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Carnality--what is it? It is a word used by many church com-
munions, but is ravely clearly defined. Just when one thinks one has
found a definition, it seems to slip through one's fingers and fades
into the realm of the indescribable.

Having been brought up in a church where wmuch wag said about
carnality, I have reached for answers to the questions raised by the
many attempts of preachers to describe i,

I was taught by good wen, men who loved God, that carnality
could be washed away, cleansed away, in such a way that my life would
be made pure. As an earnest, honest, changed, born-again lad of gix-
teen, I sought this experience which was called entive sanctification,
I did all that I was told I should do, and one day, by faith, I experi-
enced a2 new dimension in my spirvitual 1life which far exceeded all past
experiences: I felt that I was all God's, 1t seemed that there was
nothing contrary to God's will remaining in my life. I was clean! I
praised God for such a full and complete work. I was convinced that
what was being preached was right,

Years have passed: high school, college, Avmy, marrviage, four
children, seminary, and twentvy years of pastoral service; and I am
still comvinced that what God promised, and I experienced, works each
day I live. But I am still trying to define carnality, Through these
yearg there have been times when what has been defined as carnality
would seem to be present in my life. Books have been read, explana-
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tions studied, testimonies listened to, counseling done: it seems

that my experience is the common lot of all. Every church communion
may explain it differently, but all must admit the problem. Some say
we must accept the fact that one must live with carmality until death,
I am fully convinced that these are wrong; but, as convinced as I am
that they are wrong, 1 am equally convinced that there is a present and
perfect cleanging. It is this personal experience-and-conviction that
drives me on to seek an answer to the question, What is carnality?

My aim will be to uge the New Testament to discover the dizsim-
ilarities between Original Man end Fallen Man, and then between Fsllen
Man and Redeemed Man, Hopefully the Bible will spesk in such a way
that not only I, but others, will have a clearer faith which builds

hope instead of tearing it down.
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Chapter 1
IHTRCDUCTION

The Problem

The problem of every Christian is separating in his daily life

those things that are considered carnal and those considered human.

Is there a way to distinguish between the two? This is the guestion

to be investigated in this research paper. Is there a clear New Testa-
ment answer to, ''What is the difference between the carnal nature and
the human nature?”

This guestion lies deep in the history of theology. 1t touches
on such subjects as Biblical Anthropology, Christology, Soteriology,
and in some way, Eschatology.

In the beginning of the fifth century Avgustine and Pelagius
had & controversy over the subject of carnality in man. It was at this
time also that the humanity of Christ became a burning issue.

In the fourth century the controversy about Christ's divine
nature was settled at Nicaea (325 A.D.), It was in this arena that
Athanasius and Avius fought thelr battle, But it was as James Orr
states, that the question concerning Christ’s humanity “could not be
satisfactorily investigated till the general doctrine of God had been

fivmly established-~that, in logical order, they come later, then it‘“l

Isames Orr, The Progress of Dogma (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 1897), p. 136,




The Nicene symbol settled for the church the question of the
deity of Christ, so now the next question, concerning His humanity, was
taken up by the great champion of the faith, Augustine of Hippo.

The work of Augustine laid the foundation for the great Chalce-
don creed which came out of the council called by Leo the Emperor in

2 This creed has been the foundation for most creeds to the

451 A,D,
present day,z

It was this work done by the Council of Chalcedon that closed
the controversy concerning the full humanity of Christ. That Christ
was man, God-Man, is not guestioned in this paper; but it is here that
the foundation should be bullt which will give clear uwnderstanding of
man's relationship to God, Failure here is critical to an understand-
ing of our carnality.

Although this is a Hew Testament study, it should be pointed
out that in Genesis 1, 2, 3:6 and 5:1 is all there is about Adam in his
purity. In chapter 3 man is driven from the presence of God because
of disobedience. This separated condition is seen as man searches in
darkness for hope, which hope God gave through the Law and prophets.
Yet the Law made man morve aware of his condition, for sin was made even
more ginful by the Law.&

It was not until about & B,.C, that the world ever had another

2
Kenneth Scott Latourette, 4 History of Christianity (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1933), p. 171,

SH, Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City, HMissouri:
Beacon Hill Press, 1962), 1L, 163.

4

Rom, 4:15.



glimpse of Pure Man., The New Testament gives four views of this wman,
views that reveal to dark Fallen Man just what their father Adsm was
like before he sinned. This man, born 4 B,0., was Jesus the Christ,
the Son of Man, the Son of Ged.5

To discover the diffevence between human nature and carnal
nature it will be necessary to discover what pure human nature was like.
The Hew Testament has given us thirty-three yvears of Christ’s 1ife in
which we can study man at his best,

Recorded history has ample records of Fallen Man, but only in
the New Testament do we have record of Pure Man, and of Fallen Men be-
come Redeemed Men, It is ome of the assumptions of this paper that the
mystery of carnality, 1f7it is to be resolved, requires the discovering
of Pure Man, Without this discovery, we shall forever be guesding.

On the surface it would seem that this ie 8 wooden mathematical

approach to the subject:

Fallen Man - Pure Man = (arnality, or
Pure Man + Carnality = Fallen Man, or
Fallen Man - Carnality = Pure Redeemed HMan.

No, it is more than addition and/or subtraction.

For centuries the church has assumed facts and asked questions
about some things that the Hew Testament writers failed to deal with,
or gave scant attention to. One such assumption which has led to many
guestions-~-which, in turn, have obscuvred the issue of Christ's pure
humanity and our carnality--is the matter of Christ's being made of the

substance of Mary. A quotation or twe should be sufficient,

r
“Luke 3:37.



Bishop Pearson says, that “as he was so made of the sub‘
stance of the Virgin, szo was He not made of the substance of
the Holy Ghost, Whose essence cannot at all be made, . .
There were no material elements in the person of Christ ex-
cept those He received from her,"®

The Church of England's Thirty-nine Articles include:r this statement:
The Son, which is the Word of the Father, begotten from
everlasting of the Father, the very and eternal God, and of
one substance with the Father, took man's nature in the womb
of the blessed Virgin, of her substance; so that two whole and

perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and manhood, were
co~joined in one Person.’

The problem can be seen from two more guotations, as this assumption
is applied. It should be noted first, that the Twenty-five Articles of
Methodism (as quoted by Wiley8) omit the words "of her substance,” Dr,
Wiley, with the substance-of-Mary theory in mind, said, "This one per-
sonality is the pre-existent Logos, or the divine Son, Who assumed to
Himself human nature, and in this assumption both personalized and re-
deemed it."? It would seem from this statement that Christ's human na-
ture needed to be redeemed, Dr., Roy §. Nicholson carries this to its
logical conclusion:

3. Christ, in order to deliver man from this carnal nature,
became man, possessing a very real human nature, bearing those

weaknesses and infirmities, which while not sins, were the sad
issue of sin, and labored under them, . . .

6. Man's infirmities and natural human weaknesses are not,
strictly speaking, sins; therefore, they are no effective bar-
rier to holiness of heart and life,l0

This must be borne in mind, despite the fact that we recog-
nize a valid distinction between infirmities and sins: “they

biiley, op. cit., p. 180. 71bid., p. 167.
81bid,, in a footnote, p, 168. 9ibid., p. 178.

10Roy 8. Nicholson, Insights into Holiness, compiled by Kenneth
Geiger (Kansas City, Missouri: Beacon Hill Press, 1963), p. 147.




both need the Atonement.Y . . .

Although such an attitude recognizes that infirmities ave
innocent in themselves and sinless because they are involun-
tary, it also recognizes that they "are from sin, in that they
are the effects of sin” and sin--voluntary or inveoluntary--in
the light of God's absolute holiness requires the atoning
blood of Christ,tt

In these views, Christ had to atonme for His own sing or infirmities,
This is the result of the substance-of-Mary theory.

The Virgin Birth is not being called into gquestion here, What
is being questioned is the need for a blood line through Mary to make
Jesus, David's son.

If, then, Jesus was Pure Man, created in the womb of Mary,
which it seems the Scriptures bear out--"a body prepared”--we can see
in Christ what we were before the Fall, what man is now, and what man
should be., Ageinst this concept, then, these questions can be asked:

To what extent does Redeemed Man differ from Jesus?

How complete is redemption?

How redeemed ave the redeemed?

Lf the Last Adam {(Jesus) came to destroy the works of

the First Adam, how does the redeemed parent pass on
to his children the old Adamic nature?

What is transmitted?

These are some of the questions that it is the hope and the task of
this paper to answer. The answers must come from the New Testament
scriptures,

History has spoken teo these subjiects, but never exhausted them.

and still John Doe Christian wakes up each day, either defeated or

victorious, depending on how valid his view is of what is in him human

and what is carnal,

litpid., p. 166.



Defested, Lif he thinks he must live his life out, as some say,
with carnality, suppressing it, and at last dying with it. Defeated,
if he thinks it is something it is not. Defeated, if he believes that
it can be removed but is in error as to what it is that is to be re-
moved.,

Victorious, if he sees that God has a remedy for carnality,
whatever it is (if it is an it at all). But still victorious through
faith in Christ, knowing that what He has promised He will do. This
victory has been the experience of multitudes before this paper, and it
will be experienced by multitudes after. It iz not helieved that this
paper will solve the problem, for that would be presumption. But it
igs the hope that:some fresh thought on the subject will be provided.

Here are some examples of attem?ts to explain the difference,
which show it 1s a veal problem. Dr. Richard §, Taylor states:

a, You will come gradually to understand the difference

between carnalicv and humanity, In Chapter Two we talked
about the 'believer’'s failure,' and in that discussion we
meant sin. We described his failure to experience that love
for God and man which is the New Testament standaxrd. This
failure is rooted in the carnal mind, and is a2 failure which
may be eliminated in the grace of heart holiness. HNow we

seem to be talking about failure again: only this time we are
calling it infirmity, or bhumanity. It does seem confusing,
admittedly, especially when some of the personzlity faults may

seem 80 simi%ar to those which are seen in unsanctified
Christians.

Donald M, Joy writes the following:

« « s« The spring has been purified deep down; its flow
should be expected to reflect that purity in the various
stresms which emerge. . . . You must vemember also that the
deép work of the Spirit will remove neither the scars of the

- first man's sin, nor the scars of your own life when you were

1zﬁich&rd $. Taylor, Life in the Spirit (Kansas City, Missouri:
Beacon Hill Press, 1966}, pp. 164-165,




disregarding the high purposes for which you were made, The
first man's treason was self-enthronement. All men bear a gi-
gantic scar which, even when free from actual infection, is a
reminder of that fatal tendency in mankind, 8o also every man
bears, in addition, his own scars which remind him of hig close
brush with catastrophe., The infection may be removed complete-
ly:; wounds will heal, but they leave their scars. One who has
brought on disease, perverted the delicate balances of his emo-
tions, and accuired appetites which formerly enslaved him will
continue to bear the marks of his dissipation., The delicate
patterns which trigger his responses may never sgain approxi-
mate the wholesomeness of his early adolescence. He will walk
in fellowship with God in loving obedience to his call to holy
living: he will live in triumph over twisted appetites. But

he will recognize that the marks of his old wounds way remain
with him, and he will wigely take care that they are not re-
opened, 13

Dr. Mildred Wynkoop cutg to the heart of the problem of just what

ig the carnal mind:

In some religlous groups there is a tendency to deperson-
alige 'original sin.,' The principle of sin is sharply dig-
tinguished from committed sins and is too often a reference
to a 'something.' It is ‘farther back and deeper down' than
the person and beyond the plsce where language can go or
thought conceive--a virvtual substance with veal existence in
some way attached to the substance of the soul but not essen-
tial to it., Ite ‘removal’ is taken out of the moral responsi-
bility of men and diveorced from a congsclous response to the
demands of grace. HNo way of thinking is less biblical nor
more magical.

it seems to me the problem lies in the need for the Bible to
spegk, and for man to listen, not adding to nor taking away by giving
 to theory the same authority as Scripture. To illustrate: John Wesley
has been reported as saving that sanctification in its definition did

not uvnite equally the two aspects of substance and circumstance. The

13§on&1d M. Joy, The Holy Spirit and You (Winona Lake, Indiana:
Light & Life Press, 1965}, pp. 138-139,

l4yi1dred Bangs Wynkoop, A Theology of Love (Kansas City, Mis~
souri: Beacon Hill Press, 1972}, p. 164.




one wag God's Word: the other was the way it happened to HMethodists.
It would seem to me that the doctrine and the life should be
clearly seen and understood by the Word of God,

When !sanctification’ is lifted out of biblical context
and attached to other terms also lifted out of context, some-
times the contrived result has somewhat of an artificial lock
and a less than useful application to life. 4s an example,
it is sometimes linked with certain emotional states, creedal
expressions, dress styles, social mores, or personal idiosyn-
cracies, This can happen when the construction of some bib-
lical doctrine is made by collating a number of verses with
some word in them which is the object of definition, and,
apart from the context, are related in a guasi-logical c?gw
struct, Almost anything can be ‘proved’ by this method.

BEstablishing Boundaries

This work will not enter into Christology except in those
places that touch on His origin as Perfect Man. If present theology
tints His perfect manhood, destroying His ability to be man's redeemer,
it should be our right to investigate such areas, as long as such ex-
ploration has a bearing on the subject.

It iz a firm conviction of this writer that Jesus Christ

. » o had to be made like his brothers in every way, in

order that he might become a merciful and faithful high priest
in gervice to God, and that he might make atonement for the
8ins of the people. Because he himself suffered when he was
tempted, he is able to help those who are being tempted.
Therefore, holy brothers, who share in the heavenly calling,
fix your thoughts on Jesus, the apostle and high priest whom
we confess.

Tt is not the plan or design of this research to solve the dif-
ferences between the two genealogies of Christ in Matthew 1 and Luke 3,

but just to note the difference and pass on to what they tell us about

Christ's humanity,

I51bid., p. 305. 16yen,, 2:17-18, NIV.



Definitions
The problem ig with us, but the question is caught in a histor-

ical and theoclogical setting, Words like humanity and carnality have

many connotations today. Definitions can be given both from dictiona-
ries and from other books, but these alone will not fill the need for
an inductive study. The meanings must come out of the New Testament

and be then applied to present usage.

Human, HNowhere in Young's Analytical Concordance can the word

human be found. HNew translations of the New Testament, such as the New

International Version, use the word gquite often. Hebrews 2:14 ig

translated “"shared in their humanity"; this is an interpretation refer-

o N e s e s

ring to " @&lpu avos Kai o KOS " or Christ's humanity is

flesh and blood. Romans 9:5 is translated "human ancestry of Christ,"

, . \ 4 . \

Here again human is the Greek word O“Q@KQﬁWD. IL Corinthians 5:1

~speaks of "human hand®; this is an interpretation of

(not made by hands). In each of the passages where human is used, it

iz not just the Greek word but also the measning that was translated,

and each time it referrved to that which pertained to man: not just
L/,éﬁ e

hand, or flesh, or blood, but the whole person, or &V /A7&£}‘V4Q{

/
27 i P
man. Harper®s Analvytical Greek Lexicon defines &Lb’éaﬁcb 7S as

a human being, an individual, and belonging to man. 17 1t is this

definition that will be used for this paper, “that which belongs to

17Ana1ytica1 Greek Lexicon (New York: Harper & Brothers,
n.d.}, p. 363.

, /
2;_,;5 ecpoTToly 7OV



10
man.'' This definition will be applied to Sinful Man, Redeemed Man, and
Pure Man, whether Adasm or Jesus., Now, with a New Testament usage in

. o s ~ Y B T S
mind--which includes c“ayélf‘, Faea , and - /Oéb'7ﬁ?55, or any
other word which describes that which belongs to man--an English dic-
tionary definition will be introduced:

human

1. of, pertaining to, or characteristic of man:: human nature
2. having the nature of man: being a mani the human race
3. of or pertaining to mankind generally.

Carnal. This word is found several times in Young's Analytical
Concordance. He defines it as “fleshly (&"‘cg/ﬂf? z:'/’\f'fé“), flesh (67‘55,{{7)@
[and,?for the carnal idea also used for things in Romans 15:27 and

S 7
I Corinthians 9:11j carnal things ( 7@ orq;xkf/@xj.lg The Harper
;s
Lexicon defines WWCL/O%f in many ways, depending of course upon the usg-
age in each case: "flesh, human body, human nature, human frame, kin-
dred, lineage, human beings, seat of passion, carmality, opposed to the

420 Tt

spiritual, corporeal, physical, and low in spiritual knowledge.
can be seen that Oﬂﬁé%J? is used in a variety of wava: some, purely
human, natural, and right; and at other times, not so vight., It is

used applied both to Jesus and to sin, for phvsical and non-physical,

In the light of the foregoing definitions, carnal will be used to mean

for all practical purposes, "that which is opposed to the spiritual.”

18c1arence L. Barnhart, The American College Dictionary (New
York: Random House, 1953), page number unaveilable,

19Robert Young, Analvtical Concordance to the Bible (New York:
I. E. Funk & Company, 1881), p. 144,

207he Analytical Greek Lexicon (New York: Harper & Brothers,
n.d,}, p. 363,
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Merne A. Harris puts it this way:

A common definition of the term ‘carnal’ is nomspiritual
or, more forcefully, antiapiritual. To speak of a carnal
nature, then, is to refer to s nature which is, by virtue of
its very character, antispiritual in its few or several mani-
festations.

Nature, In the Hew International Version the word nature ig

translated several ways, guite uniformly as sinful nature, sinful man,

or man opposed to the spiritual. Romans 7:25, for example, reads, "but

P
in my sinful nature Aok & glave to the law of sin.” Elsewhere,
/
nature 18 morve often the translation of CﬁdeU, or aome derivative,
, / s
This word, as well as the word Yy € V€A ¢S (from }/”fg/éiﬂﬁiﬁ‘C}

generated, or come into existence, is the idea that is meaningful to f%issfzaﬁyg
&£

The Harper Lexicon defines QQ d{u “to generate, produce: germinate,
sprout, spring up. 22 This is used in other ways for a people, na-

tion, or essence, as, native condition, native specieg, and kind,

The American College Dictionary reads:

nature
1. the particular combination of qualities belonging to a
person or thing by birth or comstitution: native or
inherent character
2. the instincts or inhevent tendencies directing conduct , 23

What then is the difference between the man, Adam, before he

disobeved, and the men of Adam’s race after Adam disobeyved God? To put

ziﬁerne A, Harris, Insights into Holiness, compiled by Kenneth
Geiger (Kansas City, Missouri: Beacon Hill Press, 1962), p. 38.

22Harper Greek Lexicon, p. 431.

23Bictionary page number unavailable.
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it another way, what is the difference between what is V& essence
) 2 69 7
or native condition of Pure Men; Adam, A VU W 0% and all that
s
belongs to him; and carnal, vMCEij’ non-spirvitual, fallen wen of
Adam's race, and all that belongs to them?
It should be noted that the difference has not been pre-

supposed to be a substance or things, but just s difference.

Limitations

It is admitted that this study has been limited by a lack of
resources, but what has been available will be noted in the biblio-
graphy. The bibliographic entries were wmaterials found in the librar-
ies of State University of Hew York st Binghamton, New York, and of
Practical Bible Training School in Johnson City, New York; and in addi-
tion, the resources of my personal library and books made zvailable
by friends.

It was felt that, given a limited personal proficiency in Greek,
it would best serve the needs of this paper to rely heavily on those

who are suthovrities in this area,

Method
This investigation will mske use of the inductive method of
Bible study as taught by Dr. Kenneth Wesche in Western Evangelical Sem-
iﬁary, Portland, Oregon.
The data for this study will be from the New Testament and from

such tools and helps as arve found in the bibliography,



Chapter 2
THE  INVESTIGATION

Pure Man
45 suggested in the preceding chapter of this paper, the problem we
face in discovering the difference between the carnal and human natureg
in man is, that of discovering what original Pure Man was iike., When
the first chapter of this paper was drafted, these words and ideas of

Karl Barth had not been encountered:

Barth asserts that the proper point of departure must be
"the founding of anthropology on Christelogy'. » o . As the
man Jesus is Himself the revealing Word of God, He is the
source of cur knowledge of the nature of wman as created by
God.,' . .. ¥Younding anthropology upon Christology is not
& matter of ‘a simple deduction of anthropology from Christ-
ology' since 'there can be no question of a direct equation
of human nature ag we know it in ourselves with the human na-
ture of Jesus.' . . . Barth does not mean that one is en-
abled by the Spirit of God in union with Jesus Christ to un-
derstand what Adem was before the Fall and thus grasp the
original nature of man. He means, rather, that true human
nature is first present in Jesus Christ. ‘Jesus is man as
God willed and created him® . . . Thus one's real begin-
ning should be John 1 rather than Genesis 1. HNevertheless,
in the saga of Genesig God has given us a prefiguration of
Jesug Christ, the true man as God willed him. We share hu-
man nature with Him by virtue of the fact that Jesus Christ
first expresged it, In this way anthropology is based upon
Qhris%:ology.1

The proposition as stated on page 5 of the Introduction was:

If, then, Jesus was Pure Man, created in the womb of
Mary, which it seems the Scriptures bear out--'a body pre-
pared’--we can see inm Christ what we were before the Fall,
what man is now and what man should be.

lcarl F. H. Henry, Christisn Faith and Modern Theology (Mew
York: Channel Press, 1964}, pp. 166-167.

- 13 -



14
This, then, is anthropology based on Christology, as Karl Barth said,
In this paper, the difference can be seen--unlike Barth, who saw the
Genesis account 88 & sags, and left no place for a pure Adam who fell
through disobedience-~in the approach to the Genesis accounts which ob-
tains when we read these passages through the eyes of the New Testament
writers, and when we consider how Jesus Himself saw them,
1. This investigation presupposes the existence of a veal
first man Adam, with his wife Eve. This is based upon the in-
tegrity of the Apostles and writers of the Hew Testament.
Jesus Himself referved to the first pair when He dealt with
the divorce question.
2. Another assumption is the Gengsis indication that man
was good and pure in God's estimate. The New Testament pas-
sage which spesks of a 5311,4 along with other Scriptures,

presupposes 2 time of purity.

3. It is alsc an assumption that Jesus was pure, without
taint of sin,d vet human as Adam was human,

4, The gall of man, with a full and complete redemption,
is assumed.

With these assumptions before us we proceed to our investigation,

Can Pure Man be found? Linked with this guestion is an even older
guestion, ‘'what is man?”7 So little is said about him, that

«so it will be necessary to catch ‘on the fly' those things
said to him, and interpret as well as we can what kind of
creature it would be that could make sense out of the things
said to him,

2Rom. 5:15; I Cor. 1118, 15:22, 45; I Tim, 2:13-14: Jude 14,
3Matt, 19:5; Mark 10:7-8.  “Rom. 5:12-14,

Sheb. 4215, 7:26-28, ﬁﬁen. 3:17-19: Heb. 13:12; Bom, 8:18-22,
THeb. 2:6.

8iildred Bangs Wynkoop, & Theology of Love (Kansas City, Mis-
souri: Beacon Hill Press, 1972), p. 104,
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Except for the first two chapters of Genesis, we have nothing in
Holy Scripture that can describe to us pure human nature as seen in
Adam, before he disobeyed God's command and was driven out of the
Garden,

Our greatest source of information about man in his pure state is
in the Hew Testament. This source is God's own Son, Jesus Christ,

The genealogies of Christ in the New Tesgtament declare Jesus to be
the Son of God by virtue of creation through édam,g ¥et this is pref-

nl0 This same

aced by “He was the son, so it was thought, of Joseph.
thought is presented to us by Matthew by whom He ig stvled a “son of
David, son of ébraham,“il through "Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom

#12 yarthew declares Mary to be a

wag born Jesus, who is called Christ,
virgin: ‘'before they began to live together she was found to be with
Child through the Holy Spiritg“lg Luke in his turn clearly proclaims
Mary a virgin and that "the holy one to be born will be called the Son
of God,"

In these verses we can conclude that Jesus was Son of God by legal
descent (through Joseph) from Adam, the first-created man, himself a
son of Gody and Son of God by wvirtue of His miraculous creation in the

womb of Mary; and aslso by His eternal pre-existence as the only begot-

ten Son of God,

I uke 3:27. Wruke 3:23, NIV, Mygaee, 101, wiv.
124aee, 1:16, NIV, D3Mate, 1:18, NIV.

L4tuke 1:35b, with 27-34, NIV. All subsequent direct quota-
tions of Scripture, unless otherwise noted, are from HIV.
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Cur interest in the purity of Jesus (the Last Adam) ig in Him as a
representative and substitute for the first man (the First Adam). There
should be no need for a lot of theology built around Christ's humanity
to show that He was man with Adamness in His blood. This is completely
unnecessary 1f Jesus was humsn--as human as Adawm was--but yvet not of

Adam's race,

Jesus~-the Son of Man: Son of Joseph (& short history)

There is no mention of Joseph in Mark's bilography of Jesus: but, ac-
cording to Matthew, the second of Jesus' biographers, Abraham and David
were both persons of ecriticsl importance in his Lord's gene&legy.li
Matthew took pains to establish that he was giving Joseph's genealogy
but it was made clear at the same time that Joseph was not the father
of J@suswié This latter detail is further comfirmed by such statements
as: ‘“'before they began to live together, she was found to be with child
through the Holy Spiritg“l? “because what is conceived in her is from
the Holy ﬁpiritg"la “"the wirgin will be with child, 19 *had no union
with her until she gave birth to a son."@0  This same detail had this
further confirmation, "an angeé'@f the Lovd appeared to him {}03@@%} in
a dream and said, ‘Joseph son of David, do not be afraid to take Mary
home as yvour wife 12l

Luke, Jesus' third biographer, seemed to say about the same thing
as Matthew, and to apply similar emphases., Special note iz made of

“"Yoseph, a descendant of David."22 The remarks of the angel to Mary,

preserved to us in the same chapter, included this: "'The Lord God

oMace, 1:1. 16Mace, 1:16. 17Mace. 1:18. 18Mace, 1:20.
%att, 1:23. 20are, 1:25. 2hyare, 1:20. 221 5ke 1:27.
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will give him the throne of his father Eaviﬁ,“”gg

Luke's telling of the birth mf Jesus was occasion for further empha-
sis upon Joseph and David: 'So Joseph alsoc went up from the town of
Nazarveth in Galilee of Judea, to Bethlehem the town of David, because
he belonged to the house and line of David."?% The shepherds heard it
heralded, "Today in the town of David a Savieor has been born to yauo”zﬁ

For the ensuing thirty vears the world would see Joseph as the
father of Jesus, the son of David., Luke told of their going to the
Temple te offer sacrifice and he recovrded, "When the parents“zgfgﬂﬁyﬁézgjl

Luke told us that Jesus was taught and treated like any other child
of His day. At the age of twelve He was taken to the Temple. On the
journey home Jesus was discovered missing., After some time His father
and mother found Him, still in the Temple, Mary His mother szid, "Your
father and I have been anxiously searching for you,"27 Jesus' vreply
revealed His awareness of Who His real Father was:: "Didn't wou know I
had to be in my Father's house?'28

When Luke, like Matthew, made mention of the genealogy of Jesus, he
referred to Joseph, thus: "Now Jesus himself was about thirty years
old when he began his ministry. He was the son, so it was thought, of
Joseph.”zg

Whereas for thirty vears Jesus was thought to be the son of Joseph,
the son of David, it became necessavy, at His entering upon public min-

istry, to undertake to dispel in three short yeavs this idea, Although

23uke 1:325b. 261,uke 2:4, 25¢uke 2:11. 2T uke 2143,

281 ke 2:49b, 29 ke 3:23.
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He taught Who His Pather really wag, it seemed no one would truly be-
lieve it. Luke recorded such an episode., A Jesus finished speaking
to the people in His home town of Hazareth, the people were heard say-
ing, "'Isn't this Joseph's son?'"30

John, the Beloved Disciple, Christ's fourth biographer, took up the
Jogeph theme, It was shortly after John the Baptist had pointed Him
out to some of his own disciples, that Philip teld Nathanael, "'We have
found the one Moses wrote about in the Law, and about whom the prophets
also wrote--Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph.'"3!

Later on in His ministry He spoke to the Jews about His veal Father:

'For my Father's will is that everyone who looks to the Son
znd believes in him shall have eternal life, and I will raise
him up at the last day."' At this the Jews began to murmur
against him because he said, 'I am the bread that came down
from heaven.' They said, 'Is this not Jesus, the son of Jo-
seph, whose father and %%ther we know? How can he now sav, 'I
came down from heaven?'”

John went on to say:

&t that point some of the people of Jerusalem began to ask,
"Isn't this the man they are trying to kill? . . . Have the
authorities rveally concluded that he is the Christ? But we
know where this man is from; when the Christ comes, no one will
know where he is from. ‘33

On the last and greatest day of the Feast, Jesus stood and
gaid in a loud voice, '1f & man is thirsty, let him come to me
and drink' . . . On hearing his words, some of the people
said, 'Surely this man is the Prophet.' Others ssid, ‘He is
the Christ.' 8till others asked, 'How can the Christ come
from Galilee? Does not the Scripture say that the Christ will
come from David's family and from Bethlehem, the town where
David lived?'3%

30Luke 4:22. 3ljohn 1:45. 32john 6:40-42,

3330hn 7:25-27. 34John 7:37-42.
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Jesug~~the Son of Man: Son of David

It would seem that the outside element visiting Jerusalem for the
feast John ciﬁedgﬁ did not in fact know where Jesus was born. Fut it
was otherwise for the blind beggars and other loecals. It was the Da-
vidic line that was important to the people, especially in respect to
their leader and king.

But it was not of importance scolely to the ordinary peocple who had
awareness of what the Scriptures had to say concerning Jesus' coming
from "David's family" (HIV), or "seed" {K&V}Bﬁ {gﬁﬁgsg;éic@fbgiz and
from "Bethlehem, the town where David Iived‘“37 All of the basic hig-
tory of Christ is dependent--very dependent, according to His biograph-
erg--upon Jesus' relationship to Joseph, Bethlehem, and David., Let us
listen to what some more volces say on this:

a. Two blind men--"Have mercy on us, Son of David!"38

b. (At the healing of the man who was demon-pogsessed, blind

and‘mutgg the people said, "Could this be the 8on of
David "

¢, A Canaanite woman crying out, "Lord, Son of David, have

mercy on me !4

d. Two blind men by the road-~"Lord, Son of David, have mercy
on ust, . . and . , . all the louder, "Lord, Son of David,

have mercy on us!"4l

e. A very large crowd shouted, "Hosanna to the Son of Davidl"
. « » the whole city . . . asked, "Who is this?” The crowds
angswered, "This is Jesus, the prophet from Nazareth in Gal-
ilee.”

f. Children--""Hosanna to the Son of David,"43

3530hn 7237, 3éﬁenderings of John 7:42. :w}ibidﬁs
38Mate. 9:27. 39 Mare, 12:23.  4OMace, 15522,

4lMart. 20:30b, 31b. 42Mart, 21:9-11,
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g. To the Pharisees Jesus said,"What do you think about the
Christ? Whose son 1s he?" "The Son of Dawid," they re-
plied, He said to them, "How is it then that David, speak-
ing by the Spirit, calls him "Lord'? ., . ., If then David
calls him "Lord,' how can he be his son?"43

Although Mark said nothing about the birth of Jesus, he did record
as common knowledge Jesus' relationship to David (which is seen in the
Hew Testament only through Joseph).

a. Blind Bartimaeus began to sheout, "Jesus, Son of David, have
% vt

merey on me!l
b. At the Triumphal Eﬁgrymn”BIQSQed is the coming kingdom of
our father David!"®

c. Jesus asked, "How is it that the teachers of the law say
that the Christ is the son of David? David himself, speak-
ing by the Holy Spirit, declared:  'The Lord said to my
Lord: §it st my right hand wuntil I put vour enemies under
your feet,' David himself calls him 'Lord.' How then can
he be his son?"46

Luke showed his personal appraisal of the importance of the expec-
tation of the people concerning their Messiah's coming from David, when

he began his narrative of the birth of Jesus with a2 special emphasisg

upon "Jogeph, a descendant of David, 47

a. To Mary the angel sald, "God will give him the throne of
his father David' (obviously vreferving teo Joseph, as sbove .
char&cterizéd}.ég

b. Zechariah®s song was, "He has raised wp a horn of salvation
for ue in the house of his servant David . . .V

c¢. Joseph went from Nazareth to Bethlehem, David's toEp, "be«
cause he belonged to the house and line of David.”

d. This Christ wae bhorn in the town of David" _the town of
Joseph's ancestry , the shepherds were t01d®5*

43Mact, 22:42-43, 45, bligark 10:46-48, 45Mark 11:10a.
46Mark 12:35-37a.  “TLuke 1:27.  “8ruke 1:32.  “%Luke 1:69.

30Luke 234, 5lnuke 23511,
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e, Luke in his genealogy was as carefuyl as Matthew was, to
show Christ's descent from David,

£, In common with the other Synoptic writers who included the
blind beggars and & lone beggar among thelr stories, Luke
recalled & blind beggar calling out, “"Son of David, have
mercy on me, 59

g. Luke was also caveful to include Christ's guestion, "How
is it that they say the Christ is the Son of David? David
himself declaves in the Book of Psalms: <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>