

Rule

Raule 1s another aspect of man as God's imag{: that may not appear at first to
be trinitarian. Upﬂn consideration, however, the connection 1s obvious. We
need only remember that the Gospels speak of the Father sending the Son
and the Son sending the Spirit. The hierarchy in the personal relationships
of the Trinity 1s mirrored in the hierarchy of life in creation. Not all things
are created equal. Man is set at the top of all God'’s creatures, lord and king
over the whole world. Among men, too, there is hierarchy. Nations, tribes,
groups, families, and other types of human organization all have their rules,
both formal and informal, that define how their leaders are chosen and how
the members relate to each other. Even informal groups and casual gather-
ings tend to a natural expression of hierarchy, however multifaceted and
dynamic it may be.

Human sin, however, has perverted the notion ot rule to such a degree
that the very word rule is offensive to some. It signities oppression. The idea
of hierarchy is considered antthetical to good human relationships. What
we really need, we are told, is “equality” There should be no dichotomy
between hierarchy and equality among men, because they are not in tension
in God. It is because of sin that equality and hierarchy in human relation-

Ships come into conflict. In the story of creation—>before man sinned—uwe
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find the proper perspective on rule, one that illumines the notion of author-
ity and hierarchy in God as well,

In Genesis we read, “Then the LorD God took the man, and put him
into the garden of Eden to dress it and to keep 1it” (Gen. 2:15). Where the
King James Version translates “dress” modern versions use such words as
“tend” or “cultivate.” These translations are not wrong in context, but it is
important for the reader to know that the Hebrew word in the original is
“serve.” Adam was to serve the Garden. What does serve mean? Practically
speaking, it means “tend” or “cultivate.” But the word serve points to the
essence of leadership and rule in the Bible. The ruler is the one who serves
others, as we saw above in the teaching of Jesus. Rule and authority mean
responsibility before God, for our rule is always under His rule. We are to
rule in the sense that we are to “serve the garden” that God has given us. In
serving the garden, we serve Him and our fellow man. For the Father "rules”
the Son only for the Son, in order to bless and glorify Him. The Son and the
Spirit submit to the rule of the Father because they love the Father. Rule
and authority among men as well as man’s rule over the rest of creation were
dcsigned to be a form of service for the ble':;sing of all.

The Trinity and Ewil

Evil is also an important part of the Bible’s story. Many consider it the most
difficult part of the story to accept. Non-Christians often object to Chris-
tianity because of the existence of evil. It God is so good, why does evil
exist? Why did He create it? Ironically, proponents of the problem of evil as
a refutation of Christianity inadvertently trivialize their own objection. They
believe in a world that evolved by chance where the “evil” that upsets them
so much has no real definition, meaning, or solution. Afrer all, in the evolu-
tionary worldview, man is an animal who has come to his present position
by a cosmic accident. Whatever he does 1s simply an expression of his na-
ture, no more worthy of ethical condemnation than the actions of a lion or
a dog. At best, ethics 1s a collection ot racial choices for survival, imposed
upon societies by a power elite. But there 1s no guarantee that the elite, the
ones making the final decisions, make the right decisions or that what they
proclaim to be good and evil are really for the long-term good of the race.
The social rebel or outcast may be the harbinger of the future and a savior.
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Evil is very real for the Christian, however, and also painful and horrible.
There 15 mystery in evil, as mn all things, but we are not left to Pﬂndcr n
despair, Evil has a meaning and a solution. Part of the Christian answer to
the problem of evil is found in the observation that, from a Christian per-
spective, evil does not literally “exist.” That s, evil 1s not a created thing. Evil
is something very different from what most people imagine. In order to
understand why there is evil in the world and what it means, we must under-
stand the relationship between evil and the Trinity.

To begin with, evil is only possible for persons. ( The fact that angels are
charged with sin indicates that at least in some sense, they are also God's
image, thﬂugh not exactly in the same sense men are. ) Dogs may be disobe-
dient and some cows or pigs may be meaner than others, but animals are not
charged with sin. There 1s no moral judgment against “bad” animals. To say,
however, that evil is only possible for persons is to make the kind of distinc-
tion berween man and animal the Bible demands and evolution, m principle,
resists. But exactly what is evil?

Evil is an improper relationship with God. All we call morally wrong is
primarily sin against God himself. Because the word evil describes a particu-
lar kind of rclatinn:i]‘iip, It 1s not an entity. And
because evil is a word defining a particular kind  Because the word evi/ describes
of relationship, we also have to say creating man  a particular kind of relation-
in God’s image entailed the possibility of evil, Ehip. It i not an Ent'rty.
for man could not be the image of God if he
did not have true moral freedom. For man to be truly good, he must choose
the good out of love for God. The test with the serpent confronted man
with moral choice.

In God, the possibility of evil does not exist because God 1s love, and the
three Persons of the Trinity have never been morally immature. The choice
of loving the others is an eternal choice essential to the being of God and to
the definition of the Persons themselves. Therefore, El‘lE}-’ can relate to one
another only in love and truth. If, however, we imagine the impossible—the
Persons in God not loving each another—we can see what we mught call che
trinitarian background for evil. The very idea of relationship includes the
abstract possibility of a perverse relationship, that 1s, we can imagine such a
relationship. For man to be created in God’s image—TIike God 1n a very real

sense, though of course, separated from God b}f the infinite ontological gap
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that divides Creator from creature—includes the fact that man is a person
n rE]atiDnahip to God. In that sense, man 1s a person like the Persons of the
Trinity, but a contingent person, a mere image of the true Persons. What we
can imagine only in the abstract when we think of God 1s a real possibility
for man. The Persons of the Trinity cannot violate their mutual love, but
man can betray God. One might even say that for man to have the choice to
relate wrongly was essential. For man to be mature, to be a person who self-
consciously loves God, he had to be given the opportunity to make a mature
decision to follow love and truth, But this includes the opposite possibility
also.

Thus, creating man in the image of the triune God entails the possibility
of evil, for the free man may choose to rebel against God. Since God is
mans psychological center and social gyroscope, the choice to rebel had
consequences that extended far beyond strictly religious and moral implica-
tions. INot reIating rightI}f to God means not rela[ing rightl}f to His image,
whether ourselves or others. It also means not relating rightly to His cre-
ation. The perversion of the most fundamental relationship results inelucta-
bl}: in the Pervcrafun of all rel;atinn:-;hips. We also must add that the choice
to rebel against God robbed Adam of his freedom as well. Freedom only
exists in living for God and as the creatures He created us to be. If Adam
had chosen to obey God, he would have confirmed himselt in freedom.
Instead, both he and his descendents fell into bondage.

Satan’s temptation in the Garden illustrates the essential issue. Man was
created to wurship God and submit lovingly and whole heartedl}; to Him.
But Satan proposed that Adam could be his own god, deciding good and
evil for humselt.* When men truly worship God, they fit into the proper
place in the divine scheme—under God with one another and over the world.
When man exalts himself over God, he loses his place in the world and 1s no
longer able to conform to the Truth. He must manufacture his own truth,
deciding good and evil for himself. What then? This would-be god finds
that not being omnipotent or omniscient is a severe handicap. He must
compete with other would-be gods who do not always want to acknowledge
his divinity. The result is that the world becomes mysterious. Though the

" The words in Genesis are "knowing good and evil,” but the word know here may be used

in a wide sense, as it often 1s in 5».‘1‘iptun‘. including much more than mere Eugnitiun,
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world testifies to its Creator, man can no longer hear the clarion call of
God. The 5}-’11"1[3]1011}? of creation sounds like Cac{)phnn}f to sinful man’s ears.

Rfmarkabl}r, non-Christian religions tend to offer the problem itself as
the solution. Buddhism teaches that the essence of enlightenment is the
realization that one 1s a god and promises the faithtul that they will become
gods (though “god” has its own special meaning in the pantheistic context).
Mormonism, too, has its own peculiar version of salvation as deification,
Even the secular evolutionist aims at a godlike state. The evolutionist’s proud
pretence is disguised in part by the apparently humble assumption of a
place with the animals. But man 1s the only animal with self-consciousness.
This gives man the right and the responsibility to decide good and evil for
himself. There is no higher power or greater intelligence before whom man
must bow the knee—though the “elite” tend to demand something like
worship. In non-Christian religions and philosophy, then, we see the very
essence of evil, the lust for self-deification m:asquerading as the quest for
truth or salvation.

This does not solve the intellectual problems related to evil, but it does,
Pcrhaps, indicate how 1t 1s that evil 1s a mcaningﬁﬂ pc]asibi]ity (}1'1]}-’ in the
world that was created b}-’ the triune God. On Christian premises, evil 15 a
possibility because Adam was a person who was given the choice to love the
Creator and live for His kingdom or to reject Him and attempt to create his
own kingdom. In Christianity, evil has meaning and a solution.

In the worlds of non-Christians faiths, the problem of evil is unsolvable.
A monad like the Muslim god cannot be the ultimate standard for relation-
ships among persons because the whole notion of relationship is foreign to
Allah. The existence of evil is an utter mystery, though it is simply part of
the larger mystery of the existence of plurality. In pantheism, evil tends to
be identified with plurality itself and the meaning of evil is denied. Salva-
tion from pluralit}f and evil is attained by a return to the One, a metaphysi-
cal salvation. "W'l‘u}f the plural ever came into existence to begin with is beyond

CGI’IIPI'E']"['E'HSI{DH.

Conclusion

A review of the beginnings of the biblical story already sets the biblical

worldview squarely against much modern thought. The thmr}:‘ of evolution,
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of course, contrasts Shi-lt'pl}’ with the miraculous creation of the world in six
da}rs and man’s apecfal creation as the mage of God. The story of Adam
and Eve as the original ﬂlmil}r stands in stark, if implicit, opposition to all
forms of racism, feminists’ denial of different sexual roles for male and
female, homosexuality, and polygamy, to name only a few areas in which
contemporary thought clashes with the Christian worldview. Theories of
man that see the basic problems of human life as psychological or socio-
logical are undermined by the truth that man is homoe adorans by nature, and
that all of his problems trace their source to Adam’s sin. Denying that the
human body is good or asserting that our problems arise from our animal
past also contradict the biblical narrative. The simple story of the creation
of the world and man’s place in it has profound implications for the way life
should be lived. These untold as the biblical story continues. To build our
worldview in terms of the Bible’s teaching requires us to stand firm against
most of the thinking of our day, especially in the academy, where opposi-
tion to Christianity is deep and widespread.

The story of the Big Bang—in the West the “scientific” alternative to
the biblical story, which posits mitial conditions, an cprnsiun, and a pro-
cess of development, all enshrouded in unfathomable mystery—tells of a
world of impersonal forces that by accident or by some deterministic for-
mula produced the world we live in today. There is no special meaning in the
big-bang world, no special purpose, and no explanation for the way things
are, including all the misery and suffering of the world. What we see 1s what
is, nothing more and nothing less. Why should men choose this view? Be-
cause of the inescapable demand of science? Hardly. Men choose to anchor
their souls in the sands of nothingness and despair rather than turn to the
God who created them. They are just what the book of Genesis and the rest
of the Bible shows us all to be, sinners who prefer their own false and empty
hopes to the divine promise of eternal life through faith in the God of all
grace.

The biblical story of creation, fall, and redemption 1s a story that exalts
man above the anmmal kingdom and gives him the astonishing quality of
godlikeness. Personhood makes evil possible, for persons have the power to
choose, and Adam chose to pervert the covenant relationship, Because of
mans sin, the hismr}-' of the world includes profound tragedy, but the story

of God's grace in redemprinn is the story of VICOLY OVer n'agedj_.a It 1s in-
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deed the greatest story ever told, It is the story of the Son of God who
became a man and died for our sins in order to save us from sin and the

devil and remake us into a new covenant pmplf. All who believe in Christ

are new creatures, created for a new covenant in a new creation. | he biblical

story finds 1ts climax in the SLOTY of the incarnation of God and the saving

work of Jesus, which ushers in a new world, the kingdom of God.

Review Questions
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Why are stories important?

What are the competing stories in the West today?

What was the effect of Jesus stories on the Pharisees?

What do we learn about the world in the introducrion to the biblical story?
What do we learn about man through the story of creation?

What do we learn about man through the story of the Fall?

Show how the many stories of the Bible are one story of the Messiah.
What does it mean to say that mankind reflects the unity and diversity of God?
Explain the trinitarian significance of worship.

Explain the trinitarian significance of work.

Explain the trinitarian significance of rule.

prhin the ditferences between a trimitarian and a non-Chnstian view of ewvil.



/. Trinity and History: The Pivot

PauL saip that the Greeks seek wisdom and the Jews seek signs (1 Cor.
[:22). Jesus was the wisest of men, wiser even than Solomon, and He per-
formed enough miracles to fill a book (Jn. 21:25), but the Greeks rejected
His wisdom and the Jews did not believe His signs. From the Jewish per-
spective, the cross invalidated the S1gTIS that Jesus was the Messiah. From the
Greco-Roman perspective, crucifixion as a criminal meant that the Nazarene
could not even be a great man, let alone Savior. But Paul preached a cruci-
fied Messiah as the Savior of the world.

In His own day, Jesus was reviled by the religious and political leaders
and revered by the common people, even though the:-,? too turned against
Him in the end. Some people believe that if Jesus came into the world
today, He would be welcomed. Nothing could be further from the truth.
He might even be less welcome today than He was in His own day, though
for different reasons. What would modern intellectual and political leaders
do with someone who performed miracles like Jesus did? What if this miracle-
worker had a habit of saying things that embarrassed the powertul but in-
vigorated and empowered the common man? What it He clearly believed
the world was created by God and spoke abour Noah as if he were a real
historical figurez What if He accepted the Jewish worldview of the Old
Testament as true and at the same time claimed He was equal with God?
What if He said He was the only way for men to be saved, and that all other
would-be saviors were false? What if He turned water into wine and sat

L1
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down to eat and drink with sinners? A man like Jesus would probably not fit
well into a 5{}ciet}f of sinful man an}'whure at any time.

From the modern perspective, the miracles of Jesus are particularly of-
fensive. But His teachings, also, contain many elements that would have to
be purged in order for Him to be accepted in our day. His claims about His
special relationship with God and His dogmatic pronouncements about
righteousness, sin, judgment, and hell are especially offensive and distaste-
ful. Did Jesus really say all the things attributed to Him in the Gospels? Did
He really mean them? Jesus was a nice guy who loved His neighbor, right?
The Jesus in the Gospels is completely different from the modern idea of a
savior, and the things He said are so comprehensively challenging to the
modern (and postmodern) perspective, that it is extremely difficult for men
in our day to know what to do with Him.

If we cannot really handle Him, why can we not simply ignore Him?
This also presents a challenge. At the same tume He offends us, He also
haunts and attracts us. He says things that captivate even those who hate
Him. And His impact on history is simply too great to ignore. The civiliza-
tions and cultures of most of the world have been influenced b}? Him to
such a degree that we are all forced to admit there is an elephant in the living
room. Thus, the offense of Jesus is counterbalanced by the undeniable no-
bility of His person and the impact of His presence here on earth. So then,
rather than simply reject Jesus, the way of modern scholarship is to revise
Him. The search for the “historical Jesus” and the so-called “critical” ap-
proaches to the Gospels are in reality attempts to force Jesus into the skep-
tics’ mold. Since modern scholars cannot tolerate the Jesus of the Gospels
as He 1s, they trim a little here, stretch a little there, and behold—He fits the
Procrustean bed perfectly! Or, at least, almost perfectly.

The problem is that His miracles and teachings constitute a worldview-
level Ehﬂllﬁﬂgﬁ, cunfmnting the whole idea of who man 1s and what his basic
problems are. Whar do we do? Our options are really very himited. We must
altogether deny Him, as atheists do, or significantly revise Him, as ancient
Jews, medieval Muslims, and modern unbelieving scholars have done. Or we
must believe in Him and change ourselves and our worldviews to fic His mold.

' Both the bed and the reconstructed image of Jesus have to be changed each generation.
The “historical Jesus” of the critics is not the Jesus who lived in history. He is the Jesus who

has been upgt'm:h:-d to fit our ]1ismr}'.
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Miracles

Miracles are stumbling blocks to the contemporary mind. Liberal scholars
and theologians would like to revise the Bible by removing embarrassing
stories of Jesus raising Lazarus from the dead or feeding five thousand
ptﬁplf with five loaves of bread and two fish. But the “pruhltm”—if that 1s
the way we think of it—of biblical miracles goes much deeper. The incar-
nation of the Second Person of the Godhead is the central miracle of the
Christian faith. Inseparably linked with 1t are the miracles of Jesus’ virgin
birth, His resurrection from the dead, and His as-

cension to the right hand of God. His crucifixion as Christianity is inescapably
a sacrifice for the sin of the world is so closely tied 3 religion of mirades.
to the miracle of the resurrection that denial ot the

resurrection would nullify the biblical meaning of the cross. If miracles per
se are the stumbling block, then no revision of the Christian narrative will
be able to satisfy the objector. Miracles are not secondary to Christianity.
Christianity is inescapably a religion of miracles, or, more properly, it is the
religion of the miracle—the incarnation of God.

There are three basic questions about miracles and Chria[ianit}a First,
are miracles possible? Second, did the miracles recorded in the Bible actually
occur? Answer either of these questions in the negative and you deny Chris-
tianity. Philosophical arguments against the miracles of the Bible often ad-
dress the first question and deny miracles are possible. In that case,
Christianity, a religion of miracles, could not be true. Others may grant the
possibility of the miraculous but deny the miracles of the Bible occurred. In
this case also, Christianity could not be true. Obviously the Christian an-
swers these questions in the attirmative. The mmportant question for the
Christian is the third one: What do the biblical miracles mean?

Miracles and Worldview

This is not the place to address in detail the many philosophical and histori-
cal questions about miracles. The essential point is that one’s conception of
miracles is bound up with one’s worldview. In a world without God, there
are obviously no “miracles” in the Christian sense of the word. For the

Christian, a true miracle is a work of God—which 1s to say, a Christian
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cannot be satisfied with a "general” definition of miracle that leaves open
the ql_u_*ﬂinn of who 1s Llltimatf:]}r rcﬁpnnsible for the inexplicah]e or the
mysterious. Someone with a different worldview might object that the Chris-
tian definition is unfair in that it prejudges the case. But for Christians what
are properly called miracles are always and only works of God. The doctrine
of miracles s so bound up with our understanding of God that anything
other than a theological definition of miracles would be tantamount to
defining the word in a manner inconsistent with Christian faith. In other
words, a Christian cannot speak about miracles without also speaking about
the kind of God he believes in. The two ideas function together within an
integrated whole so that the definition of miracles s necessartly a worldview
1ssue also.

In addition to the complications that are involved in the problem ot
defining miracles, further complications arise from human psychology, im-
perﬁ:ctl}r understood—or even utterly baffling—natural phenomena, fraud,
and malevolent spirits. Delusion, hysteria, will power, self-deception, and all
sorts of personal and individual psychological quirks are related to the prob-
lem of understanding apparently supernatural or unusual phenomena. The
Christian historian is perfectly right to take into account the psychological
aspects of reports of supernatural phenomena. We also must not ignore the
fact that things happen which we cannot explain but which may be under-
stood 1n the future. Any Christian theologian or historian attempting to
offer a comprehensive theology of miracles would have to address concerns
about human psychology and inexplicable natural phenomena,

A far more important issue, however, is the influence of evil spirits, This
is an aspect of the discussion we must not forget, Belief in angels, including
Satan and evil spirits, 1s as essential to Christian belief as the doctrine of sin.
It is also profoundly relevant to the question of miracles., Angels and evil
Spirits are "supernarural" beings with influence and powers that def}f our
naturalistic science. They have power to do exceedingly strange and wonder-
ful things. The Bible specitically addresses the matter of Satanic “miracles”
and tells us that Satans "muracles” and God’s miracles are not always distin-
guishable on the surface (Mt 24:24).

In addition to these issues, we must distinguish true miracles from fake
miracles and other frauds perpetrated b}-' various and Slllldr}" “faith healers,”

charlatans, and rfligi-:::us hucksters. Even some of these may prove ditficult



TRINITY AND HISTORY: THE PIVOT 115

to discern. But just as the existence of a counterfeit dollar does not disprove
the existence of true dollars, the existence of demonic miracles and coun-
terfeit miracles—even an abundance of counterfeit miracles—does not de-
tract from the truth, value, and meaning of the genuine article.

With this in mind, we return to the issue of the possibility of miracles.
Arguments denying the possibility of miracles may appear to be arguments
about the rationality of the world or scientific method, but they are actually
worldview arguments. In one form or another, those who deny the possibil-
ity of miracles are simply applying their presuppositions about the world to
the question of miracles and concluding that the Chris-
tian view of miracles must be false. In other words, I"I;m)r worldviews by
those who deny Christian miracles may appear to do so defimition rule out the
on some established scientific or historical basis used pOSSlblllty of miradles.
to judge the possibility or impossibility of the miracu-
lous. But what we really find is that the deck has been stacked. The starting
point of the argument is stated in such a way that miracles would be impos-
sible in the world in which we live. The standards are designed to get the
desired results. When the argument concludes that miracles are impusaiblc,
we should not be surprised. A simple form of this kind of argument can be

stated in the fbl[nwing S}TllﬂgiSIn.

[. The laws of ph}rsics cannot be violated.
2. Miracles are a violation of the laws of ph}-’ai&:,
3. Therefore, miracles cannot occur.

Obviously, it we define the laws of physics as inviolable and then define
miracles as a violation of physical laws, it is a short and easy step to the
conclusion, for the conclusion is already included in the definitions that
form the premises. In itself, this sort of argument is not very interesting, but
it does highlight the issue we have been emphasizing: Underlying the notion
of miracle 1s worldview. Many worldviews by definition rule out the possi-
bility of miracles, and people who hold to those worldviews will be inclined
to deny any evidence, however forceful, that suggests that a miracle may
have actually happened.

Buddhism, for example, dentes the existence of God. In the Buddhist

world, strange things—of the sort that might make an interesting television
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show—often happen, but miracles as Christians define them are impossible
for the 5impIE reason that there is no God. Miracles in Judaism and Islam
are ﬁmdmnfntaﬂ}' different from the meaning of a miracle in a religion like
Buddhism and much closer in meaning to Christian miracles. In Judaism
and Islam, a miracle 1s a work of the one true God. It testifies of His power,
His goodness, and His special care for His creatures. In these respects, their
theology of miracle is very similar to that of Christianity, but it differs in
this one fundamental and important respect: miracles in the Bible have a
special meaning grounded in a distinctly Christian understanding that their

ultimate reference point is the incarnation of God n Jesus Christ.

Miracles and the Laws of Physics

Biblical miracles are not exceptions to the laws of physics; they are simply
instances of God doing things out of the ordinary. From the perspective of
the Christian worldview, the whole notion of physical laws must be denied.
The world 1s not under the control of “forces” such as gravity, the weak and
strong forces, and the electromagnetic force, The Christian worldview de-
nies these as r'na’rpf'mff'nf forces. V\fh}f? [isten to Steven WrEiI'l}Jf_‘l*g: ”[O]ur
discovery of the connected and convergent pattern of scientific explana-
tions has done the very great service of teaching us that there 1s no room in
nature for astrology or telekinesis or creationism or other superstitions.”
[ike many today, Weinberg believes that science 1s discovering “explana-
tions built into the logical structure of nature.” He is offended, therefore,
when a philosopher such as Wittgenstein suggests “at the basis of the whole
modern view of the world lies the illusion that the so-called laws of nature
are the explanations of natural phenomena.™

But Wittgenstein is right. The modern worldview presupposes that there
are objective laws and forces ruling the world. These are believed to be built
into the logical structure of nature. Since what we are actually talking about
is mans interpretation of the world, what the so-called “laws of nature”
explain is not the way the world works, but what men believe abour the way
the world works. In other words, what is offensive to Weinberg is that

* Dieams of a Final Theory, 39.
3 Ibid., 6.
*Ibid., 21.
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Wittgenstein calls into question his rcligiﬂus presuppositions. WEin}Jﬂrg
believes in a worldview for which he has no ultimate pmuﬂ His u:ert:iint}r
that Christianity and creationism are superstitions that we no longer have to
be burdened with is a certainty grounded in his presuppositions about na-
ture. But we might ask, how do we know the universe has a logical structure?
Or, how do we know the mind of man has any real connection to the facts
of the outside world? Is not the only reality we know the reality that we
percetve? If so, then is it not also true that all our “scientific facts” are only
as good as our perception of reality? Even when we use instruments to
extend our perception, we cannot design, construct, read, or interpret our
instruments apart from the whole interpretive framework built into our
senses. Given the presuppositions of a chance universe, evolving purely at
random, aimed at no particular purpose or meaning, how do we know our
minds and the scientific laws we create have any meaning at all? How do we
know they are “true” or that the idea of "truth” itself has any meaning? For
Weinberg’s worldview, these are not easy questions to answer, What shall the
non-Christian do? Contrary to Weinberg’s delusions about the rationality
of his worldview, when it comes to the most basic or ultimate questions, he
answers by faith. He believes in a worldview that 1s essentially religious.

For the one who disparages faith, the fact that everything comes back to
a faith-based starting point is a basic and escapable problem, a “worldview-
level” dilemma. If reason is god, man cannot aftford to be stuck in a world
where, like it or not, he must live by faith. Of course, the Christian also must
stand on faith, but that is not an embarrassment for his worldview, for in the
Christian worldview, man'’s reason and experience are not the ultimate source
of knowledge or wisdom. Man is God's creature, designed to live by faith in
God's revelation and to reason in terms of that faith. This differs just as
radically from worldviews that propose an irrational leap of faith as it does
from the rationalist’s claim to knowledge independent from God.

The Christian view of God and the world also means there are no scien-
tific laws with objective status giving us insight into the “logical structure”
of the universe. An intelligent Christian does not and cannot believe that the
fundamental forces of physics direct the whole world. God the Creator
controls the world. Whatever secondary means He pleases to use, His ulti-
mate manner of control is revealed in the creation story as covenantal. In

addition, God has bound Himselt, in the Noahic covenant, to uphold the
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regular cycles of the world. In this sense, then, the universe does have what
we might call a ”Ingic;ﬂ structure, and it is l‘egular. But the structure of the
world and the regularities of its movement are covenantal. They express the
personal rule of God and His faithfulness, not impersonal forces and laws.

Covenantal control differs trom the idea of impersonal forces and laws
in important ways. First, covenantal regularities, much more than the scientist’s
blind faith in impersonal laws, offer a foundation for scientific research. We
have God'’s promise that He will rule the world in a regular and principled
manner so that man can rule the world under Him. This is the whole point
of the “law-like” nature of the world. We are able to study His “schedule”
and His ways, and then fit our ways to His. Thus, the denial of impersonal
law and forces is not by any means the denial of science or scientific study.
Rather, 1t 1s the recognition that the work of science fits into a distinct
framework that gives science its singular significance.

Covenantal control is also personal. God 1s involved in the world. The
Creator God of the Bible, who knows when a sparrow falls to the ground
and numbers the hairs on our heads, is a God who is close to and intimately
involved with His creation. He has not commuitted it to the control of 1im-
pi:]‘:-’.[)]'l.’:l] forces, nor 1s He “brf:a]{ing a law” of some sort when He does
something out of the ordinary. Obviously, if miracles were not extraordi-

nary, that is, if they happened all the time every-
The structure of the world where, we would find prf:diﬂting the conditions of
and the regulanties of its the physical world extremely difhicult, in which case,
movement are covenanta.  we would not be able to rule the world as God's

vice-regents and successfully fulfill the commission
He gave us. But the need for regularity in the world 1s not something that
puts God in a bind. He does what He wills when He wills. Since covenantal
control is personal, requiring God's involvement with the world, miracles are
Expected, if unusual, occurrences from the Christian perspective. A cov-
enantal God naturally shows Himself and gives s1gns of His covenantal rule

to guidﬂ our hearts to Him and remind us of who He is.

Kinds of Miracles

Miracles must be distinguished from God’s pmvidenrial rule and His an-

swers to prayer. In one sense, we can properly say that God has done a
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lTIiI'HClE WI’IE]]EE’E]" we s5¢¢ Wh.?lt seems o bE a ITEI'I'IHI'I{-;?IIZ'!IE ANSwer to PI‘H}-’EI:
But the Bible does not usu:ﬂl}f record this sort of event as a mimcIE.Thuug}]
the Bible does record God answering the prayers of His people, it also
records cases where their prayers seem to go unanswered. Also, God’s answer
to the prayers of an individual may appear spectacular to that individual but
entirely ordinary to others around him. When, for example, God saved David
from Saul, we know there was a special working of

God's providence that led the Philistines to attack  The mirades in the Bible
the land at just the right time (1 Sam. 23:27-28).  are covenant signs.
People indisposed to believe in God easily explain

away such events as happenstance. But the fact that relatively similar provi-
dential events abound in history is undeniable, for God acts daily to carry
out His will. God also answers prayer, and so Christians are not wrong to
see His hand at work in the everyday affairs of life.

What the Bible records as muracles are something essentially different.
They are special signs and manifestations of God'’s power but, more than
that, signs of His covenant. The covenantal meaning of miracles is the rea-
SO I.“]‘Il[:}-' do not occur with regu];&r !’_rcqulr:n-:}! thrmlghﬁut the histm}’ of the
world. In the Bible, we see that God works miracles at :-'.pf:::ial times: When
God brought covenantal judgment on the world in the days of Noah, when
He gave a New Covenant to Abraham, when He led Israel out of Egypt,
and when God was about to bring judgment on the Northern Kingdom of
Israel. These were all times of covenantal transition. When God brings one
covenantal era to an end in order to inaugurate a new one, He “comes near”
and, as the children of Israel observed in the wilderness, His presence is
glorious.

Biblical miracles were all associated with God's covenantal presence in
special blessing and judgment. It is this covenantal connection that makes
the miracles of Jesus so signiﬁcant, for they publicly vindicated Him as the
Messiah, the one through whom God was bringing a new covenant. In like
manner, the apostles through their miracles authenticated Christ as Messiah
and themselves as His special representatives. The miracles in the Bible,
then, are not merely powerful and amazing works that fill us with wonder,
nor are they simply exceptional ways of meeting our needs. They are cov-
enant signs. T he covenant is the key to distinguishing biblical miracles from

what we often call miraculous events. Of course, we may use the word
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miracle to refer to various kinds of events, but when we do it is mportant to
remember that the miracles in the Bible are qualitativcl}f different because

tIIE}-’ are covenant SigI]Si

Miracles and the Covenant

The relationship between miracles and the covenant merits further consid-
eration. T'he connection between miracles and the covenant is apparent in
the Old Testament when we explore the notion of a covenantal sign. The
first such sign that God gave to man was the rainbow, the sign of the cov-
enant that He granted to Noah and to the whole race through him (Gen.
9:12-13, 17). Circumcision, too, was given as a covenant sign (Gen. 17:11).
Also, the miracles that Moses did in Egypt were covenant signs ( Exod. 4:3—
28; 7:3; 8:23; 10:1-2) associated with non-miraculous covenant signs like
the Passover feast and the Sabbath (Exod. 13:14-16; 31:12—17; Deut. 5:15).
In the same way, miraculous events in the history of Israel are mvariably
associated with God’s covenantal blessings and curses. Extraordinary bless-
ings and curses L1:~;L1;,?1]1:-,J attend times of extraordi nary 3pnata:~1}-*,T|‘u::-,J are also
associated with the gift of a new covenant. For example, Elijah and Elisha
ministered to Israel in a time of covenantal judgment, and the signs they
performed testified for the believing remnant and agaist the apostate major-
ity. The miracles of Jesus and His apostles, too, were signs of the covenant.
The Israel of Jesus” day, like Israel in the days of Ahab, had departed from the
faith and her leaders were corrupt. ['he pmple needed healing in every way,
not just for their physical diseases. Jesus worked His miracles solely for Israel’s
benetit because He was the Messiah who had come to restore Israel to her
priestly role. Diseases like leprosy and blindness disqualified the people from
priestly service and temple worship. By healing their diseases, Jesus was offer-
ing His Messianic credentials and calling the Jews into a new covenant.
Miracles, then, are not merely works of power or answers to prayer. They
are specific signs of the covenant, similar to other covenantal signs and part
of the covenantal systemn of blessings and curses. God promused His people
that if they kept the covenant, He would bless them, and if they broke the
covenant, He would curse them (Lev. 26; Deut. 28). The blessings and

curses of the covenant include what modern non-Christians regard as mat-

ters under the rule of natural forces—rain (Lev. 26:4; Deut, 28:12, 23-24),
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fertility (Lev. 26:19; Deut. 28:4, 11, 38—41 ), wild animals (Lev. 26:22), and
disease {LE'-.K 26:16; Deut. 28:21-22, 27, 35 )—or historical forces—eco-
nomics (Lev. 26:26; Deut. 28:8, 1213, 30-32) and politics { Lev. 26:7-8,
17, 25, 31-33; Deut. 28:7, 25, 32-33, 36-37). In all of these matters,
God’s control and leading are the real “secret” to the working of the world.
In the normal process of history, individual men, groups, and nations are
blessed, disciplined, or cursed by God. Though God’s involvement 1s both
direct and indirect, it is usuaﬂ}; not obvious,

Miracles, too, may use means, as when God brought a wind to part the
Red Sea and Jesus used the five loaves of bread to feed tive thousand men
(not including women and children), or be accomplished without means, as
when Jesus commanded dead Lazarus to come out of his tomb. What the
Bible frequently calls “signs” and what we call “miracles” should be re-
garded as extensions of the normal blessings and curses of the covenant.
When God brings an end to one covenant or ushers in a new one, He often
manifests His presence in blessings and curses in an exceptional manner.
Miracles differ from ordinary providence only in being special manifesta-
tions that pub]icl}f tEHtif:'i..’ of God’s power and presence.

From the perspective of the Christian worldview, we should think 1t odd
if, at extraordinary times, God did not manifest His covenant blessing and
curse in extraordinary ways. When the covenantal situation in the world
calls for a response by God, He shows His people He is not far off. He
brings judgment and blessing and saves His people. Throughout the era of
the Old Covenant, from the time of Adam to Christ, God repeatedl}-' mani-
fested His presence at special times and saved His people in special ways.

But there 1s something more basic than this. Miracles are associated with
the blessing and curse of the covenant, but not during “ordinary times.”
Miracles occur during times of covenantal transition. When God makes a
new covenant, He Himself comes near. Miracles manifest His presence and
authenticate His messengers. How would the children of Israel have recog-
nized Moses as a prophet from God if not for the miracles that demon-
strated to them that God was with him and working through him to judge
Egypt and bring a new covenant to Israel. The covenant Lord Himself must
be present, in person or through His representatives, in order to grant a new
covenant. Miracles are the powerful manifestation of the presence of the

[Lord of Creation in times of covenantal transition.
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Miracles and the Incarnation

There is no greater miracle than the incarnation, The fact that God makes
His presence known in saving His people takes on a wholly new and deeper
meaning in the incarnation of Christ. None of the covenants in the Old
Covenant era from the time of Adam to the time of Christ was “new” in the
full sense of the word. They were extensions of the original covenant with
Adam that renewed the promise of the “seed of the woman” (Gen. 3:15).
Only in the incarnation of Christ do we see the full meaning of God's
intention of granting His covenant to a new race of man.

In Christ, the new l'lLlﬂ'I.'ll'lit}-’ is one with God. Jesus ts Immanuel, “God
with us” (Mt 1:23). His identity as the covenant Lord, however, was par-
tiall}r disguised. Rather than presenting Himself to the world in pomp and
glory and overwhelming the Roman Empire with signs of His great power,
He came in the form of a lowly, humble man, a carpenter trom Nazareth.
He repeatedly warned His disciples not to tell people who He was (Mt. 8:4;
16:20; 17:9; Mk. 7:36; 8:30; 9:9; Lk. 5:14; 8:56; 9:21), for 1:11&*}-r did not
understand the true meaning of His signs, Nowhere is this clearer than in
John chapter 6, when Jesus fed the multitudes with a few loaves of bread.
They immediately saw the significance of a miraculous provision of bread
in the wilderness and understood Jesus was a new Moses, the promised
Messiah (6:14). But to them the salvation the Messiah would bring was
political deliverance from Rome (6:13). When Jesus explained the meaning
of the New Covenant, they all forsook him (6:66).

The Pharisees did not deny Jesus’ miracles; they simply claimed that He
did them by the power of the devil (Mt. 12:24). God, however, was mani-
festing His power and presence in a new and entirely different way. He came
into the world as a man, He did not terrify the Jews with the glory of His
presence, as He had done at Mount Sinai. He was now one of us, our elder
brother. For those who had eyes to see, God indeed “tabernacled” (Jn. 1:14)
among us, just as He had done in the wilderness, but He manifested His
glory in a new and wonderful manner. All the miracles in the Old Covenant
era were in fact pointing forward to the time when God would come to us
and become one with us through the incarnation. Every renewal of the Old
Covenant was a promise of the New Covenant to come in Christ.

When the New Covenant was given, therefore, it came with signs and

wonders, confirming that God was indeed bringing in the definitive new era,
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unlike anything that had ever happened before. That was the meaning behind
the miracles of Jesus and His CIIPSCiP]ES‘ [t was also the mlr:aning of the miracle
of Jesus' virgin birth—the God of the covenant had come to save His cov-
enant people. God sent His own Son to be born of a virgin to become flesh
and blood like us. The Son of God did not come for a visit: He became the
second covenant head, the leader of a new race of man. In His birth, the
Second Person took upon Himself a full human nature. Like Adam at the
time of his creation, Jesus was a man without sin.
Unlike Adam, Jesus lived a life of faithfulness to  Jesus’ miracles are essential
God. In the miracle of the resurrection, Jesus did 10 the Christian worldview.
not simply come back to life. He defeated sin and
death and became the heir to a new life. Since He died as a covenant represen-
tative to replace Adam, the old creation, the Old Covenant, and the old world
system all died in His death. With His resurrection and ascension to the right
hand of God, all was made new. His miracles announced and prepared the
way for a New Covenant, a New Jerusalem, a new Israel, and a new I_'E‘]Tlplf‘.
The miracles of Jesus, then, are an essential aspect of the Christian
worldview. Thc;-,’ demonstrate that the God of the covenant rules histur}’
accm'cling to His perﬁ:ct covenantal plam Jesus’ miracles call men to cov-
enantal faith and obedience. They announce that God has become one with
man in the incarnation, This most profound of truths is central to a proper
Christian understanding of the world.

Incarnation and Worldview

Before discussing the worldview implications of the incarnation, we need to
understand exactly what the doctrine of the incarnation is. The Christian
consensus cannot be taken for granted, for the word incarnation 1s used in
various ways, and in the academic discipline of comparative r&ligien, the
notion of ncarnation is vague. Since the English word incarnation comes
from the Latin incarnatio, which means "being in flesh,” any sort of “being in
tlesh” can be called an incarnation. In Hinduism, for example, Vishnu ap-
pears at various times as a great boar, a giant fish, a man-lion, and a dwarf,
to name only a few of his various manifestations. His most popular appear-
ances are as Krishna and Rama, both warrior heroes who came to defeat

demons that oppressed the earth. All ot Vishnu's various forms have been
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referred to as “incarnations.” For some Buddhists, Siddhartha Guatama—
known as the Buddha because of his att&ining En]ightf:nmcnt—was the in-
carnation of the Eternal Buddha, In ancient Egypt and ancient Japan, the
king—Pharaoh in Egypt, Emperor in Japan—was considered an incarna-
tion of deity, in a manner of speaking. These and similar "incarnations” are
often considered to be parallel to the Christian idea of the incarnation of
God in Christ.

John Hick, a well-known philosopher of religion, 1s one of those who
regard the notion of incarnation as the common possession of many an-
cient cultures, According to Hick, the idea of a special human who is re-
garded as a “son of God" 1s metaphorical. The problem with Christianity 1s
that somewhere along the line someone understood the poetry as prose and
constructed a metaphysical doctrine in the place of the metaphorical idea.
Thus, Hick considers the orthodox Christian theology of incarnation to be
a sort of religious heresy that "has long poisoned relatianships both be-
tween Christians and Jews and between Christians and Muslims, as well as
affecting the history of Christian imperialism in the Far East, India, Africa,
.-lnd E]SEWhL’TE.HE

We need to understand very C]EHI'I}’ that if mcarnation means no more
than John Hick thinks it does, then Christianity is not only not superior to
other religions, it is a false religion and a fraud. [t was not, as Hick asserts,
the Church of later centuries that took the poetry of the Bible and made it
into prose. Thomas was a disciple of Jesus and a strictly monotheistic Jew,
vet he bowed down before Jesus and exclaimed, “My Lord and my God!”
(Jn. 20:28). Paul, a Pharisee of the Pharisees, was not the type to use an
expression like “Lord of glory” to refer to a mere creature (I Cor. 2:3). The
Church did not transform a metaphor into a theological doctrine. She sim-
ply followed the monotheistic Jewish apostles of Jesus, who claimed to have
met a man who was God in the flesh—something they would never have
thought of before encountering Jesus, because Jews were not like the rest of
the people in the ancient world for whom the line between the gods and
man was rather vague. The Jews believed in a transcendent God, separate
and distinct from the world, who had created all things from nothing. What

is so startling about the biblical notion of incarnation is that John tells us

> John Hick, God Has Many Names (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1982), 8.
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that the Eternal Word, who created all things without exception, did Him-
self become flesh and dwell among us (Jn. I:1-3, I4j. If this 1s not true,
then the whole Christian religion is false and the Christian worldview 1s a
chimera. Christianity cannot be separated from the incarnation and merged
with other religions by reinterpreting the biblical language of the incarna-
tion as metaphor. Either Christ is the metaphysical Son of God, distinct in
Person and equal with the Father in being and attributes, or Christianity is a

sham.

Incarnation Defined

The Bible describes Jesus to us in clear but conceprually difficult language.
On the one hand, it 1s patent that Jesus 1s a real man, born from Mary. He
lived a normal life as a child and worked as a carpenter until He was thirty.
Like any other man, He ate and slept. He got tired. He wept over the suffer-
ing of His friends. After about three years of ministry, He was crucified.
He died and was buried. Three days later, He rose again from the dead in
the same }Jnd}? in which He was crucihied. He :%ppeanfd to His diaciplc&; for
ﬁ:-rt}-’ da}rs. tcaching them and training them for their MInIstry {ﬂcta 152 34
Then, He ascended bodily into heaven, where He was given the place of
honor at the right hand of God. He will return bodily at the end of history.
And He will dwell bodily with the Church for eternity as her Lord.

The assumption of humanity by the second Person of the Trimity was
not temporary or partiaLThe Son of God is a real man and He 1s a real man
forever. But that does not mean that He has ceased to be God. The Bible
emphasizes the truth of Jesus’ real divinity no less than that of His true
humanity. The Gospels show us a divine Person, the Son of God, who
became a man. He was the timeless Word from eternity past (Jn. 1:1), though
He was born in time to the V irgin Mary.

All of this is the testimony of Scripture. The problem for the early Church
was how to put the whole testimony of Scripture into a single statement,
how to summarize it from Scripture. Some who claimed to be Christians
considered the idea of the incarnation offensive. How could the infinite
God assume a finite body? Why would He do so? The material world was
considered corrupt and evil. Jesus, they said, merely appeared to have a
physical body, but since He was God, He could never actually have been a
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man. The Apostle John addressed a heresy of this sort when he said that
whoever denies that Jesus has come in the tlesh s an antichrist (1 |n. 4:2-3;
2]n. 7).

Other heresies arose as well. Some denied the deity of Christ, others
denied His humanity. Some virtually regarded Him as two persons, one
human and one divine. Others mixed His divine and human natures. Even-
tually, the Church was forced to come up with a summary statement of the
biblical teaching about Christ, in the same way that it had come up with a
summary statement about God. The Creed of Chalcedon (A.D. 451) was the
Church’s definitive statement of the doctrine of Christ.

We, then, following the holy Fathers, all with one consent, teach men to
confess one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the same perfect in
(]E]dh?ﬂd ﬂnd ﬂlﬂ“ Ff’rf-{'l:[ ]-n manhl}ﬂd: T_'I—UI}-’ Gi]d ﬂnd trU]}-’ I, ﬂli: a rea-
sonable soul :lnd hud}-'; consubstantial with the Father :u:r:r.}rd{ng to the
Godhead, and consubstantial with us according to the Manhood; in all
things like unto us, without sin; begotten before all ages according to the
Godhead, and in these latter days, for us and for our salvation, born of the
Virgin Mary, the Mother of God, according to the Manhood; one and the
same Chmnist, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two na-
tures; inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably; the distinction
of natures being by no means taken away by the union, but rather the prop-
erty of each nature bfing PITEI:’I"LFECL and CONCurring in one Person and one
Subsistence, not parted or divided into two persons, but one and the Son,
and only begotten, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ, as the prophets
from the beginning have declared concerning him, and the Lord Jesus Christ
himself has [aught us, and the Creed of the hul}r Fathers has handed down

[0 us.

Here the Church offered a clear confession of the faith set forth in the
New Testament. This confession confronts us with what 1s paradoxical and
beyond our comprehension. Just as we cannot fathom the doctrine of the
Trinity, we cannot actually grasp what it means that one Person has two
natures, a human and a divine nature, without mixture or confusion. But we
can confess what we know to be true. The testimony of Scripture is clear
and our own conscience responds to the word of truth with the “Amen” of
faith.



TRINITY AND HISTORY: THE PIVOT 127

Incarnation Applied

The implications of the doctrine of the incarnation are profound. If Jesus
ts God incarnate, the Creator of the world manifest in human flesh, He is
the One who detines truth n every realm. In Paul’s words, “all the treasures
of wisdom and knowledge” are hidden in Christ (Col. 2:4). Only through
the incarnation did man come to know the truth of the Trinity. Thus, to
expound the Christian worldview as a trinitarian worldview includes un-

ﬁﬂding the imp]iiatinns of the incarnation.

Jesus and Religion

Religion is just one of many areas where Christianity 1s considered offen-
sive. If Jesus is the Son of God incarnate, then He 1s the only way for men
to be saved. Jesus Himself asserted, "I am the way, the truth, and the life.
No one comes to the Father, but by Me.” (Jn. 14:6). According to Jesus,
Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, and all the other religions ot the
world that do not confess Him as the Eternal Son of God are false religions
that lead men astray. These religions cannot save. Their doctrines are not
true. It is important here to understand that 1f Jesus were simply a teacher
of truth, there might be other teachers also, and there may be many differ-
ent pcrspcctives on the “truth.” But Jesus claimed to be far more than a mere
teacher of the truth. He PI‘EEEHEEC] Himself as the truth that must be taughL
The name of God includes “truth” and the Spirit is truth (Exod. 34:5-7; 1
Jn. 5:6=7). For Christanity, truth is the trinitarian God Himself.

The incarnation means that to know the truth is not simply having right
ideas or a formula that summarizes the relationship between energy and
matter. If man is to know the truth, he must have a real relationship—a
covenantal relationship—with the One who is truth. Ideas and formulas are
not necessarily wrong or irrelevant, but they are only one aspect of our
relationship with the trinitarian God. To know the One who 1s truth is to
have eternal life (Jn. 17:3). The most profound religious truths, the Trinity
and the incarnation, imply that religious truth can never be reduced to mere
philosophical ideas. God does not save us simply by teaching us right atti-
tudes and action. He became one of us and lived and walked among us,
revealing the ultimate truth in His own person and the reality of God's love
through His death for our sins on the cross.
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Cosmic Justice

The death of the Son of God had a cosmic significance. The Bible tells us
Jesus died for the sins of the world. He did not die because of His own sins
or because death 1s a natural event that eventually overtakes us all. Accord-
ing to the Bible, death is not natural. It 1s a punishment inflicted on the
human race because of the sin of Adam. Jesus died on the cross as a substi-
tute for the sins of men, so that our sins could be forgiven if we believe in
Him. Salvation is grounded in God’s perfect justice no less than in God’s
great love. God's absolute righteousness is such that He will not forgive
unless the just penalty has been paid. His love is so great that He took the
penalty upon Himself, sending His Son to die in our stead.

No other religion offers an explanation for the world’s problems while
also providing a tully satisfying judgment against the evil in the world. For
most forms of Buddhism and Hinduism, the essence of man’s problems is
found in the way the world is. We suffer simply because it is in the nature of
the world to cause suffering. Suffering and evil are cosmic realities. To be
saved is to be saved from existence in this world. For other religions, such as
Islam, salvation and ﬂ‘:rrgiw:ness are giﬁs of Allah, but there 1s no basis 1n
justice for Allah to forgive ( though it must be added that the concept of sin
in Islam is so shallow that Allah does not have
as much to forgive). Judaism 1s an unfinished Jesus presented Himself not as
religion. The Old Testament sacrificial system  a mere teacher of truth but as
testified that without the shedding of blood  the Truth that must be taught.
there can be no ﬂr:rgiveness, but the continual
offering also showed that the blood of bulls and goats could never take
away sin. With the destruction of the temple, its sacrifices ceased almost
two thousand years ago. Judaism became a quasi-religion, losing the very
center of its worship system, The book of Leviticus demands atonement,
but modern Judaism has no method for atonement, and the strict demands
of justice require a sacrifice greater than that of bulls and goats (Heb. 10:4).
Only the death of the Messiah as a substitute for His people can fulfill the

real meaning of the Levitical system.

Ethics
The lite of Christ sets the example of true humanity and true righteous-

ness. John said, “"He who says he abides in Him ought himself also to walk
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just as He walked” (I Jn. 2:6). It is clear in the context what John means (1
In. 2:3-8; cf. Jn. 15:1-16). He 1s not saying all Christians are to work
miracles or to become special servants of God. John points to the life of
Jesus as a model for keeping God’s commandments (Jn. 15:10). But John 1s
not talking about superficial or merely outward obedience. The greatest
command was the command to love God with our whole self and to love
our brother as Jesus loves him (1 Jn. 2:9-10; 3:16).

Once again, no other religion has a leader to compare with Jesus. Read
the Koran and the Muslim accounts of the life of Mohammed, or Buddhist
accounts of the life of the Buddha. These and other great religious leaders
of the past were men whose charismatic charm, brilliance, devotion to the
cause, and superior gi fts attracted a ﬁ}llﬂwing. But they simply do not com-
pare to Jesus. Mohammed’s polygamy, including marrying a girl of about
ten years of age, was more or less acceptable in his day—though after he
revealed the law that a man should only
marry four women at the most, he con-  The life of Christ sets the Exampie of
veniently received special instruction  true humanity and true righteousness.
from God to marry the rest of his many
wives. Also, his warrior ethics and his ancient Arabian famuly structure can-
not stand the test of time. Islam is burdened with a polygamous warrior-
prophet as the example of godly living. The life of Buddha, on the other
hand, was much more a life of self-denial, at least as far as the tradition
teaches it. Bur we really know very little about the man himselt, and his
teaching calls for neither love of God nor neighbnr. It 1s a radical denial of
self and the world to obtain salvation from the cycle of rebirth, the funda-
mental metaphysical reality of suffering,

Of course, a true ethic of love requires a view of reality in which love has
ultimate meaning, Only trinitarian Christianity provides that view of reality
and only the incarnation of Christ offers a concrete image of love. Only the
Father's gift of love to us, the ultimate self-sacrifice of the Son on the cross,

and the illumination of the Holy Spirit, show us the true meaning of love.

Politics
Jesus came preaching that “The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is
at hand” (Mk. 1:15). But about three years later, instead of being crowned

in Jerusalem or leading a Jewish army to conquer Rome, He was nailed to a
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cross as a criminal. If this had been the end of the whole story, we would
pr{‘:-b;i}_‘il}-' not have even heard His name. His whole mini::tr}-f and the an-
nouncement of the kingdom of God would have been regarded as a colossal
blunder or perverse fraud. Anyone who proclaims Himself as the one to
usher in the kingdom of God and save the world but ends up dead mstead
is not a man worthy of great honor. False messiahs abound in Jewish his-
tory, and none of them is treated as a great man.

But death was not the end of Jesus. He rose again from the grave. The
resurrection vindicated Jesus’ announcement of the kingdom of God. The
cructfixion appeared to be nothing more than the Roman Empire putting
another Jewish insurrectionist to death. In reality, it was God working through
the Romans to bring about the judgment of sin and Satan, laying the foun-
dations for His kingdom. Jesus by His death defeated death and sin. He
rose from the dead because He had won the victory.

When He rose from the dead, He did not simply return to everyday life in
Palestine, as Lazarus did, nor did He have the same mortal body, as Lazarus
did. Lazarus came back to life and returned home to live as he had lived
betore, after which he died again and was buried again. Jesus rose from the
dead never to die agamn. His resurrection body was a new body, the body of
the new world and the New Covenant. In His new creation body, Jesus spent
forty days teaching His disciples. He then ascended into heaven and was
seated at the right hand of God. The death of Jesus was not the end of His
life nor the end of His ministry; it was the foundation for His kingdom. By
defeating Satan, sin, and death through His death, Jesus won His right to the
throne, The victory of the cross is seen in the resurrection and ascension.

The gospel that Christians proclaim, then, 1s in the same message Jesus
preached. He announced, " The kingdom of God is at hand!” His disciples
proclaim, “The kingdom has come!” and “Jesus is Lord.” In Jesus’ words,
“All authority has been given to me in heaven and earth!” The gospel is an
announcement of Jesus’ victory and the coming of God'’s kingdom in heaven
and on earth. The announcement of the kingdom obviously has political
implications. If Christ is the King with all authority in heaven and on earth,
then the kings of the world owe allegiance to Him as the King of kings. If
Christ 1s King and Lord, then His Law-Word is the ultimate standard for all
civil law. The practical implications of this for government are broad and

deserve a multi-volume treatment.
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But even more than the I*E]:—lti\’EI}F direct ;ipplicati-;m:; of biblical tcaching
in this area, the indirect implications of biblical ethics profoundly atfect
society and E“L-'E‘Iltllall}f come to expression in politics and law. To take just
one example, monogamy is one of the most important basic truths of bib-
lical ethics, so much so that it 1s included in the Ten Commandments. When
the percentage of Christians in a society is sufficiently high, monogamy
naturally becomes the social standard and the law.

In a truly monogamous society, all that undermines  The announcement of the
monogamy—adultery, prostitution, homosexuality,  kingdom obviously has
and pornography, for example—would be forbid- political implications.
den by law. On the positive side, laws that protect

family property, inheritance, and civil rights would naturally follow. When a
man 1s married to one woman, he devotes his life to work for her and their
children. Together they seek to pass an inheritance on to their children and
the sum of social wealth increases from generation to generation. Monogamy
and property laws in the context of Christian faith and ethics were the

foundation for the wealth and freedom of the West.

Covenant

The establishment of the kingdom of God means something far more than
saving a few individual souls or introducing a new religion into the world.
God sent Jesus to save the world (Jn. 3:16—18), but saving men from sin 1s
not just canceling a debt—it includes the restoration of the original mean-
ng and order of creation. Even more than that, it is the transformation of
the original creation into the new creation. God created man in covenantal
union with Himselt. Mans commission was to grow and mature in realiza-
tion of the covenant fellowship of love. Mans transgression ruined the original
covenant, but God in His grace provided a way of salvation. Not only was
man f-::nrgiven* bur he was also raised to ovenantal union with God.

Christ 1s the God-man, the One in whom God and man are perf'e::tl}r
united. From the time of the incarnation, Christ is man forever. His incar-
nation was not a temporary assumption of human nature for the purpose
of revealing God in this world or dying on the cross. Jesus assumed our
nature in order to be the head of a new human race, a race “in Christ” racher
than “in Adam.” The new human race fulfills the commission that God gave

Adam, bringing the world to its fullness and completing man’s historical
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task., The new mankind, the bride of Christ, is L‘h]'nught into the covenant
H:I]nwship of LI'}ETrinit}a Unton with God 1s not mnm]ﬂgica] Pmmntinn but
covenantal feﬂﬁwship Man 1s ﬂn:s:epted as a partner in the covenant love and

communion of God.

Conclusion

To deny biblical miracles 1s to deny that God 1s near and that He works in
history and manifests His presence in the gift of the covenant. For every
miracle is a witness to the new creation. Their denial is an aspect of man’s
attempt to escape from his Creator and Judge. No secular or non-Christian
worldview can tolerate the miracles of Jesus because of their worldview sig-
nificance; they must be dented at all costs. It 1s harder to deny Jesus Himself.
The modern answer has been the attempt to separate the person of Jesus
from His miracles and from those aspects of His teaching men find unpal-
atable, while preserving those things He said which, in the modern context,
confirm modern prejudices. This defanged, liberal Jesus is no threat to mod-
ern sensibilities. But the Jesus of the Bible who perﬁ’}rmcd miracles and
claimed to be God 1s dangerous. He claims even now to be Lord of lords
and King of kings and He demands that we submit to Him in our thoughts,
words, and deeds.

The incarnation of Christ is the greatest miracle of history and the cen-
tral truth of God's saving work. The incarnation was necessary in order to
save man, for without a sinless substitute to bear the penalt}s for our sins, sin
could never really be forgiven. At the same time, our substitute must be able
to offer a sacrifice of infinite value, a sacrifice adequate to redeem a whole
race and cleanse the world of sin. Only the sacrifice ot God Himselt could
satisfy the demands of God's justice. Only the incarnation of God Himself
could open the way for salvation. But Christ came for a greater purpose than
death on a cross. Jesus became man in order to reveal God to us and bring a
new race of men into covenant union with God. The Son of God became
man so that a new race of men might become sons of God. He became man

to build His church and in augurate a new kingdﬂm.
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Review Questions

I%
2.
3.

s

What 1s the challenge of the miracles of Jesus?

How important are miracles for Christian faich?

Explain the relationship between miracles and worldview.

What is the typical anti-Christian approach to miracles in the modern West?
Exp];lin wh}: miracles are not violations of the laws of ph}’:‘.icﬁ.

What are some of the different kinds of miracles?

Expl:lin how miracles relate to the covenant.

Why are Jesus' miracles especially important?

What are some of the differences between the Christian use of the word incar-

nation and non-Christian uses of the word?

[0, Offer a biblical definition of the incarnation.

1. How does the incarnation affect our view of religion?

[2. Choose a topic among the following and explain its relatinnship to the incarna-

tion, comparing Christian and non-Christian views: cosmic justice, ethics, Fnli—
[ics, covenant.
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8.Trinity and Kingdom

T'HE CHRISTIAN GOSPEL s the proclamation of Christocracy—Christ’s reign.
The kingdom focus and purpose of Christianity, however, have been lost in
the modern West. Why? Partly because Christians themselves have turned
from their high -::;llfng and cnmpmmised with the world. Also, an aggres-
sive secular humanistic competitor has attacked Christian foundations and
stolen Christian social distinctives, modifying them to fit the secular pro-
gram. Now, we are taught that the so-called “Wars of Religion” in the
period following the Reformation demonstrated once and tor all that reli-
gion and politics do not mix, Qur political salvation 1s to be found in the
separation of religion from pcnlitis:s. For the humanistic political thec}r}-' of
the Enlightenment, the public square is open to all but Christ and His apostles.
Free and open debate 1s the ideal, but quoting Scripture is not allowed.
Tolerance, after all, can extend only so far.

As long as the West was primarily Christian, the moral foundations of
the West were secure. Minor pla}fers like Judaism, secular humanism, and
various and sundry cults shared the moral and religious stage, but Christian
ethics dominated. Judaism and Christianity shared the Ten Commandments.
Most secular humanists had enough of a Christian hangover to go along
with the Ten Commandments, for their mothers and grandmothers were
Christians, The cults, sects, and other marginal groups occasionally rejected
one or more of the commandments—Iike the Mormon rejection of mo-

nogamy—->ou eir soctal impact was negheible.
gamy but th | pact lel
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The postmodern world presents us with a new reality. Buddhism, Islam,
and other n.*Tiginns and phi]ﬂsuphie&, even witchcraft and the so-called New
Age sects, now compete on the open market of truth, each proclaiming not
merely different understandings of worship and the Lord’s Supper or the
proper subjects of baptism, but wholly different worldviews. As a resul, the
secular humanist vision for society confronts a challenge arising from the
consequences of its own doctrine of tolerance. Tolerance of any and every
religious opinion undermines the very foundations of the West, founda-
tions solidly laid by the Law of Moses. Ironically, as the case of Islam
clearly shows, it also undermines the basis for toleration itself. The doctrine
of religious equality, which in principle demands the recognition of even
the most bizarre and perverse faiths, would reduce to very real absurdity if
consistently practiced. In fact, philosophical and religious confusion com-
bined with social pragmatism plays a greater role in the public sphere today
than principle.

The Kingdom ldea

A central feature of every worldview 15 some type of “kingdnm” notion,
since every worldyiew must integrate its view of society and humanity with
the larger picture of reality. Even in the secular humanist West of our day,
where the kingdom notion may seem to have been toppled with the kings
themselves, there 1s still a comparable 1dea. What can the "kingdom” be
when men believe in a universe that came
about by chance, where the human race is a Every worldview must integrate
local accident in a larger impersonal (and its view of society and humanity
accidental) cosmos? One option is to view with the Iarger pittlll'E of realily.
our planet as “spaceship earth,” a mere ball
of dirt drifting along in the infinite expanse with no particular goal and no
special meaning beyond what we give it. History, in this scheme, ends when
the sun dies. In this naturalistic view, mankind is one because the whole race
1s bia::rlngic:all}! one. Diverse societies rooted in diverse histories, langu:agts,
tribal customs, and religions compose the brute reality created by the acci-
dent of our history. Given the lack of meaning and purpose, this is a rather
dark and barren, but nonetheless common, perspective.

The Islamic view differs greatly from the secular humanist perspective.
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Borrowing from Judaism and Christianity, Islam declares itself to be the one
true rEIigir.m, the fulfillment of the best in all other I*E]igir.m:; and, more par-
ticularly, the fulfillment of Judaism and Christianity. Its theology of history is
underdeveloped and lacks systematic integration in part because Mohammed
did not borrow carefully enough. The outlines, however, come from various
parts of the Bible, Imitating the New Testament doctrine that Jesus fulfills the
Old Testament prophecies, Islam claims Mohammed fulfills prophecies from
both Old and New Testaments. The Bible teaches that Jesus brought in a new
age, the final age of history. Islam claims it was Mohammed, not Jesus, who
brought in the new age. Just as Christians reconstructed the calendar to reflect
the centrality of Christ for their view of the world, Muslims have their own
calendar that sees Mohammedss flight (in the Arabic, Hegira) from Mecca to
Medina as the beginning of the new world (a.D. 622).!

Muslims have a problem in that they wish to accept the Bible and Jesus as
at least partially true. Bur Jesus claimed to be God. His deity would disprove
Mohammed’s claim to be the one who fulfills all. To deny the finality and
centrality of Jesus, one must deny His deity. Islam, therefore, teaches that
(:“,111'1'.*;1:&4111i'c;-,J as the confession of trinitarian faith is a distortion of the truth,
]Mgc]}f mnvented b}f the f-"apu:;ﬂf: Paul. Paul 1s the true originator of “Christian-
ity.” The real Jesus did not die on the cross and rise again. He did not claim to
be anything more than a prophet or to offer anything more than a new teach-
ing. In spite of demoting him to the status of a mere prophet, Muslims nev-
ertheless believe their Jesus will come again at the end of history to usher in
the great resurrection, the final judgment, and an everlasting paradise speciﬁ—
cally designed for the tastes of seventh-century Arabic men: “maids of mod-
est glance whom no man nor jinn has detlowered before” (Koran 55:56;
"gardens of pleasure . . . gold-weft couches, reclining on them face to face.
Around them shall go eternal youths, with goblets and ewers and a cup of
ﬂﬂwing wine: no headache shall they feel theretrom, nor shall their wits be
dimmed! And fruits such as they deem the best; and flesh of towl as they
desire; and bright and large-eyed maids like hidden pearls; a reward tor that
which ye have done!” (56:10, 15-24); and “gardens, and vineyards, and girls
with swelling breasts”(78:32).

"There is no unanimity among them, however, on the precise calculations,
* The Koran, trans. E. H. Palmer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1953 [19007]), 465,
466, 513-514.



138 CHAPTER EIGHT

In the Islamic view, the world s divided into two: the house of Islam and
the house of unbelief. It 1s the I‘{:Spunsihilit}f of Muslims to bring the whole
world into the house of Islam—which is to say that Islam has its own
version of the “Great Commission,” a command to change the world. How-
ever, the Muslim commission is poles apart from the Christian vision.
Through misunderstanding the significance of war in the Bible, Mohammed
created the Muslim view of Holy War—/ihad. Apparently he thought the
wars between godly Jews and the Gentile pagans were biblical examples of
spreading the truth by military conquest. Let the pagans convert or die!
Thus, in conservative Islam, the commission to change the world mcludes
calls to actual war.

Bur when the sacred months are passed away, kill the idolaters wherever ye
may find them; and take them, and besiege them, and lie in wait for them in
every plﬂf_'{' of observation: bur if thf}' repent, and are steadfast in prayer,
and give alms, then let them go their way; verily, God 1s forgiving and mer-
ciful ? (9:5)

Classical Buddhism has another view of the world. According to Bud-
dhism, the world is divided into various ages, but Buddhist theological tra-
ditions diverge on this matter as on almost every other. In the older sects of
Buddhism, human society is divided between those who are members of the
priesthood and devote their lives to the truth, and the rest of humanity who
lead secondary lives more or less defiled by desire. In either case, there 1s
little to worry about in any ultimate sense. Those in this world without
enlightenment will be stuck in the cycle of death and rebirth until they
finally attain enlightenment. Eventually the whole world will be enlightened
and history will progress to a new age. In some versions of Buddhism, the
end of hismr}r hrings us back to the beginning, so that we can repeat the
whole, lnng process. Hismr}r itself 1s an eternal a:}n:hr. After all, once you get
to the end, what else 1s there to do?

*The Koran, trans. E. H. Palmer, 156. This is only one of many places in the Koran that
could be cited. The verse trom chapter 9 quoted above is from one of the later recited
chapters of the Koran. When Mohammed first began to recite, he was in Mecca and a
member of a small persecuted group. After moving to Medina and gaining control, the
exhortations to patience were gradually replaced with commands to self-defense and then

violent aggwssimn.
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In the Buddhist view, one might say the goal of history is the enlighten-
ment of the whole world. ([f_ at that puint histm'}f comes to an end and we
are not forced to repeat the whole story forever, then there is some sort of
goal and end.) Exactly what this means, however, is not clear. To attain
enlightenment in a pantheistic world is to cease being an individual. All
individual persons are absorbed into the impersonal, all-inclusive One. Re-
incarnation also eliminates the meaning of the individual person. Which of
the many reincarnations a man lives through is really "he”? For Buddhists,
the answer seems to be “None.” There can be no real “you.”

In our day, the kingdom ideas of secular humanism, Islam, and Bud-
dhism provide the major alternatives to the Christian worldview. Cults and
new age religions offer variations on and combinations of the Bible, secular-
ism, and pantheism. Because of distortions of the media, public education,
pop culture, and the arts, Christians in the modern West are often confused
about the larger kingdom picture of their own worldview. There is, there-
fore, a very real need to recover the biblical view of the kingdom in order to

recover a Christian view of man and his life in this world.

The Biblical Kingdom

As we have already seen, God created the world as His kingdom. Adam and
Eve were to rule over the kingdom as His covenantal representatives (Gen.
1:26). They were His vicegerents over the rest of creation. Their descendents,
too, were to rule over the kingdom, but Adam’s sin disrupted the kingdom
program. De facto rule fell into the hands of Satan, to whom Adam had
submitted in the Fall, and mankind in Adam was unable to build the kingdom
of God. Therefore, God sent the new Adam, Jesus Christ, to be the covenant
head of a new race that would build a new world. We see, then, that the
biblical story of fall and redemption is the story of the kingdom of God. In
its original form, the kingdom was lost through sin. Christ came to build a

new kingdom, one that will spread into all the world and endure forever.

The Principle of the Kingdom
The principle of the original kingdom was the flesh. If Adam had not

sinned, the word flesh would not have taken on the pejorative connotations it
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now has. It would simply have pointed to the facts that Adam was a man of
flesh, that Eve was created from His flesh, and that the rest of hum:mft}-’
and human institutions grew out of the relationships of the flesh. Because
of Adam’s sin, however, the word flesh carries with it other implications. We
think of sin, corruption, and death. The first creation, the first covenant,
and everything associated with them are tainted with the sin of Adam and
the corruption and death that came from his sin.

Christ came in the flesh. He was a true son of Adam and under the
covenant in Adam, though without sin (Gal. 4:4). To redeem us from our
sins, He took upon Himself the sins of the world. The curse of the Old
Covenant had to be satistied before a New Covenant and a new world could

come. Jesus' death brought the old wortld to an
The biblical story of fall and end. His resurrection introduced the new world, a
redemption 1s the story of brand new creation, under the new principle ot
the kingdom of God. the Spirit. The gift of the Holy Spirit of God on

the day of Pentecost, therefore, was not a mere
“religious” event. It was a definitive and objective change in the history of
the world. By pouring out the Spirit on the Church, Jesus inaugurated the
New Covenant for the new creation. As in the world of the Old Covenant,
everything ultimately developed from the “flesh” of Adam, so in the world

of the New Covenant, everything springs from the Spirit of God.

The Institutions of the Kingdom

All this discussion of the flesh and the Spirit may sound too abstract, To
understand very clearly what this all means, we need to consider the institu-
tions of the kingdom. What are they? They are the three social institutions
established by a covenant oath. The family, as an institution, is based upon
the covenant oath of marriage. The civil authority and its various branches
are grounded n oaths of loyalty and truth. The church, as an institution, is
built upon the oaths of baptism, the Lord’s Supper, and the ordination
oaths of its leaders, Every society will have other institutions as well, and
they are all important, but they do not normally require an oath, for good
reason, T here is no biblical ground, for example, for demanding all carpen-
ters to take an oath and join a guild that requires them to protect one an-

other from non-guild competition. On the other hand, Christians cannot
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escape the mstitution of the local church or the oaths of haptism and the
Lord’s Suppeh

The Old Covenant

As we have already noted, the principle of the tlesh dominated the kingdom
under the first creation. Adam was a man of ftlesh and Eve was created out
of his flesh. In the Garden of Eden, the only covenantal institution was the
family, the institution of the flesh. When husband and wife marry, they
become one flesh. The kingdom grew by God blessing the flesh. Adam and
Eve had children who also married and had other children. The original
stitutions of civil authority and religion were grounded in the family and
were an outgrowth of the principle of the flesh. If there had been no sin,
this would have all tended toward good. Because of Adam'’s sin, the family
became a source of curse as much as a source ot blessing, for the flesh as a
principle was corrupted in Adam.

The tamily, therefore, throughout the history of the world during the
Old Covenant failed to be faithful to the kingdom. The story of the first
brothers, Cain and Abel, 1s a case In point, Also, Israel, the chosen nation,
was the seed of Abraham. He was their father in the flesh, and the inherit-
ance, though not limited to the fleshly seed, was primarily thought of in
terms of physical descendants.” Time and again, Abraham’s seed failed to
tI‘Lll}f‘ serve God. In the realm of government, we see the same pattern of
repeated failure. David had the promise of blessing for himself and his royal
seed, but the story of his seed was the same as the history of the seed of
Abraham and the seed of Adam. The realm of religious authority fared no
better, The tribe of Levi was chosen because of their zeal and faithfulness
for God (Exod. 32:25-29). The family of Aaron among them was given
special blessing. According to the principle of the covenant, office and re-
sponsibility were inherited by the physical seed and according to the cor-

ruption of the ph}-'sis:al seed thmugh Adam, the tribe of Levi and the farnil}-'

* By the time the children of Jacob left Egypt, most of them were probably nat literally the
“children of Jacob.” During the years of captivity, the slaves that Jacob and his sons brough
with them to Egypt had been absorbed into the twelve tribes. In that sense, the principle was
covenantal rather than physical. Moreover, physical descent from Abraham did not guaran-
tee the inheritance of blessing. Nevertheless, flesh remains the paradigm. Even those not de-
HL‘E‘HdE"L{ f']‘ﬂll'rl ﬂlﬁr;!}l:lzm Are ':‘el]]_t‘d hf.l-; .*u.‘r.‘d :Ind rhr: w}m[c nation Think:&- of itst’]l_ a5 A f_;irnl']}u
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of Aaron turned away from God, like every other seed-based institution. All
of this failure and sin does not mean, however, that wherever we see the
word “flesh,” we should think first of corruption. OQur primary association

with the word “flesh” should be “Qld Covenant.” Qther associations tollow.

The New Covenant

In the New Covenant, the ruling principle is the Spirit of God. This means
that the New Covenant is not built upon marriage, child-bearing, and blood-
inheritance as the Old Covenant was. Rather, the church with its ceremony
of baptism—adoption into the family of God—is fundamental. The church
as the central institution of the New Covenant is called upon to spread the
blessing of the Spirit. In doing so, she refashions the old creation into the
New Covenant kingdom of God.

John the Baptist announced the coming of the new age when he said the
Jews should not trust in the flesh, for God could raise up seed for Abraham
from an entirely ditferent quarter (Mt. 3:9). John said his baptism was merely
water baptism, but the One was coming after him would baptize with the
Spirit and fire (Mt, 3:11), Jesus fulfilled Johns words when He poured out
the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost, the othcial first day of the new age,
and when He poured out fire on Jerusalem in A.D. 70, bringing to an end the
ceremonial system of the Old Covenant. After Pentecost water baptism 1s a
covenantal sign of the gift of the Spirit, which is the reason that baptism
with water and the Spirit are so closely associated in the New Testament.

As a covenant initiation ceremony, water baptism is the ceremony whereb}*
one takes upon himself the trinitarian oath of the Christian confession,
Under the Old Covenant, the family was the central institution, No one
could become a covenant member without being born from Adam. The first
married pair were the foundation of all else. In the New Covenant era, there
is a new foundation. The resurrected Christ poured out His Spirit and cre-
ated a new race of men, a new famil}n Baptism is the adr.:nptiun ceremony
that officially places us into the new humanity. To be a member of the New
Covenant, therefore, one must ordinarily have the seal of the new birth by
the Spirit, water baptism. The Church, by administering water baptism as
the symbol of Spirit baptism, becomes the basic institution. The principle
of the flesh is changed to the principle of the Spirit, and the family is
replaced by the Church as the central institution.
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This must not be misunderstood. Authority over other institutions is
not what 1s meant when we say the Church 1s the central institution of the
New Covenant kingdom. The Church, in the later Middle Ages, assumed an
authority that transgressed the biblical bounds of propriety. But just as the
centrality of the family in the Old Covenant system did not undermine the
authority of other oath-based institutions, so also the centrality of the Church
as the institution that builds the kingdom does not mean that tamily or civil
authority is insignificant or that their leaders are under the control of the
Church. The three institutions exist as equals under the Word ot God with
each one having a distinct kingdom task within
its own realm of authority. If, then, each insti- | the New Covenant, the I'I.I|illg
tution has been given equal authority under printiple Is the Spiﬁl of God.
God, what does it mean to be the central insti-
tution? It means that no one can enter into the kingdom of Christ without
being born of the Spirit (Jn. 3:3—-8), just as no one could enter the old
kingdom in Adam without being born of the flesh. Baptism as the symbol
and seal of that spiritual birth is the ceremony by which we are officially
brought into the kingdom of the Spirit, just as circumcision, a fleshly ordi-
nance, was the initiation ceremony for the Abrahamic covenant, an exten-
sion of the post-fall repetition of the Adamic covenant and its animal
sacrifices (Gen. 3:14-24).°

Jesus promised that the gift of the Spirit would be given to those who
believed in Him. John explains that Jesus was talking about what would hap-
pen after His resurrection (Jn. 7:37-39). Through His faithfulness to the
Father, the Son Himself had to win the blessing of the kingdom before He
could bestow it on His Church. After Jesus rose from the dead and ascended
to sit at the right hand of God, He poured out the blessing of the Spirit as the
essential blessing of the new age, bringing His church into covenantal oneness
with God. The present age, therefore, 1s the age of the Holy Spirit.

To say the new age 1s the age of the HDI}? Spirit is to say it 1s dEL‘idEdl}-’

trinitarian. T his age is grounded in the Father'’s gift of the Son, who became

* Animal sacrifice became central to ancient religion from the time of the Fall when God
clothed Adam and Eve with amimal skins, Noah knew the distinction between clean and
unclean animals, that 1s, which animals were appropriate for sacrifice and which were not
(Gen. 7:2; 8:20-22. | think we should assume these distinctions were established afrer the

Fall and became common knnw]rdga‘-
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one of us to suffer and die on the cross for us, but 1t could not be estab-
lished until the Father and the risen Son tngethcr gave us the SpiriLThis (s
what it means that God has become one with man in the New Covenant.
The Son has been given to mankind as a member of our race, a new head
and the fount of a new humanity. That alone, however, 1s not enough. True
covenantal oneness requires the Spirit. The Son is the image of the Father,
but the Spirit is the personal love proceeding from the Father to the Son and
from the Son back again to the Father. In order for God and man to be one
in the covenant, we must have the Spirit of God dwelling in us. His work 1s
to unite us to God by shedding abroad i our hearts the love of God (Rom.
5:5), by which also He creates a responsive love in us (1 Jn. 4:19).

This is what is so important about the New Testament teaching that the
Spirit indwells the Church and each individual Christian as well. The Holy
Spirit is the personal covenant bond of love, uniting the Father and the Son
in the trinitarian covenant of love. So, also, through His indwelling, the
Spirit unites God and man, bringing man into the covenantal fellowship of
the Trinity. Therefore, through the Spirit's sanctifying indwelling, the Son is
united with His bride the Church and the Father is made one with His
children, who by the Spirit cry out unto Him, "Abba, Father” (Rom. 8:15).
We could not be truly one with God unless we were made to be like Christ
(Rom. 8:29 )—not an ontological likeness, but ethical one; not a likeness
that eliminates individuality but a likeness in love by which our individuality

15 f_u“}r develﬂpt‘.d—wh ich 1s the work of the Spirit thrr;_mgh His indwel]ing

The Kingdom Proclamation

On the day of Pentecost, the apostle Peter preached the tirst distinctly Chris-
tian sermon. It was also a distinctly trinitarian sermon. Jewish people who
had come from far reaches of the Roman Empire and beyond heard the
disciples praising God in their own tongues and supposed they were drunk.
Peter said it was not drink that had inspired them, but the Spirit of God,
whom Jesus of Nazareth—a man approved of God by signs and won-
ders—had bestowed upon them in fulfillment of prophecy. “You killed
Him,” Peter said, “but God raised Him from the dead, seated Him at His
own right hand, and made Him both Lord and Christ. It is this resurrected

Jesus, now become Lord, who has poured out His Spirit upon us.” Peter’s
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message was filled with quotations from the Old Testament and was so
Emphaticall}r Jewish in content that modern Christians often have a hard
time following it. It is vital to understand its basic themes, however, for this
message 1s the foundational sermon repeated in various forms throughout
the book of Acts. Paul's epistles proclaim and apply the same gospel, though
we tend to read him as it he were less Jewish than Peter. We need to under-
stand that both Peter and Paul preached a worldview message that chal-
lenged their hearers and offered far more than balm for weary hearts and a
promise of rest in heaven. To appreciate the tull impact of the gospel, we

must first take a brief look at Jesus’ teaching,

Jesus and the Kingdom

We have become so accustomed to thinking of the gnspel as a message of
salvarion for the mdividual soul that we often forget what Jesus actually

said. The Gospel of Mark begins by telling us that Jesus proclammed the

gospel of the kingdom of God (Mk. 1:14). Mark records these words of
Jesus: “The time is fultilled, and the kingdnm of God is at hand. Repcnt,
and believe in the gospel” (Mk. 1:15). This raises at least two basic ques-
tions. What did Jesus mean by “the kingdom of God™? And, since Jesus
said it was near, we wonder, what happened? Did it come? When we answer
these questions, we will understand the answer to a third question: Why s
the gospel said to be the proclamation of the kingdom of God?

As we have seen, the kingdom of God is a major theme of the Bible and
a central aspect of a biblical view of the world. The expression “kingdom
of God" and its equivalents occur frequently in Scripture, but it is used in
more than one sense. First, the kingdom
of God refers to the whole world that God ~ The kingdom Jesus announced was a
created and rules over. In this broad sense,  restoration of the I(ingdum God had
the kingdom was established at creation given to man at the unglnal creation.
and continues forever. Second, when God
created the world, He granted representative rule and authority to Adam
and Eve (Gen. 1:26—28). But when man sinned, de facto rule fell into the
hands of Satan. From the time of the fall of Adam until the coming of
Christ, the kingdom of God was in captivity, so to speak. Satan could offer
the kingdoms of this world to Jesus (Mt. 4:83-9) because he was actually
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(though not ultimately) in charge of them. Third, when Jesus announced
that the kingdnm of God was near, He was l'cFerring to the restored king-
dom that He pmmised to build. Satan would be overthrown and the king-
dom would be restored to man. But the work of restoration would be in
stages. Just as the individual believer grows in wisdom and grace in the
process of sanctification, so, too, the kingdom of God comes in stages—
the initial definitive stage, the progressive realization stage, and the final
glorious stage.

The kingdom that Jesus announced, then, was a restoration of the king-
dom that God had given to man at the original creation. The subsequent
invaston of that kingdom by Satan and the revolt of man against the heav-
enly King did not remove God from His throne, but it did undermine the
recognition of His kingship among men. Satan so utterly dominated the
world after Adam that by the time of Noah, only one family in the entire
world was faithful to God. Even after God restored the kingdom through
Abraham and his descendents, mankind’s tendency to sin still dominated
history until the time of Christ. When Jesus announced that the kingdom
was near, He was alluding to Daniel’s Pl'{)phccies of the four successive
kingdoms—Babylon, Persia, Greece, and Rome—that would be central to
God's covenant program until the Messiah came from heaven to establish a
neverending kingdom (Dan. 2:34-35, 44).

This very brief survey of the meaning of the phrase “kingdom of God”
reveals how important the concept 1s in the Christian worldview, for it en-
compasses the whole of world history. It is also important for another rea-
son. We pointed out that God established man as His representative on
earth to rule the creation, Representation is the very essence of the cov-
enant. God the triune Lord created the world as His kingdom and gave the
kingdom to man so that man could share in God’s rule and authority. The
kingdom is a vital aspect of what it means for man to be created in the
tmage of the triune God and to be brought into the fellowship of the
trinitarian Persons. Adam disobeyed God and rejected the covenant, thereby
losing the kingdom. Christ, the Last Adam (1 Cor. [5:45), was taithful to
the Father, even unto death, and won the blessing of the covenant: the right
to rule the kingdum (Mt 28:18).

This leads to our second question: Did the kingdom actually come? It

should be clear that if it did not come, then the gospel that Jesus announced
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would be rendered invalid and so would His work and ministr}t However,
Paul tells us E]EH‘I‘I}’ that the kingdnm did come.

Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jtaua‘, who, I_‘rfing in the
form of God, did not consider it rul_‘nl:rﬂr:-,-' to be Equal with God, but made
Himself of no reputation, taking the form of a bondservant, and coming
in the likeness of men. And being found in appearance as a man, He humbled
Himself and became obedient to the point of death, even the death of the
cross. Therefore, God also has highly exalted Him and given Him the name
which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow,
of those in heaven, and of those on earth, and of those under the earth,

and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory

of God the Father. [PI'JEL Yooy | I:I

We see why the church in the book of Acts emphasized the resurrection
of Christ. Without the resurrection, Jesus would have been no more than a
Messianic pretender, another i a long list of failed heroes. But Jesus did not
fail, He rose from the dead and ascended into heaven to sit at the right hand
of God. All power in heaven and earth was given to Him (Mt. 28:18). Did
the kingdom He announced come? Yes, 1t did. In his earthly life, Jesus pro-
claimed that the kingdom was near, After the resurrection, Paul and the
apostles proclaimed that the kingdom had come. Of course, the apostles
preached the message of salvation for the individual by grace thmugh faith,
but this message was not really new. Moses and David also taught salvation
by grace through faith (Rom. 4). What was new was the message that the
Messiah had come, as God had promised, and that He had defeated all His
enemies on the cross, and that God had raised Him from the dead and
exalted Him to the right hand of the majesty on high. With the resurrection
of Jesus, a new age had come. The kingdom ot God was established in
histul‘}f, and the failure of rhe old Adam had been reversed ]J}r the new
Adam. Under the New Covenant, Jesus 1s now building a new temple and

leading His people to a New Jerusalem.

The Gospel and the Kingdom

The gnspel is the prﬂc]amatinn that the evil of Satan and the sin of Adam
have been reversed. The sin of Adam brought judgment not only on Adam
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personally but also on the entire world he represented, including the human
race and the rest of creation under his authurit}a Because of Adam’s sin, the
Old Covenant could Dnl}-' bring a curse and the whole era of the Old Cov-
enant was under the curse. Jesus Christ came not merely to save a few lost
souls out of the world, but to take away the curse and bring in a completely
new world. It is not a question of either saving the world or saving sinners.
The most frequently quoted verse in the New Testament is followed by a
verse that shows that the salvation of individuals and the salvation of the

world go together.

Fnr Gm:[ S0 Imfﬂ:[ ThL’ wur]d [|‘I:lt He gave His {1n|}’ l‘.rc'guttfn HGI‘:, that w]‘m-
ever believes in Him should nor perish but have everlasting life. For God
did not send His Son mto the world to condemn the world, but that the
world through Him might be saved. (Jn. 3:16-17)

The Son of God came to save each individual who believes in Him and to
save the world. Thus, the angels announcing Jesus’ birth spoke of peace on
earth and gt‘:-nad will among men (Lk. 2:14). God was in Christ ”l*famci]ing
the world to Himselt " (2 Cor. 5:19). Elsewhere, Paul explains that it pleased
the Father to reconcile all things to Himself through Christ, whether things
on earth or things in heaven (Col. 1:20). It s hard to imagine a more com-
prehensive statement.

When we speak of the gospel as a declaration of the kingdom, therefore,
we are saying it has worldview significance, It is a declaration of God's work
in history that defines the world in which we live and the meaning and role
of the Church. Most Christians are accustomed
to think of salvation as something that happens  |esus came both to save indi-
only to individual believers, not as God’s overall viduals and to save the world.
work to reconcile the world to Himself. In Paul’s
day, the opposite was probably true—that God’s work in history was the
overarching perspective. Given our orientation, however, it may help us to
understand the larger picture of salvation if we first review the process of
individual salvation.

When we believe in Christ, we are justified (Rom. 5:1). This 1s God’s
definitive declaration that our sins are forgiven and we are accepted as righ-
teous before Him. Justiﬁcatinn 15 u}_‘ijecl:h,-'c, outside of us, Burt salvation has
a subjective side also. The Hml}! SPirit works 1n our hearts to lead us to faith
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and make us new creatures in Christ. Whereas we used to hate God, He has
dcﬁnitivel}' changcd us into those who love Him. This {:h;}_ngc in our hearts
begins a process of transformation that is called sanctification. In sanctifi-
cation, the Holy Spirit works in us to change our hearts so that day by day
we become more like Christ. Our salvation will be complete when the Last
Day comes and Christ raises all men from the dead. We shall be given a new
resurrection body and live with God forever. This is glorification. Most
Christians are well acquainted with this three-stage picture of salvation.

Referring to different aspects of God's saving grace, we can say

| have been saved (justiﬁcatiun:j.
[ am being saved ( sanctification)

).
I shall be saved (glorification).

The New Testament perspective on history and the kingdom of God
follows a similar three-stage process. The Bible speaks of the kingdom of
God as past, present, and future. It was established in the past by Jesus'
death and resurrection. It is bf:ing established t{}da}! thrﬂugh the work of the
Holy Spirit in the Church. It will be established in the future when Christ
returns in glory. When Paul says that all things have been reconciled to God
through Jesus” death, he is speaking of that past and definitive salvation.
When Paul says that Jesus is now seated at God's right hand, fighting to
overcome every enemy, he is speaking of the present process of history as
the outworking of kingdom salvation (1 Cor. 15:25). When Paul says that
the world will be transformed at Jesus’ coming, he is speaking of the culmi-
nation of the work of salvation. The gospel, then, is the good news that the
Son of God has come and transformed the world by bringing in the king-
dom of God. Because the salvation of the individual is incorporation into
that kingdom, Paul says God “delivered us from the domain of darkness
and transferred us into the kingdom of the Son of His love” (Col. 1:13).
We have been freed from the shackles ot the evil kingdom and led into the
kingdom of God’s love.

Although we are new creatures in Christ, the sin of Adam still clings to
us. Our old and new natures will battle each other unul our redemption in
Christ 1s complete, In the same way, two ages exist sinmltanenusl}f during

the present era. On the one hand, the world of the Old Covenant continues.



150 CHAPTER EIGHT

Satan is the god of this age (2 Cor. 4:4). The rulers of the world are the
rulers of this age, an age which 1s paﬁﬁing awa}f(I Cor. 2:6, 8). On the other
hand, Christ has defeated the devil. Jesus is King of kings and Lord of lords.
He has inherited a kingdom that will never pass away. Now, all power and
authority are His as He sits on the throne at God’s right hand.

We now understand the deeper meaning of the gospel, when Jesus pro-
claimed that the kingdom of God was near. We also see why the early church
so emphasized the resurrection—it was through Christ’s resurrection and
ascension that the kingdom of God was established. The original kingdom
of God, created in the beginning and corrupted through the sin of Adam,
has now been redeemed by the work of Jesus. He brought in a new age and
commanded His church to work with Him to complete the vision of the

new kingdmn.

The Great Commission and the Kingdom

Every Christian is familiar with the Great Commission. It is the subject of
countless sermons but it 1s not often understood as a kingd om mandate. [t
has been separated from the kingdom Jesus proclaimed as the gospel and
treated as if it were something entirely different: a message of salvation for
the individual alone, This undermines the true meaning and place of the
Great Commission in the Christian worldview. In order to appreciate its
broader worldview significance, we will reconsider the Great Commission in
the light of the kingdom message of the New Testament. Here are the

words of the commission as recorded by Matthew:

'IJ All authorit}f has been given to Me in heaven and on earth. 'EJ (10
therefore and make disciples of all the nations, [ 3| baptizing them into the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,

4| reaching
them to observe all things that I have commanded you; [5] and lo, I am
with you always, even to the end of the age. (Mr. 28:18-20)

First, each ot the tive sections of the commission must be interpreted n
the kingdom context that the commission itself demands, as can be seen
from the very first words. In the introductory words of the commission we
see that Jesus’ command is grounded in His claim to have all authority in

heaven and on earth. This is an unambiguuus claim to kingsh:'p. The words
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"in heaven and on earth” define His realm as broadly as possible: He rules
the whole of created I‘EE’[Iit}-’, The words “all authtlrit}r” mean He has the
highest concetvable authority within the broadest possible realm. When Paul
confesses Christ as Lord, he is confessing that Jesus has supreme authority
in heaven and on earth. The Great Commission, therefore, is a mandate
from an absolute king and sovereign.

Second, we need to carefully define the command itself. Jesus did not say
that the disciples should go into all the nations and win a few souls for
heaven. The Greek word translated into English as “make disciples ot "
could be translated as a verb, so that the command would read, “Disciple
the nations.” This makes the English much closer to the actual Greek mean-
ing of bringing all the nations of the wotld
into submission to Christ, for the object of  The Great Commission must be in-
the Greek verb “disciple” is “all the nations.” terpreted in the kingdum context.
Every nation in the world must be trans-
formed into a nation of Christ’s disciples. In other words, the King of kings
is commanding His apostles to conquer the world. This is surely not a war
to be ﬁ}ught with the carnal weapons of the flesh, but we ct}mpletel}f misun-
derstand the Great Commission if we see it as an}rthing less than a com-
mand to convert the world into Jesus” kingdom. It must be noted also that
the word disciple here means “Christian.”

Third, Jesus told His disciples to baptize the nations into the name of
the triune God. Baptism is an oath-taking ceremony, in which the person
baptized swears allegiance to the triune Lord.® He confesses to believe in the
one name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. By receiving
baptism, he takes a covenant oath and is officially and publicly (“where two
or more are gathered” ) declared a Christian, In the book of Acts, we see
how the early church carried out baptism. When, for example, the Philippian
jatler and his fami]:,-' believed, rhr:}r were baptized irnmediata::l}f, in the middle
of the night in their own home (Acts 16:31-34). Profession of faith and

* Churches approach the docrrine of baptism differently, but a discussion of various views
of baptism is not within the scope of this book. Suffice it to say that each view of baptism
fits the covenant paradigm. Those who belteve in infant baptism emphasize representation
and the covenant promuses to the famuly. The profession of faith required from the indi-
vidual in credo-baptism (baptism of those who make a credible protession) is the prerequi-

site of the rrprn‘:ﬂ:mnl‘iw who l:ring:i the infant in p;ﬂ‘du-hﬂp[im‘:,
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baptism are so closely associated in time and meaning that they are treated
as virtuaﬂ}f Synonymous (Acts 22:16).

Fourth, disciples are not made simply by baptism. They must be taught,
also. The order given here is the order we see in the book of Acts. Upon
profession of faith, baptism is immediately administered. After baptism,
teaching begins. The teaching Jesus commands here focuses especially on
the daily life of the Christian. We are “to observe all things” that He has
commanded us. This does not exclude doctrine, but it does emphasize prac-
tice more than modern Christians normally do. In the context ot Christs
declaration that He holds absolute authority in heaven and on earth, this
aspect of the commission means the disciple must be taught to live his life
in submission to Christ’s lordship. In baptism, the believer has taken a king-
dom oath. Now he must be trained in the kingdom ethic.

Fifth, Jesus promised His disciples He would be with them. Jesus is using
common language from the Old Testament, the language of covenant prom-
ise. The promise occurs, for example, in the story of Jacob. The meaning is
unmistakable. When God appeared to Jacob on his journey to Padan Aram,
He said: “Behold, I am with you and will kecp you wherever you go, and will
]Jring you back to this land; for [ will not leave you until I have done what |
have spoken to you” (Gen. 28:15). Variations on this expression are used about
one hundred times in the Old Testament. It is so important as a covenant
promise that it is one of the names of the Messiah: Irmmanuel, “God with us”
(M. 1:23). Jesus promise to be with the Church is a promise that the work of
discipling the nations will be successful. This promise 1s the same promise
God gave Joshua when He sent him to conquer the land of Canaan: "No man
shall be able to stand before you all the days of your life; as I was with Moses,
so | will be with you. I will not leave you nor forsake you. . . . Have I not
commanded you? Be strong and of good courage; do not be afraid, nor be
dismayed, for the Lord your God is with you wherever you go” I:]-DS}']. 1:5,9).
Israel’s success was not dependent upon human strength or wisdom, but upon
the presence and power of her Lord. It is no different for the Church.

What we have in the Great Commussion, then, is a kingdom mandate. It
is not a mandate to conquer by force, but a command to spread the king-
dom of Christ by the Word of Christ. The apostles of Christ set the ex-
ample for the Church. None of them led armies into battle or conquered

pagans b}? the power of the sword. What they did was preach.
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Where 1s the wise? Where is the scribe? Where is the disputer of this age?
Has not God made foolish the wisdom of this world? For since, in the
wisdom of God, the world through wisdom did not know God, it pleased
God through the foolishness of the message preached to save those who
believe. For Jews request a sign, and Greeks seek after wisdom; but we preach
Christ cructhed, to the Jews a stumbling block and to the Greeks foolish-
ness, but to those who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power
of God and the wisdom of God. Because the foolishness of God 1s wiser

than men, and the weakness of God is stronger than men. (1 Cor. 1:20-25)

In this, they were imitating Jesus, who preached the gospel of the king-
dom of God and did good works. The apostles also imitated Jesus in suffer-
ing for their faith—most, if not all of them, sutfered and died for the sake
of the gospel. Jesus conquered Satan by the cross and calls His people to the
way of the cross (Lk. 14:25-27). This means self-demal and suffering for
the sake of the truth. Even when Christians gain the ascendancy in society
and hold lawtul authority, they must still battle sin in this world. Only those
who seek first the kingdom of God and His righteousness will obtain God’s
blessing. The imitation of the life of Christ is the essence of the Christian
ethic (I Jn. 2:6) and the true way of spreading God's kingdom.

Conclusion

In the Christan view of the world as God's kingdom, there are two phases.
The first phase is the phase of the flesh. Had man not sinned, this phase
would have been simply an immature state, for nothing in the flesh itself is
inherently evil. Man is not a sinner because he is finite or because he is
ph}rsica], Sin 1s the perversion of mans relationshi p wi th God thmugh dis-
obedience to God's gracious command.

Because of man’s sin, the second phase of the kingdom, the phase of the
Spirit, could not be realized apart from paying the wages of sin. God the
Son paid the price we could not pay. He came in the flesh in order to die for
our sins and to defeat Satan. Through death, He accomplished the plan of
God from the beginning of creation, which is the meaning of the incarna-
tion: the union of God and man in the covenant. Jesus' resurrection and
ascension to the right hand of God brought a man into heaven to sit beside
the Father and share His rule. The gift of the Spirit to the Church brings a
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whole new race of man to God, to share in His covenant rule, as Adam and
Eve should have, had they not sinned. Even more, the gitt of the Spirit of
God establishes the covenant bond of love. God has given His Son to be one
of us and His Spirit to dwell in us. The new humanity is one with Him in
love. The future of time and eternity is the neverending realization of the

infinite riches and glory of God’s love in Christ.

For this reason I bow my knees to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, from
whom the whole F&mﬂy in heaven and earth is named, that He would grant
you, ;u:curcling to the riches of His g]ur}f. to be 5Lrtngthentd with mighr_
through His Spirit in the inner man, that Christ may dwell in your hearts
thmugh faith: that you, being rooted and gmunded in love, may be able to
comprehend with all the saints what is the width and length and depth and
height—to know the love of Christ which passes knowledge; that you may
be tilled with all the fullness of God. Now to Him who 1s able to do exceed-
Engl}- ;1['.u_1nd:mt|}: above all that we ask or think, accuru:[ing to the power that
works in us, ro Him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus to all generations,
forever and ever. Amen. (Eph. 3:14-21)

Review Questions

Whar is “Christocracy” and how 1s it important for Christian faith?
¥ I
prhin how the 1dea of a "kingdum" is included 1in various worldviews.
Compare and contrast various non-Christian views of the kinedom.
F £
Where does the kinedom beoin 1n the biblical worldview?
g g

How does the kingd:}m change when God brings in the New Covenant?

T S

6. Compare and contrast the institutions of the kingdom i the Old and New Cov-
enants.

7. What did Jesus mean when He announced the kingdom of God?

8. Iid the kingdom Jesus announced come? Explain.

9. Explain what it means to say that the gospel is a kingdom proclamation.

10. Explain the Great Commission as a kingdom mandate.



9. Trinity, Self, and Church

GoD sAID that it is not good for man to be alone, In context, ol course, this
meant that man needed a wife to be his helper. In a larger sense, though, it is
important to understand that God created man not only as an individual
but also as a collective, a society, For God Himself s a triune God subsist-
INg in three Persons united in a covenant of love. We are accustomed to the
idea that man as an individual is godlike in his body and mind, godlike in his
abilities, godlike in his rule over the creation, for this truth has been empha-
sized often, especially in the West. We may be less familiar with the fact that,
from a biblical perspective, mans social nature and responsibilities are es-
sential to what it means to be made in God’s image, so that apart from
righteous participation in the societies in which God has placed us, we can-
not be truly Christian.

Worldview and Society

Rfliginns [}fpicall}r endorse certain social arrangements, so much so in fact
that many people think the primary meaning and purpose of religion is
soctal. This view is wrong, but the error is understandable. Considering the
social visions of various religions, it may indeed appear that the Marxist
critique of religion had a basis in truth. Some religions seem to be litde
more than tools wielded by the powerful elite to keep the masses in submis-

sion. Hinduism with its caste system stands out as perhaps the most glaring
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Examp]c of religiun supporting the pi*ivi]cgf:d classes. Even in the case of
Hinduism, however, there 1s {:Icar]}! more to r-:figinn than just a clever method
of protecting the powerbrokers. By providing structure and order, success-
ful religions help protect society from a breakdown in trust and relation-
ships that would spell social chaos.

Evidently, then, the relationship between religion and society is impor-
tant, In fact, every religion and worldview must have a conception of the
ideal society. Worldviews have to address not only questions about what it
means for the human individual to be whole and free, but also questions
about human society, After all, many of our problems are distinctly social,
and a worldview or religion that leaves out this dimension fails. Just as they

offer a standard for the understanding of the in-
Mans social nature is es-  dividual man, usually through the example of a
sential to what it means to  great leader, all religions have something to say
be made in God’s image. about the ideal human group. This provides a very

practical testing point for a worldview and sug-
gests a number of important questions that any worldview must answer. For
example, how does the social ideal of a particular religion or worldview fit
with its ultimate view of rvr::;llit}-'? How do the social ideal and the individual
ideal relate? What is the ethic of the ideal society, and how does that ethic
relate to the understanding of ultimate reality? What is the ultimate mean-
ing of human society?

Before we turn to the spt‘.ciﬁcall}: Christian view of society, it may be
helpful to consider some of these basic questions in broad terms. The fol-
lowing is an overview of how various religious worldviews approach these

1Ssues.

Society and Ultimate Reality

[s human society a reflection of the ultimate reality? If a worldview answers
in the negative, the value of human society 1s greatly reduced, for whatever
meaning society, as such, possesses can be at best ephemeral. If God or
realiry is a unity, in the end all diversity and multiplicity tend to be absorbed
into the all-encompassing One. What does this mean m everyday terms? It
might mean that the understanding of salvation will not include groups, or

tribes, or nations, but be restricted to the individual, with all individuals
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eventually being merged into one. Consider Buddhism, for example. In most
forms of Buddhism, there 1s no Pr:]*s{}n.ﬂ ultimate and, since the ultimate
reality 1s n-::nn—pf‘rsmml, persons in relation are not a major concern. There 1s
no vision of a new society or a new world in which men live in harmony and
everlasting peace. Salvation, rather, is release from the human condition.
When the individual obtains release, he is also released from all concerns to
be an individual.

There are other approaches and, because of the borrowing of 1deas, we
often find "happy inconsistencies” in a worldview. Islam and Judaism, along
with some Christian cults, supply good examples, God, in these religions, is
often conceived of as a monad, an absolute One in whom there is no diver-
sity. But because of the Bible'’s influence, these religions often have more to
ofter than their view of god would suggest. Their ideas of society and law,
tamily life, eschatology, etcetera, all betray biblical influence. Still, we must
ask, what meaning does human society have in a religion in which the god 1s
eternally alone, a non-social being? What is the point of a solitary god
creating a world and filling it with people? What can man say to such an
impcl‘snna_l c]eit}f’?

Hinduism, on the other hand, is usually polytheistic. There are multiple
gods, forming a rather less-than-ideal society of their own. In some forms
of Hinduism, these gods and their problems are not really ultimate, They
are pieces of a larger impersonal system. We are back, in other words, to the
supremacy of the one. Polythetstic forms of Hinduism see history as an
endless succession of ages, with a golden age in the past and perhaps an-
other one in the future. But the vision here is clearly not ultimate because
Hinduism lacks the spiritual impetus to envision such things. Within our
present age, Hinduism's caste system, though defining a particular kind of
social order, constitutes an antisocial arrangement insofar as it declares cer-
tain people to be “outcastes,” not because they commutted a crime but sim-
ply because they were born into the wrong Eamﬂ}r. Nor does Hinduism
tolerate a view of future salvation in which caste distinctions have finally
been overcome and a new society emerges.

We may be more familiar with the polytheism of ancient Greece and
Rome. Peter Leithart describes the perspective of their ancient myths as

follows:
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If the gods are as the Greek myths depict them, then, as Hesiod's work
suggests, warfare and contlict are the ultimate reality. Gods and goddesses
compete and fight with one another, promoting the good of their favorites
and opposing their enemies among men. Peace is inherently impossible in a
polytheistic world. This, I will suggest, is responsible for the despair that
C. 5. Lewis said pervades the Homeric epics. Homer vividly depicts the
horror and waste of war (as well as its glories and beauties), but he can see
1140 “’51}-’ {}f_ I['FE UT.I_H'.'I_ Lhﬂﬂ war. HU“’ C(]l'ld ]-lf.? IF t.hf gl}dﬁ lht‘mﬁﬂlvﬂﬁ arc at

war, I?DW can we {‘HP("CT peace on {"HITI'I—C"E(‘['?]

Society and Individual

Another fundamental question concerns the relationship between society
and the individual. A religion in which the ultimate reality is impersonal or
in which god is a monad will obviously face problems in relating the indi-
vidual and the society, Within the ultimate reality itself, in these religions,
there 1s nothing at all corresponding to such a relationship. All the problems
we pointed out concerning views of society are complicated by the fact that
in these worldviews, even if the individual finds meaning of sorts in his
relationship to god or to whatever the ultimate reality 1s perceived to be, his
relationships to other people have no transcendent or absolute guide. Once
again, it must be noted, Judatsm and Islam (and some Christian cults), in
spite of the fact that they view g&d as a one for whom personal relation-
ships are not Ldtimatel}f relevant, do take seriuusl}r the relatinnahip berween
society and the individual. They have a long and complex history of law,
giving concrete expression to their intent to preserve social harmony. Famuly
is important to them, as are collective worship and other religious and social
acts. But these are all borrowed virtues, not the expression of the heart of

these religic}us faiths.

Society and Ethics

For religions influenced by the Bible, there is a clear distinction between
right and wrong, ultimately known through the commandments ot God. It

would be a mistake, however, to think that these related religions endorse

' Peter |. Leithart, Heroes of the City of Man: A Christian Guide to Seleet Ancient Literature ( Mos-
cow, Idaho: Canon Press, 1999, 20.
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more or less the same ethic. Profound differences exist. Islam’s belief in
pu]}rg;m"l}' 15 an {}utstanding EJ{amPIE. The social, cultural, and economic
impact of this practice, not to mention the personal and interpersonal costs,
is staggering, Also, because Mohammedss life is an ethical standard, war as a
means of spreading Islam’s realm and religious influence has Allah’s en-
dorsement.

[n other religions, such as Mahayana Buddhism, no distinctions can be

considered fundamental, not even the distinction between right and wrong.

Inherently there are no distinctions between the process of lite and the
process of destruction: F-mple make a discrimination and call one birth
and the other death. In action there is no discrimimnation between right and

wrong, but people make a distinction for their own convenience.”

This does not mean that Buddhism has nothing to say about right and
wrong, but it does mean that Buddhist ethical instruction is placed m a
framework in which ethical action has no ultimate meaning. Though this
might seem to imply that Buddhism's Eightfold Path has nothing special to
offer, it really means that following the Path will take us beyond distinc-
tions. It should not lead to reckless living because the Path is the way to be
liberated from all desire, and desire 1s considered to be the source of our
problems. However, it remains true that in the pantheistic worldviews that
tend to dominate the Orient, the distinction between good and evil cannot
be pressed too far, for that would undermine the fundamental oneness of
all. One concrete result is that whatever ethics remain are vague, leaving no
clear standard for society, a lacuna with profound political significance.

Junichi K}rﬂgnku, writing of the Japanese cosmos of meaning, observes
that the vague pantheistic ethic of the Orient leads to deep problems in the
pu]itical life of a nation.

The traditional cosmos of meaning has other consequences. First, setting
aside the political considerations based on secular pragmatism, there is no
moral restramnt agamst the corruption of power. There 1s no ethic based on
moral commandments laid down by a transcendent creator-god, nor is there
the tradition ot prophets who transmit the righteous anger of the creator-
god to those in power.

> The Teaching of Buddha, 121st revised edirion ( Tc*:k:-,r::l: I:".ukl-c:.-n Dendo K}ukai, 1935).
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fi‘\purl from the mandarin nmr.']]i[}f of Confucianism, there is no jus[if“-
cation in the traditional cosmos of meaning for demanding that those in
power practice self-reflection and self-restraint. Hence, the arrogance of
power, the hubris that does not have to be afraid of the nemesis of the
gods, and the boundless corruption and evil of power become a matter of

1
cCourse,”

Society and Meaning

What 1s the meaning of the fact that man is a social being? For the Hindu
and the Buddhist there is no real answer to this question, just as there is no
real answer to the question of the meaning of man’s personhood. After all,
if the ultimate reality is an impersonal One, personal reality is lower-level
reality at best. Since the world comes from and returns to the One, all
distinctions eventually fade away, including the distinctions among persons
and their social relationships. [ronically, a similar problem confronts Islam
and Judaism also, in spite of their biblical roots and their belief in a heaven
as an ideal society. Because their god 1s not a social being, nothing social can
reflect his nature or be essential to his attributes. Society as such is utterly
foreign to his being. Why should such a god

create a soctety, and what is the purpose and ~ The Christian God is a 5nciety of
meaning of society? It is difficult to answer.  three Persons who are one Being.
Any view of god as an absolute One gives

rise to other questions: Is society an eternal reality, or will the human race be
amalgamated into an amorphous metaphysical mass? What do social dis-
tinctions mean, and why are we created differently? Will there be differences
in eternity? Judaism and Islam, drawing on biblical revelation, may be able
to offer the standard catechetical answers, but they cannot otfer truly theo-

lc}gical answers that accord with the nature of the triune God.

Conclusion
This brief survey addressed some of the basic issues a worldview faces with

regard to God and society. Comparfd to those of other worldviews, the

* Junichi Kyogoku, " The Japanese Cosmos of Meaning,” The Japan Times |:5undnl1:, March 2,
[986): 6.
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Christian answers to these questions are fundamentally ditferent and inter-
naI]}r consistent because the Christian God 1s a Trinit}f, a suciet}-’ of three
Persons who are one Being. Since God Himself is a society, man as God’s
image must also be a society, though, as we have seen, 1t is also true that man
as an individual reflects God. Furthermore, the renewed society of heaven
will manifest the harmony and oneness of God in the covenantal love of
God's children for one another. Just as the three Persons of the Trinity share
a covenant of love, individual believers in Christian society are related by
covenant to God and to one another. The perfect harmony of the One and
the Many in God means that men expertence the harmony of the One and
the Many in society when they are in conformity to God’s will. Though
perfect harmony never comes to fruition in this world of sin, it will charac-
terize the social life of the resurrected society of the New Jerusalem. Ethics
for man simply means being like God, for He 1s a God ot love. Christians
do not appeal to an abstract standard to answer questions of ultimate good.
They look to the interpersonal relationships of the three Persons of the
Trinity to find the ultimate definition of good and right. In terms of the
Ew:r}-'da}f affairs of life, we find these answers SPL’]]-E_‘CI out for us in the ethical
INStruction in Scripturc. Fin:aﬂ}r, the Bible holds torth the most amazing
promise for the ultimate meaning of human society. The redeemed race of
man 1s a new society called the Church. It 1s also called the Bride of Christ
because the covenant relationship between Christ and the Church is analo-
gous to marriage. Christ the husband gave His life to save the Bride. It is His
joy to glorify her and enjoy her forever.

Beyond these general answers to basic questions, we need to give closer
consideration to the Christian and trinitarian view of society. We will ex-
plore in more depth the modern worldview and its individualistic presuppo-
sitions, for the influence of this thinking permeates not only non-Christian
views, but also Christian th::rught. Learning to think in trinitarian terms

requires us to renew our minds and pr:rhaps ch;ingf: our lifestyles also.

Self and Society in Individualism

In the West, individualism reigns. It may not be fair ro blame Descarrtes
entirely, but his approach to philosophy and knowledge had a tremendous

impact on the history of Western thought. His philosophy is no longer
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accepted as a legitimate answer to the questions he posed, but the method
of doubt introduced in his works haunts the modern mind. For Descartes,
systematic doubt meant doubting all that could be doubted, including sense
experience, the existence of the external world, and memory. Doubting all
that he could doubt, however, led him to this conclusion:

But I immediately realized that, though I wanted to think that everything
was false, it was necessary that the “me” who was duing the rhinking Was
something; and noticing that this truth—I think, therefore I am—was so
certain and sure that all the wildest suppositions of skeptics could not
shake 1t, | judgﬂ:[ that | could I_mhesitatingl}-' accept it as the first pi‘inciphr
of the philosophy for which I was seeking.

Descartes could not doubt that he doubted and that he himself was doing
the doubting. Thus, cogito ergo sum—1I think therefore I am. Apart from whether
or not this is a 1egitimatc pI'ﬁCEdurc for L‘:-btaining certain km}wledgc, the
Cartesian method is a form of radical individualism, Apparently even the
existence of God is considered more dubitable than Descartes’s doubting
Self. The ultimate ground for knowledge 1s found in the subjective workings
of the mind. Only the inner self, the “ghost in the machine,” knows itself.
This 1s true knowledge. Whatever else the self admits into its store of knowl-
edge comes from extension outward.

Though postmodern philosophy has rejected Cartesian individualism,
there 1s still a strong popular tendency to think as if Descartes’s approach
was undeniable truth. We suppose we exist as individuals in our own inner
world. Only the individual himself has access to this inner world, the real
self. The roles we play mn society virtually re-
duce to tools by which the inner self manipu-  There is stil a strong pnpular
lates the world around it. Other people are  tendency to think as if Descartes’s
unknown and unknowable independent selves appruach was undeniable truth.
like us, hidden beneath flesh and hair. Rela-
tionships transcend the ephemeral only if they cross the boundaries of physi-
cal reality and reach into the spirit. The body often interferes with the realty
inside, but 1t counts for n{“}thing; Uﬂl}f the individual and Spiritu:ﬂ are real.

Descartes’s method 1s not {‘:rnl}e‘ anti-Christian, 1t 1s also absurd. No man
is an island, nor does any man gain knowledge independently. We know and

learn thmugh our relatinnﬁhips with others. Our mothers beg:m reaching us
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language and the simple principles of ethics from the day we left the womb.
We learned trom our mothers not b}-’ duubting evti‘}fthing we could doubt,
but b}r believing everything we heard. Only after we learned to believe were
we able to doubt. Doubt is based upon faith. It is a method, not for discov-
ering the foundations for thought, but for refining the rough edges of faith

and bringing it more into line with God'’s words.

Tnnity and Society

To understand man full}n therefore, we must understand him as he relates to
others. The self is not a ghost hidden down deep somewhere in a fleshly
machine. Our self—who we are—is determined by our relationships, just
as the three Persons of the Trinity are who they are in their mutual relation-
ships. There is no Father unless He is the Father of the Son. The Spirit is
who He 1s because He is the Spirit of the Father and the Son. In God,
relationships among the members of the Trinity are essential to the defini-
tion, or the name, ot each of the three Persons. Since we are created in God's

image, we, too, are defined, or named, in terms of our rel atic-nahip:af

Mankind

First, our racial name “man” relates us to God as His image. This is our
most fundamental and essential relationship. It is only because we are indi-
viduals before God that our individua[it}s stands. Apart from God, human
individuality is merely biological; man's inner stuff

comes through social interaction and man has no indi-  Qur self is determined
vidual “soul.” In the Christian view, God has made us by our I'E|ﬂtiﬂl15hip5.
individual persons in His image and we stand before

Him as real individuals. This is most evident at the end of time. Whatever
the social dimensions of final judgment, the Bible clearly indicates it will be
judgment of individuals. Relationship to the Creator is essential to mean-

ingtul individuality.

* Please note thar I indicate i the following section thar our first and most fundamentally
dr:ﬁn['ng rclntmnship 15 Our rr]atiunship to God. In :-'-a}-'ing that we are defined ]-_:.}- our relation-

5]1ips, I do not mean that we are {Jl'il}’ OF primnril}-‘ defined b}-’ our 1'(‘1:[I?iUﬂ5]1i1_15 to other pn:-nplc'.


http://Plca.se

164 CHAPTER NINE

It is also an inescapable relationship. No matter how much a man hates
God and wishes to be rid of the burdens of I‘ESP[)HSibi]it}-‘ betore him, there

1S NO plﬂce [0 rumn, no place to hide.

Whither shall 1 go from th}-‘ Spirit?‘

Or whither shall [ flee from thy presence?

If I ascend up into heaven, thou art there:

If I make my bed in Sheol, behold, thou art there.
If I rake the wings of the morning,

And dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea;

Even there shall thy hand lead me,

And th}' :'igh[ hand shall hold me.

It T say, Surely the darkness shall overwhelm me,

And the Iighl, about me shall be nig]'lr_;

Even the darkness hideth not from thee,

But the nigh[ shineth as the d'&}’:

The darkness and the light are both alike to thee.

For thou didst form my tnward parts:

Thou didst cover me in my mother’s womb. (Ps. 139:7-13, ASV)

We are therefore named “Adam,” the Hebrew word for man, because we are
descendants of the first Adam, the image of the triune God. Both male and
female are equally God's image, but the man was the representative and
covenantal head, and therefore his name is the name of the race. T he name
“man” for the whole race brings us in relationship to all other men as well as
to God. We are one race, with one father and mother, and therefore, at the

ph}*aical, racial level, a Hing]s: !'_amil}r (Acts 17:26).

In Adam, In Christ

Because we are a single ﬁunil}«' descended from Adam and Eve, all hatred
and bias based upon physical ditferences among races is perverse and point-
less. But there 1s an enmity among men that runs deeper than tribal or racial
hatred. When Adam and Eve sinned, God spoke to them about the seed of
the serpent and the seed of the woman (Gen. 3:15). The antipathy between
these two subdivisions of the race of man is spiritual and covenantal. Since
the Fall, men have taken sides with Cain or Abel. The spiritual rift between
the two families of man is based on covenantal loyalty to God, not upon
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physical characteristics or ancestry. The seed of the serpent are the covenant
breakers who live as if the God of the Bible were not God, as if thr:}r had the
right to decide good and evil for themselves. The seed of the woman are the
covenant keepers, who, like their mother Eve, have repented of their sins
and trust in the grace of God for their salvation. The old race of man 1s
defined by its relationship to Adam; the new race of man is defined by its
relationship to Christ,

The covenantal headships of Adam and Christ come to concrete expres-
sion through a complex web of relationships that vary in importance and
influence. We are indebted to our ancestors for most of our physical charac-
teristics. Perh:ips no other influence on who we are is greater than that of
our immediate family and close friends, burt all our relationships—other
friends and famuly members, co-workers, neighbors, social acquaintances,
even internet friendships—have meaning for who we are, though how much
each relationship psychologically shapes a person varies from person to per-

S0OT11 El.ﬁd over time.’

Two Covenantal Oaths, Two Institutions

Of our relationships, two are normally fundamental to our personhood ina
qualitatively distinct manner, First, because the family is a covenantal unit,
family relationships have a meaning more basic than any others. They are
the most important influence on us during the years when we are most
Easil}r and C‘IE‘E}J]}-‘ influenced. Second, the Church is also a covenantal unit.
Just as the covenantal oath between a man and woman creates the family, so,
too, the covenant bond of God created the Church. God created the Church
by the baptism of His Spirit on the day of Pentecost. New believers are
added to the Church by water baptism, in part a symbolic repetition of the
baptism of Pentecost.

When we think of the covenant oaths of marriage and baptism, it be-
comes clear that the Cartesian self is not the Christian self. When a man

and woman marry, the two become “one tlesh.” There 1s a sense, of course,

* This may seem to reduce the self to a collage and one in constant flux at that. For man
outside of Christ, that may not be an entirely inaccurate depiction. The Christians truest
selt is stll in the furure. When he is perfectly conformed to Christ, the Christian man 1s
finally himself. All of the other influences on his life are coherently related and the man

himself s ar rest,
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in which this describes a life-long process of learning. But there is a more
basic sense in which the oneness of mal*riage is created at the moment the
covenant oath is pronounced. Once a man and woman say, “1 do,” 1:]1&}' can
never be the same again. From that point on, they are defined before God
and man in terms of their faithtulness to cach another. Their responsibili-
ties to one another take precedence over every other human relationship and
are subordinate only to their responsibilities to God. If either one should
break the marriage oath, it has profound significance for both persons psy-
chologically, socially, and religiously. However true it may be that some
marriages do not develop as they should, the objective covenantal realities
remain, and God deals with husbands and wives in terms of that covenant.

Baptism must be understood 1n a similar Iight. Baptism is the covenant-
oath ceremony of initiation into the Christian Church, the family of God.
When we are baptized, God’s oath of promise is given to us through His
representatives in the Church, bur the baptized person binds himself b}r
oath also. From the moment we are baptized, our name is changed. We are

called “Christian,” a follower of Christ. We
Church and farm[}v are fundamental are called the children of God and mem-
covenantal institutions thmugh which  bers of the church, the body and bride of
we manifest God’s social character.  Christ. However we respond to baptism,

whatever we may feel or not feel, the cov-
enant of baptism has brought us into a new relationship with Jesus the
Messiah and with His Church. This new relationship brings obligations
upon us even as it blesses us with infinitely wonderful promises.

If we think of the true self as the Cartesian individualized soul, then
Church membership, baptism, weekly worship, and so on, are not really
important. If the real inner self is connected to God by faith, all the external
aspects of my relationship to God and man are secondary. But this is not at
all the way the Bible teaches us to think. In the Bible, for all practical pur-
poses, the notion of Christian life apart from membership in a local church
never occurs. 1o reject baptism, the Lord’s Supper, and weekly worship 1s to
reject the body of Christ, the bride He loves. From a biblical perspective,
this 1s tantamount to rejecting salvation, for Jesus came to save His Church,
not a conglomeration of unrelated individuals. However much a person in
the days of Noah might have believed in God, if he refused to get into the
ark, he died in the flood. There was no salvation outside of the ark. The ark
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ts a picture of Christ, of course, but the Church is His body. Therefore, in a
SEC{}HC{}II'}' sense, the ark also pictures the Church.

Each local church is a visible manifestation of the whole bc:d:.f of those
who believe. Therefore, Paul calls the local church the temple of the Holy
Spirit (1 Cor. 3:16—17). This is the same kind of language used to describe
the final Church in heaven. Local churches, in other words, are not-yet-
perfected manifestations of the one true Church in a particular area. It is
not normally possible to be a citizen of the New Jerusalem without also
being a member of some local church, worshipping Christ regularly and
working together with others to build His kingdom. Being a Christian in-
cludes bearing the responsibility for world missions together with other
Christians, working with others so that every nation of the world may be
brought into covenant with Christ (Mt. 28:18-20). The Church 1s called to
preach the gospel and to baptize and train Christians to obey Christ’s com-
mands. I he ear]}! Church met week]}r on Sunda}-’, the da}r of Jesus resurrec-
tion, to study the Bible, pray, sing, and take communion. We see from Paul’s
letters that some of these churches had serious problems, but we never see
Christians gﬁing it alone, as if local church rm:mbel'shfp were an {}Ftinm

So then, these two nstitutions of church and f:imi]}-’ are fundamental
covenantal institutions, established by God for man so that we can manifest

His social character thrnugh faithfulness to a covenant of love.

The Family as a Covenantal Institution

The meaning of the family as a social institution is distinct and special. Its
nature and various functions make it foundational to social life. At the very
beginning of the Old Covenant, the family was the tirst social institution,
Though we are in the New Covenant historically, we still live in the Old
Covenant world—rthe world that was created for Adam and Eve. Men and
women still marry and have children. As a race, man is still seeking to fulfill
the commission God gave to Adam. The tamily, the institution for genera-
tional continuity and growth, retains its centrality in this regard. God has
ordained that sexual relationships be limited to husband and wife so that
children will be born into families. Since children constitute the future of
society, the institution to which children are committed controls the future.

Whatever individual men may do, or however some societies may twist and
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denigrate the meaning of the family, the institution of the ﬁimil}* 1s founda-
tional to :;ucir:t}-’, If the i(_:p'u"ni]:-,J 1s weak, the whole social strucrure Lwegins ro
fail. When the family is undermined, the walls of society collapse. Without
the God-ordained institution of the family, society can barely be said to
exist. Without a hea.lth}r ﬁlmil}r life, no society can thrive. In this regard It 1s
worthy of note that the prophet Micah, decrying the breakdown of the
society in his day, exclaimed,

For son dishonors father,
Daughn:r rises ngainst her mother,
Daughtar—in-hw against her mother-in-law:

A man’s enemies are the men of his own household. (Micah 7:6)

Second, the family holds a special place in the biblical view of society
because of its nature. When God created human society in the Garden of
Eden, He created a society of love: one man and one woman united in the
bond of matrimony. However much the Old Covenant is inferior to the
new, from the beginning, the nature of the covenant and society was cov-
enantal love. Man as the image of the triune God of love was created to
express His love in his primordial relationships. No human has ever existed
that was not born from that first love. If man had not sinned, generation by
generation, the love of the covenant would have been extended as the race of
man grew.

The covenant love between husband and wife is the essential family love.
It comes before parental love and normally remains after it. Through that
covenant love, children are born. Children learn to love thetr parents in re-
sponse to parental love. As thE}-' grow, they learn to love others and the love
of the immediate family extends to the larger family, to friends and neigh-
bors, to the local church, and eventually to people they will never meet,
living in places they will never visit. Through works of charity and mission-
ary giving, family love is extended to all mankind. When children grow up
and marry, the process of nurturing and extending family love begins again.

Third, in the modern West our egalitarian urge leads us to assume that
true love erases hierarchj,r. By contrast, love in the biblical worldview respects
hierarchy, Though the three Persons of the Trinity are equal in essence and
in the possession of all divine attributes, there is order and structure in their

relationships. Trinitarian love does not belittle or erase the structure but 1s
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expressed precisely in terms of it. This does not mean there can be no such
thing as a relatiunship among {rquals. Among men, such rclatitmahips ex-
press the equality of essence among the three Persons of the Godhead. But
family relationships in the Bible are structured. The husband, under Christ,
is the head of the home. The wife 1s commanded to submit to him and the
children are to submit to father and mother.

In America, submission is a four-letter word.” It smacks of patriarchy and
oppression of women. By contrast, in the Bible, the Son submits to the
Father and always does His will. The Spirit submits to the Father and the
Son. Submission and hierarch}', then, are essential to our view of God. As
we pointed out before, biblical leadership includes a type of submission as
well so that the idea of submission does not reduce to servitude, and hierar-
chy does not become subjugation. Jesus taught His disciples that the one
who served would be the true leader, imitating Him in the way He gave His
life to save His people. Husbands are called to sacrifice themselves for their
wives (Eph. 5:25 tf.) and parents are called to sacrifice for their children
(Prov. 13:22; 19:14). In every case, the leader is the one who is called upon
to make the greatest sacrifice and faces the heaviest burden. Love 1s the
fulfillment of those I*E:ipun:iibilitica in obedience to God, which includes
respecting the hierarchical structures He established.

Fourth, in the Bible, responsibility for the education of children falls
squarely on parents’ shoulders. This does not mean that no one but father
and mother should be the teachers. It does mean that whether they do the
teaching themselves or hire others to do it for them, parents bear the respon-
sibility for the intellectual and moral training of their children. This in-
cludes making sure their children are equipped to tultill a productive role in
society. Because they love their children and are concerned about their fu-
ture welfare, parents, not the state, should be in charge of their children’s
education. In the biblical ideal, the famil}s has tremendous influence on the
future ot society. This contrasts radically with our situation in the modern
state, where bureaucrats who are thought to be experts control the educa-
tional system, and with it society’s future, When families renege on their
responsibilities toward their children, society suffers. No government pro-

gram can redeem society from the corruption that results when the ﬁ'll‘llil}'

* American students are famous for neither sptlling nor muming well.
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collapses. Only the Church with the gospel of Christ and the power of the
Holy Spirit can reform the family and bring it back to its proper biblical
role.

Fifth, the family is the insttution that creates wealth. This links the
biblical view of the family with the modern science ot economics. On the
one hand, the biblical notion of the family as the creator of wealth fits
capitalism far better than socialism. On the other hand, the individualism
associated with modern capitalist thinking contrasts sharply with the bibli-
cal family ideal. Radical individualism is partly to blame for the picture of
the “capitalist pig” maneuvering to satisty his greed and seltish ambition.
When the love of the family breaks down and men behave like tyrants in the
home and animals outside of it, selfishness and greed rule the marketplace.

But such individuals do not prevail in a Christian
The f‘aI'I1I|}' s the first in-  society, or even in a post-Christian society where
stitution of social order.  the shadows of a Christian family ethic linger. The

vast majority of fathers work self-sacrificially for
their families. Fathers, motivated by love, work hard in order to earn money
to bu}r gm}d:-; that bring b]Essingﬁ to their families. The father and mother
try to give their children advantages thur:}f did not enjoy 1n their d;&}-‘. B}-’
saving for the future and passing on an inheritance—not limited to material

goods, by the way—the family increases the collective wealth of society over
time. Whatever hinders the family in accumulating moral and economic
capital—an overly heavy tax burden, laws restricting legitimate marker ac-
tivities, social welfare legislatinn. etc.—cﬁpples the society as a whole.

Sixth, the family is the first institution of social order. Children learn to
obey their parents and to respect authority in the home, Though modern
men often neglect or deny this aspect of the family, it is so important that it
was mcluded in the Ten Commandments:

Honor vour father and your mother, as the Lord your God has commanded
you, that your d.'l}-'ﬁ may be li:mg. and that 1t may be well with vou 1n the

land which the Lord your God is giving you. (Deut. 5:16)

Learning to submit to parents tea ches children the self-control and respect
they need to relate well to others. Self-denial for the benetit of others can-
not reall}r be [aught rhruugh words or discipline—it comes unl}f I:r}-f exarnple.

When famil}s life is characterized h}f self-denial and respect, the effects can
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be seen in the society at large as charitable organizations and other forms of
aid to the poor and ncEd}r flourish. As an ﬂutﬂuwing of {::Jmi]}-’ love, charit}r
15 iﬂ]‘lE‘I‘E‘I‘]l’l}-’ different from welfare dispfnsed rhmugh a bureaucratic gov-
ernment mstitution.

Of course, disciplinc includes puﬂishment for sin as well. T he Bible teaches
that, because of the deep sinfulness of man, all children need physical disci-
pline administered in love. The repeated mention of the "rod” in the book of
Proverbs mdicates that corporal punishment in the Christian home must not
reduce to mere violence (Prov. 10:13; 13:24; 14:3; 22:8, 15; 23:13-14; 26:3;
29:15)? Use of the rod means use on the hindquarmrs, a ceremonial applica-
tion of physical punishment that presupposes an explanation of the reasons
for the punishment (trial) and proportional discipline ( “let the punishment tit
the crime” ). True discipline is chastisement, correction of a wayward child,
not punishment in the sense of revenge. When a child, having grown up,
refuses all correction, extreme measures may be called for. The ultimate forms
of family discipline are disinheritance, in etfect expelling a child from the
family, and divorce, expelling a sinning husband or wife from the family. How-
ever, even in the case of the app]icatfnn of extreme measures, E’Jlﬂi]}-’ discip]ine
aims at and hopes for the restoration of the sinning party.

Discipline and order, in the end, come back to love. In fact, all of the
family’s distinctive functions are expressions of love—procreation, educa-
tion and training of children, providing for current and tuture needs and

wants, charity, discipline, and passing on a legacy to future generations.
; P P ) g

The Church as a Covenantal Institution

As important as the family is for society, it is not the most fundamental
stitution. Though ordained by God as an institution of love, the family in
the wortld after the Fall lacks both the wisdom and the spiritual energy to

fulfill its God-created roles. Just as man in Adam is dead in trespasses and

"The rod is an instrument for the official application of punishment. Parents do nor carry
it around with them all the time and it requires preparation to use it. Thus, discipline cannot
be a mere outburst of wrath and a fist. The time that it takes to find the rod and the nature
of applying the rod—how many times, etc.—change the nature of the act of discipline
from an explosion to a judicial punishment. Parents should explain to the child why he is

lwing di:u:iplinr:d, how marly times he will be sp;m]-w.d. and so forth,
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sins, so too the family as an institution is dead in Adam and needs redemp-
tion. In the New Covenant, the Church has a Sp{:cial priority as the institu-
tion that administers God's Word and dispenses the sacraments of God's
grace. Society depends upon the family, and the family depends upon the
Church, for unless individuals are brought into a right relationship with
Christ, families cannot be what they ought to be.

Just as the famuly 1s the institution that brings people into the world, the
Church is the institution that brings people to God. Through the preaching
and teaching of the Word of God in evangelistic endeavor, Bible classes,
sermons, and informal conversation, the Church and her members spread
the good news of Jesus’ saving work so that men and women repent of their
sins and turn unto God. Baptism is the covenant oath ceremony that offi-
cially brings one into a formal covenantal relationship with God. Ot course,
that does not mean that the thief on the cross or people in analogous situ-
ations cannot be saved. Nnrm;aﬂy. however, when a man pmﬁesses faith, he
solemnizes that profession b}f the covenant oath of baptism (Acts 2:38, 41;
8:12, 36, 38; 16:31-34; 18:8; 22:16). With the taking of the solemn oath
of baptiﬁm, one Df‘_ﬁ{:i}l]]}-’ becomes a Christian.

To become a Christian means to become a member of Christ’s }_‘l{‘)d}’ and
bride, the Church. The Church in its fullness will not be complete until the
end of history, when the whole number of God’s elect has been gathered
from the four corners of the earth. For now, believers all over the world
come together in their local communities to worship and serve the Lord. In
this respect, local churches are similar to
an extended family, being made up of sons Society depends upon the family, and
of God and brothers in Christ—sons and  the family depends upon the Church.
brothers because we are all fellow heirs with
Christ (Gal. 3:26-29). This extended covenantal family has obligations similar
to those of the institutional family. Indeed, in Christ, the church may be
said to be the new family, the eternal family of God. Earthly families die
because of the curse in Adam, but the new family 1s eternal. Like the earthly
tfamily, the new family must submit to Christ to fulfill its historical mission.

The family as an institution of love depends on the Church as the insu-
tution that declares God’s love and forgiveness to sinners. In baptism, God
bestows His covenant grace and love upon the baptized person. Baptism s

first of all His oath and promise. The teaching of God'’s Word instructs the



TRINITY, SELF, AND CHURCH 173

whole family of God in the way of Gods commandments—the way of
love. The gospel message declares that God so loved the world that He sent
His Son to save it. Through the faithful teaching of the Word, the love of
God is poured out into our hearts by the Holy Spirit (Rom., 5:5). This gives
us the confidence to cry, “Abba, Father” (Rom. 3:15).

The local church resembles the family in structure also. The Bible refers
to church leaders as elders, bishops, and pastors. These three titles probably
describe the same office, but from different perspectives, There is another
office, that of deacon, that serves as pastoral assistant. Distinctions among
elders and pastors, or pastors and bishops, are part of the traditions of
various churches and are not important for our consideration here. What all
churches agree upon, however, is that church leaders are “elder brothers” in
the taith, whose responsibility it 1s to teach and counsel those who are younger,
so that they may mature (Heb. 13:7, 17). Paul refers to himselt as both a
father and a mother to churches that he has founded, and both of these
ideas are appropriate for pastors leading the f"amil}-' of God (I Cor. 4:15;
Gal. 4:19; 1 Thes. 2:7, I11). This means that local church members are re-
SPGHSi}JIE to submit to the elders as Lhc}-' would to thetr parents, and that
local church elders are responsible to sacrifice their lives for the younger
brothers and sisters in Christ over which God has placed them.

Weekly worship in the Bible is covenant renewal, that is, it is a time when
God’s children come before their Father to renew their vows to Him and
receive His blessing. In the Bible, weekly worship meant weekly communion
(Acts 20:7), a ceremony in which God's representatives, the elders or leaders
of the Church, presented to the congregation the covenantal signs of His
infinite love, the bread and wine representing the body and blood of Christ.
This 1s a great mystery. Christ is present by the Holy Spirit, drawing near to
us to bless us, Paul warned that the Lord’s Supper may also bring a curse to
those who come with an unrepentant heart, but the intention of the Supper
is to remind God of His covenant so that He will bless us, and to remind us
of the Gift of the covenant—our Savior Himself, whose covenantal pres-
ence we experience in the bread and wine (1 Cor. 11:23-32).

The church 1s also an educational institution. Here again, unless the
Church fulfills her duty and teaches the Word of God, the family will be
unable to teach the children or train them properly in Christ. Fathers are

commanded to nurture their children in the Lord (Eph. 6:4), but tathers
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cannot begin to do this if no one instructs them. Jesus commanded the
diﬁciplcs, and thureb}' the Church, to teach Christians to do all thiﬂga that
He commanded (Mt 28:20). Moral instruction aimed at intelligent obedi-
ence is therefore one of the Church’s most basic duties, as important as
administering the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper. The Church
as an educational institution has an important role not only in the educating
children but also in training leaders in every sector of society. Politicians,
doctors, lawyers, journalists, businessmen, and workers in all sectors of so-
ciety need instruction in the Word of God so that they can fulfill their social
role as Christians i obedience to Scripture (2 Tim. 3:16-17).

The Church’s interest in education is as broad as the knowledge found in
Christ, “in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge”
(Col. 2:3). Knowledge related to worship has priority, so the study of Scrip-
ture, including biblical languages, ancient history, church history, exegesis,
theology, and everything related to these studies 1s essential to the life of
every local church if Christians are to grow in understanding, obedience,

and love. Music and the arts have always found
It is time for the Church to  special expression in worship services and church
reassert her right to truth.  architecture. The relationship between church his-

tory and world history 1s a matter of great theo-
logical concern as well. The Bible lays down moral instruction about money,
diligence in labor, honesty, concern for the poor, thriftiness, and many other
topics related to the ethical aspects of economics. Indeed, if Ludwig von
Mises’ ponderous tome on economic theory, Human Action,” is rightly titled,
ethical concerns are the very heart of economic theory. What we have said
about economics is equally true of political issues, the most significant of

which are ethical: abortion, laws concerning marriage, and the detinition of

? Ludwig von Mises, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics, 3td ed. (Chicago: Contemporary
Books, [966). This 1s not to say that von Mises himself viewed economics as fundamentally
an ethical discipline. On the contrary, he specifically repudiated any sort of Christian ethical
norms as important for a capitalist society (pp. 724=730), thereby undermining the moral
foundations necessary for the protection of private property. Monogamy, for example, can-
not be neglected in law without disastrous consequences for the family and the economy.
Honesty, diligence, a future ortentation, care for the poor, and other aspects of Christian
ethics constitute the moral fiber of a truly productive society. That a brilhant economic
thinker like von Mises argues against the importance of Christian virtue for society reveals

the l:n'.mkruplc].-' of secular n::lpit:l]imic 1'hi:r.:-r}-.
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acceptable public behavior, to name just a few. Medicine has always been a
Specia] concern of the Church, since the aim of the medical Pmﬁzasiﬁn 15 to
save lives. In the past, the medical profession has always been related to the
Church’s work of charity. Modern ethical concerns call for the Church to
think through difficult issues and offer real answers.

In the history of the West, virtually all intellectual lite developed from
the Church and her influence. That is the way it is supposed to be. However,
with the intellectual victory of the anti-Christian viewpoints of the En-
lightenment, the Church’s role in academic atfairs has been radically cur-
tatled. It is now widely assumed that those loyal to Christs Church sutter
from an anti-intellectual bias that undermines their sclmlarl}f endeavors. But
if Christianity is true and Christ is Creator and Lord of all, faithfulness to
Christ 1s surely the key to understanding truth in any realm. It 1s time for the
Church to reassert her right to truth, her claim on the world over which
Christ rules, and her privileged position as the bride of Christ. She holds
the keys to the kingdom. The university ought to be her servant. Theology,
the erstwhile “queen of the sciences,” should rule once again.

One area in which the Church differs from the Elmil}f ts 1n the economic
role. The Church 1s not an economic Pr{}dqu:r and was never intended to be
one. She lives by the tax that God has imposed upon His people. The bibli-
cal tithe 1s ten percent of one’s income (Gen. 14:20; 28:22; Deut, 14:22;
Heb. 7:2, 4). With ten tamilies paying ten percent of their income, a local
church can support a pastor at the level of the average income of his con-
gregation. With twenty families, a local church can buy a building, engage in
charitable activities, and contribute to various kinds of Christian ministries.
With forty or more families, a local church can begin to sponsor its own
ministries. When local churches band together to help one another in their
labors, their ability to bear fruit increases exponentially. Thus, though finan-
cial support is essential, the Church is a NON-pro fit organization, pursuing
the kingdom of God with the funds God provides.

The Church shares with the family a concern for social order. In the
New Testament, apostles rebuked the churches for their sins and charged
the elders of the churches to carry on the task of rebuking and mstructing
in righteousness (2 Tim. 4:1-2). When the admonition of the local church
is ignored or defied, the church must judge those who retuse to repent (Mt.

[8:15-20). The Church has no right or responsibility to engage in physical
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Or eCONOMIC punishment, She cannot exact fines or beat unrepentant sin-
ners. What she can do is refuse the Lord’s SLlppcr to those who will not
repent of their sins. It bears repeating that the sin that brings the Church’s
punishment is the sin of refusing to repent. Christians are not disciplined
for being sinners, but for being unrepentant sinners. Christ Himself, in awe-

some words, ordained the authority of the local church in this respect:

But if he refuses even to hear the church, let him be to you like a heathen
and a tax collector. Assuredly, I say to you, whatever you bind on earth will
h'.".‘ I_'l'l]und in ]‘JEH\.-'L‘I‘], J.nd “’hﬂl(‘.“l-"fr }"{}H 1[]‘(]5‘: 1311 E;ﬂ'll‘] "r"l-"'[]:]. bE ].'LHL]SL‘C[ |1_|.
heaven. Again I say to you that if two of you agree on carth concerning
anything that they ask, it will be done for them h}r My Father in heaven. For
where two or three are gathered together in My name, I am there in the

midst of them. (Mr. 18:17-20)

This does not mean that God will endorse the folly of a sinful church. It
does mean, however, that wicked men who despise the authority of the local
church and think nothing of the warnings of her leaders, will someday find
how greatly mistaken they were when the Great Judge repeats the sentence

of His humble ambassadors.

The State as a Covenantal Institution

God also ordained the institution of civil government (Rom. 13:1-6). Gov-
ernment has important responsibilities before God in maintaining social
order and, to carry out these responsibilities, it alone has been committed
the right of legal violence. A rightly functioning civil government would
protect the churches from their enemies, punish evildoers, and protect and
encourage those who do good works (Rom. 13:3—4). Because of its great
power and respunsibilitie&, civil government may seem to be the greatest of
the three fundamental social institutions, but in fact, it is the most limited.
Families and churches contribute far more to the positive life of society,
even in the modern world where the state has usurped 3L1thnrit}r and rights
beyond its legitimate bounds. Nevertheless, the negative incentive of the
civil authority offers essential protection for the positive work ot churches
and families. Tt may take hundreds or thousands of good men to build a

tower, but f.‘ml}r a few evil men with determmartion to {'IESEI‘D}-’ it. Because the
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destructive power of a small number of evil men in a society is so great, and
the presence of evil men in a world of sin 1s so certain, the work of civil
government as guardian of social order deserves honor and respect.

The Bible does not offer a particular form of civil government as ideal
for all men at all trmes. Nor did Paul and the apostles engage in direct
political action to reform the Roman Empire and its political structures. To
conclude, however, that the New Testament message had no political impli-
cations would be gross error. Paul called Jesus kurios, Lord, the same title
that Caesar also claimed. More than that, Paul referred to Jesus as the “Lord
of glory” (1 Cor. 2:8), and John declared Him “King ot kings and Lord of
lords” (Rev. 17:14; 19:16). Paul’s instruction about the family in the Book
of Ephesians indirectly accused the royal family of Rome no less clearly
than John the Baptist’s more direct words of rebuke indicted Herod and his
tamily (Mk. 6:17-18). The claims of Christ and the ethical instruction of
the New Testament collide with all that Rome stood for. Intelligent Ro-
mans would have understood that the gospel of Christ challenged the whole
Roman way of life, including the political structures of Rome (Acts 17:6—

The gtwf:rnmf:nt of the local church does pn‘widf: d partia] model for
civil government. Church membership and the privilege of participating in
the choice of leaders are ideas carried over from the political structures and
social institutions of ancient Israel. But the Church was never what we would
call a democracy, if by that term we mean ultimate authority is in the hands
of “the peuple."The Church is a constitutional monarchy—Christ 1s King;
His Word is law. But the church also has representative leaders, called pas-
tors, elders, bishops, and deacons, These men are subject to the discipline
of the Church no less than any of the other members. The authority of
Christ and His Law-Word, in other words, 1s above that of all human rep-
resentatives.

Civil government of various types can incorporate these principles and
function in a manner that honors God. The faith of the leaders and the
acknowledgement of the ultimate authority of Christ are far more impor-
tant than the basic structure of authority, be it monarchy, oligarchy, democ-
racy, or any other form of government, In most of Western history, 1t has
been common to publicly declare allegiance to Christ, and just as common

to betra},f Him. In our dﬂ}r, we are less h}fpﬂcril:iml in that we no lnnger claim
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Him as our King, but more perverse in that our rebellion against Him is
5h;—1]T1E1E55+

Old Testament civil laws do not offer a specific blueprint for a Christian
society. What they do offer is instruction in wisdom for Christian leaders.
What God commanded ancient Israel remains an immportant part of Scrip-
ture, making us wise unto salvation and equipping us for good works (2
Tim, 3:15-17). What God defined as crime in the Law of Moses and the
punishments He pronounced against those crimes should inform our think-
ing today, though the change from the Old to the New Covenant brought

with it changes influencing our under-
Christians have the responsibility to build standing and application of various laws
avil governments and institutions that  as well. Everyone agrees that a simplis-
reflect a commitment to Chnst. tic application of Old Testament law

would be highly inappropriate, but
Christians seem to have gone to the opposite, and just as Inappropriate,
extreme of neglecting it entirely. Given the lack of serious work in this area
by Christian theologians, lawyers, and statesmen, we are a long way from
being able to offer a mature, Christian theory of civil constitution and law. It
1s clear, however, that Christians have the FESP(]HSibi“t}z’ to work on bui]ding
civil governments and institutions that reflect Christian commitment to Christ
and the ethical standards of His Word.

For most nations in the world today, the pressing need is to plant churches
and train families to follow God. It is not until the vast majority of the
families in a nation have been baptizﬁd and taught to 0[16}-* Christ that the
political life of the country can be changed sufficiently for godly govern-
ment to thrive, The ancient kingdom of Judah experienced brief revivals
when it had exceptionally good kings like Hezekiah and Josiah, but since
their reforms did not really reach the majority of the populace, they did not
last. In other words, with no spiritual transformation of synagogues and
families, the effects of political change were short-lived and superficial. The
same is true today. No long-lasting, positive change can be brought about in
a country where local churches cannot or do not preach and teach the whole
counsel of God.
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Conclusion
The Church has been called by Christ to build His kingdom, and He has

guaranteed our historical success in the project. This is not merely a matter
of preaching to people and leading them one by one to salvation. God is a
society. He saves families and reconstitutes them as the core of new Chris-
tian societies, eventually building them into a new kingdom. Every nation
should confess Christ as Savior and Lord, submitting to baptism and cheer-
fully obeying His commands (Mt. 28:18-20). Jesus Himself promised that
He would lead the Church in her spiritual warfare: “1 will build My church,
and the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it” (Mt. 16:18). The picture
here 1s one of gates not being able to withstand assault. Christ’s armies
attack the very dominion of evil, as the Apostle John saw in a vision (Rev.
19:11-16),

Covenantal institutions and covenantal ceremonies pla}' an important
role in the buildiﬂg of God's kingdnm. because the triune God 1s a covenan-
tal God who reveals Himself as He works in the world through His cov-
enant. | he three Persons of the Irimity, one in being, relate in covenantal
love. Therefore, God ordained covenantal institutions for human society to
reflect the love of the triune God and to spread His kingdom on earth,

In this age of individualism, the Church hardly stands as an etfective
institution, but we cannot entirely fault the secular world around us. Churches
have too often neglected their own responsibilities, failing to employ the
God-ordained means for building the kingdom. Such churches will be set
aside for those that honor God by following His Word, for each local church
ought to function as a miniature replica and representative of the whole
body of Christ. Local churches, thmugh baptizing, teaching the Word of
God, and worshipping Him 1n spirit and truth, bring renewal to the f':ami[}r
and society and help spread God'’s kingdom throughout the world. Unless
we are committed to social renewal through humble faith, sincere worship,
and earnest service, we have missed the true gospel that declares God's love

for the world and His commission to disciple every nation.
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Review Questions

I

G 1

9

What are the basic questions to consider when comparing worldview approaches
to society?

Compare and contrast various non-Christian views of society and ultimare reality.
Compare and contrast other aspects of non-Christuan views of society.
Describe the individualism that tends to characterize the modern West.

Whar is a Christian view of the individual?

Exl:tl.'lin the nwaning of the {:‘xFTEESiL}HEZ “in Adam” and “in Chnst.”

How are baprism and the marriage oath important from a trinitarian perspecrive
on mankind?

Explain the meaning of the family as a covenantal institution.

Describe the Church as a covenantal mstiturtion and explain its social signiﬁcanc:e:.

10. Qutline the basics of the biblical view of civil government.



10. Trinity and Eternity

THE pocTRINES of heaven and hell are most awesome and unfathomable.
Every doctrine in the Bible involves mystery. The doctrine of God, for ex-
ample, confronts us with transcendent reality infinitely beyond our compre-
hension, and the doctrine ot the incarnation teaches us the unfathomable
miracle of God become man. The doctrines of heaven and hell, however,
confront us with an especially inscrutable and wonderful revelaton: the in-
comprehensible truth that man lives forever—either with God or without
Him. Because we are Gods image, we share God’s attribute of eternality;
therefore, at physical death, our souls do not simply evaporate into thin air
and cease to be. Like all of created reality, our existence depends upon God,
because we possess no principle or power of everlastingness within us. But
God does not annihilate anyone. All live to testify to His glory, whether we are
in heaven or in hell. Also, it is not just the duration of our eternal abode that
we find daunting, The bliss of heaven is far beyond our imagination, and the
horror of hell too terrible to contemplate. Both quantity and quality over-
whelm us: eternal life or everlasting death. Every man has his final abode in

heaven with God or in the place prepared for the devil and his angels.

Trinity and Hell

Hell is an unfashionable idea in our d:l}-‘. Even many pn::-ﬁssing Christians

deny the reality of hell. Non-Christians frequently cite the doctrine of hell

181
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as a major reason for rejecting the Christian faith. If it could be erased from
the list of inipurtant doctrines or somehow tamed so that it could be ren-
dered palatable, everyone would be much happier. Its place in biblical rev-
elation, however, remains so far beyond doubt that those who deny it defile
their own conscience. Everyone who thinks about hell struggles with 1it, but
if we submit our minds to the revelation of Scripture, if we trust thar God
is good and that His love and wisdom infinitely exceed ours, then we must
believe His Word, trusting that what may appear strange to us now will

someday be comprehensible.

Is it Certain?

To begin with, 1s this “awtul” doctrine really what the Bible teaches? The
only honest answer 1s the affirmative. T'he biblical testimony about hell comes,
remarkably, from the lips of Christ Himsell more than from any other

teacher. It was Jesus who spoke of the final judgment in these terms:
But whoever says, “You fool!” shall be 1n d:mgf:r of hell fire, (Mr. 5:22)

And do nor fear those who kill the bmd}' but cannor kill the soul. Bur rather
fear Him who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell. (Mr. 10:28)

Hrrpents;, brood of vipf'n;! How can vou escape the condemnation of hell?
(M, 23:33::

Cast the unprofitable servant into the outer darkness. There will be weep-

ing and gnashing of teeth. (Mr. 25:30)

Then He will also say to those on the left hand, “Depart from Me, yot
cursed, into the everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels: for I
was hungr}f and you gave Me no food: 1 was t]'lirs:r}-' and you gave Me no
drink; I was a stranger and you did not take Me in, naked and you did not
clothe Me, sick and in prison and you did not visit Me.” (Mt. 25:41-43)

If your hand or your foot causes you to stumble, cut it off and throw it
from you; it is better for you to enter life crippled or lame, than to have two
hands or two feet and be cast into the eternal fire. If your eye causes you to
stumble, pluck it out and throw it from you. It is better for you to enter life
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with one eve, than to have two eyes and be cast into the ﬁer}-' hell. {ML.

18:8-9)

The description of hell as “everlasting” corresponds to the promise of life
as “everlasting” in the teaching of Jesus. The very same Greek word is used
to define the duration of both heaven and hell, so that the doctrine of
eternal damnation and hell fire 1s t;:lught with the same ints:ap;lble clarity as

the doctrine of eternal life,

What is Hell?

Hell is “dis-integration,” It is not disintegration in the sense of “dissolution.”
The sinner in hell does not disappear in the fire of God's wrath. Rather, his
life talls apart. The sinner in hell reaps what he has sown, in terms of strict
justice. In that sense, hell is different for every individual who experiences it.

First, he is separated from God. The man who rejects the gospel has
rejected God Himself, and God honors his choice. The God-rejecter will
live forever separated from God. This does not seem altogether untair, but it
always raises the question, What about those who have never heard, those
who have never consciously rejected the gospel? The biblical answer found

m Paul 1s char all men have heard, all men know the truth.

For the wrath of God 1s revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and
unrighteousness of men who suppress the truth in unrighteousness, be-
cause that which 1s known abour God 1s evident within them; for God
made it evident to them. For since the creation of the world His invisible
attributes, His eternal power and divine nature, have been c]mrl}' seen, be-
ing understood through what has been made, so that they are without ex-

cuse. I:R::rrn. 1:15—2[}}

God has revealed Himself so tully to all—both internally (“evident within
them™) and externally (“God made it evident to them .. . through what has
been made” )—that there is no one to whom He has not shown Himself.'
There 1s no one who has not had a chance. True, some have had more

! Children who die before birth or in inf:mq,’ are u:au:{ll}f considered an c:-:c::ptiﬂn.Thf}? have not
dcqu'_rpcd either self-consciousness or a consctousness of the other to the .:h:gree rhar r_hey could

receive revelation, The severely retarded, too, may be mcluded in this category. Many Christians
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nppurtunit}f than nthers; there are some to whom God has shown grE&tEr
kindness. But this 1s true with respect to all things—m some God has giw:n
spectal talents and abilities, whether intellectual, spiritu;ﬂ, artistic, or I_‘:I‘L}’Si~
cal. He does not distribute His gifts and blessings uniformly, as it on a
conveyer belt. Every individual man and woman is unique. Some have more
talent but less opportunity. Others have plenty of opportunity, but no de-
stre or aptitude. His ways are mysterious. But the mystery does not reduce
man's responsibility, nor does it detract from the stunning lucidity of God’s
self-revelation in the world He created.

So the man in hell may be said to have received what he has chosen for
himself. He preferred in this life to live without God, and so he will in the
next life also—for eternity. There is a difference, however, between his living
without God in ths life and his living without God i eternity. Sinful man
is so dull and so skillful at self-deception that in this world he is able to
avoid conscious knowledge of God. He can persuade himself that there is
no God, and that when he dies he will disappear mnto
nothingness. But after he dies and stands before God,  Hell is“dis-integration”
he becomes like the demons.” His knowledge of God but not dissolution.
becomes so dccp]}r ingrained b}r the direct experience
of God’s glory and majesty that, however much the sinner wishes to deny
the reality of God, he can no longer escape. The beauty and majesty of God
have been revealed to him in such overwhelming display that he will be
tormented forever with the contradiction between his desire for God on the
one hand and his hatred of Him on the other. Sinner though he s, he still
bears God'’s image, and he is able to experience face-to-face the pure beauty
of God’s infinite love and splendor. At the same time, as a sinner, he feels
the tull brunt of God'’s wrath and righteous judgment. The essence of what
it means to be a sinner is to be a hater of God: “the mind set on the flesh is
hostile toward God” (Rom. 8:7). So, forever and ever, he passionately hates
what he loves most and loves what he hates most. He is tormented by the

wondertul and terrible vision of God.

assume that all such persons are saved. Orhers, tradinonally Roman Catholies, hold that
unI}f the lu:lptiz{rd will be saved. 1 see no reason not to ]'IUP{‘ for the salvation of all such
persons.

* "You believe that there 1s one God. You do well. Even the demons believe—and tremble!”
(Jas. 2:19)
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Second, psychological disintegration has another dimension. According
to the Bible, man 1s Psychu]ugica]]}! deep and n:nmplfx—a tEstimun}' to
which modern ps:-,fclmlﬂg}-' concurs in its use of ideas like the “unconscious.”
We do not know ourselves. Evil thoughts and motives occur even to “nor-
mal” people. We imagine sinful deeds. Usually thoughts of this sort can be
overcome and we do not act on them, but a question remains: Do these
perverse thoughts represent the real inner man, or is the self that snutfs out
the flame of iniquity the true self? According to the Bible, the man who
does not believe in Christ s prevented from fultilling the lusts of his heart
by God's grace, so that he cannot be his worst selt. Ot course, this restrain-
ing grace has multiple aspects, for God may work dire::tl}r or use indirect
means such as social pressure, famil}-' traming, education, and so on. But
unless the Spirit of God restrained the outbreak of sin, there would be
nothing to stem the evil thoughts and intentions of sinning man from well-
ing up into evil action of all kinds. His worst self is his true self.

Serial killers illustrate this aspect of the development of sin. According to
the description by FBI profiler Robert K. Ressler, serial killers are men who
cannot restrain their imaginatl’{}nsﬁ W hat I:]‘l{:}-' envision n their minds over
and over, with terrif'_}!ing vividness, tI’lE:}-' feel constrained to act out. Since thc}r
are not able to put out the flame in their hearts, it grows until they are con-
sumed by it, Even these men do not develop into their worst possible selves,
but they illustrate a kind of psychological breakdown that gives us some idea
of the horror of hell. Imagme a man who cannot control his evil i maginings,
a man whose Evfr}r“da}-' life 1s dominated by his darkest nightmares. He hates
himself for what he is and what he does, but he cannot free himself from
himself. It is worse than addiction; it s his true, innermost nature,

Man in hell cannot control his thoughts and motives. He 1s caught in the
iron trap of his sinful self because that is all that is lefr of him. God no
lﬂnger restrains his sin, uphr:nlding the nobler aspects of his character as
God'’s image. At the same time, the man cannot satisfy his lusts either. He 1s
confined to a world in which lust rages without limit and without satisfac-
tion. T'he more he lusts, the greater his frustration—rthe greater his frustra-

tion, the more the fires of lust burn.

* Robert K. Ressler and Tom Shachman, Whoever Fights Monsters: My Twenty Years Tracking Serial
Killers for the FBI {New York: St. Martins Press, 1992), e.g. 13-14, 19-20, 8081, 95-100,
[30-131.
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Thus, hell is dis-integration in the sense that the sinner contradicts his
own self. The horror ot hell 1s the horror of the man who looks into the
mirror of his soul and sees all the monsters, all the fearsome and foul fiends
he so loathes and abominates. The fire of hell is the fire of a conscience that
can no longer escape the penetrating self-accusation, the clear and complete
knowledge of ones utter perversity—all the excuses gone, every form of
self-justification and self-deception stripped away, so that nothing is left
but the most unpleasant, unendurable, unbearable truth. The psychology of
hell is the psychology of a man whose greatest torture is to become what he
truly 1s and know it with infallible certainty.

Third, dis—Lntegratinn means that man 1s no lcsngr:r capable of commu-
nity with other men. Hell is a place where men are alone by self-contradic-
tory choice. Again, on the one hand, all men long desperately for community.
We thirst for fellowship with other men. But other men are God’s image.
After the sinner has faced the heavenly Judge and understood who and what
he and other men are, fellowship outside of God 1s impossible. Men in hell
are alone not so much because God locks them away in solitary confine-
ment, but because they choose to be alone rather than look upon the image
of the H(]I}-’ One still reflected in the faces of the other lost and tormented
souls who have their part in hell.

The Bible indicates that each man is rewarded according to his works
(Rev. 20:12—13). This means, as we pointed out, hell will be different for
each person. The psychology of hell indicated above suggests at least one
dimension of this difference. The more openly a man has rejected the true
God, the more deeply his own conscience will torture him for the wicked
choice he made. He will chide himself forever for his folly while never really
escaping it. T he self-accusation, the visceral hatred of God and other men,
and the psydmlugical cisintegration all continue and progressively worsen

forever.

Hell in History

We have all known aspects of hell in our own lives because we are all sinners
and have experienced the self-contradiction, vanity, fbl]}!, and self-destruc-
tiveness of sin. We also know the alienation of sin, to some small degree. We

have experiem:ed the terror of seeing t]"lings in ourselves that we cannot bear
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to acknowledge, except to reject completely. In these experiences, we have
tasted 5{)1ncﬂ'11'ng of a bitter morsel of hell, Em‘mgh to know that the tull,

foul taste and stench of the real hell would overpower and devastate us.

For the Individual

As individuals, we know something of the psychological disintegration of hell
because we have experienced the discomfiting fact of our own self-contradic-
tion. We have said or done things that we regret, that we can hardly believe we
have done and that we wish we could undo. In repentance, we confess and
reject these thoughts, words, and deeds (I Jn. 1:8-10). The fact that we daily
repent m our prayers and weekly repent 1n our worship indicates the depth of
our self-contradiction and the powerful hold it has on our lives.

We also have the experience of evil thoughts and imaginings that horrity
us. As we pointed out above, the Bible teaches that God restrains sinners so
that they do not fulfill every wicked desire or thought, but what if all re-
straint were removed? What 1f the worst thoughts and motives tlooded our

hearts and minds so that nothing could prevent them from overflowing into
evil deeds?

For the Society

We also have experienced something of the sociology of hell. We all know
what it means to be unable to communicate with those we love the most,
when our words and meaning simply fail to get through. We feel alone,
misunderstood, even betrayed. We suffer from the loss of community and
understanding that results from our sinfulness and the sinfulness of our
family and friends. In hell, this loss is unreserved, experienced to the fullest.
Instead of occasional and partial communication breakdown, it 1s total and
unrelieved. The God-hater 1s completely and utterly alone. Hell's aloneness
1s not simpl}r imposed upon him, however. He chooses it because the alter-
native of facing others is even worse.

So-called “primitive” societies can illustrate the breakdown of society,
even though sociologists often cite them as examples of societal coopera-
tion and selflessness. It 1s commonly the case that envy so strongly rules the
society that no individual dares to stand out or to succeed. If one does
better than others mn the hunt, for example, he must share his goods, not out

of love or a desire to share, but because it would be dangerous to claim the
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rewards of his own work. From the biblical perspective, societies like the
African Ik tribe illustrate extreme social breakdown.” Social norms and cus-
toms induding normal family love, cooperation, care for the weak and eld-
erly, and even funeral rites, are nonexistent. A less extreme but no less
tllustrative case comes trom the record of a converted Yanomameo Indian
shaman from South America, who has written of the social horrors of pa-
gan life.” A society where there is no material or spiritual progress and growth
is a degenerate and dying soctety, one that is already experiencing the begin-

nings of eternal vanity and deca}a

Resurrection unto Judgment

The Bible teaches that all men will be resurrected from the dead, not just
the rightmu:a.

Do not marvel at this; for the hour is coming in which all who are in the
graves will hear His voice and come forth—those who have done good, to
the resurrection of life, and those who have done evil, to the resurrection
of condemnation. (Jn. 5:28-29)

Those who have rejected the grace of God proffered in a thousand ways
will be ratsed from the dead to be judged in their bodies for the deeds done
in the body. Even in the doctrine of judgment, the permanent meaning and
essential goodness of the material order is affirmed. The body itself is not
the source of evil: rather, the body is so essential to the identity of man that
to be judged for his life on earth requires bodily resurrection so that the

whole man can stand before God.

The Trinitarian Meaning of Hell

Hell 1s the rejection of God and therefore the opposite of everything God s.

Within the Trinity, each Person is wh-::r]l}r self-realized because each Person is

¥ Colin Turnbull, The Mountain People (London: Jonathan Cape, 1972). Turnbull’s perspec-
tive is not Christian, and some aspects of his research have been challenged, but his work
still serves to illustrate the extreme social breakdown of a non-Christian society.

* Mark Andrew Rucchie, Spirit of the Rainforest: A Yanomamo Shaman’s Story (Chicago: Island
Lake Press, 1996).
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wholly loved and fulfilled in the others. God is also a society in which each
Person 1s ﬁ_ﬂ]}' integrated with the others, To reject God, then, 1s to reject the
ultimate society, Thus hell means psychological and social dis-integration:
the ruin of man'’s heart and the destruction of all his relationships.

We see the nature of hell in the rejection of the triune God, but the
question remains: Why should God so hate those who reject Him that His
anger burns forever? Part of the answer is found in the story of Jesus. When
God appeared among men as one of us, weak and subject to the infirmities
of the flesh, needing food and rest, the response of sinful mankind was to
hate Him for His righteousness. This was not the peculiar sin of the Jews,
If anything, Israel was better prepared to receive Him and less God-hating
than any other people or nation. But when the Messiah came, every kind
word He spoke and every noble act He performed inflamed and aggravated
the Jews’ intolerance and provoked their murderous hatred until they could
only scream, "Crm:if}r Him! Crucif}r Him!"” Sinful man's opposition to God,
usuall}r dormant and disguised even from the sinner himself, was roused by
the sight of God and could not rest until the lust for deicide had been
fulfilled. T his 1s not the story of one PE[‘JPIL* Inng ago 1n a small country on
the outskirts of the Roman Empire. It 1s the story of Adam and his seed,
the story of all mankind’s rejection of God.

How does God respond? The Father rages with jealous love against those
who hate His Son. The Sons righteous fury burns against those who would
defile, defame, and disparage the Holy Spirit. Each of the Persons of the
Trinity is jealous for the honor, glory, and praise of the others. When the
Bible declares that God s a jealous God, it means first and foremost that
each Person of the Trinity guards the glory
of the others with omnipotent, holy zeal.  Christ’s jealous love for the Church
The wrath of God against hell-bound sin- prevents the fullest expmssinn of sin.
ners is not primarily against their specific
deeds, but against their passionate and deep-seated hatred of the truth.
Once sinners have seen God face-to-face, they know He is the one they
hunger to destroy. The sight of God burns away all pretense and hypocrisy.
What is left is the monster’s heart. Jekyll has laid aside restraint for the last
time and plunged into the depths of Hyde's pure, God-rejecting shame and
evil. And God hates him in return.

The confinement of sinful men to the punishmenr they have chosen for
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themselves 1s the negative expression of the positive love that each Person of
the Trinity has for the others and that God has for His Church, Christ’s
bride. For the sons of Cain hate the sons of Abel even more after death. If
Cain could, he would murder Abel daily forever and ever. If Saul had an-
other chance to pin David to the wall with his spear, he would do it not
once, but again and again for all eternity. Christ’s jealous love for the Church
prevents the fullest expression of sin by confining the wicked where they
can do no harm,

We should not think of hell merely in terms ot oftended justice, as 1t
God sits and dispenses impartial judgment on the damned. Quite the con-
trary. God 1s the principal victim as well as the prosecutor and judge. He
vehemently presses His complamnt. He prosecutes the case with ardor. He
judges m righteous indignation. God is a jealous God whose love has been
betrayed. There is no room in the biblical doctrine of final judgment for a
passionless application of law by blindfolded justice. God sees, feels, and

acts with the full passion of His infinite Person.

Trinity and Heaven

Heaven and History

As sinners, we have all experienced something of the horrors of hell in our
everyday lives. On a much happier note, it s also true that virtually all men,
as creatures in God’s image, have experienced something of the bliss of
heaven as well. The warm smile of a friend or family member, the tender
embrace of love, the joy of simple play, the stimulation of good conversa-
tion, the physical exhilaration of running as fast or jumping as high or as far
as one can, the pleasure of a sumptuous feast—all of these experiences of
ﬁ“:ll::rwship and joy m this life are foretastes of the bliss of heaven. The
Christian heaven is not like the popular image of a place where winged
angels float on clouds and play their harps all day, every day, singing spooky
chants forever and ever. We will live in heaven in our resurrected bodies and
enjoy many of the same things that were so good, lovely, pure, and holy in
this life. Many of the good things of this life, however, will not continue

into the next because they belong to the world of the first covenant, or to



TRINITY AND ETERNITY [9]

the fallen state. For example, the courage of a man who sacrifices his life to
save fami ]}-' or friends, or even total strangers, 1s one of the most beautiful
and honorable deeds we can witness in this world, but in the world to come

courage of this sort will no longer be needed.

Creation and Heaven

The fact that Christianity teaches physical resurrection s protoundly sig-
nificant. It confirms, of course, what we said earlier about the goodness of
the physical creation, but even more, it points to the connection between
this present life and the future one in heaven. Contrary to the thinking of
even some Christians, the two are not separate realities. Heaven s not Plan
B, initiated to make up for Plan A that fell apart in Eden. Nor 1s heaven a
radical leap to a different and unrelated dimension, as it we have left behind
this universe to move 1nto a new and unrelated realit}r. Heaven 1s, rather, the
fulfillment of everything this world was intended to be.

In the Bible, the first creation was never intended to be the end. This is
not to say the first creation should be viewed as flawed or ncccsaaril}f 1n-
fected with evil. Evil came into the world because
angels and men chose to rebel against God. Even  The fact that Christianity
without the rebellion, however, the first world  teaches phy‘SiEEI resurrection
would not have been the final one. The original S pmfaundly signiﬁcant.
creation was a training ground for heaven. It was
an immature world, a phase leading to something higher and more wonder-
ful, a stage of development through which man must pass in order to attain
the higher and more wonderful world God intended for him.,

God created the world in six days and rested on the seventh. He changed
the original, inchoate creation, described in Genesis 1:2 as being formless,
empty, and dark, into a fully formed world of light and beauty and created
things. But the world was still not "finished.” God created man as His image
to complete the project. Like God did at the beginning, man too was to
work six days and rest one, adding more light, augmenting the delightful
form of the world, and filling it with more people and things so that God's
mandate would be fulfilled. When man’s work s finally done, the whole
world will be transformed mnto a garden city and the purpose ot history will
be completed. But this will not be the end of history. On the contrary,
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hiﬂtur}r ieselt will be g]c:-riﬁt‘:c], Like man's gluriﬁed resurrection bﬂd:-,-'. the
g]m*iﬁec] world we now call heaven will be, in fact, the same world that God
and man built mgether thrﬂugh the process of time transformed into the

glorious and timeless kingdom of God.

Progress and Heaven
The Christian doctrine of heaven, therefore, is directly related to the Chris-
tian doctrine of world history. In the Christian view, heaven is the climax of
history—a view unique to world religions. It represents one of the most
remarkable cultural aspects of the Christian religion: the idea of progress
over time toward a glorious conclusion. This idea, taken for granted for so
long in the West but now beginning to be challenged, is a rare notion both
culturally and religiously.

J. B. Bury, who wrote the most famous inquiry into the idea of progress,
suggested that it was the product of the Enlightenment and denied it alto-
gether for the world of antiquity or the Christian Middle Ages.” Chatles A.

Beard summarizes him as follows:

With a few exceptions ancient writers were imprisoned mn a vicious circle:
they thought that mankind revolved in a cycle through some series ot stages.
In the Middle Ages thought and practice were cramped by the belief that
man was a sinful creature born to trouble as the sparks fly upward, that the
world would come to a close sometime, and thar life on earth was nor an
end in itself but a kind of prelude to heaven or hell. It was not until com-
merce, invention, and natural science emancipated humaniry from thralldom
to the C}*Cir: and to the Christian L‘pi{: that 1t became P{}:‘-ﬁihft to think of an
immense future for moral mankind, of the conquest of the marterial world
in human interest, of providing the conditions for a good life on this planet

without reference to any possible hereafter.’

But Bury was wrong, That there was simply no notion of progress in ancient
Greece or Rome, or that the idea of progress came out of the Enlighten-
ment, is just not true. Although the idea was not dominant in antiquity,
Robert Nisbet has shown that some of the major thinkers in classical Greece

*]. B Hur}: The Idea of Progress: An Inguiry into fts Ohrigin and Growth, with an introduction 1&}-‘
Charles A, Beard (New York: Dover Publications, 1955 [1932]).
" Ibid., xi.
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and Rome thought in terms of the progress of civilization, at least in the
sense that they apparently saw knowledge accumulated over time lead to
progress in society.” There does not, however, appear to have been a govern-
ing faith in the evitability of progress, nor was the idea so deeply imbed-
ded in the culture that one could speak of classical society presupposing a
“law of progress.” With regard to classical antiquity, then, Bury overstated
his case, but there s some truth in the assertion that there was no overall
doctrine of progress.

Bury was correct that Enlightenment thinkers like Auguste Comte be-
lieved in the inevitability of progress, but they were certamnly not the first to
hold such an idea, nor did the idea have real impact in their worldview. As
Enlightenmenr secularism and rationalism developed trom deism to evolu-
tion, the notion of teleology in the universe was set aside. Progress, though
widely assumed in the nineteenth century, gradually gave way to blind chance

in the twentieth, Two world wars pulverized the
The Bible is the urigin of the Enlightenment hope for an ideal future based
fullest notion of progress. upon the Enlightenment worldview. As people

thﬂught more about the Lhcf:rr}r of evolution, t]'u:}r
realized that evolution cannot guarantee “progress,” only change, and fur-
thermore that the whole notion of progress is indefinable from an evolu-
tionary perspective, In the world of evolution, the human race has no special
status, nor is there any certainty that mankind and human culture will ad-
vance and “evolve” to a higher state. Thousands of species of animals have
disappeared from the earth. It the dinosaurs can become extinct, why not
man;

From Burys perspective, progress must be an idea ingrained in man’s
psychical and social nature.” It must, in other words, be grounded n man,
not God. Bury opposes it to the idea of Providence. The theory of evolu-
tion 1s important to the secularist because it enables him to erase God from
the picture of the world, but in so doing, he also expunges any basis for
viewing man as having special meaning or dignity. Burys “idea of progress,”
not rooted in Providence, died for lack of historical nutrition during a bloody
century of war, totalitarianism, and barbaric inhumanity perpetrated by the

most advanced cultures of Eumpt and the Far Easr.

* Robert Nisbet, History of the Idea of Progress (New York: Basic Books, 19807, 10—46.
" Bury, The Idea of Progress, 5.
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With regard to the Christian Middle Ages and ancient Hebrew religion,
Hur:,! IS EI‘ItiI’E]}-’ mistaken. The Bible is the urigin of the tullest notion of
progress and the Dﬂl}' view of the in fvitabilit}r of progress that would not
reduce it to a mere impersonal law. In the Bible, progress is a “law of cre-
ation” in the sense that we learn from the beginning that God created the
world with a purpose and that nothing man or demons can do will thwart
the perfect will of God. Thuis is historical inevitability, grounded in an eter-
nal personal plan and purpose and guaranteed by omnipotence.

In Genesis, we see that when God created Adam and Eve, He gave
them and their descendants a commission: “Be truitful and muluply; fill
the earth and subdue it; have dominion over the fish of the sea, over the
birds of the air, and over every living thing that moves on the earth” (Gen.
[:28). The Garden of Eden itself was a model for Adam and Eve, giving
them a picture of the world they and their descendants should build.
When we turn to the Book of Revelation and the biblical conclusion of
history, we see the Edenic commission fulfilled. The garden has become a
city, the New Jerusalem. The gold and jewels of the Garden have been
mined and devclupf:d so that the hl:;i\-'{_']'l]}-’ cit}f spm'kIE:a with g]nr}-’. The
one family in the Garden has been multiplied mnto countless multitudes

who constitute one bride for the Son of God. There is no more night or

darkness—originally symbols of immaturity, not evil—for the light of
God's glory fills the city with light forever.

Between Eden and the New Jerusalem, there is progress—covenantal
progress, based upon God’s gracious work in and thmugh man, His image.
Because God is working in history to accomplish a purpose He Himself
ordained, no sin of man or deception of devils can halt history’s forward
march. In the most extreme case the Bible records, the whole world turned
away from God so radically that He destroyed it with a flood. Even though
all the cities had been destroyed and all mankind had been reduced to one
family, God gave Noah and his descendants a covenant, sealed by the rain-
bow, that man would once again fill the earth and rule over it. We see, then,
that progress is not necessarily in numbers, or in technology, or 1n institu-
tions, or in culture. Real historical progress is the progress of God’s cov-
enant.

Ot course, progress 1s not always incremental and steady. Instead, what

we see 1n Israel’s hismr}? are times of rapid growth and development, times
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of apostasy and decline, and times of slow but gradual growth. Sometimes
we see a combination of events. For E'.‘-'{.’,ll'l'IPIE, a Pf:rfud of apostasy might
include an undercurrent of slow and gradual growth that will in the end be
historically far more significant. Also, tragically, a time of renewal and refor-
mation, as in the reign of Josiah, may be merely superficial and only appear
progressive, when in fact the social cancer of unbelief has spread so far that
the body politic is dying from the inside out. In short, the history of Israel
shows us that God’s working in the world is not only mysterious and unpre-
dictable but also able to progress with or without man'’s help. He blesses His
people, punishes the wicked, and works through all sorts of men in the
most incomprehensible ways to bring about the most unpredictably won-
derful results.

The idea ot heaven is not, therefore, a contradiction of the biblical and
providential view of progress. The fact that history has a conclusion gives
progress a goal, The fact that Christ died and rose again to sit at the right
hand of God, where He will remain until He has “purt all enemies under
His feet” (I Cor. 15:25), guarantees that the goal will be reached because in
Him 1t has all'eacl}-* been a-:cump]i:ahei The kingdnm of God 1s not realized
through technology, science, or economic and political advances, though all
these things are good and important. T he most important thing is the preach-
ing of the gospel of Christ, baptizing the nations in the name of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, teaching them to obey all of Jesus’ command-
ments. The work of the Church in the ministry of the Word 1s God's means
for transﬁ:}rming the world into His kingd-:}m, the passageway to the eternal

city of God.

The Biblical Picture of Heaven

The biblical picture of heaven comes to us in a vision. Actually, the Apostle
John saw a series of visions, recorded in the last chapters of the book of
Revelation (19-22). Unfortunately many Christians today tend to take these
visions literally, as if they were previews of tomorrow’s newscast on CNN
Live rather than what they truly were—highly symbolic visions much like
those of the Old Testament prophets. In the Book of Daniel there is a good
example of an Old Testament vision expressed in symbolic language. Daniel

saw a vision of beasts coming up out of the sea {:DE.IL ?j. No commentator
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or theologian has ever interpreted these visions literally. The beasts were
5}-’11"1|J~:}Is of pagan nations that rose up to dominate the world, Prm-'fding
shelter for the priestly people of God, Israel, until the coming of the Mes-
stah. Daniel’s vision came true literally, but it was expressed in the biblical
language of symbol.

Johns vision was also symbolic. We do not know exactly what heaven will
look like, but we should not imagine that it will look entirely different from
the world we live in now, for heaven is the glorification of the first creation,
just like our resurrection bodies are the gloritied form of our present bod-
ies. We assume that the glory of our heavenly bodies means a transforma-
tion of our present bodies so that those with deformed members or scarred
and mangled bodies will be made whole. The example of the resurrected
body of Christ also shows us that we will be recognizable. In the same way,
the new heavens and new earth will not be so different that we will have no
idea where we are or what we are seeing, even though the transformation will
be wonderful and beyond what we can now imagine.

John's vision is primarily a vision of complete and perfect fulfillment of
all that God intended for man in the Garden of Eden, demunatl*ating that
Satans plan to undermine God's holy will for mankind did not succeed.
Rather, God in His wisdom used even the most evil and perversely rebel-

lious men and demons to bring about the pur-
John’s vision is primanly one ~ pose that He intended, so that evil, too, contributes
of perfect fulfiliment of all  to the blessing of God’s people and the glory of
that God intended in Eden.  the eternal city. The darkness of Genesis 1:2 is

overcome in a city of perpetual light (Rev. 21:23).
Formlessness gives way to a symmetrically measured city with twelve jewel-
laden foundations, twelve gates of pearl, magnificent jasper walls, and golden
streets, The emptiness of the original world disappears in the fullness of the
new, as innumerable multitudes of peoples worship and serve God in abun-
dance of joy. There are no tears, no pain, no sorrow.

Essential to the picture of heaven are the words "His servants shall serve
Him"” (Rev. 22:3). Heaven 1s not an eternal vacation, a place where re-
deemed humanity does nothing. We do not know what mankind will be
doing in the ages of eternity, but because God is a God who always works
(Jn. 5:17), we know that man, as His mmage, will also work. Our labor,

however, will have none of the pain, failure, or disappointment that we
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experience now because of the curse. Times of work and rest, no doubt, will
characrerize the eternal calendar, but work itself will be a rest of sorts,
because we will enjoy our service to Christ. Each person will perform an
important task for the kingdom, one that will also express his own individu-
ality and talents to the fullest degree. Man will never be infinite, but he will
always be growing and learning and accomplishing, as he works for the
continued growth of the kingdom. The infinite depths of God’s glory hide

treasures to be mined and enjcn}rﬁd forever.

The Trinitarian Meaning of Heaven

Not until the revelation of God in Jesus Christ could man truly know the
triune God and understand the full meaning of divine personhood and
relationship. Only when we know God as a Trinity do we know the meaning
of man’s covenantal psycholng}r and SGEfDng}’. In the Trinit}r, therefore, we
know the blessedness of man'’s future state, for heaven is the full realization
of what it means to be God’s image. To be in the state of full blessedness is
to be what God made us to be.

This 1s true in no other l*f:]igiﬂn, [slam does not have for its pmmised
blessing in heaven a vision of likeness to Allah. The martyr for the faith is
promised forgiveness of sins, salvation i the day of final judgment, and
seventy-two black-eyed houri—female beings created especially for man’s
pleasure.” He is not promised likeness to Allah. What could it mean for
him to be like Allah? The good Muslim strives to be like Mohammed, and
ironically that tells us precisely what conservative Muslims look for in
heaven—the kind of sensuous pleasure that only a man of Mohammed’s
stature could enjoy. Nor does Judaism have a vision of God-likeness. In
fact, it is often claimed that Judaism has no doctrine of heaven and hell at
all. Buddhism has con[radicmr}f views on the subject, since reincarnation
precludes either heaven or hell. Buddhists view salvation as escape from the
cycle of death and rebirth, but nirvana is hardly a state we would call heaven.
Ot course, with no god in Buddhism, there 1s no new humanity in his like-

TIC5S.

W Sheik Isma'l Aal Radhwan, excerpts from “A Friday Sermon,” The Sheik “Tjlin M{'ﬁﬁf{ut‘,
Gaza, August 17, 2001, at T‘Hlp:ff*.vww.nwn'nri,urgfvidmf,


http://www.memri,org/video/
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Individual Realization

Each of the three Persons of the Trinity is wholly free, wholly Himself, and
wholly free to express Himself. So, too, every person who enters heaven will
be granted full freedom, individu;ﬂit}n and 5E“'_-EJ{PI'E55iﬂrL Because we are
made 1n the mmage of the triune God, we look to Him to understand our-
selves. To refer to the Persons as “individuals” would not be appropriate,
but there are three in God who refer to themselves as “1." The three Persons
of the Trinity are one God, one being, and therefore share their attributes in
a unity that transcends the unity of the new humanity in Christ. But each of
the Persons of the Trinity is unique, and each one preserves and uplmlds the
uniqueness of the others. Thus, the Son is free to be Himself and to express
all that is proper to His being because the Father and the Spirit jealously
guard the Son's glory and Person. This perfect freedom of self-expression
and individuality in God reveals the perfect freedom given to the resurrected
believer in heaven.

The individual man in heaven, redeemed by the grace of God, differs
from other men in ways similar to our differences here. Though we must
assume the glorified state includes an exaltation of all our powers and abili-
ties, there is no reason to assume that differences among men will be erased.
We will not all have the same talents or inclinations. We will not all do the
same work for God. Each man will be free to be himselt and to express
himself fully. There will be no sin or selfishness, no vain pretence to divine
prerogatives that will mar his self-expression and pervert the meaning of his
individuality. Personalities will be different, too. The defects that spoil our
personalities now—the lust for attention that often characterizes the gre-
garious person, for example, or the self-concerned fear that often character-
izes the shy and quiet type—will be removed, but the fact of individual
differences will not be eliminated. It anything, the ditferences will be more
pronounced, for nothing will be hindered by sin. An infinite variety ot men
and women, each living fully and freely as he or she wishes, is one aspect of

what it means that man, as the image of the triune God, will be blessed.

Social Fulfillment

Man is no less a society than an individual. Individual fulfillment apart

from a perﬂ?ct society, therefore, is inconceivable. This is obviously and 1n-
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disputably true. What would individual fulfillment mean if one were abso-
]utel}f alone? Wh}' this 1s true 1s another qucatiﬁn*Th{: {Jnf:-,-' answer that can
really satisfy man’s intellectual and spiritual quest is the triune God, the One
who is Three, in whose image we are made.

In heaven the new human society in Christ, the family of God, will be a
society in which all work together in a unity of love and purpose. No one
advances through detracting from another. Competition for goods or favor
disappears in the absolute abundance of all that is needed and the infinite
openness of God’s favor to us. The fulfillment of the whole society is real-
ized through the tulfillment ot each individual. The book of Revelation
implies that special blessings of corporate worship, fﬁ*ﬂﬂwship. play, perﬁ}r—
mance, and enjoyment will all have their set times and places, for it describes
the eternal abode as a city with gates to which the nations of the world will
bring their glory (Rev. 21:22-27).

When Revelation says, “His servants will serve Him,” 1t ubviausl}r -
cludes cooperative labor as well as the individual’s special work. The new
humanity will have its collective projects and celebrations to which each
individual will contribute as members of a unified bnd}n The whole 5ucict}r
will live for the single ultimate purpose of glorifying God, while groups and
individuals pursue various goals at all levels of impor-
tance, The social pleasures of leisure and recreation, Individual fulfillment
competitive sports ( without pain or humiliation), en- apart from a pﬂl‘fEEt
tertainment, conversation, and the relaxed enjoyment souet)' 15 inconcervable.
of the beauty of God’s creation—in short, a sancti-
fied social participation in virtually all of the good things we enjoy now—
are part of the vision of future glory. In addition, we must anticipate the
addition of immeasurably more good gifts of God, tor Paul speaks of the
“manifold wisdom of God" and the “riches of His glory” being manifested
thmugh His purposes in the Church (Eph. 3:10, 16). Surely these words

contaim more than hismr}; can hold.

Fellowship with God

The hightst blessing of heaven 1s ﬁrllnwship with God. Various eXpressions
in the book of Revelation point to this central truth of ht‘:wen]}' blessed-

ness. Together, they suggest that the Church will enjoy something of the
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intimacy and fullness of the covenantal ﬁ:]lﬁwahip of the three Persons of
the Trinity.

Behold, the tabernacle of God 1s with men, and He will dwell with them,
and 'Lhr:}f shall be His PEDPIE. God Himself will be with them and be their
God. And God will wipe away every tear from their eyes; there shall be no
more death, nor sorrow, nor crying, There shall be no more pain, for the
former things have passed away. (Rev, 21:3—4)

He who overcomes shall inherit all things, and I will be his God and he
shall be My son. {21:?]

But | saw no I_L‘IT.IPIE in tt, for the Lord God A|might}f and the Lamb are 1ts

temple. The city had no need of the sun or ot the moon to shine in ir, for

the glory of God illuminated it. The Lamb is its light. (21:22-23)

And there shall be no more curse, but the throne of God and of the Lamb
shall be in it, and His servants shall serve Him. They shall see His face, and
His name shall be on their foreheads. There shall be no night there: They
need no ];1mp nor ]Eght of the sun, for the Lord God gives; them 1ighl;. And
they shall reign forever and ever. (22:3-5)

All of these passages from John's vision of the heavenly Jerusalem describe,
in the language of a vision, what Jesus prayed for in John 17.

I do not pray tor these alone, but also for those who will believe in Me
thmugh their word: that T_l'lt:}-' all may be one, as You, Father, are in Me, and
I in You; that they also may be one in Us, that the world may believe that
You sent Me. And the glory which You gave Me [ have given them, that they
may be one just as We are one: 1 in them, and You in Me; that they may be
made |_1£~rf€cr: in one, and that the world may know that You have sent Me,
and have loved them as You have loved Me. Father, I desire thar they also
whom You gave Me may be with Me where I am, thar they may behold My
glm'}f which You have giwn Me: tor You loved Me before the foundation of
the world. O righteous Father! The world has not known You, but I have
known You: and these have known that You sent Me. And [ have declared to

them Your name, and will declare it, that the love with which You loved Me

may be in them, and I in them. (John 17:20-26)
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Those in Christ are to be one as the Father and the Son are one. In other
words, Christians will be gr;mtec] a covenantal oneness like that of the three
Persons of the Trinity. They will also share in the covenantal fellowship of
the three Persons themselves, for the Church is in Christ as the Father 1s in
the Son and the Son in the Father. The Church is also one in both Father
and Son. The Church indwelt by God 1s covenantally one with God and
therefore covenantally one in herself.

We cannot begin to fathom all that it means to share such intimate
fellowship with God, but we can be sure that if we have enjoyed anything
true, or noble, or just, or pure, or beautiful, or praise-
wﬂrth}n that God Himself s inﬁnirel}* more than all  Chnstians will share in
of the good things we have known or imagined. The  the covenantal fellowship
enjoyment of God includes the enjoyment of all the  of the three Persons.
things He created and of every gift He gives. And so
much more. Every biblical expression that points to the fullness of our
salvation leads us to contemplate the greatness and wonder of God Him-
self. In order for us to enjoy and glority Him as we should, Paul tells us that
we will be made like Him.

For whom He foreknew, He also predestined to be conformed to the image

of His Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brethren. (Rom.
8:29)

Conclusion

There is more to hell and heaven than we can even suggest, but from this brief
study, it should be apparent that neither one is properly conceivable apart
from the illumination provided by a trinitarian perspective. The hot lava of
God’s wrath against those who hate His Son bursts forth from the eternal fire
of love between the Persons of the Trinity. How could a tripersonal God of
love not be a God in whom each Person protects the honor of the other and
opposes with an infinite energy all that would detract from that honor? At the
same time, the blessedness of heaven as fellowship with God and the enjoy-
ment of the good gifts He has given require the presupposition of the Trinity
also. Man 1s not conceivable either as merely an individual or as merely a
soctety. We can never fully realize the meaning of man or of the fullness of the
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bIcanng of God apart from the most supci‘]ativ{: dﬂveh}pment of the indi-

vidual and soctety united in perfect harmony—that 1s, apart from the full

realization of the covenantal love of the Trinit}r among men.

Nothing in this world or in the world to come can be properly known or

appreciated apart from the triune God, whose love and grace sustain, gov-

ern, lead, and bring to fulfillment all His works.

Glory be to the Father
And to the Son

And to the Hul}-’ (Ghost,
As it was in the beginning,
Is now and ever shall be,
World without end.
Amen!

Review Questions
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What are the biblical grounds for believing in everlasting punishment?

Qutline the biblical view of hell.

Explain how hell invades human history.

What is the trinitarian meaning of hell?

Explain the rr:l;itiunship between creation and heaven.

How does the Enlightenment doctrine of progress relate to the biblical idea of
history and heaven?

‘u'h*rh}' 15 1t impnrl;ml to remember that John's picture of heaven came 1n a vision?
Explain how the Garden of Eden develops into the heavenly city.

What 1s the trinitarian significance of heaven for the individual and for society?
Explain whart it means to say that heaven is the realization ot covenantal fellow-

ship with God.
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Further Reading

Trinity

Internet Sites

1 rinitarianism.com
From the site introduction: " Trinitarianism.com is dedicated to pro-
moting advanced knowledge of the doctrine of the Trinity and its
applfc&ti{m to the Christian life. In addition to more SC]'I{JIHI"I}’ essays
and reviews, we will include devotional mediations on the doctrine of
the Trinity also. All of our material has as its single purpose to encour-
age Christians to make the worship of the Triune God central to their
thought and life.”

Biblicalhorizons.com
Biblical Horizons is the ministry of James Jordan. Many of his stud-
ies include discussions of the Trinity or are applications of the doc-
trine of the Trinity. Jordan is one of the most important theological

thinkers of our da}r and he writes 1n an accessible 51'}-'11:.

Audio Materials

The Triune Life (Canon Press)
This tape cassette series addresses Christian ministers and is therefore
somewhat advanced, but the lectures are easy to understand and fol-
low. Itis an excellent series for serious students of the Trinity.
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http://Tnnitananism.com
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206 FURTHER READING

The Doctrine of the Trinity (Institute of Theological Studies)
Thisisa Seminary course in systematic ﬂ'u:t_‘-lug}-'. Peter Toon's lectures
are easy to follow, and the course offers a full introduction to the
doctrine of the Trinity in twenty-four lectures. It is available from
http:/ /www.its.gospelnet.com.

Books

Erickson, Millard ]. God in Three Persons: A Contemporary Interpreta-

tion of the Trinity. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993.
Millard Erickson is a well-known Baptist theologian. His positions
are conservative and orthodox. His writing st}rlc is clear. This is a
good introduction to a more advanced study of the Trinity, it for no
other reason than that it introduces the important authors and issues.

Gunton, Colin. The One the Three and the Many: God, Creation and the

Culture of Modernity. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1993.
Colin Gunton was an important thinker who wrote a number of books
on the doctrine of the Trinity. He is not an cntirel}f reliable guidc and
his books have to be used with discernment, but for the advanced
student, he offers a wealth of insight.

Smith, Ralph A. Paradox and Truth. Moscow, Idaho: Canon, 2003.
For a more advanced study of the doctrine of the Trinity focused
especially on the trinttarian thought of Cornelius Van Til, this book
]T]ﬂ}r' b'l.'_" hEleLll

. The Eternal Covenant. Moscow, Idaho: Canon, 2003,

This book offers a discussion of the relationship between the doc-

trines of the covenant and the Trinitj,F in Reformed theulug}z

Worldview

Internet Sites
Berith.org
Berith.org is the internet site for the Covenant Worldview Institute in
Tokyo, Japan. It deals with worldview-related issues of various sorts,
Credenda.org
A ministry of Christ Church, Moscow, Idaho which includes a wealth
of material dealing with the practical application of the Christian

worldview to c]ai]f,-' life.


http://Benth.org
http://Benth.org
http://Cicdcnda.org

FURTHER READING 207

Books

Jurdan, James. Tbmugh New E}Ifs; Dnﬂapr'rg a Biblical Worldview . Brentwood,

Tenn.: Wolgemuth and Hyate, 1938 ).

Jordan’s introduction to the Christian worldview stands out as the most
biblical presentation of the whole subject of worldview. Starting with
the creation and emphasizing the symbolic world established from the
beginning, Jordan introduces the fundamental biblical symbolic sys-
tem that underlies the tabernacle and temple system in the Old Testa-
ment and finds its fulfillment in the symbolic description of the New
Jerusalem, No other book offers such a deep challenge for the Chris-
tian to reorient his thinking.

Leithart, Peter. A House for My Name: A Survey of the Old Testament. Moscow,

Idaho: Canon, Press, 2000.

This book expands on the Old Testament section of Jordan’s Through
New Eyes. It is one of the best introductions to the Old Testament
available, giving the student a clear picture of the development of the
kingdom of God in history.

——— Heroes of the City of Man. Moscow, Idaho: Canon Press, 1999.
Leithart offers a Christian analysis of the classical literature which
created the worldview of the ancient Greek and Roman world. Un-
derstanding the Greek and Roman myths not only opens up the
worldview of the classical era, it offers a backdrop for understanding
Chriatianit}f and is indispensable for understanding much of the his-
tory of Western literature.

. Against Christianity. Moscow, Idaho: Canon Press, 2003.

[etthart's most recent book s a worldview-level challcnge to the mod-

ern evangelical church, calling it back ro the Word ot God.
. The Kingdom and the Power: Rediscovering the Centrality of the Church, Phillips-
burg, N.J.: PL‘ESb}rtErian and Reformed, 1993,

This 1s an important stud}* for undfrsmnding the place of the Church

in the plan and purpose of God.
Jones, Doug, and Doug Wilson. Angels in the Architecture. Moscow, Idaho:
Canon Press, [998.
This might be called a study in comparative worldviews. By intro-
ducing the medieval worldview and comparing it with our modern
views, Jones and Wilson offer insights mto Christian thinl(ing and
a challenge for us to change our lives. In particular, the importance
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of the aesthetic dimension of life in the medieval world contrasts
sharpl}r with the modern -:vangc“c:-ll way of thuught.
Hegeman, David Bruce. Plowing in Hope: Toward a Biblical Theology of Cuelture.
Moscow, [daho: Canon Press, 1999.
A brief biblical and covenantal theology of culture, abounding with
insights on subjects varying from Brussels sprouts to Picasso.
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THE TRINITY IS THE HEART
of the Christian gospel, but Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit seldom occupies that po-
sition in contemporary discussions of the
Christian worldview. This book helps {ill
the need by unveiling the Trinity at the

center of reality.

Ralph Smith shows how Trinitarian life
shapes covenants, creation, revelation,
miracle, kingdom, self, church, and eter-
nity. He compares the Trinity to opposing
viewpoints, including secularism and other
religions, highlighting the practical impli-
cations of Trinitarian and non-Trinitarian

views for the individual and society.

This book provides basic training for all

Christians, especially students, high

I school and up, who desire to transform

the foundations of culture.

Canon Press
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