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>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  I'm Dr. David Scaer and I've been a professor at Concordia Theological Seminary for 39 years.  Ten of those years were in Springfield.  Before I came to the seminary, I was a pastor of Redeemer Lutheran Church in Gillespie, Illinois and then Trinity Lutheran Church in Rockville -- in Rockville, Connecticut.  



When I was also -- when I was at the seminary in Springfield, and that was for ten years, I also was an instructor of religion at the University of Illinois in Champaign.  And so I got a wide experience in teaching.  

If I had to characterize my own teaching and my own interests, I have moved away from the traditional way of doing dogmatics by separating out Bible passages to demonstrate particular doctrines.  



And my real interest has been in attempting to put theology on a biblical basis, especially to bring it back to the gospels.  And in order to do this, there are a number of things which I have written.  And you may be able to -- you may have already come across some of these things.  I've written a commentary on the epistle of James and on the Sermon on the Mount and really the entire Gospel of Matthew, the discourses, of Matthew's discourses -- the discourses in Matthew.  



I've enjoyed my work which I have done here at the seminary.  And while I'll be doing the area of Christology, my colleague from St. Louis, Dr. Maxwell, will do the area of justification.  And it's the sincere hope of both of us that you can see not only how Christology and justification are related to one another -- and I think that's very important.  Because they are.  



I hope this is accomplished by what we do today.  But I hope it lays down a pattern that the doctrines of the church are not isolated autonomous singular things but they are all part of a whole.  And that what we do here in the classroom today is something which is not only relevant for the practical life of the church, you're dealing with people, you're ministering to their needs and their preaching, but this, the theology, the preaching of theology and the practice of theology, is really not different things but only one thing. 


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  And I'm Dr. David Maxwell.  And I'm on the other end of the spectrum from Dr. Scaer.  I've been at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis for a little less than one year.  So I'm just starting.  Before that I was an assistant pastor at Trinity Lutheran Church in Elkhart, Indiana.  I also had the opportunity to do my PhD at Notre Dame and after that taught at Notre Dame for a year.  So I have had some experience teaching Roman Catholic undergraduates, which was very interesting.  



And I am recently married.  And I have two stepsons who are 11 and 7 years old.  And I would say that my interest is somewhat similar to Dr. Scaer is that I also want to keep theology together from flying apart.  But I'm coming at it from a slightly different perspective in that my area is actually early church, which is a time before they started separating theology into different articles of doctrine as if Christology and justification had nothing to do with one another.  They hadn't really thought of that idea yet.  They just really thought of it as the same thing.  So I'm very much looking forward to our time together.  And I hope that Dr. Scaer and I are able to show you the riches that Christ has for us.  
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>> Hello, Dr. Scaer.  My name is Nick and I'm very excited to be starting this course.  I can tell by the materials provided to us, the syllabus, the reading list and such that this unit on Christology is going to be of vital importance to us in our ministries.  But Christology is a new term for me, even if it is easy for me to identify its root.  So to begin the course, can you give me a short working definition of Christology?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Many of the courses that you'll  be taking in preparation for the ministry end with the word ology.  Anthropology is the study of man.  Theology is the study of God.  Sacramentology is the study of the sacraments.  Christology is the study of the person and work of Jesus Christ and is at the center of the curriculum.  



There will be many new terms that you'll become acquainted with for the first time in this program.  At first they'll sound strange, but as time goes on, you'll become very familiar with them.  
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>> Dr. Scaer, my name is Eric.  Like Nick, I'm also very pleased to begin this course.  We've had several dogmatics classes now and so I know that courses in systematic theology address specific topics or doctrines.  We've been studying so many important doctrines that at times it is difficult to determine whether certain teachings are for lack of a better phrase more important for us and our parishioners to fully comprehend.  



So let me ask you:  Among various Christian doctrines, where do you rank Christology in importance?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  That's a very good question, Eric.  And I'm not so sure that there will be complete agreement on what the answer will be.  But the most important course, not only in the systematics, the area which we're studying now, but also in your entire theological program will be the cross in Christology.  The reason for this is that every Sunday, if that is when you complete your program, you will be preaching to your congregation.  And for whatever other purpose, your sermon might have the -- really the final and ultimate purpose of all preaching is preaching about Jesus Christ.  And it will be in this particular course that you will become acquainted with who he is and what he has done for us.  
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>> Dr. Scaer, my name is David.  I can tell already that this course is going to be very helpful.  It seems to me that it's important to start with the basics.  So I have this essential first question:  How do we know about Jesus?  Or to put the question in a more formal way:  What are the major sources for Christology?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  This is a question that not only concerns Christians but also those that are outside the church.  It's a question that comes up frequently around Christmas and Easter in popular magazines.  It's also been a topic of the DaVinci Code.  The question is answered in this way:  We know about Jesus through the holy scriptures, particularly the New Testament, and even in a more defined way, through the gospels.  



These writings were written by men who actually knew Jesus.  So we not only look upon the scriptures as the word of God but we also look upon the scriptures as historical documents written at particular times and situations about a particular man called Jesus.  
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>> Thank you for your response to David.  That certainly makes sense.  But I have a question about how others respond to what the sources say about Jesus.  I'm serving in an inner city church in Los Angeles.  Many of my congregation's members are converts from other denominations, Baptists, AME and a number of Pentecostal churches.  Of course I know that all Christian churches have a prominent place for the person of Jesus.  But it would help me to communicate more clearly with my parishioners if I knew this:  Does each church or denomination understand the person of Jesus in the same way?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  It's difficult to answer that question in regard to a particular person, whether a person coming from another denomination has the same understanding of Jesus that we Lutherans do.  This can only be determined by conversation.  And one should not jump to conclusions without speaking to the individual.  



But in a general sort of a way, Lutherans have a different understanding about Jesus than other churches.  The churches that you mention, the Baptist church, the AME church and a number of Pentecostal churches are generally put into what we call the Reform category.  And they do not see a close association between Jesus as divine and Jesus as human.  And now, they see Jesus as divine.  But they do not see that his divinity is being -- as being God is something which is always accessible through his humanity.  
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>> Thank you for that response.  I appreciate both of the questions David and Nick asked.  But I have to admit that a different question occurred to me with regards to sources.  



How would you describe the relationship between Christ and the scriptures?  Do we believe Christ first?  Or do we accept the scriptures before we believe in Jesus?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  This perhaps is the most profound question and also a question in which not everybody in the Lutheran Church would agree.  When this question was asked of the late great theologian Karl Barth who lived in the last century, he answered this question by saying "Jesus loves me, this I know.  For the Bible tells me so."  



So this is a question which not only concerns those students who are studying theology, but it's a question which children can think about.  I'm not so sure that we can answer this question whether we accept the scriptures first or whether we accept Jesus first.  This is not an either/or question.  If we understand the scriptures as the voice of Christ in our midst, if we understand that Christ himself is the author of the scriptures and the content of the scriptures, then we will believe scriptures and Christ at the same time.  



It is not that we accept the scriptures first and then come to believe in Jesus or that Jesus is somehow independent of the scriptures.  But these are two co-terminus experiences.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CUENet

AUDIO TRANSCRIPTION

DOGMATICS 2

LESSON 6


>> Thank you.  You've stated quite clearly that scripture is the primary source for Christology.  But that has me wondering:  Is the Old Testament different from the New Testament in what it says about Jesus?  In other words, can we construct a Christology from the Old Testament?  Are certain books of the Bible more important than others for Christology?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  I think it's appropriate, David, that with your name you would ask this kind of question.  Because we look upon Jesus as the true David modeled after the first one.  



Now to these other questions quite specifically -- and that is:  Is the Old Testament different from the New Testament in what it says about Jesus?  It certainly is.  The word Christ -- when we say that Jesus is the Christ, we mean that Jesus is the fulfillment of the entire Old Testament.  Without accepting the Old Testament, you could never confess that Jesus is the Christ.  What the Christ does and what the Christ is, that's all defined by the writers of the Old Testament.  



But then comes the question:  What is the purpose of the new?  If we did not have the New Testament, we would not know that the Christ about which the Old Testament speaks is the person of Jesus.  



There was a certain anticipation in the Old Testament about Christ.  And that is in pious -- pious homes and certain situations, people actually thought that certain historical figures were actually the Christ.  They looked upon Moses that way.  They looked upon David and Solomon that way.  



And of course their hopes and expectations were disappointed.  As these expectations were disappointed, they were focused into the future.  Until Jesus came along who was the perfect fulfillment of all their hopes.  
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>> Hello, Dr. Scaer.  I haven't yet introduced myself.  I'm Joshua.  And I serve a congregation in rural Wyoming.  I really like what you've had to say about Christ being the author and the content of the Old Testament as he is the New.  In past classes we've certainly explored how scripture communicates truth about Christ.  Some of what we've learned leads me to want to ask you:  What does all this have to do with what is called Messianic prophecies and typology?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Josh, it's -- you really have an appropriate name, also, to ask this kind of question because I'm assuming your name is Joshua, which means God saves, which is the same name as Jesus, that Jesus has.  Now, the question -- your question has two parts.  That is what about Messianic prophesies and what about typology?  There are certain sections of the Old Testament which the church has recognized as being more explicit in predicting and describing the future figure who'll come to redeem God's people Israel.  



We know them in Genesis 3.  That the seed of the woman will defeat the seed of the serpent.  There's the explicit prophesy that the Messiah is going to be born in the city of David in Bethlehem.  These are called direct Messianic prophesies.  



Typology has to do with those figures in the Old Testament which have certain characteristics which resemble Jesus and which Jesus will bring to perfection.  Let's just take the most important one.  And that would be the figure of Moses.  



Moses is the person who established Israel as God's people.  It was Moses who brought the word of God to God's people.  It was Moses who served as the redeemer of God's people in bringing them through the Red Sea and saving them from the Egyptian forces.  



We should be very careful about using the term typology as if we are putting something into the Old Testament that's not there.  I'm very uncomfortable with the phrase typology because it leaves that kind of impression.  Rather, we should see the entire Old Testament not only as the inspired word of God given us by the Holy Spirit, but also the place from which Christ speaks to us.  And when he speaks to us, he speaks about himself.  And therefore, we should be ready and willing to find Christ in all places of the Old Testament.  
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>> I would like to take us in a slightly different direction, if I may.  Broadly speaking, Christology has to do with what people have believed about Jesus for nearly 2,000 years.  That's a long time.  And as we know, some of what was said about Christ was incorrect.  Even heretical.  



Are there any problems about the person and work of Christ which have persistently come to the surface over this vast period of time?  Which inaccuracies have been repeated?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Perhaps the most difficult issue to face Christology has been the question of whether Jesus lived.  And if he lived, was he born of a virgin.  And was he resurrected from the dead?  We can get back to those questions at a later time.  But to put your question into broad categories, there's been a tendency either to look upon Jesus as simply human or chiefly human or chiefly divine.  



In our time, the real problem is that Jesus is seen only as a human being.  This goes back to the apostolic period itself.  It goes back to the lifetime of Jesus himself.  Because after Jesus had preached and did his miracles and all of the signs were that he was something special, some of the people who opposed him ridiculed him by saying, "Isn't he really the son of Joseph?  That would mean he really wasn't the Son of God."  And that question has come up time and time again.  



On the other side of the spectrum, there's the problem to see Jesus only in spiritual terms.  In the ancient church there was a heresy called Gnosticism.  Gnosticism was the belief that the Son of God did not really become a man.  And so that problem also surfaces.  As long as the world lasts, the church and Christianity are going to find themselves between these two different poles.  And there is no way that we will be able to escape this.  
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>> A question just occurred to me.  I'm not sure if it is an important question.  But I do want to ask it just in case it is.  The New Testament speaks of Jesus Christ which is the commonly used phrase now.  It also speaks of Christ Jesus.  Which is the preferred way of speaking?  Which is older?  Is it important?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Before we answer the question, Josh, of whether this is important, I think all of us have been in situations where people have used the name in vain and they say Jesus Christ.  I've always been tempted to correct the situation.  But fearing for my own life, I never have.  I want to say, "The correct form really is Christ Jesus."  But my own personal safety comes first.  



But it kind of demonstrates which is the older phrase.  Because Christ is the title and Jesus is the name that this particular man from Nazareth had.  He was known as Jesus.  He was not known as the Christ.  When he grew up, his ordinary name was Jesus.  



And so it would be very much like the title of President and Governor.  And that is it is not Smith Governor but we say Governor Smith.  So that the older phrase really is Christ Jesus.  



We could go and look at the confession of St. Peter.  St. Peter said that Jesus was the Christ.  And so that's the -- that's the older and -- I don't want to say the correct way.  But very soon in the history of the church, perhaps a few years after the resurrection, the terms Christ and Jesus were used so often together that the significance of the name Christ was lost in certain situations.  



So now it's the more common to say that Jesus is the Christ.  However, as we previously mentioned, by saying that Jesus is the Christ, we're not only making a statement about who Jesus is, we are also by that statement accepting the Old Testament as the word of God and that the Old Testament sets down the terms of who the Christ is.  
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>> You've indicated that Christology will be the foundation of our ministry and our preaching.  Perhaps we can learn something helpful from the work of the first disciples in this regard.  What did the apostles say about Jesus when they began preaching about him?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  We have a record about what the apostles first preached about Jesus from the book of Acts.  And there are several sermons there which have been recorded which are very helpful in understanding what the early church thought about Jesus.  And it's also helpful for us on how we should preach when we're preaching to those people about whom we're not absolutely sure that they are Christians.  



They preached four things.  First of all, they said that Jesus died for sins.  The second thing is -- that they said about him is that he rose from the dead.  And always a part of their sermons was the judgement theme, that he was going to come back and hold people accountable for whether or not they believed in him.  And then they proclaimed that Jesus was the Christ.  



This I think can be very significant for you when you begin preaching, which perhaps you already are doing.  And that is sermons to audiences which have a mixture between Christians and non-Christians should really concentrate on those four points.  And that we shouldn't go into detail about the life of Jesus.  Or we shouldn't go into detail about doctrinal matters.  Because those things should be brought up only after a person has been convinced that Jesus is the Christ.  



Being confronted with the crucifixion and the resurrection of Jesus and that he will return as the judge of all men, then people have the opportunity to believe him or to reject him.  And this is the way that the apostles first preached.  
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>> Thanks for that response.  It was helpful.  But I've got to go back to Josh's wording of his question.  Because he used two words to indicate the same group.  And for some reason it didn't sound quite right to me.  He spoke of the first disciples and the Apostles as the same thing.  Is he correct?  What is an Apostle and what is the significance of the Apostles for Christology?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  These are two words which are bandied about, the word Apostle and disciple.  And it's really kind of difficult to say that there is one particular definition for either of these words.  But let's start off at the primary level.  



And that is in the first sense, the disciples specifically referred to the 12 whom Jesus chose to be the foundation of the church.  The word disciple means a student or a follower.  Much of our New Testament comes from the private instruction which Jesus gave the disciples.  Some things he taught to the crowds and other things he only taught to the disciples because the disciples were going to be those who remembered the teachings of Jesus and they were going to preserve these things and to record them.  



By the time you get to the -- already to the end of the Gospel of Matthew, the word disciple has a wider meaning.  A disciple means any Christian, anybody who follows Christ.  So in a sense, we're all disciples.  But let's not be confused.  We can never be in the same situation as the 12.  In fact, the Gospels quite specifically speak of the 12 disciples as being in a special category which none of us will ever be.  



The word Apostle also has multiple meanings.  An apostle means in a non-biblical sense a person who has an authority.  The closest thing we can get to the word Apostle today would be a man who has the power of attorney.  Many of us have elderly relatives.  And they have appointed younger people to be the power of attorney.  They speak for them.  They have the authority of those people.  



The Apostle has the authority of Jesus to speak for him.  And so when we recite the Creed, we say we believe in one holy Christian and apostolic church.  The Christian church is no different than the apostolic church.  But by the word Apostle, we mean to say that the church has been established on the words which they convey about Jesus.  



Over against Jesus the 12 are always disciples.  They are always in the position of learning.  But over against the church, that is to us, they are Apostles.  So in the church we commemorate many of the disciples of Jesus.  But we don't call them disciple.  We speak of St. Matthew, the Apostle, St. Peter the Apostle.  



Now, we can even take this further.  Because Paul says that the church is built upon the Apostles and the prophets.  Jesus Christ being the chief cornerstone.  It will be very tempting to suggest that this is a reference to the Old and New Testament.  Except the word order is wrong.  It doesn't say prophets and Apostles.  It says Apostles and prophets.  



There the term Apostles means a missionary.  Because the 12 original disciples of Jesus, excluding Judas of course bringing it down to 11, they were missionaries.  They traveled throughout the ancient world.  So for them, they were the authorities that spoke for Jesus.  And they were also the first missionaries.  The word prophet there means a preacher who traveled around within a number of churches.  
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>> This Sunday we as a congregation did something we do every Sunday.  But this time it got me thinking.  We spoke the Creed together.  What role do our Creeds have in determining what we believe about Jesus?  Are Creeds something the church added after our Bible came into existence?  What are the christological sections of our Creeds.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  David, you know, this question is really more important than perhaps what you realize.  And that is, sooner or later, perhaps already now, you come into contact with other Protestant churches.  I think that's very good because you can only appreciate who we are and what we are as Lutherans when you speak to other people.  That helps us to define the faith better.  And one of the things that's going to come up very soon is that "You Lutherans have Creeds."  And the others will say, "Well, it's not that we don't believe in the Creeds.  But we're not going to have any man-made documents imposed upon us.  We're Bible believing Christians.  We want only the Bible and we don't want man-made Creeds."



We have to address that question absolutely directly.  Now in regard to people who say this, we should be very cautious and sympathetic because they will say that they accept the items which are included in the Creeds.  Don't think that they are against the Creeds.  They will say that Jesus is the Christ.  Born of the Virgin Mary.  Suffered under Pontius Pilate.  That's not the issue.  But they say that they are man-made.  



The evidence from the New Testament shows that already in the apostolic time, Creeds were in use.  There are many statements in the New Testament which look like -- they look exactly like almost our Creeds.  St. Paul says to the Corinthians, "I deliver to you of first importance that Christ died according to the scriptures, that he was buried and that on the third day, he rose again according to the scriptures."  



Well, that's the very heart of our Creed.  And we can find the same thing in 1 Peter.  That Jesus after he died wanted to -- went and preached to the spirits in the present, which is hell, and that he rose and that he ascended in heaven and sat down at the right hand.  That's our Creed.  And let's go back one step further.  



There are three cases at least in the Gospel of Matthew.  In fact, in all of the gospels in which Jesus predicts that he is going to be crucified, be buried and on the third day rose again, that's the very heart of our Creeds.  So our response is that the Creeds come from the very mouth of Jesus.  And we're not doing anything which we have invented.  In fact, Jesus was quite specific in saying that if we do not confess him before men, neither will he confess us before his Father in the heavens.  
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>> Let me continue in this line, if I may.  The Nicene Creed is longer than the Apostles Creed.  But both seem to say essentially the same thing about Jesus.  Yet there are clearly differences besides length, God of God, light of light, very God of very God, begotten not made, just for example.  Please tell me about these differences.  



Do they contradict one another in any way?  Do they come into existence in the same way?  And what can we learn of Christ from the Nicene Creed?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The first thing we want to say is there's absolutely no essential difference between the Apostles and the Nicene Creed.  Of course there's the matter of length.  The second thing we want to say is that our Creeds came into existence in connection with baptism.  Even today when a person or a child is being baptized, we ask the child "Do you believe in God, the Father?  Do you believe in Jesus Christ his Son?  Do you believe in the Holy Spirit?"  And the response is that those people -- responses that those people gave when they were baptized turned out to be the Creed very much like our Apostles Creed.  



Now, in the post apostolic church there were any number of Creeds floating about.  They weren't all exactly the same.  But what is striking, they are quite similar.  That if you went from one church to another and heard these Creeds, you would be very, very, very familiar with them. 



Now, the Apostles Creed has a slightly different emphasis than the Nicene Creed.  The question was asked before:  What are two general problems that we face about the person of Jesus?  And we said the one problem is:  Was he really a man?  And the other problem is:  Was he really God?  



The first problem that the church had to address:  Did God actually become man?  And that question is answered for us in the Apostles Creed.  In the center of the Apostles Creed is the word only begotten.  There were many people who did not believe that the only begotten Son of God was born of a woman, lived like we did, was -- died and was buried.  That was the real problem.  And so the heart of the Apostles Creed is the earthly life of Jesus.  



Now, several centuries later another problem arose.  And that is was Jesus really God before he was conceived?  Oh, they believed that he was some type of supernatural being.  He existed before he was born.  But was he really God?  



And that gave rise to the Nicene Creed.  If I could change a few things in the Creed, I would like to.  And one thing I would like to change is the words God of God, light of light and very God of very God.  I'm not so sure it's going to happen because people are used to hearing things the same way.  But in other churches, they say God from God, light from light, true God from true God.  I think that's a little bit more accurate.  



Because Jesus possesses his deity not independently, not autonomously.  But he possesses it from the Father.  So his deity is from his Father.  And that's what those phrases mean, God of God and light of light.  
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>> I've been struck by the fact that we are placing such a strong emphasis on Christ.  Not that I'm suggesting that it is inappropriate.  But it does make me wonder about the other persons of the Trinity.  What is the relation of Christology to the doctrine of the Trinity?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  One of the questions that we'll always have to face as we study theology is perhaps we should give equal attention to all persons of the Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  And then there's the other problem, which I think is so typical in the American situation, that they look upon God simply as the Father.  So if you go to a civic event, prayers are offered to God and to the Father but never to Jesus.  



We cannot approach the other persons of the Trinity apart from the person of Jesus.  The other day sitting in chapel was St. Phillips Day -- St. Phillip and St. James.  And the preacher didn't show up.  And as I heard the scriptures read for that day, a student was conducting the liturgy, they had the question of Phillip to Jesus:  Show us the Father.  And Jesus said, "He who has seen me has seen the Father."



And it dawned on me as I was listening to the scriptures read that this is really the basic problem.  Phillip did not realize that the entrance into the question about God and the Holy Trinity, the Father and the Holy Spirit, is not through those individuals directly but through Jesus.  Because in Jesus is the Father himself.  Jesus says that he was in the Father and that the Father is in him.  Whenever we approach God, first through the Father and then through the Holy Spirit, we are not going to completely or fully understand what it means that God is Trinity.  
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>> I have a close friend here in town who is an Orthodox priest.  He and I have some interesting discussions, let me tell you.  But I have to admit that I don't always hold my own yet.  So I have a question for you about Orthodoxy which relates directly to the Nicene Creed.  



The third article of the Nicene Creed says that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son.  Eastern Orthodoxy, which as you probably know accounts for approximately one quarter of all Christians, does not confess "and the Son."  That church tradition only has "proceeds from the Father."  



Does this have any implications about what they think about Jesus and the Trinity?  Is it substantially different from how we Lutherans think about Jesus?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  You know, frequently we Lutherans and more particularly Martin Luther, are held responsible for dividing the church during the Reformation and to Catholic and Protestant.  That kind of attitude is a little naive.  Because the church was split several times before.  The really major split between the east and the west.  Between the Roman church and the church which centered for a long time around Constantinople.  



Many of you have traveled and perhaps you will travel through Italy and Greece.  And one of the things that is so striking about that kind of a trip is that you realize how close Italy and Greece are.  And this gives us an opportunity to understand what kind of rivalry there was in the early church after the Roman Empire fell.  



Constantine took the capital of the Roman Empire from Rome over to Constantinople.  And this really allowed for two centers of the church to grow up.  The one center was in Rome.  And the other center was Constantinople.  Rome was the Latin church and Constantinople was the Greek church.  And so it is to this very day that the churches of the west frequently use Latin but in the Roman Catholic Church, Latin is very rarely used.  



And insofar as the Eastern Church is concerned, it's not only the Greek Orthodox Church, there's the Romanian Orthodox Church, the Bulgarian Russian Orthodox Church.  And not all of those churches agree with one another.  And there has to be one point in which there is a great divergence or should we say a recognizable divergence?  Because there really are some fundamental differences.  And the real problem is how each of those churches say the Creed. 



In the Eastern Church, they simply say, "And I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and giver of life who proceeds from the Father."  And they stop there.  In the west, we say, "We believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and giver of life who proceeds from the Father and the Son."



That word "and the Son" in Latin is philioqua.  And this difference between the east and the west has revolved around that word philioqua.  We Lutherans really belong to the Western tradition because we -- we set our Reform over against the Roman Catholic Church.  And therefore, our liturgy and our forms are very close to theirs.  We can go into a Roman Catholic Church and have an idea of what's happening.  And so we also say the Creed the same way as they do.  



There are many Lutherans who have looked at this issue of whether this really was an issue worth fighting about.  In other words, putting in the word philioqua.  The Pope was quite willing -- the last Pope was quite willing to make an accommodation on this as long as the doctrine in no way would be given up, that the Holy Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son.  



I think there are -- I think you can argue on both sides of the question.  If you want to follow the words of Jesus as they are recorded in the Gospel of John, he says, "I will send you the spirit who proceeds from the Father."  That's all it says.  



And maybe that would be the easier way to get out of this particular dilemma.  But there is more at stake.  And that is there is no activity of the Father in which the Son also does not participate.  



What is problematic in that phrase, "he proceeds from the Father and the Son," remember that the problem is with the words "and the Son."  And it is not a small problem.  In the west we might think it's a small problem.  But if we go to the Greek tradition, the Russian tradition, it is a huge problem.  It's a very important issue for them.  



I think the real problem lies with the word "and."  The Holy Spirit does not proceed from the Son in the way he proceeds from the Father.  Because if we held that he proceeded from the Father and the Son in the same way, this would mean that the Holy Spirit has two sources.  That the Spirit comes out of the Father and in another sense he comes out of the Son.  And therefore, he would have a double origin.  And that's really impossible.  We would never want to say that.  



But we can use the phrase correctly and understand it properly if we understand that the Spirit must proceed from the Son.  Because wherever the Father is, there is the Son.  



Does this have any other ramifications?  I think it does.  If we say that the Spirit just proceeds from the Father without proceeding from the Son, this means that when the Spirit speaks, he could speak things about God in general.  He would be what is called in German a wirlspared, anvelt guist.  But when the Spirit speaks, he has no choice but to speak about Jesus.  



And Jesus specifically says this when he says, "I will send you the Spirit who proceeds from the Father."  It is Jesus who was in control of the Spirit.  It is so that when the Spirit speaks, he testifies to Christ.  And that's what Jesus says when he sends the Spirit.  "He will testify to me."  The Spirit doesn't testify to himself.  But he testifies only to Jesus.  



I always get a little uncomfortable when somebody suggests that maybe we Lutherans don't pay enough attention to the Holy Spirit.  Well, I think that's a fair concern.  I'm not so sure that we don't pay attention to him.  We have three major holidays.  Christmas is the Feast of the Father.  Easter is the Feast of the Son.  And Pentecost is obviously the feast of the Holy Spirit.  



But the Spirit cannot -- can no longer be detached from the Son no more than the Father can be detached from the Son.  We have no knowledge of God as Father apart from the Son.  Specifically in the incarnation of Jesus.  



And even we could take this a little bit further.  And that is the Spirit that Jesus gives to the church is the Spirit that he releases from the crucifixion from the cross.  



On that account Paul can say that he's determined to know nothing among us except Jesus Christ in him crucified.  And that's because St. Paul had the Spirit that proceeded from Jesus.  
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>> I am presently serving in a church which lies in the middle of several immigrant neighborhoods, many of them South American.  There is a large Peruvian community nearby, for example.  As a result, many of the people who worship in my church have more familiarity with Roman Catholic doctrine than with Lutheran.  



Obviously for them the immaculate conception is a well known concept.  And I find myself struggling to understand how to respond with a Lutheran understanding.  I'm not sure of myself.  I guess it's a concept that confuses me a bit.  



What do we mean by the virgin birth and what is its theological significance?  Is it biblically defensible?  Is it the same as immaculate conception?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  We are going to be facing a new demographic situation here in the United States.  And that is the Hispanic population has now become the largest minority population group in the United States.  In this group of people -- and this group of people have predominantly Roman Catholic roots.  This does not necessarily mean that they are fully doctrinally informed in Roman Catholic doctrine.  But these people have been brought up in a situation in which there was a great deal of devotion to the Virgin Mary.  And that Our Lady of Guadalupe, which is the appearance of the virgin in Mexico shortly after the beginning of the Spanish conquest in the 16th Century, that particular apprehension has a wide following throughout Latin America, South America, Peru, which is your general concern.  



And the phrase immaculate conception has almost been a rallying point.  Several years ago I happened to be in Rome on Easter Sunday.  I was very fortunate to actually be in the -- in St. Peters where the Pope was.  And afterwards, a large crowd had gathered outside the basilica in order to wait for the Pope to come to the window.  And many of the pilgrims who were there were carrying large signs which said "Immaculate Conception."  That the immaculate conception is becoming a thing in itself.  



The way I see it, that the word immaculate conception is becoming another code term for devotion to the Virgin Mary.  It's rather -- it's kind of a different meaning.  Immaculate conception refers to this fact:  That Roman Catholics believe and it's been decreed by the Pope in the 19th century that she was conceived without sin.  



We should understand the theological issue carefully.  The way they argue is that she represents the church, which at the end time will be totally without sin.  But in her case, a special dispensation was given to her.  She was born in an ordinary way.  And that is she has -- she had a mother and a father.  



They claim that the mother of Mary was St. Anne, which brings up of course part of our Lutheran Reformation.  When Lutheran was terrified in a thunderstorm and made a decision that he was going to enter a monastery, he offered a prayer up to St. Anne.  So she's not completely unfamiliar to us.  



Whether there is any historical evidence that that was the name of Mary's mother, that's an entirely different question.  But what is not a question for Roman Catholics is that she was conceived without sin.  



The virgin birth is different.  Even though I think that even among Lutherans the distinction between the immaculate conception and the virgin birth gets confused, then many Lutherans will actually say that Jesus was immaculately conceived.  They've heard the Roman Catholic phrase used so often that they attributed it to the birth of Jesus.  



I suppose we can say that Jesus was conceived without sin.  But we certainly don't use that particular term which is used specifically of how the Virgin Mary -- how the Virgin Mary was born.  When we say that Jesus was born of the virgin, we mean he was born without -- without the participation of a father or a male.  The immaculate conception lies at the basis of Roman Catholic devotion to the Virgin Mary.  And part of the argument is that for Jesus to be -- to be God, to be the Son of God and to be born without sin.  It was to his advantage that his mother was conceived herself without sin.  



And closely connected to the doctrine of the immaculate conception is her assumption into heaven which is a relatively new doctrine in the church.  It was defined in Christmas of 1949.  That after -- and there's a division on this.  That either before she died or after she died she was assumed bodily into heaven.  And there are representations of this in many, many Roman Catholic Churches in the United States and in Europe.  
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>> This is interesting to me.  I have a question that has occurred to me before but I've never had a chance to ask it.  Roman Catholics call the Virgin Mary the mother of God.  Can Lutherans speak of her in the same way?  Would it be better to say Mary is the mother of Jesus to avoid confusion.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Lutherans generally understand themselves as being Protestant.  And this means they define themselves negatively over against the Roman Catholic Church.  So it's quite common for many Lutherans to think that if the Roman Catholics believe something, therefore, the Lutherans shouldn't.  And this phrase, the mother of God, is really an issue which might cause some confusion.  



We Lutherans have to insist that Mary is the mother of God.  Because we believe that the person of Jesus Christ is a complete person.  He's not half man and half God.  He's totally God.  And he's totally man.  



In fact, we have no access to God except through the person of Jesus.  When his mother picked up Jesus, she picked up God.  And this is what St. Paul says.  He said that in Jesus dwells the fullness of the Godhead bodily.  And this takes us back to another Reformation controversy.  And that is in what sense is Jesus God and in what sense is Jesus man?  



The other major wing of the denomination is generally called Reformed.  I know there are decisions in it.  Some were anti-Baptists.  Swingley was not the same as Calvin or Bullinger.  They all had their distinctions.  But one thing they agreed on is that the two natures in Jesus were separate.  That they were in no way intermingled or intertwined with one another.  That Jesus the God did something.  And Jesus the man did other things.  And to understand the person of Jesus correctly, that the man Jesus is God, Lutherans have used and should continue to use the phrase that Mary is the mother of God.  



I was a little amused by our Concordia calendar.  The diary which CPH, Concordia Publishing House, makes available to all of our pastors, they have a holiday in there -- and it's perfectly fine -- called Mary, the mother of our Lord.  I think it would have been really better to really have called that holiday Mary, the mother of God.  



And we have a hymn.  "Ye watches and ye holy ones." The second verse refers to the Virgin Mary.  In the Lutheran worship hymnal they avoided that verse.  They say it was always done inadvertently.  Well, I can't judge motives of people I don't know.  But it refers to Mary as though bearer of the eternal word.  I must say that even myself, until recently I wasn't sure.  I really didn't know what that phrase meant.  I thought maybe it referred to somebody who preached the Gospel.  But then I found out that that particular verse is addressed to the Virgin Mary.  



This is always going to be a problem for Lutherans.  It was a problem for Luther.  Luther had a very high devotion for the Virgin Mary.  But with the near idolatrous attention that has been given to her in the Roman Catholic Church, Lutherans feel very sensitive about any place of prominence which is given her.  And I don't think that I can solve this problem or that we are ever going to solve the problem.  



We simply cannot eradicate her from the narrative of the New Testament.  We can simply not say that she is as unimportant or as important as someone else or that she simply is another believer.  



Luther said -- in describing what Christians received in the Lord's Supper quite specifically said that we received the body which is born of the Virgin Mary.  And this is something we're going to have to wrestle with as long as we are a church.  
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>> Okay.  I've got a real tough question.  At least it's one I've heard before.  And I have to admit it threw me.  I attempted an answer but I would like you to answer it to see how well I did.  Here it is:  At what moment did Jesus become God?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  You know, this question is more contemporary than what you might think.  And instead of answering that question at what moment did Jesus become God, in other words, was he God in the womb?  Did he become God at his baptism, let's put the question in a more modern context.  



And that is if you've taken any course on Christianity in a secular college or maybe even a religious college, they are going to give you an answer that might surprise you.  They are going to say that Jesus didn't think of himself as God.  The first disciples didn't think of Jesus as God.  And mainly the second generation didn't think of Jesus as God.  That this was a gradual process that people had high admiration Jesus.  And the more they remembered him, the more they thought of him as God.  



I would like to go down to the Lincoln Museum here in Ft. Wayne.  They have -- I like those artifacts from the 19th Century.  And they have a painting of the apotheosis of George Washington and Abraham Lincoln.  They have a picture of them dieing and then being carried up by angels to heaven.  Apotheosis means they were made God.  



And in a certain sense if you visit Washington, D.C. and you look at the monuments, you see the Lincoln Memorial and you see the Jefferson Memorial.  They kind of resemble probably the temples that might have existed in Athens in the ancient world.  They are sort of divine figures.  That's not an exact comparison.  But it might kind of help us how many people think that Jesus became God.  He was a figure of their admiration.  And so the highest honor they could give to him is that he became the Son of God and well he was the Son of God -- he became God. 



You are going to find that to be the standard father in many courses on religion and comparative religion in secular, in public and in private universities, we answer the question that Jesus became God at the very moment of his conception.  At the moment in which he was conceived, all the glory that belonged to God was in that initial cell by which he developed into a full man.  



And this question really became a point of controversy during the history of the church.  There was a heresy called adoptionism.  Adoptionism held that Jesus gradually became God.  A little of him became God when he was conceived.  A little bit more of him became God when he was baptized.  And when he was resurrected from the dead, the process went even a little further in that it was completed when he ascended into heaven and sat down at the right hand of the Father.  



We believe that Jesus was God from the moment of his conception.  There was never a time when he was not completely God.  Now, this question is going to come up many times.  But in various forms.  And it is important that you recognize what the problem is when the question arises.  
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>> All right.  Now that we are speaking of Jesus as God, I can ask about one of my favorite sections of the gospels.  John begins his testimony with "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God."  Later John writes "and the Word became flesh and dwelt among us."  It's a beautiful passage.  But I would like to be sure that I understand it fully.  What does John mean in calling Jesus the Word of God?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  For Luther and for Lutherans in general, the Gospel of John has been the favorite Gospel.  On that account, people who have attempted to read the gospels have often begun with the Gospel of John and so they have met these words "In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God and the Word was God."  



A few verses later it goes on to say "and the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us and we beheld his glory full of grace and truth."  Generally in our preaching when we refer to the Word of God, we use the phrase to refer to the holy scriptures, that's the word of God.  We can use the word of God in any number of extensive senses.  The preaching is the word of God.  If the pastor isn't convinced he's preaching the word of God, then he shouldn't preach at all.  



But then the phrase also applies to the hymns that we sing in the church and the liturgy.  It's all the word of God.  And the words we speak to one another to encourage one another is also the Word of God.  So it has a wide and varied meaning.  



But also centered of course in the person of Jesus Christ.  The phrase used in the first verses of the Gospel of John have a particular meaning. When we say that Jesus is the word of God, we mean that he is the complete expression of who and what God is.  He's the image of God.  He's the mirror of God.  He has his existence out of God.  



It almost seems as if when John was writing this, he was reflecting on the first verses of the book of Genesis.  And you, David, are already acquainted with the book of Genesis, how God created the world in six days and rested on the seventh.  And the formula which is used for each of the days of creation is this:  And God said let there be light.  God created the world not directly but he created it through the Word.  I don't like to say that God was a Lutheran and using means of grace.  But that might help us understand it.  



God doesn't act directly.  He acts through an intermediary.  And that intermediary is the word.  And that word now is known to us in Jesus Christ.  He is the one who became flesh and dwelt among us.  



On that account we can say in the Nicene Creed that all things were made through him.  He is God's eternal word which not only created all things but to this very day the world is sustained by Jesus who is the -- God's word.  
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>> Which sections of the Bible show that Jesus is God?  Perhaps having you identify some key passages will help us in sermon preparation and our work in outreach.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Well, traditionally in Lutheran theology, certain passages have been set aside as being special because they speak clearly to certain doctrines which we hold dearly.  These are called proof passages.  And in Latin, the phrase for key passages is sai dais doctrini.  And this approach is used in Catechism class.  



I don't know how many people follow the old method of teaching Catechism to children in preparation for Confirmation.  But children had to memorize certain Bible passages.  One passage over which there was some controversy about translation was from Romans Chapter 9 Verse 5.  In the older translation it says that "Jesus Christ was descended from the Father according to the flesh who was at the same time God overall.  May he be blessed unto all ages."   



Well, in the earlier editions of the revised standard version, which is a very popular Bible and which I enjoy using myself, they simply stop the passage by saying that Jesus was descended from the Fathers according to the flesh.  Then they put a period.  And then they made an entirely new sentence and said, "God be blessed forever."



This caused a great deal of commotions about -- among Bible believing Christians about the deity of Jesus, that he was really God.  I really wasn't so concerned about that particular controversy because there is no lack of passages which speak about the deity of Jesus.  Again, I'm going to return to the situation of studying religion or Christianity in a public or private secular college.  



The textbooks all will make the comment that Jesus never said that "I am God."  And then there is this Bishop Spong who was recently retired who comes out with the statement that Jesus said he's never said that I am the Son of God.  



It seems like in every 20 to 30 years an Episcopal bishop -- it's strange.  They always seem to be Episcopal -- come up with something that's intended to startle Christian believers.  He wasn't born of the virgin.  He never said he was the Son of God.  He wasn't raised from the dead.  



These people receive a lot of notoriety, especially in the popular magazines like Time and NewsWeek and parade magazines and weekend inserts.  Well, of course the preacher has something to say.  We have to address this particular kind of question head on because it's not something which is just limited to the college or university or seminary classroom.  It's something which our people hear all the time.  



I would like to point you to the crucifixion scene of Jesus.  That's in the Gospel of Matthew Chapter 27.  The crowds which gather around Jesus say many derogatory things about him.  Like "He believed in God.  Let God deliver him."  Well, of course you know what happened.  God did deliver him.  He raised him from the dead.  



And then they say, "He said, 'I am the Son of God.'"  That's a quotation.  "He said, 'I am the Son of God.  Let him come down from the cross.'"  There is a specific reference in which Jesus said, "I am the Son of God."  And the Gospel writer, Matthew, does a magnificent job.  He puts the testimony of Jesus "I am the Son of God" into the mouths of his enemies.  



His enemies heard him say "I am the Son of God."  There is no lack of passages in which Jesus is referred to as the Son of God.  But I would like to take this in an entirely different direction.  I think we do ourselves a disfavor if we in any way think or even allow the idea that the concept of Jesus as God and the Son of God is based just upon a few passages.  



I think that's a great mistake.  Not only a great mistake of how we do theology, I think it's a great mistake how we preach.  Because really on a Sunday morning when there's Holy Communion, we should be preaching on the Gospel.  That's the way it has been traditionally done.  And that's the way we do it now.  



On that account, previously I said Christology is the most important topic.  Because that's what we do and that's what we say.  That's what we're going to be doing for 20 minutes every Sunday morning.  



So when we pick a particular Gospel to preach on -- and by the way, I'm not in favor of us -- of the pastor choosing what he's going to preach.  -- he should follow what the church order says he should follow.  That's determined for him ahead of time.  



Within that particular section of the scripture, he will have a great deal of freedom.  And now he's going to ask "What am I going to say?"  In all of the pericopes, in all of the sections of the gospels upon which he's going to preach, there's going to be a reference to Jesus as God.  The only problem is that we do not recognize these divine markers which are in the gospels themselves.  And so while we certainly want to learn passages which are very clear in my estimation, the entire New Testament is clear in showing that Jesus is God.  
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>> In the Gospel of John there are a number of I am statements.  "I am the resurrection.  I am the vine," et cetera.  Why so many?  What do they mean?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The phrase I am is taken from the Old Testament name for God which is Yahweh which can be translated "I am who I am" or "I am what I am."  It means that the totality of life and the totality of every human being is found in the person of Jesus.  He is not simply one factor among other factors.  But he's the only factor.  He permeates the entire universe.  He determines all reality.  



I would like to go back to the phrase and discussion of the Virgin Mary, that they actually called her the immaculate conception.  Something which I found very, very strange.  I had mentioned that in regard to being in St. Peter's square.  And the great adoration that Roman Catholics have for the immaculate conception, as if it were a thing.  



Maybe that kind of provides us for an introduction to what Jesus means when he says "I am the resurrection and I am the life."  And "I am the vine and he is the water of life."  He is the door.  He is the good shepherd.  He uses all of those phrases.  



By those phrases he's doing two things.  One, he is identifying himself with the Old Testament God.  The God that spoke to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, that spoke to Moses that spoke to and through the prophets now appears completely in the person of Jesus.  And it isn't that the resurrection is something that's going to happen some time in the future.  We certainly believe it.  



These are not simply miraculous events which have their own separate type of existence.  But these things are already in the person of Jesus.  So that he really is them.  When we are in Jesus, we also are sharing in what he is.  We are also resurrected with him.  We are -- we are also implanted in him.  That's what the phrase means, "I am the vine."



When the Samaritan woman asked Jesus for water, he said that he himself was the water which was going to quench all thirst.  This means after Christian life, our entire concentration has to be in him from whom we have our entire existence.  
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>> Okay.  Nick asked about explicit expressions of Jesus as God.  Are there different ways in which other passages also speak of him as God?  Maybe it's implied or demonstrated or -- well, I'm hoping you can tell me.  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  I mentioned before that Lutherans have a great affinity for the Gospel of John and how the Gospel of John starts off with some explicit references to Jesus being at the side of God from the very beginning.  And being God himself -- "the Word was God" and that the Word was made flesh.  



I would like to go to another Gospel that might not seem so obvious.  And that is when the annunciation to Joseph is made, that the child conceived of his wife, the Virgin Mary, has been conceived by the Holy Ghost.  Two things are mentioned.  First of all, it says that Joseph is to name the child Jesus.  And then you have the prophesy that -- from the -- from the book of Isaiah Chapter 7, the virgin is with child.  And she shall bear a son.  And they shall call his name Immanuel.  I want to concentrate on those two words, Jesus and Immanuel.  



The word Jesus means God saves.  It was the name of the successor of Moses, Joshua.  Same name.  Here we can do a little speculation.  And it's perfectly okay.  Was Jesus, as he was growing up, was he called Joshua?  Was that the name that they use in an Aramaic community?  



Now, could it have also been that the household of Mary and Joseph was already Greek speaking.  Galilee was a Greek speaking place.  But it doesn't really matter because both words mean the same.  God saves.  



Then the evangelists say -- Matthew says this was done to fulfill the prophesy that he would be called Immanuel.  Which then the evangelist adds the translation God with us.  It might strike you that if the prophesy was really going to be fulfilled, why didn't the angel tell Joseph to call the child of Mary Immanuel and not Joshua?  



There's something very subtle going on here that can be very informative.  And that is both names had the same meaning.  Both have to do with God in action for us for our salvation.  Immanuel means God with us.  But God is simply not with us.  



I would like to make a comparison with eastern religions, Buddhism, for example, in which God is a presence, an undefined presence.  He is simply he there.  That's not the way it is with the God of Israel.  The God of Israel is never simply there in a mystical kind of way.  He is there in action.  He is there for our salvation.  And in the original situation, which Isaiah describes in the seventh chapter.  He is there trying and succeeding to save the southern kingdom, Judah, from its enemies and its succeeds.  



Now, of course our enemies are different.  Our enemies are not military forces.  But the enemy is the world, the Devil and our flesh.  And in this particular case, Matthew is referring to the enemies which are within us.  It quite specifically says that he shall be called Jesus because he shall save his people from their sins.  And only one person can do that.  It can't be Moses.  It can't be David.  The only person who can save us from our sins is God himself.  And therefore, the name of Jesus is extremely appropriate.  



And I'm glad you brought up this question.  Because it lets us demonstrate a section of the scriptures which we ordinarily do not associate with the deity of Jesus.  So that we can recognize him in this particular case.  



We could also point to perhaps another situation which is not so obvious.  It says that in the beginning on the Sermon on the Mount that Jesus went up to the mountain and he opened up his mouth.  Now, that's not an unusual phrase.  Most people when they speak open up their mouths.  But maybe they should open up their mouth a little bit more so we can understand them.  But that's not what the evangelist is talking about.  



He is presenting Jesus as the Old Testament God.  As in the words of Isaiah, for the mouth of the Lord has spoken it.  The mouth of Jesus is the mouth of the Lord.  If we just take a little bit of time as we go through the gospels in the New Testament, we're going to find more references to the deity of Jesus than we ever had imagined.  
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>> Okay.  I'm going to move us in a slightly different direction.  I've been doing some of the reading you've asked us to do.  While doing so, I've come across some interesting concepts that I would like you to spend some time explicating for us, if you are willing.  And I'll ask you in advance for pardon if I mispronounce any of them.  Let me look at my notes here.  



In Christology the word genera is used.  Now, as a former biology teacher, this is a term I know.  It is the pleural of genius and certain to the understanding of the classification of the species.  But why do we refer to genera in this context?  What does it mean?  What is genus mia staticum?  And what is genus idio maticum?  And finally, what is genus apostelis maticum?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  One of the things in coming to study theology is that the terms that we use in studying theology can be found in other disciplines but they do not necessarily have the same meaning.  I think a classical example is the word anthropology.  A young person comes from college, comes to the seminary.  And he sees the term anthropology.  



Well, anthropology at a college situation has to do with culture.  How different people are from one another.  Their customs, their languages, their ethnicity, where they live.  



Anthropology means the study of man.  Generally sometimes whether he has a body or soul.  The question, sometimes this involves original sin and actual sin.  So the term anthropology has an entirely different meaning.  



And so in studying theology, one of the things you should really avoid is really looking in a dictionary, I mean the common dictionary, for the meaning.  Because the words are going to have an entirely different meaning.  



And this throws people.  It's not really an impossible situation.  Because after you have been in the theological environment, you pick up the jargon.  This happens in any sphere of knowledge.  But the word genius is fairly closely related to what you have in biology as you indicate.  It kind of indicates categories.  



Now, I would never suggest that you would ever use this type of terminology when you were preaching.  In fact, this is something that you have to think -- I think the man who had just finished with his theological education is tempted more than an older pastor to use theological language when he gets up into the pulpit.  



Be forewarned that if you use the theological jargon or terminology in the pulpit, very few people, if any, are going to understand you.  I would like to use myself as an example.  I use a computer.  But when somebody explains to me megabytes and all of those other terms, I haven't got a clue what they are talking about.  So let's just be clear on this point that what we're going to say now is not something that you are going to bring into the pulpit.  In fact, for that matter, you're not even going to use it in a Bible class.  



Why then do we have such terminology?  The reason for much of our terminology comes from past controversies in the church where the church has had to become more precise in trying to answer and address wrong problems.  It uses this particular terminology in order to clarify it.  And after -- after the clarifications have been made, the terms are used as a form of abridgement so that in using the term, we don't have to explain the entire reality, which is at issue.  



Let's take each one of these ones.  We'll start with the last one.  The apostelis maticum.  This means that with Jesus -- we spoke about it.  The human and divine natures.  It was a very famous book written about the human and divine natures by a man who wrote -- contributed to writing the Formula of Concord, the last of the Lutheran Confessions.  And who was instrumental in bringing all of our Confessions together, the Creeds and the Catechisms and the Augsburg Confession into the Book of Concord.  



Martin Kemnits.  The title of his book is "The Two Natures of Christ."  And some of us still remember the man who translated it.  It was the late president of the Missouri Synod and the Concordia Theological Seminary in Ft. Wayne, the late JA O'Price, a name which might be familiar to you.  



Now, even though the phrase "the natures of Christ" have a firm place in Lutheran theology and tradition, I must honestly say that I'm uncomfortable with those two terms.  I suppose for the very reason that you mentioned, that the term genius is used in biology.  Natures give the impressions -- when we speak about the true natures of Christ, that we are dealing with two things in Christ, that we are dealing with two substances in Christ, that we are dealing with something inanimate in Christ, that we are mixing things together in order to produce the person of Jesus.  



But that's not the case at all.  When we speak about the person of Jesus, we are speaking about God in regard to the person of Jesus.  The action is always on the divine person of the Son of God who comes into our existence.  



When we say he was incarnate by the Holy Ghost and he was made man, it was God who underwent this -- these particular things.  He took on flesh and he shared in our humility.  So when we speak about natures, let's not ever think that we are just mixing together inanimate substances.  That's hardly the case.  



When we use the term apostelis maticum, we mean that when the divine nature carries out any activity, it carries it out through the human nature.  And that when the human nature carries out anything, it carries it out to the divine nature.  You could say well this is not really all that important.  It is important over against a great majority of Protestant churches.  



The great majority of churches, Protestant churches, are not Lutheran.  They are Reformed.  And in the Reformed tradition, the two natures of Christ are separate.  They never come together.  It's almost as if the human nature has its own personality.  But that wouldn't be quite accurate.  But they are separate.  



So when Jesus does anything, the human nature works through the personality of Jesus and the divine nature works through the personality of Jesus.  It's almost as if two horses were pulling a wagon.  The one horse would be the divine nature.  The other horse would be the human nature.  



So they are working together side by side.  But there is no interconnection between them.  



But genus idio maticum is somewhat similar.  It has to deal with the natures of Christ.  And that is that we attribute to one person divine and human things.  We can say Jesus sleeps.  We can say the man Jesus sleeps.  We can say that the Son of God is at the right hand of the father.  We can say that the man Jesus is at the side -- at the side of the Father.  



We do this to indicate that Jesus is a composite person.  He is not two persons.  The Reformed way of looking at the two natures of Jesus as if they were side by side is almost as if it they were two different persons.  It really goes back further.  



In the early church, there was -- there was a man known as Nostorious.  His teaching is known as Nostorium.  He could not say that Mary was the mother of God.  He could say that Mary was the mother of Jesus.  But not the mother of God.  



On that account, when Lutherans look at how the Reform looked at the person of Jesus, we are very tempted to say -- and perhaps correctly so -- that to a certain extent, this is a revival of the old Nostorium heresy.  We don't want to push that point too far.  Because if we're going to convince other people of the position we hold as the correct biblical one, we don't want to use historical terms or be pejorative because we're not going to win any friends.  But it's something which has been very striking to us that the Reformed position on many things has much in common with Nostoriumism.  Now, the Reform will also use these particular phrases of how they understand Jesus.  But remember, they don't see the divine and human working within one another. They see no real communication between the two natures.  These are separate side by side.  That's clear.  


The unique genus in Lutheran theology is the genus mia staticum.  This is something which Lutherans hold but the Reform don't.  We believe that everything that belongs to God also belongs to Jesus.  That if God is omnipresent, Jesus is omnipresent.  If God knows all things, Jesus knows all things.  If God -- if God fills all time with himself, so then does -- so does Jesus.  There is no part of God that does not come into Jesus.  



Now, this the Reformed definitely do not believe.  They believe that there is -- the large quantity or percentage of God does not get into Jesus.  That there is a God outside of Jesus.  Because God can't squeeze into Jesus because Jesus is only a human.  He's physically bound.  Jesus is limited.  God is without limits.  So how would it be possible?  



And the Lutherans, of course, derided, had no use for the Reform position.  The Lutheran position was based upon what St. Paul said.  That in Jesus dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily that settled it for the Lutherans.  And they derided the Calvinists.  And they invented a term.  And it's in Latin the extra Calvinisticum.  



Now, it's a contrived term.  It's an invented term.  Extra means outside.  And Calvinistic comes from the word Calvin.  This refers to John Calvin's doctrine.  That's the major Reform theologian.  Not the only one.  But the major most influential one.  That part of God sticks outside of the man Jesus.  And in one of those very unusual twists of theological history, the Calvinists, the Reformed now refer to that designation by which the Lutherans derided them.  The extra Calvinistic couple. 



We discussed before:  Is there any difference between various Protestant denominations and how they look at Jesus?  Well, here is a clear example.  And therefore, in Calvinistic theology they have -- and I'm thinking of particular dogmatics books.  They have sections in -- when they write their dogmatics books, they have sections -- they have books entirely on God in which they make no reference to the Trinity and they make no reference to Jesus.  



So if you decided, for example, after you become ordained to go to a seminary of another denomination in your neighborhood -- and I think that would be a very good idea.  It never hurts to learn something else, especially from somebody else's point of view.  That's the only way you can appreciate your own position and understanding.  



It's like being -- it's like being at sea.  Just knowing one place on the compass isn't going to help you.  You have to see -- you can only find where you are in reference to two points.  So I encourage you to do that.  And you will go to these very strongly biblical seminaries, academically -- academically accredited, highly qualified, no problems there.  



And you will see for them God is a separate topic.  And as soon as you say that God is a separate topic apart from the person of Jesus, you really are opening up a lot of difficulties for yourself.  Because if God can be isolated from Jesus, then you can pray to God without any reference to Jesus at all.  



And when you come to Calvinism, Calvinism believes in a double election.  There really is a problem because this election is carried out by God and not by Christ.  On that account, the Calvinists can say that God elects people to salvation in Christ.  But they can't say that he elects people to hell in Christ.  



So here you have a working of God apart from the person of Christ.  It also applies to how they understand the scriptures, too.  The Spirit comes directly from God.  So among the Calvinists, it's quite typical that they might see that Christ is the center of the scriptures.  But they don't see that he is the only -- the only content.  



It will probably happen that when you are finished with your course like many students of theology when they graduate, that many of these terms like genus ideo modicum, myastalcum apostelis modicum will be forgotten.  And then when you'll see them, they will appear as maybe entirely new or strange.  And you may not know how to pronounce them.  That's okay.  It's not going to be the center of your ministry.  But these terms have been used to put forth a definite understanding of the person of Jesus.  And to that we are all bound.  
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>> If all the attributes of Christ's divine nature are given to Christ's human nature, are all or some of the human nature also given to the divine?  In other words, is there a reciprocation between the two natures?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  This is a very attractive option that the -- just as all of the attributes of the deity or the divine nature are given to Jesus, so the limitations of the human nature are given to the divine.  I think this would appeal to the American mindset because we deal with equality.  I'm going to refer to the Georgian architecture which was so popular in the colonial period.  And that is if you had a door on one side of the room, you also had a door on the other.  Of course maybe there wasn't any place for a door.  



So they made something that looked like a door.  And so this is a very attractive option.  



Before going actually into the theological discussion of how Lutherans have looked at it, this type of thinking has come up in modern times.  And that is that the human attributes are attributed to the divine or to God.  And there is a movement among many Bible believing Protestant evangelicals people who we would ordinarily put into the category of conservative that God himself has imposed upon himself limitations so that he does not really know the future.  And that perhaps his own existence as God may in some way be compromised.  



You should be alert that this type of thinking has -- is very popular today and is going on.  The idea that the human attributes of Jesus should be given to the divine nature is called reciprocity.  And the word reciprocity is generally used between governments or between states in the United States.  There are 50 states.  And there's reciprocity.  If one state acknowledges the legality or validity of a marriage, so does the other state.  And it would seem to be the natural thing to do.  



Essential to understanding the person of Jesus, that the action is always on the part of God and not on the part of the human nature.  It's not that the human nature ever decides to become like God.  I mentioned to you before how you would approach the person of Jesus in a private or public university in a secular situation.  



There is no understanding in that kind of situation that God became man.  That's completely foreign to them.  What they can tolerate is this idea:  That there was a man, Jesus, who acquired because of his moral excellency certain divine qualities.  And that after his death, these were even increased more and more.  He grew to be like God.  



But the action -- the action the way the Lutherans have looked upon this and the way the scriptures look upon it, that is always God that comes into our situation.  And there are no limitations placed upon God.  Because of the incarnation God is no less God.  



On the other hand we want to state quite clearly there was no God outside the person of Jesus.  If we want to understand God, we first have to understand the person of Jesus.  



Now, the Reformed realize that they held to a different viewpoint of Jesus.  And just as we would be uncomfortable with their position, they made it quite clear that they were uncomfortable with our position.  And they did everything they could to disprove it.  



Thus, for example, how could you explain that the eternal God lived in the person of Jesus who had a beginning?  The Lutherans answered the question in this way:  That the attributes of God were not given to Jesus in the same way, in regard to the eternity of God, that he is not bound by time, the Lutherans said that the eternity of God rests within Jesus, was active within Jesus but in no way did the Lutherans ever suggest that the human nature of Jesus became eternal.  



There are some things, of course, which are problematic.  Let's take, for example, the attribute of omniscience.  Omniscience means -- that means knowing all things.  God knows all things.  He knows all things in one moment.  God doesn't learn.  God doesn't have to study anything.  He knows all things.  And in a sense, he's the cause of what he knows.  



However, if you read the story of the boy Jesus in the Gospel of Luke -- and there it says.  That he grew in his understanding of God.  Jesus really learned.  I think that's one of the most amazing things about the person of Jesus is that his childhood was no different than any other child.  



He had learned to speak.  He learned to pray.  Whatever the educational system was in that day -- and I think it's much more advanced than what we think.  I'm literally convinced that the household of Jesus spoke at least three languages.  Aramaic was the kind of language they spoke at home.  




If you've been in Germany, you know -- and in fact, it's true in any European country -- there's a pladdox.  There's a common language that the people speak.  It's not simple language.  It's very sophisticated that when they go to school -- at least in Germany there's high German.  And I think true also among the Italians and European in general.  



I'm convinced that Aramaic, they spoke Aramaic at home when Jesus prayed in the Gospel of Mark.  It was alialama sabachtome, common language.  They also spoke Hebrew.  That was liturgical language.  



When you went to the temple, they read the Hebrew text sort of like our reading the King James Version.  And in the Roman Catholic Church knowing the Latin.  And I'm also convinced that they knew Greek.  



There was a Greek village about two miles from where Jesus lived in Nazareth.  That seems very likely that his father who was a carpenter worked there and that Jesus had a good education.  Can you imagine Jesus having to learn things?  Knowing all things, he had to learn things.  



And he never said when he learns anything.  It's never when he heard the Scriptures read, he didn't say to himself "Oh, I wrote that."  He never said I don't know if you have children or grandchildren.  You know, children can become very short with us.  I already know that.  



He never said that.  Because he really was learning.  He was completely subjected to his parents and to other people.  He never pulled rank.  He was one of us.  He had our sorrows.  He had our emotions.  He had our happiness.  



Nobody saw -- nobody saw anything special in him by the excellent virtues which he did by saying "My, this is an absolutely unusual child.  Would you take a look at him."  No.  He was just like all of the others.  Inspite of what we see, he at the same time had all of the attributes of God.  



I like to make a reference to Luther's -- one of Luther's Christmas hymns.  And the line goes like this "With milk was fed the Lord of all who feed the ravens when they call."  I hope in the future if you have any opportunity to read anything about the person of Christ, that you would read some of the excellent studies that have been made about Martin Luther's Christology, the study of Jesus.  



That small hymn verse is magnificent.  In one person at one time there was a child who was completely dependent upon his mother like all other children for his life and for existence.  At the same time he is the Lord of all.  Even as Luther says, he feeds the ravens when they fall.  I wonder if in the back of Luther's mind were the words of Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount.  That your Heavenly Father knows that even when a sparrow falls to the ground.  



And of course that's the great magnificence of Lutheran theology.  Is that it combines the realities of God and man in one person, Jesus.  



If you haven't got an opportunity or -- to read the works of Luther, if you want something that might be a little shorter and definitely a little simpler, I would like to call your attention to a book I wrote some years ago in the confessional Lutheran dogmatic series simply with the title "Christology."  There are a few pages in there.  And this might help you to begin a journey that I hope will last as long as your life.  
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>> What does Paul mean when he says that Jesus is our wisdom, righteousness, sanification and redemption?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  This is a passage taken from Colossians.  And in certain -- in a sense, certain -- maybe this is not the best possible translation of the word righteousness.  I would rather say that Jesus is our wisdom, our justification, our sanification and redemption.  



I may have mentioned before, Eric, that as soon as we begin to divide the kind of material that we study in preparing to be pastors in the Lutheran Church, as soon as we divide the thing into topics, it seems inevitable that we're going to run into any kind of -- we're going to run into some kind of difficulties if these topics can be separate.  One of the real problems that you get into is when you understand sanification as being a separate topic.  That's another word you'll come to hear more often and you'll become acquainted with.  



Sanification can mean the entire work of the Holy Spirit in the church and on Christians.  Everything that the Holy Spirit does is -- belongs to sanification.  Sanification comes from the word sanctos in Latin and the word fakio, which means to make holy.  Everything that happens -- as soon as you walk into the church service, that's sanification.  As soon as you pick up the scriptures and you begin reading, that's sanification.  The Holy Spirit is working to make his church holy.  



What happens when you begin to separate these topics from the person of Jesus?  You can begin to get a number of false impressions, as if the Holy Spirit wouldn't make us holy apart from the person of Jesus.  It just isn't that way at all.  Our sanification, our being made holy, is because we are in Jesus.  Holiness is not something which is in addition to the person of Jesus.  But which belongs us to the person of Jesus himself. 



Let's go back to that first word, wisdom.  That's an unusual word.  Jesus used in a word in the Gospel of Matthew of himself.  He said wisdom is justified by her children.  That's an amazingly difficult passage.  



What does that mean?  It probably means this:  That we can see who the true Christians are because they act like Jesus.  Wisdom is justified by our children.  I'm musical.  Of course I'm not musical.  There's my son.  My musical ability can be seen in the fact that my son also isn't musical.  So we're also like Jesus in that sense.  Wisdom does not refer to all knowledge.  Wisdom here is a code term for the Gospel.  Gospel in a very specific sense. And that is -- that's what Jesus is.  He is God's wisdom.  Before we said Jesus is the word of God.  What we know about God comes from Jesus.  The activity and the action of this word in our lives is God's wisdom. 

So that we do the things that Jesus did and follow his example.  



Now, we get to the other phrase, righteousness.  I think it would be much better to use the old church phrase justification.  Justification in the Lutheran Church is a very familiar term.  We say a man is justified by grace through faith.  We understand in this sense that we know ourselves to be free of sin because we believe in Jesus Christ as our redeemer.  We know that.  The just shall live by his faith.  



That was at the very heart of Luther's Reformation.  It's a very existential thing.  But this is what concerns me.  Am I going to be condemned for my sins?  Is there any hope for me?  Is there any salvation?  And the answer is that we're justified by grace through faith.  



So it's something that's very internalized.  It's personal.  It's something which belongs to me.  But there's another dimension to it.  Justification is not something that merely happens to me.  It is something which happens in Christ.  



Christ was accused of blasphemy.  He was accused of being a sinner.  And he was put to death.  And he was put to death illegally because he had not committed the crimes which the people said he did.  



His trial was false.  Have you been accused falsely?  God had no other choice but to raise Jesus from the dead.  And by raising Jesus from the dead, he justified Jesus.  We have all had the feeling.  This happens to everybody, that we have been accused of things which we know are not true and of which we are innocent.  



That's the way our court system is based.  I know our court system says that we are innocent until proven guilty.  And the French system is you're guilty when you're accused until you prove your innocence.  Even though we say we're innocent before we're proven guilty, I think the French system is really much closer to the way things really are.  We have to prove that we are innocent.  Jesus was accused.  He was accused of being in league with Satan.  He was accused of overthrowing the government. He was falsely accused.  



And God justified him.  By raising him from the dead, God declared that this man, Jesus, was holy, pure and innocent.  By being raised from the dead, God justified him.  We are also justified in Jesus.  Because we are in him.  



Now, the technical term for this in Lutheran theology is objectivities justification.  When I believe in Christ, that's subjective justification, the personal internal feeling that I know that my sins are forgiven.  I think Lutherans put most of their concentration on that.  But we should pay attention to what St. Paul says here.  That Jesus Christ is our righteousness, our justification.  It is totally complete in him.  



And when Jesus justified us, he didn't justify us individually.  He was the new Adam.  He was the one man out of whom God was creating an entirely new humanity for himself.  And when he -- God raised Jesus from the dead, he justified him, he declared him righteous.  And by that act, he justified all human beings.  So God is not snarling at the world.  He's quite content with the world.  Because in Christ, all people are present.  



This is also a universal redemption.  Paul says that Jesus is our wisdom, our righteousness, our sanification and our redemption.  This becomes very important over against the strict Reformed Calvinistic way of thinking.  We have mentioned before that classical Reform Calvinistic belief holds in a double predestination.  



God predestines some to heaven.  He predestines some to eternal damn nation.  Now, they are going to fudge on that just a little bit.  But they will say that God deliberately passes over some people.  



That's what they say.  They deliberately pass over.  Part of this particular doctrine is that Christ only redeems those who are elect.  Christ does not die for those who are not elect.  There is no universal atonement.  There is no universal redemption.  Redemption means basically in English to buy back.  



Some people say that some words which are used in theology are so antiquated that they have absolutely no meaning at all for the modern man.  Well, maybe you would remember -- I don't think you will because you're too young.  But back in the 1960s the A and P stores gave out stamps with the food.  And you took the stamps to get a prize.  And it was called a redemption center.  



Redemption means to buy back.  God has bought us back.  But he hasn't just bought us back as individuals.  We are all together in the human race and he has bought all of us.  



Think of what St. Paul says here, "Christ is our wisdom.  All knowledge is in him.  He is our righteousness.  God is content with the world because of what God has done."  And this righteousness happened in the resurrection.  He is our sanctification.  In our own experience, our sanification will never be complete.  I guess we're completely holy and completely sinful at the same time.  



And of course that's the dilemma that we're in.  That as soon as we experience complete holiness, we're faced with the reality of who we are.  But in Christ, that holiness already belongs to us.  And he is our complete redemption.  



That means all sins have been forgiven for all people.  And of course there's -- a kind of tragedy has attached to the preaching of the Gospel.  Because in the preaching of the Gospel, the people are offered something which already belongs to them.  It's not something which they have to earn.  



It already belongs to them.  And the tragedy of preaching the Gospel is that though some people will believe, other people will reject what really belongs to them because it is in Christ.  And that's the burden that we have to bear as preachers.  It's a sadness.  It's something which we wish we could run away from.  We would like to believe otherwise.  But that's not the way it is.  
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>> As I've done some of my studying for this class, I've run across a concept which is new to me.  I hope you can help me understand it better.  What do we mean by Christ's active and passive obedience?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  First of all, I'm going to make a comment about your name, David, since I share the same name.  It's a great advantage to have this kind of a name.  I was brought up in a Jewish community in Brooklyn, New York.  And when you have a name like David, you immediately have an entrance into the Jewish community.  And nobody can say.  That you have any type of prejudice against them.  



And so with that kind of a name, the Jewish community has to accept you.  Of course, not that that's the important thing.  But rather that will give you an opportunity to give a witness to Christ as the true Messiah so you just take advantage of that.  



When I hear the phrase "Christ's active and passive obedience" I think of my own Confirmation back in Trinity Lutheran Church, which obviously in Brooklyn, New York, that my father was the pastor.  



And back in those days instead of having testimonies for Confirmation class, we had these kinds of questions.  And I'm not so sure the kids ever understood it.  But maybe that's not so important.  They understand it later in life.  



You ask what is the -- what do we mean by Christ's active and passive obedience?  And some kid says baptism and the Lord's Supper.  So you say well, that's okay.  You undoubtedly have already gone through Confirmation.  



So some of this terminology is already familiar to you.  And it intends to be shorthand rather than totally embracive.  I think we made this point before.  That the use of the terminology in no way guarantees that the person who is using it understand it.  And it certainly doesn't communicate the Gospel.  



And when we speak about Christ's active and passive obedience, we are referring to his life on earth.  We are referring from the time of his conception to the time of his death.  We're not referring to his pre-existent life with the Father and the Holy Spirit, of the Trinitarian life.  And we are not speaking about his life of exaltation.  When we use the term active obedience, we are referring to all of the things that Jesus did before the time that he was crucified.  



We mean by this phrase that he fulfilled the law for us.  By the phrase passive obedience, we are -- we are referring explicitly to the atonement.  That activity whereby God laid on him the sins of the entire world and which he carried in order that we could be forgiven.  



I think a number of things have to be said to make this absolutely clear.  Sometimes it is -- the atonement is attached to Christ's active obedience, the things that he did.  His life, his sinless life.  



That is not sufficiently accurate.  And we should shy away from that.  And maybe we'll get to that later.  And that -- the statements of Jesus, he makes it quite clear that his atonement is attached specifically to his death.  That's the time in which he was made a ransom for the sins of the entire world.  Jesus himself said, "The Son of Man did not come to be served but to serve."  And how did he do this serving?  By giving his life as a ransom for many.  



When we speak about even the passive obedience, I know it's shorthand.  And I know it refers to the death of Jesus.  You have to be very careful about this.  Because it may give the impression that in offering up a sacrifice for sins, Christ simply was passive.  And to a large extent, that's true.  



Based on the Gospel of Matthew, the Gethsemane scene, Jesus prays to the Father that he would remove the cup.  "Father, I pray you that you would remove this cup from me.  Nevertheless, not my will but Thy will."  The cup is a reference to the wrath of God.  And Christ consumed the entire wrath of God.  



We must be very careful.  There was no wrath -- the wrath of God that exists now is against unbelief.  It's not because God is wrathful against the human condition before Christ came.  That has been resolved.  



Now, if we want to point -- picture Christ as passive -- and that's the way the Gospel writers at least portray it for us -- we also want to say that in the passive obedience, Christ is active.  He says, "No man takes my life from me but I lay down my life of myself."  We can't get the impression that Jesus is doing something he didn't want to do.  When you use a phrase like passive obedience, you get the idea that one person is giving out the orders and another person is fulfilling them, whether he likes it or not.  In fact, that's the way our entire existence is.  



I see a police car on the interstate up the road.  I'm obedient.  Put my foot on the brake.  



When I know that April 15th comes around, I don't have a choice.  That's passive obedience.  I go and do what somebody tells me to.  



But in the case of Christ, this is something which he wants to do.  We never want to picture this in such a way is that there are two different motives -- that there are two different motives within the Trinity.  That the Father wants the Son to do something which he doesn't want to do.  



Now, when Christ has ex- -- expresses reluctance about his death -- and we should in no way minimize this as if this is simply some type of show -- his reluctance has to do with his humanity.  It has to do with his weakness.  He is weaker than all other people.  He doesn't approach the will of God with complete confidence that he is going to endure the suffering and enjoy it.  



That's one of the great advantages of this motion picture "The Passion," which you may have seen and which many people -- which many other people have seen, too.  It really is a great statement of the faith.  I'm not so sure it converted anybody.  But at least it brought out the very -- it presented the very heart of Christianity, which is the person of Jesus himself and the agony which he went through.  



And he is.  The word passive obedience is absolutely fine.  Because in his death, from one perspective, he completely committed himself to God.  The Lord's Prayer was given by Jesus to the church to pray.  He doesn't say that he prays the Lord's Prayer.  But that's not exactly true.  He prays all of the Lord's Prayer except the petition that the Father would forgive sins.  



And what is at the beginning of the Lord's Prayer, "Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name.  Thy kingdom come.  Thy will be done."  The active obedience is that he devotes everything which he has and everything which he is to the coming of the kingdom and doing the will of God.  



And what is the kingdom of God?  The kingdom of God is his own death.  And what is the will of God?  The will of God is that Jesus would accomplish this atonement for the sins of the entire world.  



Now, this is not a -- the phrase as the active and passive obedience is not like the Latin phrases that we were tossing around before,  genera.  The genus apostelis maticum, the genus myastoticum.  It's not like those phrases at all.  Because these are phrases that you're going to be using.  And you're going to be using them in Confirmation class.  You're going to be using them when instructing adults.  



It's shorthand.  Always understand it's shorthand.  Shorthand is never fully embracive of the great truths.  It tends to communicate.  But here is another case where the shorthand helps us to go through large areas of theology in a shorter time.  



From time to time students bring their parents into the classroom.  This frequently happens during special seminary celebrations.  Like the assignment of Vicars and the giving out of calls to the graduates.  And I'm not so sure that's always a good idea.  Because they walk into a situation which we are using all of these terms.  And they wonder what in the world is this all about?  



Well, that's part of a seminary education is to learn the shorthand so that we do not have to go over those things which we agree with already.  But certainly when we get up into the pulpit, we are going to expound on these things.  And where do you find out about the active and passive obedience of Jesus?  Well, you have your choice:  Matthew, Mark, Luke or John.  



And as a preacher, you preach on the three-year series.  And you're going to go through all of those gospels in four years.  And so this is going to be something which you're going to be saying -- and I'm not exaggerating -- you're going to have to be preaching the active and passive obedience of Christ every Sunday.  
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>> I'm thinking of a concept that we introduced earlier in this course and I wonder if it has applicability here.  Does the immaculate conception have anything to do with the sinlessness of Jesus?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Okay.  Here -- Nick, here we're going back to the phrase immaculate conception.  Certainly immaculate conception is not a phrase that is found in Lutheran theology.  In all, it is very strange.  However, we live in the United States.  And many churches are called the Church of the Immaculate Conception.  The major Roman Catholic basilica in the Washington, D.C. is called the Basilica of the Immaculate Conception.  The United States is dedicated to its patron saint, which is the Virgin Mary, and the immaculate conception.  And there is a lot of devotion which is attached to the immaculate conception.  



The late Pope John Paul II dedicated his pontificate to the Virgin Mary and more specifically to the immaculate conception.  And as mentioned, this phrase is used so frequently that it has crept over into common Lutheran thinking.  And some people connect it with the virgin birth.  And very strangely -- maybe not strangely at all -- the sinlessness of Jesus is connected -- has been connected by some to the virgin birth.  



Now, this is kind of strange.  Some people -- and I don't think there's absolutely any theological or biological support for it -- have suggested that the man's -- that our sinful nature is carried with the male gene.  This is just plain ordinary speculation.  And we should not really pay too much attention to it.  



Christ is not only sinless.  He cannot sin.  The sinlessness of Jesus is not connected to the virgin birth.  The sinlessness of Jesus is specifically connected to the fact that he is God.  



Now, we know that God is sinless.  That means he doesn't do anything wrong.  I feel very uncomfortable speaking about God as sinless.  Because God is not subject to any authority which is higher than himself.  And that God is himself righteousness.  We talked about that previously.  That Christ -- that Christ is -- that Christ himself is righteousness.  



When we speak of Christ's sinlessness, it looks like we're measuring him against some external standard.  Even the Ten Commandments.  I don't think we want to do that.  Because he himself is -- he himself is holy.  If you want to put the word sinless into a positive connotation, the word sinless -- we would use the word holy, pure.  


Now, is it proper to speak about Christ as sinless? It is.  Because one of the ways in which Christianity can be destroyed is by suggesting that Jesus was a sinful being.  This has been -- maybe people don't use that terminology.  But it certainly is suggested in a book like the DaVinci Code which for many, many weeks was on the best seller list at the top of the list.  



There has been many attempts in the film industry to picture Jesus in rather unfortunate terms which are completely untrue.  That maybe he had a wife on the side.  Or maybe he engaged in activity which he shouldn't have.  Or how about -- you wouldn't remember the -- I use the term records.  That kind of dates me.  But Jesus Christ Superstar in which he's put forth as a kind of a pathetic leader who starts a cause which he cannot bring to fruition so he has no other choice but to die in his boots.  



And the way they are going to attack Christianity is to attack the person of Jesus.  So the doctrine of the sinlessness of Jesus is an extremely important doctrine.  And maybe one which we would have to address now that we wouldn't have to address before.  



Now, the Jewish community from the time -- from the time that Jesus proclaimed himself as the Messiah wanted to portray Jesus in a very negative light.  The Jewish picture of Jesus is not positive.  It's amazing that the -- that Islam, the language of the Muslims, is much more protective of the person of Jesus.  



What is very sad is that from the Christian church itself, from its presidents, its bishops, its theologians and its pastors, Jesus is sometimes portrayed as an inadequate leader.  So this is an extremely significant doctrine.  



If we say that the sinlessness of Jesus is some way connected to the virgin birth, that the virgin birth is the cause of Jesus' sinlessness, we are really saying something else about marriage and sexual relationships between people.  

Now we don't have to mention that there are many perverse sexual relationships between man and a woman and between people of the same gender.  But we never want to say that the sexual relationship itself is sinful.  Because that means that by having children, we -- we ourselves would be perpetuating original sin.  



Now, a part of the ethic of the Roman Catholic Church is that celibacy is a higher form of Christian life than marriage.  This is a position we simply do not accept and which we cannot tolerate.  Now, there could be for very good reasons that some people do not get married.  And St. Paul explained it.  That you have more time to do the work of the Lord.  



But at the same time it was -- the marriage was the ordinary relationship between man and woman.  And there was -- sinlessness is no more connected to celibacy than it is to marriage.  And so sometimes the concept of the virgin birth of Jesus, that is Jesus was conceived by Mary without the help of any male, is seen as a model for the celibate life in the Roman church.  



And we must be very careful, in fact, about doing this because we have to encourage marriage rather than putting religious obstacles up before people.  And of course, this was what the Reformation was about.  That's why Luther did not have -- Luther would have been content not to get married.  But he wanted to make a statement.  



It might be strange to say that getting marriage was a religious statement.  But it was.  And if there was ever a person committed to the virgin birth of Jesus, it was Luther.  And he had a very high appreciation for the Virgin Mary.  
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>> Okay.  I think I understand all of this.  But let me ask one more question:  Jesus did not sin.  But was it possible for him to sin?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  This is one of the questions which one -- a person would rather ignore entirely than if you would ask various ministers in the Lutheran Church, you would be surprised.  They won't all come down on one side.  I'm not going to say it's going to come down 50/50.  



I had a personal experience with this particular question because the pastor where I was Vicaring in Manhattan, Kansas, was teaching that Jesus could sin.  And since being a very young man of 22 years of age, I had all of the answers.  And I informed other people that the pastor was wrong.  And you learn very soon that there are any number of ways to handle problems.  And one of them is not to -- never to reprimand a person publicly.  



And here we get into the question -- the word -- this is really a difficult question because of the word possible.  We could take it back to Adam and phrase the question this way:  For Adam was it possible to sin?  Yes, it was possible for him to sin.  But he didn't have to sin.  



How about us?  Is it possible for us human beings to sin?  Well, as Lutherans I think we already know the answer.  We Lutherans have a phrase simalusta setbicacha.  The word sima is the word from which we get the word simultaneously, which means at the same time we are sinner and saint.  



There are other denominations, the holiness denominations, that say, "Yes, we're sinner and saint.  But first we're sinners and then we become saints and we don't go back to sinning anymore."  And that kind of thinking is widespread, that sin is somehow past tense in our lives.  Lutherans don't feel like that at all.  



Now comes the question of whether Christ could sin.  Let's go back to Adam again.  Do we sin like Adam?  No, we don't sin like Adam.  When Adam sinned, he went from a state of complete holiness into a condition of sin.  He was a traitor.  He actually crossed the boundary from one type of existence to another type of existence.  And he did this of his own free will.  



Do we have a free will?  Yes, we still have a free will.  We have a free will to sin and to keep on sinning.  We're not -- we have never lived in the life of complete holiness.  We live in a state of sanification.  But when nobody is looking, sometimes we cross back over the boundary.  And then we go back as quickly as we can. 

 

That's our life, simausbacador, going back and forth.  How about Jesus?  If we go back to the presupposition that we set forth in the previous question about the sinlessness of Jesus, Jesus was not simply a man.  If we say that Jesus is able to sin, we're saying this:  That he is living -- he is living as if he were only a human being.  But he's never only a human being.  



The deity, the Godness of the Trinity completely dwells in him all the time.  By definition he is everything which is opposed to sin.  So we want to say that Christ is not able to sin.  



Now, this raises up a very significant question.  What about the temptations?  In the gospels of Matthew and Luke, the three temptations of Jesus have a very prominent place.  They -- in the Gospel of Matthew, they appear right after his baptism.  Maybe this is as much about us as it is about Jesus.  It says that when Jesus was baptized, the Spirit of God came upon him.  And then it says the Spirit drove him out into the wilderness to be tempted of Satan.  This is exactly opposed to what we understand as Christianity.  



Because Christianity sometimes is presented to us as a great victory over Satan in our lives.  This is going to be an opportunity for all types of personal, financial and health success.  That our problems will go behind us.  



But if the baptism of Jesus is in any way a model or paradigm of our own lives, the Christian is going to experience worse conditions after he is baptized than he does before.  The Holy Spirit is going to put him in very difficult situations.  



The temptations for Jesus and the temptations for Christians are the same kind.  In this sense they bring suffering.  I know I've heard it preached many times that the whole -- I've heard it preached many times from the pulpit that the unbeliever is quaking in his boots because he fears going to hell.  



I wonder if preachers who say those kind of things have ever talked to a human being who is an unbeliever.  The unbelievers I know are perfectly content.  They have -- they seem to be incapable of thinking about the afterlife at all.  You would think that some tragedies of some families would bring people to believe in God or to at least think -- at least begin thinking of religious things.  But it never happens that way.  I won't say it never happens.  But it's very rare.  



What happens to the Christian is that there is an increase in holiness.  But it's a kind of a negative thing.  He becomes aware of who he is.  The Christian is able to look at himself for what he is.  And that's the worst possible thing.  



The unbeliever does not have that particular problem.  It would be great to be an unbeliever.  Because the unbeliever can engage in all kinds of behaviors.  He can have all kinds of thoughts.  And he's never held accountable.  He never sees what he does as something which is unacceptable to God or that he has done something wrong.  



He understands right and wrong insofar as there are external punishments.  But he is able to engage in all types of activities because he never sees himself as a saint.  



We Christians are saints.  Our saintliness means we become more and more aware of our lack of saintliness. 

The temptations for Jesus were horrible because they were directed to what he was in his weakness.  When Jesus was tempted, he did not address his temptations -- he did not address his temptations from the position of God.  He addressed his temptations from his humiliation.  



Now, let's consider the temptations.  The first temptation is "Turn these stones into bread."  What's the temptation?  The temptation was that he should use his power which he has as the Son of God.  And that's what Satan said, "If you are the Son of God, turn these stones into bread.


He would have been using the gifts which God had given him for his own advantage.  He was tempted to do that.  And similarly also with the second temptation of "Jump down from the temple."  If he jumped down from the temple, he would not have had to go to Jerusalem.  He could have jumped down from the temple and everybody would have cried, "The Messiah, the Messiah, the Messiah."  He would not have had to face the cross in death.  



And of course the last one was Satan says that if Christ would worship Satan, he would give him all the territories of the world.  That temptation goes back -- right back to the Garden of Eden.  And that is when our first parents sinned.  It wasn't an ordinary sin.  It was a sin against the First Commandment.  



They had pushed God to the side.  And now Satan had been enthroned as God.  Satan was becoming the center of their devotion.  Satan was giving them a word that they could believe.  



So was Christ tempted out of his -- tempted to find an easy way to go into his glory?  The answer is yes.  However, as God he could never desert God.  He could not desert what he wasn't himself.  But he pushed his Godhood aside, his deity aside, and he faced these problems, just as we do.  
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>> I have no idea if this question is important but I've always wanted to know the answer, especially after all of those news reports years ago about that burial box with the inscription regarding James, the brother of Jesus.  Did Jesus have brothers and sisters?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  I'm an armchair archeologist which means I'll read newspaper articles, occasionally pick up a copy of the biblical archeologist and that I have no intention of going to Turkey, Greece or Palestine and digging around in the sand.  Being bitten by bugs at 5:00 o'clock in the morning.  Eating a diet of yogurt and cucumbers.  



But I am totally fascinated by these things.  And for many, many years I was a proponent of the authenticity of the Shroud of Turin.  In fact, I even used to take out my handkerchief in class as a symbolic gesture for my devotion to that shroud.  That shroud was an amazing document -- I can call it a document because that's what it did.  It had a history to it.  



And was it a forgery or was it authentic?  Well, about oh, 15 years ago, it was decided by the test that they give, the carbon test that they give, that it was a fraud. 

So basically my faith was completely shaken.  So I gave up on it and destroyed all of the film strips I have on it.  And of course now the evidence is beginning to lead that this is an authentic relic.  But so much time has passed that my enthusiasm and devotion for it cannot be reignited.  I would have to -- I would have to assume an entirely new collection of articles and books.  And I'm not up to that.  



But just at that same time, they uncover this ossuary.  An ossuary is a box in which they put bones.  You might have an idea about what this would be from New Orleans.  Because in New Orleans the water table is so high that they bury people above the ground.  They don't have enough burial space.  So as the body deteriorates, they simply push the bones back into a bin.  



Well, the custom in the day of Jesus was quite similar.  After a year they would collect the bones and they would put it into this box called an ossuary so that it could be -- so that they could be kept.  



And so several years ago they discovered this box with James, the brother -- really -- the inscription was James, the Son of Joseph, the brother of Jesus.  And it was a -- there was a great deal of enthusiasm for this particular ossuary as you are undoubtedly aware of it.  They even brought -- had this bone box over to a meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature in Toronto.  And any number of scholars visited it.  



It was really quite an amazing artifact because we would be getting very close to the person of Jesus.  And I was equally enthusiastic about it.  Strangely in taking that box back to Israel, the cover was cracked.  And the Israeli authorities got involved in this thing.  And they claimed that while the box itself is authentic, the inscription may not be authentic. 



As with the Shroud of Turin -- I am not a professional and I do not have the capacity to judge the authenticity of the inscription.  Apparently the man who brought this ossuary to the forefront has been known for other forgeries.  However, there are any number of scholars who say that's authentic.  



Now, apart from the fact that it may or may -- that it may be a fake or that it may be authentic -- and I'm not so sure that any conclusion -- one conclusion will satisfy everybody, the inscription is informative.  Because it identifies a certain James who had as his father a man by the name of Joseph and had a brother by the name of Jesus.  



Now, they did some statistical data on this.  What would be the possibility of the population of Jerusalem at this time that there would be such an individual.  There would be many people who would be Jesus who were the Son of Joseph.  But how many would be James?  So from that point, it's a very interesting thing.  



Now, why this is really an issue, there are any number -- there's I'll say -- I'll call it a movement.  Any number of people in the Lutheran Church who believe that Mary was a virgin for her entire life.  And they based this on a phrase in the Latin version of the Smalcald Article, the Latin is bavergo, always a virgin.  And if you've been in the military, you know about the military, it comes simper fadalis, always faithful.  The motto of the Marines.  



I have very strong feelings about this.  I think all of the biblical evidence points to the fact that Mary and Joseph had other children.  That Jesus had sisters.  And that he had a normal life.  



Now, the people who believe that Mary was always a virgin throughout her entire life have really taken a very militant stand against people who do not accept the way they think.  They call them Nostorians and heretics, all kinds of uncomplimentary things.  But I look at this from two different ways.  



First of all, I think all of the biblical evidence suggests that Mary and Joseph had other children.  There is -- just before Jesus preaches the parables, he's told that his mother and -- his mother and his sisters and his brothers are outside.  And Jesus says, "Whoever does the will of my Father is my mother, my brothers and my sisters."



The way that -- what are you going to do with a phrase like that where it says brothers and sisters?  They say, "Well, this just means close relatives."  Well, the cousins, we would call them cousins.  But it doesn't fit.  Because Jesus doesn't say that if we do the will of his Father, that we are his cousins.  He says we are his brothers and sisters.  And at the resurrection, Jesus says to the women "Go tell my brothers."  That with the coming of Jesus, an entirely new family relationship has been set up.  



It must have been -- it must have been quite disappointing to the family of Jesus to be disenfranchised.  Because certainly in the Jewish way of thinking, relationship counts a lot.  Afterall, the priesthood was by blood descent, Father to Son, nephew, son-in-law, things like that.  



It was by descent.  The kings of Israel were by descent.  And if Jesus in any way -- you wouldn't have to really have a completely formed theology about him.  You could just believe he was the Messiah, which means he was the king of Israel.  It would be a great advantage to say that you were the brother and the sister of the new king.  Throughout the world it always counts.  Think of Saudi Arabia with all of those brothers and half brothers over there.  



I had to address this particular question when I began teaching a course on James.  It was -- I was penalized by the academic dean at that time.  So they gave me the worst book in the Bible of which I knew absolutely nothing and which Luther called the epistle of straw.  



And when an instructor doesn't know too much he always has the students do the papers.  And somehow the papers never really worked out.  Because when I think, I have to see things hanging together.  



I came to a conclusion on James' doctrine of justification was that he was teaching just what Jesus was teaching.  And that is we're justified by our works.  That's true.  We are justified by our works.  I can tell you that I'm musical.  But if you give me a piano and I can't play, then I'm not justified by my works.  I can say to you that I'm innocent.  But I had better prove that I was not at the scene of the crime.  



We are all justified by our works.  Students are justified by their works.  The postman is justified by his works.  We don't know.  He's the postman until he delivers the mail.  Then he's justified.  



And then I go and look at the person of James.  And he is a very prominent figure in the New Testament.  Paul says in Galations that he saw nobody except James, the brother of the Lord.  James is mentioned before Peter and John.  And in the resurrection appearances that Paul mentioned in I Corinthians, he says, "First he appeared to Peter, then to the 12, then to 500 brethren.  Then he appeared to James.  And then there's Jude who calls himself the brother of James.  And becomes a fan- -- I haven't done too much lately of this James.  And I've become a fan of him because people who believe in the perpetual virginity of Mary have had to push this James out of existence.  This James came to be prominent.  He was the most prominent person in Jerusalem even excelling Peter in his importance in that city.  



And of course, he had the -- he had both the credentials and the ability.  He is -- he is -- there is a certain James who was the chairman of the Council of Jerusalem in Acts Chapter 15.  And he's mentioned by Josephus as living up to the year 62.  



And then there's an epistle called Jude.  And Jude calls himself the brother of James.  Well, you can say, "Why didn't James and Jude call themselves the brother of Jesus?"



Well, if we're going to follow the footsteps in Christ, we're not going to pull rank.  You don't go around saying, "I'm the brother of Jesus."  Other people can say that about you but not yourself.  So I think all of the evidence points to this.  



And then there's another factor, too.  We'll get to discussing the humiliation and the exaltation of Jesus.  The phrase for the humiliation of Jesus in the Creed is "And he was made man."  The Latin really carried it nicely, homo facitus, he was humiliated.  I don't believe that Jesus was an only child.  



I believe that part of his humiliation was having to be in an absolutely ordinary family where siblings squabble among themselves.  And do they squabble.  They squabble for attention and they squabble for things.  



So his life was not isolated.  Perhaps you're acquainted with the Roman Catholic figure of the infant of Pirogue.  If you have some Catholic relatives, aunts and uncles, you may see this figurine in their house.  It's a picture of Jesus as a child with a nice red coat and gold on the coat and a nice crown, the infant of Pirogue.  It wasn't like that at all.  He was, pardon the expression, an ordinary child.  



And he had brothers and sisters.  And there was maybe an awareness that he was a little bit different.  Because they -- in the Gospel, the family of Jesus is always there on the outskirts looking -- looking in.  



And I think for a full picture of Jesus, we have to see him as being brought up in an ordinary family.  You know, soon after a century later after he lived, they developed all of these fantastic nativity stories about Jesus, how when he threw mud at other people, they became birds.  And he did these extraordinary miracles with this child.  Jesus' ministry did not begin until he was around 30 years of age.  



He was not preaching anything before that particular time.  He was just, pardon the expression, one of the gang.  Do we -- can we call Mary sempa vergo, always a virgin?  I think we can as a title of honor.  That's how she is to be remembered in the church.  But I think all of the arguments that are used to say that she had no other children I think are totally unfounded.  And here we get back to the situation again that somehow if Mary was not a wife in the ordinary sense, she was inferior.  That's what you're saying.  



And so much of our devotion, Christmas devotion about this, you may know the Christmas Carol "The Cherry Tree."  And it begins by singing, "Joseph was an old man.  An old man was he.  He married sweet Mary, the queen of Galilee."  Of course if you have a guy 80 years of age, marries a gal around 16, then maybe the perpetual virginity of Mary becomes feasible.  But I think that's all fable.  
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>> The Bible uses several names for Jesus as we have already seen in this course.  One of the most common designations for him is Lord.  Why is Jesus called Lord?  And does the name carry any cultural significance that we might not understand?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  There are many names by which Jesus can be called.  And if we want to fudge on the deity of Jesus, that is whether -- maybe we're not certain that we can take his deity as being prominent in our thought, we would rather call him Lord -- God at least in the English language is absolute.  And Lord not so much.  



I think this whole thing has to be reevaluated.  The word Lord in Greek is kyrios.  And for us who use the liturgy of the older hymnal in the early part of the liturgy, there's a section called the kyriolason, which is not Latin but Greek.  Lord have mercy.  Very strangely that's taken directly out of the scripture.  



And it really would be nice -- I think we're the only Lutheran Church in the world now that's something I can't prove and probably an exaggeration that sings that part of the liturgy in English.  All of the other churches sing it in Greek carry liaison.  And somehow even the illiterate manage to figure out what it is.  It kind of teaches the -- when you use a frame like that in the same language all over the world, it kind of strengthens the catholicity of the church in saying that we all belong to one church.  



There is -- some people hold -- some scholars hold that this title came from the Roman emperor.  Because the Roman coins -- well, shall in an English coin -- you pick up the English coin it has the abbreviation Elizabeth the Queen, Elizabeth Regina II.  



Queen Regina and defender of the faith.  It has that.  It has a simple religious symbol on the British coins.  They all have that.  The Roman coins also had a religious symbol.  They had a picture of the emperor, the Cesar.  And he was called Deus at dominos, Lord and God.  



So the theory is that as Christianity moved out of the Jewish world into the Greek world.  And I don't believe that Christianity existed only in the Jewish world because the Jewish world was already Greek at that time.  



They decided well, if these political figures in the room were designated as Lord and God, God and Lord, wouldn't it be nice if we did the same thing for Jesus?  So they elevated Jesus to God and Lord.  I think it's a much safer path to take that the word Lord is taken from the Old Testament word for Yahweh or adonai.  Alaheim is the word for God, the ordinary word for God in the Old Testament.  Yahweh and adonai is the word for Lord.  So when the term Lord is used in the New Testament, it refers to the deity of Jesus.  



I think we have to speak about a further significance of this.  About 30 years ago I was participating in a debate.  And maybe I wasn't doing as good or I was not as learned as I should have been.  And the argument was that in the Gospel, the phrase Lord was simply another designation for sir.  And I didn't answer the question.  But then later I was thinking of this.  I was thinking about this.  



And bring to your mind the last judgement scene in the fifth discourse of Matthew when all the nations are gathered before the Son of Man as king.  And the sheep are on the right.  And the goats are on the left.  And Jesus said, "Because you do not do it to the least of these my brethren, you didn't do it unto me."  And they answer -- they didn't say, "Sir, when did we see you?"



The word is kyrios Lord.  Lord, when did we see you?  When we -- believers and unbelievers see Jesus in judgement, they are not going to address him as sir.  They are going to address him as Lord.  



They might not address him as redeemer.  They won't acknowledge him as the one who atoned for their sins.  They won't do that.  But when you come into the presence of Jesus, he will be there as judge and God and the proper title for him will be Lord.  



Now, we can expand this even a little bit further.  In one of the other previous questions, we pointed out to Romans Chapter 9 Verse 5 -- this the best translation is to suggest that Jesus is God blessed forever, that he is overall.  And in the very famous and well-known confession of Thomas when Jesus confronts him after the resurrection, Thomas says to him "My Lord and my God."  



And so there are references -- direct references where Jesus is called God.  However, the ordinary way in the New Testament of referring to the Father is God.  And the ordinary reference to referring to Jesus in his divinity is Lord.  



For example, it's the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God and the Communion of the Holy Spirit.  Some people add to that particular formula.  They shouldn't.  They shouldn't say the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God the Father and the Communion of the holy ghost be with you.  No, the benediction should remain intact exactly as it appears in the scripture and given by the Holy Spirit.  



Because the first person of the Trinity is known as God.  We don't have to be informed by anybody else that it's the Father.  God applies to the Father.  And Lord applies to Jesus.  



And Paul does a very clever thing in I Corinthians.  He says, "Now in the world there are many so-called gods and many so-called lords.  But for us there is only one God, the Father and there is only one Lord Jesus Christ.  That lord and God are equally valuable in referring to the deity of Jesus.  What Paul did in that case, by the way, he took the phrase from the Old Testament.  Herosae woe, the Lord your God is one Lord.  



Jewish congregations, synagogues, still say this in Hebrew herosae woe, the Lord your God is one Lord.  And Paul went on to explain it like this:  The God in that phrase, he applied to the Father.  And the Lord he applied to -- he applied to Jesus.  



We're just not used to that particular phrase, that Lord refers to deity.  But here is an area, here is something we can inform the way we think by actually looking at what the New Testament says.  



We mentioned before that Jesus is given the name Immanuel.  I think that's a passage which Lutheran theology has overlooked.  And very valuable.  God with us.  He is God with us.  The scriptures do call him God.  But the ordinary title more frequently is Lord.  
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>> Dr. Scaer, I appreciate your comments about the difference between the terms Lord and God.  Let me ask you about another common designation for Jesus in the New Testament, Son of Man.  Does Son of Man have any particular significance?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Eric, thanks for calling that to my attention.  We just about skipped that one.  And perhaps it might be the most important designation for Jesus because it's Jesus' own self designation.  You never find that phrase or title in the mouth of anybody else except Jesus.  The one exception is in the book of acts where Steven as he's been martyred says, "I see the Son of Man standing at the right hand of power."



It's a very frequent term in all four gospels.  And it's been a puzzle to scholars.  Perhaps the best explanation of the phrase Son of Man is it's a cryptic reference to Jesus as God.  Some people have used the phrase the Son of Man as a reference to his humanity because of the word man in there.  



Because there are two cases which are -- which can help us understand the phrase Son of Man.  When Jesus is in Ciceri Philippi, he asks his disciples "Who do men say the Son of Man is?"  They give him a number of responses.  Then he asks particularly, "Who do you think the Son of Man is?"  And Peter provides the answer:  You are the Christ, the Son of the living God.  



And then it's also used in the trial of Jesus in a reverse way.  It's not Jesus who asks the question but the high priest.  "Tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of God."  And Jesus answers "You have said so and you will see the Son of Man coming on the clouds of power."  



Now, scholars have tried to take the phrase Son of Man and put it into various categories.  One reference to the Son of Man seems to suggest that when Jesus uses the phrase, that he is thinking of his deity and the things which he gave up during the period of humiliation.  



For example, he says, "The birds have their nests and the flocks have their holes.  But the Son of Man has no place to lay down."  This can hardly be a reference to his humanity.  Because there are any number of thousands and thousands of people who are homeless.  Refugees, pilgrims who wander on the earth. 

 

What is significant about that phrase the Son of Man has no place to put down his head is that if this is a reference to the Son of God, then the phrase has meaning.  It's also used when Jesus thinks about what he will be in the future.  It's used as a reference to coming judgement. 

You will see the Son of Man coming on the clouds of heaven.  The Son of Man will gather the -- all people before him to carry out judgement.  



And it's also used in an official way to describe the work that Jesus is doing on earth.  For example, in the phrase -- in the phrase in which Jesus speaks about giving his life as a ransom for many, he refers to himself as the Son of Man.  "The Son of Man did not come to be served but to serve and to give his life as a ransom for many."



We should be very careful with this particular phrase.  Since the phrase is only found in the mouth of Jesus and always carries the connotation that the God is suffering in humanity for our sakes, we should be very careful that we never address Jesus by that particular phrase in a prayer.  I thank you very much for asking that important question.  
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>> Whenever my Bible class members mention the word humiliation in reference to Christ, they always link it to his becoming human.  In my mind, this seems to demean humanity.  Is that how we are to think about Christ's humiliation?  Exactly what constitutes his states of humiliation and exaltation?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Eric, here is another question which may be reminiscent of your own Confirmation instruction.  I think it's very important that those preparing for Confirmation hear the technical terms, even though we cannot assume that just because they used the technical terms they get the full meaning of it.  However, when the terms are in their mind the meaning can be added on later in life.  So it's very valuable.  



The states of humiliation and exaltation are referred to in the Apostles Creed.  Maybe your experience is the same as mine with Confirmation classes.  "Children, tell us the states of Christ's humiliation."  



He was conceived of the holy ghost.  Born of the Virgin Mary.  Suffered under Pontius Pilate.  Was crucified, dead and buried.  He descended into hell.  Oh, no.  That's not the way.  You're supposed to stop.  He was buried." 



"Okay.  Let's try it again."  "Conceived by the Holy Ghost.  Born by the Virgin Mary.  Suffered under Pontius Pilate.  Dead and buried."  That is the state of humiliation.  



The state of exaltation in the Lutheran Church -- and we may be the only ones to think about this and we're right -- begins he descended into hell.  He rose again from the dead.  On the third day he ascended into heaven and sat down on the right hand of God the Father Almighty from thence he will come to judge the quick and the dead. 



I think it's very important that our churches in every service use the Apostles Creed.  The Episcopal church is much better on this than we are.  They have a service of even song in the evening and mat tins in the morning and they have to say the Creed.  I don't think we can ever say the Creed enough.  



I know some of my colleagues who are very much committed to the Lutheran Confessions, want the people to memorize everything in the small catechism and to know the Augsburg Confession and the apology and the small called articles and so forth.  Let's be realistic.  They are not going to do it.  It's far into their experience.  How many people even know the Lord's Prayer?  



And how many people know the Apostles Creed?  And every time they say the Apostles Creed and this is the way -- you're looking for material to preach on.  Why not have a sermon on the Apostles Creed just like we're doing now.  And then tell them about the humiliation and the exaltation.  Some of them might have heard it in Confirmation and forgot.  Or maybe they never even understood it and others never heard it at all.  So this is an extremely valuable thing.  



Now, when we speak about the humiliation, we want to make a distinction between humiliation and incarnation.  It's very difficult for us to think of a human being as being holy or in a neutral state in which he is neither good nor bad.  That simile does not exist.  So when we think that Jesus became incarnate, that he took on our existence, it appears that at that time, that's almost the same as being humiliated.  We do not want to say that.  



Because after his resurrection, in his state of exaltation, Jesus does not give up his humanity.  In fact, he becomes what humanity used to be in the person of Adam and what all of humanity would be.  Maybe we can add a new dimension to that in that Adam was not the way that humanity was supposed to be.  



There was another step for Adam to be.  Adam was not in a state of perfection.  Adam had not gone through the period of being tempted and tested to see that he would be loyal to God.  That's what faith is.  And he failed.  There was another state much better than paradise.  



And when Jesus was entered into a state of exaltation, he didn't become any less human.  He didn't disappear.  He didn't become a Spirit.  He -- he said to his disciples when they thought he was a Spirit, he says, "Come and touch me.  Because a Spirit doesn't have flesh and bones like I have."  He maintains that.  



That's one of the most amazing things that Christ in his exaltation still bears the marks of his crucifixion and humiliation.  There's a continuation between the life that Jesus had on earth and the life which he has now before God.  The crucifixion may be past tense.  But the atonement is never past tense.  The atonement which is presenting himself as a sacrifice to the Father is an eternal reality under which the entire world comes.  



St. Paul says about Jesus in the moment of his conception that he had the outward form of God.  That one cell had all the glory of God.  And by a free decision, he decided not to use it.  And when Jesus appeared as God, he didn't feel that he was doing something which was illegal or was uncomfortable.  



We should also discuss the transfiguration.  The transfiguration is a very -- is very valuable.  Because it tells us what Jesus would have looked like -- in fact, looked like if he were not humiliated.  That's the way -- he didn't have to decide to be exalted.  That's the way he is.  



Because when God comes, he doesn't have to make a decision to show his glory because God is by definition glory.  It says here he existed in the form of God and he didn't think that he was doing anything illegal to claim the quality of God. 



I always like to use this illustration:  That sometimes some of us pretend to be things or people we are not.  So you're walking through a hotel lobby and you see a nice reception going on for architects.  You figure "Well, the food looks good.  Well, maybe I'll just go in there.  And the entire time you're in there you're afraid that you might be caught.  Your speech portrays you.  You could say something and you would be thrown out.  



Jesus had no fear of that at all.  He was perfectly comfortable in being God.  And then St. Paul said this:  He did away with the outward form of God and he took the outward form of a slave.  And he was made like us.  And he had the appearance of a man.  And that's very significant.  



He was not really the way we are.  He was like us.  He never was a sinner.  He never was in a state of rebellion against God.  It's amazing how carefully Paul speaks about this.  And then Paul goes on to speak about Christ's humiliation.  And that is he became obedient unto death.  And it wasn't an ordinary death because all Christians were to say they know -- everybody wants to go to heaven but nobody wants to die.  That's the old proverb.  



But he faced death.  And he didn't face it calmly like Sacrotes did.  It was is something from which he ran away.  Otherwise, what does it mean "Father, remove this cup"?  And it wasn't an ordinary death.  It was a gruesome death by crucifixion.  



Then St. Paul goes on to speak about his exaltation.  Because he remediated himself.  God highly exalted him.  I would like to say something about the burial of Jesus.  



Because I have an idea that is a topic which is not preached upon very often in Lutheran Churches.  Maybe it is.  

In the Roman Catholic Church the burial of Jesus is very prominent, especially in Latin countries.  If you go into Italian churches or the old Spanish churches out on the West Coast, you will frequently see the corps of Jesus in the altar.  


And somebody recently pointed out to me between the crucifixion in the Lutheran Church and the Catholic church -- because in the Lutheran Church Jesus is still alive on the crucifix while on the Roman church, he is dead, now, that's the type of division which is probably wrong.  Nevertheless, it's very helpful.  



Part the humiliation of Jesus is that he was buried.  He had to go through all the stages of life that we did.  Burial means hopelessness.  It has to be hopelessness.  It has to be human hopelessness.  



Because only when there is hopelessness -- is it possible for God to take all the credit in raising him from the dead and raising us from the dead.  



Of course it was different.  You know when they -- the people who buried Jesus did it as an act of faith.  

Now, we know they did not expect him to be raised from the dead.  And I suppose the preaching of Jesus suffers the same kind of problems that we do.  And that is we preach things.  Sometimes we don't believe it ourselves.  Sometimes the people don't believe it.  



We know that the followers of Jesus didn't believe it.  Otherwise they wouldn't have shown up at the tomb with the ointment.  And they were going to rewrap the body.  



I think this all has to be -- I think this all has to be preached upon.  Because the common human experience of all people -- and especially out of concern for our own people -- is that we will bury our church members and we ourselves will be buried.  And in defense of the followers of Jesus who didn't expect him to be raised, they prepared his body for burial because they expected in the final day that God would raise him from the dead.  They were not ago Gnostics they were not Atheists they were not totally unbelievers.  What they did was an act of faith.  But they didn't realize that God was going to do it right away or as Jesus said on the third day.  



That's a very important proclamation in the preaching of Jesus.  He never says he's simply going to be raised from dead.  He says specifically he's going to be raised on the third day.  



And now we go back to the question that we discussed before about our Creeds.  Are our Creeds something which is -- we add to our Bibles.  So we believe in Bibles and Creeds.  And Creeds are human.  



Let's go back to Paul in I Corinthians.  "I deliver to you of first importance that Christ died according to the scriptures; that he was buried and that he rose again on the third day according to the scriptures."
 

That is a -- that fact that the Creed -- that phrase from St. Paul in I Corinthians said it happened on the third day indicates that's a very ancient phrase coming from Jesus himself.  So when we get together on Sundays and for other services and we recite the Creed, we are going through the same steps that we ask our children:  What are the states of humiliation and what are the states of exaltation.  And I think we're very fortunate in our Lutheran Church to have Creeds.  Because those churches which do not have Creeds do not have these things rehearsed for them.  



And so people can say, "Well, the people aren't paying attention" or "The people aren't understanding." "Well, I wonder how."  You know that they don't understand it.  And I wonder how you know that they are not hearing it.  



I always like to have -- be sitting around children who are playing or fooling around or not paying attention.  All of a sudden they chime into the Lord's Prayer.  All of a sudden their mind is wavered.  All of a sudden they chime into the Creed.  



And this is what -- this is -- our faith is based upon the life, death and resurrection of Christ.  And we can never repeat these things too often.  
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>> Dr. Scaer, you didn't mention the descent into hell.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Eric, thanks for pointing that out.  Because I actually was going to direct most of my answer in your previous question to the descent into hell.  And I got off the topic.  But I don't feel badly about that because St. Paul in explaining the life of Christ frequently gets off the topic and speaks about his own Apostleship. 

 

So I guess I can fall under the same century that applies to him.  The descent into hell is one of those articles in the Creed of which there's not too much agreed opinion on what that really means.  So it's very unusual that even the churches that use the Creed and even those that don't but recognize it as authoritative, they are agreed on the other items.  But they are not agreed on the phrase the descent into hell.  



I think the typical response about -- the response about the descent into hell as one good lady said, "How could a good man like Jesus go to hell?"  And then if you're new in the church and you hear the Creed for the first time he descended into hell.  It almost sounds like it's not the best possible language to be using in church. 



There have been many explanations of what this meant.  That the Roman Catholic Church doesn't just have one opinion about the descent into hell.  But the most popular view -- it's kind of attractive even though it's probably not right -- is that the Old Testament saints were not eligible to go into heaven because Christ had not yet died for sins.  



So they went to an intermediate place.  You know, the name for the intermediate place is called limbo.  It's called the limbo proctorim, the place were Old Testament fathers went.  And he released them out of that particular condition to go into heaven.  That's what they call the descent into hell.  



John Calvin thought that Jesus did not suffer enough on the cross so to have a little bit more suffering, he went to hell to suffer.  Another opinion is -- and it's very widely held -- is that he simply went to the dead.  If you've -- if you're acquainted with the hymnal that's used in some churches, including the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America the ELCA, you will see either in the text of the Creed or in the footnote he went to the dead.  And that's problematic.  Because what does that mean?  Does that mean he was buried?  But the Creed already says that.  



Does it mean he went to some indeterminate place where all dead people go, some kind of fuzzy place?  I think the best explanation is the one which is offered by Luther and which is contained in the Formula of Concord in Article IX.  And that is that -- well, let's deal with the time.  



Let's deal with the time factor.  The death of Jesus happens at the ninth hour, which would be 3 p.m. our time.  He's buried before sundown.  Being close to the springy equinox, it would have been close to 6 p.m.  And the ancient -- the cities of the ancient world were not that widespread.  He was buried in the vicinity of Golgotha where he was crucified.  Remember they had to go and ask Pilate if they could take the body down?  



You know, today it's a crime to move a body.  And it's always been a crime.  And you know that to take a body across state lines, you have to have a death certificate.  You can't just take a body.  



And so they had to take the body down.  They had to get the certificate.  Get to Pilate.  Get the certificate.  Then move the body and he was buried.  And he was buried very rapidly.  He was not given -- the shroud -- he was buried in a shroud which would be a body bag, a temporary container for a body before a proper burial.  Because we know that the proper burial was going to happen on Sunday.  



He was in the grave for three days and three nights.  Now some people get confused by that phrase and say, "Well, if he was dead on Friday and he rose on Sunday morning, well, that's not three days and three nights.  Maybe he rose on Monday or maybe he was put to death on Thursday."



Well, the phrase raised on the third day simply means on the day after tomorrow.  Let me give you an example and that is when they say that you can have a hotel room for three days and two nights.  That means from 4:00 o'clock on Friday to 10:00 o'clock on Sunday.  It's not even 48 hours.  It simply means the day after the next day.  You count -- it's a way of counting days.  



The resurrection happened some time according to our calendar after sundown on Saturday night.  The Jewish day begins at sundown.  Not at sunrise.  It begins at sundown.  



So the resurrection happened during that -- happened some time before the morning.  We don't agree with John Calvin that the angel had to roll the stone away so that Jesus could get out of the grave.  We reject that belief entirely.  



Some time according to our calendar on Saturday Jesus entered into a state of glorification.  The state of glorification for Jesus meant that his soul and his body were reunited.  And in that one moment, he appeared in hell.  No longer as the victim.  No longer as the suffering crucified criminal.  But as the victor.  



And it was an instantaneous thing.  He was seen in all of the diabolical realms.  Because it was not only a question that by his death he made atonement for sins, but by his death he satisfied the claims that Satan was leveling against us.  And he basically wanted to show Satan where to go.  And some of these things are picked up on our Easter hymns.  The strife is over.  The victory is won.  And that is something which is sometimes lost in our theology that we see -- we see the death of Jesus simply as payment for sins and suffering rather than seeing this as being a victory celebration.  



I don't think that descent into hell can really be understood unless a person has been -- has been a fan at a high school or a college football game.  There is something great about watching a team that's behind and is weak coming in to win the game.  And that's Christ.  From his humiliation, he beat Satan on his own turf.  It's like tearing down the goal post.  It's a victory.  And throughout hell Christ is proclaimed his victory.  Satan has defamed.  His weapons have been taken away from him.  



Let's back up a little bit on this, too.  When Christ died, he committed his soul according to Luke.  He said, "Father, into Thy hands I commit my Spirit."



And he was in his death in the bosom of Abraham.  He was still in the state of humiliation.  For as long as he existed in the soul without his body, he was in the state of humiliation.  His exaltation was in one moment body and soul came together.  God and man.  Complete victor.  Appearing in hell.  Even if it was only instantaneously.  This is something we cannot measure by time.  



And then after that, he went into the state of exaltation.  In the state of exaltation he did not continue his existence on earth the way he did before.  



We know that Mary Magdalene thought that's the way it was going to be.  And she gripped Jesus around his ankles.  And Jesus says, "You can't do that.  The old ways have now gone away."  He is in a state of exaltation.  



So in the 40  days between his resurrection and his ascension, he was not living on -- in earth.  We know when Jesus visited Jerusalem, he stayed with his friends, Lazarus.  That's a common and ordinary thing.  There were no hotels in those days.  So you stayed with family and friends.  



No, he didn't stay with those friends anymore.  He was already in the state of God, in the state of exaltation.  And out of that state of exaltation within those 40 days he appeared to his disciples.  He appeared to the women.  He appeared on the Emmaus road.  He appeared to Thomas.  



Paul speaks about that in I Corinthians 15.  And the final state of exaltation is that he sat down at the right hand of the Father, which does not mean that he went to a place.  It means that God would exercise his rule on earth and in his church in the person of Jesus.  I'm glad you brought that point up about the descent into hell because I think that this is a point that in your preaching you should address.  



So how are you to preach on Maundy Thursday and Good Friday, you would preach on the death of Jesus.  On Good Friday evening you are to preach on the burial of Jesus.  And you could make reference that very famous piece of marble work by Michelangelo of the piata, the picture, the statue of the Virgin Mary holding the limp dead body of Christ.  I think that has to be done.  We don't do enough of that.  



But on Saturday night, this is the celebration -- this is the celebration of the exaltation of Christ.  Many of our churches are now beginning to have Easter vigils.  I think it's a good idea.  



I don't think it's a good idea to have it at midnight.  I know I for one am not going to church after 9:00 o'clock at night.  But it's not a bad idea to have it at 7:00 o'clock.  Of course, you have to think the next morning you have a sunrise service.  But during the vigil service, you can speak about the exaltation of Jesus.  And this is something not new.  If you go to hymnal -- whether it's the Lutheran hymnal or Lutheran worship -- and you turn to the -- to the pericopes, the -- for holy Saturday you will see these words "Oh, Lord God who has made this most holy night to shine with the Lord's resurrection."



And then of course then on Sunday morning, you can preach on the discovery of the empty tomb.  And then maybe in the afternoon you can preach on the Amais account.  But of course by that time, you'll be so tired that you'll be looking forward to everybody -- all of your relatives going home.  
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>> Christians believe that Jesus died.  Does this mean that God also died?  And if so, how is this possible?  Didn't some scholars in the 1960s argue that God was indeed dead?  What does this all mean?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  That was one of the most interesting things.  I had just begun teaching at the seminary.  And I began in the 1960 -- in 1966.  And at that time Bishop John AT Robinson of Woolwich, England had written his book "Honest To God."  And he had declared that God could not be found in outer space.  Afterall, those Russian cosmonauts had gone up there and hadn't seen Jesus or the Virgin Mary.  And the best place to find Jesus is in ourselves, that God no longer had an objective existence.  



And at the end of his book, he said that his position was not radical enough.  And there were four theologians at that time or I'll say philosophers, who took up the gauntlet and declared that God was dead.  Now, this was really quite exciting because the magazines at that time immediately put it on the covers.  



One would be very hard to recall the entire controversy.  But I was very interested in it.  I knew that Altizer had said that God had died in culture.  Hamilton took the Barthean route and said God was so far out there that maybe he wasn't out there at all.  And Joseph Fletcher was still a young man at Harvard University.  And he came up with situation ethics in which he said that sexual relationships out of marriage might be wrong -- might be -- was required in 99 out of 100.  But maybe there would be one case in which -- in which case it would be properly okay. 



Think of the world at that time, the morals of that world.  We were pretty straight laced people.  Now that kind of a question with everybody living without marriage seems to be archaic.  It was all kind of a movement.  Well, the question that whether God had died and it was started by JAT Robinson who by the way repented of that view later took the world by storm.  



The one with thing that struck me about it, that if it was really true that God was dead, that these men would soon be out of a job.  Because in explaining that Christology is what are the words about Jesus.  Theology is the words about God.  So how could you offer any courses at any colleges on God if God did not prove to exist?  It would have to go into the area of maybe literature of what people once believed.  



Very strangely some Lutheran pastors, maybe others, too, but Lutheran pastors in particular thought they really had a homiletical hook to hang their next sermon on because they claimed that Lutherans also believed that God is dead.  And one of our hymns, in German it says, "Oh, grobernote.  God selbst der tote."  "Oh, great dread.  God himself is dead."



When Lutherans speak about the death of Jesus, we say that God actually died.  Because whatever happens to the man Jesus happens to God.  But when we say that God is dead, we have to define what the word death means.  Death does not mean annihilation.  When we bury our friends and our relatives and we say they are dead, we're saying that their bodies have returned to the ground and the soul according to Solomon in the book of Ecclesiastes the soul returns to God who gave it.  Death is the separation of body and soul.  



Is it a better condition than we have on earth?  Yes.  Is it the condition that God promises us of abreaction (sic)?  The answer is no.  There is a step beyond paradise.  



Well, because what was intended by death was never defined.  There was great confusion in the church.  Now, what did it mean when these four theologians, Altizer, Hamilton -- and there was another one in there.  Two others.  What they meant was that God was no longer a part of culture.  They understood existence as culture.  



So when did God die?  Some say it happened in the renaissance.  And if you are a student of renaissance art, even the religious figures of David and Moses are pictured -- and even Christ are pictured in the heroic forms of Greek gods.  They would say yes.  But they got rid of Jesus then.  Even though they had (static) use and paintings, that's when he died.  Some say God died in the 18th Century, the Age of Enlightenment, the age of Judaism.  



That was the age there was a formal belief in God.  But God had left this world to the control of man.  He was no longer in church.  And the Jewish theologians got involved in this and said, "God died in Auschwitz in the Jewish concentration camps.  So they were defining death in a completely different way.  



When we say that Jesus died, we say that God died.  And we must say that we mean just as God was born of the Virgin Mary, God walked this earth.  God died and God was buried.  And God was raised from the dead.  But we do not mean that God became extinct or that he no longer existed.  



And previously I mentioned a movement among evangelicals, that's conservative Protestants who believe that not only does God know the future.  But the possibility exists that God could put himself out of existence.  Because if he wasn't able to -- if the possibility didn't exist to put himself out of existence, he really wouldn't be God.  So you can see the great confusion.  This is philosophical confusion that exists over this question.  
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>> Okay.  I appreciated that answer.  Let me continue with another question that has been difficult for me to resolve.  Since Jesus is God, how do we explain his words "My God.  My God, why have you forsaken me?"


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Here is another passage which I think in our attempting to preach upon this has led to confusion and maybe false beliefs.  Somebody could even suggest that maybe these words suggest that Jesus be forsaken by God.  That there has been a division in the Trinity.  That the Father and the Spirit are left up in heaven and they have forsaken Jesus who is the Son of God.  



What does it mean to be forsaken?  Jesus here is speaking according to his human nature.  He is speaking out of the state of his humiliation.  And the prayer "My God, my God, why has Thou forsaken me?"  Is taken from Psalm 22.  



I agree with Luther and with the pastor at Luther's church in that day Yohani Boganhagen that the Psalms have three references.  First the reference is to the writer himself.  And that would be Kind David.  And then to Jesus and then to us. 



We Lutherans know the phrase the law and the Gospel.  When we are under the law, for us there is no God.  And if there is a God, there is a God who is accusing us of all of our sins so we can no longer bear them.  The words "My God, my God, why has Thous forsaken me" are words spoken by Jesus under the law of God whereby he feels all of the guilt which every human being has earned since the foundation of the world to its conclusion.  



Now, we made the point previously that when Jesus descended into hell, we don't agree with John Calvin or anybody else that Jesus went to hell for additional suffering.  Jesus did endure hell.  And that hell was on the cross.  We know now that crucifixion was a very common form of execution which the Romans borrowed from the Persians.  It's very effective.  Because you simply don't kill a person.  You stone somebody.  That can be handled rather quickly.  A stone to the head and you're dead.  But crucifixion you can be there for days.  



And the excruciating pain of crucifixion can never be exaggerated.  But the real pain that Jesus felt was the feeling that God had deserted him.  And God really had deserted him.  



But here we live within a contradiction.  Because it was in the moment that -- of the desertion of Jesus that we really knew what God was about.  Here really was a manifestation of the Trinity.  Here we see what God himself was doing for our salvation, that the crucifix is not a side show but it really is -- it encompasses the entire stage of God's activity.  This is what God is doing for us.  



On that account I think it's really marvelous that the Lutheran Church in comparison with all other Protestant churches is not ashamed to have a crucifix on the altar.  Because that is where our attention should be.  This is the moment of our salvation. 



I think many of us would have liked to have seen the saving moment as Palm Sunday.  Hip, hip, hurray!  Isn't that nice?  But the moment of our salvation is Jesus crying out "My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?"  And here he is like us.  Because it's one thing to suffer physical pain.  It's another thing to suffer mental and emotional pain.  
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>> How do you understand the resurrection of Christ?  What is its importance and was it absolutely necessary?  Could we have Christianity without the resurrection?  I certainly remember what Paul has to say about this in I Corinthians.  But I would really like to hear you expand upon it.  To me it seems to be of vital importance that every Christian fully understand Christ's resurrection.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  This question about whether the resurrection was necessary and absolutely necessary has to be understood over against the idea that the cross was the all consuming moment.  In a certain sense, it was.  But in another sense, the resurrection -- Christianity is not complete without the resurrection.  



Let me just give you an illustration that I have frequently heard.  That the real event was the crucifixion.  And that's when God signed the contract.  And the resurrection was merely his approval.  



And some scholars have come to the conclusion that the resurrection was simply an add on.  That everything was completed in the cross.  And this comes up in preaching.  



This is not so.  Well, I'll make a brief reference to what St. Paul says in I Corinthians.  There he says that if there is no resurrection, then Christ is not raised and that you are dead in your sin.  So we have a Bible passage to show it.  But let's look at it from a different side.  



Death is the signal of God's defeat.  Wherever sin and death and sickness and sorrow exist, God is not in control completely.  Satan is still exercising his authority.  If Jesus had remained in the grave, Satan would have won the battle.  There would have been no proclamation of God's victory.  



I think of the hymn written by the first president of the Missouri Synod CFW Walther.  He said, "When Christ lay in the grave the foes in hell cheered and shouted."  That's right.  



"Keep the body of Jesus in the grave."  Because death is brought by Satan.  And it's the sign that God is defeated.  If God is defeated, then Satan is the true God.  Well, let's look at the Lord's Prayer.  



Our Father who art in heaven.  Hallowed be Thy name.  Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven.  Well, consider that prayer.  In heaven God's will is done.  His kingdom is come.  His name is hallowed.  But not on earth.  Only with the resurrection is the name of God hallowed on earth.  And therefore, it is an absolute necessity.  



Jesus never speaks of his death without speaking of his resurrection.  They are two sides of the same reality.  These are not two different things.  The crucifixion of Jesus points forward to the resurrection.  And the resurrection points back to the crucifixion.  



When the women come to the tomb, the angel doesn't say, "Isn't it great?  Jesus proves he's the Son of God and enters into his glory."  The angel doesn't say that.  The angel says, "You seek Jesus, the crucified one."  In his exaltation, in his resurrection, he remains the crucified one.  This has to be made absolutely clear.  



Now, of course as a pastor you're going to have this particular problem:  Maybe scholars -- maybe many scholars do not believe in the resurrection of Jesus.  But with the people in our congregations, they are very happy to celebrate the resurrection even if we don't fully comprehend it.  And we can prove it.  Because they are in church on Easter when they are not in church during Ash Wednesday, Lent and Good Friday.  
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>> I suspect that you are probably familiar with Lee Strobel's "The Case For Christ" in which an entire section is devoted to the veracity of the resurrection account.  I'm not going to ask you for a comment directly on this book.  But its presence in the marketplace along with other books such as McDowell's "Evidence That Demands a Verdict," it has me curious.  It all suggests that people want proof that Christ rose from the dead.  



Can the resurrection of Jesus be proven?  Is this an important issue?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The issue of the historicalness of the resurrection of Jesus is very important.  Because if there is not any firm conviction about his being raised from the dead, something which happened within the domain of history, then we cannot go on to discuss what is the meaning of this resurrection in Christian life.  



In Germany or in Europe at least from the 18th Century up until now, Christianity has been offered in which there has been no certainty about the resurrection at all.  And maybe we'll get into that discussion on whether -- on the historical character of the person of Jesus later on in this discussion.  



But let's just concentrate on this one question.  Concerning all historical data, there is only a degree of probability.  You cannot apply scientific investigation to that which is past.  



Let's take the example of a trial in court.  A trial in court concerning the crime cannot come to a question of absolute certainty.  Even with DNA evidence, there's the possibility one, that somebody else put the DNA evidence there.  Or two, that maybe it's not beyond the realm of possibility.  That maybe two people have the same DNA.  We just don't know these things.  



Now, concerning the resurrection of Jesus -- because by the way, whenever Jesus is proclaimed, he's always proclaimed as the resurrected one.  He's not simply a rabbi.  If he was simply a rabbi or a human being, no religion would have started out around him.  



And before we mentioned that some people claimed they had to invent the resurrection, invent God, in order for Christianity to survive and to succeed.  There is more evidence concerning the resurrection of Jesus than there is for any other event in the ancient world.  When we deal with the writings of Plato and Cicero and Julius Ceasar, there is not a huge amount of evidence about these things at all.  There are -- there are manuscripts that come a thousand years later after, after the events happen.  



Now, concerning Jesus, they'll say, "Well, the only evidence for the resurrection of Jesus is the Bible."  But then on the other hand, the same scholars will say, "Well, look at all of these writings in the Bible.  They don't agree with one another.  They come from different places." Well, you can't have it both ways.  Either the Bible is a unified group or it is diversified.  The Bible is diversified.  



They are written by different people in different places.  That is the New Testament, which speaks of the resurrection of Jesus.  And they all have this account.  And they tell the account in different ways.  



Now, I would be -- as a teacher you're always suspicious when two papers come in and they look identical.  You say, "Is this" -- oh, here again, the possibility both could have thought the same way.  Of course we know they could have all gone to the same Internet web site.  There are all kinds of excuses for these things.  But isn't it amazing that the resurrection of Jesus in the four gospels is told in different ways?  Which speaks to the authenticity that it really happened.  



Now, let's just think about is the resurrection an ordinary historical fact?  Well, yes and no.  Yes, we know it happened in our time.  But it's not open to the same kind of investigation that we would do our facts.  Because Jesus went into a different type of existence.  Maybe when we get to discuss the virgin birth and the resurrection, I would like to discuss those both together, that Matthew in particular is extremely apologetic and defensive that these things really happened.  He more than the other writers make a point of it.  And so we'll leave that question until a little later.  
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>> I like David's question about proving the resurrection.  People seek such proof, of course, because the whole doctrine of the resurrection is so important and so complex.  Today's Christians can't be the first to struggle with it.  What were some of the earliest problems the first Christians had in understanding the resurrection?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Our gospels, even though they are ancient documents, are very modern in trying to address the question of the resurrection.  Matthew takes this approach of the resurrection:  Is this a historical verified fact?  And he actually pulls up the witnesses of -- for witnesses not only of Apostles but also the opponents.  



And then there is -- there is Luke and John.  More so with John but also in Luke.  When Jesus appears to the disciples in the upper room.  In Luke, it says they thought they saw a ghost.  So one way to handle the resurrection of Jesus is that it didn't happen as a bodily physical thing, but it happened as a spiritual thing.  Maybe they invented it in their mind.  



There's -- I was with a colleague just recently.  And he began to have a conversation with me.  And I said to him "You know, Joe, I've already" -- "I've already experienced what you're saying to me.  And I know what my answer is even though it didn't happen."  There are things that we can see in our minds that really may not happen or may not have happened or we contrive all kinds of things.  



And the same situation then occurs in the Gospel of John.  In the Gospel of John, you have the figure of Thomas.  And Thomas puts down the gauntlet.  He's not going to believe -- he's not going to be satisfied with seeing Jesus because it could be a vision.  And of course, the answer of Jesus is "Okay.  I'm here.  Here is my side.  Here are the holes of the wounds in my hands.  Put your hands into the bloody holes and let's get this thing over with."



That kind of invitation could not be made unless he had really been raised from the dead.  So the question:  Did somebody steal the body of Jesus or was he a ghost?  That appeared in the early church.  And I think those are still the same problems.  



I think we've got to say a word about Mark.  Because Mark has no -- Mark was -- in its original form has no mention of any of the appearances of Jesus.  Some of the people consider Mark to be the first Gospel.  I totally disagree with that.  It fits them very nicely because it has no virgin birth.  It has no resurrection.  Here we can have a Christianity which has a Jesus which was neither born of the virgin or the resurrection.  We can really sell this kind of Christianity by taking away the embarrassing supernatural out of the Gospel and out of the life of Jesus.  



I think the thing with Mark's Gospel says something a little bit different.  After we have experienced the resurrection of Jesus -- and we experience that every year in the way we worship Jesus in our liturgical life -- it's always hard to come back to reality.  And the reality of the Christian life is not the great exaltation and hilarity of the resurrection.  The reality of the Christian life is the suffering of Gethsemane and the anticipation of the death of Jesus and death.  That's what Christianity is all about.  



So by Mark not including any of the appearances of Jesus in his Gospel, he's telling the church "Instead of looking for signs, instead of looking for the miraculous, instead of looking for proof, be content with the proclamation of the angel that he has been raised from the dead.  
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>> What is the significance of the virgin birth and the resurrection in understanding Jesus and the formulation of the Christian faith?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Eric, I promised you that we would go further into the discussion of the resurrection in connection with a deeper discussion on the virgin birth.  We've already discussed the virgin birth.  So we don't confuse it with the immaculate conception.  So that we don't say that the sinlessness of Jesus is a direct result of the virgin birth.  But I would like to discuss both the resurrection and the virgin birth from a different perspective.  



And that is Christianity can be destroyed by destroying the person of Christ.  We already mentioned that.  That if we can show that Jesus was in some way fallible, made mistakes, was not all that intelligent, that Christianity is destroyed.  



This process -- we might think this is a modern attack on Christianity.  I think the evidence of the New Testament shows that from the very beginning Christianity was attacked by attacking the person of Jesus in two accounts.  One, he was not born of a virgin.  And two, he was not raised from the dead.  



If you want to go into the modern seminary situation from many denominations in their theology classes, their New Testament classes, they may not explicitly deny the virgin birth and the resurrection.  But they'll say there really isn't much support for it.  And it really isn't necessary.  



I would like to take a contrary position.  And that is the one thing that distinguishes the Gospel of Matthew from particularly a Gospel like Luke is its strongly negative flavor.  It is prepared and written in a situation which Christianity is attacked at its very foundations.  And this should not be unusual.  Because the person of Jesus was attacked.  



Afterall, why was he crucified?  Why was he executed as a criminal?  Because people didn't like what he said.  Particularly what he said about himself.  So this antagonism to Christianity is just a continuation of the antagonism that the people had to him while he was alive.  



And going to the Gospel of John, I think there's evidences that people were attacking his origins really at that time.  They say that the Gospel of John has no birth narrative.  I think there is a reference to the virgin birth if we take an alternate reading. 

 

In John Chapter 1 Verse 18 it generally reads in this way -- 13:  "To those who believe on him he gives power to become the sons of God."  And he says those who are born not from the blood nor by the will of the flesh nor by the will of a man."  An alternate reading says, "not many people who are born but one person who was not born by the blood" -- that means in an ordinary way -- "nor was he born by the will of the flesh.  Because he was born as an illegitimate child.  Nor was he born by the will of a male." 



It doesn't say of a human being by a male.  Because today we know when many people, when they reach 40 or 50 years of age, they haven't been married or they don't have children, they say, "I'm going to preserve myself.  I'm going to get married and have a kid because my genetic position is too important to be left behind."  I think that's a reference to the virgin birth.  



In the same Gospel the people who do not believe what Jesus is preaching about giving his body to eat and his -- his flesh to eat and his blood to drink make this statement:  Isn't this Joseph's Son?  Isn't this Joseph's Son?  



That would be the -- that would be the most harming cut of all, that this person, Jesus, is not special at all.  He is simply a child of an ordinary man who happens to be a carpenter.  He has nothing to say.  



So it was known in a kind of a way that Jesus was something special and they could destroy him by saying that he wasn't born of the Virgin Mary.  And that way he could no way be the Son of God.  



Matthew takes a more deliberate approach to this question.  Notice -- do you realize that there are very few Christmas cards that come from the Gospel of Matthew.  What Christmas card have you ever seen with a picture of Joseph thinking about what he's going to do with his wife -- and she was legally the wife.  They weren't cohabiting.  But she was legally the wife -- as he's thinking about what he's going to do with his pregnant wife.  And this he knows, that he didn't do it.  



You don't have to take a course in college biology to know that.  He was not that primitive an individual.  It starts off with the possibility that Mary committed adultery.  Have you ever seen a Christmas card with that on it?  



It's absolutely forthright.  So it starts off in a negative position.  "No.  Somebody else besides me" -- that's Joseph -- "is the father of this child."  And then the angel informs him that that which has been conceived of the Holy Spirit.  



But look how Matthew approaches this.  In the genealogy -- if Jesus is illegitimately conceived, then Christianity is a joke.  It's a farce.  Look how -- look what he does in the genealogy.  He mentioned Rahab as an ancestress of Christ.  And she was a prostitute.  And then there's Solomon was born out of -- it doesn't say Bathsheba.  We know out of Uriah the Hittite.  So maybe because of those unfortunate situations, the entire royal line is illegitimate.  



Look what he does.  He says if you were to say that Christianity is illegitimate because of Mary, then your whole line -- then by the way, there's Tamar who had an affair with her father-in-law.  He puts that in in order to attack the Jewish -- the Jews who are saying that Jesus is insignificant because of adultery.  It's the most amazing way -- I always marvel at the genius of the evangelist St. Matthew.  



And then when it comes to the resurrection, they make the point, well, afterall, the resurrection is an act of faith.  You know, back in the 1970s when we were having this controversy in the Missouri Synod and some of the -- that's 1974 -- there were young men going out.  And they were going to be Missouri Synod pastors.  And they said, "Oh, I believe in the virgin birth.  But it's a theological miracle, not a biological miracle."  



Oh, what, you mean -- I think even the uninformed could figure that one out.  Because a theological miracle is no miracle at all.  It has to be a real miracle.  It is important.  



And then there's the question of the resurrection.  And that really is marvelous, too.  It's frequently said that the resurrection is a theological truth.  It's an act of faith.  It's something which we believe.  And what we believe we cannot prove.  



And we can demonstrate our position.  Because Jesus only appeared to people of faith.  Therefore, it's an act of faith.  But they overlook the account in the Gospel of Matthew that the first witnesses of the resurrection were the guards at the tomb.  And in a sense they were evangelists because they went.  And they went to the priests to tell them what had happened.  And then we're further told that the priests gave them money to keep quiet.  



We call it hush money.  You know, there are many trials which are publicized on television and the media.  Heaven knows who is being paid to say what.  



We know that as a fact.  You could say, "Now, was that really true, that the guards got hush money to be quiet about what happened in the tomb that Easter morning the angel came and rolled the stone away?"  Well, consider this:  Matthew says that was common practice for the priests.  In fact, he points to a field for the burial of strangers which is called the Field of Blood. 

 

Why the Field of Blood?  Because it was purchased with blood money.  What's blood money?  Blood money is paid to get somebody killed.  That's Mafia kind of talk.  You give somebody some money to knock somebody off.  And where did that -- the field -- the money for the Field of Blood come from?  It came from Judas Iscariot who was paid to take the soldiers to where Jesus was so they could arrest him.  

Blood money.  The field of blood. 



And Matthew says, "Do you want some proof?"  He says, "To this very day the Field of Blood is there.  And there's the evidence."  So Matthew tackles both of these questions directly.  



Do not kid yourself that Christianity will -- as long as the church survives until Christ comes, the person of Jesus will be undermined and will be undermined under these two questions, whether he was born of the virgin or whether he was resurrected.  And there are times that we have to address these kinds of questions.  If you ever happen to be a chaplain in a university setting, you may have to address this question a little bit more frequently.  
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>> Any of us who have worked in congregations during the Easter season has probably noticed that each Gospel has slightly different stories to tell about the resurrection.  Why?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  You know, for years the traditional Gospel for Easter was taken from the Gospel of Mark.  As mentioned, it has no reference to the appearances of Jesus.  It simply concludes by saying, "They went from the tomb and they were afraid."  The message of that particular Gospel is that we will have to contend ourselves with the proclamation of the Gospel for our faith.  



But let's just compare the accounts, the other accounts.  Matthew is very rigid and structured.  He has two appearances -- he has only two episodes in Jerusalem.  One, the angel informs the woman that Jesus has been raised from the dead and that Jesus has gone to Galilee.  And then Jesus himself appears to the women and tells them that he is there to tell the disciples that they are to go to Galilee.  And then there's a section which we have just referred to about the Jewish authorities trying to cover up the fact that Jesus rose from the dead by paying off the soldiers.  



And then all of a sudden Jesus appears in Galilee.  And do you know there is no conversation between Jesus and the disciples in Matthew?  It says, "When they saw him," the translations say they doubted.  That's the wrong translations.  They didn't doubt in the sense that it had happened.  They had not yet put things together.  



Anyone who has been a teacher knows that people know facts.  But somehow they can't put it together.  They didn't put it together.  And then Jesus gives them what we call the Great Commission.  "Go and make disciples out of all nations baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son and Spirit and teaching them to observe all things whatsoever commanded." You would expect that if Jesus had been raised from the dead -- if anybody had been raised from the dead, you would all gather around him to find out what it was like. 



Last year my wife and I were at an occasion for our neighborhood's society up in the Poconos.  And sure enough, a woman literally dies.  And my wife is a nurse and I'm a clergy person.  They called us out I guess one, to see if she could be revived and two, for me to give last rights.  



Her heart stopped beating.  She had no pulse.  And she came back to life.  She was gray.  It looked like we were visiting a funeral home.  I wasn't upset.  I kind of -- that's it.  And then they sent for the medics.  And no, she didn't want to be taken home in an ambulance.  So we drove her home.  And I had the nerve to ask her whether she had experienced anything.  Really.  I mean, I wasn't going to miss this opportunity.  



So you would have the same feeling with Jesus:  What was it like?  You know what he does?  He refers them back to everything which he had taught them before he was crucified.  Teaching them to observe all things "whatsoever I have commanded."  This is not law.  Because -- this is what comes out of the mouth of God.  



That's what they are to look at.  They are not to look -- they are not to go out and say extravagant things about what happens in the next world.  They are to know the Beatitudes, "Blessed are the poor in Spirit" and the Lord's Prayer and the.  Parables, that's what he points them back to.  



Luke is a little different.  Luke has a long section of Jesus strolling along on the road to Emmaus.  It almost looks like something taken out of Pilato.  He asks them a question.  It's really a beautiful story.  






Perhaps the two most beautiful stories are the Christmas story from Luke.  The decree from Cesar Augustus.  The angels coming to the shepherds and bringing the gifts.  And the story of Emmaus.  Walking along.  "Why are you guys so upset?  Oh, don't you know?"  "No, I don't know." "Didn't you know about Jesus of Nazareth?  He was a great man.  Some people say he's been raised from the dead.  It was probably just a vision of angels."  



And then it says beginning with Moses and the prophets he began to speak about the Christ.  But he didn't speak about himself.  He didn't say, "Oh, I'm the Christ." He let them come to the wrong conclusion.  Then he went in and celebrated the Lord's Supper with them. 



And then it says, you know, "When he had supper with us, he was known to us in the breaking of the bread."  An entirely different situation than you have in Matthew and in Mark.  



And in John, the episodes are they recognize who Jesus is and they don't recognize who Jesus is.  He's out there fishing -- they are out there fishing.  And Jesus is on the shore.  And he says, "Hey, guys, if you fish over here, you'll get fish."  All of a sudden, they knew it was the Lord.  



And John uses the post resurrection account to put Peter into a very significant place in the church.  "Feed my sheep.  Feed my lambs.  Feed my lambs.  Feed my sheep."  None of the episodes of the reports of the resurrection are the same, which I think points to its authenticity.  Because if we are going to contrive something which is not true, we are going to get our acts together before we go into the courtroom.  We are going to speak together so we all say the same.  



They all say the same thing, that Jesus has been raised from the dead.  But they present it in a different way.  
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>> Thank you.  I have another question.  Eric has referred to the fact that in his area of the country, he works amongst people who have a Catholic background or understanding of faith.  In my region of the country I find myself introducing people who grew up Reformed to Lutheranism.  And I've encountered an interesting question which I would like to pose to you.  



How does Lutheran theology differ from Reformed theology in what each says about the phrase in the Creeds which asserts that after Christ ascended into heaven, he sat down at the right hand of God?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  You don't have to live in an area of the country where Reformed churches are prominent to have this kind of a problem.  Because many Reformed ideas creep into Lutheran thinking.  That many of our people are much more at home with what the Reformed are doing.  



This may account for the great attraction that Billy Graham and other evangelists have for many of our members.  And the best way to handle this particular question is what Billy Graham holds.  Billy Graham has said in his preaching that when Jesus ascended, he went into the outer limits of the universe and he sat down there.  



And this is typically Reformed theology.  And also held by John Calvin.  That to sit down at the right hand of God means that Jesus went to a particular place.  



Well, maybe you would like to just do a word study on this.  But when the Old Testament says that the right hand of the Lord does victoriously, we are the people of his posture and the sheep of his hand, that doesn't mean we're sheep.  That doesn't mean we're in his hand.  That doesn't mean God has a hand coming out of heaven.  



Now, I do know and you know, too, that in the great works of art by Michelangelo that we picture God in an anthropomorphic way.  His picture of God created Adam, we have no problem with that at all.  It has God stretching out a hand to Adam and Adam grasps the hand.  But we know God doesn't have a hand in that particular sense.  So why would we say now that he sat down on the right hand of God?  



And just look at the way we use language today.  He's my right handed man.  That in no means means that guy is going around holding your right hand.  It has nothing to do with whether it comes to the right or the left.  



It is true, by the way, and if you're the pastor and you're arranging an important occasion, you would know that the person of prominence sits on the right hand.  And when the disciples, James and John, came to Jesus asking if he could sit on the left or the right hand, they didn't mean to say that wherever Jesus would be, they would be at his right or left hand.  It means the place which is closest to God.  



And then there's also -- when you say that the right hand of God is a place, you then get yourself involved in the world of astrophysics of which I must say I don't know all that much.  And whatever is said today will probably be changed a generation or a hundred years from now.  Because our idea of what the universe is completely changes from time to time.  



I like this explanation of Jesus sitting down at the right hand of God:  It means that he enters into the sacramental life of the church.  Because it is in the sacraments that the authority and saving power of God is active.  Where is the strength of God?  Enjoining people to Jesus in baptism.  Where is the right hand of God?  Forgiving people through the Holy Communion, through the body and blood of Christ.  



I think -- this is a question which I think when -- in your preaching on Ascension Day that you're going to have to address quite specifically.  But please remember this:  There is no way that you are completely going to divest your congregation of having ideas which are much closer to the Reformed.  But this is no excuse for you to become depressed.  Neither is it an accuse for you to superimpose your ideas in a forceful way on people but to help them to understand these two things.  



And let's go back to the resurrection.  What does the resurrection mean?  It doesn't mean that Jesus assumes a life here on earth.  It means he enters into a new reality which is the life of God.  
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>> I've run across the concept of the three-fold office of Christ in my studies.  What do we mean by this?  Is there any biblical evidence for speaking in this way?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Josh, I came across this question about the three-fold office of Christ when I was a seminary student.  And I was with my father at a pastoral conference in Pennsylvania.  And a professor from a seminary of another Lutheran church was there and said that's the idea that Jesus was prophet, priest and king.  And I had learned that in my confirmation instruction.  And that was one of the questions we were asked, as probably you were asked.  It was basically not Lutheran but came from John Calvin and had a prominent place in Reformed theology but should be taken away from Lutheran theology.  



Many years after that I came across a book also written by a Reformed theologian that pointed me to the 12th chapter in Matthew where surprisingly the idea was found all in one chapter.  And it has to do with Jesus taking -- eating grain on the Sabbath and his being accused -- he and his disciples being accused of breaking the Sabbath law.  



And then Jesus says -- Jesus compares himself to Jonah.  "As Jonah was in the belly of the fish for three days and three nights, so shall the Son of Man be in the heart of the earth for three days and nights."  And to make matters even more interesting, that's followed by a reference that the queen of the south, Queen Bathsheba, had come from the ends -- she had crossed over the boundaries of Israel.  She had come from the ends of the earth to hear the wisdom of Solomon.  "Behold a greater than Solomon could be found." 



So here in one chapter was the prophet, priest and king.  That Jesus, by eating the grain and comparing himself to David who ate the show bread, had actually done the work of a priest.  And that of all of the prophets -- I would like to preach a sermon on this for the students some day because I believe all pastors in a way are Jonahs.  We are kind of unwilling.  We don't really believe our preaching does anything so we're really kind of unbelievers -- Jesus compares himself to Jonah.  And he was a prophet.  



Jesus spokes to Jews.  And they didn't believe him.  Jonah spoke to Gentiles.  And they believed him.  Jesus was willing.  Jonah was unwilling.  



And then he compares himself to Solomon.  Some Lutherans hold -- and I think they are absolutely wrong -- that Solomon is in hell.  He's not in hell.  Jesus compares himself to Solomon.  He said that the queen of the south came to hear the wisdom of Solomon and behold a greater than Solomon is here.  



Now, in one sense Jesus is prophet, priest and king.  But in another sense, he's more than a prophet.  He's more than a priest.  And he's more than a king.  Jesus is like Moses in that the word of the Lord doesn't come to Jesus.  He knows God face to face.  He speaks from his own authority.  



He is more than an ordinarily earthly king.  He's the king over all things.  And the idea that he is a priest may be the important one, the most important one.  Because the priest suggests his atonement whereby he offers himself as a sacrifice.  He is priest, victim and sacrifice.  So I certainly endorse the idea and believe that it's biblically defensible that Jesus is prophet, priest and king and that we can find this theme throughout the New Testament.  
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>> Thank you.  Let me ask another question about the Old Testament and Christ.  What is the relationship between the person of Jesus and such Old Testament persons as Adam, Moses, Joshua, David and Solomon?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  We already discussed the question of the Old Testament in Christ in regard to messianic prophesies.  And most of our people are acquainted with that approach simply because many of our children's Christmas programs have the children recite various messianic prophesies.  But we really want to go one step beyond that.  And perhaps it's something a little bit more profound.  



And that is when the New Testament people, when they heard the story about Jesus, it was not as if they were hearing something entirely new, Eric.  It was new in the sense that Jesus of Nazareth was not known to them before.  But how he described himself and how he was revered, this was not new to them.  There was something about him which they already knew.  And there are any number of significant figures in the Old Testament which kind of point to the kind of person that Jesus was.  



Maybe it was not immediately evident that Jesus stood in the place of Adam.  However, that became kind of clear as time went on.  Certainly when you get to the end of the Gospel of Matthew and Jesus says, "All authority has been given unto me in heaven and earth," a number of things must have struck their mind.  That here was a person who had authority at a number levels.  



He had the authority -- he had the teaching authority, which even surpassed that of the Old Testament.  And he had the authority, also, to do miracles.  It was almost with Jesus' coming as if the people were taken back into the Garden of Eden.  The miracles of Jesus demonstrated that he was God.  But there was something else in his miracles.  By performing the miracles, paradise was being reconstructed.  Here was Adam the way Adam should have been for his entire life but was not.  


And I think we have to say something a little bit more about the person of Moses. It's quite typical in Lutheran preaching to say negative things about Moses as a preacher of the law.  I would endeavor to say that the most significant Old Testament person so far as understanding the person of Jesus is concerned is the person of Moses.  



When Matthew wrote his Gospel, any number of figures appeared in his mind.  We already mentioned Jesus was like Jonah.  There was a negative comparison to him.  There was a positive comparison to Solomon.  Solomon really preached the gospel of salvation.  Some traveled a long distance to hear them.  There Jesus came to the people and they rejected him.  



There was something that reminded Jesus about -- that reminded the people in Jesus about David.  Here was the beloved Son of God.  David's name is beloved.  



But the important person is Moses.  Look at the story of the birth of Jesus.  There's the wicked king who persecutes children, who desires their death.  There's the king who actually slaughters the children.  There is the flight into Egypt in order to get salvation.  There is the flight back out of Egypt.  There's the living in Nazareth.  



All of this had reminded the people of the first Moses.  How pharaoh killed the children.  How Moses had to flee for his life.  How the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan River was reminiscent of the people coming to the Red Sea and Joshua taking the people to the River Jordan and to the land of salvation.  



And then there's the references to the mountain.  We've already mentioned that.  There's the Sermon on the Mount.  There's the transfiguration on the mount.  And the last words of Jesus, Matthew 28.  It says the disciples went to the mountain which Jesus had directed them.  Here is Jesus again pictured as Moses.  Not giving orders to the 12 tribes to go into the Promised Land.  But now giving leaders -- giving the leaders of the church, now 11 not 12, to go into the Promised Land.  



Now the Promised Land is no longer Palestine.  The Promised Land is the entire world.  And they are to go out with this message.  



And the person of Moses is extremely important in understanding what kind of person Jesus was.  Moses is the one who was quite willing to give up his life for the people.  Moses is the one who pleads for the people that God would have mercy upon them.  And so Jesus is in the same position.  Praying that God would have mercy on them.  Of course Jesus surpasses Moses.  But Moses -- the word of the Lord never came to Moses and the word of the Lord never came to Jesus.  



Moses knew God face to face.  Jesus came out from God and had the word of God.  And then there's David.  David, the author of the Psalms.  It would be the words of David that Jesus would take to the cross with him.  



When Jesus prayed "My God, My God, why has thou forsaken me?" he was not praying only one Bible verse.  Some people claim he was just proclaiming one Bible verse and they wanted by that to prove that Jesus died in total despair.  But Jesus did not die in despair.  He prayed all of Psalm 22.  And Psalm 22 ends with the sure hope of the psalmist that God is going to deliver him out of his predicament.  And with all of the despair that Jesus had, he still had faith.  He believed in God just as David did, that he would come to his rescue.  And indeed, God did by the resurrection.  



And there is Solomon.  Perhaps the most persecuted figure in the Old Testament.  Persecuted by Christians.  Even to the point that he didn't even attain salvation.  But I think we ought to look at this a little bit more carefully.  



There is Solomon, the author of the Song of Songs.  And what is so prominent in the preaching of Jesus is that he is the bridegroom and the church is the bride.  Then there are the Proverbs, which speaks about the wisdom of God.  Solomon spoke about the wisdom which believers need for their everyday lives.  Jesus gave them the wisdom to live in God's world, to live forever.  



And then there's the book of Ecclesiastes.  When I was teaching at the University of Illinois the first year, there was a Jewish student.  And when he came to the book of Ecclesiastes, he didn't believe that life could be so desperate.  He was a young man about 20, 21 years of age.  He had a teaching career in front of him and came from a very well-to-do family.  And in reading the book of Ecclesiastes, it contradicted everything which he knew and experienced in his own life. 



It's a desperate book.  A book with no hope.  A book that asks the question whether the soul of a man is any better than the soul of a beast.  It all goes to the ground.  



But as I mentioned before, I think it's a very Lutheran book.  Because it's only in that desperation that we begin to know Christ.  And at the end of the book of Ecclesiastes, which is the last of Solomon's writings, it says the body returns to the earth and the soul of the spirit returns to God who gave it.  There is the hope.  



There's a great deal of desperation and a sense of worthlessness in the Sermon on the Mount.  "Do not lay up for yourself treasures on earth" almost sounds like Solomon, doesn't it?  Because what has he destroyed by animal life, moths.  He's destroyed by chemicals from moth and rust dust corrupt.  



Lay up for yourself treasures on earth.  It almost sounds as if Solomon is speaking through Jesus or maybe it was Jesus speaking through Solomon about the desperateness of this life.  That this life doesn't have anything permanent to offer.  



I said at the very beginning that I thought the course in Christology was the most important course that you would ever take.  And I did not mean to suggest by that that you wouldn't preach on the Old Testament.  In fact, by preaching on the New Testament you will be forced to incorporate the Old Testament into what you're going to say.  So you won't need as many illustrations taken from outside the scriptures.  But the scriptures themselves can provide you with all of the examples that you need.  Even as Jesus preached in precisely this kind of way.  He referred to the Old Testament.  



When he said that judgement was going to come upon those who disregarded his message and the message of the Apostles, he said that the judgement that comes upon those who ignore the Gospel will be worse.  And what happened to Sodom and Gomorrah?  



He also said about himself, people who ignored his preaching, he pointed to the days of Noah when people lived ordinary lives.  They got married.  They gave in marriage.  And they just engaged in one succession of marriages one after another.  That was life.  Life would go on forever and ever.  And of course, it was a surprise that life ended.  



And Jesus makes that point very clearly.  That those who deny his preaching and ignore what he has to say about himself will face the same fate.  So the Old Testament prepares -- it really -- maybe we could look at it like this:  The Old Testament gives us the outline of who Christ is.  But it is only the New Testament that tells us what the content of that outline is.  



We value the Old Testament very greatly.  However, the Old Testament prophets -- and this includes everyone -- they did not have a clear vision of Jesus.  They were like men groping around in a dark and misty and foggy place desiring for the answer that was going to come.  They had all the parts.  They had all the parts of what it meant to be the Christ.  But only with the coming of Jesus did they see how the parts fit all together.  



And on that account Jesus says, "Many just men and many prophets desire to see the things that you see.  But you see them."  And therefore, the Old Testament is always the necessary prelude to the New Testament.  But the Old Testament itself was never complete in itself.  It is a very sorrowful and sad book.  Every book ends with an incomplete.  The five books of Moses end with the burial of Moses.  Well, Genesis ends with the burial of Jacob and Joseph.  



The book of Joshua ends with Joshua promising something better.  There's always going -- with the death of David and Solomon, there's always going to be something better.  With Isaiah, there's always going to be something better.  The Old Testament ends with Malachi, with the promise that God is going to send Elijah before the great and terrible day of the Lord.  



The Old Testament is a book yearning and desiring an answer but not having the answer in itself.  That answer comes with the gospels.  On that account, we stand in our church for the reading of the gospels during the church service.  Because this is not simply a report of what Jesus did, about what Jesus said.  Rather, it is Jesus himself speaking.  And on that account, it's customary in the Lutheran Church for the days of the Holy Communion to preach on the Gospel.  



It's the Lord's Day.  The Lord's Supper.  The Lord's Word.  The Lord's Table.  The Lord's Prayer for the Lord's people.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CUENet

AUDIO TRANSCRIPTION

DOGMATICS 2

LESSON 44


>> In this class and others I've run across a word that is clearly profound but difficult to fully comprehend.  Now that you've been speaking, it occurs to me that perhaps it is through a christological understanding that the word will make sense.  So let me ask:  What does the word atonement mean?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The word atonement has its meaning within itself.  It means at the -- at-one-ment.  Just put hyphens between the word at and one and ment and you come pretty close to what the word intends to say.  The word atonement carries the idea of payment.  We're going to discuss different ways of looking at the atonement.  But let's take a look at this one first.  And that is:  What are you going to consider the most significant words in the Bible?  



I bet a Lutheran is going to say the most significant words in the Bible are "God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten son that whosoever believeth in him shall not perish but have everlasting life."  That's okay.  But one thing that -- I would like to just reevaluate that situation.  That seems to be the words of the evangelist St. John providing an explanation for the work of Jesus.  



I would have to say that the most important words of Jesus about the atonement are the words which Jesus says.  How Jesus defines himself takes precedence over any of the words of the Apostles.  And how Jesus understands what he is doing takes precedence over also any other words which we can speak.  



I would like to call your attention to these words of the situation that Jesus describes in connection with the last prediction of his death.  You may remember that there are two brothers.  The sons of Zebedee.  And they come and ask Jesus whether they can sit on the left and the right hand in his kingdom.  



And this is a marvelous way in which Jesus answers the question.  He says, you know, "You don't have one question.  You don't have two questions.  First of all, I cannot give you a place on the left hand and on the -- and on my right hand.  Because it is only the Father who gives out the gifts of grace."  In fact, Jesus does not even exalt himself.  



The two brothers are asking Jesus to do something which he cannot even do for himself.  Jesus does not exalt himself.  But Jesus says, "There's something here which you were asked which I can give you.  And that is I can give you the kingdom."  And Jesus describes the kingdom by saying, "Are you able to drink the cup which I am able to drink" -- "which I am going to drink?"  And they said, "Oh, yes, you bet.  We'll take the cup.  We'll take the kingdom."  



And of course, Jesus was referring to his own death.  A death by which his blood would be sacrificially poured out.  And in that section he describes what that death means.  He says, "The Son of Man did not come to be waited upon."  That's what it means.  "I didn't come to live as a king.  I came not to be served but to serve and to give my life as a ransom for many."



It is that word "ransom" that we want to look at.  The word ransom appears in the New Testament in several ways.  But it -- at the core of this word is a Greek word that would be translated -- transliterated into the English language by lytron. Lytron.  It appears as a verb.  It appears as a noun.  It appears in combinations with other words.  And it has the idea of payment.  In order to set things right.  It's background as the Old Testament.  



In the Greek version translation of the Old Testament it translates three different concepts.  It has the idea, first of all -- it goes back -- it has the idea of buying the first born.  You may remember that with the story of Jesus, that his mother and father, Mary and Joseph, had to perform the ritual of buying him back.  Because the first born son belonged to God reminiscent of the exodus in which god took the lives of the first born boys in every home.  But the Jews were spared that by having blood wiped on the doors, on the lentils of the doors and around the door, so when the angel flew over, they could see the blood indicating that a death had already taken place.  So the Jews since then had to buy the first son back because the first son always belonged to God.  



They also had the idea of buying a relative back from slavery.  If I have a brother or a cousin who is put into slavery because he didn't pay his debt, it would be my job as his blood relative to buy him back.  



And it also carries the idea of litigation.  If there was ever a litigious society, it has to be the American society.  If I hurt myself, it's somebody's fault.  I think all of us live under the fear of being sued.  If you do something wrong, you've got to pay.  We all have homeowner's insurance.  We have car insurance.  We protect ourselves against litigation.  



In the Jewish world, if I -- if I damage somebody or damage somebody else's property accidentally, I would have to pay for it.  If my bull got into a fight with your bull and killed it, I would have to pay restitution for the damaged animal.  



All of these ideas go into the concept of atonement, that there has to be some kind of payment.  And Jesus says that.  The Son of Man came not to serve -- "not to be served but to serve and to give his life as a payment for the benefit of the believing community.  
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>> Thanks.  That was extremely helpful.  You mentioned three different ways of looking at atonement.  Can you explain those to us?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The question of the atonement has to do with really the question of Jesus' death.  Many people, Christians or non-Christians, when they come face to face with the death of Jesus ask this kind of question:  How could such a nice man suffer such an awful death?  Or why would God allow such a nice man as Jesus to die this kind of a death?  I think this is quite an ordinary question.  It's a question we ask of ourselves.  If we come down with a disease.  If we have a horrible death in our family.  If we lose our job.  Have some family problems.  We ask:  Why has this difficulty come upon us?  



And the same question has to be asked in regard to the death of Jesus.  Why do these calamities come upon the person of Jesus?  I'm going to make reference again to the motion picture "The Passion."  Because that really brought the question face to face with the audience.  And I think many of us really didn't want to face this particular question.  Because the answer might be that we are the ones who are responsible for the death of Jesus.  



You know, for a long time -- and it's been dismissed -- people have blamed Jews for the death of Jesus.  Just recently Pope John Paul II made it quite clear that the Jews are not responsible for the death of Jesus.  And of course, that's nothing new.  Our Lutheran hymns in connection with Lent and Good Friday make it quite definite that it's not really the political forces that brought Jesus to his death.  But it really was our sins.  



One idea that Jesus died was found in the rock star opera "Jesus Christ Superstar."  That Jesus died because he was the pathetic leader of a political movement which got out of control.  Another explanation for the death of Jesus is that he was a politically offensive person and deserved to die.  Another explanation for the death of Jesus is that he was an extremely naive individual and that he could have done any number of things even if he couldn't perform them miraculously to avoid his death.  He was not an easily recognizable figure.  And he could have disappeared in the crowds and lived an ordinary life until he died a natural death.  



The three typical ways in which the death of Jesus is understood are known by these three phrases:  We just explained the Onzelmic theory of the atonement or the vicarious satisfaction theory of the atonement or the payment theory of the atonement.  That means some harm has been done.  And on that account, a death is required.  But I'm going to speak about the two other popular theories of the atonement.  



That theory, by the way, is predominant, the Onzelmic or payment theory is predominant in the Lutheran Church historically.  And it is very prominent of the Roman Catholic Church.  Whatever we may dislike about the Roman Catholic Church, its doctrine of the mass and payments keeps that idea.  That a payment must be made for sins before the eyes of the people.  



We want to speak about two other theories of the atonement.  One is the exemplars theory of the atonement.  That as Christ by dieing left us an example of how we should live also our lives.  And the Christos Victor theory.  



There's a great misunderstanding about this.  Because since we strongly believe in the vicarious satisfaction, the payment theory of the atonement, the Onzelmic theory of atonement, that God must make things right by the death of Jesus, that we tend to deprecate the view that Christ died to give us an example.  In fact, I think many Lutheran preachers have said the same.  



I think we have to reevaluate that.  Even before Jesus spoke of his death, he said to his disciples that they are to take up their crosses and to follow him.  And in the example that we discussed -- just discussed about the sons of Zebedee, James and John arguing about who was going to be first in the kingdom, Jesus said that they would have to be like him in giving up their lives for one another.  



They are to follow his example.  And even the commandment that we should love our neighbors as ourselves teaches the exemplars theory of the atonement.  Typically it's quite common to say we should love our neighbors as ourselves.  Some people have argued quite typically that this really means that first we have to have self appreciation, confidence.  And that we should love ourselves.  And after we have loved ourselves, then we can love somebody else.  



I like to use the example of flying in an airplane.  They tell you if you are flying over water and there's a difficulty or the oxygen masks come down, it says first of all fix the oxygen mask around your own face and then help the child or the other individual next to you.  You should love your neighbor as yourself.  Take care of yourself.  But it means just the opposite.  It means we should love the other person in place and instead of ourselves.  We are not the center of our universe.  



If you listen to talk radio -- and I listen to it when I drive around -- I don't drive around as much as other people -- they say children around 4 or 5, maybe even younger, see themselves as the center of their universes.  Now, I don't know if that's true.  I'm not into education.  But of course, that's true of us all.  We are each a universe.  And we are each at the center of our own universe.  



What is so distinctive about Jesus, he was not the center of his universe.  Other people were at the center of his universe.  Even those who were his enemies and disliked him.  That was at the center of the universe.  The exemplars theory of the atonement, that Christ gave us an example, does not specifically have to do with fulfilling the Ten Commandments perfectly.  That's never going to happen.  But it really means putting all other people in place of ourselves as the center of our attention.  



And that's why in the church we pray for our enemies.  We pray for those who trespass against us.  We forgive those who trespass against us even before they forgive us.  And Jesus on the cross showed what the exemplars theory of the atonement was.  He prayed "Father, forgive them for they know not what they do." 



He actually prayed the Lord's Prayer over against other people.  So we should be very cautious when we preach that we never say that Christ did not die to leave us an example.  That's explicitly what he says.  And that's what Peter says in his first epistle.  



The other theory of the atonement that has not received much attention until lately has been the Christos Victor theory of the atonement.  This theory of the atonement has to do with Christ's victory over Satan.  Now we can begin to handle this particular question:  Did God have to send Jesus to die for us?  



It's quite commonly said that he did this as an act of his free will.  Well, certainly God does nothing from an external compulsion from the outside.  Nobody can put God into a corner.  This, afterall, is the message of the book of Job.  Whatever happens to us, we can't go and question God.  God cannot be put on the witness stand.  



But in another sense there's a certain compulsion in God.  And that is God had no choice about what he was going to do in Jesus.  Because if he had not sent Jesus in order to redeem the world, he would have handed over the physical world to Satan.  Satan is called by St. Paul the God of this world.  Jesus calls him the prince of this world.  That means he rules this world.  



If the atonement had not taken place, God would have ruled and reigned in heaven and Satan would have ruled on this earth.  He would have been a god.  We would have been his subjects.  If he were not equal to God, he would at least come in as a close subordinate.  He would have a realm all to himself.  



And part of the ministry of Jesus, particularly in the Gospel of Mark, is that Jesus is throwing out devils all over the place.  And the devils know who he is.  They call him by the proper title.  "Son of God, have you come to torment us before the time?"  They know exactly who he is.  And they know his fate.  



In the early church for about a thousand years the Christos Victor theory, that is the theory that God conquers Satan, was predominant.  But it was seen as a demonstration of the omnipotence that Jesus had.  That as the Almighty God, as the creator of all things, he could vanquish everybody. 

 

That was the theory that was predominant in the church for about a thousand years.  I think that's a very important and very valid way to look at Christ's work.  But there's something very wrong with it.  



And that is Jesus conquers Satan not by a demonstration of his might but by a demonstration of his humility.  He actually meets Satan on Satan's terms.  It's been quite popular among Lutherans to compare the atonement and our salvation to a courtroom scene in which Satan is the prosecuting attorney and we are the defendants.  And the prosecuting attorney -- the prosecuting attorney says, "This is the bill of indictment against these people who have sinned.  I'm in hell.  And these people have done the same thing.  And they are going to hell."  



You know, you have to be very careful around two kinds of people:  Prosecuting attorneys and people who work for the tax -- the internal revenue department.  Because their ears -- they are trained always to look for infractions.  If you make a glib remark in a social sense about how you've hidden some of your money, they pick it up.  What is the prosecuting attorney supposed to do?  



The prosecuting attorney is actually examining case after case to see if there's an infraction.  That's his job.  To see that the law is fulfilled.  Satan wants to make sure that we have fulfilled God.  



You can see this in children, by the way.  If one child is sent to his room for misbehaving, that child wants another child also to have the same fate.  If there ever have been even handed people, it's been children.  Each has to have the same piece of cake.  All get the same penalty.  



If you're a teacher and you favor one child over another by giving an A over a child that has the B, the child that has a B is going to say something.  The Bible calls Satan the accuser.  That's the prosecuting attorney.  



Now, you could simply say that God could say, "Away with you, Satan," as an act of demonstrating his power.  "Away with you."  But it wouldn't be the just thing.  Still the penalty -- what we have done would stand.  Jesus comes forward, pays the penalty which is against us, so Satan can no longer accuse us.  



Now, the marvelous thing about Luther's explanation to the second article of the Apostle's Creed is that he puts all of these things together.  "I believe that Jesus Christ, true God, begotten of the Father from all eternity and also true man is my Lord who has redeemed me, a lost and condemned creature, purchased and won me from all sin.  From death and from the power of the devil.  Not with gold or silver.  But with his holy precious blood and in his suffering and death that I may live under him and his kingdom and serve him in everlasting righteousness, innocence and holiness."  



Now, what Luther says there, pardon the cliche, we have to unpack.  There's the Onzelmic theory.  Quite specifically -- quite specific in there that he purchased us not with money but with gold or silver (sic).  And he purchased us from the power of Satan.  He overcame Satan by this.  




And then comes the exemplars theory of the atonement.  That we should live in his -- live under him in his kingdom and serve him in righteousness -- righteousness and innocence forever.  That we actually live the life of Christ.  



It is the -- it is these two theories or two theories of the atonement which have received -- it's in our liturgy.  It's in our confessions.  And it's in our hymns.  But these have received the least amount of attention in our preaching.  It's in our hymns.  "Let us ever walk with Jesus, follow his example pure."  



And when we speak about the death of Jesus, we don't speak about one attitude or theory of the atonement and exclude the other.  But we mention all of these things together.  



We could mention a theory which is quite popular among some Protestants.  And that's the penal theory of the atonement.  That God wants to show how much he hates sin so he picks one man and punishes him severely to give us an example that maybe we shouldn't do the same thing.  So he chooses Jesus.  



That's I guess they call it the penal theory of the atonement because that's the way our prison theory -- our prison system works.  When people engage in heinous crimes, especially against children, we know that some states are increasing the amount of time spent in prison to get the message across that other people dare not do this in order to protect the other children.  



I think that might be a very good theory for the kind of life we live together.  But God does not punish Jesus simply to show how angry he can get.  



Some of these -- some of these theories appear -- appear in other places in the Gospel.  Because the Lord's Prayer has at the end -- and if we do not forgive other people their debts, neither will God forgive us our debts.  And there's the story of the fellow who -- who was forgiven a huge loan. the story has to be hypothetical because nobody -- I mean, if you're in debt for a million bucks and haven't made a payment on your credit card, they're not going to give you another credit card.  They'll give you a credit card if you keep making the payments.  But he didn't go out and he didn't forgive somebody else.  



And then Jesus also told the parable of a strong man who was armed there in armor.  And he speaks about another stronger man coming in and defeating him.  Of course, Jesus is the strong man who comes into the realm of Satan and conquers him.  
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>> Do we distinguish between the atonement and the crucifixion?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  I think in the minds of most people, there's no distinction between the atonement whereby Christ offers himself as a sacrifice to God and the crucifixion.  And to a certain extent, maybe that's the right way to do it.  



But let's look at this question a little bit differently.  Let's follow the -- how the evangelists themselves handle the question.  There is a hesitancy in the Gospel of Matthew -- not a hesitancy.  But we are halfway through the Gospel before there is any reference to the death of Jesus at all specifically.  



Christians are told -- or the Apostles are told that they are going to suffer.  We are told that we are to pick up our cross and follow Jesus.  I guess it can be assumed that they already knew that he had died.  There's the idea that in the Sermon on the Mount, "Blessed are you whether you are persecuted for righteousness sake.  Blessed are those who are persecuted on account of me."  



Certainly it is -- the picture of the church is of one of persecution.  So the suffering of Christ is not a totally new thing.  But what exactly is the meaning of it?  



You're halfway through the Gospel at Chapter 16, 17 and 20 before you have the announcement that Jesus is going to die by crucifixion and then be raised from the dead.  And you don't have the meaning of the death of Jesus until you come to the section that we just discussed, that the Son of Man came to give his life as a ransom for many.  



And here I think we have to be very careful of our audience.  I hate to use the word audience.  But you speak to different people in different ways.  And that at the very preliminary level in preaching about Jesus and the Gospel, we say simply that Jesus died for sins.  



Later on we explain this death as a way -- we have just explained it as a victory over Satan.  Setting down an example for us to follow.  And most importantly, as a payment to God for our sins.  



The crucifixion is a historical moment.  It takes place in time.  It's very important.  That in the early Creeds it says he was crucified under Pontius Pilate.  Those words, "Under Pontius Pilate" nailed down the death in history.  You know, Jesus could have been put to death in any number of ways.  He could have been stoned.  That -- stoning for blasphemy probably had gone out of -- was no longer the custom in the days of Jesus.  But it could happen.  



He could have been stoned.  Or he could have been strangled privately.  I mean, we are told about people being attacked by robbers and being left for dead like the man helped by the good Samaritan.  He had to be -- he had to die publicly.  And he could have been -- and Paul says that Jesus made the good confession before Pontius Pilate.  



Remember that the death of Jesus was held under the official auspices of the Roman Empire, the Roman Governor being the representative of Cesar.  It was a historical death.  And very few scholars -- I'm not saying there aren't any that do it.  But there are very few scholars who'll say that Jesus was not put to death by Pontius Pilate.  It's a historical thing.  



The atonement is a supernatural event.  It cannot be seen.  It takes place within the person of Jesus by which he is both the priest and the sacrifice which he himself offers himself up to God.  It's not by the expiring of Jesus that we are saved.  The death of Jesus whereby he releases his soul is not the act by which we are saved.  We are saved by the suffering of Jesus.  He is a living sacrifice.  He is a living atonement.  It is not the corpse of Jesus by which we are saved and redeemed.  



And I suppose this distinction has to be made very carefully.  Because it does say that Christ died for sin.  St. Paul says that.  It's a usual statement in the New Testament.  He died for us.  It's a usual statement in the New Testament and in Christian theology.  But it still doesn't get down to the fundamental reason of why he did it.  



And we have to speak in a very clear way so we don't disturb the people.  And maybe on that account, the book of Revelation was in some places of the church not understood.  Because the book of Hebrews takes us into that great mystery whereby while he is suffering in his death, Jesus presents himself as a sacrifice to God.  
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>> Is there a relationship between Christology and what we believe about the Lord's Supper?  And if so, what is it?  We celebrated the Lord's Supper last Sunday.  And as I spoke the words of institution, I thought about all that you've said in this class.  We are partaking of Christ's body and Christ's blood.  Surely such a sacrament must teach us something about our Lord.  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Our Lutheran Confessions see a definite connection between what we say about Jesus, Christology and the Lord's Supper.  In fact, in the Formula of Concord, the one article rests right next to the other one.  And the Lutherans saw that the attitude that brought the Reformed to the viewpoint that the bread and the Holy Communion was not the body of Christ was correlated with their view that the human nature of Jesus did not possess the divinity.  That it really wasn't God.  



But that's a historical question.  And I will leave that to those who are doing -- doing the sessions on the Lutheran Confessions and I won't address this now.  But what strikes me as being very significant is that the most explicit reference in the mouth of Jesus to the understanding of his death are found in the words of consecration in the institution of the Lord's Supper.  



For many years I prize very highly the words "the Son of Man did not come to be served but to serve and to give his life as a ransom for many."  And I said, "These must be the most holy words which have ever been spoken.  Because Jesus spoke them about his own death."  



But since then I've come to another conclusion.  And that is the words -- these words which are found in the Lord's Supper institution, "For this is my blood of the covenant which is sacrificially poured out" -- "This is my blood of the covenant which is sacrificially poured out for the forgiveness of sins," that these words are the most precious words which have ever been spoken.  



The previous passage simply says that Jesus offered himself as a ransom for sins.  That's one step beyond saying, "Jesus died for me."  I don't know.  When you say, "Jesus died for me," I'm still left in the dark of how was this -- how did he do it?  And of course the answer is:  He made the payment for me.  



But there's no indicate in that passage of how he made the payment.  These words by which the Lord's Supper was instituted tells us of how he made the payment.  He says, "This is my blood of the covenant."  



We want to go back to Exodus Chapter 24, maybe -- well, one of the most significant passages so far as the nation of Israel is concerned because it is as the people are gathered around Moses that these tribes become established as a nation.  And it happens in this way:  Moses instructs the young men to go out and kill young bulls.  And it says that they collected the blood in basins.  



I think it would be a much graphic -- it's just better to say and more descriptive to say they put the blood of the animals in buckets.  If you don't get the message, I would suggest thinking -- think of a slaughter house.  I have always -- now, I've always wanted to go to a slaughter house.  I also understand that the men who have the job of slaughtering the animals cannot do it for very long.  It's not a lifetime occupation.  



I'm sure it's not more than three years.  But maybe it's only a matter of months.  Because blood is the sign of death.  I think all of us have been in high school or college biology classes where we have to scrape the finger and this big huge mammoth, 6'5" guy, takes blood out of his finger and passes out.  I think many young mothers when the child falls down the stairs and there's blood coming out of the head of the child are totally terrified.  Blood is a terrifying thing to see because it is the sign of death.  



Well, they bring the blood to Moses.  And he takes I like to use the word buckets.  And he throws the buckets on the altar.  That's the sacrifice.  



If you've been down in Mexico -- and I've climbed up one of those temples.  I won't do it again.  You go to the top of the temple.  And there's a drain in which they took the blood of human beings, young people, and poured it down.  Blood indicates sacrifice.  That's what blood means.  Blood means death.  The sacrifice is made.  



And then it says that he took the blood of the animals and he poured it on the people.  I guess the translations say "he sprinkled it."  No.  I think it was much different.  He poured it so people were drenched in blood.  



Let's go back to the episode of the Passover.  They took the blood and they swashed it all over.  It wasn't just a little dab.  They put it all over.  When that angel went flying over, there was no doubt.  Everybody wanted that angel to fly over their house, his or her house, and there would be blood.  Blood means death.  Death -- don't stop here.  



The words of Jesus in instituting the Lord's Supper is taken from Exodus 24.  Now, he is in the place of Moses.  And he refers to the blood which is in the chalice.  "This is my blood which satisfies the covenant."  There is a charge against us.  And this charge must be paid.  



It is a very common experience to get a mortgage.  I've had any number of mortgages in my life.  Because it's a proforma thing.  There are many reasons for getting a mortgage.  



Back in the old days when you got -- when you sold your house and there was a mortgage on it, you signed -- the person who was buying the house gave you a check for 50,000 bucks and you endorsed the check.  Sitting right next to you in the good old days was a lawyer from the bank who took that check right out of your hand because he had to get paid first.  Now, by the way, it's a very simplified situation.  You go in there.  They have all the paper out.  They have a college student specializing in economics.  And it's a very -- it's clinical.  There's nothing exciting about it anymore.  



But the message here is that we have a debt to God.  And before God can enter into a new relationship with us, a new covenant, the old debt must be paid.  So Jesus says, "This is my blood which is poured out."  Now, the word "pouring" has nothing to do with the sacramental act of pouring the blood or the wine from a flagon into a chalice.  It means this is the blood which is sacrificially poured out so that sins can be -- so that sins can be forgiven.  



Luke gives us a different description of the Lord's Supper.  He says that this is the blood of the new covenant.  There are two sides to this.  The blood which the congregation receives in the Holy Communion has two purposes.  It has first been poured out to God as a sacrifice.  And now it's given to us as a sacrament.  



When it's given to us as a sacrament, very similar, the blood was poured out on the people as a sign that the death had already been accomplished.  So I would endeavor to say that the most precious words have to be spoken by Jesus.  And these are the most precious words.  Because he is describing himself as standing between God, offering an atonement to satisfy the wrath which we have deserved for ourselves and then pouring out the blood on the congregation, in the chalice, as a sign that it has been paid.  
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>> Thank you.  Let me follow up with this:  Is Jesus present in the Lord's Supper in the same way he was present before he was crucified?  Or did the nature of his presence change?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  You know, you asked your question in a very simple and easy way to answer.  And of course, the answer is he's not present in the same way.  But in your question, there is something more profound going on.  Just two weeks ago I read the encounter that one of our Lutheran pastors and professors in Canada had with ministers and clergymen of other denominations and asked about how was Jesus present in the Lord's Supper.  



And one said, "Well, of course he's present because he's present in all things.  Just like he is present in your breakfast cereal and so forth.  So I accept the real presence."  Other people said, "Well he's only present there by way of remembrance."  Others say he's not present there himself but he's present insofar as the Holy Ghost makes him alive.  



Now, all of these things are going to be found in the discussion that you're going to hear on the Lord's Supper.  And this is not the time for us to discuss that.  But what we can discuss -- and this is what your question brings up.  And that is the presence of -- the various presences of Christ.  Christ is present -- capable of a local presence.  That means that just like any of us, he can sit at a table.  He can walk on a road.  He can talk to people.  He's present in one place.  We don't need an act of faith to understand that.  



There's another kind of presence that he's capable of.  And that's I will local presence.  That means that while I was on earth, he could go from one place to another without any space in between.  He was not confined to one place.  



There's one section in the gospels that says when he was being -- when the crowd attacked him -- when the mob attacked him, he passed through them.  He's also spoken of in his Easter appearance, he just passed through open doors.  



And we want to get to that in another moment.  He's also capable of omnipresence.  That means that since he is God, he can be present wherever God is.  Now, we're going to get a little philosophical here.  And we shouldn't expound on this too long.  



Certainly God is present in heaven in a different way than he's present in hell.  He's present in Jesus in a different way in that he's present in us.  He's present in animal life in a different way than he's present in a vegetable life.  But that's all speculation.  And that's what we don't want to get into.  



There's a special presence in the Lord's Supper.  Now, when we speak about him being present in his body and blood, we do not mean that he is present in component parts but that he is not present there as a complete person.  We mean that he is present there body and soul.  God and man.  



When we say that he is present with his body and blood, we describe this as his sacramental presence.  We could also describe this as being present -- we could also describe this as a sacrificial presence.  Because when the blood leaves the body, the sacrifice is made.  



These are not things.  The Catholic church saw this as things.  And for a long time, they only gave people the body of Christ, the flesh of Christ.  Because there is no flesh without blood.  You just try that.  



Take off some flesh, squeeze the blood out.  Flesh means -- but that's not the meaning of it.  The meaning of it is that we actually receive that which has been sacrificed to God.  And that's the sacramental presence.  



Now, Christ is capable of some of these presences all at the same time.  When he was confined to his mother's womb after his conception, he filled all things.  When he sat down with -- this is always a question that some Lutherans ask.  Did Jesus really partake of the sacrament of his own body and blood?  How is that possible?  



That's a question which I think a Calvinist would ask, a person of Reformed.  When Jesus sat at the table with his disciples, that was his local presence.  On the table was the sacramental presence, which I call the sacrificial presence.  He was present as a sacrifice.  



And he partook of it.  And at the same time, he filled all things.  So these are -- these are distinctions that do not have to contradict one another but are very important for the person -- for understanding the person of Jesus.  
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>> The resurrection means that Jesus who once was dead is now alive.  Is there any difference between the body of Jesus before and after his resurrection?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  We already discussed this question before.  And that is that at the moment of his exaltation by which he went down to hell and then was resurrected, in that moment of his exaltation his body was glorified and was not bound to the limitations that he had when they put him to death.  However, there's a continuation between the body which he had during the days while he was on earth and his resurrected body.  



When we see Jesus, we will recognize who he is.  And getting back to the question of the sacramental presence of Jesus -- and that is with his resurrected body -- Jesus can continually feed his church with his body and blood.  And that body and blood had never diminished.  And it really matters little whether you get the wafer, which is the body of Christ, and the chalice, which is the blood of Christ.  It matters little whether it's just a little crumb or whether it's quite a bit.  Because the body of Christ in his resurrected form and sacramentally cannot be measured according to quantity.  



Where this has really been an issue is where our Reformed friends and Calvinist friends and brothers, if we can dare use that term, claim that the body of Jesus is essentially no different after the resurrection than before. 

He is bound to space.  



And yet we have this unusual situation that according to the Gospel of John, the disciples are frightened.  And I would be frightened, too.  It would be like if the Nazis were out there and you knew they were going to come and get you, you lock all of your doors.  You keep your voices low so they don't know where you are.  Jesus appears in the room.  



This doesn't present a problem for Lutherans because Jesus is now in his exalted state.  But for them, it's a problem.  Because how did Jesus get up there?  I said to one very -- a very well informed and influential Reformed theologian "Is this a picture of a second-story man Jesus walking around Jerusalem with a ladder?  How did he get up there?  Did he pick the lock?"  It says specifically there were locked doors.  



Yes, there is a difference between the body of Jesus before and after the resurrection.  But as we said before, we will -- and the book of Revelation says it.  "They shall look upon him to whom they have pierced."  When Christ appears as the judge of law, we will recognize him by the wounds which he bears.  
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>> Recently in church we read the story of the loaves and fishes.  In fact, the gospels are full of the miracles of Jesus.  What are the significance of these miracles?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The typical answer and the easiest answer to explain the miracles of Jesus is to say that he is God on earth.  And by performing the miracles, he's demonstrating his deity.  That's true in every case.  But I think there is something more profound going on in the miracles rather than just providing such a -- providing one answer that covers all situations and occasions.  



Matthew provides an interesting perspective on the miracles.  He quotes Isaiah 53 to explain the miracles.  Instead of the translation "Surely he has borne our sorrows and carried our griefs," Matthew provides this translation of the passage:  "Surely he has carried our sicknesses and our diseases."



That's a very unusual perspective.  It's theologically profound.  That passage in Isaiah is generally used as a reference to Christ bearing the sins of the world.  And now Matthew puts it down as a reference to Christ bearing our sicknesses.  And the perspective here is this:  That since Christ by his atonement has taken away sin, he has removed the cause of sicknesses and diseases.  So rather than simply seeing the healing ministry of Jesus as demonstrating his deity, these miracles also demonstrate -- also demonstrate that he is the Redeemer and the Savior and that he has removed the cause of sin.  



And there are -- the miracles -- there are some miracles which seem to be relatively insignificant.  We can understand the miracle of Jesus raising somebody from the dead.  That anticipates his own resurrection.  It's a promise of our resurrection.  But there's some miracles which almost border on an embarrassment or we could say maybe these miracles really weren't necessary.  



I think the obvious miracle that some theologians have been concerned about is the changing of water into wine.  That's in John Chapter 2, the wedding at Cana.  You know the details of that particular story.  How the host did not provide enough wine for the guests.  And this was a social faux pax to invite guests and not have enough wine.  And of course, you know the story of how Jesus turns water into wine.  



Is the miracle just given to show us that Jesus is concerned about the problems of ordinary people?  I think something else is going on here.  John -- the Gospel of John has a strong sacramental character.  And with the miracle of the changing of the water into the wine, Jesus indicates the elements that are going to be found in the sacraments of baptism and the Lord's Supper.  And he -- through the rest of the Gospel John will have a lot to say about water and a lot to say about wine.  And that miracle culminates in the miracle of the crucifixion in which the spear is put into the side of Jesus and out pours the water and the blood.  



So we have to be -- when we look at these miracles, this is especially important for you as you're preaching, Josh, to see perhaps there is something more in the miracle than simply that Jesus has power over nature.  
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>> I've got another question about the differences between the Reformed and Lutherans.  Do the Reformed think of Jesus and the Holy Spirit in the same way we do?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  David, we spoke to this question before.  But it has to be elucidated further.  We mentioned before that so far as Jesus is concerned, the Reformed do not believe that there's a communication of the human and the divine natures of Jesus.  What this means is that the man, Jesus, virtually exists as an autonomous person. 

 

Now, this might not be obvious when we use theological language to explain this.  But it does become evident when you go into Reformed churches.  Very infrequently do they have crucifixes in there.  Very infrequently do they have pictures of the exaltation of Jesus.  Jesus is seen simply as an ordinary man.  Jesus as a man is really inferior to God and to the divine nature which he possesses in himself.  And these are really serious differences.  



When it comes to the doctrine of the atonement, the Lutherans look upon the value of the atonement in the person of Jesus.  Jesus as God can offer himself up as a sacrifice for all people because that sacrifice has infinite worth.  In Reformed theology, there's a slightly different emphasis.  And that is the value of the atonement rests in the Father who accepts Jesus' death as if it were a complete atonement.  



 And they also have a different viewpoint about the Holy Spirit.  Beginning with Swingley and maybe less so with Calvin, the two great theologians and reformers of the Reformed tradition, the Reformed religion can be described as a religion of the Holy Spirit rather than the religion of Jesus.  And they admit this themselves.  This is not something which we're saying that they wouldn't say of themselves.  



And they have a -- they have a more active, a more thorough doctrine of the Holy Spirit.  Because Jesus himself does not have the divine attributes.  The human nature does not possess the divine attributes.  



In order to fill up this gap or this lacuna, the Holy Spirit carries out the activities that we Lutherans ordinarily attribute to Jesus.  And this gives them a -- this opens a wider horizon for them.  Because Lutherans would have a difficult time even discussing whether a person who did not know Jesus could be saved.  I mean, we should certainly handle the question and address it as best we can.  



But since the Holy Spirit is not necessarily attached to Jesus but rather attached to God directly, the Holy Spirit can go and work in places other than the Christian church.  And Swingley, who was really the most prominent and the first of the Reformed theologians, he suggested that many of the Greek philosophers and Roman philosophers, Seneca and Pluto, were actually in heaven.  He got himself in kind of a difficulty.  Because he said that even Hercules was in heaven.  The problem with that is Hercules is a mythological figure and never existed.  



So there are really some fundamental differences for Lutherans.  The Holy Spirit works through the sacraments.  And for the Reformed, that's not so at all.  Therefore, when you go to one of these rallies when decisions are made for Christ, the Holy Spirit comes directly upon the individual. 

And also when we speak of the Holy Spirit, we necessarily say that he comes from Jesus.  



We discuss this already in connection with the differences between the Lutheran and the Catholic church on one side and the Eastern church on the other side.  The Eastern church can understand the spirit being sent directly from God into the world as if he -- almost as if he were a world spirit.  The spirit works in culture and among nations and in politics.  That's very difficult -- that would be a very difficult concept for Lutherans who see the Holy Spirit necessarily limited and confined by the person of Jesus.  



And to make reference to that Bible passage again, Jesus says, "I will send you the Holy Spirit who proceeds from the Father.  And he will take the things of mine and give them to you."  The Holy Spirit doesn't go directly to the Father and give us the things of the Father.  But it gives us the things of the Son which the Son possesses from the Father.  



That's a very significant question.  And you're going to find this -- this is going to be demonstrated in your own experience as you get to meet ministers of other Christian denominations in your neighborhood.  
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>> I can tell we are jumping in now with a lot of loose end questions.  I have one.  Why do the Creeds make reference to the burial of Jesus?  I'm referring to the phrase "He was crucified, died and was buried."


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Nick, we already spoke about the sequence in Christ's life.  At the end of his life.  His death.  The provisions for his burial.  His descent into hell.  And his resurrection.  The humiliation.  And the exaltation.  



But the question of his burial is extremely important.  It was pointed out by one German theologian by the name of Pannenberg.  In the middle of the last century there were doubts being raised about the resurrection of Jesus.  And it was the common belief that the resurrection of Jesus did not belong to the primitive faith of the early church but that it was added later.  



The early church simply believed that Jesus was exalted without defining what exaltation meant, what glorification meant.  And that later as the church moved into the Hellenistic world, they attached the idea that his exaltation involved a bodily resurrection.  



Pannenberg pointed out something very significant.  And that is in I Corinthians in Chapter 15, Paul does not simply say that Christ died according to the scriptures and he rose from the dead on the third day.  He puts in the phrase "and was buried."  And he doesn't attach the burial to the death of Jesus.  He attaches the burial to the resurrection of Jesus.  



I delivered to you of first importance what I also received, that Christ died for sins according to the scriptures.  And that he was buried.  And that he rose again.  And from that -- he argued that from the very earliest time, because they included the reference to the burial, the church, the Christian church, had an awareness of the resurrection, which was at the center of Christian belief.  
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>> Has Christ completed his work?  In other words, is something left undone?  Like maybe establishing a kingdom on earth?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  St. Paul speaks in unusual language about this.  He says at the end time Christ will deliver the kingdom to the Father, which kind of indicates that everything which Christ has to do has not yet been accomplished.  The work of atonement has been completed.  But the work of gathering believers into the church has not yet been completed.  



And this brings up another question in a very similar way.  And that is a large segment of fundamentalistic Protestantism believes that Jesus is going to establish a kingdom on earth.  Our Lutheran Confessions have no use for this idea at all.  The anti-Baptists during the Reformation attempted to establish a kingdom in Westphalia and became a very rebellious situation.  And both Lutheran and Catholic princes had to put down the Revolution.  



In the United States we've had something a little bit different.  It's almost in our fiber -- I believe it was the late President Ronald Reagan who spoke about the City on the Hill.  He borrowed that phrase from 17th Century Puritan New England.  The first people to settle in New England came over here with a purpose.  And they were copying what Calvin had done in Geneva.  That they were going to have a perfect society on earth.  



And this society would be governed by laws.  And it would be Godly.  This is part of the American culture.  There is nothing you can do to address this situation.  Many of the people who go to our church think in the same way.  That the United States in some way is the kingdom of God.  



But we can take that another step further.  And that is there are Millennialist.  Millennialists refer to the belief that Christ will rule on earth for 1,000 years.  They don't all believe the same way.  



Some believe there will be a wonderful kingdom here on earth and marvelous things are going to take place.  And at the end of that thousand years Christ will return.  And the other -- that's the post millennialists.  And the premillennialists believe Christ will come on earth and he will rule as an ordinary ruler, a president or a king.  And he will have a Cabinet.  And he will have ambassadors.  And he will have troops.  And they will defeat the forces of ungodliness.  



More significant than millennialism are the books which come under the general heading of the "Left Behind" series.  There are approximately 40 million copies of these books in people's hands.  And they come in -- they also come into the hands of many of our church members.  And for some reason or another, it's very attractive.  It's attractive because it gives the church a concrete reality.  And you might have to address this particular question in your Bible classes and in your sermons.  It's very attractive.  And while it ordinarily doesn't belong in the Lutheran discussion of Christology, it certainly has caught the imagination of many Americans.  
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>> This is great.  Everything you've shared with us has been so important and so exciting.  But I would like to get back to something Eric started exploring a few minutes ago when he spoke of the Lord's Supper.  



Let me ask a question about Christology's relationship to the other sacrament.  How is Christology related to baptism?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  I think one point where Lutherans are a little weak is that they explain all of the means of grace by saying they give the forgiveness of sins.  Now, that's true.  But each of the means of grace does it in a slightly different way.  



The Lord's Supper is very closely related to the atonement.  We mentioned before that in the Lord's Supper we receive the body and blood which Christ sacrificed to God for our sins.  So the Lord's Supper is to be understood by the atoning work of Christ.  We actually enter into his atonement.  And we receive his sacrifice.  And as Luther said, "We pray that God will also sacrifice us with Christ."



Baptism is slightly different.  St. Paul says about baptism that we are buried into Christ's death and that we are raised in his resurrection.  Baptism actually nails us to the cross together with Christ.  Then we are put in the grave with him.  And because we are -- we have been put in the grave with him, we have already been raised from the dead.  That's a very strange concept.  But Christians believe that even though they haven't died yet, they are already with Christ.  And they have been raised with him.  



This was a very strong doctrine in the early church which led some to the conclusion that since the resurrection had already happened, they didn't have to believe in the physical resurrection anymore.  That bap- -- the doctrine of baptism was so strong and it affected how they thought, that it was a real participation, Christ's death and resurrection, they thought that no, they weren't going to be raised from the dead physically.  



And so that's how we would make the distinction.  The Lord's Supper takes us into the atonement.  And baptism is more historical by taking us back to the historical event itself by which Jesus died and was buried and rose again.  
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>> Thank you.  I would like to hear you speak then of the baptism of Jesus.  What is its significance?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  One of the great contributions of the new hymnal in the three-year series which many of our -- most of our congregations is using is that our congregations for the first time are beginning to commemorate the baptism of Jesus.  According to the old lectionary, there was no Gospel reading having to do with the baptism of Jesus.  So this has really given our preachers in the congregations an opportunity to think about it and then to preach about it.  



There are very few events in the life of Jesus which are recorded in all four gospels.  Only two gospels have the birth narrative of Jesus.  And they are different.  



But the baptism of Jesus is found in -- well, in all four gospels.  Which kind of indicates a very -- what is a very important -- it was very important for all of the writers and for the early church.  And now we have to ask:  What is its significance?  



The significance of the baptism of Jesus is his own self commitment to God's plan.  His baptism defines his whole ministry by which he submits himself to the will of God.  And in this sense, the baptism of Jesus is the preparatory event for Lent.  Because this begins the suffering of Jesus.  



It doesn't necessarily fall on the Sunday before Lent.  But it anticipates the sorrows which Jesus will endure.  And there are many thoughts that are in the baptism of Jesus.  It reflects his passing through the Red Sea.  His going through the Jordan River into the Holy Land.  



It indicates being drown in our sins.  It indicates his relationship to God.  It is this time the Father gives him his approval.  "You are my beloved Son.  You are doing what I want you to do."  That's a very significant question.  And I thank you very much.  
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>> New Testament scholars today speak of the quest for the historical Jesus.  Does this have any meaning for Christology?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  The quest for the historical Jesus perhaps is the most important question for the study of the person of Jesus.  In one of your previous questions, it was asked about are there any historical evidences for Jesus and for the resurrection.  And we answered that question of this is extremely important.  



The quest for the historical Jesus has a slightly different twist.  And that is beginning at the beginning of the 18th Century all the way up to now, New Testament scholars in studying the person of Jesus dismiss anything which is supernatural about him and apply historical methods to his study.  



Now, this happened -- this happened first in Germany and then in England in the 1700s.  To bring it right down to something you would be familiar with, Thomas Jefferson, the third president of the United States, produced his own Bible in which he removed all of the miraculous illusions to Jesus.  A copy of the Jefferson Bible is still given to all graduates from the University of Virginia, which he founded.  



Now, he really wasn't a scholar because he worked with the English.  But the idea was that we cannot know anything about -- we cannot -- we do not know anything about the supernatural.  There is no way in which we can scientifically address the supernatural.  So we will just look in the gospels.  And the quest for the historical Jesus was really what the word says, a quest, a looking for the historical Jesus.  And references to his deity, to his miracles, to his resurrection were considered things which were added on at a later time.  



And there have been three quests for the historical Jesus.  These are kind of arbitrary divisions.  But three quests.  The first quest said, "We will only believe in those things about Jesus which have parallels to other people and other things that happened in his time."   We can explain the miracles of Jesus as -- the healing miracles of Jesus that maybe he had some medical knowledge.  



The feeding of the 5,000 can be explained by maybe the people brought their lunches with them.  And they were afraid to take out their lunches and eat it because they might have to share.  And Jesus had the bold courage in faith to take out his lunch and eat it in front of all the others.  And so they figured that if he had it, they could also -- they would also -- could also eat their lunch and wouldn't have to share.  



Some of these things are really quite amusing.  I used to spend quite a bit of time looking at these things.  It's very strange that this particular item in Christology has no part in our dogmatic tradition at all.  Yet, this type of thinking is what prevails at most secular public and private universities and also religious schools.  It pervades all of education.  



You may be acquainted with the name of Albert Schweitzer.  He lived in Ausaslaraine.  And he was a very famous humanitarian.  But he also was a biblical scholar.  He was also one of the finest Bach scholars and Bach organists who have ever lived.  And he was also a medical doctor. 

 

What he did was he gathered excerpts from the 19th -- the 18th and the 19th Century scholars excerpts and published an anthology.  And what he did by publishing this anthology of what the historical scholars thought about Jesus, he demonstrated that they all use different methods and they all contradicted one another.  So his conclusion was we know nothing about the historical Jesus at all.  That was his conclusion.  



Now, that brought the first quest to a conclusion.  He himself had an idea of who Jesus was.  The only thing he could say about Jesus was that at the end of his life, he died a hopeless individual hoping that the Son of Man was going to deliver him.  Because Jesus made statements that he hoped the Son of Man was going to deliver him.  And these references were not to Jesus himself but to some heavenly figure who would come to his rescue and take him off the cross.  



The second quest for the historical Jesus occurred in the middle of the 20th Century.  And at the forefront of that particular quest was Rudolph Boltman who gave us the term demythologizing.  He claimed that Jesus was basically a simple teacher.  And that after he died, they attributed to him certain divine things.  And these divine things came about when Christianity went from a Jewish community into a Greek community and a Greek culture.  Because in a Greek culture, there were gods.  All sorts of gods who did fantastic things.  And so that Jesus would have the same honor as some of these mythological figures.  They attributed Jesus a virgin birth, a resurrection and miracles.  



And Boltman's phrase, demythologizing, was very famous at the time.  That he saw it as his job and the job of scholars to take the myth out of the New Testament so that we could confront the law and the Gospel in its raw form so we could become authentic human beings.  



That particular quest has come to a conclusion.  And now scholars are on what they think is the third quest.  Now, what is problematic in the quest for the historical Jesus, even though it calls itself historical.  And even though it calls -- it's understood as scholarly, the methods which these scholars use are not always the same.  



History likes to pride itself in being objective.  I would like to suggest that perhaps the historians are underneath the -- underneath the sheep's clothing are historical wolves because they establish the principles of what can be and what cannot be.  



The new historical quest for Jesus in a certain sense has been a little bit more optimistic.  There is a kind of a general feeling that maybe Jesus had some kind of sense that he was different from other people.  This does not necessarily mean that he was God.  



A very significant leader now is Bart Ehrman who works this way:  If there's anything about Jesus in the New Testament -- in Paul's epistles -- in the epistles, then this -- this is something that the church thought about Jesus.  And it's not historically very identifiable.  



I think that this should be a component part of all theological education.  You cannot know what every scholar is doing.  However, you have to be aware that this is going on and that many of our people will come into contact with this.  And it can be very destructive of the Christian faith.  Because the certainty about whether Jesus lived -- I mean, this is not even a point of whether he rose from the dead.  But if we have absolutely no certainty about what he said and what he did, that this is all later additions, he can hardly be the object of faith.  
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>> Among the quests you mentioned, does the Jesus Seminar have a place?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  It might sound rather strange.  But I had an invitation to participate in the Jesus Seminar.  It received a lot of publicity on the television and in the newspapers and various magazines.  The Jesus Seminar was a gathering of New Testament scholars.  Mostly American.  And it was their task to determine what were the authentic words of Jesus.  



Now, this was not such an unusual project because all of the New Testament scholars from the time of the 18th Century up to the present time have pointed out the sections in the New Testament which can be attributed to Jesus and sayings which were later added on or changed.  What was different about the Jesus Seminar is that the scholars voted.  And they voted with marbles.  And there were five different kinds of votes.  You were absolutely certain that Jesus said it.  There's a good chance that he said it.  We have no idea whether he said it.  There's a good chance he didn't say it.  And he absolutely did not say it.  



And so as they brought up the various sayings, they casted their votes and they gave us -- they gave us what it really amounts to is a different Gospel in regard to Jesus.  

Even inspite of the attention and the attraction, which it had in the media, I have yet to see any scholarly work which has taken this seriously and made any reference to it at all.  But it shows you in a certain sense how bizarre certain things can be.  What is amazing is 21st Century people determining what was possible for First Century people to know.  
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>> Mormonism is a uniquely American religion and one quite common in my area.  I think I know the answer to this question but I would appreciate hearing you articulate it.  Is what Mormons believe about Jesus different than what Lutherans believe?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Well, Lutheran theology never takes Mormonism, whether religion of the Church of the Latter Day Saints of Jesus Christ, very seriously.  But to -- in some way to modify that particular response, Mormonism has a great attraction for the American people.  



It might not be that difficult to explain its attraction.  One, it is -- it's a heresy of a heresy.  It's a heresy of the Reformed religion or Calvinism in that it puts a strong stress on the work ethic which is very appealing to the American mindset.  At the same time, it has a strong emphasis on male sexuality, which has also an appeal to the image of what Americans should be.  



Now, Mormonism is making every attempt to be understood as a Christian religion.  Even though it calls itself a church, it's really a sect.  And for as liberal as some Protestant denominations are, no Protestant denominations to this date have recognized Mormonism as a Christian religion.  



See, they believe actually that God the Father and God the Son have the bodies almost like human beings.  They are physical beings.  God is not a spirit in Mormonism.  The Holy Spirit -- the Holy Spirit is a spirit and has no body.  But the Father and the Son have bodies.  And they also believe that the Father and the Son are married and continue to produce children.  



Now, they can speak about Jesus as God.  However, they also hold out the hope to their followers that they also will become gods and that in the next life, they will continue to propagate.  And if they follow the proper rules of living, they will be given various planets on which to live.  And on these planets, they will become their own gods and they will propagate.  



Christianity is based upon -- it's a historical religion in that we -- we tried to indicate that.  For example, Jesus was crucified under Pontius Pilate.  That there are Apostles, various things which are recorded in the Gospel like the Sea of Galilee and Bethlehem and Jerusalem.  These are things that really happened.  And Mormonism is based upon an immediate revelation given to Joseph Smith when tablets were brought down to him by the angel Moroni and then translated.  These tablets are not available.  They have been flown back to heaven.  



I do not have the answer to what is the best way to approach Mormons.  There are many books which have shown that the religion has been a hoax.  And some of these books have come from within the Mormon community themselves.  And many of these people have been excommunicated by the Mormon church.  I'm not sure that's been the most effective way.  Mormonism's Achilles heel is that it is a religion of the law.  It's extremely regimented.  



On that account we said it really seems to be a heresy of the Reformed faith in which you also had regimented churches and a regimented society.  If you're going to find yourself in that kind of community -- and that kind of community is found in Idaho, Wyoming, Montana, Utah -- obviously this is going to take a lot of additional research on your part.  But I think the most difficult thing in handling Mormons is that they really are not like Christians at all, even though they use some of the same language.  
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>> In our course on worship, we spend time discussing the importance of the church year.  What does the church year have to do with Christology?  Can it be helpful to us as we work within our congregations to establish a strong christological understanding of faith?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  We began our discussion by asking:  What does the word Christology mean?  And that it refers to the life and death of Jesus and what he has done for us.  We also said that this is not a common term among the people.  And there really is no necessity that the people should learn what the phrase means.  



However, everything which we do within the church, especially on Sunday, has to do with Christology.  Most of our people I think it's safe to say are not going to go to Bible class.  They are not going to get additional instruction in the Christian religion.  



This puts the entire burden on what they know and what they believe on what happens in the church on a Sunday morning.  And this puts the weight particularly on the sermon.  The Lutheran Church from its very beginning -- and it's very difficult to speak about the beginning of the Lutheran Church because we do not understand ourselves as a separate church but a continuation of the church that existed from the Apostles.  And that is from the very beginning when Christians got together, they didn't discuss the Old Testament.  And they didn't discuss the epistles of Paul.  They read the epistles of Paul.  



But what was at the center of what they did on a Sunday morning was the Lord's Supper.  And before they received the Lord's Supper, they read from the accounts of the gospels about Jesus.  And so our system of reading the gospels every Sunday in church goes back to that.  



These gospels are arranged according to the church year.  And I think we are very fortunate to have it.  Because what happens -- what happens with the church on Sunday morning is that the people who attend actually go through the life and death and resurrection of Jesus once a year.  It's a cycle.  



And so in Advent we begin with John the Baptist and make references to the expectations of the Old Testament people of God.  Then we go to the birth of Jesus.  The coming of Jesus.  The coming of the wise men to Jesus.  The baptism of Jesus.  The miracles of Jesus.  And then during Lent, the suffering of Jesus in his death and resurrection and his ascension and his return again.  



Now, the question is this:  Can this get kind of boring?  Is this a rut?  I kind of like ruts.  Because with ruts, you know what to expect.  There's not something new.  



But let's get realistic.  If you have a congregation of 300 communicants, how many of those 300 communicants are going to be in church every Sunday to follow the sequence?  You're going to discover that -- you're going to discover that a good member might be one who comes to church one out of every three or one out of every two Sundays.  So some of these things he's only going to hear once every two years or once every three years.  And maybe because of the way of the appointment of the gospels, he might not hear certain incidents at all.  



And so I think if you wanted to define Christology, Christology is what happens within the church service.  And this -- by having a church here, we have the great fortune of hearing about the life of Jesus.  Please remember that in other churches, in the Reformed churches, maybe sadly some Lutheran Churches, the preacher does not follow the Gospel which has been appointed for that day.  And I think the people are somewhat poorer for that
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>> That was a good question, Eric.  And I appreciate your answer, Dr. Scaer.  Let me ask a follow-up.  Just how is Jesus present in the church today?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Christology really has to do with the question of how Jesus was present on earth and how he appeared to his disciples and how he was remembered by his disciples when they had become Apostles.  So in a real sense, it's a historical question, a point we made before.  And it's a theological question in preserving the teaching of the Apostles.  But this other question of how Jesus is present in the church today is also very important.  



Within the American situation, the Reformed religion, the Reformed type of Christianity is prevalent.  And as we mentioned before, they have a particular understanding of the reference in the Creed that Jesus went into heaven and sat down at the right hand of God.  



That means the man Jesus is really absent.  If he's present, he's present in a spirit in kind of a general way.  Or present by the Holy Spirit.  Or he's present within the memory of the church.  



When somebody dies, at the funeral we might say, "We will never forget that person.  That person is alive in our memory."  Well, a few years pass, a generation passes, and all of us after we die are forgotten.  



The presence of Jesus in the church is something entirely different.  It's not that he is present in one place but he's not present in another.  He's present in the water of baptism.  In fact, the hands that administer baptism are Jesus' hands.  He's present in the bread and the wine of the Lord's Supper.  



But in addition to that, he is present in those that administer this sacrament to us.  He is present in the altar.  He is present in the reading of the scriptures.  He's not only the content of the scriptures but he is the preacher of the scripture.  He is also in the sermon.  And he is present in the man -- in the one who is preaching the sermon.  



In that there is no place in the church where Jesus is not present.  I like to use the example of the parables of Jesus in the Gospel of John.  He's the shepherd.  He's the door.  He's the pasture.  He's the water.  Any place we turn to, there he is.  



It's not that he is one thing but not another.  He is also in every Christian who is present.  Jesus said this:  "Even as you have done it unto the least of these my brethren, you have done it unto me."  So Christology is not simply an intellectual activity, an academic exercise.  It's not simply something which we read in a book and which we define.  But it's something which belongs to the very fiber of our lives as Christians.  So that wherever we go, Jesus is with us.  



Many of our churches have processional crosses and recessional crosses.  The cross comes in at the beginning of church, the processional cross.  It goes out at the end of the church service, the recessional cross.  That has a great deal of meaning because even though Jesus always remains in the church, the meaning of the recessional cross is as we leave the church, he also goes with us.  
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>> Hello, Dr. Maxwell.  I'm looking forward to this portion of the course.  My name is David and I'm serving a congregation in Cleveland.  May I begin with what I think is a fundamental question?  Why do Lutherans talk about justification so much?  What does it mean?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, thank you, David.  Your question takes us to the very heart of Lutheran theology, which is, in fact, the doctrine of justification.  And to begin to answer your question, what I would like to do is to start with the Augsburg Confession, Article IV, which is very short.  So I'll just read it to you now.  



"Furthermore, it is taught that we cannot obtain forgiveness of sin and righteousness before God through our merit, work or satisfactions.  But that we receive forgiveness of sin and become righteous before God out of grace for Christ's sake through faith.  When we believe that Christ has suffered for us and that for his sake our sin is forgiven and righteousness and eternal life are given to us.  For God will regard and reckon this faith as righteousness in his sight as St. Paul says in Romans 3 and 4."  



So this is what the Lutheran Confessions identify as justification.  And as you can see in the article, sort of a thumbnail sketch of a definition for justification would be forgiveness of sins or obtaining righteousness.  Those are the phrases that are used here.  



Now, a related question is "Well, why is that the heart and soul of Lutheran theology?"  And it has to do with justification being God's answer to sin.  



Now, when we think of sin, sin actually has two different effects on humanity.  One effect is that it condemns us.  And the other effect is that it binds us.  That is to say it controls our life.  It forces us to sin more.  



And these two different effects correspond to two different ways in which God delivers us from sin.  The first of these ways that God delivers us from sin is called justification.  And the second is sanification.  And I would like to refer to a comment that Dr. Scaer made in his portion of the class.  That you always have to keep justification and sanification together.  Unfortunately, we're not going to be able to do that just because it is impossible to say everything all at the same time.  And so in this portion of the course, we are going to be focusing on justification, which is God's deliverance from the condemning power of sin rather than sanification, which is deliverance from the binding power of sin.  



Now, I will say a few things about sanification.  Because I do think that Dr. Scaer is absolutely right, that these two go together.  But as I said, one of the difficulties in teaching and learning theology is that you can't say everything all at once.  And so what we will be doing then is focusing on justification.  



Now, when we think of our culture, the idea of sin condemning us before God is something that I think is becoming less and less present in the minds of people.  I think -- for instance, a few years ago I heard a talk by a Lutheran military chaplain who had actually served in active combat.  And he commented on the common saying that there are no atheists in foxholes.  And he assured us, in fact, that this is wrong and there are atheists in foxholes.  So that when people begin to face death -- it used to be that we can think when they face death, then they are going to have to think about their standing before God.  But this is becoming less and less the case.  



And so one of your challenges in the ministry will be to bring this issue up before people.  That they, in fact, do need to think about standing before God on Judgement Day.  What will that be like?  



Now, we have a few examples of -- well, it's not exactly Judgement Day.  But examples of people in the Bible who stand before God.  And what is that like for them?  



And I'm thinking in particular of the prophet Isaiah who in Chapter 6 of the book of Isaiah is standing in the thrown room of God.  God's robe is filling the temple.  There's incense.  There are angels there.  And God's glory is so great that the angels are covering their face.  



Now, Isaiah's response to this I think is telling.  That he's not just there witnessing as if he were a spectator.  But in fact, his response is "Woe to me.  I am ruined for I am a man of unclean lips and I live among a people of unclean lips."  



God's answer to Isaiah's plight as he stands before God and contemplates his own ruin standing before the holy God is to have an angel go to the altar and take a burning coal and touch Isaiah's lips and say to him "See, your sin is atoned for."  So the atonement is God's answer to the condemning power of sin.  



And the Isaiah scene I think drives home the point to us that standing before the thrown of God is a terrible thing when one is a sinner.  Because a sinner cannot stand in the judgement.  And with that in mind then, justification, which is the way that God forgives our sins or it's actually an interchangeable term with forgiveness of sins, then becomes the heart of God's deliverance of us from the problem of sin.  



Now, I would like to say a few things in answer to your question just about words and the terminology "justification."  Because the English word I think is a little bit misleading.  And this is really more of a problem in English than it is in the original Greek of the New Testament.  But in English the word justification has the suffix fication, which -- we have a lot of words in English that have this suffix.  



So for instance, beautification.  Well, what is beautification?  Beautification means you make something beautiful.  And that's what the suffix means.  It comes from actually the Latin word "to make."



So when you think about the word justification in English, it ought to mean that God makes you righteous.  But in fact, in dogmatic theology, the definition for justification, is not that God makes you righteous but that God declares you righteous.  



Which is a little bit more true to the Greek word, which is -- you can transliterate d‑i‑k‑a‑i‑o‑o.  Dikaioo is the word for justify.  It doesn't have that same make idea.  But it's more of a law court where a judge pronounces you to be innocent.  Not that God makes you righteous in the sense of transforming your life so that now everything you do corresponds to God's law.  



So we have that one issue in English that we need to be aware of that the justification means that God is going to pronounce us righteous.  It's more the sanification area of things where he get into him making us righteous.  
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>> Dr. Maxwell, my name is Eric.  Already in my readings I've come across a phrase that needs clarification for me at least.  Maybe the others already understand it.  I think I understand what forgiveness of sins means.  But what does it mean to obtain righteousness?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, thank you, Eric.  I had mentioned that the Augsburg Confession Article IV is our place to go to look for the definition of justification.  And it does mention not only forgiveness of sins but obtaining righteousness.  And righteousness is one of those words that is fairly rare at least outside of a church context.  We hear it all the time in church.  But you're not going to hear the term righteousness I think in your daily life very often.  So it's somewhat of a specialized term.  



But we have to understand what it means simply because the word is in the scripture.  It is something that our people will encounter in church all the time.  



And righteousness would mean that we are right with God.  That is to say God finds us acceptable.  That we meet his standards.  Now, having said that, I think it's important to elaborate.  Because there are a number of different ways that righteousness can be understood even within that definition that I gave.  



And the first one of these is what Luther grew up with.  And that is that Luther thought that the righteousness of God meant that God punishes sin.  Now -- and the image that Luther had in his mind was Jesus as judge sitting on a rainbow ready to punish every infraction that you make.  



Now, as you can imagine then for Luther, the phrase righteousness of God was a terrifying phrase.  And it's really part of the history of the Reformation and what brought the Gospel clear to Luther when he realized that this is not, in fact, what God's righteousness is all about.  



As Luther is -- as -- at the end of his life looks back on his experiences and on his reading, he identifies this point as the point at which the gates of heaven were open for him.  And that is the point at which he realized that the righteousness of God is not synonomous with God is ready to judge you.  But rather the righteousness of God is that righteousness by which he pronounces us to be righteous.  



That it's a gift to us.  It's not a threat to us.  And that is one of the fundamental things in Luther's life and in Lutheran theology:  That righteousness is a gift.  



And I should mention parenthetically that Luther was aided greatly in his discovery by the church father St. Augustine.  Now, Augustine was a Fourth Century church father.  Whereas Luther lived in the 16th Century.  So we're covering quite a timespan here.  But Augustine in a treatise called "The Spirit and the Letter," which it's formally Augustine's commentary on the book of Romans, that's what he's engaging in that text.  Augustine discusses the righteousness of God. And Augustine makes the point that the righteousness of God is not that righteousness by which he himself is righteous, that is by which he judges sin.  But rather, it's the righteousness by what he makes us righteous.  And this is the discovery that really brought peace to Luther, that righteousness is a gift. 

 

Now, we'll have more to say about St.  Augustine and why Augustine makes the phrase "make righteous" instead of "pronounce righteous."  But I just want to point out now that Augustine was instrumental in Luther's discovery where the Gospel came clear to him.  And that was a point at which he understood God's righteousness to be a gift.  



Now, in Lutheran theology -- so -- I'm going to make some further distinctions.  So let's leave aside the idea now of righteousness as God's judgement because that doesn't really play a role in what we're talking about now.  And let's just concentrate now on as God's gift to us, within that notion of righteousness as a gift.  There are, in fact, two kinds of righteousness.  And Luther himself discusses this.  



They go by the terms alien righteousness and proper righteousness.  And these two terms correspond to two different dimensions of human life.  Human beings live in a relationship to God which we might call a vertical dimension.  But we also live in relationship with our neighbors which we might think of as a horizontal dimension of human life.  And these two kinds of righteousness, alien righteousness and proper righteousness, correspond to these two dimensions of human life.  



Alien righteousness is the righteousness which Christ won for us.  Now, you might think that alien is kind of a strange name to describe this kind of righteousness.  You know, does it mean that the righteousness comes from some other planet?  Are we talking about martians or something?  



That's not what we're talking about.  Alien simply means to belong to someone else.  In this case, this is the righteousness that belongs to Christ.  And proper means belonging to oneself.  So this is the righteousness that belongs to us in our interaction with our neighbors.  



Now, when we speak of alien righteousness, this alien righteousness has a number of characteristics that distinguish it from proper righteousness.  Alien righteousness for one thing is passive.  That is to say -- I suppose it would be more precise to say we are passive in relation to it.  That this is something that's given to us.  It's not something that we ascend up to heaven and grab for ourselves by our efforts.  But this is a gift of God to us that we simply receive.  We have no role in obtaining it other than the fact that God -- that God gives it to us.  



Furthermore, this righteousness is infinite.  It swallows up sin in a moment.  Because this, in fact, as I said, is the righteousness of Christ.  This is not the righteousness of us doing good deeds or something like that.  This is the righteousness of Christ himself.  And so there is no sense in which this righteousness is lacking. It's total.  It is complete.  And it swallows up sin in a moment.  And when I say "swallow up," I mean it forgives sin in a moment.  



You might think of this righteousness as our identity.  This is who we are in our baptism is that we are identified with Christ.  As Dr. Scaer explained, we are buried with him in baptism.  And as such, we have this righteousness which is his.  



Now, we can compare that to the notion of proper righteousness.  That is to say this is the righteousness that is our own.  That comes from -- or that has to do with what we do in our relationship to our neighbors.  In this case, we are active because we are doing good works.  And so it's not simply reception.  But it actually involves a performance of good works.  



Unlike alien righteousness, this righteousness is not complete.  In fact, in this life what we experience is really only a beginning of the kind of righteousness in which our total lives correspond to God's law.  So it is incomplete.  It grows as we continue in the life of faith.  



Though it is similar to alien righteousness in that it does come from God, it's an outflow of the alien righteousness that Christ gives us.  What he gives us vertically then flows out to our lines horizontal.  So we might think of this as our activity.  So our identity comes from our vertical relationship with God, which then issues forth in activity that's in our horizontal relationships towards our neighbor.  



Now, I realize that some of this discussion is a little bit technical and perhaps it's a little bit abstract.  But let me give you some concrete examples that I think will help clarify why these distinctions are important.  



It has to do with the relationship of faith and good works.  Jesus himself identifies this relationship in the gospels when he says, "Make a tree good and its fruits will be good."  



Now, when we talk about making a tree good, that is a question to the identity of the tree.  This is our identities as Christians.  This comes from us from the outside.  This comes from us only through Christ and what he accomplished for us on the cross.  



So our identity has to do with this alien righteousness that's received by faith that's complete, that swallows up sin in a moment.  But Jesus says when the tree is good, then the fruit will be good.  So the good works then are not a cause of the tree becoming good but they are rather a result of it.  



So when we think about how do we gain our identity as children of God, we don't gain our identity by first trying to do good works.  See, that reverses the order.  The order is first you need the identity.  And then you can do the activity.  



So trying to reverse the order would be to say if you have a tree that's dead, you're going to try and revive it by taking some fruit and stapling it on.  It doesn't work that way.  That's not going to do anyone any good.  But rather you need the tree to be good.  And that happens in baptism.  It happens in justification.  And I would include preaching and the Lord's Supper.  Justification happens in all of these ways.  



But we need the identity before we can do the activity.  Now, in our society, you can see a great example of this when -- in the political realm when you have -- and I'm thinking especially of the Christian right, which I realize that many of our people have an affinity to because Lutherans tend to be theologically conservative and many are even politically conservative.  And so the Christian right holds some appeal.  



But here is one area in which the Christian right I think totally misses the boat.  Because sometimes you can get the impression from political rhetoric in this country by Christians.  Now, I mean that the way to make America a Christian nation is by passing laws which more closely conform to the law of God.  So we can make America Christian by having school prayer.  We can make America Christian by cracking down on pornography.  We can make America Christian by outlawing abortion.  



And while all of these things may have something to say for them -- I'm not trying to tell you not to oppose abortion or something like that because we have a very strong concern for the life of the unborn.  The error here is the idea that we're going to make America Christian by forcing people to do good works or forcing people to live in accordance with God's law. 



That would be like trying to take fruit and staple it on a dead free.  It's not going to do anyone any good.  At least not in a vertical relationship.  When it comes to political activity and concern for the unborn and whatever political positions that Christians might take, that's going to deal with a horizontal realm.  But right now we're going to talk about you're standing before God.  And in that case we can make America obey the law of God to the inth degree.  And it's not going to do any good.  At least not for Americans standing before God.  



Because what needs to happen is they need the identity first and then the good works can follow.  And that identity will only come from -- from justification -- I almost said the doctrine of justification.  But it's actually Christ himself justifying you that gives you that identity.  



Now, on the flip side, the fact that our identity comes from God doesn't mean that that identity then erases distinctions in the horizontal realm, either.  For example, we still have civil law.  So if someone commits a crime, then they go to jail or there's some other punishment for it.  And it's not the case that the judge is going to say, "Well, because Jesus forgives you, you don't have to go to prison."  No, it doesn't work like that.  Because when we're talking about civil realm, we're talking about the horizontal relationship.  And that's a different issue than our standing before God.  



One final example of this would be when I teach courses at the seminary, I have to assign grades.  And that's kind of a law thing to do.  And I don't -- you know, I'm really not allowed to take the position that "Since Jesus forgives you, I'm going to give you an A for this paper that clearly deserves a D" or something like that.  It doesn't work like that, either.  



So this is where this distinction of two kinds of righteousness is helpful.  Because it allows you to keep the different truths together as long as you assign them to the right realm without having one thing kind of erase the other.  You don't have the civil righteousness erase what righteousness really means before God.  But neither do you have justification then destroying civil order.  So that's why I think that your question is helpful and why this distinction is important.  
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>> I'm curious now.  Something you said really caught my attention.  Can you say more about whether or not America really is a Christian nation?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, yes, David.  I think this is something that's pervasive in our culture.  As Dr. Scaer told you, this is not something that you're going to be able to fix is that people -- Americans just somehow naturally think that America is especially favored by God.  And this is something that -- I mean, it's been said that America is a country with the soul of a church.  But this is something that's not new in America.  In fact, it was much more prevalent as the pilgrims were coming over.  



And I would like to call your attention to a sermon by Jonathan Winthrop called "A Model of Christian Charity."  And he is one of these pilgrims that Dr. Scaer referred to.  And this is really an astounding sermon because I think it lays out all of these themes we hear.  It even lays out certain phrases that we hear in American political contexts such as City on a Hill, Thousand Points of Light.  You know, all of these kinds of things that we hear American presidents saying are coming from the sermon of Jonathan Winthrop.  



But the point of the sermon -- and I think this is incredibly instructed for the way Americans think about our country -- is that America has a special covenant with God.  And that as long as we uphold our end of the deal, that God will bless us.  



And I think that is fundamentally the notion that stands behind the language you hear today about people wanting America to be a Christian nation and wanting to pass laws that bring the American legal system more into conformity with the Bible.  And the problem with it is that it's directly contradictory to the doctrine of justification.  Because in the doctrine of justification, we learn that God himself is the one who blesses us and makes us to be innocent in his sight.  Not that we are able to accomplish that by a work ethic or by passing the right laws or by doing the right works.  



And so Lutherans have never bought into this idea that America has a special relationship with God or a special covenant with God and that God will bless us if we keep up that covenant.  As I said before, it's the doctrine of justification that prevents us from going down that road.  
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>> Thank you.  All of this has been helpful.  But while you've told us what righteousness is, you haven't told us how we obtain it.  Could you spend some time on this, please?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, thanks, Eric, for getting me back on track.  We were talking about this notion of obtaining righteousness from Article IV of the Augsburg Confession.  And I'm going to delay most of my answer to when we get to the section on faith.  



And I should mention that the way we'll be proceeding today is kind of outlined by the -- by Article IV.  We'll talk about justification.  We'll talk about grace.  We'll talk about the "for Christ's sake."  And then we'll talk about faith.  And then there will be some other issues at the end that we need to cover, too.  But in this way Article IV of the Augsburg Confession will structure our time together today.  



So as I said, it's really in the section of faith that I want to address most of your question.  But let me say one thing now.  And that is I want to talk about the nature of the word of God.  And the fact that the word of God is not merely information.  But that it is actually -- it actually does what it says.  



And here we can make a distinction between information and proclamation.  Information would be simply here is the data.  You know, here is -- here is the stuff you need to know about God.  



Whereas proclamation is actually God speaking to you.  And that's really how we obtain righteousness.  Is that God speaks faith into our hearts.  And by doing so, he gives us his righteousness.  



And this has tremendous implications for how you understand what goes on in church Sunday morning.  Consider the phrase "You go to church to learn about Jesus."  And that's a phrase I think that we've all told our children as an explanation "Well, why do we have to go to church?"  "well, we have to go to learn about Jesus."  So I don't want to completely attack this little phrase.  



But I want to note something about it.  If we're learning about something, that sounds like what we're getting is information.  It sounds like what we're getting is our facts about Jesus.  And that's very different than going to church to hear Jesus.  That's the distinction between information and proclamation.  



We go to church to learn about Jesus means we get information about him.  But in fact, the Lutheran view is you go to church to hear him.  Because it is in church in the scripture readings and the sermon where you hear him speak.  And when he speaks, his word does what it says.  



And so this view of the word of God then has implications about how you understand conversion to take place.  And here again, we'll talk more about conversion in a little bit.  But just think about what does it mean to become a Christian if hearing God's word means learning stuff about Jesus?  



Well, what that means is you get the information and then you got to act on it.  So what God is giving you is information.  And then it's up to you to supply the action or the assent or the faith or whatever it is you think you need to supply.  But God is just giving you information.  



It's kind of like the way that we have these anti-drug education campaigns.  We have a drug problem in America.  And so the answer to that is to educate people.  To tell them "Drugs are bad for you."  But then it's really going to be up to them to decide whether to do drugs or not.  



That's not how God's word works.  What his word is it actually creates faith.  It doesn't just give you information that you can act on.  But it changes your will.  It gives you faith.  It gives you righteousness.  That's how you obtain righteousness.  
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>> Hi, Dr. Maxwell.  My name is Nick and I'm from LA.  Like Eric I've already begun my readings for this class.  And I have a question which relates to my work here in southern California.  



Why does Article IV of the Augsburg Confession say that this righteousness does not come through our merit, work or satisfaction?  I'm asking because I suspect your answer may help me to work with people among whom I minister who come from a wide variety of denominations, including Baptist, Pentecostal and more.  I often get a sense that they think there is something that they should do to participate in their salvation.  But that's not what the Confession says, is it?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, that's right, Nick.  And I've had the same experience working with people from those backgrounds.  I remember once when I was a seminary student actually we were doing door-to-door evangelism.  And I talked to one man who flat out told me "I can't go to church because I'm a sinner."  And this was such a deeply ingrained attitude in him.  And I believe he was from a Baptist background or at least the neighborhood was heavily influenced by that.  And it was such a deeply ingrained attitude for him that first he needed to get his life in order and then he could approach God.  And there was nothing I could do or say to convince him that sinners belong in church.  



So I sympathize with your plight in dealing with this situation.  But here is where I think that Lutheran theology has a great advantage.  And that is our distinction between law and Gospel.  



Now, we've talked about the distinction of two kinds of righteousness.  And I would say that law and Gospel is the other major distinction we want to be sure to cover.  Because this really structures the way that Lutherans think and the way that we approach theology and the way, in fact, that we approach the scriptures.  



And I would like to read a -- this is a comment from CFW Walther in his book "The Proper Distinction Between Law and Gospel."  And it's a comment about the scriptures which I think at first glance will sound surprising and even irreverent to people.  But I think that there's a very profound point that he's making about the scriptures.  



He says comparing holy scripture with other writings, we observe that no book is apparently so full of contradictions as the Bible.  And that not only in minor points but in the principle matter in the doctrine how we may come to God and be saved, in one place the Bible offers forgiveness to all sinners.  In another place, forgiveness of sins is withheld from all sinners.  In one passage, a free offer of life everlasting is made to all men.  In another, men are directed to do something themselves towards being saved.  This riddle is solved when we reflect that there are in the scriptures two entirely different doctrines, the doctrine of the law and the doctrine of the Gospel.  



So from Walther's comment -- and I think he's absolutely right about the nature of scripture that you see these passages that are extremely hard to fit together.  They seem to teach two different things.  And rather than try to force them to fit together, what Lutheran theology does is it lets them stand.  Even when they are apparently paradoxical or even apparently contradictory.  And that means that the way Lutherans think and the way that we do theology is not the same as the way other Christians from other denominations think or do theology.  



I would say that even though we use the term systematic theology sometimes that Lutheran theology isn't so much a system where everything has its place and everything fits together very nicely.  I think Reformed theology is that way where everything has its place.  But rather, Lutheran theology is a little bit more like a computer program if I may use that analogy.  And that is that we are not so much concerned that we have an explanation for everything.  What we are concerned about is that we know how to approach pastoral situations.  



And so we have -- God has two messages.  He's got the law and he's got the Gospel.  And in some cases the law is appropriate.  In some cases the Gospel is appropriate.  And so the key in Lutheran theology is not to know the answer.  



I mean, in some ways that's easy.  You know, you can just learn answers out of a book.  But the key to Lutheran theology -- and especially when it comes to parish ministry -- is to know how to apply these two different words that God has.  How do you know when to use one and how do you know when to use the other?  And so Lutherans think in those terms more than in terms of trying to get the right answer.  Because, in fact, in Lutheran theology, there's really two answers to every question.  There's a law answer and a Gospel answer.  



Now, when we talk about law and Gospel -- I suppose I should pause for a moment and give you a definition of these terms.  We might define law as the law is the commands of God, what he tells us to do and not to do.  Whereas the Gospel is the promises of God.  Especially God's promise that he forgives our sins for the sake of Christ.  



And so as I said, in every situation, you've got two kinds of answers.  Now, let me give you an example of this.  Let's say you're a parish pastor and someone comes to you and asks the question, "Pastor, can a murderer go to heaven?"  



Now, you might be tempted to try and figure out what "the answer" is.  And you might think to yourself, "Well, the Bible offers forgiveness of sins to everyone.  And so I suppose the answer to that question is yes, it is possible for a murderer to go to heaven."  So the guy says, "Thank you, Pastor."  And he goes out and he kills someone.



Okay.  What you've done is given him an excuse to go kill someone.  When, in fact, there are other Bible passages which you could have thought of that say, "A murderer has no life in him."  For example, in I John.  The Bible is very clear in a number of passages that murderers don't go to heaven.  



Okay, now if you flip the situation around and someone says, "Pastor, can a murderer go to heaven?" and it turns out that this person is someone who actually had committed a murder and was terrified and penitent because of it, in that case you want to go to those passages that do offer forgiveness for everyone.  And then the answer is yes.  



So there's not one answer.  You have to know why someone is asking the question.  You have to know that.  Otherwise, there's no way for you to know which answer of God to apply to the situation.  Because there's two answers.  



The law answer is for the secure sinner, the one who is planning to go commit a crime or a murder.  He's planning to go sin.  This person needs to hear "You can't get away with that.  That God says that sin is not compatible with God's holiness.  And if you do that, you'll lose your faith." 



On the other hand, someone who has sinned to someone who is troubled by their sin, who admits their sin, they don't need to hear those passages.  It would do them harm to hear that there's no hope for them.  What they need is the Gospel, which is that God forgives their sins.  So you have to know why someone is asking a question.  



Now, in distinguishing between law and Gospel, I would like to be clear here on some things that I don't mean by the distinction between law and Gospel.  And here is -- here is at least one big example of how this distinction gets misunderstood.  



It's not the case that the Old Testament is law and the New Testament is Gospel.  I mean, sometimes you hear that.  Sometimes people will think that the Old Testament is all about God's wrath.  The God of the Old Testament is an angry God and the God of the New Testament is a loving God.  And this, in fact, was the position of a heretic in the early church named Marcion.  Because Marcion actually thought that there were two different Gods.  That the God of the Old Testament is not, in fact, the same God as the God in the New Testament.  



Now, think about what would the implications of that be for the church?  For the scriptures?  Well, Marcion's approach to scripture was to throw out the Old Testament.  



Of course you throw it out.  Because the God of the Old Testament is this inferior angry God.  And then moreover, not only do you throw out the Old Testament, but then you have to modify the New Testament and take out those parts of the New Testament that sound too much like the Old Testament.  So he ends up editing the New Testament severely and throwing out all kinds of material.  



So that's ultimately where that error leads is that the Old Testament then becomes irrelevant for the church and much of the New Testament gets thrown out, as well.  So it's not the case that the Old Testament is all law and the New Testament is all Gospel.  I mean, anyone who has read either Testament recognizes immediately that this is not true.  Because the Old Testament has promises of God to send the Messiah, promises that he will forgive our sins, which Dr. Scaer outlined in his portion of the course for us.  So the Old Testament has plenty of Gospel in it.  



Whereas the New Testament -- well, Jesus says some pretty harsh things in the New Testament.  You know, if you hate your brother, you're a murderer.  Don't fear him who can kill the body but fear him who can kill body and soul in hell.  These are very strong statements of the law.  



So don't assume that the God of the Old Testament is an angry God and the got of the New Testament is the loving God.  It's the same God.  And the same God has both words.  He has the angry word of law and he has the loving word of Gospel.  But there's only one God.  Just as the Old and New Testament fit together in one Bible.  



Now, having discussed the distinction between law and Gospel, I would like to go on to deal with what we mean by sin.  Because as I said at the very beginning of this section of the course, sin is really the issue that the doctrine of justification addresses.  Sin is condemning power.  And so I want to talk about what sin is.  Because I think people sometimes get a kind of a superficial distinction between -- or I should say a superficial idea of what sin is.  



Sin is those things that I know I shouldn't do but I do them anyway.  You know, so it's just me doing the wrong things.  It's a mistake.  But, in fact, sin is much more fundamental than that.  Sin is something that goes very deeply into my person.  It affects who I am.  It affects my identity.  



If I may return to a computer analogy, it's not just that I'm running the wrong program.  It's that my operating system is fundamentally flawed.  Everything that I do is shot through with sin.  



And in dogmatic theology, we use the terms original sin and actual sin to describe this.  Original sin is the sin that I have from the fact that I originate from Adam ultimately.  That we are all descended from Adam, we inherit his sin.  So the original sin is that sin that fundamentally defines us as sinners.  And then actual sin is the activity that then results from that identity.  Actual sin is the things that we do or don't do.  



Now, you may have noticed that as I use this language of identity and action before when I described the two kinds of righteousness.  And I would like to develop that idea now as it applies to sin and correlate sin with the two kinds of righteousness a little bit more carefully here.  



And in order to do so, I need to introduce you to a phrase that's often used in dogmatic theology to define sin.  And that phrase is a Latin phrase.  So let me warn you.  And I think it's important that we use some Latin terminology here in this kind of a course.  Because you are in a long tradition of theology, of reflection on the scriptures.  



The tradition that you stand in spans many centuries.  It spans many cultures.  And it spans many languages.  And so we're going to learn a few Latin phrases and phrases from foreign languages.  



And I think that's good for us.  Because it helps us realize that this isn't just something that happens in English.  This isn't something that's unique to our culture.  But the tradition of theological reflection we are in actually is very long.  And for about a thousand years of that or more, this theological reflection at least in the west was done in Latin.  And so we will be using a few Latin terms here.  



And the term I want to introduce is homo incurvatis ipse.  And this means a man turned in on himself.  This is one way to describe sin.  And the truth that this description of sin gets at is that one of the characteristics of sin is that we want to make ourselves God.  We want to make the universe to be all about us.  So it's a man turned in on himself.  This is something who thinks that everything is about him or her.  



Now, this works itself out in both kinds of relationships, both the vertical relationship and the horizontal relationship of God.  I think it's easy to see this in a horizontal relationships with our neighbors.  That when everything is about me, that means that other people exist to serve me.  I don't exist to serve them.  They exist to serve me.  



That's the attitude of sin.  But sin also has an application in the vertical relationship.  And that is that instead of trusting in God for all good things, for my life, for fulfillment, for my eternal happiness, I'm going to trust myself.  See, again it's turned in on yourself.  



So there's a way in which sin turns you in on yourself in relation to your neighbors but also in relationship to God.  Because you're not going to let your future depend on God.  You want to take care of that yourself.  So that's what we do when we're turned in on ourselves in sin.  



And that's why the righteousness of God then is the answer to both kinds of sin, to both directions of being turned in on ourselves.  Because what God does is he makes us -- he makes our lives happen outside of ourselves.  Luther makes the statement that a Christian's life is lived entirely outside of himself, outside of himself by faith in God and outside of himself by love in the neighbor.  



So when we trust in God now for our fulfillment for all good things, that is a way in which we are living outside of ourselves.  And we call that faith.  And when we serve our neighbor in -- that's another way of living outside of ourselves.  And we call that love.  



And so faith corresponds to justification.  Love corresponds to sanification.  So I just wanted to describe sin in this way.  Because I think it's helpful.  Because it sort of correlates with what we were talking about before with these two kinds of righteousness.  



Now, the law has a number of uses regarding sin.  The law is given because of sin as the Gospel is, too.  And the law has a number of uses that I would like to describe.  



The first of these -- and this is something you probably learned in confirmation.  The first of these goes by the shorthand title "The Law is a Curb."  And if you think about what a curb is, it's on the side of the road.  And if your car is sort of veering off, it's going to hit that curb.  And it's going to be kind of jarring.  But it's going to keep you on the road.  It's going to prevent you from going off the road.  



And this is exactly what the law of God does for us.  That God lays down his law.  He lays down his threats.  That if you disobey this law, he threatens to punish the transgressors both in this life and in eternity.  And because of those threats, it prevents us from going off and just totally leading a life abandoned to sin.  



And that actually works even in the government if you think about it.  This is one of the reasons that we have -- well, one of the rationales behind the penal system is that if there's this threat of punishment, it's going to make people less likely to commit crime.  



Well, that's what Lutherans mean when we talk about first use of the law is it restrains course outbursts of sin.  And it prevents people from ruining their lives and ruining the lives of our people by riding off the rails and just leading a life that's totally abandoned to sin.  



Now, the second use of the law is -- and this is by far the most important use of the law -- is that it reveals and accuses and crushes sin.  And you probably learned this in confirmation as this is the mirror.  So the first use is curb.  The second use of the law is a mirror because it shows us our sin.  



Now, I have to say I think mirror is just a little bit weak as a description of what we mean by second use of the law.  Because it's not that it shows sin but it actually condemns sin, accuses us, crushes us so we have no other recourse besides Christ.  It shuts down all other options.  And this is the true -- sometimes called the theological use of the law.  



Because this is the use of the law that forces us to rely on Christ because it takes out any other possibility that we have.  And so this is why Lutherans are very much at home in the second use of the law.  And this is what we emphasize most strongly.  



Now, there is actually -- in the Formula of Concord, there's formulated a third use of the law, as well.  This is in Article VI of the Formula of Concord.  And this is often called a guide or a rule.  And this use of the law is a little bit different than the other two.  Because the other two have to do with the law's threats.  The rule, though, or the guide use of the law, assumes the Gospel.  



So it assumes that you've got a Christian living life in the forgiveness of sins.  And so then the question is:  All right.  We want to do good works.  Well, what should we do?  Should we go on a pilgrimage to Rome?  Should we climb up 50 steps on our knees?  Should we quit our jobs and go off into a monastery and pray?  What should we do?  So the third use of the law gives us a description of those things that are God pleasing.  And God does this in the Ten Commandments.  



So the answer is no, when you want to please God, you don't have to go on a pilgrimage.  You don't have to impose on yourself certain forms of asceticism like climbing 50 stairs on your knees.  In the Middle Ages they would go to pilgrimages wearing suits of armor because it was very uncomfortable and heavy.  It's not that kind of thing.  



It's things like honor your father and mother.  Don't kill.  Don't steal.  Those kind of things.  Those are what are God pleasing.  And so the third use of the law then functions to tell us those things.  So those are the three uses of the law:  The curb, the mirror and the rule.  



As long as we're talking about the law, I would also like to add another way of describing a law.  And that is the way that the Ten Commandments are divided.  So we're not talking about the three uses of the law at this point but just how do you divide the Ten Commandments?  And often you will see pictures say on banners in church with two tablets, because Moses had two tablets, and it Ten Commandments are written on them.  



And now the Exodus account of the giving of the Ten Commandments does not actually say which commandments were on one tablet of the law and which ones were on the other.  But there's a tradition in the church of identifying the first table of the law as the first three commandments.  So that's not having other gods, not using the name of the Lord in vain and remembering the Sabbath Day.  



And then the other table of the law is Commandments 4 through 10.  So it's kind of asymmetrical.  It may catch your eye in church and cause people to wonder "Well, wouldn't it make more sense to say put five commandments on one table and five on the other?"



Well, there's actually a theological reason why it's divided the way it is.  The first three commandments have to do with the relationship to God.  They deal with the vertical relation of human life.  And then the Commandments 4 through 10 have to do with our relationship with our neighbors.  So that's more of the horizontal dimension of human life.  



So God's commandments cover both dimensions.  And that's -- and so sometimes you will run across the phrase first table of the law, second table of the law.  And that's what that refers to is just this way of dividing up the Ten Commandments.  



Now, my final point in the discussion of the law is:  How do you recognize the law?  And this is an important point.  And generally speaking, the law is recognizable by the fact that it tends to be phrased in imperatives.  And I'm thinking about the law as found in scripture.  Now, God tells you to do something or he tells you not to do something.  So if you find an imperative in the scripture, you more likely than not you might be able to make the statement that "Well, that is part of God's law."



Now, I say more likely than not because the things I'm giving you here are kind of rules of thumb.  They are not applicable in every case.  Because there are imperatives like when Jesus goes to raise Lazarus from the dead and he says, "Lazarus, come out" well, grammatically that's an imperative.  But it hardly makes sense to say that Jesus is issuing a law to Lazarus.  You know, and he's giving Lazarus a command that Lazarus has to get up.  Lazarus is dead.  I mean, he's not going to be able to follow a command.  



So just because something is an imperative doesn't mean that it has to be law.  In this case, this is Jesus giving the Gospel to Lazarus.  He's giving him life through these words.  But I would say more often than that if something is in an imperative grammatically, that it is probably safe to classify it as law.  Although, as I said, not in every case.  



Another characteristic of law that I think is very helpful to keep in mind is that the law operates by means of measurement.  You know, afterall, God has standards that he makes explicit in the Ten Commandments.  And the whole point of the law is that we need to measure up to those standards.  



So any time you hear language that has to do with measurement or even quantity, that's probably going to be the law.  And I'm not talking only about Bible passages here.  But I'm talking about the way that Christians speak.  It is possible to speak in such a way that you turn things into the law without even realizing it.  So you talk about do you believe strongly enough?  We're not just talking about faith now.  We've introduced this notion of quantity.  



Is it enough?  Does it measure up?  So we're in the realm of the law.  Because we've got quantity and measurement going on.  If you tell someone that, you are implicitly accusing them.  Because what you are doing is you're asking them to look inside of themselves and see if they measure up.  



Or do you pray sincerely?  There again, if you tell somebody that, be aware that you are asking them to look inside themselves and see if they measure up.  I pray.  But maybe I'm not sincere enough.  There's the quantity.  There's the measurement.  



Now, this is extremely important for you in your ministry because you have to realize what you are telling people.  Now, there are cases where you need to tell people the law.  But you need to know when you're doing it.  



You know, and you may think, "Well, I'm going to talk about praying sincerely and I don't really mean to accuse anyone."  But if you start asking them to measure themselves against a standard like that, there is an implicit accusation there.  It is law.  Okay?  



Now, I'm not saying that you would never do that.  Because as I said, sometimes law is appropriate.  But be aware of what you're doing.  



Now, I think it's also helpful -- and this was really your question, Nick, was why does the Augsburg Confession not talk about having our forgiveness of sins come through merit or work?  And that is because we do not receive those things through the law.  We receive them through the Gospel.  So I think it's appropriate now for me then to transition into a discussion of well, what is the Gospel?  And we've said a lot of things about the law.  



Well, what's the Gospel?  The term Gospel itself actually simply means good news.  Now, one of the things that I think we have to recognize or at least deal with is Luther.  We talk about the Gospel becoming clear to Luther.  And one of the things that Luther does is Luther is very much aware of his sin and his understanding of the Gospel.  Once the Gospel becomes clear reflects that because the Gospel is about Christ's promises to us.  And our salvation is dependent upon Christ and not anything we do.  Because Luther is very much aware that anything he does or that's left up to him will come to ruin.  



Now, that raises the question whether or not Lutheran theology is somehow dependent on Luther's scrupulosity.  That is to say, "Well, maybe Luther had an overactive conscious and that maybe normal people don't need to take their faults and flaws so seriously.  Maybe Lutheranism is not for normal people."  You know, "Maybe you have to be a little bit strange to be a Lutheran."  



You know, I mean, I actually encountered this.  I was sitting in a class on medieval theology, in fact, with Catholic students.  And we were reading "Gertrude of Helfta," who is a medieval mystic.  And Gertrude went on and on about how sinful she was.  And one Catholic student in the class said, "Well, this is really strange."  And my response was "Well, it sounds a lot like what I grew up with.  The old TLC confession of sins.  'I'm a poor miserable sinner.'  Confess to you all of my sins and inequities."  



So there is a since in which Lutheranism does, in fact, take sin very seriously.  Which is why we're so adamant when it comes to the Gospel that it doesn't depend on us.  Because we know that if it depends on us, there's no hope.  It depends totally on Christ. 



But does that mean that Lutheranism is based on like some sort of psychological disorder?  Or put another way:  Do Lutherans have to replicate the psychological experience of Luther in order to be Lutheran?  



And I think the answer is clearly no on both counts.  Because if you just look at the Lutheran fathers, plenty of them did not have the same psychological profile as Luther.  I mean, take Melangthon for example.  He is very different.  Did not have the same kind of anxiety that Luther did.  And nevertheless, really bought into Luther's reading of the scripture.  



So historically it just doesn't make sense to say that Lutheranism is somehow based on Luther's psychology.  If it was based on Luther's psychology, Luther would have been the only one who believed it.  But, in fact, many people have followed his Confession as the correct reading of scripture.  



But I think it is true that it's a unique characteristic of Lutheranism to take sin and the threats of the law so seriously.  That when we have an identity crisis, so to speak -- and I'm here using identity in the sense that we discussed it under the concept of alien righteousness.  When we have an identity crisis, when who we are before God is in peril, what we need is a certain point of reference from the outside to correct that.  To give us a new identity before God.  To give us a certain hope that we will not be condemned.  



Because afterall, if you take the threat of hell seriously, that is going to be front and center in your mind.  I mean, I really do not understand how other Christians can say they believe in hell and say they believe in the threats -- God's threats of hell without taking it seriously and letting it impact the way they think about sin and the seriousness with which they take their own sins and their own faults.  



So then the Gospel -- one way of identifying the Gospel is to ask the question:  Where does the burden fall?  Does the burden fall on us?  Or does the burden fall on Christ?  



And here again, this is very important to you in your preaching and in your teaching in a parish setting.  Because you need to know when you're saying law and when you're saying Gospel.  And one of the ways that you can tell or identify Gospel is to ask the question:  Is the burden on Christ or is it on us?  



So when the burden is on Christ, you're talking about what Christ is doing for us, then that's Gospel.  If it's something that's laying a burden on us, telling us what we should do or not do, then that's law.  



Now, as we discuss distinguishing law and Gospel and knowing where the burden falls, I think it's also important to be clear in our definition of Gospel.  That Gospel is not just God's general goodness.  Sometimes the word Gospel can be used to describe the entire message of the scripture.  But in dogmatic theology what we do, we tend to use words in a more specific sense.  And when we use the word Gospel, we are referring specifically to the deliverance from sin.  



Because there's a lot of things that God does that are good.  God shall reign on the just and the unjust, for example.  That's not Gospel in the narrow sense which is -- which refers to God's deliverance from sin.  



So we need to be clear that when we use the word Gospel, it's not just goodness in general but it's forgiveness of sins.  And this forgiveness of sins is of course won for us by Christ and what he did on the cross.  And Dr. Scaer has already discussed Christ's work on the cross and atonement.  And perhaps we'll have a chance to maybe say a little bit more about that later.  But when we speak of the Gospel and when we speak of justification, we are referring then specifically to receiving the benefits of Christ.  



So we can think of what Christ did on the cross, that's one issue.  But then the other is how it comes to us.  How do we get the benefits of that?  And that's what the term justification refers to.  Is that in justification, the Holy Spirit brings to us the benefits that Christ won for us on the cross.  



And so for example, Luther will say that if you want forgiveness of sins, don't go to the cross.  Because that's where forgiveness of sins was won for us.  But that's not where it's distributed.  It's distributed in the means of grace.  So we also include the means of grace in a discussion of Gospel.  Because those are the ways in which God brings to us the forgiveness of sins.  



And by means of grace, I'm referring to the word of God, especially the preached word, which would include sermons.  It would also include holy absolution.  And it would include also the sacraments, which you can include holy absolution there, as well, as well as baptism and the Lord's Supper.  



Sometimes absolution is not counted as a sacrament because it doesn't have a visible element.  But it still counts as a means of grace because it delivers the forgiveness of sins.  So we want to include those things, as well, in our discussion of Gospel.  Because that's how the Holy Spirit brings to us the benefits of Christ.  



Now, if we -- let's just pause for a moment and step back and reflect on why is it helpful to have a distinction between law and Gospel?  And we've already touched on this a little bit before.  But practically speaking, this is very important.  Because people who are aware of their sin and people who are troubled by their sin don't need to be beaten up.  



They don't need to have their faces rubbed in it more.  What they need is a word of forgiveness.  On the other hand, people who are secure in their sins, who aren't worried about their sins, who think that they are really not such bad people afterall, those are the people that need to hear the message of law; that need to hear that God is holy and will not tolerate sin.  As John says in his first epistle, "God is light and in him there is no darkness at all."



Those are -- so the distinction of law and Gospel is extremely important for getting the correct message to the correct people.  It's not that you're going to say the same thing to everyone.  It's that you are going to have two different words.  And you apply one or the other, depending on circumstances.  



Now, let's have a little practice at this, identifying law and Gospel.  What I'm going to do is give you some examples of ideas that are fundamentally law oriented.  



And the first one of these I think is pretty crass.  So it's an idea that comes out of the Middle Ages.  And that is "I can get close to God if I own a relic."  So if I actually own the left foot of St. Andrew of which there were supposedly six left feet of St. Andrew floating around in the Middle Ages -- but that's a different issue.  But if I own a relic like the left foot of St. Andrew, then that means that I'm going to be closer to God.  



That would be a legalistic way of thinking about approaching God.  That is to say that it's something that I can buy and possess which amounts to something I do will get me closer to God.  So that's I think really an easy example for us to reject on the basis that this is assuming that forgiveness of sins or getting close to God comes through our merits or our works and our satisfaction.  And this is precisely what Article IV of the Augsburg Confession denies.  



But let me give you a more refined example.  And this I think is still an example that you will probably be able to easily recognize and judge correctly.  But that is the idea that "I will go to heaven because I'm a pretty good person."  



Now, I think Lutherans are pretty used to recognizing that this is just not true.  That being a good person does not mean that you're going to go to heaven.  But if you talk to people in the general society, this is a ubiquitous opinion.  Many people will think this way, that "Well, I haven't killed anyone."  You know, "I haven't committed adultery."  "I haven't done" any number of crimes that they can think of.  And so "Therefore, I will be all right in the end.  I'm a pretty good person."  



See, this also is a denial of the doctrine of justification because it takes the law and imports it into the doctrine of justification saying that the thing that will make me right with God is my good behavior.  And this is precisely what the Augsburg Confession is intended to prevent when it says that we obtain forgiveness and righteousness not through our own merits, works and satisfactions.  



A third example -- and this is perhaps even more of a refined example.  And this is one that you will hear many Christians say.  And that is that "I can become close to God" -- or the way it's generally put is "I became a Christian by inviting Jesus into my heart."  



Now, the idea here is that the way that you become a Christian is you say a particular prayer in which you ask Jesus to come into your heart.  And by that act, by that prayer that you say, you are becoming a Christian because it's your prayer that opens the door of your heart and that allows Jesus to come in.  



That would be yet another example of importing the law into the doctrine of justification.  Because it makes our conversion or our drawing near to God to be on the basis of our own merit, work or satisfaction.  That is to say we open our hearts.  And in response to that, Jesus comes in.  
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>> Thank you.  I appreciate your answer.  But I would like to push a little harder, if I may so that I am better prepared to answer this question myself.  I've had people suggest that inviting Jesus into your heart isn't very much.  It sounds like that is something we could do, especially if the Holy Spirit is helping us.  What would you say to someone who says that?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, Nick, it's good to push harder because that is the way that you learn how to answer the question yourself.  And I think we ought to reflect a moment and distinguish between someone's experience and then the theological explanation of that experience.  We are not in a position to deny someone's experience.  



So many people have -- this is the way they have experienced conversion is by saying a prayer.  And then they have a feeling of peace or some kind of experience like that.  And we're not attempting to tell them "No, that didn't really happen to you."  But what we need to help them do, though, is to understand what happened to them in a way that is consistent with the scriptures and what the scriptures teach us about the work of Christ.  



Because just -- just because someone has the experience of this kind of a prayer and a feeling of peace or something along those lines doesn't necessarily mean that that experience defines everything that's going on there.  And so our role then is to help them understand their experiences theologically and scripturally.  



And so this is where Lutherans do take exception to the idea that you can become a Christian by inviting Jesus in your heart.  And just recall what we said at the beginning of this section of the course about the seriousness with which Lutheran theology takes sin.  That we are, in fact, dead in trespasses and sin just as Lazarus was dead in his tomb.  Lazarus did not invite Jesus into the tomb.  Jesus came there and gave Lazarus life.  And in the same way, we are not in a position to invite Jesus into our hearts.  He creates that faith in us by his word.  



Now, I would also like to reflect theologically on the assumptions behind the response that you mentioned.  And that is that inviting Jesus into your heart isn't very much.  



Now, if you recall in the discussion of the law, one of the ways that we can recognize something as a law statement is if it employs measurement and quantification.  And I notice that in the response that you report from your friends telling you this, that they are doing just that.  It's not very much.  Okay?  It's a small amount.  But it's still a measured amount.  We're talking quantitative measurement.  



Now, from a Lutheran perspective, that means there's a standard that needs to be measured up to.  And that's law.  And Lutherans want to exclude law from the doctrine of justification.  Now, I suppose a response to this may be "Well, what's the problem as long as the standard is low enough?"  Okay.  Because afterall, many Christians are able to operate on a day-to-day basis with the feeling that they, in fact, do something to cooperate towards their salvation; that perhaps they became a Christian by their own initiative by inviting Jesus in their heart.  And this doesn't seem to bother them.  



And on good days, you know, perhaps it doesn't bother them.  But the Lutheran concern here is that if we're going to take sin seriously and if we're going to understand that we're dead in trespasses and sin, then we cannot assume any amount of human initiative or even cooperation and conversion.  And if we do so, there -- maybe that will work for a while.  Maybe that will work on good days.  But it does not give you a sure reference point outside of yourself.  So that when you begin to be more and more aware of your sin, which is, in fact, what happens in sanification -- sanification isn't just that you feel holier and holier.  You actually might feel worse because you become more and more aware of your sin.  



But when that happens and you are aware of your sin, you are aware of your mixed motives, you can actually come to question your sincerity at any point in your life.  When I invited Jesus in my heart, was that real?  Was it sincere?  Was it sincere enough?  There's that quantification again.  



So that's the concern here.  Lutheran theology, because we do recognize the seriousness of sin, we need a reference point outside of us so that we can get clear of the necessity to do introspection at every point of our lives to see if we can measure up.  Because we're not going to measure up.  We can try to say we'll reduce the standards down, down, down until we can meet that one.  But it isn't going to work in the final analysis.  



The only thing that's going to work in the final analysis is Jesus Christ.  So that's why Lutheran theology would never speak of conversion as an invitation to Jesus.  It's Jesus who comes into our hearts.  But it's not at an invitation.  It's a creation of faith.  And as we'll talk about later, it's not even the fact that he's in our hearts that's key.  The key is what's done on the cross.  



Now, I suppose a related question to the question that you asked, Nick, might be "Well, what about free will?" Do Lutherans believe in free will?  Because afterall, if you believe in free will, then it sounds like you ought to be able to make a decision for yourself as to whether or not you want to be a Christian.  



And the short answer to this question is actually Lutherans do not believe in free will.  That we believe that our will is bound to sin.  And we're talking about our will now before conversion.  So the issue here is conversion.  



Lutheran theology doesn't really directly address other questions like after conversion.  I mean, there are things that we can say.  But the important point that we want to focus on now is the human will before conversion and after the fall.  And we are simply bound to sin.  We are not able to make a decision to choose to believe in God.  



Now, sometimes -- and as Dr. Scaer mentioned, we can say, "Yeah, our will is free.  It's free to sin."  And so there is a sense in which even Lutherans will sometimes use the term free will.  I think it's a little bit confusing.  Because it makes it sound like we're able to choose God.  And we're not.  But here is what it means:  It means that there's no external coercion.  



Let me give you an example of this.  If you believe that your will is free -- the way most people think of free will -- that means you have two choices, A or B.  And each choice is equally possible.  So I might choose A.  I might choose B.  I can really do either one.  



But there's another way of discussing free will.  And this is the way Lutherans mean it whenever we use the term free will.  And that is that our will is free as long as there's no external coercion.  



Now, as an example of this, let's just imagine by some stroke of God's unexplained providence you find yourself on a reality television program.  And you have a choice.  You can eat say a chocolate bar or you can eat 20 kissing Madagascar cockroaches.  Now, I'm now making this up.  



I think most of us would choose the chocolate bar.  And that is because -- and when we do so, no one is forcing us to choose the chocolate bar.  There's no external coercion there.  But could we actually choose to eat the cockroaches or to -- I should -- I suppose you could choose to eat them if there was some other reason.  Like maybe if you were offered $100,000 or something.  But let's just put that aside.  



You can choose one or the other.  Who in the world is going to choose the cockroaches over the chocolate bar?  The point is, you can't change what you'll want when you're eating the chocolate bar.  You're doing it willingly and freely.  No one is coercing you.  But here's the catch:  You cannot control what you want.  



So whenever Lutherans use the term free will, that's what we mean.  That when we sin, we're doing it willingly.  God is not forcing us to sin.  The Devil is not forcing us to sin.  When we sin, we're doing exactly what we want to do.  So we're free in that sense.  But there's no possibility of choosing to believe in God.  We don't have that capability to change our will.  Only the Gospel of Jesus Christ can change our will.  
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>> I want to hear more about this.  Nick's questions are interesting.  But I would also like to know what scripture passages present the doctrine of justification.  I want to be able to share these clearly with my congregation.


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Oh, absolutely, Josh.  That's -- and I think for the scripture passage to go to, we should go where Article IV of the Augsburg Confession directs us.  And that's Romans 3 and 4.  This is probably one with of the more central passages discussed in the doctrine of justification.  



And in Romans 3 Paul makes the point in a very dramatic way, that everyone is held captive to sin.  He does this by stringing together a whole series of passages from the Psalms.  That there is no one righteous, not even one.  There is no one who understands.  No one who seeks God.  This repetition of no one, no one, no one is righteous to make the point that the whole world is held captive to sin and held accountable to God.  



And after Paul makes this point, then he shifts his discussion to talk about law.  And why is the law given?  And we've already seen in the discussion that we've had previously that Lutheran theology and the doctrine of justification wants to exclude the law from justification.  So that means we're not going to expect Paul to tell us that the law is given so that we may become righteous before God.  That would be a confusion of law and Gospel.  



However, one might ask the question, "Well, if that's not the purpose of the law, what is the purpose of the law?" And for that, Paul is very straightforward.  He tells us that no one will be declared righteous in his sight by observing the law.  Rather, through the law we become conscious of sin.  



So that's the purpose of the law, to make us conscious of sin.  Not so that we can be justified.  But so that we may become aware of sin.  And that is what we Lutherans call the second use of the law or the theological use of the law.  That it makes us conscious of our sin.  



Now, that means that when you think about doing good works, which of course is a good thing to do, you need to understand that your purpose in doing them is not that you become righteous.  And anything you do, people can think this way:  Like "I'm going to become a good Christian by reading my Bible.  I'm going to become a good Christian by praying.  I'm going to become a good Christian by telling others about Jesus."  



All of these things are good things to do.  But they don't make you acceptable to God.  They don't justify you.  I mean, except perhaps in the case of reading your Bible, when you receive the Gospel that way, then that message justifies you.  But consider it as a performance that you're doing.  None of those things are going to justify you.  



So what does justify you?  In the next verse Paul tells us quite specifically.  "But not a righteousness from God apart from law has been made known to which the law and the prophets testify."



So he tells us that the origin of this righteousness is not from us.  It is actually from God.  So when it comes to conversion, when it comes to being transferred into a position where we are righteous before God, we do not take the initiative as we talked about before about it's not our invitation.  But it's Jesus' invitation.  



So this righteousness is from God.  And Paul notes also that it is a part from the law.  And further that the law and the prophets testify to it.  Now, this part I think is a little bit confusing in that the word law is used in two different senses.  And I think it's important to pause here and just talk about that a little bit so that we understand the different ways in which the scriptures can use the word law.  



Because in dogmatic theology or systematic theology, we have certain ways that we use words that are derived from scripture.  But they tend to be narrower and more specific than the scriptural language.  So scripture tends to be more free in its use of words.  So the word law will mean more things in the scripture than it would mean in systematic theology.  



And so here we have a familiar use I think to us that the righteousness is apart from law.  That is it is apart from the commands that God gives us.  So that would include things like the command to be circumcised in the Old Testament.  That was a big issue in the early church as Paul himself mentioned in Romans and Galations.  



But it would also include things like the Ten Commandments.  Or it would include things in the New Testament, too, by extension.  That the commands that Jesus gives, as well, none of those commands are going to justify.  But it's only Christ that justifies.  



But then Paul uses the term law in a different sense in the second half of Verse 21 where he notes that the law and the prophets testify to this righteousness.  And here law is -- it's really more of a translation convention.  Because law is often used to translate the word torah in Hebrew.  The Hebrew word torah refers to the first five books of the Bible, the Pentateuch.  And so taken together, law and the prophets then is simply a way to refer to the Old Testament.  



So you need to be aware of that possible use of law.  That law can actually refer to the first five books of the Bible.  Sort of the same way that the term Gospel can refer to the first four books of the New Testament, too.  Matthew, Mark, Luke and John are gospels.  That's not to say that there's no law in them in a Lutheran dogmatic sense.  It's just that's the term that is used for those books.  



And in the same way, just because the term law is used to translate to torah in the Old Testament, it doesn't mean there's no Gospel in the first five books of the Bible.  Certainly not.  But that's just the name for them.  



And that's a translation that became common when the Old Testament was translated from Hebrew into Greek.  And that convention is still followed today.  And the New Testament then of course is written in Greek.  So the New Testament follows that translation convention, as well when it refers to the Old Testament.  





So we have Paul telling us that the Old Testament testifies to the righteousness which is from God.  And that really directly relates to a topic that we brought up earlier.  And that is when we speak of the law of Gospel distinction, we are not talking about an Old Testament/New Testament distinction.  That it's not the case that the Old Testament is all law and the New Testament is all Gospel.  



And here we have that directly stated by Paul where he says that the Old Testament testifies to the righteousness which is from God.  And so we would not expect then the view that the Old Testament teaches a salvation by works; whereas the New Testament teaches the salvation by faith.  It doesn't work that way.  The Old Testament, too, teaches a justification by faith.  And Paul himself will provide us an example of Old Testament justification by faith in the person of Abraham in Chapter 4.  But we'll get to that in just a second.  



So then we have a righteousness which is from God.  And we might ask "Well, how do we receive that righteousness?"  And Paul tells us that in the next two verses in Romans Chapter 3 where he says, "This righteousness from God comes through faith in Jesus Christ to all who believe.  There is no difference, for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God and are justified freely by his grace through the redemption that came by Christ Jesus."



Now, we might notice here if you compare this to Article IV of the Augsburg Confession, you have all of the same elements in Roman 3:22 to 24.  You have this righteousness -- the justification is freely by grace.  And it comes through faith and it becomes on account of Christ.  So it's through faith in Jesus Christ, according to the way that Paul puts it.  



Now, notice here -- and we'll talk more about faith a little later in this section of the course.  But notice the way that faith comes up.  The righteousness comes through faith.  That means that faith is in an instrumental relationship you might say.  



Faith is not itself a good work that earns righteousness.  But rather, faith is the means by which God delivers his righteousness to us.  It's how that righteousness is received.  And that's an important point.  And I'll discuss that in more detail when we get to faith in this section of the course.  But I just want to note that in passing as we cover the scriptural evidence for the doctrine of justification.  



Now, we continue with Paul in Verse 25.  Paul says, "God presented him as a sacrifice of atonement through faith in his blood."   Now, here Paul is referring to the Old Testament Day of Atonement in which atonement is made for the sins of the people.  So I would like to refer back to this passage in the Old Testament.  Because I think it will help us understand what it means to say that Christ is a sacrifice of atonement.  



And this is the account of the Day of Atonement, which happens once a year in which the high priest is to go into the Holy of Holies and make a sacrifice for the sins of the people.  And this is from Leviticus Chapter 16.  And I'll start in Verse 13.  This is the way that God prescribes the Day of Atonement to take place.  



And it's referring to Aaron here.  He, Aaron, is to put the incense on the fire before the Lord and the smoke of the incense will conceal the atonement cover above the testimony MARK so that he will not die.  He is to take some of the bull's blood and with his finger sprinkle it on the front of the atonement cover.  Then he shall sprinkle some of it with his finger seven times before the atonement cover.  



He shall then slaughter the goat for the sin offering for the people and take its blood behind the curtain and do with it as he did the bull's blood.  He should sprinkle it on the atonement cover and in front of it.  In this way he will make atonement for the most holy place because of the uncleanness and rebellion of the Israelites, whatever their sins have been.  



So here is the way that God prescribes atonement to occur in the Old Testament.  And it has to do with the blood being put on this atonement cover.  And so when Jesus is called the Sacrifice of Atonement, Paul is identifying him with that sacrifice and atonement cover where the blood is put before the Lord.  And so Jesus is now the sacrifice that gives us peace with God.  So this is how the righteousness comes about is through the sacrifice of Christ.  



Now, that is the end of Chapter 3.  But Paul continues in Chapter 4 now to spell this out with particular examples from the Old Testament.  You recall we said earlier that for Paul, the Old Testament actually testifies to this righteousness which is from God.  And here is his first example.  



It's the person of Abraham.  And if you think about it, this is a great move on Paul's part.  That if you're going to pick a figure in the Old Testament to prove your point that the Old Testament is not about God's commands but it's about this righteousness from God that comes through grace by faith, then Abraham is the one to pick.  Because he's not just any figure in the Old Testament.  He is the patriarch.  So he is one of the most important figures in the entire Old Testament.  



So what Paul is showing is that not only is his reading of the Old Testament true for some minor figure on the margins, that's not what he's showing at all.  He's showing this is paradigmatic for the whole thing.  Because this is the way that Abraham was saved.  So this is the point that Paul is making.  



So he says in Chapter 4 "What shall we say that Abraham, our forefather, discovered in this matter?  If, in fact, Abraham was justified by works, he had something to boast about -- but not before God."  So Paul is telling us that Abraham is going to be his example here.  



Paul continues, "What does scripture say?  Abraham believed God and it was credited to him as righteousness."  So this is the point at which Abraham was justified according to Paul.  When Abraham believed God.  And what Paul is referring to here is God's promise to Abraham in Genesis 15:6.  That even though Abraham is childless at that point in the narrative, that God promises Abraham that his descendents will be as numerous as the stars in the sky.  



Abraham believes that promise.  And the scriptures tell us in Genesis 15:6 that it was credited to him as righteousness.  That's justification.  Faith is credited by God as righteousness.  So we might even say if you're looking for a biblical definition of the word justify or dikaioo in Greek, that this would be it.  This would be the way Paul describes it, God crediting faith as righteousness. 



Now, I need to point out here that we are talking about something that happens in the heart of God.  God considers Abraham's faith as righteousness.  This is not an inner transformation in Abraham.  Though certainly Christians want to speak of an inner transformation.  But that's not what we're talking about here.  We're talking about -- when we're talking about justification, we're talking about something that takes place in the heart of God.  Where God reckons Abraham's faith as righteousness or the word we sometimes say is God imputes righteousness to us.  It's the same idea.  Imputation means God considers it righteousness.  



Now, we might ask the question:  Did Abraham believe in Christ?  And we don't have any evidence in the Old Testament that Abraham would have been able to say the Nicene Creed or something like that.  I don't think Christians need to claim anything like that.  But what we do know is that Abraham believed God's promise to him, a promise of heirs.  Now from our perspective in hindsight, we can look back and see that, in fact, God's promise of Abraham's descendants includes the Christ.  So they are implicitly that Christ is included in God's promise.  



But as far as Abraham is concerned, it's not necessary for us to claim that Abraham new other details of God's plan of salvation.  Only that Abraham is trusting in the promises of God.  And it's through -- it's because of that trust or by means of that trust then that God considers him to be righteous. 



Now, Paul continues in Verse 4 just -- we're going verse by verse right through this.  "Now when a man works, his wages are not credited to him as a gift but as an obligation.  However, to the man who does not work but trusts God who justifies the wicked, his faith is credited as righteousness."  



Now, here Paul gives us something that I think that is very profound.  And that is a contrast between wages and gift.  And if we think through this, it has a direct bearing on how we think we relate to God.  Do we think that we can place God under an obligation to us?  Or do we think that God gives us gifts?  And that our only role is a receptive role in receiving God's gifts?  Because if you believe that the law is part of justification, that you are, in fact, justified by something that you do, then you're thinking in terms of wages.  You're thinking in terms of obligation.  



And I think that this is incredibly attractive to people.  Now, as Lutherans, we might say, "Well, it would be horrifying because then how do I know that I've done enough?"  And I think that objection is absolutely true.  But I think we also need to understand why it is attractive to people to think that they can contribute to their salvation.  And it's because it gives them control.  



They can place God under an obligation.  It fits very well in the American work ethic.  And I just think of the comments that Dr. Scaer made about why Mormonism is appealing in an American culture.  Because a religion in which your works are emphasized means that you get paid for that.  You get a wage.  You get to control God's response to you.  



And that's why Paul says, "We need the law."  Because what the law will do is it will utterly annihilate that expectation of a reward.  But it will show us there is no hope of placing God under an obligation.  So the only hope we have then is to receive God's promises as a gift, not as a wage.  



And that is the whole point of Romans 3 and 4 is to make this point that God's righteousness to us is, in fact, a gift.  It is not something that we're able to earn or to control even.  We can only receive.  



Now, I would like to contrast Paul's view of justification and Luther's view with that of what Luther grew up with.  Because I think it's very instructive.  And it might help us to understand the Lutheran view of justification if we understand a little bit about what Luther was reacting against.  When Luther became a monk, he would have learned his theology from a source -- an author named Gabriel Biel.  Biel was a late medieval writer.  And his theology goes something like this:  You are saved when God's grace leads you to merit salvation.  



So he's not saying that you can do it all on your own.  He's saying you need God's help.  And when you have God's grace, that actually allows you to merit salvation by your works.  Now, that's going to raise the question:  Well, all right, how do I get God's grace?  



Well, the way you get God's grace according to Biel is do your best.  The Latin motto here is translated "To him who does what is in him, God will not deny grace."  So in a sense, the initiative is left up to you.  And here again, this -- I believe this is a case of lowering the standard.  Okay?  It doesn't seem -- it's not that much, right? All you've got to do is do what you can.  Do what you can.  Do what's in you.  And for most monks apparently that worked fine because who doesn't do their best?  Who isn't able to do what they can?  



But see, the problem is, Luther was well aware that there was always more that he could do.  There was never a time when Luther was able to claim before God "I have done my best.  I have done what is in me."  And so he was always in doubt about whether he could actually receive the grace which would enable him to merit salvation.  



So I think you can see that Biel's theology was essentially a wage system in which your efforts, even though the standard was reduced -- I mean, you don't have to be perfect.  All you have to do is do your best.  It's still a wage system.  And it still put you in control.  Because once you do your best, then God is obligated to reward you by giving you your grace.  And then that grace will enable you to further do better works, will eventually merit salvation.  Then God has to reward with you with salvation once you merit that.  



In a way, it's not all that different than our discussion about inviting Jesus into your heart.  That it didn't seem like that much.  Who couldn't do that?  But see, it's still a wage system.  It still puts God under obligation.  And it still looks like God is then obliged to pay you, if you will, for the minimal effort that you are able to make.  



Now, if we contrast that with Luther's view of salvation, I think it's a night and day.  Because in Luther's view, salvation is a gift.  The burden is on Christ.  It's not on us.  Christ is the one who is going to save us.  And it's not that we are going to be saved by measuring up to standards at all.  Even minimal standards.  It's that we will receive salvation as a gift.  So that's -- that's just a small excursus on what Luther grew up with in the theology of Gabriel Biel.



But to return to Paul then, so what we have so far in Romans 4 is that Paul gives us an example from the Old Testament of justification by faith.  And that example is Abraham.  Now, in Verse 6, the next verse in our reading, Paul moves on to a second Old Testament example.  So it's not like Abraham is the only one here.  Now he cites David as an example of someone who was justified by faith by saying, "David says the same thing when he speaks of the blessedness of the man to whom God credits righteousness apart from works.  Blessed are they whose transgressions are forgiven, whose sins are covered.  Blessed is the man whose sin the Lord will never count against him."  



So you can see in this part of Romans 4, in the example of David, Paul is using the forgiveness of sins as synonomous with justification.  How is David justified?  He is justified by the fact that his sins are forgiven.  And Paul is quoting Psalm 32 at that point.  



So we have then two different scriptural paraphrases, if you will, of what does dikaioo mean?  What does justify mean?  The first is the case of Abraham.  God credits faith as righteousness.  That he -- or as we say in our dogmatic terminology, he imputes righteousness to us.  Or you can also say that just at this fashion is the forgiveness of sins according to the second example that Paul uses from David.  
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>> I see the word grace a lot in the Bible, including the passages you just talked about.  But I'm not exactly sure what it means.  How would I explain this concept to my congregation?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, David, that's an important question.  Because there are a lot of really words, if you will, like grace and faith.  And I think we use them a lot.  And we may not really know what they mean.  We may think we know what they mean.  But that doesn't mean that we're able to sit down and articulate that.  



And I think it's very good that you recognize that, you know, "Maybe I don't know what that means."  Because the word grace actually has quite a history to it.  And in the Bible it's used in more than one sense.  



What we mean by grace in Lutheran theology is -- in Latin we define it as favor daie.  And that's the Latin for the favor of God.  That is to say that God looks upon us with favor.  



It's another way of describing the forgiveness of sins.  And when we talk about that, that is something that goes on in the heart of God, as I said before.  It's not going on in our hearts.  But rather, grace is something in God.  It's his attitude towards us.  



Now, we can see that in II Timothy 1:9, for example, where Paul says, "God has saved us and called us to a holy life, not because of anything we have done, but because of his own purpose and grace.  This grace was given us in Christ Jesus before the beginning of time."  



So in this passage you can see that God's purpose and grace are kind of linked together.  That tells you that grace isn't something that's in us.  It's something that -- it's God's intention.  And you can further see confirmation for this position when you note that Paul says that this grace was given to us in Christ before the beginning of time.  So obviously it's not something in our hearts.  Because our hearts didn't exist yet before the beginning of time.  This is something that's in God.  It's his attitude of mercy towards us.  



Now, I should also mention that when we're discussing grace, that there are plenty of other biblical words that get at the same idea.  So for instance, if you think of John 3:16, you can describe grace with the word love.  God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son that whoever believes in him should not perish but have eternal life."  God's love for us is his favor daie.  That's his looking on us with favor.  That he loves the world.  



Or another scriptural term that's often used is mercy.  In Titus 3:5, we read "He saved us, not because of righteous things we had done, but because of his mercy."  So mercy would be another term that describes God's favorable attitude towards us.  And the distinguishing characteristic of this sense of grace is that it is something that's in the heart of God.  Not in our hearts.  And that's important.  Because when we speak of justification by grace, that's the sense in which we mean grace.  



Now, there is another meaning of grace in scripture.  And that is grace can also refer to gifts which God gives us because of his favorable attitude towards us.  And Luther's terms for this is donum.  It's a Latin word.  It just means gift.  



So we have grace as God's favor to us.  But we can also discuss grace as a gift to us.  So for example, in Romans 15 Paul says -- or Paul refers to "The grace God gave me to be a minister of Christ."  Well, now in that sense, the grace that was given Paul doesn't refer to God's attitude towards Paul.  It actually refers to the gift of being a minister that God gave to Paul.  So grace can refer to gifts.  



Sometimes, especially in Roman Catholic theology, this second sense of grace is referred to by the term infused grace.  And infused simply means grace that's poured into you.  And there are -- sometimes that term shows up in Lutheran theology, too, to be roughly equivalent to donum.  But the Latin for infused grace is not surprisingly gracia infusa, grace that's poured into you.  And the characteristic, whether you want to call it infused grace or donum -- I would prefer donum actually because that sounds a little bit less than some kind of substance that's poured into you -- but the characteristic of this sense of grace is -- it's a gift which does, in fact, transform you.  



So here now we are talking about what happens to the Christian heart.  We are talking about grace which leads us to do good works.  And we are talking about sanification.  



But note that this is not what we mean when we say that we're justified by grace.  We don't mean that kind of grace.  We don't mean the gift in it, which is by grace.  But what we actually mean is the favor of God in justification.  



Now, why is this distinction important?  Well, it's important because if you confuse these two senses of grace, what you will end up doing is forcing your people to look inside of them to see if they are justified.  And this is the thing that we want to avoid.  If you want to give someone the Gospel, if you want them to be assured of their salvation, you cannot tell them to look at their hearts.  



Jeremiah tells us the heart is deceitful.  And who can understand it?  You know, our heart is not a sure reference point.  



So if you want to give someone the Gospel and if you want to preach justification, then you need to direct people's attention to Christ and to the cross, not inside of themselves.  And if you confuse these two senses of grace and you say we're justified by grace by which I mean that -- which is poured into your heart and transforms your heart, see, then you're directing people inside rather than directing them to the sure foundation, which is the cross of Christ.  So that's the reason why this distinction is important.  



Now, I mentioned earlier that the doctrine of grace has a long history.  And I think it would be instructive and very helpful for us to understand the Lutheran position if we go through just a little bit of that history.  And I would like to start with a Fourth Century British monk named Pelajus.  



Now, Pelajus is famous or perhaps infamous for his view that you can, in fact, earn salvation all by yourself.  Okay.  Now, that's maybe a little bit crass of a way to formulate his position.  What Pelajus would actually say is "Oh, I believe in grace.  But here is what grace means:  Grace means God gives you your faculty of free will.  And he gives you his law so that you know what to do."  



That's grace for Pelajus.  And then it's up to you to do the rest.  So you're able to decide.  You know what God wants.  And then it's up to you to do it.  



Now, as Lutherans, we hear this and we think "Well, that's not what grace means at all."  I mean, that doesn't fit either one of the definitions that we were talking about.  But that would have been Pelajus' view.  



Now, if you can -- perhaps we can appreciate what may have driven Pelajus.  I mentioned earlier that one of -- the attractiveness of the idea that you can merit your own salvation is that it puts you in control.  I mean, as long as you think you're up to it, then it puts you in control.  



And Pelajus was a monk.  And you can imagine that if you are a monk, that means you are going in for above and beyond the call of duty.  You are going to do fasting beyond the regular Christian.  You are going to do ascetical practices.  



I mean, there's all kinds of different things monks did.  They went without sleep.  They went without food.  They wouldn't bathe.  All sorts of things to subdue their flesh.  And if you're going to go through all of that, you want it to count for something, right?  You don't just want to say that salvation comes as a free gift.  And what are you busy fasting for and doing all of your monastic works?  



And that is the case especially in the earlier parts of the controversy.  And I'm about to talk about the Pelajus parts, that the monks tended to side with Pelajus.  Now, a few generations later that wasn't necessarily the case. 

But that's the way it tended to work at first.  



Now, I mentioned that there was a controversy.  And, in fact, that implies that Pelajus had an opponent.  And Pelajus opponent is St.  Augustine, whom we met before when we were talking about how Augustine helped Luther come to some clarity on the meaning of the righteousness of God.  



Now, Augustine fiercely opposed Pelajus.  Because Augustine correctly realized that salvation is a gift from God.  That you cannot earn this yourself.  Because Augustine had a very keen awareness of what we Lutherans call the second use of the law.  That you're not going to be able to please God on your own.  



And so Augustine responds to Pelajus by saying, "Okay.  If you want to say grace means God gives you free will, God gives you his law, okay.  But you're leaving out the most important part.  And that is the Holy Spirit."



So for Augustine, grace means that God pours the Holy Spirit into your heart.  And his favorite Bible passage -- he quotes this more than any other Bible passage -- is Romans 5:5 which tells us hope does not disappoint us because God has poured out his love into our hearts by the Holy Spirit whom he has given us.  



So that is Augustine's position.  Now, I should mention that when Augustine talks about grace, he means infused grace.  He does not mean the favor daie, the favor of God.  Augustine's position is that God pours his grace into your heart transforming you and, therefore, enabling you to merit salvation.  



Now, unlike Gabriel Biel, Augustine actually thinks that God does this all.  It's not the case that God is waiting for your initiation.  But God takes you as a sinner.  He gives you grace.  He transforms you.  He performs the good works through you.  And then he crowns those good works with eternal life.  



So Augustine teaches what we call Monergism.  That is to say God does it all.  So it would be totally unfair to characterize Augustine as teaching some kinds of works righteousness because he didn't.  And, in fact, in the book of Concord when the Lutheran fathers want to find a church father to support their position, they will cite Augustine.  



Not because Augustine agrees with Luther in every detail.  Because as I said, he does not have the same definition of grace.  But because Luther and Augustine both believe that salvation is completely a gift of God. Whereas Pelajus and somebody like Gabriel Biel would say to one degree or another salvation depends on human initiation or cooperation.  So in that sense, Augustine is, in fact, on Luther's side.  



But I don't think that that should obscure for us the differences between Luther and Augustine.  And I think these differences are very important.  Because if you want to understand what Lutheran theology is, you need to understand the difference between Luther and Augustine.  



For Luther grace means favor daie.  You are saved because of what God does in his heart.  The way God looks at you.  What God says about you.  You are not saved because God transforms you.  You are saved because of what God says about you.  



Now, I think sometimes Lutherans do themselves a disservice when they mischaracterize Roman Catholic theology by saying, "Well, Catholics teach that you can earn your way to heaven."  Well, in fact, some of them did.  Okay.  We talked about Gabriel Biel.  And there is a tradition in the Roman Catholic Church that does look very Pelagian.  But there's another also in the Roman Catholic Church that's very Augustinian and which would, in fact, emphasize that God does it all.  



So we don't really clarify our position very well if our only two options that we can see are Lutheran theology and works righteousness.  There is a third position.  And that is a Monergism of God where God does it all.  But the way he does it is by transforming you rather than forgiving you.  That is a crucial distinction to keep in mind.  And that's the difference between Luther and Augustine.  



Now, the reason that's important is because if God saves you by transforming you, how do you find out if you're saved?  You look at yourself.  "Is God transforming me?"



If God saves you by forgiving you, how do you see if you're saved?  You look at the promises of God.  So here again, if we were to take the law seriously, if we were to take sin seriously, then we also ought to take seriously our need for a sure reference point outside of ourselves.  To prevent people from having to look inside to find out what God thinks about them.  That's not where you find it.  You find it in his promises.  And that is, in fact, the best way to give glory to Christ as Savior is to trust him for salvation.  
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>> Does that mean that God just pretends we are righteous though we really aren't?  I don't mean to be flip with that question.  I'm just really curious.


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, Nick, that's kind of the other side of the coin.  We do ourselves a disservice when we mischaracterize Catholic theology.  And they do a disservice when they mischaracterize ours.  And that is certainly the wrong way to portray Lutheran theology as if God is just pretending. 

 

Now, I don't think you can fault Catholics for doing this to us because I think sometimes we do it to ourselves.  We can sometimes say things that can make it sound like we are not really righteous but God is just pretending.  Though from the very beginning of the Reformation the Catholics have accused us of teaching a legal fiction that God is pretending.  



Now, I think the way we fall into it is when we say things like "Well, justify me means just as if I have never sinned" or "I'm not perfect.  I'm just forgiven."  Those kind of phrases I think make it sound like the reality of the situation is that I'm a sinner and that God is just going to overlook that or he's going to pretend that's not the case.  



And that gives the impression that the fundamental reality is the sin.  Now, what I think that loses sight of is that we talked about the nature of the word of God.  That God's word actually does what it says.  God says, "Let there be light" and there was light.  It wasn't just pretend.  So that when God imputes righteousness to us and he says that we're righteous, we really are righteous.  



Now, it is, in fact, the case that that righteousness is alien righteousness.  That that righteousness is the righteousness of Christ that's imputed to us.  I mean, it's not that we are righteous because we are now transformed so that in every part of our life we measure up to God's law.  But rather, that forgiveness in sins, in fact, is righteousness.  And it belongs to us because God gave it to us.  



So what I'm saying is that we can't say that God is just pretending.  Because what God says about us is true.  It's not pretend.  



And so for Lutherans, what this means is that we fully acknowledge both truths about ourselves.  We do acknowledge that we're sinners.  Don't get me wrong.  I'm not saying that that sin is not a reality.  In fact, we would say we're 100% sinners.  



But at the same time we acknowledge the other reality, too.  And that is that we truly are 100% righteous.  And the term -- we have a slogan for this.  In Latin it's simulustus alpacator.  Simultaneously righteous and a sinner.  Or sometimes if you want to make it a little catchier, you can say saint and sinner at the same time.  



But that's what that phrase gets at.  Is that we acknowledge both truths.  And both are real.  It's not that the sin is real and the righteousness is just pretend.  Both are real.  But we are both at the same time.  
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>> Okay.  I understand what you were saying.  But aren't we concerned about what goes on in the Christian heart?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, that's the problem that we have -- that we can't say everything all at once.  And as I said at the beginning, we are focusing on justification for the purposes of this course.  When you start talking about what goes on in the Christian heart, you're really speaking more of sanification.  But since you asked the question, let me say a little bit about that now because I don't want to give the impression that these two things are totally unrelated to each other.  



When we receive the righteousness of Christ which is imputed to us by God and he declares us to be righteous, that actually does have an effect in our heart.  Now, that effect in our heart is the fruit.  It's not the tree that -- it's our -- our identity comes from what God says about us.  But that statement of God has an effect.  And in fact, it does transform our hearts.  



And the way it does that is by turning us towards our neighbor.  So that now our life becomes a life of service to the neighbor.  In Lutheran theology, this is often called -- we can talk about it as sanification.  But we can also talk about it as the doctrine of vocation.  And that means that when we go about our daily tasks, whatever that may be, we are concerned about serving our neighbor.  That is what a life of love is.  



Now, this is very different I think than what sometimes happens in the prevailing Christian culture that's dominated by more Reformed than evangelical influences in which the idea is sometimes given that in order to be God pleasing, you have to be doing something explicitly churchly.  Let me give you an example of that.  



I have a friend who taught accounting at Viola University which is a university -- Christian university.  And his students who were accounting majors had a particular problem.  He asked them the question:  What career do you want to pursue?  And their response to him was "Well, I guess I'm going to have to be a camp counselor."  At least one of the students said that.  



"Well, you're an accounting major.  Why do you feel that you have to be a camp counselor?  Well, it's the only God pleasing career I can think of."  I mean, you see the problem there is when people think that the only way to please God is to do something explicitly churchly, then the rest of your life becomes irrelevant.  They don't realize that if you're a farmer, for example, that you are growing food to feed people.  And that's very important.  That is God pleasing.  That is a life of love.  



You don't -- it's not the case that your job is just your cover, as if like I'm really an undercover evangelist and my job is kind of a front so I can sneak in and meet people and I can tell them about Jesus.  Now, I'm not opposed to evangelism.  Please don't misunderstand me.  But I want to make the point that serving your neighbor in these very physical ways, whatever your job may be, however you may help people through your occupation, is, in fact, a life of love because it is a life that is directed towards other people.  



And so that's where I think the Lutheran theology has a great contribution to make in terms of putting out there this doctrine of vocation.  That allows people to realize that, in fact, they can and are serving God in their everyday lives.  



It's interesting.  Even the term vocation is a term that used to in the middle ages and I believe even today still in Roman Catholic circles can refer to a calling to become a priest or a monk.  And what Luther did with the word is it doesn't -- Luther rejected the idea that becoming a monk was a superior form of Christian life.  I mean, it's the same kind of thinking.  That in order to be a superior Christian, in order to be truly God pleasing, you have to be explicitly churchly.  Well, it's not the case.  I mean, whether you think that's a monk or whether you think that's a camp counselor, it's the same kind of thinking.  



Luther's point was God tells you what he wants on the Ten Commandments.  He wants you to honor your parents and help support your neighbor's life and his property and you do that in the place where God has put you in your occupation.  



Now, I realize in this program you are going to be studying for the ministry.  But it's still important for you to realize that the people in your parish are pleasing God in their vocation.  So you don't need to give them the impression that in order to be good Christians you need to serve on a lot of church committees or something like that.  You need to recognize and tell them so that they know that they serve God by helping people in their own occupations.  



Now, if I may, I would also like to add here as long as we're talking about the influence on evangelism on American Christian culture what I think is a related question.  And that is just an observation that I have about the presence of God in worship.  You know, we're talking about what goes on in the Christian heart.  And that's really an emphasis among evangelicals.  And it's also -- it profoundly affects how you view worship and what you think is going on on Sunday morning.  



Now, when I was in college, I was associated with a group called Intervarsity Christian Fellowship, which was predominantly an evangelical organization which was designed to reach out to college students.  And in that association I got a chance to talk to evangelicals and to learn from them how they understood worship.  And I'll never forget this fascinating meeting they had trying to plan their worship meeting in which they said that "We have praise music and we have worship music."  



Now, I had heard the term praise and worship music before.  But I had never heard it in this precise of a way.  But these were actually technical terms.  That praise music was upbeat.  It was designed to kind of get your blood pumping.  And praise music was to be used at the beginning of the service to sort of get people going.  



And then that would transition into worship music, which was invariably more meditative and slower in feel.  And this was the pattern.  That you start off with praise music and then you transition into worship music.  



It was a remarkable kind of thing to see how another denomination -- it's not really a denomination.  But how another Christian theological tradition views worship.  And what I noticed right away was that the key there was what emotion is being experienced.  I mean, it was designed to evoke these two different kinds of emotion.  The kind of upbeat one and then the more meditative peaceful feeling.  



It was really geared towards that.  And I don't mean to be condescending to evangelicals.  But my observation from this experience was that they had a tendency to identify those feelings with the presence of God.  And now, I'm sure if you ask them explicitly "Do you think those feelings are the presence of God?" they would say no.  Their theology is better than that.  But my observation is it kind of seemed that way.  That when they felt one of those two ways, that meant God was there.  



And the flip side of that is when they didn't feel one of those two ways, that meant God wasn't there.  And I think it is very easy for people to kind of fall into that way of thinking.  That they can sense the presence of God.  And what they really mean is "When I feel a certain way, God is there."



Now, this is very different than Lutheran theology in which if you want to locate the presence of God in church, where is that?  It's on the altar.  In the body and blood of Christ.  It's in the preaching and the word of God.  Or it's in baptism.  Or let's just take the Lord's Supper at the moment.  It's on the altar.  It's outside of us.  We're not denying he's in our heart.  But the important thing is not he's in our heart.  But the important thing is he's on the altar.  And he's in our lips.  That we eat his body and drink his blood.  That is I think a fundamental difference in which this discussion of Christ outside of us versus Christ in us really plays out in a contemporary American cultural setting.  



Like how do you view worship?  Where is the presence of God?  Now, I really believe that Lutheran hymnity has the capacity to inoculate our people against this view.  And that's simply because Lutherans are used to being sad in church because we have Lent.  We have Lent and hymns.  



We have -- our hymnity has an incredibly broad spectrum of emotions that we are used to experiencing in church before God.  And if you're in a situation in which you are dealing with contemporary music, this would be my caution to you is to like -- how do you negotiate this?  How do you plan a contemporary service?  



I would say that you really need to be careful to include a broad spectrum of emotions.  Not because emotions are the presence of God.  It's actually the opposite.  The broader the spectrum you can have, the less likely people will be to identify one or two emotions as either the presence of God itself or somehow necessary that you have to feel that way in church.  And this is incredibly free.  And I even had some of my friends in college tell me they noticed that as a Lutheran I could be faithful no matter how I was feeling.  And they saw that as something that was desirable actually.  



And so I think we have a treasure in the hymnity and the broad spectrum of emotions that those hymns express.  But we have even more of a treasure in our understanding of the means of grace where the decisive presence of God for us happens outside of us.  It doesn't happen in our heart.  
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>> I understand what you are saying.  And I know that it is correct.  But such concepts are difficult for people to fully comprehend.  For instance, if salvation is completely accomplished by God outside of us, why should we do good works?  What compels us to do so?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, this is sometimes called the lazy argument.  Because the doctrine of justification can be heard by some people as an excuse not to do good works.  Now, I would immediately point out that if someone responds to you in this way, that "Well, if what you're saying is true, why should I do good works at all?" then you can at least take comfort in the fact that you have, in fact, presented the Gospel clearly.  Because if nothing else, the people have actually understood that Christ does it all.  



Now, I should also point out that St. Paul had exactly the same problem.  The same objection he is forced to raise two times in Chapter 6 of Romans.  So for example let me take the first case.  This is in Romans 6:1 to 4.  Paul has just finished saying that our righteousness comes from Christ.  And then he brings up this objection:  "What shall we say then?  Shall we go on sinning that grace may increase?"  



See, notice this is exactly the objection you raised, Eric, is that "Well, why should I do good works?"  So I think Paul's answer can really help us here.  Paul says, "By no means.  We died to sin.  How can we live in it any longer?  Or don't you know that all of us who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death.  We were there buried with him for baptism into death in order that just as Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, we, too, may live a new life."  



So how does that help?  I mean, in some ways it seems like kind of a non-answer.  Paul doesn't really give you I think a bullet proof reason why now you need to do good works.  He sort of brushes it off.  He says, "By no means.  We died to sin.  How can we live in any longer?"  "Well, I want to keep living in sin."  Well, he doesn't really have an answer to that.  



And I think that the fact that there's not a bullet proof answer is instructive.  And that's that the problem here is that the question is wrong.  That the question has presuppositions that Paul is not willing to buy into.  Namely, he is not willing to buy into the idea that sin is fun and we ought to try to do as much of it as possible.  



You can see that I think even more clearly in his second example.  This is a few verses down in Romans 6 starting in 15.  He says, "What then shall we sin because we are not under law but under grace?  By no means.  Don't you know that when you offer yourselves to someone to obey him as slaves, you are slaves to the one whom you obey?  Whether you are slaves to sin which leads to death or to obedience which leads to righteousness."  



So in this passage, Paul equates sinning with slavery.  And I think maybe that -- that might get us somewhere here.  Because I think that starts to unmask the problematic presuppositions behind the question.  



Because really what the objector is assuming is that sin is desirable.  And so if you -- if you assume that sin is desirable, then naturally you're going to want to figure out "Well, how much of it can I get away with?"  Or I guess the way it's put in this case is "Well, if salvation is completely from Christ, then maybe we can sin all we want because it has no bearing on salvation."



But, in fact, that is a view of sin that's actually untrue.  And that's what Paul is getting at when he compares it to slavery.  And I think that sometimes we can set traps for ourselves, depending on how we describe sin.  For instance, if you describe sin as "Well, we know we shouldn't sin but we do it anyway," well, that's a really anemic definition of sin or anemic description of sin.  And it sort of allows people to believe that sin is desirable.  When, in fact, I think the more scriptural view of sin is that sin is viscerally horrifying.  That it is enslaving.  That it controls your life.  



And that if you describe sin as slavery, if you describe it in ways that are repugnant, then I think when people hear that we are freed from sin, they are not going to be so tempted to think "Oh, well, how can I go back to that?"  I mean, it would be sort of like saying, "Can I go drink some more poison so I can get my stomach pumped again?"  I mean, it doesn't make sense to want to return to sin if you truly recognize what sin is.  And if you truly believe that it is enslaving and repugnant.  



So I guess I would encourage you in your preaching and Bible class to consider how you describe sin.  And are you willing to let people believe that sin is desirable?  Because that is the lie.  That is, in fact, what Satan will want to do.  Is he'll want to say, "Well, that poison really tastes good, so yeah, you do want to have some and you can always get your stomach pumped again."  But you need to show them that no, it is poison.  That it harms you -- it not only condemns before God but it also can control your life.  And you need to make that clear to people.  



Now, I would like to give you another example of when this same objection was raised.  And here we return to the case of St. Augustine.  Because even though as we said before, St. Augustine does not share Luther's view of grace as favor daie, he does think that God does it all in salvation, he teaches a divine Monergism.  So he is just as susceptible to the lazy argument as St. Paul is.  And, in fact, it happened.  Augustine has a treatise called "Unrebuking and Grace."  It's kind of an odd name for a treatise.  What does rebuking and grace have to do with each other?  But it makes sense if you understand the context.  The thing that prompted Augustine to write this treatise is there was a certain monk who on hearing that salvation was completely by grace told his abbot, "You should not rebuke me.  All you should do is pray for me.  Because if you rebuke me, it's not going to do any good because I can't make any decisions on my own.  It's all by grace.  So your rebuking me won't do me any good at all."



It's the lazy argument.  If it's all by grace, why should I have to do anything?  Leave me alone.  Get off my case.  Augustine's answer to this is God uses that rebuke to heal you.  God is like a physician.  And that when the abbot rebuked the monk, that was God's way of dealing with the monk and God's way of doing the monk good.  Sort of like -- well, Augustine's comparison is that of a physician doing surgery on someone.  



So that again helps us I think in our context if we encounter the lazy argument, the thing to do is not so much give them all the right answers.  That would be sort of like a physician giving the patient the instructions about how to do the surgery.  That would be -- that would be information, not proclamation, as we said before.  That it's not going to do a patient any good to just have all of the info on how you go about doing the surgery.  What you need to do is actually do the surgery.  



So that means that if the person -- and probably this is the case in the lazy argument.  I mean, it could be just kind of intellectual curiosity.  But if someone is really wanting to go sin, then what they need to hear is the law.  They need to hear that sin is not compatible with God's holiness and that if you sin, you can destroy your faith.  



That's doing the surgery.  Not just telling them all the information.  But actually doing the surgery.  The proclamation.  Not just information.  



So notice here that once again we come to a situation in which there are two answers to a question.  And those answers don't necessarily fit together very neatly, either.  Because on the one hand how can you tell someone "Well, if you sin, you're going to destroy your faith"?  "If you go down that road, that's where that leads."  How can you say that and still say salvation is completely by grace.  



But that's, in fact, what Lutheran theology does.  It's two different answers.  And you just have to know.  And this is the whole goal of theological education, especially for parish pastors, is you need to learn how to do that.  How to know which one to give to which person.  
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>> I'm going back to the wording of Article IV.  Why does the Augsburg Confession add the phrase "for Christ's sake"?  Isn't that pretty obvious?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, you might think so.  As Christians we're obviously interested very much in Christ.  But I think that that phrase has a specific purpose in Article IV of the Augsburg Confession.  And that is -- and this is similar to what we've been saying all along.  That 
"for Christ's sake," direct your attention to Christ rather than in us.  And that is I think the contrast here to keep in mind as say the Augustinian view in which salvation is really happening inside as the Holy Spirit transforms us.  So there's more of an emphasis on Holy Spirit actually in the transformation of the heart.  Whereas in Lutheran theology, the "for Christ's sake" describes justification as happening outside of us.  And that's why that term is there.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CUENet

AUDIO TRANSCRIPTION

DOGMATICS 2

LESSON 73


>> Thank you for your answer.  I've been thinking about Dr. Scaer's discussion on atonement.  Can you relate our understanding of atonement to this section of Article IV?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, David, that's where the two sections of the course really intersect.  And that is what Christ did for us, in fact, what brings about this righteousness from God that Paul was talking about.  And so I would like to actually review some of the things that Dr. Scaer talked about for a number of reasons.  



I think it's helpful to appreciate the scriptural diversity and the way that it describes the atonement.  And it describes what Christ accomplished, which is afterall what is being delivered to us in the doctrine of justification.  But also because I think that diversity helps in preaching so that you don't always have to say the Gospel exactly the same way.  If you get to the Gospel in your sermon and every Sunday that's going to be "Jesus died for you," then you're going to put people to sleep because you're saying it the same way every time. 



So I think it's helpful to appreciate different ways in which the Bible talks about salvation and atonement.  And this discussion of the three different kinds of -- or three different theories of atonement comes from a book by Gustaf Alaine.  The book is called "Christos Victor" in which he outlines these three views.  So let me go briefly through them again.  



The first and oldest, according to Alain, is the Christos Victor view in which Christ is portrayed as the victor over sin, death and the Devil.  Especially over the Devil actually.  And in this view, which is very common in the church fathers, the stress is on the cross as the point of Satan's defeat.  And the imagery that is used in this particular view of the atonement is that of the battle imagery.  So any time you see texts describing Christ's accomplishment in terms of battle or victory, you can suspect that what you've got there is more of a Christos Victor way of describing the atonement.  



And this is very common in our hymnity, as well.  Let me give you one example from the Easter hymn "At The Lamb's High Feast We Sing."  This is Stanza 3 of that hymn.  It reads, "Where the paschal blood is poured, death's dread angel sheaths the sword.  Israel's host triumphant go through the wave that drowns the foe.  Alleluia."  



Now, you can notice a couple of things in this stanza.  First of all, the language of foe and triumph is -- plays into that battle imagery that we've talked about.  So that would be a key to identifying this hymn as following the Christos Victor way of describing the atonement.  



Another comment I would like to make from this hymn is that it refers to the exodus.  "Israel's host triumphant go through the wave that drowns the foe," that refers to Israel being taken out of captivity from Egypt and going through the Red Sea where at the Red Sea he drowns their Egyptian captors as they chase them.  



And I think that's a very appropriate reference for a hymn that's going to talk about the Christos Victor kind of atonement.  Because, in fact, the exodus story in the Old Testament is fundamental for the Christian understanding of what salvation is.  Even in the New Testament.  But also on into the church fathers.  It's really that Exodus image that is going to be key to describing what Christian salvation entails.  



And if you think about what that would mean, that would mean that Christ has accomplished our deliverance from captivity from slavery.  But instead of slavery to pharaoh, it's slavery to Satan and sin -- sin, death and the Devil, if we want to expand that out into the way we normally speak.  



And so using the exodus as your paradigm of describing salvation is going to lend itself to this Christos Victor motif.  And that's exactly what the hymn "At The Lamb's High Feast" is doing.  



And so what that means then to Article IV in the Augsburg Confession is that when we talk about justification happening for Christ's sake, that means that our righteousness or our justification before God is brought about by Christ's victory over the Devil, by Christ's triumphing at the cross.  And so what you -- the way to connect the atonement to Article IV of the Augsburg Confession is to say what Christ achieved in the atonement is what we receive in justification.  



So Christ achieved victory in the Christos Victor way of explaining it.  And therefore, that victory becomes ours in justification.  So we, too, have a share in the victory over Satan, a victory over death.  So that would be the Christos Victor.  



Now, the second of these views, which is articulated most fully by St. Ensam, is the vicarious satisfaction view which is probably where most Lutherans are at home.  Now, instead of battle imagery, the vicarious satisfaction way of explaining the atonement depends on more law court imagery.  



So the language of absolving, the language of there being a charge against us, the language of having an advocate or a defense lawyer or this sort of thing, that would all fit in with this vicarious satisfaction theory.  So that says that Christ took our place and suffered for us to absolve us from the charge that was against us.  That is vicarious means he took our place.  And the satisfaction part means that he suffered our punishment on our behalf so we don't have to suffer the punishment.  And that is the language of Romans 3 and 4.  



I mean, even the term justification implies a law court scene.  So this is another way.  It's not only in St.  Ensam, although he gets credit for fully articulating that and developing that.  But you still have this law court imagery in the New Testament itself.  



In our hymnity an example of that one would be that Lenten hymn "Glory Be To Jesus."  And here Stanza 4 reads, "Abel's blood for vengeance pleaded to the skies but the blood of Jesus for our pardon cries."



So there you have -- it casts more in legal terms.  There's vengeance and there's pardon.  Those are the kinds of things that happen in a law court or in that kind of an environment.  



So both of those views are represented in our hymnity.  And as Dr. Scaer noted, both of them are also present in Luther's explanation of the second article of the Creed.  That Christ has delivered us.  And that's the Christos Victor theme.  That he's purchased and won me.  It's a winning.  A triumph.  But how does he do it?  He does it not with gold or silver but with his holy precious blood.  And there's that vicarious satisfaction.  



So when you combine those two, you get the victory.  But it's not a normal kind of victory.  It's not a victory, an exercise of power.  But rather, it's a victory that's brought about by the vicarious satisfaction.  



Now, Dr. Scaer also discussed the examplarist view of the atonement in which Jesus is as an example.  And I'm going to pass over that one.  Because that one does not actually fit into the doctrine of justification.  That would be -- when we start talking about following Jesus' example, that would be more a sanification one.  And that belongs in another course.  So I'm going to pass over that for now.  



But here again, the idea is in the atonement, what Christ accomplished in the atonement, we receive in justification.  So he accomplished forgiveness by his vicarious satisfaction.  We receive forgiveness in justification.  
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>> May I ask a question which has been asked of me?  It seems related to this discussion about atonement.  Did Christ die for everyone or just for those who are saved?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, that's a question, Josh, that has been an issue between Lutherans and the Reformed for quite some time.  Because the classic Calvinist position is that of limited atonement.  That is to say that Christ did not, in fact, die for everyone.  But that he only died for those who would eventually be saved.  



Now, I can't speak for Calvinism as to what exactly the motivations for taking that position might be.  Although I assume one concern would be with Calvinism's emphasis on the sovereignty of God that they want to make sure that whatever God wants, God gets.  So that if God died for everyone, that would imply that he wants everyone to be saved.  And therefore, they should be saved.  Because the sovereignty of God is a top item in Reformed theology.  



And so now, not all Reformed today necessarily follow limited atonement.  But that has historically been a position among the Reformed.  And it's a position which the Lutheran Church has never agreed with.  I Timothy 2 tells us that God wants everyone to be saved.  And there's other scripture passages, as well.  For instance, in II Corinthians Chapter 5, Paul tells us that God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself.  



Reconciling the world.  So the Lutheran church has always held that the atonement that Christ accomplished on the cross was for everyone.  That no one is excluded.  Perhaps the easiest passage to remember in this regard is John 3:16.  "God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son."  He is not only giving his Son for some.  He's giving his Son for everyone.  For the world.  So we have always maintained that grace is for everyone.  



Now, beyond just the simple question of, you know, is atonement limited or not, there are some implications of that question that I think are very important.  And one -- and they have mainly to do with the means of grace.  Because if you think about it, how does a Lutheran know what God thinks about them?  Well, we know it because he tells us what he thinks about us in word and sacrament.  That he bestows forgiveness of sins on us and, therefore, we know that he regards us with favor.  That is he gives us grace.  



Now, if you take the position that grace is not universal, that God doesn't, in fact, intend to save everyone, that there are some people that he intentionally excludes from salvation, then there's at least a question I think as to how do you know which camp you're in?  And when God gives -- offers you grace in word and sacraments, is that a serious offer of grace or maybe you're one of the people that Christ didn't die for.  And in that case, the means of grace aren't going to work.  They are not going to be a serious and efficacious offer of grace. 

 

And historically the Reformed tradition has tended to shy away from saying that the means of grace actually convey the forgiveness of sins in the straightforward way at least that Lutheran theology wants to say that.  And we can say it partially because we do believe that God intends seriously, that he wants to save everyone.  And so when he gives that salvation through the means of grace, there's no reason for us to wonder, you know, whether that's serious or not.  It is.  
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>> Why do we need a Savior who is God and man?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, Josh, if I may ask you -- I'm just curious -- what did you learn in Confirmation about that?  


>> I learned in Confirmation that he had to be man so he could die.  And he had to be God so his death would be a sufficient sacrifice to cover the sins of the world.  Is that correct, Dr. Maxwell?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, that's what I learned in Confirmation, too.  And I want to -- I don't want to say that it's wrong.  But I think that there's one aspect of that phrasing that I would like to question.  And that's the had to.  



I don't know that it's helpful to talk about necessity like it had to work this way.  That God couldn't have done it any other way.  Because God can do whatever he wants.  So the question for us is not to figure out what God had to do.  But the question is:  What did he do?  What is his actual plan of salvation?  



And with that qualification, I think your answer is very good in recognizing the fact that our salvation includes attributes from both natures of Christ.  It includes the human attribute of being mortal, being able to die.  But it also includes the attribute of God that -- of being infinite.  And so the death of that, that death would be infinite.  



And that would be an illustration of the genus idio modicum, which Dr. Scaer referred to, which says that attributes of both natures are communicated to the person.  So that anything which Jesus does is going to include both -- attributes from both natures.  So your point about both natures being involved in the atonement and -- is an example of the genus idio modicum.  



Or if you want to focus on the fact that it is an act that he does, not just this person, then that would be the genus apostelis modicum.  Because that says that in every act that he does, both natures are involved.  



So the difference between those two is just whether or not you're talking about the person or whether you're considering the person as acting.  In the first case, it's genus idio modicum.  In the second case, it's genus apostelis modicum.  



But I think there's more we can say about that.  And I'm thinking in particular about a passage from Luther that is I think quoted in the Formula of Concord, in fact, where Luther discusses what Christ accomplished on the cross in terms of scales.  And here is what he says:  That our sins -- it's like our sins are in one pan of a scale.  And these sins are so incredibly heavy that they would crush us.  But when you put God and especially when you put God dead in the other pan of the scale, then our sins fly up -- the other pan flies up as if it's light and empty.  



So that when you put God's death over against our sins, that's going to be decisive.  And it's going to be overwhelming.  And the sins are nothing compared to the death of God.  



And there again, we're talking about the genus idio modicum.  How can we say that God died?  It's because God made his own attributes of our human nature as well as that nature itself, including the ability to die.  And so we correctly speak about God's death when we discuss the cross.  



Now, there's another application I think we can make between Christology and justification and atonement.  In that another way that we can notice that it's important that Jesus is God and man has to do with the Lord's Supper.  That what we want to say in the Lord's Supper is that the flesh of Christ is life giving.  We want to say that the blood of Jesus purifies us from all sins.  



It's not just we want to say this.  But this is what scriptures say.  John 6 tells us that Christ's flesh gives life.  And I John tells us that the blood of Jesus purifies us from all sin.  



Now, if you think about those statements, those attributes of being able to give life and being able to forgive sins, these are attributes of God.  Only God can create life and only God can forgive sins.  I mean, if you remember the story of Jesus healing the paralytic whom they lowered through the roof in Mark Chapter 2, Jesus tells the paralytic that his sins are forgiven.  And the crowd responds correctly, that Jesus is blaspheming.  Or at least it would be correct if he wasn't God.  



Because they understood that when Jesus claimed to forgive sins, he was claiming to be God.  Only God could forgive sins.  But here I John tells us that the blood of Jesus purifies us from sins.  



So what we have in the Lord's Supper is that Christ's flesh and blood, his human nature, these parts of his human nature actually have divine power to give life and to forgive sins.  And Lutherans called that the genus mia stoticum.  When attributes of his divinity are communicated to his human nature.  And what's at stake in the genus mia stoticum is precisely this point.  The fact that Jesus is God and man means that his human body and blood can give life and forgive sins.  
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>> We've emphasized the cross a lot in this course, especially as we've talked about the atonement.  Does that mean we always have to preach about the cross?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, David, I mentioned before that if you always say just "Jesus died for you" as the Gospel, your sermons get kind of boring.  And I think your question relates to that concern, that we don't want to have to say the Gospel the same way every Sunday or have the same sermon structure every Sunday.  So I think it's helpful for us to consider other ways that we might approach sermons to prevent that kind of repetition of structure.  



And I have to say that the law of Gospel distinction itself can sometimes trap people into having a sermon where it's always Part 1 is the law and then you get this but and then Part 2 is the Gospel.  And then maybe have a Part 3 on the third use of the law.  Or maybe you don't.  But there's a lot of sermons that get preached with that basic outline.  



And I think if you do that, people are going to be on to you.  They are going to tune you out when you are preaching the law because they know that the but is coming and they can pretty much ignore everything you said in the first part of the sermon.  So I don't want -- the law-Gospel distinction means you have to adopt a law-Gospel sermon outline so that Part 1 is law, Part 2 is Gospel.  



What you need to do in a sermon is to preach the text that's assigned for that day.  And maybe that text will include references to the cross.  And maybe it won't.  



Now, I'm not opposed to talking about the cross a lot in sermons.  Because as we've said often in both sections of this course, the cross is really the center of what Christ did for us.  Which is not to exclude his life.  It's not to exclude his resurrection.  But that's kind of the focal point.  And even in the scriptures we see this.  



St. Paul says in I Corinthians 2, "I have resolved to know nothing while I was with you except for Jesus Christ and him crucified."  So the problem is not I don't think an overemphasis on the cross.  The problem is a predictable sermon outline and a predictable way of articulating the Gospel.  



Now, in our previous discussion about the atonement, I hope maybe that has helped a little bit to give you some other ideas of ways in which to describe the Gospel.  But let me give you another one.  And this is perhaps -- consider this to be a subset of the vicarious satisfaction view.  And that goes by the name of blessed exchange.  And this comes from Luther.  



Luther will often describe the Gospel as simply Christ taking our place.  And that's not limited to the cross.  I mean, it's almost like a marriage.  And so that everything that is mine becomes his.  And everything that is his becomes mine.  



So it's a marriage between Christ and the church.  He's the groom and the church is the bride.  And there's this exchange of property, so to speak.  So that we get everything that's Christ's and he gets everything that's ours.  He takes our sin upon himself.  He takes our death upon himself.  And he gives us his life and his righteousness.  



And I think if you keep that kind of in your arsenal of homiletical resources or ways of describing the Gospel, that's going to be very helpful.  As you encounter different texts you can think about "How is it in this text that Christ is taking what is ours and giving us what is his?"



And I would say perhaps the paradigmatic scripture passage for this view would be II Corinthians 8 Verse 9, "Though he was rich, though for your sakes he became poor so that you through his poverty might become rich."  So there you have -- you know, he gets our poverty.  He gives us his riches.  



That's a pattern in the way that God works.  And I think that as you do sermon preparations, you will be able to employ that pattern to provide sermons that are not so predictable and so that you're not always -- the high point of the sermon is not something that your congregation could have predicted before they even came to church that Sunday.  


>> Can you give me some examples to illustrate these concepts?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Certainly.  Let's take the example of Jesus' baptism.  Let's say you're going to preach on that.  And you want to try out, this way of speaking in which Jesus takes our place.  He takes what is ours and gives us what is his.  



What you might do is to consider the way in which Jesus' baptism relates to our baptism.  And that is that he is implicitly instituting baptism by himself undergoing this baptism.  



Now, in our baptism, what happens is -- or you might homiletically describe what happens as we go into the waters and we leave our sins in the water.  And what we receive is this purification from the water so where our sins are forgiven.  



For Christ the baptism kind of works the other way around.  It's almost as if he goes into the water and takes our sins upon himself and leaves his righteousness there for us to have when we're baptized.  So that would be kind of an example of Jesus trading places with us.  



Now, the textual justification for that kind of a homiletical movie -- I mean, admittedly it is a little bit -- I don't know -- pictorial.  It's not a literal exposition of what the text is saying.  But there is some textual justification for that in that when the voice from heaven says, "This is my beloved Son whom I love," the Father is actually laying upon Jesus the role of suffering servant because this passage is echoing the suffering servant passages in Isaiah.  



So when you appreciate that fact as, well -- it also echoes the sacrifice of Isaac, the beloved son.  "Take your only son whom you love and go to Mt. Moriah and sacrifice him."  So because of these Old Testament echoes, we have a textual reason for understanding Jesus' baptism to lay upon him his mission to suffer and die.  



And so that's why I say homiletically you might describe that as him taking our sins upon him in his baptism.  And in that way you can make a connection to our baptism where we leave our sins and get his righteousness.  So that would be one example.  



Another example let's say would be -- you're going to preach on the temptation of Christ.  And here I think you would be correct in your exegetical work for your sermon to notice that there's kind of a parallel between the temptation of Jesus and the temptation of Adam in that both are tempted by Satan for one thing.  And it's presented as a temptation scene.  Only the difference is in Adam's case, Adam succumbs to the temptation.  But in Jesus' case, he resists the temptation.  



Adam's situation describes our plight.  This is our problem.  This is what sin does to us is it causes us to fall.  It causes us to give in to temptation.  



But what Christ does is he takes that temptation and he conquers it for us.  Where Adam failed, Jesus got it right.  Jesus -- it's almost as if Jesus is reliving Adam's life and getting it right where Adam got it right.  Which is an insight I'm actually drawing from the church father Aranais who describes salvation this way.  But that would be another example that I think fits in the broad parameters of Luther's blessed exchange, too, in that Christ takes our condition, our temptation.  But he's actually giving us his victory over temptation which he achieves in the desert.  



Christ's ascension is the third example I would like to mention in which he ascends into heaven to prepare a place for us.  And I think you have to understand that in the context of his whole earthly ministry, that he came to earth to begin with to take on our nature and to take on our sin and to die for our sin.  So that's him taking our place.  And the thing that we get in this blessed exchange is his place in heaven, which he goes ahead of us to prepare a place.  



So when you're preaching on the ascension, you might think of that aspect of he is giving us ascension.  He is -- which is another way of saying he's letting us go to heaven.  And as an example of that, I would like to refer to Hymn No. 150 in Lutheran worship.  Stanza 1 has the line "For where the head is, there as well I know his members are to dwell when Christ will come and call them."



So the idea that Christ who is the head is actually in heaven serves as a guarantee for us, as well, that we will go there, too.  See, that is a way of preaching the Gospel, the forgiveness of sins, you're going to go to heaven.  That isn't the same old same old way of just saying, "Jesus died for you."  It's a way of saying his place in heaven -- you know, he took our place in death and punishment for sin and gave us his place in heaven.  It's kind of a blessed exchange pattern of thinking applied to the ascension.  So I hope that's helpful as just a few concrete examples of how one might do this.  
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>> Well, we've done the by grace and for Christ's sake.  So now I would guess we are reaching the through faith portion of the article.  That seems like a simple word, faith.  But when I try to explain it to my parishioners, I find myself stumbling.  It's not so easy to describe.  So let me ask you:  What is faith?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, Nick, faith is kind of like grace in that it's one of those little words that we use all the time that's not always very easy to define.  And I think especially the word faith is important for Lutherans to define because we say that you're justified by faith alone.  And yet it can be quite difficult.  So let me start by making a basic distinction between two different meanings of the word faith.  



And here again, I'm going to introduce some Latin terminology that the church has used for a long time.  And so the first sense of the word faith is fidas qui creditor, which literally means a faith which is believed.  



And what we mean by that is doctrine.  We can use the word faith to describe what it is that we believe.  So that -- and when we talk that way, you tend to hear phrases like "This is the faith that was delivered to the saints."  That sort of thing.  Where faith actually means the doctrine.  



Now, the other sense of the word faith is captured by a very similar Latin phrase, fidas qui creditor, which means the faith by which it is believed.  And what we're referring to here is the faith by which doctrine is believed.  So here the fidas qui creditor is the faith in the heart or it's trust in Christ.  



And this is really what we're getting at when we talk about justification by faith.  It's that trust.  It's not simply intellectual assent to certain truths.  But it's actually a trust in those things.  And so this is the Lutheran understanding of what faith means.  



Now, let me just comment on the fact that in the Roman Catholic Church, there is a tradition of understanding faith to mean intellectual assent.  And so you can imagine when a Roman Catholic hears a Lutheran saying that you are justified by faith alone, it's possible if they are not familiar with the way Lutherans define their terms that they might hear us as saying that you're justified by intellectual assent alone.  And this is clearly not true.  



Because James tells us that even the demons believe in the sense of, you know, they know that there's one God but they tremble.  So the demons have kind of an intellectual assent to God.  They acknowledge God's existence.  But they don't trust God.  So that's an important distinction.  



And if you're in a situation where you're talking to Roman Catholics, you may need to make this clear to them. 

That when we say faith, we don't mean intellectual assent alone.  It includes trust.  



One of the best places I would recommend you look at to get a handle on what Lutherans mean by faith is Luther's explanation of the First Commandment in the large Catechism.  In the Small Catechism the explanation of the First Commandment is very short.  It's we should fear, love and trust in God above all things.  But in the large Catechism, Luther develops this at some length.  



And his point here, which I think is a very profound point, and that is -- is helpful to us in engaging not only other Christians but even atheists is that Luther says if -- whatever it is that you look to for all good things, that is your God.  And Luther is making the point that it's faith that makes a god.  Either a true God or a false God.  



If the faith is right, then we're dealing with a true God.  If the faith is wrong, then we're dealing with a false God.  But what he simply means is what you have faith in is what you look to for all good things.  So where are you going to find happiness or fulfillment in life?  Where are you going to find safety?  Where are you going to find protection?  Where are you going to find comfort in times of need?  All of these things are components of faith.  



Because whatever it is you look to for those things, that's your God.  So if you think about that, that means that one way that we can approach atheism is to tell an atheist "Well, you do, in fact, have a god.  Because you do look somewhere for your safety.  You do look somewhere for comfort."  



I mean, maybe that's in your checkbook.  Or maybe it's your own abilities.  Or maybe it's in a relationship.  But wherever it is, that's your god.  I mean, even if you don't think there's the creator of the universe, you still have a god in this sense.  



So that allows us I think a point of contact, even with atheists, to talk about what is it that's actually going to deliver the promise of all good things, the safety, comfort and so forth, those other things that I mentioned.  And I think this is probably one of the most helpful paraphrases of the word faith is simply looking to God for all good things.  Or if you want to say that in a very compact way, you can simply use the word trust.  
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>> The confession says that God will reckon this faith as righteousness.  Why is faith righteousness?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, faith is righteousness because it receives the merits of Christ.  And Eric, this is an important distinction.  Because I think that one of the dangers of saying that you're justified by faith alone is that it's possible to think of faith as a work.  And of course if you do that, then you've undermined the entire intent of the Lutheran doctrine of justification.  Because you've made us justified by a particular work rather than by Christ.  And so it's important to consider why it is that faith is reckoned as righteousness as Paul says.  



Now, it's tempting to think of faith as a work because faith is, in fact, commanded by God.  In fact, in Luther's explanation of the First Commandment, what the First Commandment demands is faith.  That you are to have no other gods.  And Luther's explanation is that means you are to look to God for all good things, not to anyone else.  



So this is a command for faith.  And you can find other explicit commands for faith in the New Testament, for example.  Paul tells the jailer at Philippi that he should believe in the Lord Jesus and he will be saved.  So there are passages and there are elements even in the large Catechism which might mislead one if you're not reading carefully to think of faith as justifying because it is so good a work.  



But, in fact, that's not why faith justifies.  And it's probably better not to consider faith a work at all.  It would be a little clearer if you just don't think that way.  Faith is not a work.  Faith is a gift from God.  



But even then faith is a gift.  But it doesn't justify because it is a gift.  God has plenty of gifts that don't justify us.  He sends rain.  He gives us health.  He gives us sanification.  None of these things actually justify us.  None of these things make us holy before God or able to stand before him on Judgement Day.  



So it is true that faith is a gift.  But that's not why faith justifies.  The reason faith justifies is only because it receives the merits of Christ.  That means that faith stands in an instrumental relationship to Christ.  Faith doesn't stand on its own.  Faith doesn't look at itself.  Faith looks only at Christ.  



It's important when Lutherans talk about we're justified by faith alone.  And here is a Latin phrase I'm sure you've heard.  We use the phrase sola fidae.  



Now, it is important to recognize in the phrase sola fidae that this is not the subject of sentences.  In Latin it's in the obligative case, which is a way of saying that we're justified by means of faith.  Faith doesn't do it.  Faith is the means by which Christ does it.  So faith doesn't stand on its own.  Faith is merely the way in which Christ delivers his righteousness to us.  



And I think that has profound implications for the way in which we speak about faith.  Because it is easy to slip into a pattern of saying things which would direct people to examine their own faith or to try and have faith in how strongly they believe.  And this would be an error.  



So for instance, if you use adverbs in your talk about faith, you're kind of treading on dangerous territory.  And here is what I mean:  If you ask somebody "Do you really believe?" what you're encouraging them to do is to look at themselves rather than to look at Christ.  



In other words, they have to examine their heart to find out does their faith measure up to a standard which -- and this standard is real belief as opposed to maybe kind of wishy-washy belief or something like that.  And in so doing, their faith is now directed to their heart or to their own faith.  It's faith in faith rather than faith in Christ.  



And you might notice in this discussion how this quantitative language has crept back in that we were talking about before.  This is a characteristic of a law way of thinking and a law way of doing theology.  



Do we measure up?  And if you encourage people to consider whether they really believe, what you're encouraging them to do is to see if they measure up.  And in so doing, you are giving them the law.  



There is an implicit accusation there that probably they don't measure up.  And especially if you're talking about justification, this is really dangerous.  Because what you are doing is importing law back into the article of justification.  Which the whole point of the Reformation is that we want to exclude the law from justification as St. Paul does in Romans 3 and 4.  So that's one diagnostic question you can ask is are there these adverbs like "really believe" in your talk about faith?  And if there are, you might want to stop and think about what you're doing.  



Now, there's some other diagnostic questions we can ask when it comes to faith talk to see whether faith is being directed towards Christ or whether faith is being directed towards itself.  Another question to ask yourself is:  In your faith talk, do you tend to speak about weak faith versus strong faith?  See, there again, there's that quantitative distinction.  There's that attempt to measure up.  So a strong faith measures up a little bit better than weak faith does.  



But when it comes to the doctrine of justification, this measure is completely inappropriate.  Because it doesn't matter how strong or weak your faith is.  Because it's not the strength of your faith that justifies in the first place.  Faith remember justifies why?  Not because it's strong.  But simply because it receives the merits of Christ.  And it doesn't matter if it's strong or weak. Any faith receives the complete merits of Christ.  



So a faith talk that has these gradations in it, strong versus weak or really believe versus maybe not so really believe, all of these things are not appropriate for discussion of justification by faith.  Because they impose this measurement.  They impose this kind of law way of thinking on justification.  



Another question you might ask yourself is:  Are you asking people to supply their own faith?  For instance, if you were to ask people or make a statement "If you would only believe in Christ," you may give them the impression that they need to supply that faith.  And then of course in that case, what's going on is you're saying that they need to take the initiative in their salvation.  And you're kind of slipping back into that medieval theology of Gabriel Biel in which there's some minimal standard that you meet.  And then in response to this, God gives you grace.  



Faith is not a minimal standard you meet in Lutheran theology.  Faith is a gift from God.  Faith is created by the Gospel.  And then faith justifies simply because that is the way in which the Holy Spirit delivers the merits of Christ to us.  



So what you need to think about -- and all of these examples of diagnostic questions that I've been giving you really get at the same point.  They really get at the question:  Does your faith talk or does your preaching about faith lead people to focus on their faith or does it lead them to focus on Christ?  And as long as faith talk leads people to focus on faith, then this isn't the Lutheran view of justification by faith alone.  



However we discuss faith, we need to be sure that faith directs people to trust in Christ for all good things.  Because if you trust in your own faith for all good things, then you've made your faith into a god.  And that's idolatry.  Faith is instrumental.  It is the means by which God delivers to us our justification.  



Now, the alternative to this bad faith talk in which directs faith in itself which suggests that people need to come up with their own faith, the alternative to this would be actually to preach faith into the hearts of people.  And you do that simply by preaching the Gospel.  Because remember, God's word does what it says.  



So when you give people the Gospel that Christ has forgiven their sins, that he's merited their salvation by his work on the cross, you are actually creating faith.  Even if you never use the word faith.  I mean, that's an important point.  You don't have to use the word faith in order to create faith in people's hearts.  What you're preaching is Christ.  And as long as you're preaching Christ and directing people to Christ, that's what we mean by justification by faith alone.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CUENet

AUDIO TRANSCRIPTION

DOGMATICS 2

LESSON 79


>> Why do we speak of justification by faith alone?  Does the Bible use that language?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, one thing that I think we need to recognize about theological terminology, Josh, is that the intent of theological terminology is to present the doctrine of scripture by which I mean a content of scripture.  It is not necessary in theology for our terminology necessarily to be drawn directly from the Bible itself.  And let me give you an example of this.  



The Bible nowhere uses the term Trinity.  And yet, churches across the world are in agreement that the Trinity is, in fact, a scriptural teaching.  It's not just something we came up with.  Even though the word isn't in the Bible, the doctrine is there.  If I may summarize from the Athanasian Creed, the Father is God, the Son is God, the Spirit is God.  And yet they are not three gods but one god.  



Now, you can find a scriptural presentation of that statement that I just gave you from the Athanasian Creed.  When you draw together all that the Bible has to say about God, it's clear that there's only one God.  Deuteronomy 6 makes this clear. "Hear O Israel the Lord our God.  The Lord is one."



It's also clear that the Father is God, the Son is God and the Spirit is God.  And I'm not going to rehearse the biblical evidence for that at this point.  But it is easy to find that kind of evidence.  So just because the word Trinity is not in the Bible doesn't mean that the doctrine of the Trinity is not in the Bible, either.  



Another example that I would like to mention is in the Nicene Creed, it states that the Son is of the same substance as the Father.  The Greek word there is homo useious meaning of the same substance.  In fact, this caused quite a controversy in the early church because the word homo useious is not, in fact, in the Bible.  And this really upset people.  In fact, the church Father Athanasia, a generation after Nicea is still trying to defend the Nicene Creed.  Because people are upset that the word homo useious is not in the Bible.  And his defense is to say that while the word is not there, the teaching is there.  



And I think it's the same thing with the term faith alone.  While you're not going to find the exact phrase faith alone the way that we use it in our Lutheran terminology in the Bible, it is a faithful reflection of the teaching of scripture.  



And in particular I would like to draw your attention to a whole list of what we call exclusive particles.  And especially these are found in the writings of Paul.  And we've already seen them in Romans 3 and 4, for example, where Paul says, "This righteousness from God is apart from law."  That's an exclusive particle.  It is saying it is excluding law from the righteousness.  



Or when Paul in Romans 4 distinguishes between wages and a gift.  There again, it's excluding the notion of earning pay from the kind of gift that God gives us with his righteousness.  Or another example of this would be in Galations 2 where Paul tells us that if righteousness could be gained through the law, then Christ died for nothing.  



So all throughout the epistles of Paul, Paul is extremely careful and extremely adamant to exclude the law from the doctrine of justification.  And that's exactly what we are representing when we use the term alone.  When we say faith alone, what we mean is faith excluding works of the law.  And this is faithful to the message of Paul
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>> Doesn't James tell us we are justified by works and not by faith alone?  I'm sure some day I will have to lead a Bible study on James.  And I'm concerned I will not be able to do so as well as I should, especially considering the strong influence of Catholicism in my area.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Eric, this is, in fact, one of the major passages that especially Roman Catholics will bring up against the Lutheran doctrine of justification by faith alone.  And the passage you're referring to is James 2:24 where he says, "You see that a person is justified by what he does and not by faith alone."  So you can see obviously why that would be a challenge to doctrine of justification by faith alone.  



But I would like to take a few minutes and just look at this passage from James.  In fact, I would like to look at most of Chapter 2.  I'm not going to read through every word here.  But just to set up the discussion in which this statement occurs.  



In Chapter 2 Verse 14, we get a sense for James' major concern when he says, "What good is it, my brothers, if a man claims to have faith but has no deeds.  Can such a faith save him?"  So James is concerned about people who say they have faith but then they don't do works.  And that same concern shows up at the end of Chapter 2 as kind of a bookend when he says at the very end of Chapter 2 "As the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without deeds is dead."  



And so here the discussion concerns the issue:  How is it that you demonstrate that you have faith?  Can you claim to have faith, that is present your faith to someone else, by just saying you have it?  Or do you present your faith to someone else by actually doing good works?  



And James' point here is very clear.  That it doesn't do any good to brag about your faith.  The way that you show your works is -- I'm sorry; the way you show your faith is by doing good works.  



Now, it's instructive that like Paul in Romans 4, James picks the example of Abraham.  Not only does he pick the example of Abraham, but he actually cites exactly the same passage that Paul does in James 2:23 -- well, let me back up a bit here.  



He cites Abraham as the example of his position.  And let me start in James 2:20.  "You foolish man.  Do you want evidence that faith without deeds is useless?  Was not our ancestor Abraham considered righteous for what he did when he offered his son Isaac an the altar?  You see that his faith and his actions were working together and his faith was made complete by what he did.  And the scripture was fulfilled that says, 'Abraham believed God and it was credited to him as righteousness.  And he was called God's friend.'  You see that a person is justified by what he does and not by faith alone."  



Now, what's really interesting here is Paul wants an example from the Old Testament that the righteousness of God, Jews, comes a- -- justification comes apart from the law.  He picks Abraham and he picks the passage in Genesis 15.  "Abraham believed God and it was credited to him as righteousness."  James wants an example of the same -- of an Old Testament example of someone who is justified by works.  And he picks Abraham.  And he picks the same passage from Genesis 15, "Abraham believed God and it was credited to him as righteousness."  



Now, on the first reading, this may seem to present a problem for our understanding of scripture as the inerrant word of God because it looks like Paul and James are citing the same Old Testament passage and coming to opposite conclusions.  That for Paul, Genesis 15:6 means that we're justified by faith apart from the law.  And for James, Genesis 15:6 means we're justified by works and not by faith alone.  



But if you pay a little bit more careful attention to the question of when was Abraham justified according to Paul and according to James, I think it comes clear that Paul and James are using the word justify in different ways.  And if you recall in Romans 4, Abraham is justified when he believes God's promise to him that his descendants will be as numerous as the stars that are in the sky.  That is Paul's definition of justification is this crediting as righteousness that happens in Genesis 15 when Abraham believes.  



But listen again to what James says.  "Was not our ancestor Abraham considered righteous or justified actually for what he did when he offered his son Isaac on the altar?"  You see, for James, Abraham is justified not when he believes in Chapter 15 but when he offers Isaac in Chapter 22.  



So James is operating with a different definition of justify or at least a different facet of justification than Paul is.  Because for Paul, justification happens for Abraham in Chapter 15 in Genesis and for James it happens in Chapter 22.  Now, what happens in Chapter 22?  And I think this is very instructive for what James means by justification.  



What happens is Abraham is -- binds his son Isaac and puts him on the altar.  And he's about ready to go through with the sacrifice.  And then the angel of the Lord comes and stops him and says, "Now I know that you fear God because you have not withheld from me your only son."  



You see, what's going on here is that Abraham's actions were a demonstration of the faith that was mentioned in Chapter 15.  His actions in Chapter 22 are what elicits this response from the angel of the Lord.  "Now I know that you fear God.  Now I've seen the evidence."



So what you've got going on is that for Paul, justification means the imputation of righteousness.  Whereas for James, justification means that your righteousness is shown to other people.  And Lutheran theology has never had a problem saying that we are -- that we show our faith by our works.  



And I think if we recognize the way scripture uses the language and that it has -- that the word dikaioo has this double sense, that James presents no problem for us.  

Because Lutherans have always said that faith without works is dead.  And we've always said that you show your faith by your works.  And this is exactly what James is talking about.  You can't show your faith just by faith.  Because no one can see your faith.  You show your faith by your works.  



And this is what happens in Matthew actually in the story of the sheep and the goats in Chapter 25.  Because if you think about that scene of judgement, Jesus separates the sheep from the goats.  And he tells the sheep to come and inherit the kingdom that's prepared for them for the foundation of the world.  So on the one hand, their kingdom is an inheritance that was theirs already.  But then he says, "For I was hungry and you gave me something to eat."

And he goes through a list of works that they did.  



So what's going on at the judgement is the good works of the sheep are, in fact, being cited as evidence of the faith that they had.  Or to use more the language of Matthew, they are being cited as evidence of the fact that they have, in fact, inherited the kingdom of God, that this was the kingdom that's prepared for them.  



And so I think that the answer to the question of James 2:24 is that when James says, "You see that a person is justified by what he does and not by faith alone," that what he means by justified is that you show your faith by what you do.  You can't show your faith by faith alone.  Because no one can see that.  
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>> How does one obtain faith?  I mean, if it is so important, shouldn't I help my congregation know what to do?  How do we find and hold onto faith?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  This question gets us into actually Article V of the Augsburg Confession, which follows directly from Article IV.  Not only does it follow it sequentially, but it even follows it grammatically in that Article V is a sentence fragment that picks up where Article IV left off.  



"Well with," it's a purpose clause.  And here is what it says:  "To obtain such faith, God instituted the office of preaching, giving the Gospel and the sacraments.  Through these as through means he gives the Holy Spirit who produces faith where and when he wills in those who hear the Gospel."  And it goes on for a little bit more.  But that's the section I would like to concentrate on.  



And so the answer then is that we obtain faith through preaching and through the sacraments.  Actually one of the things that Article V goes on to do is to condemn those or -- who say that we receive the Holy Spirit through our own preparation and our own works as if we could make ourself ready for the Holy Spirit to come into us.  Instead of that, Article V says we receive the faith and the Spirit through the means of grace.  



Now, this ties in directly as in -- we've talked about this before.  But let me just mention it briefly again.  This ties in directly to a Lutheran understanding of original sin in which we are, in fact, dead in sin.  And more than dead.  We actually fight actively against God before we're converted.  



The human will is bound to sin and resists God.  So that when the Holy Spirit comes to us through the means of grace, through preaching and the sacraments, the Spirit isn't coming to ask us to do something.  The Spirit is coming to create life where there is none before.  As the Creed says, "The Spirit is the Lord and giver of life."  And that's exactly what he's doing in the means of grace.  



To use an example that I've used a number of times before in this course when Jesus says, "Lazarus, come out," this is not a demand on Lazarus.  But he's actually giving Lazarus life.  In the same way when God says, "Let there be light," there's light.  



God's word does what it says.  So this gets to the point of preaching is not just information.  But it's actually proclamation through which the Spirit creates life, creates faith and makes somebody a Christian.  



There is a parallel, in fact, between the conception of Christ and the conversion of a human being to become a Christian.  And this is a parallel that's been pointed out by a number of people.  There's a Sixth Century church father named Fulgence that I'm thinking about.  But also the Lutheran theologian Jan Gerhard makes a similar point in that if you think about the annunciation, the angel comes to Mary and tells her that she is going to give birth to Immanuel.  And often when the annunciation is pictured in Christian art, you see an angel and you see a scroll coming down from the angel which is the angel's message.  And that scroll goes into Mary's ear.  



So this is making the point that the word that the angel is preaching to her is what is actually bringing about the conception of Jesus in Mary's womb.  So the word brings about the presence of Christ in Mary.  And Fulgence draws a number of other implications of this parallel.  He makes the point that Mary did nothing to deserve this.  That it's not the case that Mary did good works and that God rewarded her good works by letting her bear the Savior of the world.  



No, for Fulgence, this is completely God's initiative.  This is completely God's grace.  And God comes to Mary without any regard to Mary's worthiness or merit or anything like that.  God just through his word, through the Spirit working through the word, brings about the conception of Christ in Mary's womb.  



And the conversion of a Christian is similar in that through God's word, through the Holy Spirit coming in through the ear of the Christian just like that picture of the scroll going into Mary's ear, Christ is brought about for the Christian, as well.  That this is how faith is created.  



And if you want to use the language of Jesus in your heart -- and I realize that we've talked about how it's really important what Jesus does outside of your heart.  But let's just go ahead and use the language of Jesus in your heart right now -- how does he get there?  Well, he gets in our hearts the same way he got into Mary's womb.  Through the word, the Spirit working through the word creating faith, and faith receiving the merits of Christ.  



And Fulgence would also make the comparison that just as Mary did nothing to deserve bearing the Savior of the world, so also we do nothing to deserve being united to God in our conversion.  That our conversion as well is something that God does completely out of his mercy and not in response to something that we've done before.  So that's another parallel that we can draw between the person -- the person of Christ and the doctrine of justification.  



One other comparison I would like to mention to make the point that our conversion is passive, that is to say God converts us.  We don't participate in that.  But this is something that God does is that often conversion in the New Testament is described as a new birth.  And this is especially when it's described in the context of baptism.  



So for instance, in John 3 Jesus talks about being born again of water and the Spirit.  Now, if you think about a birth, a baby doesn't cooperate in his own birth or conception.  This is -- the baby is conceived by the will of the parents.  Not by the baby's decision.  



And so conversion, if you think of conversion as a new birth, it kind of works the same way in that we are born into God's family in baptism.  Not because we decided to.  But because this is the gift of life that God has given us.  
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>> Wait a minute.  Maybe I'm misunderstanding something here.  Don't we have to be sorry for our sins?  Isn't that part of being forgiven?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, that is certainly a question that comes up I think in Lutheran circles because we have a pattern of confession and absolution.  And certainly part of confession is contrition.  And contrition is a word that roughly you can define as sorrow for sins.  



However, I think it's important to recognize that contrition is something that the law brings about in us.  The reason that we are contrite is because of the work of the law, which convicts us of sin.  



Now, we've talked at length about how we want to exclude the law from the doctrine of justification.  And why do we want to do that?  Well, because St. Paul does that.  That's those exclusive particles that we talked about.  That the righteousness of God is apart from the law.  



So that means that if you think about a sequence of events that happens -- and this is not to say that this has to be a temporal sequence where one happens and then the next thing happens.  Because a lot of these things can happen at the same time.  But it makes sense to put these in a kind of a logical order.  



That what people experience is is that you have sorrow for sins.  And then you have forgiveness.  And then you have good works.  So that when somebody receives the forgiveness of sins, then that's going to bring about these new impulses.  They are going to have a new will.  And that new will is going to exercise itself in love towards the neighbor.  



Now, in doctrine of justification we talked about how the doctrine of justification is this absolution part and it does not include the works that follow.  The works that follow are, indeed, results of justification.  Those are things that follow justification.  But they are not themselves part of justification.  



Well, in the same way, contrition in a sense precedes justification.  At least if you're thinking kind of a logical sequence here and not necessarily a temporal one.  But the contrition is also excluded.  So we want to keep justification very narrowly focused on forgiveness of sins.  Not including the works that follow.  Not including the contrition that proceeds.  



So I think that's part of the answer is to keep that distinction clear.  But I think the other part is what I've said at the beginning of this -- my answer to your question.  And that is that contrition is, in fact, work by the law.  And so you can see -- and I think Lutheran theology has this pattern of seeing the whole Christian life in terms of kind of a confession and absolution pattern.  A law and a Gospel pattern.  That the law works contrition.  



And that means you're not responsible for coming up with your own.  When you are contrite, it's not that you have dug within the depths of your soul and you have achieved this level of contrition and that somehow the forgiveness of sins is a reward for that level of contrition or is contingent upon that level of contrition.  It doesn't work like that.  



The law works contrition.  This is what God does to you with his law.  He crushes you.  And then God works absolution through the Gospel.  So both contrition and faith are works of God that he brings about.  



And I think it's easy for us to slip into the pattern of trying to emphasize contrition as a prerequisite for the forgiveness of sins as if it sort of causes you to earn it.  Kind of like we were talking about when faith talk goes wrong, if you remember that discussion just a few minutes ago.  



Faith talk can go wrong when faith gets directed in on itself when things -- with questions like "Do you believe enough?" or "Do you sincerely believe?" that sort of thing.  Well, contrition talk can go wrong in the same way.  Contrition talk can go wrong when you start asking "Am I contrite enough?  Am I sincerely contrite?  Do I" -- "am I really sorry?  Or maybe there's part of me that's sorry and part of me that's not sorry.  So does that mean I'm forgiven or does that mean I'm not forgiven?"  



"What if I think I might sin again with the same sin?  Not that I'm planning to.  But it could happen."  These kind of ambiguous questions are going to be haunting us as long as we're in this life because as we said before, we are simul usteis epa cator.  



So it is not realistic for us to expect that we are going to be able to identify pure motives in ourselves.  And so if we're going to treat contrition in a way that it has to meet a certain level before it qualifies us for the forgiveness of sins, then that's going to take away the comfort that Christ has for us in the Gospel.  So it's very important in Lutheran theology to keep in mind that it's the promise of Christ that forgives sins.  It's not how good our contrition is or how good our works are that follow.  It's the promise of Christ.  



Now, how does this play out practically speaking?  And I'm thinking here in terms of hearing confessions.  And this is something I think Lutherans are not used to doing is going to private confession and absolution.  But in my time at Trinity Lutheran Church in Elkhart, Indiana, I had the opportunity to hear a number of confessions because we would go on a retreat with the confirmands.  And all of the confirmands and their parents would go to private confession and absolution in these retreats.  



And so the pastors of this congregation, we would talk with each other about "Well, how do you do this?"  You know, "What exactly are you supposed to do in hearing a confession?"  



And one of the things that you do is that -- someone who is coming to confession is not going to try to hold on to their sin.  And what I mean is this:  If someone -- if someone says, "Well, I stole something," and you're hearing confession, I mean you can ask them "Do you still have it?"  "Are you going to give it back?"  



Because if someone is coming and they are saying that "I stole something and I'm going to keep it but I want to be forgiven," that person doesn't actually -- isn't actually looking for deliverance from sin.  That person doesn't really want what Christ has to offer in the absolution.  Because they are trying to hold on to this sin.  And absolution is about being delivered from sin.  



So that's not to say that their contrition or their giving the thing back is going to somehow earn forgiveness of sins.  Because that only comes by the promise of Christ.  

However, if they -- the question there is:  Do they really want what Christ has for them?  Do they really want deliverance from sin?  And so in the case of somebody who wants to hold on to their sin in that way, like keep what they stole or that sort of thing, then I would say that such a person is sort of excluding themselves from the absolution because they are not wanting to be delivered.  



Now, that -- having said that -- you have to sort of cover this from a number of different angles.  Because on the one hand, we don't want to say that contrition merits forgiveness.  But on the other hand, if somebody isn't contrite, that means they are not really wanting forgiveness.  They aren't really wanting deliverance from sin.  



But what about the case of somebody is really struggling with sin?  And by struggling I mean they are -- there's a particular sin in which they are finding it very difficult to overcome.  So they keep falling back into it over and over again.  I mean, something like homosexuality I think would be an example of this where -- and so I'm not talking about a person who is saying, "I'm homosexual and therefore" -- "and that's just the way I am and so I'm going to adopt that lifestyle."  That person does not want to be delivered from their sin.  



But I'm talking about someone who admits it's a sin and is struggling with it and maybe is falling in repeated occasions.  That kind of a person is, in fact, contrite.  Because if someone is struggling with a sin, even if they are failing, that shows that the law is doing its work.  That they are saying Amen to God when he says that this is sinful.  And so such a person needs to hear the Gospel.  



So one of the challenges in pastoral ministry is to sort out all of these different things.  Luther says the distinction between law and Gospel is one of the highest arts in Christianity.  And it takes a lifetime to learn it.  And what you will have to do is discern when people are -- are you dealing with someone who desires forgiveness, who -- or are you dealing with someone who is secure in their sin and doesn't really want to be delivered from their sin?  And it's not always a cut and dried thing.  It's going to take some experience and learning on your part to be able to negotiate these issues.  
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>> Okay.  I understand that.  But there is one Bible passage that doesn't seem to fit very well with what we've been talking about.  I'm thinking of the case where an expert in the law summarizes the law as love for God and love for one's neighbor and Jesus' response is do this and you will live.  How does that fit with justification by faith alone?  Jesus seems to be saying that he can be saved by keeping the law.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  The passage that you're referring to, David, I think is from Luke Chapter 10.  And let me just read this passage so we're all on the same page as to what the text actually is.  



"On one occasion an expert in the law stood up to test Jesus.  'Teacher,' he asked, 'what must I do to inherit eternal life?'  'What is written in the law,' he replied.  'How do you read it?'  He answered, 'Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your strength and with all your mind and love your neighbor as yourself.'  You have answered correctly,' Jesus replied.  'Do this and you will live.'"  



So I agree with you.  It really does sound like Jesus is here telling this guy "You can have eternal life if you keep the commandments."  But I think we need to probe this text a little bit further and ask the question which we've talked about that you need to ask in a parish setting, too:  Why do you ask?  Why does the man ask Jesus this question?  And the text tells us a couple of things about that.  



One is that he's trying to test Jesus; that is he's trying to trap him.  So this is not a question that's coming from say just a desire to know.  But there's an ulterior motive there.  



And furthermore, we might note that the question is framed in a legalistic way.  The question is not simply:  How does one inherit eternal life?  But it's:  What must I do to inherit eternal life?  So the presupposition of this question is that you have to do something.  



Now, as Lutherans, we can kind of step back and look at this and say, "All right.  The presupposition of that question is wrong."  Just as we can say that the presupposition of the objections against Paul in Romans 6 are wrong.  That let's just go on sinning so that grace may abound.  The presupposition being there that sin is something that's desirable.  



Well, here the presupposition of the question is wrong, as well.  Because he just simply assumes that you have to do something.  And so what Jesus does is he kind of goes along with it.  He says, "All right.  If you're going to want to know what to do it, I'm going to" -- "I'm going to tell you what to do:  Keep the law."  



And it's almost like Jesus is pressing down on the accelerator and taking this guy faster than he wants to go.  Jesus is giving him a more severe answer than this guy is prepared for.  And that comes clear immediately when the guy -- when the guy says -- wants to justify himself and says, "Well who is my neighbor?"  Because when Jesus gives him the full force law, the guy realizes that he hasn't done this.  And he's trying -- he feels condemned by it.  And he's going to try to justify himself and try to get out of this by some maneuvering, "Well, who is my neighbor?"  And in response to this Jesus, tells the parable of the good Samaritan. 



So essentially what I think Jesus is doing here is not -- Jesus is not telling us how to go to heaven in this passage.  What Jesus is doing is he's diagnosing the questioner as someone who on the one hand thinks he can earn his way into heaven.  But on the other hand, Jesus knows that he can't.  



And so what Jesus is doing is applying what Lutherans call the second use of the law.  But unmasking this guy's sin.  But giving him the full law answer to the question.  And the man's response to this is he obviously feels condemned by it because he feels he needs to justify himself.  



Now, in Lutheran theology, as we said before, there are two answers to every question.  So if we imagine a different situation like different motives for asking this question, it may well be that Jesus would give the man a different answer.  



And let me give you an example of that.  This is from the book of Acts.  Paul and Silas are in prison at Philippi.  And there's a violent earthquake that throws the prison doors open.  And the chains fall off the prisoners.  And the prison guard thinks that his prisoners have escaped from prison.  He's about to kill himself.  



So this is a very different kind of situation where the questioner in Jesus' case is trying to trap him.  The jailer at Philippi is just in total despair, about to commit suicide.  And Paul comes to the prisoner and he tells him "Don't harm yourself.  We're all here."  And now let me read this next section, Acts Chapter 16.  This is starting in Verse 29.  



"The jailer called for lights, rushed in and fell trembling before Paul and Silas.  He then brought them out and asked, 'Sirs, what must I do to be saved?'  They replied, 'Believe in the Lord Jesus and you will be saved, you and your household.'"  Now that's a very different answer than Jesus gave.  Because it's a very different situation.  



 In the case of Jesus, the man asking him the question, wanting to trap him.  And he had a legalistic mindset.  And so Jesus kind of said, "All right.  We're going to run with your assumptions and see where that leads."  And he demonstrated to the man that he's not going to get to heaven that way.  



Whereas in the case of the jailer at Philippi, the jailer is in -- practically in despair.  Ready to commit suicide.  And even though he phrases the question in what looks like a legalistic way, "What must I do to be saved?" just like the other guy phrased it the same way, the motives are very different.  



The jailer is not trying to earn salvation.  He's simply trying to -- I mean, he has nothing.  He's about to kill himself.  It's not that the jailer is ready to depend on his own resources.  So that's clear from his mindset.  



Paul's answer is very different.  Here is an answer of faith rather than an answer of works because it's a law-Gospel distinction.  The jailer in Philippi is in need of Gospel.  The man questioning Jesus needs to hear the law.  
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>> But Paul tells him to believe.  Paul says, "Believe in the Lord Jesus Christ."  That's an action.  Isn't Paul telling him to do something?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, if you recall our discussion earlier, Nick, we talk about how do you recognize law?  And one of the possible signs that you've got law is if something is in an imperative.  And sure enough, that's what we have here.  Believe is an imperative.  But I cautioned you at that time that not all imperatives are law.  



And so the way that you understand Paul's exhortation to the jailer, to believe depends a lot on whether you are thinking of Paul's proclamation as information or proclamation.  Is Paul telling -- simply answering the question:  What do I have to do?  Here is what you have to do.  Or is Paul actually preaching faith into the jailer's heart?  And your view on how the word of God works here is going to drastically affect how you interpret this passage.  



Now, let me give you a reason or -- a scriptural reason to think that this kind of an imperative to believe can actually bring about what it says rather than just laying out the information that the jailer then has to act upon.  And that is a passage that I would like to call your attention to in Ezekiel. 

 

This is Ezekiel Chapter 2 Verse 2.  And here the passage says, "He said to me 'Son of Man,' stand up on your feet and I will speak to you.  As he spoke, the Spirit came into me and raised me to my feet.  And I heard him speaking to me."  



So here you can -- it's kind of a similar situation.  The message to Ezekiel is stand on your feet.  Now, is that simply a command that Ezekiel has to fulfill?  Well, no.  Because then the second part of the passage says that "the Spirit came into me and raised me to my feet."  So when the Spirit works through the word, the word actually accomplishes what it says.  It stands Ezekiel on his feet.  And in the same way when Paul says to the jailer to believe, the word does what it says.  It creates faith in the jailer's heart.  



And so that's how we would understand passages like this where there's imperatives to believe.  That you have to take this in the context of the entirety of scripture and the way that God works.  That God's word gives life.  That God's word is creative.  It's not inert information.  But it does what it says.  
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>> This has been helpful.  I know that we are asking very basic questions.  But I hear questions like this every week and really struggle with how to communicate the truth of our doctrine of justification.  I'm going to ask one more tough question.  



What about when Jesus says, "You of little faith"?  Isn't he measuring faith?  Doesn't that make faith law?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  I can see you've been paying close attention, Eric, to our discussion about how to recognize the law.  And I think that that is a challenging passage.  Because Jesus does say, "You of little faith."  And that is applying measurement.  So I would say that that is a law statement.  



But there are times when law is appropriate.  And I think that when Jesus says that, that is one of those times.  Because if you think about when that occurs in the Bible, one example is when Jesus is in the boat.  And there's a storm.  And the disciples think that they are going to be killed by the storm at sea, even though Jesus is in the boat with them.  



So he says, "You of little faith" as a way of rebuking them for their lack of faith.  And so I don't think that this presents actually any problem to Lutheran theology and to a law-Gospel distinction.  Because this is a time when Jesus uses the law.  And so he is going -- he is telling them that their faith doesn't measure up.  That -- now, that's not to say that they've lost their faith and that they don't -- they are no longer righteous before God.  That's not what Jesus is talking about.  



But he is rebuking them for their fear that they are going to be killed by this storm.  So my answer is that it is a measurement.  It does belong to the law.  And that the law is appropriate in this situation.  



And one of the things you need to realize, too, about Lutheran theology is that while we say that God is totally responsible for our salvation, that he does it all and he simply imputes Christ's righteousness to us, on the other side of the coin, humanity is totally responsible for our sin and for condemnation.  



So when we're talking about something -- a failure of the disciples, so a sin or a lack of faith in this case, it is -- the Bible is very clear that they, in fact, are responsible for that.  So just because God is totally responsible for salvation does not mean that God -- that that gets us off the hook for sin or something like that.  We are still totally responsible for sin.  And it's one of the unique features of Lutheran theology and the Reformation, to try and fully confess those two total responsibilities.  The total responsibility of God for salvation and for good works.  And the total responsibility of man for condemnation or for sin.  
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>> We've been asking some tough questions.  I want to ask another.  And this is one I heard just yesterday as I struggled to comfort a person with a dieing relative.  



She asked:  Why are some saved and not others?  What would you say to that?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  This question takes us a little bit beyond Article IV of the Augsburg Confession.  But that's fine.  Because this is a topic that also belongs in our Dogmatics 2 course here.  And that is the doctrine of election or predestination.  You can use the words interchangeably.  And to start answering your question, David, I think what I will do is refer to a number of scripture passages and try to build up a picture for you about what the scripture says about this issue.  



The first one of these comes from Ephesians Chapter 1.  And let me read Verses 4 and 5.  "For he chose us in him before the creation of the world to be holy and blameless in his sight."  This is referring to God chose us.  "In love he predestined us to be adopted as his sons through Jesus Christ in accordance with his pleasure and will."  



So this is one of the classic passages that deals with the doctrine of election.  And you see -- and I bring it up not only because it asserts predestination but also just so you get a sense for what the terminology means.  Because when it says he chose us, the Greek word for chose there is ec lego.  And we get the word elect from this word chose.  And that's what elect means.  Is that God chose us.  



And then you also see the word predestined in the passage, too.  In love he predestined us to be adopted as his sons.  That's why I say election and predestination in Lutheran theology at least are interchangeable terms.  And what it means is that God did not simply foresee that we would be his children.  But he actually chose us to be his children.  He caused that to happen.  And he had that intention from the beginning of the world. 



Now, as I said in the answer to the last question, when Lutherans talk about salvation, we want to make the point that God is totally responsible for salvation.  And that raises a question, especially for -- for any theology that has a strong doctrine of grace it raises the question:  What about the people that are not saved?  Does that mean that since God is totally responsible for salvation that if they are not saved, it's because he didn't want to save them?  



That's the question that just naturally arises here.  And I think the only way to answer this question is to search the scriptures and to see:  What do the scriptures say about God's will for saving humanity?  Does God want to save the world or does God just want to save a few people?  



And one of the passages that deal with this I think we need to keep in mind is I Timothy 2 Verse 4.  God wants all men to be saved and come to a knowledge of the truth.  Okay.  So in other words, the answer is God wants to save everyone.  



Now, it's difficult to see how these two positions fit together.  But this is, in fact, what Lutheran theology says, is that when -- that God elects some people to salvation and causes them to be saved.  But at the same time if someone is condemned, it's not because God wanted them to be condemned.  It's totally their responsibility.  So there again is this pattern of Lutherans want to confess the total -- two total responsibilities.  God is totally responsible for salvation.  Humanity is totally responsible for condemnation.  



So if someone is condemned, they cannot say, "Well, God didn't elect me."  No.  Because God -- scripture tells us that God wants everyone to be saved.  So if you're condemned, then it's your own fault.  On the other hand, if someone is saved, they can't say, "It's because I chose God."  



No.  God chose them.  God is the one that elected them for salvation.  You can see this notion playing out in a passage we referred to before.  And that is the account of Judgement Day in Matthew 25, the sheep and the goats.  You know, before we were referring to this passage for other reasons.  But I think it also applies to the question of election and predestination, as well.  



If you look at what the king says to the sheep as compared to what he says to the goats, you see this asymmetry playing out.  That God is responsible for salvation.  And that humanity is responsible for condemnation.  



Here is what he says to the sheep in Matthew 25 Verse 34.  "Then the king will say to those on his right 'Come, you who are blessed by my father.  Take your inheritance, the kingdom prepared for you since the creation of the world."  



So here we have another assertion of the doctrine of predestination.  That the kingdom of God is, in fact, an inheritance.  And you don't earn an inheritance, you get it by virtue of being in the family.  And not only is it an inheritance, but it's an inheritance prepared before the creation of the world.  So this is what we mean by predestination.  God planned to give us this inheritance even before we were created.  



Now, then the passage goes on to say, "For I was hungry and you gave me something to eat."  And then that ties into our previous discussion of what does justification mean?  And it's got these two different senses. 

 

In the Pauline sense it means that God imputes righteousness to us so that we stand holy before God.  And in James' sense it means that that -- imputed righteousness then plays out in our lives in works.  And those works are evidence of the faith that we have.  



And this is exactly how the king cites these works -- "I was hungry and you gave me something to eat.  I was thirsty and you gave me something to drink" -- is that these works then are the evidence.  So that's how it works with the sheep.  



The goats, on the other hand, are a little bit different.  And this is in Verse 41.  "Then he will say to those on his left, 'Depart from me you who are cursed into the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels.'"  And he goes on, "For I was hungry and you gave me nothing to eat," et cetera.  



So notice how this is a little bit different.  Here the cursing, it just says, "you who are cursed."  It doesn't say that they were cursed from the foundation of the world.  It doesn't teach that God from before creation decided to send some people to hell.  



Furthermore, when you look at the eternal fire, who is it prepared for?  The fire is not prepared for the goats.  The fire is prepared for the Devil and his angels.  



So there again is evidence that it is not God's intention from eternity to send some people to hell.  Rather as I Timothy says, "he wants all to be saved."So that when some are condemned, it's their own fault.  It's not that God had planned this from the foundation of the world.



So here are our two total responsibilities.  And sometimes this paradox goes by the phrase crux thaelagorem, which is the Latin phrase meaning the cross of the theologians.  And the idea there is this is simply the cross you have to bear as a Lutheran theologian is you don't have an answer as to why some are saved and not others.  There is no answer to that question.  We don't know.  



What we do know is that when someone is saved, it's totally God's doing.  And when someone is condemned, it's totally their own doing.  



Now, I think it's helpful to compare the view which I've just articulated which is the Lutheran view to two other views on this issue.  And these two other views are perhaps easier to understand than the Lutheran view.  But they do not take into account all of the scriptural evidence that we've just rehearsed.  



One of the views is that of Calvinism.  And that is that according to classic Calvinism anyway, God is, in fact, totally responsible for salvation.  So they agree with the Lutheran theology on this point.  However, God is also totally responsible for condemnation.  



So -- and you can see why that's attractive.  Because it makes sense at least.  That if God is responsible for salvation, then if somebody is not saved, it must be because God didn't want to save them.  So that would be a consistent teaching of Calvinism.  The problem is that it does not harmonize with those scripture passages that speak of God wanting to save everyone.  



Now, Calvinists do try to deal with those passages.  It's not that they ignore them.  They will posit different kinds of wills of God, which I'm not going to go into here.  But I'm just pointing out that Calvinism has this what's called double predestination.  That God is responsible both for salvation and for condemnation.  Which is logically -- that works out.  And it doesn't have the difficulty of the Lutheran position, which is that it's more paradoxical, it's harder to explain.  



The other logical approach to this is that of synergism.  And synergism is a word that means that God and humanity work together as opposed to Monergism, which would be the opposite of synergism.  Monergism is where God does it alone.  



You recall the Lutheran and Augustinian theology are Monergistic in different ways.  But the synergists would say that starting with the side of man, that man is, in fact, responsible for his own condemnation.  God holds man accountable for that.  And so that part agrees with Lutheran theology.  But if humanity is responsible for its own condemnation, then it makes sense that humanity must bear some responsibility for salvation, as well.  So the thing that distinguishes someone who is saved from someone who is not saved is their decision.  That here they decided to cooperate with God and here they haven't. 



So that would be the position of synergism in that there's human responsibility on both sides.  And that's what distinguishes those who are saved from those who are not.  Whereas in Calvinism, it's God's decision that distinguishes those who are saved from those who aren't.  But in Lutheran theology, there's no answer to your question, David.  



Why are some saved and not others?  We can't answer.  All we can say is that when -- when those are saved, that's God's doing.  And when others are condemned, that's their own responsibility.  
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>> The doctrine of election doesn't seem very comforting.  How do I know I'm elect?  How does anyone know?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Why doesn't it seem comforting, Josh?  Let's think about that question for a movement.  I think you're right.  It's not that I disagree with you that it is certainly possible to be intimidated by the doctrine of election.  But I think if we understand it correctly, it is, in fact, a comforting doctrine.  But what makes it uncomfortable?  



The thing that makes it uncomfortable is that we really don't have access to God in all of his majesty, in all of his plans for the universe.  So the natural question is:  Well, you know, am I elect?  What's going to happen to me?  These kinds of questions.  



So let me start off by giving you some wrong ways to attempt to answer this question, to attempt to determine if you're elect.  Here is a wrong way:  You can determine if you're elect by whether or not you're successful in life.  And, in fact, some people have adhered to this.  I think that it's related to the Protestant work ethic, in fact, that would see success in life -- and by success I mean even financial success -- as an evidence that God is blessing you.  And if God is blessing you, then he has chosen you.  You're one of the elect.  So looking at success in life would be the wrong place to look in Lutheran theology.  



Another wrong place that you could look to try and determine if you are elect is at your own experience of faith or your own feeling of peace or joy or something like that.  Because quite frankly, feelings change.  I mean, if you think of somebody who is undergoing depression, for example, it's not going to be very comforting to them if you tell them "Well, if you're elect you're going to have this feeling of peace and joy."  Well, they are not going to be experiencing that.  But that doesn't mean that God has abandoned them.  It doesn't mean that God has decided to pass over them or something like this.  



So you can't look at success in life, you can't look at your transitory feelings, as evidence that God is elect.  And neither can you look at your own good works as a foundation for your faith.  



Now, I realize we just got through talking about how good works are evidence of faith and that God will even cite good works as evidence of faith on Judgement Day.  But that does not mean that good works provide an unshakeable foundation for the way that you stand before God.  



Especially when -- and we're talking about a case when somebody is undergoing the kind of anxiety that you're describing, Josh, where, you know, am I elect?  Am I going to end up going to hell because I look at my life and I see that my works don't seem to be all that good.  So how can I know that God has actually chosen me.  And in such a case, you just can't depend on good works as an unshakeable foundation.  



So those are the wrong ways.  Just -- and that list is not meant to be exhaustive, by the way.  But just to give you some concrete examples of a wrong approach to try to answer your question.  



Now, the right way is to look at what God has actually revealed about his will towards you.  And he reveals this will in the word and sacraments.  For instance, in the large Catechism Luther uses baptism to get at the kind of question that you're asking.  He says "I am baptized.  And if I am baptized, I have the promise that I will be saved, body and soul."  



So baptism is God choosing you.  Now, I mean obviously baptism isn't from the foundation of the world.  But if God is baptizing you, he is working his salvation.  So you can use your baptism as evidence that God has elected you.  



The Lord's Supper, the same way.  If I have eaten the body and blood of Christ and that is the same body and blood that death could not hold, that burst from the tomb on the third day, then my body, too, will rise on the last day.  And that also would be evidence that God has elected me.  



Preaching and absolution, also.  When the Holy Spirit takes the merits of Christ and gives them to us in preaching and absolution, that is ultimately related to God's eternal election from us.  He chose us and this is how he brings his will about is through the word and the sacraments.  
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>> Okay.  I understand that now.  I can know that I am elect.  But is it possible for the elect to fall away from faith?  


>> Yes, I can see how that would be a concern.  Because election isn't going to do you a lot of good if you're going to fall away.  I think that's what you're getting at.  And here I think we have to apply the law-Gospel distinction to this question as we have to all the other questions, that there's really two answers.  



Because there are, in fact, scripture passages that say, for instance, that God who has done -- begun a good work in us will see it to completion on the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.  That God is going to finish his work in us and that he's not going to let anyone snatch us from his hand.  That he will preserve us in the faith, too.  



At the same time there are scripture passages that refer to warnings against falling away.  For instance, in Hebrews Chapter 3 we read, "See to it, brothers, that none of you has a sinful unbelieving heart that turns away from the living God but encourage one another daily as long as it is called today so none of you may be hardened by sin's deceitfulness."  



So scriptures hold out the real possibility of somebody whose heart is hardened by sin's deceitfulness and who falls away.  So it is possible for that to happen. 



Now, how do you negotiate these different scripture passages?  How do they fit together?  And here we have the two total responsibilities that apply.  Just as they applied in the case of election, they apply in the case of perseverance, as well.  When we persevere to the end and we receive the crown of life, it's because God has preserved us in the faith.  It's not because we have managed to keep ourselves safe.  



On the other hand, if someone does fall away, which can happen, that is totally the responsibility of the person who fell away.  They fell away because they were led astray by sin and they decided to follow that.  And so the total human responsibility applies in that case.  



And just as in the case of election, this distinguishes Lutheran theology both from Calvinism and from synergism.  Because in Calvinism, perseverance is the work of God.  And there really is no possibility of falling away.  Because if God elects you, he's also going to see you through and you'll without a doubt make it to heaven.  



Whereas in synergism, it's really human responsibility that you cooperate with God in order to persevere to the end.  And it's human responsibility that leads some people actually to fall away.  Whereas in Lutheran theology, God promises to preserve us.  But when people fall away, it is their own doing.  So it's really the same kind of paradoxical dynamic that we see in the doctrine of election, in the law-Gospel distinction itself, that also applies when it comes to perseverance.  



Now, that does not mean that God's promises to preserve us in the faith are not real?  And I want to make this point.  Because sometimes you hear it said by Lutherans that -- and they are referring to Jesus' statement.  That in John 10, "I give them eternal life and they shall never perish.  No one can snatch them out of my hand."  Sometimes you'll hear it said that we're in God's hand and no one can snatch us out of his hand but we can jump out if we decide to.  



And I guess there's some truth to that.  Because if someone does fall away, it is, in fact, their full responsibility.  But that makes it sound like God doesn't actually promise to preserve us against our own sinful nature.  He's only promising to preserve us against outside forces.  That's not what these promises say.  "I give them eternal life."  "They shall never perish."  "He who began a good work in you will carry it on into completion until the day of Christ Jesus."



So God's promises are fully serious.  And when you're speaking to someone who is worried about falling away and they are worried because they look at their own lives and their own hearts and they recognize their sin, those people need to hear that full blast promise of God that even their sin is not going do keep them away from God.  That he's got them in his hand.  Whereas the people that don't care about their sin, you don't tell them God is going to preserve them.  You give them those passages that warn against falling away.  



Now, I totally understand that this doesn't fit together in terms of human reason.  Well, like does God keep us or not?  I mean, and as I said before, it's not a question of trying to make everything fit together rationally.  It's a question of what -- which of the two words that we have, law or Gospel, do you give in which situation?  



And in that sense, I believe that the analogy I used at the beginning of the section of the course was Lutheran theology is more like a computer program than a system.  And this is a really good example.  That we actually do have a way of knowing which word to give which people.  It's just if you want to try to make those words fit together, you really can't do it that well.  And so that is part of the cross that Lutheran theologians bear is the inability to come up with this nice rationally pleasing doctrinal system.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CUENet

AUDIO TRANSCRIPTION

DOGMATICS 2

LESSON 89


>> Thank you, Dr. Maxwell.  You've explained this doctrine pretty clearly.  But I'm still thinking at my attempt yesterday to discuss this with the congregation member.  Can you give us any recommendation about how to present this doctrine to people?  I don't find it easy at all.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  That's kind of you to say that I presented it clearly.  Although, it makes me worry a little bit because if it's too clear, maybe I didn't do my job correctly.  But yeah, I can give you a few practical recommendations.  And that is, first of all, don't start with election when you are describing the Christian faith.  



This is not the heart and center of the Christian faith.  You start with justification actually or possibly original sin and moving to justification.  John 3:16.  You emphasize the means of grace.  You emphasize the promises of Christ in the scriptures and the promises of Christ that he brings to us in the divine service through word and sacrament.  That is where people get their confidence.  



And once they learn that and once they are able to reflect on that and appreciate that, then they are in a position to hear that what God is doing for them on Sunday morning in the divine service is actually something -- it's not something that God just recently decided to do.  But this was his intention from the foundation of the world, that he was going to save them.  



And in that context, election would be very comforting to people.  That they are in God's hand.  That this was the plan from the beginning.  And that what they are experiencing in church is all part of that plan, God's plan from the beginning.  



I would recommend Matthew 25 as a good text to try to get across the doctrine of predestination.  Simply because it has that asymmetry to it.  The sheep inherit the kingdom that was prepared for them from the foundation of the world.  Whereas the goats go into a fire that was prepared not for them.  Their condemnation was not prepared from the foundation of the world.  But that fire was prepared for the Devil and his angels.  



So that gets that point across, that salvation is God's intent from the beginning.  Condemnation is not his intent from the beginning.  This is human responsibility.  The Lutheran position -- by the way, I neglected to mention this -- is called single predestination because we believe God predestines people to heaven but he does not predestine people to hell.  So I would recommend Matthew 25 as the best text to try and explicate this. 



And finally, returning to the point that we've made a number of times.  This distinction between information and proclamation.  When election is simply information, it can be very intimidating because it is confusing to people.  And it is something that is -- bears directly on their salvation.  So it's not a pleasant experience to be confused about that.  But what's going to make it comforting is once you are ordained and you are in a position where you have the authority to preach the Gospel and -- on behalf of Christ to forgive sins, in effect what you're doing is you're electing people.  



So if somebody is concerned about whether they are elect or not, as a pastor you're in a position simply to elect them.  Solves the problem.  And you do that by bringing them the Gospel.  You preach the Gospel.  You preach the forgiveness of sins to them.  And that brings salvation.  And then as we reflect on that salvation, that was God's intent from the foundation of the world.  
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>> I've been Lutheran all my life and attended Lutheran schools until college.  Justification was taught to me when I was very young, early elementary school, and taught to me in every year of school that followed.  It is obviously important to us Lutherans.  But why is justification the article by which the church stands or falls?  Shouldn't it be Trinity or Christology?  Have we really placed the emphasis where it ought to be?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  This is an objection that you will hear from other church bodies as if what Lutherans are doing is they are taking their pet doctrine and elevating it to the highest possible place in the realm of theology.  And I think it's an important question.  Because you'll be faced with it.  And we do, in fact, use this terminology.  



We say that justification is the article by which the church stands or falls.  So that where the article of justification is false, then the entire theology, all of it falls to the ground.  Because justification is the heart of all of it.  



But I think your question exhibits a sensitivity not only to other denominations but I think also historically when you mention Trinity and Christology, too, because obviously these are very important articles of doctrine, as well.  And how is it that Lutherans claim that justification then is more important than that?  And I would actually argue that that's not what we're saying when we say that justification is the article by which the church stands or falls.  Because if you understand the history of the Trinitarian controversies and christological controversies, I think you will see that the reason these things are controversies was because salvation was at stake.  So in a sense, the controversies about the Trinity and about Christ are controversies about salvation.  



The church did not actually go through a controversy explicitly about salvation until the Pelagian controversy in the Fourth Century where Augustine opposed Pelajus.  Now, that was explicitly about salvation.  Before that, the way that they hashed through questions of salvation was by talking about Christ and who Christ is.  Is he God or not?  And what about the doctrine of the Trinity?  



And let me give you an example.  When it comes to the Nicene Creed, the Nicene Creed does have a little bit to say about salvation.  It says who for us men and for our salvation came down from heaven.  But it really doesn't explicate that.  The real emphasis on the Nicene Creed is the fact that Jesus is God.  And that he is, in fact, homo esius, of the same substance of the Father.  



Now, why was that important?  Well, it's because the church fathers in the Fourth Century -- this is the early Fourth Century now -- had a vivid appreciation of the fact that only God could save us.  And they were well aware that if they went with the opposing position which was advocated by a priest named Arias, that Jesus is not fully God, then that would, in fact, undermine salvation.  Because only God is able to save us.  



Now, I would say that this christological controversy about whether Jesus is God or not is ultimately about justification.  Now, even though they are not using the term justification, it is about salvation.  How does God save us?  Is it, indeed, God who saves us?  Or is it some inferior being?  And because these questions impinge on salvation, once you recognize that the controversy and the history of the church are driven by the question of salvation, then I think you're in a better position to realize that when we say that the doctrine of justification is the article by which the church stands or falls, that does not mean to exclude the Trinity and Christology.  But rather, I would see that justification debates in the 16th Century as another facet of the same thing.  In other words, it is God who saves us.  



And if we return again -- I know I mentioned this before -- to Luther's explanation of the First Commandment in the large Catechism, what does it mean to be God -- or to have a God?  I should say:  What does it mean to have a God?  It means to look to that God for all good things.  So if you're trusting in something other than Christ, if you're trusting in your pocketbook or in your own abilities or in a relationship or whatever, something other than Christ, that is tantamount to saying that Christ is not God.  



And it's implicitly denying Christology.  Not just justification.  Because those two things go together.  That if you're going to treat Christ as God, you're going to trust him for all good things.  That is to say you are going to rely on him for your justification and not on yourself.  



And so throughout the history of the church, all of these different controversies and articles of doctrine at their heart are issues about salvation.  And so they are all ultimately about the doctrine of justification.  Whether or not that term is used.  Whether or not it's explicated in the way Lutherans phrase things.  But that's what it's about.  
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>> Do other churches agree with us on justification?  What about my friends who think that they are saved by inviting Jesus into their hearts?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Nick, I think here we have to make a distinction between what an official position of the church body is and what their members may actually believe.  And these are not always the same thing.  



And I think it's possible for us to criticize an official position of church much as like Lutherans criticize say the Roman Catholic doctrine of justification or -- I don't know if I want to call it the Roman Catholic doctrine of justification or the way they think you're saved.  I think we can criticize those things without really saying or making the claim that members of that church are going to hell or something like that.  



I mean, even if we're saying that they are wrong on the doctrine of justification, that does not necessarily mean that the people in the church are actually trusting in something other than Christ for their salvation.  So I guess what I'm saying is that there are actually relatively few other church bodies who I think agree with the Lutheran Church on the doctrine of justification.  And yet, we make the claim that justification is the article by which the church stands or falls. 



The point here is not that Christians are going to be able to articulate and reflect on the doctrine of justification in ways that Lutherans would agree with.  The thing that's going to save them is that they are justified.  That is to say that Christ has forgiven their sins and that their faith is directed towards that.  And regardless of what their church may or may not teach or -- in their theological reflection on salvation, I think Christians get that.  



And I want to give you a historical example.  You know, we've talked a lot about St.  Augustine.  And, in fact, have criticized his doctrine of justification as being transformative rather than forensic.  That is to say that his -- he believes that God saves you by transforming your heart rather than by speaking outside of you.  



And we've said that's wrong because that's going to lead you to do introspection.  That's going to lead you to trust in the works that God brings about in your life rather than the work that Christ has accomplished for you on the cross.  And I think that's a legitimate criticism.  But that is a little bit different than saying that's actually what Augustine believed or that's actually the way Augustine ended up implementing this doctrine.  



And my example here is that according to Augustine's biographer at the end of his life -- and he knew he was dieing.  He had a -- his friends write out the Penitential psalms and post them on the wall so that he could pray them while he was dieing.  Now, I think that this scene is Augustine at his most Lutheran.  Because while we may say that if he's consistent in his theology, he's going to trust in God's transformative power in his heart and he's going to trust in his works, that's not what he did at the end of his life.  He's praying the Penitential psalms when he views himself before the judgement seat of Christ.  He is depending on God's forgiveness, not on the transformation that God has accomplished in his heart. 



So this is why I say that we need to make a distinction.  And Frances Peeper will use the term felistus, inconsistency, to describe this.  And that is to say what a church body officially teaches may not actually be what is going on in the people.  



And I use Augustine as an example of this.  That if we were to insist that he is totally consistent on his theology, then he's going to trust in the works that God has worked through him.  But that's not really what he does.  And so that's how I would handle people in other situations, other denominations.  They may think they invited Jesus into their hearts.  Okay?  And maybe you're not going to be able to convince them otherwise.  But just because they think that doesn't mean that Christ hasn't actually converted them by the power of his word without their cooperation.  



They just don't know how to interpret their experience in line with that scriptural view of conversion.  They have an experience that they interpret in a different way.  But that doesn't change what's actually happened to them.  
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>> Because I live and work among so many Roman Catholics and frequently rub shoulders with Catholic priests, on several occasions I have been asked about the Lutheran agreement to the joint declaration on the doctrine of justification.  Does the new statement actually mean that progress has been made on this issue?  Do Lutherans and Catholics now agree on the doctrine of justification?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, as Missouri Synod Lutherans, this puts us in a somewhat awkward position.  Because as you mention, there is this document, the joint declaration on justification, which was signed by the Roman Catholic Church and by Lutheran Churches who belong to the Lutheran World Federation, including prominently in our country the ELCA.  

And this document actually claims that there is now substantial agreement on the doctrine of justification between Lutheran and Roman Catholic theology such that the differences that remain are tolerable and that they -- that they are -- in other words, acceptable differences that each side is willing to put up with.  



Now, the Missouri Synod has not signed this document.  And it's -- because the Missouri Synod has -- and both seminaries of the Missouri Synod have offered a critique of the document as not being clear on the doctrine of justification and not clearly representing the Lutheran view.  And I want to read to you a couple of passages from the document.  I'm not going to go into great depth on this document.  But what is the central passage of the entire document is found in Paragraph 15 of the document in which both sides, Lutherans and Catholics say, "Together we confess by grace alone in faith in Christ's saving work and not because of any merit on our part we are accepted by God and receive the Holy Spirit who renews our hearts while equipping and calling us to good works."  



Now, the statement sounds pretty good.  There's a lot in this statement that we can agree with.  But there are two items that I would like to call your attention to in this statement.  



First of all, it says by grace alone.  Now, that sounds like a good Lutheran slogan.  But the term grace is not actually defined precisely.  And you recall in -- earlier in the course we talked about the fact that the term grace can mean different things.  In a Lutheran theology it means favor daie, the favor of God.  God's gracious attitude towards us.  And in Roman Catholic theology it tends to mean gracia infusa or infused grace, the grace that God pours into our hearts and transforms and renews us.  



And the difference between these two views is sort of like -- it's essentially the difference between Luther and Augustine.  If you read Roman Catholic theology in the most positive light possible, that would be Augustinian, that the difference is that the Lutheran concern is that we have saved by God's attitude toward us.  And that's a sure foundation because it's outside of our heart rather than having to introspect and look inside of ourselves to see what God wants to do with us.  



Now, the term grace is not actually defined here.  Although in Paragraph 17 we have the following statement that I think is a clue that the word is left intentionally vague.  It says that "Justification tells us that as sinners our new life is solely due to a forgiving and renewing mercy that God imparts as a gift and we receive in faith and never can merit in any way."  



Now, the phrase "forgiving and renewing mercy" could be understood in a way that's consonant with Lutheran theology.  That is we could understand that to mean that God's mercy delivers us from sin in two ways.  It forgives us, which is justification.  And it renews us, which is sanification.  



However, the phrase "forgiving and renewing mercy" could also be read to mean that justification involves forgiveness and renewal.  In that way, it would incorporate the definition of grace as gracia infusa into the doctrine of justification, which is precisely what the Reformation is trying to avoid.  



And so this is the lack of clarity here the two seminaries of the Missouri Synod have objected to.  It's one of the main objections is that grace is never defined.  At least not in a clearly Lutheran way.  



And let me say, too, grace alone, that phrase does not guarantee a Lutheran position.  Because Augustine taught grace alone.  It's the infused grace.  But it is grace alone.  Because Augustine's teaching is Monarchistic.  And as we saw before, it's different than Luther's teaching.  So the document is agreeing on some of the same words.  But it is allowing some flexibility in the definition of those words.  Which I suppose in the mind of some people may be a good thing because it allows greater unity or at least it's not real greater unity.  What it really allows is churches to overlook differences perhaps.  



But from the perspective of the Missouri Synod, we have historically insisted that doctrinal unity is actual agreement on the Gospel and all its articles.  Not just agreement on a formulation that they can define one way and we can define another.  So that's one problem that we have seen in the doctrine -- in this document.  And the other is -- another one that I would like to point out is in that same central statement in Paragraph 15.  It uses the term "In faith in Christ's saving work," which is actually a rather striking formulation.  Because Lutheran theology, as we talked about before, views faith instrumentally.  It's always by faith or through faith.  And it seems that the joint declaration is stepping away from that instrumental understanding of faith by using what I think is a more ambiguous preposition in faith.  



So you don't get that sense of faith as instrument, receiving Christ's righteousness.  I'm not sure what it means.  But I think it's striking that they chose to depart from the traditional Lutheran way of understanding faith instrumentally. 



So for these reasons I think primarily -- I mean, there are others, too, that we could discuss.  But I would like to just leave it here.  The Lutheran Church of the Missouri Synod has not signed the joint declaration because we don't recognize it as presenting the Lutheran position in a clear enough way that handles the kinds of distinctions that we've been making all throughout the course.  So -- and our concern in doing this is not because we don't like Roman Catholics or something like that.  But rather the concern here is to always direct the trust of our people towards Christ, not to their own works and not to even what God is doing in them.  But rather, to what Christ has done for our salvation on the cross.  
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>> Dr. Scaer and Dr. Maxwell, thank you for this course.  It has been very helpful.  Now, at the end can I ask the two of you to comment on a few of the ways in which you see an intersection between Christology and Article IV of the Confession?  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, Nick, your question I think is helpful at the end of the course because I don't know about you, but I felt a little guilty that we split the thing in two.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Right.


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Whereas I think we both agree that Christology and justification go together and that you can't split them in two.  And let me start, Nick, by giving you some historical perspective on this question.  



We talked in both sections of the course about two different heresies.  One is Nostorianism in which the two natures in Christ operate practically as independent subjects.  So the divine nature does the miracles and then the human nature of Christ does the suffering.  So it really sounds like there's two of him.  And then we also talked about the Pelagian heresy in which you really don't have any kind of notion of grace but rather, human beings themselves are responsible for accruing the merit that gets them into heaven.  



Now, the comment I want to make about these two heresies is that in the Fifth and Sixth Centuries, it was a very common opinion of the opponents of the heretics, that is the Orthodox side, that these two heresies are fundamentally related.  And they are related in this way, that in each case you have an independent human actor, whether that's the human nature of Christ acting independently from the divine nature or whether that's humanity or human beings in general in the case of Palegian acting on their own independently from God.  And you have humanity acting independently from God and accruing merit without God's help.  



And it was commonly thought that these two heresies were fundamentally related and almost two sides of the same coin.  And what it boils down to is the issue of:  How does God relate to humanity?  Does God open up this space in which humanity is autonomous and operates on its own or does God actually give us everything that we are and have?  And I would say that that's the relation between Christology and salvation.  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  In listening to your lecture, you spoke about that Christianity can be preached without mentioning faith.  And we could also add that Christianity could be preached without mentioning justification.  Because for centuries, this particular formula was not a very well known formula.  And then we get into the Reformation question in which it is said that justification by grace through faith is the central article.  



And when you make a statement which is so absolute as that kind of a statement, you had better in some way couch it in with other references.  There has to be some kind of introduction and prelude to that thinking.  Because in the last century, Rudolph Boltman did offer a Christianity which was by justification by grace through faith.  But it did not require any necessary Christology.  In fact, Rudolph Boltman thought that the miraculous references to Jesus in the gospels were mythological, taken over from the pagan world.  



And I appreciated what you had to say.  Because justification takes place.  Even though we don't use the word justification, even if we don't use the word grace and even though we don't use the word faith, justification takes place when the -- when Jesus Christ is preached, when he is preached as the redeemer from sins and that he's been resurrected from the dead.  



Where this really can become problematic I think for Lutheran preachers is that in giving a discourse on justification, which is absolutely correct and absolutely Orthodox, they may actually think that they have preached the Gospel.  And one of the noteworthy things I think in the gospels in the preaching of Jesus is that these technical terms are not given nor are they any part of anybody coming to faith.  Where the concept -- the theological concepts, where they come into existence is in the writings of St. Paul.  So justification is a reflection of what our faith is.  



I think one advantage that the Lutherans have with justification is that this particular doctrine in some way or another actually describes the human condition.  Now, I'm not speaking in a religious way or in a theological way or from the perspective of faith.  But the Lutheran doctrine of justification requires that the individual who hears the message of God knows that before God, he is absolutely nothing.  Even if he doesn't believe in a God, he knows that within himself, he's not what he should be.  



Every human being is continually in the state of justifying himself.  Justifying himself maybe in different ways that "Everything I do is okay" or "The bad things I do are really not all that significant."  Or maybe in even less theological terms:  What's my purpose here in life?  I have a good purpose.  



So justification explains the inner emotions I don't want to say of all human beings.  That's an exaggeration.  But it comes pretty close to being a common experience.  And I think that's the great attraction of the Lutheran doctrine of justification.  



However, as you said and I certainly agree with you, the substance of justification is not itself.  The substance of justification is Jesus Christ.  And this can take place even when the person is not reflecting on it.  Because if we say that justification, the experience of justification, which is a self reflecting experience, belongs to the act of justification itself, then we would have a difficult time explaining why or how infants and children could be justified.  And certainly throughout the -- all of the centuries there's been thousands and millions of Christians who did not engage in this kind of self reflection.  In fact, they might have even had false reflections of what was going on.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Well, I think that point is really helpful in a question that I really struggled with for a long time.  And that is that you will hear Catholics or Orthodox -- Eastern Orthodox people say that no one ever believed in the doctrine of justification until Luther.  And so -- and I think even Lutherans talk this way sometimes, that, you know, it was all darkness as soon as the Apostles died and then until Luther.  And then when Luther shows up, now we have the Gospel.  And the church somehow didn't have the Gospel before.  



But I think your point about the fact that justification is not identical with reflection on the doctrine is helpful in -- because the church always had the gospels.  They always had the preaching of Christ.  Even if they are reflecting on it in ways that don't address the same questions that Luther addressed in the 16th Century.  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  And also the way people respond when they reflect on these things.  One has to be very cautious in responding to this.  Because they may understand words in a different way than we do.


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Right.  Well, especially -- I think that Luther does tend to redefine words like grace and faith as I talked about in my portion of the course that aren't necessarily the same definitions that Roman Catholic theology uses.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Well, I think this is one of the problems that Luther had with James.  Because in your course of study, you're going to find out that good Lutherans are going point to out that Luther did not accept the epistle of James because what he thought was a false doctrine of justification.


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Uh-huh.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  And Lutherans certainly are influenced by conservative Christians and are very reluctant to get rid of the epistle of James.  But they don't solve the problem.  And this double definition of justification and faith and works I think is right here in the New Testament itself.  And I would put James and Jesus in the same category.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Yes.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  There are two justifications.  There's the justification that I have within myself.  And there's the justification that other people see in me.  



Let me give you this example:  Suppose I am accused of a crime.  And I know that I in no way was guilty of it.  I was no way a participant in it.  I was no way there.  So I have a sense of internal justification.  I know myself to be innocent.  



However, if I am accused, my feeling of justification is not going to solve the situation.  I'm going to have to go to a lawyer.  I'm going to have to go to -- I'm going to be taken to court.  And in the eyes of the court, in the eyes of the jury, I'm going to have to prove myself to be right.  Whether we like it or not we're guilty until we're proven innocent.  That's what the word righteous means.  



And -- but within a Christian context, we -- from St. Paul, the concern -- and that's also Luther's concern, too.  And that is Paul and Luther are not identical.  But there's an internal question here of whether I please God enough.  



And of course the word of the Gospel says you have been accepted in Christ.  But then there's -- then there's the final scene, the final judgment scene.  And judgment, the final judgment, is a large item in the preaching of Jesus and also John the Baptist.  



That's the eschatological reference.  The judgment is coming right now.  And in the final judgment scene of the sheep and the goats, which really is a justification -- I won't say it's a parable because it's not a parable.  The language is parabolic.  It's something that's a real thing.  It's in the future.  Jesus divides the sheep and the goats.  And both the sheep and the goats have the question of why they are in this condition.  



And Jesus says to the sheep who don't seem to be aware of any problem that in doing the good things to other people, they did it unto him.  And over against the goats, they have performed no in works at all.  That people who are condemned have no works to show that they are really in the church.  And this is really a justification scene.  It's a justification scene so that other people can know it.  



Or another example:  I can tell you that I'm musical.  But if I can't play the piano -- and I think this is what -- I think James is very close to Jesus.  Because he says, "I will show you my faith by my works."  "If you think that I'm not a Christian, let's look and see what I've done."  But the works never convince the Christian himself.  



I think that is something which is really problematic.  And I think it's a danger in all of Christendom.  And it's also a danger in Lutheranism.  How do I know I'm a Christian?  What's my assurance of justification?  Well, I'm saved by grace through faith.  Good.  "Hey, but look at all of the wonderful things I've done."  If we do that, in that moment, faith is lost.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Because the sheep don't even know what they've done in Matthew 25.  Now, in regard to this double definition of justification, I ran across a quote in First Clement.  First Clement is a very early church father.  I believe Clement of Rome is who I'm talking about.  95 AD is about the time when he wrote this.  And you can actually see both definitions in the same document where he will say sort of along Pauline lines "Let us" -- that we are justified not by anything we do in holiness of heart but only by grace.  Or I forget exactly how the quote goes.  But it sounds very Pauline.  But then two pages later he will say, "Let us be justified by our works and not our words."  



So that would be more the James sense of justification is how you show your righteousness.  You're going to show it by what you do, not just by empty boosting, I think that two different definitions show up -- that gets appropriated by -- at least the earlier fathers seem to have both.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Rather than using the word definitions, I would use the word perspectives on the same thing.  Because getting back to this other analogy, I know I'm musical.  Now, when I sit down and I play the piano, that's a different -- not a different type of musical ability.  It's the ability demonstrating itself.  



So we don't want to speak about two different kinds of righteousness.  But I think the Lutherans have an advantage from the doctrine of justification in preaching because it approaches its hearers in a way in which they also already know that this is the case.  



I'm not a pastor of a congregation now, just as you're not a pastor of a congregation now.  So we get to sit in the church.  And I generally sit up in the front in one of the first five rows.  And when there's a baptismal party, they sit just opposite the aisle.  



And I'm always interested in why people don't believe.  Maybe that's a perverse psycho thing.  I think the great miracle is not that we believe.  But the great miracle is that some people don't believe.  



That's the parable that Jesus told of the sower.  That really it's a concentration on all of unbelief.  And my observation is that when the pastor is speaking about the human condition, whether they gamble or whether they are lazy or whatever it is, I've noticed that the people are extremely attentive.  You can just tell.  You can tell when people are listening.  When he begins to preach about Christ and delivering the Gospel, a kind of blank sheet comes over their face to give the appearance they are not really getting the message.  



The point that I'm making with justification which is the law -- which is the law and the Gospel, that's what bridges it, the Lutheran understanding of the law corresponds to what we human beings know about ourselves.  We already know this.  And there's really nothing more selfish than finding out things about yourself.  So that has a great attraction.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  Now, do you think that that's -- part of that is that pastors tend to say the Gospel the same way the same Sunday?  That wouldn't really apply to unbelievers necessarily because they wouldn't necessarily know that.  I'm thinking of the people that go to church every Sunday and they tune out because it's the same way of saying it.  Like Jesus died for you.  And they know that's coming.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Well, I think what you said is absolutely one -- as strange as it might seem, it used to be one of the biggest obstacles to actually accomplishing justification in the hearing of the congregation is substituting the cliche for the proclamation.  And I think it would be a very good discipline when preparing a sermon after the -- after you put the sermon down on paper to go through the manuscript and to remove the cliches.  And then you get the emphasis in the preaching of the Gospel and justification.  It's for you.  So you know you have to emphasize the for you.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  So what would some of the other cliches be besides Jesus died for you?  


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Well, a cliche would involve where you actually do not use the narrative material which is provided in the Gospel in which you are preaching.  Because in preaching, the reader has to come to the conclusion or the feeling that he is part of the pericope.  That actually Jesus is involving him in this situation.  



So in a given pericope, he might find -- to be absolutely drastic, he might find himself to be in a position of Herod, this person who doesn't like children.  A person who wants to be an obstacle to the Gospel.  



Or in the parable of the sower, that he really is the dry ground and he is the ground in which he -- in which the seed springs up for a while.  And it's certainly from the Sermon on the Mount, that a person would be overtaken by riches.  



And I'm not so sure that we always have to use -- see, the major cliche is the word -- are the words "for you."  So I'll give you a cliche:  Christ died for me and for you.  He rose for me and for you.  And somehow the minister gives the appearance that he's on the same level as the people so he will do it.  



I think a lot of this is just filler.  I'm not so sure we have to use the for you and the for me.  My wife worked for a well-to-do family as a nurse.  And they were getting rid of their Cadillac at $2,000.  I didn't have to see the "for you" after the $2,000.  I was over there with a checkbook.  



And so in the proclamation of Christ himself, the person is being -- is actually being justified.  Something is happening to him before he realizes that it's happening to him.  And where the doctrine of justification serves its really major purpose is when we begin to reflect upon ourselves in thinking that we've accomplished something, then you have to say we are justified by grace through faith without works.  



Then it's -- it's kind of a law -- the doctrine of justification is kind of a law-Gospel statement.  It's not a reminder.  But it's a kind of edging, "Hey, you should not be looking at yourself.  You should be looking outward."  



And I appreciated that reference to Clement.  That in one sense he said, "Yes, we're justified by Christ" and so forth.  And then he says, "You're not justified by works.  You're not just justified by saying the Creed.  You're justified by doing something."  



And if you go into James, it says, you know, "Wasn't Abraham justified when he offered up his son?"  Well, let's look at it like this:  Abraham could have said, "I believe in all of the promises of God, hence, I'm justified."



Well, I don't know that he believes.  He could be a liar.  How do I know that?  But when he took the ultimate step of sacrificing his own son, he believed in what -- the promises of God.  And he even believed in the resurrection.  Because by sacrificing his son, he acknowledged that God had given him this son.  And if God took away this son, God could give him back his son.  



And so when you speak about justification, some of the greatest saints, I think we clergymen, we preachers, I don't think we're the great saints.  We see the great saints in our congregation who really take the word of God and Christ seriously.  And they steadfastly go through some of the most difficult situations in life.  That is the living proof and evidences of justification.  


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  And Abraham in Genesis 22, when he actually does -- he's about to go through with it, the angel of the Lord says, "Now I know you fear God."  So it's that kind of public recognition here is how you know he was going to go through with it.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  Well, one of the critiques which is frequently leveled against Lutheranism is a kind of quietism.  I don't want to use the term passivism.  And that is -- at least it's a character of us that at least we put so much emphasis on justification by grace through faith that it becomes the one thing.  And that works are not necessary.  



I think that has to be understood.  I think this has to be understood very carefully.  Because there's no proclamation of Christ which at the same time doesn't bring forth results in a person's life.  But at the same time we can't speak about the results apart from the person of Christ.  Because then we get into your Nostorium reference.


>> DR. DAVID MAXWELL:  That's right.


>> DR. DAVID SCAER:  That the people are out their on their own pedaling their own bikes.  God gave them the bike and now they have to pedal it.  And when you say that justification by grace through faith is the major article of Christianity, it is the major article of Christianity within the Reformation settling in.  Which another alternative was being offered by the Roman -- by the Roman church.  



And of course we actually discover as pastors many Roman Catholics who actually hold to the Lutheran doctrine of justification, we find out when discussing it with them that they really -- even though they have a different articulation -- I think you have to be very careful, too.  Because when we're dealing with death in the congregation, a widow might say at the coffin of her deceased husband, "Oh, John was such a good man.  He did so many wonderful things.  He's certainly in heaven."  And I guess the temptation at that time is to become excessively Lutheran and say, "No, we're not saved" -- "John was not saved by works, by what he did.  But he was saved by grace through faith."



Maybe she's just speaking in a different plain.  And what are you going to do with the passage in the book of Revelation?  "Blessed are those who die in the Lord and their works do follow them."



One of the proofs for me of eternal life -- and it may not be absolutely right.  But I have known in my life a lot of wonderful people.  And I just cannot believe that these people have simply disappeared.  What they said was worthwhile remembering.  What they did is a tribute to themselves.  They lived through the most difficult situations.  



And if we look at the book of Hebrews, that's what the book of Hebrews says precisely.  They point out people being tortured and burned and under the most difficult circumstances.  That is one of the proofs, these people -- we know these people are justified.  



Sometimes Lutherans say, "We really don't know who Christians are because we believe in the invisible church.
 I think we have to be a little cautious with that.  The idea that they are martyrs.  And there are martyrs in the home.  There's the wife that may be dealing with an abusive husband and follows in the path of Christ and brings up her children.  There are saints all over the place.  And these all are tributes to the doctrine of justification.  


