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From the first century to the present,
Christians have declared that “Jesus
Christ is Lord” (1 Co 12:3; Php 2:1; Rev
19:16) and that He is “the same yesterday,
today, and forever” (Heb 13:8). His follow-
ers have proclaimed by faith what will one
day be evident to all. Every earthly and
temporal power will recognize and be
subject to the majesty and sovereign Lord-
ship of Jesus. James D.G. Dunn addresses
the significance of Jesus for first-century
believers and the decisive nature of his
impact on their lives when he asserts that

Some movements have no dominant
figure in the beginning; but Christian-
ity began with Jesus. And it was the
meaning of Jesus, of what he had said
and done, together with what the first
Christians understood him to be and
to have been, to be doing and to have
done, which was the most significant
factor in the new sect’s own develop-
ing self-understanding and develop-
ing sense of distinctiveness over
against the other religions, sects and
philosophies of the time.1

As the community of faith, the Church
remains the herald of the meaning of Jesus,

proclaiming who He is and what He has
done. In the midst of an ever-changing
world, the Church must be faithful in its
witness to Jesus and His gospel. Through-
out history the “bride of Christ” has af-
firmed its faith through simple
confessions like Romans 10:9 and through
more developed creedal statements like
the Nicene Creed (A.D. 325) where the
Church confessed its belief in

one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begot-

ten Son of God, begotten of the Fa-
ther before all worlds, God of God,
Light of Light, Very God of Very God,
begotten, not made, being of one sub-
stance with the Father by whom all
things were made; who for us men,
and for our salvation, came down
from heaven, and was incarnate by
the Holy Spirit of the Virgin Mary,
and was made man, and was cruci-
fied also for us under Pontius Pilate.
He suffered and was buried, and the
third day he rose again according to
the Scriptures, and ascended into
heaven, and sitteth on the right hand
of the Father. And he shall come
again with glory to judge both the
quick and the dead, whose kingdom
shall have no end…

and the Chalcedonian Creed (A.D. 451),
where the Church affirmed that the Lord
Jesus is

at once complete in Godhead and
complete in manhood, truly God and
truly man, consisting also of a reason-
able soul and body; of one substance
[homoousios] with the Father as re-
gards his Godhead, and at the same
time of one substance [homoousios]
with us as regards his manhood; like
us in all respects, apart from sin; as
regards his Godhead, begotten of the
Father before the ages, but yet as re-
gards his manhood begotten, for us
men and for our salvation, of Mary
the Virgin. . . one and the same Christ,
Son, Lord, Only-begotten, recognized
in two natures, without confusion,
without change, without division,
without separation; the distinction of
natures being in no way annulled by
the union, but rather the characteris-
tics of each nature preserved and
coming together to form one person
and subsistence [hupostasis], not as
parted or separated into two persons,
but one and the same Son and Only-
begotten God the Word, Lord Jesus
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Christ; even as the prophets from ear-
liest times spoke of him, and our Lord
Jesus Christ himself taught us.…

It has been the conviction of faithful
Christians from the inception of the
Church that to neglect or compromise
such orthodox confessions is tantamount
to the betrayal of the Lord. Indeed there
is no genuine Christianity other than that
based upon the absolute truth of Jesus
Christ as the incarnate Son of God. The
Body of Christ, if it is to be the true Church
of its Lord, must proclaim and embody
the gospel of Christ and the Christ of the
gospel to all people. It is called to evange-
lize men and women “out of every tribe
and tongue and people and nation” (Rev
5:9), embracing them in a loving commu-
nity of faith and discipleship under the
Lordship of Jesus Christ. In obedience to
this Christ-centered mandate, the Church
extends itself to all who are in need, espe-
cially the disenfranchised, the poor, the
oppressed, the despised, the abused and
the hurting. Because its Savior is the Sav-
ior of the world (1 Ti 4:10; 1 Jn 4:14), the
Church is called to be a family of diver-
sity which includes people of every race,
color, class and nation. We affirm that we
are stronger and better together than we
can ever be apart.

Unfortunately, something has gone
terribly amiss. We live in a culture that has
gone mad in its rebellion against God.
Today the Church itself appears on the
verge of insanity, having forsaken the ex-
clusive claims of its Christ and the instruc-
tion of His Word. We have lost our way
and abandoned our moorings. Tragically,
the deadly virus of modernity has even
infected Evangelicalism. R. Albert Mohler
correctly asserts that

the theological unity that once

marked the movement has given
way to a theological pluralism . . . .
Indeed, by the late 1970’s it was clear
that basic theological fissures were
forming . . . . Though the division
originated in debates over the for-
mal principle of Scripture, it soon
spread to material doctrines includ-
ing Christology, the Atonement, jus-
tification, and virtually every other
major doctrine.2

My main concern is how Christology
(the person and work of Jesus Christ) will
be understood in the future. George Barna
has noted that while most Americans be-
lieve good and positive things about Jesus,
almost half believe that He sinned. Further-
more, pseudo-scholars continue to conjure
up bizarre concoctions and fantasies about
the historical Jesus that are popularized by
a naive and sensationalist media which
unfortunately results in significant confu-
sion for the majority of indiscriminate
Americans, most of whom are biblically
and theologically illiterate. Such reinterpre-
tations of Jesus fail to recognize His his-
torical significance. Jaroslav Pelikan has
said, “Regardless of what anyone may per-
sonally think or believe about him, Jesus
of Nazareth has been the dominant figure
in the history of Western culture for almost
twenty centuries. . . . It is from his birth
that most of the human race dates its cal-
endars, it is by his name that millions curse
and in his name that millions pray.”3

Christians believe that Jesus will con-
tinue to be the dominant figure of the
twenty-first century, and of every future
century. If the Church is to maintain fi-
delity to “the faith which was once for all
delivered to the saints” (Jude 3), however,
the twenty-first century Jesus must be the
Jesus of the first century. Our ever-chang-
ing culture needs the never-changing
Christ who alone can provide both the
foundation and direction for Christian
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faith and practice as the Church faces the
challenges of a new era. Four pillars from
the New Testament can provide stability
for the Church at the dawn of a new mil-
lennium, a time when the Church needs
to be recalled to biblical authority, and
when it needs to define and defend its
faith clearly and fully. Drawn from the
comprehensive revelation of the New Tes-
tament, these four key Christological texts
show how to know and worship the One
whom Augustine described as “beauty
ever ancient, ever new.”4

I. Pillar One: Logos Christology
(John 1:1-18)

Logos Christology is founded upon the
Prologue to John’s Gospel (1:1-18), which
has been a bulwark for reflection on a num-
ber of crucial theological themes by sev-
eral significant thinkers. For example,
Millard Erickson identifies five attributes
and activities ascribed to the Logos: (1) Pre-
existence, (2) Deity, (3) Creative work, (4)
Incarnation and (5) Revelatory work.5  Ber-
nard Ramm has written, “It has been stan-
dard teaching in historic Christology that
the Logos, the Son, existed before the in-
carnation. . . pre-existence is part of the
protology (‘first things’) or the theology of
beginning.”6  D. A. Carson addressed the
significance of the title Logos when he ex-
plained that “John’s summarizing title for
Jesus is the ‘Word.’ It is a brilliant choice.
In the beginning was the Word; in the be-
ginning God expressed himself, if you will.
And that Self-Expression, God’s own
Word, identified with God yet distinguish-
able from him, has now become flesh, the
culmination of the prophetic hope.”7

By using Logos, John takes a familiar
first-century term and fills it with new
meaning. The Logos existed in the begin-
ning and is in some sense distinct from

the Father. Yet the Logos is God. He is the
member of the trinitarian Godhead who
is the agent of creation and the source of
both life and light. He is the “only begot-
ten” (monogenes) of God (1:14, 18; 3:16, 18;
1 Jn 4:9)8  who took on flesh (sarx), human
nature apart from sin, and entered history
to reveal, literally to exegete (exegesato, v.
18) the invisible God. John’s use of Logos

“seems to imply that the word he is speak-
ing of is that prophetic word which goes
forth from God’s mouth to accomplish
creation, judgment, redemption and re-
newal. John uses Logos because it is the
natural word for expressing the meaning
of the Hebrew word dabar when the word
was used in the context of God’s revela-
tion.”9  Yet this Word is more than verbal
expression. He is a person, and that per-
son is the very Son of God. C. K. Barrett
clarifies the issue when he remarks, “The
deeds and words of Jesus are the deeds
and words of God; if this be not true the
book [John’s Gospel] is blasphemous.”10

Logos Christology is ontologically fo-
cused, for it addresses the person of Jesus
Christ rather than His work. Logos

Christology emphasizes how the Son of
God is different from us. A focus on the
incarnation, on the other hand, reveals
how He has become like us. Both truths
must be maintained in delicate balance.

The importance of the doctrine of the in-
carnation cannot be overstated. It is the vi-
tal and non-negotiable expression of historic
orthodox Christianity. B. B. Warfield as-
serted the central character of this essential
formula even as theological compromise
was sweeping the late nineteenth century:

One of the most portentous symp-
toms of the decay of vital sympathy
with historical Christianity which is
observable in present-day academic
circles is the widespread tendency
in recent Christological discussion to
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revolt from the doctrine of the Two
Natures in the Person of Christ. The
significance of this revolt becomes
at once apparent, when we reflect
that the doctrine of the Two Natures
is only another way of stating the
doctrine of the Incarnation; and the
doctrine of the Incarnation is the
hinge on which the Christian system
turns. No Two Natures, no Incarna-
tion; no Incarnation; no Christianity
in any distinctive sense.11

Warfield knew what was at stake. He re-
alized that the doctrine of the incarnation
of the Son of God permeated the New Tes-
tament, and could not be rejected without
devastating results. Thus, he concluded that

the doctrine of the Two Natures of
Christ is not merely the synthesis of
the teaching of the New Testament,
but the conception which underlies
every one of the New Testament
writings . . . it is not only the teach-
ing of the New Testament as a whole
but of the whole of the New Testa-
ment, part by part. Historically, this
means that not only has the doctrine
of the Two Natures been the invari-
able presupposition of the whole
teaching of the church from the ap-
ostolic age down, but all the teach-
ing of the apostolic age rests on it as
its universal presupposition.12

James D. G. Dunn is led by the historical
evidence to argue,

There was no question in my mind
that the doctrine of incarnation comes
to clear expression within the New
Testament - certainly at least in a
sense which clearly foreshadows the
further growth or evolution to the full
blown doctrine of the historic Chris-
tian creedal statements. On almost
any reckoning, John 1:14 ranks as a
classic formulation of the Christian
belief in Jesus as incarnate God.13

To profess that Jesus of Nazareth was
God become man is a staggering claim.
Yet, the Church’s experience of Jesus

drove a band of first-century Jews to this
startling confession. Some modern critics
deny this fundamental tenet of orthodox
Christianity. The authors of The Myth of

God Incarnate14  and the participants in the
“Jesus Seminar” are just a few proponents
of a movement that is already on the way
to the fringe of Christian scholarship.
Other experts may seek to redefine Logos

and the incarnation. Those now enamored
with “Spirit Christology”15  fit this descrip-
tion. Surely Carl F. H. Henry is correct
when he claims that “more than any other
century since Christian beginnings, our
century seems confused over the identity
of Jesus and unsure even of what the
Nazarene thought of himself and of his
role in the world . . . [But] for an orthodox
Christian, the most important phrase in
all intellectual history is that ‘the Word
became flesh’ (John 1:14).”16  The identifi-
cation of Jesus as the God-man must be
affirmed at the onset of a new century.

II. Pillar Two: Servant Christology
(Philippians 2:6-11)

The Christ-hymn of Philippians 2:6-11
has been called “a christological gem un-
paralleled in the New Testament.”17  With
language akin to the Servant Song of
Isaiah 52:13 - 53:12 and the washing of the
disciples’ feet in John 13:3-17, Paul pre-
sents Jesus “as the supreme example of
humble, self-sacrificing, self-denying, self-
giving service. . . .”18  The hymn is rooted
in ethical concern, but branches out to
address Christology and soteriology as
well. It is the ethical focus, however, that
is the focal point in “servant Christology.”

Verse five commands19  believers to
have the mind of Christ. This mind is char-
acterized by unity (v. 2), humility (v. 3),
and sensitivity (v.4). The idea of humility
is developed in the hymn as God’s will-
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ingness to be involved with humanity un-
folds. Jesus is described in verse 6 as con-
tinually existing in the form (morphe) of
God. Gerald Hawthorne points out that
morphe expresses the manner in which a
thing appears to human senses, and al-
ways identifies the form that completely
expresses that thing’s underlying being.
Therefore, when applied to God the word
refers to His essential being, to the actual
nature and character of God.20

Paul is clearly advancing the first-cen-
tury Church’s understanding of Jesus in a
unique and powerful manner. Dunn as-
serts that “there was little or no good evi-
dence from the period prior to
Christianity’s beginning that the Ancient
Near East seriously entertained the idea of
a god or son of god descending from
heaven to become a human being in order
to bring men salvation, except perhaps at
the level of popular pagan superstition.”21

Yet this is exactly what Paul is saying.
Though himself brought up and trained in
the strict monotheism of rabbinic Judaism,
Paul is compelled by his own encounter
with and personal reflection on the risen
Lord to affirm the essential deity of Jesus.

Yet “equality with God” was not a right
Christ felt He had to seize or acquire, since
it was His by nature. So He emptied him-
self and took the morphe of a doulou (v. 7).
The parallel of morphe theou and morphen

doulou is too striking to be accidental. Im-
ages of both an ambitious Satan and
Adam certainly come to mind as each in
his own way attempted, albeit unsuccess-
fully and tragically, to seize equality with
God. A servant Christology shows a bet-
ter way, and the text itself adequately ad-
dresses what is involved in self-emptying
(kenoo): (1) He took the form (morphe, “es-
sential nature”) of a slave (doulos); (2) He
was made in the likeness (homoioma) and

fashion (schema) of a man; (3) He humbled
Himself (cf. 2:3); (4) He became obedient
unto death; and (5) He died on the cross.

These verses reveal something about the
very nature and being of our God. They
demonstrate that it is of the very essence
of this deity to give and to serve. The Son
of God did not seize status. Rather, He
served. He did not surrender His deity, but
He did add humanity. As Erickson notes,
“The incarnation was more a gaining of
human attributes than a giving up of di-
vine attributes.”22  Further, the type of hu-
manity He added was not that of a
sovereign, but that of a slave. He received
not a crown, but a cross. Death is exactly
what Christ endured. But it was not just
any death, but death by means of an in-
strument that would move Cicero to write,
“Let the very name of the cross be far away
not only from the body of a Roman citi-
zen, but even from his thoughts, his eyes,
his ears” (Pro Rabiro, 5.10, 16).23

Verses 9-11 express the divine economy
and ordering of status. Theologically, “ex-
altation” grows out of humility and ser-
vice. This is a principle of the kingdom,
and one that is certainly neglected in
American Christianity. Those who would
be “super-exalted” (v.9) must first be su-
per-abased. Believers are called to make
themselves very low in humble, sacrificial
service to others. Such servants embody
what God intended humanity to be, be-
cause, as William Hendricks has noted,
Jesus models “what humanity ought to be
and not what it has become.”24  Jesus is our
ultimate example (1 Co 1:11). As Erickson
argues, “Jesus is not only human as we
are; he is more than human. Our human-
ity is not a standard by which we are to
measure his. His humanity, true and un-
adulterated, is the standard by which we
are to be measured.”25
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Christ humbled Himself, but was ex-
alted by God. His acceptance of service
unto death was His ultimate yes both to
God and to a lost humanity. It was His ul-
timate act of obedience to His Father in self-
giving, self-sacrificing, self-denying service
to others.26  Servant Christology calls us to
serve others as our Lord has served us.

III. Pillar Three: Cosmic Christology
(Colossians 1:15-20)

As God-man, Jesus Christ defies simplis-
tic explanation. The incomparable Christ
transcends human wisdom. As Ben
Witherington has written, “No one descrip-
tive term or title adequately encompasses
the man who fits no one formula.”27  John
calls Him the Logos. Philippians 2 identifies
Him as the morphe of God. The hymn found
in Colossians 1:15-20 introduces Cosmic
Christianity through new, but related, con-
cepts. Here Christ is the image (eikon) of
God, the firstborn (prototokos) over the cos-
mos and the Church, the one in whom all
the fullness (pan pleroma) of God dwells in a
body (2:9-10). Of this text F. F. Bruce writes,
“This is one of the great Christological pas-
sages of the New Testament, declaring as it
does our Lord’s divine essence, pre-exist-
ence, and creative agency.”28  Bruce links its
themes to John 1:1-4, Hebrews 1:2-4, and the
Divine Wisdom motif of Proverbs 8:22-31.
Cosmic Christianity is mentioned often in
theological circles, but is seldom defined ad-
equately. Its biblical warrant originates in
this text, so any developing theology along
this path should be firmly rooted here.

Paul’s thinking can be conceived as
concentric circles of concern that began
with the cosmic and the universal, but
moved progressively inward first to the
ecclesiastical, and finally to the personal.
As the “image of the invisible God,”
Christ makes visible the God no one has

seen (cf. Jn 1:18). It could be said, “Christ
is like God.” It could also be said, “God is
like Christ.” That He is the visible mani-
festation of God is immediately and logi-
cally tied to His supremacy over three
entities: (1) Creation (vv. 15-17), (2) the
Church (vv. 18-20), and (3) the Christian
(vv. 21-23). Christ is the Lord, the preemi-
nent One, Whom each of these is to serve.
His Lordship and supremacy is therefore
cosmic, but it is equally personal. He is in
no sense a part of creation, because He is
its author in every detail. There is no room
for pantheistic or panentheistic develop-
ment. A finite theism is also clearly ruled
out. The all-encompassing nature of His
cosmic rule is made clear through the
word “all,” which is used eight times in
verses 15-20. Nothing is outside or beyond
His sovereign Lordship. All of reality has
been created by Him and for Him. Fur-
thermore, whether it is creation, the
Church or the Christian, as Lord, Christ
sustains and maintains the existence of
each as well. Christ is origin and goal,
principle of cohesion and center, master
of the visible and the invisible. Without
Christ there would be no reality. Without
Christ nothing would be, nor would any-
thing exist.29 Yet through the Son whom
the Father loves (v. 13), the cosmos (material
creation), the Church (spiritual creation),
and the Christian (personal creation) have
been brought under the sovereign rule of
God. In the old creation and in the new
creation, the One and all-sufficient “head”
(a distinctively Pauline formulation), the
Lord Jesus reigns supreme.

For the Church on the threshold of a
new millennium, the import of a Cosmic
Christology is staggering. Christ is to have
first place in all things. His theology is to
be our theology. His ethic is to be our ethic.
His mind is to be our mind. His heart is to
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be our heart. Christ is to have sovereign
control over His body, the Church,
whether that body is manifested univer-
sally or locally. Its members, each one
uniquely gifted for service (Ro 12, 1 Co
12, Eph 4, 1 Pe 4), are to be in absolute
dependence upon and in complete surren-
der to Him for life, power, and mission.
In all things, and in each individual, He
and He alone is to be supreme.30

IV. Pillar Four: Revelational
Christology (Hebrews 1:1-3)

Revelational Christology has usually
been identified with Wolhart Pannenberg
and his Jesus - God and Man,31  where he
argues that all of history is under God’s
direction and is therefore a revelation of
God.32  It is important to examine
Pannenberg’s underlying methodology.
His fundamental belief is that Jesus is at
the center of every Christian theology, and
that human knowledge of God is only
made possible through God’s revelation
in Christ. Pannenberg asserts that “one
can only speak about God himself in that
at the same time one talks about Jesus.”33

This basic principle reflects the fact that
God desires to reveal Himself and has
done so in the person of Jesus Christ. His-
tory, therefore, is best conceived as the
stage upon which the divine actor has
played His role. A Revelational
Christology, while cognizant of God’s
mighty acts in history, focuses on the God
who invaded history, the God who
brought eternity into space/time reality,
the God who is the Lord of history. This
emphasis on the God of history is the heart
of Hebrews 1:1-3. Francis Schaeffer ex-
presses the essence of this passage when
he states “He [God] is there and He is not
silent.”34  William Lane writes that the
author of Hebrews brings us “face-to-face

with the God who speaks. He has repeat-
edly taken the initiative to disclose him-
self because he wants to be known.”35  But
in these last days He has spoken and dis-
closed Himself decisively, climatically,
even finally and for all time in the person
of His Son, our Lord Jesus Christ. Because
of God’s determination to be known, we
can genuinely and “truly truthfully”
know God. In a day when many people
stress the absence of God and the silence of
God, Hebrews 1 is a much needed correc-
tive for those obsessed with deus

absconditus (“the hidden God”).
Lane underscores the important fact

“that it was necessary for God and the
human family to be able to speak the same
language.” In the person of His Son, the
Lord spoke through one who is:
1) appointed heir of all things (v. 2);
2) through whom He made the uni-

verses (lit. “ages,” v. 2);
3) the radiance of God’s glory (v. 3);
4) the exact representation of His being (v. 3);
5) sustaining all things by His powerful

word (v. 3);
6) the purification for our sins (v. 3); and
7) sat down at the right hand of the

Majesty in heaven (v. 3).
God has met our need to know Him

“with our senses: to see him, listen to him,
to touch him . . . . Like the alternating pat-
terns of a kaleidoscope as it is turned in
the hand, we are asked to consider Jesus
who is eternal Son, Jesus who is the incar-
nate Son, Jesus who is the exalted Son.”36

This information is what Christians in
the turbulent first century needed to
know. This is also what Christians in this
anxious century need to know. Lane con-
cludes, “The word that the Son spoke to
them yesterday is the word that he speaks
today. And the word that he speaks today
is the word that he pledges tomorrow and
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forever . . . . His abiding, unchanging qual-
ity lends stability to men and women in a
period marked by instability.”37

Conclusion
N. T. Wright has noted correctly, “The

historian of the first century . . . cannot shrink
from the question of Jesus.”38  Indeed, no one
can shrink from the question of Jesus. What
one thinks and believes about Jesus will
impact any complete theological frame-
work, any thoughtful worldview. As Wright
comments, “If you see Jesus differently,
everything changes.”39

Melanchthon criticized speculative
probing and reflection about God and the
Christ arguing, “We do better to adore the
mysteries of Deity than to investigate
them . . . since to know Christ means to
know his benefits, and not as they teach,
to reflect upon his natures and the modes
of his incarnation.”40  But surely those who
would give exclusive attention to such a
dictum are destined for theological error.
Clearly, the Spirit of God moved the au-
thors of Holy Scripture to reflect upon the
mystery of the incarnation. This fact is
evident in the four pillars we have exam-
ined. They demonstrate that Jesus Christ
is not only, “God for us,” He is also “God
with us” (Mt 1:23). Athanasius, and later
Anselm, saw clearly that Jesus had to be
both fully God and perfect humanity in
order to redeem lost humanity.41

Christology and soteriology are forever
wed. Christological investigation is no
mere exercise in metaphysical musings.
There is no access to the work of Christ
apart from His person. One must know
Christ to have access to His work.

Furthermore, the Jesus we so often read
about today, one who is only a wise
teacher, religious sage, political revolu-
tionary, Jewish peasant, Cynic spinner of

proverbs, or spirit-inspired guru is a Jesus
far removed from biblical revelation and
one who is spiritually bankrupt and to-
tally insufficient to meet the deepest needs
of hurting humanity. Such is a vision of a
Christ who is totally inadequate to ener-
gize and mobilize the Church to be salt
and light (Mt 5:13-16) in a world im-
mersed in darkness. I. Howard Marshall
gets to the heart of the matter when he
argues, “The Christian faith has as its ob-
ject the Jesus whose earthly life is a mat-
ter for historical investigation, but this
investigation cannot be carried on in in-
dependence of faith . . . always [bear] in
mind . . . that the Jesus of Christian belief
is more than a merely historical figure .”42

Marshall also points out that the early
Church’s theological reflection was, in
some sense, the inevitable outworking of
its encounter with the risen Christ. He
contends that upon careful examination
the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith
are one and the same. Marshall adds that

the object of . . . faith is . . . the Jesus
whose existence and ministry have
been confirmed and illuminated by
historical research, but whose sig-
nificance is only fully seen in the
light of that experience of the risen
Lord which had coloured the inter-
pretation of Jesus offered in the Gos-
pels and the rest of the New
Testament and which continues to
illuminate the mind of the believer.
For as we have seen, ultimately the
earthly Jesus is inadequate. Chris-
tian faith joyfully embraces the Jesus
of the Bible, assured that the bibli-
cal accounts have a firm base in his-
tory, but knowing that ‘the Jesus of
the historians’ is not enough; only
the biblical Jesus Christ, the earthly
and the heavenly Lord, is adequate
as the object of faith.43

This is the foundation of a Christology
for the twenty-first century. This is the
Lord who can provide the only truly sat-
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isfying solutions for the cries and pains
of a world at the precipice of destruction.
This is the Lord of whom Dietrich
Bonhoeffer could write,

They must come face to face with
him. We may also have to come face
to face with Goethe or Socrates. That
is part of our culture and ethos. But
far more depends upon our confront-
ing Christ — life or death, salvation
or damnation. . . it is seen that all rest
upon the sentence, ‘And there is sal-
vation in no one else’ (Acts 4:12). The
encounter with Jesus is fundamen-
tally different from that with Goethe
or Socrates. One cannot avoid en-
counter with the person of Jesus be-
cause he is alive. With some care
Goethe can be avoided, because he
is dead. A thousandfold are the ways
that men have used to resist or evade
an encounter with Christ.44

“Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, to-
day, and forever” (Heb 13:8, NKJV). This
is the eternal, never-changing Christ for an
ever-changing culture. Those who call
Jesus “Lord” must be faithful to who He
is, what he has done, and the task which
He has assigned. Alistair McGrath de-
scribes this relationship when he observes,
“In its deepest sense, the love of God for
man is that of a God who stoops down
from heaven to enter into the world of men,
with all of its agony and pain, culminating
in the grim cross of Calvary.”45  Our great
God and Savior has so loved us. Dare we
love others any less? Dare we ignore the
awesome responsibility that is ours? These
four pillars, John 1:1-18, Philippians 2:6-11,
Colossians 1:15-20 and Hebrews 1:1-3 form
the solid foundation upon which any
Christian orthodoxy must stand.
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