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In 2005 | was asked to read the book by Anthony Buzzard and offer clear
evidence against his presentation.

For years | have heard critics make the claimti@aterm “trinity” does not appear in the
New Testament and that the concept of the trinag Vacking in the primitive church.
This was an objection | faced some 30 years agoresv believer, one | have been
consistently asked about over the course of my &éma university pastor, but only now,
after all these years have | taken the time to éxarme issue more carefully. | needed
to review this book by Mr. Buzzard which providée impetus to spend what has
become a fair amount of time on this projec®everal people have complained that this
review is difficult to follow without a copy of Buard's text handy. My apologies.

Throughout his book, Mr. Buzzard makes some go@@ations, but he approaches
each biblical text straining for ways to use istgport his position. This straining

qguickly becomes apparent. My plan is to presemtesof Buzzard’s basic arguments
which represent the various arguments | have hegeithst the doctrine of the trinity.

| realize the difficulty of reading references ta&ard if the reader has not read the work
in question, but this occurs with any referencardther work. | will cite his work
properly and attempt to present his argumentsl|glear

Chapter One
The God of the Jews

| basically agree with the thesis of this chaptére-Jews strongly held to a monotheistic
faith. This separated them from all other culturearry Hurtado shows how this is
something of a misperceptién.

Chapter Two
Jesus and the God of the Jews

Jesus was a first century Jew speaking to mondihdeswvs. Buzzard, by necessity,
takes a strong Ebioniti@f emphasis on the humanity of Chrgbsition — Jesus was
only a man, anointed to be Messiah, and not (a€tuncil of Chalcedon affirms) two
coexistent natures. Buzzard points to the OT fordtionale, saying that we must use
the OT understanding to explain Jesus since thssanaan living under the Law,

1 The Doctrine of the Trinity: Christianity's Self-inflicted WouBdzzard, Anthony F. and Hunting, Charles F.
(International Scholars Publications 1998). All citations of the Buzzard text are simply listed with a page n
("On page 46" or simply "p.56").

2 Hurtado’s work on this topic should be consultddrtado, LarryLord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earli
Christianity (Eerdmans 2003). Another text to explore on shigject is the newly releasdoid the First Christiant
Worship Jesus?: The New Testament Eviddmcdames D. G. Dunn (Westminster John Knox P2@§8); | have
not yet read this volume, but | know that Dunn &ddes, and is in disagreement with Hurtado's work.
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speaking to Jews living under the Law. Althoughdstly agree that Jesus was a man
while he walked the earth, | cannot apply OT moadsim to the NT — | will explain this
point a bit later.

Again and again in this chapter Buzzard rhetoycafiks why would Jesus consistently
speak in monotheistic terms if he knew himselfeéacbequal with God? This is a strong
argument to face for anyone who claims omnisciéacdesus while he walked the earth.
For me it makes no difference since | agree withZawnd on this point — | do not assume
Jesus to have divine knowledge in his earthly erist. Whenever the text indicates that
he knew something extraordinary it can be attridwtewhat would be called a spiritual
gift rather than inherent knowledge.

Buzzard points to two texts where John record$terisees attacking Jesus by accusing
him of claiming to be equal with God,

“This fellow blasphemes. Who can forgive sins botd@lone?” Mark 2:5,7, p.43

“For a good work we do not stone you, but for blespy; and because you, being a man,
make yourself out to be God.” John 10:32-36, p.45.

Jesus does not defend himself by arguing for digitiut rather in the second text
actually answers the attack in a way that seemasgiee against his divinity. Buzzard
minimizes the attack, but no matter how Jesus amgiiteem, the attack speaks volumes.
The gospel writers did not invent these chargesfahey had been concerned that a
non-divinity message be heard they would have lglassated it as they do with other
topics on several other occasidndark is especially fond of giving explanations

(see 4:33,34). These accusations against Jesaqwaetrivial.

On page 46, Buzzard uses an anachronistic argufihvoges would have been shocked
to learn that the prophet...preexisted as God.is Algument is quite simplistic. Indeed,
Moses would have been utterly shocked to knowNredsiah would be born of a virgin
and be himself raised from the dead! The entici@® beginning on page 46, “Old
Testament Expectations about the Messiah,” is basedfaulty premise, yet one that
continually appears in Buzzard’s presentation: thatpeople in the OT correctly
understood the promised Messiah and that the asastkrectly understood it as well.
This is an overly optimistic view, an argument whilawill address more fully later.

Buzzard consistently falls back to the Hebrew Oiftfackground and his
historical/literary critical observations. His mdbcus is to parse the usage of Hebrew
AdonaiandAdoniin Psalms 110:1,

% Serious consideration should be given to the péisgiof editorial insertions in John’s gospelhdre is plenty of
research on this topic. | would suggest C.H. Daslé good starting poirtiistorical Tradition in the Fourth
Gospel(Cambridge 1963). The evidence presented inpdgier will confirm that John’s divinity presentatics far
more developed than the synoptic gospel writers.



The LORD said unto my Lord, Sit at my right handtiul make your enemies your
footstool.

Parsing the Hebrew text is not typically helpfulemhattempting to discern literary
meaning in NT writings. Though Jesus spoke Aramaait could possibly read the
Hebrew OT, Mark and Luke write in Greek and used@neek OT (LXX) for their OT
citations. Matthew and Jolmayhave been familiar with the Hebrew text, but their
citations reference the LXX as well.

The point is, all of Buzzard’s discussion of @@onaiandAdonihave little merit except
to give historical background to the first centdewish understanding of the Hebrew OT.
The only exception would be to the reference offRsd 10:1. Though his analysis of
this text appears sound, it continues to give untegeemphasis on the Hebrew OT
understanding of distinctions with reference to Quut relevant to NT discussion. Quite
simply, if the NT writers understood this distirtibetweemdonaiandAdoni they

would have been more careful with their usage artl.” They would have given some
explanation, yet this never happéns.

Buzzard’s comments on Paul’'s simple creedal formutaCorinthians 8:6 is an
interesting example of how Buzzard deals with taktuwiticism. He first states that Paul
has the Hebrew Bible in his mind (I can only assuinag he thinks Paul has Psalm 110 in
view since this is Buzzard’s main OT text focu$)atil carefully distinguishes...between
the ‘one God, the Father,” and the ‘one Lord J&dusst’.” (p.56) Yet he fails to inform
the reader of two very critical points: Paavercites Psalm 110 in any of his writings,
making it difficult to ever assume that he has thig in mind or is being guided by it;

and secondly, Paul uses the same constructiorsitetkt to describe God and Christ,

“but to us God is one the Father, from whom algisi[come] and in whom
we [are], €€ ob t& mavta, kol Npetg el avtov) and one Lord Jesus Christ,
through whom all things [come] and in whom we [are]

(8¢ oV 16 mhvTo, Ko NUETG €16 ODTOV).”

So when Buzzard says that Paul “carefully” distisgas between the two | partially
agree. Paul has been careful — he has carefudly e same wording for both the Father
and Jesus which indicates that God the Father amdilesus Christ are seen and related
to us identically. In the next chapter Buzzardesta

“...the New Testament applies the word God — in itseé& formho theos- to God, the
Father alone some 1350 times. The wdrlsheodi.e., the one God), used absolutely,
are nowhere with certainly applied to Jesus.” p.87

Here in 1 Cor. 8:6, in this carefully crafted creBdul does not use the artiélavith
God, thus according to Buzzard’s strictly enforGreek grammar, Paul is saying “a

* Hurtado should be consulted on this point. A$ bélseen below, he gives convincing argumentaficopenness
in first century Jewish monotheism for a “binitariavorship of “Lord” (kurios) Jesus along with YHWH



God.” Perhaps Paul is actually referring herdhoGreek understanding of tdemiurge
God, the evil “god” that created the world. Of ceinot, but this is how we could use
Buzzard’s strict grammatical logic to misrepredbettext.

Hurtado deals extensively with the early usagkusiosin his comprehensive work and
gives a good account of how Paul uses “Lord” assagshation for Jesus to clearly
identify him with YHWH in the Old TestamentHurtado reminds us that in the LXX
YHWH is translated akurios,

In this astonishingly bold association of Jesus©vdbd, Paul adapts wording from
the tradition Jewish confession of God's uniquenasswn as the Shema, from
Deuteronomy 6:4, "Hear O Israel: The Lord our Godne Lord" (Kyrios heis estin
[LXX], translating Heb. Yahweh 'echad)Lord Jesus Christp.114

Finally, in this chapter Buzzard cites Bart Ehrnaagra scholar who “records extensive
evidence of deliberate alteration of the New Testasinmanuscripts...by which Jesus is
called God instead of Christ.” (p.57) Ehrman i8edl known NT scholar at UNC and
author of many books. | have not read the voluitesl dy BuzzardThe Orthodox
Corruption of ScriptureOxford Press 1993) but | have read four of Ehrsaorks
including Lost Christianities: The Battles for Scripture ath@ Faiths We Never Knew
(Oxford Press 2005) hailed by the liberals of cay ds revealing and honest scholarship,
yet replete with examples of cleverly stated haiftts. Ehrman rarely says anything |
can completely disagree with, but he consistegtipres contrary data commonly known
among early church historiafislt should be noted that after making this bokirol for
Ehrman’s work of “extensive evidence,” the only exde Buzzard cites from Ehrman is
a reference to a Persian harmony of the GospelseySBuzzard could have found more
examples, or a better one, from Ehrman’s “exterigsvealence.

Chapter Three
Did Jesus’ Followers Think He was God?

The only item | want to comment on in this chapseBuzzard’s analysis of the Thomas
confession in John 20.

As mentioned in the discussion in the previousigecit rarely works when a person
builds a theology or doctrine on a particular lirsgie thread. The reason for this is that
no writer or body of literature is 100% consisténhe corpus is of any significant size.
Once a position is established based mainly onguistic phrase, any deviant text must
be explained. Buzzard’'s explanation of the Thoomgession strains credulity. Thomas
realized that after his resurrection Jesus wag tt&smd” for the Coming Age. (p.89)

® Hurtado,Lord Jesus Christsee pp. 108-118 where he specifically deals tvitor. 8:6 and the Philippians 2 text
mentioned further below.

® You can read my reviews of two Ehrman works onwey site -
http://www.churchhistory101.com/feedback/book-rexsegphp




This makes even less sense when you take into acttwifact that John uses the article
0 when Thomas confesses, “My Lord and my Gadk0ptog pov kot 6 606G pov).

Interesting that the gospel writers, recordingtitstory some 30-60 years later fail to
clearly reflect this keen idea presented by Buzzdisroughout this chapter Buzzard
sarcastically asks why the apostles did not opspdak of the divinity of Jesus if it had
been so. Would this not also apply to this reéiraof Jesus being the “God” of the
Coming Age? Much of his rationale is based oratbsumption that the Lord wants us to
know and understand — that the gospel writersige#txactly what we need to know. Yet
only John gives us this glimpse of what Buzzardsdale important role and titlgy¢d of

the coming age) of the resurrected Christ and Wxesghis message in a most encrypted
fashion. This is an absurd argument.

Chapter Four
Paul and the Trinity

Buzzard opens this chapter stating the obviou$:3hal was a monotheistic first century
Jew. Then he states that Saul's opposition t@#nky Christians was due to his rejection
of the Messianic claim of Jesus and the thredtg¢aestablished religion of Israel.

Buzzard again exegetes 1 Cor. 8:6, but really adtlsing new to his argument. For the
most part his argument is based on rhetoric: ®asla monotheist and why, if he had
become a Trinitarian, does he not explain this gearNotice in this creed that Paul does
not say, “there is only one Gafldonaiand Jesus the Messiah whadoni” Buzzard
used this rubric as his foundation for the OT uatierding and wants the reader to
believe that this was the guiding principle for gespel writers. While | have serious
doubts that most of the NT writers knew the Hebtext, Paul certainly did, yet he
makes no overt effort to guard the sacred NametdVA. If Paul is so guided by his
Hebrew understanding, why does he only use Greeisteo designattheos kuriosand
christo® He uses Hebrew terms at other times (as do othewti&rs) but nowhere

does he make the kind of reference to the sacne@ n®uzzard fails again to address the
internal construction of this creed in which Pasgsliidentical phrases to describe the
believer’s relationship with both the Father (Aolona) andkuriosJesus.

He deals with the Philippians 2 text (pp.99-104he@ same way. He outlines what he
has already stated concerning Paul’s belief ofG6oé — the bulk of his argument goes
over the same old ground. Only in the last paggdydoes he address the key factor of
this text, “every knee will bow and every tonguafass.” Of course, Buzzard opens this
paragraph with the key Messianic Psalm 110:1 wRighlneveruses, and states that
rather tharat the name of Jesus, the text should neatie name. (p.104) Paul is citing
Isaiah 45:23, part of a text that is clearly a “@wd” text. Yet Paul is using it in
reference to Jesus. He does this in Rom 14:1ledsbmt in Romans he more accurately
cites “every tongue” confessing to Gad(6e®). In the Philippians text his use of this



text, “...every tongue confess that Jesus Chrisord to the glory of God the Father.”
Even if this confession is to the Father, the cssifen is about Jesus aspiog. In this
text Paul has just said that God has “exaltedthithe highest placand gave him the
name aboveveryname.” “Well,” (I am sure Buzzard would say) “wedw Paul does
not meareveryname, being a law abiding, first century Jew heldoever think Jesus
would be above YHWH.” Yet, this is exactly whatuPes saying.

There are two very important points here: 1. Pant(some other NT writers)

consistently uses very similar, or exact wordirgfemring to Jesus that are used in the OT
in reference to God. 2. Buzzard consistently maks key aspects of textual criticism in
his arguments. He does, however, end this paatiquesentation with his tenth reminder
of what seems like his only real textual evideri@@ge lord at God’s right hand, it must
remembered, iadoni(“lord”), which is never the title of Deity.” p.104

Chapter Five
The Hebrew World and Greek Philosophy

Buzzard has an easy target when it comes to erriggithe Platonism of the early church.
The church fathers, many of them trained in thesits, did allow their Christian faith to
be influenced by Platonism. Blaming this Platoni8uzzard consistently says the
trinity and deity issues did not come up in Chaisity until Nicea (325 AD) and then
“Christians were forced to accept belief in a prstnt, second person of the
Godhead...” p.37. He is either ignorant of eadgad century Christian writers, or
dismissive of these writings, or would offer sonrasge interpretation of them as he
does with NT texts. In any case, the divinity e$Jds had been established long before
the time of Justin Martyr. Here we have Ignatitig\otioch (cir. 112-114 AD) affirming
Jesus as God in the flesh, the Word — and to kegana from misunderstanding that he
might be speaking of Jesus as some kind of inteilanedpirit, “both made and not
made,”

There is one Physician who is possessed bothsif #ied spirit; both made and not
made; God existing in flesh; true life in deathttbof Mary and of God; first
possible and then impossible, even Jesus Chridtardr

Ignatius to the Ephesiar{short version)

...our Physician is the only true God, the unbegottind unapproachable, the Lord
of all, the Father and Begetter of the only-bego&en. We have also as a
Physician the Lord our God, Jesus the Christ, thg-lbegotten Son and Word,
before time began, but who afterwards became aésg of Mary the virgin. For
"the Word was made flesh."

Ignatius to the Ephasi& (long version)



While it is true that we have two versions of Ignat(a short and a longer, more

“orthodox” version), one can see a strong pre-eris Christology even in the shorter
: 7

version.

Buzzard attacked Justin Martyr as embracing Grédkgophy so we will skip his
testimony. Irenaeus represents another straimeiearly church that spoke against what
he called “heretics” and against philosophy. Hexes arguing against one of the
Gnostic views of Jesus (making this text somewlihcdlt to follow), and in the midst

of this he interjects the contemporary view of GhriNote that Irenaeus is fairly
consistent with Ignatius, but also further elabesahe divinity of Jesus,

Learn then, ye foolish men, that Jesus who suffereds, and who dwelt among
us, is Himself the Word of God. For if any othettloé AEons had become flesh for
our salvation, it would have been probable thathestle spoke of another. But if
the Word of the Father who descended is the sasoelat ascended, He, namely,
the Only-begotten Son of the only God, who, aceaydo the good pleasure of the
Father, became flesh for the sake of men, the l@pomsttainly does not speak
regarding any other, or concerning any Ogdoadrdagecting our Lord Jesus
Christ. For, according to them, the Word did nagioally become flesh. For they
maintain that the Saviour assumed an animal badgdd in accordance with a
special dispensation by an unspeakable providesacas to become visible and
palpable. But flesh is that which was of old formiedAdam by God out of the
dust, and it is this that John has declared thedvdbGod became. Thus is their
primary and first-begotten Ogdoad brought to nougbt, since Logos, and
Monogenes, and Zoe, and Phos, and Sorer, and @hréstd the Son of God, and
He who became incarnate for us, have been provied tme and the same, the
Ogdoad which they have built up at once falls &rps.

Irenaeudgainst the Heresie%.3

The Church, though dispersed through our the wivoldd, even to the ends of the
earth, has received from the apostles and thasipdies this faith: in one God, the
Father Almighty, Maker of heaven, and earth, amdsia, and all things that are in
them; and in one Christ Jesus, the Son of God, wétame incarnate for our
salvation; and in the Holy Spirit, who proclaiméadaugh the prophets the
dispensations of God, and the advents, and the fiootn a virgin, and the passion,
and the resurrection from the dead, and the asmeiio heaven in the flesh of the
beloved Christ Jesus, our Lord, and His [futurehifestation from heaven in the
glory of the Father "to gather all things in onaqd to raise up anew all flesh of the
whole human race, in order that to Christ Jesusl.ord, and God, and Saviour,
and King, according to the will of the invisibletRar...

Against the HeresieR0.1

Buzzard knows enough about what he calls neo-Rfato(p.117) to point to Philo and
his city of Alexandria, but his analysis falls woky short. The movement he refers to is

" The Roberts-Donaldson introduction on this issusound and should be consulted. This can be fonlie:
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/info/ignatitmsml.



now known as Middle Platonism, and indeed, Phildlekandria is a source. Philo does
make reference to the Eternal Logos, but his mosis much more nuanced than
Buzzard makes out. He maintains that John is dgtdelputing the Philonian influence
that had infiltrated the Church via Apollos in Adi8:24-28 (p.133). Yet according to
Luke, Apollos was well received by the saints. tBg time Paul writes to the Corinthians
he acknowledges that the Alexandrian Apollos, a sialted in rhetoric, had left a
positive mark on the church, “I planted, Apollosterad, but God gives the increase.” (1
Cor.3:6) Buzzard says that the Alexandrians (thosld include Apollos) “opposed the
Truth with their speculation.” (p.133) Yet the lglal text reads that Apollos “vigorously
refuted the Jews in public debate, proving fromSbeptures that Jesus was the Christ.”
There are numerous signs of Alexandrian (and perRé&gonic) influence in the NT,
making it difficult to denigrate it completely.

In his attempt to prove that Jesus is not worsldppehe NT, Buzzard tells the reader,

The Greek verlproskuneas used both of worship to God and doing obeisam¢eiman
persons....It is highly significant that another Greerd, latreuo, which is used of
religious service only, is applied in all of its @&currences exclusively to the Father in
the New Testament. p.139

Buzzard is only partially correct here. He is ectrthattpocxvvém is used with both
humans and God as the object in the NT, but ther¢haee critical texts ignored by
Buzzard (Acts 10:25, Rev 19:10, 22:8) — all threeak of someone falling on the ground
(mpookvvém) in front of a person or an angel and being rebdudke doing so. Yetin
Matthew 28:9 and 17 we read, “Suddenly Jesus neet thGreetings,’ he said. They
came to him, clasped his feet and worshippgddekOvnoav) him.” In three NT texts
when this is done the “worshipper” is rebuked, dbgect of the “worship” states that the
worship is inappropriate. In the Acts text Petgually says, “Stand up,” he said, “l am
only a man myself.” Yet Jesus does not rebukevbishippers. Buzzard (p.139) wants
us to believe that Jesus is here being worshippprbariately as the Messiah, but the
contrast of this text with the other three makes éhweak argument. It is also never
stated that Jesus is being worshipped as Mes8ien Thomas confesses, “My Lord
and my God,” § k0pLog pov ko 6 Bedg pov) how is the reader to know that Thomas is
really worshipping Jesus as Messiah? He could bawply said, “My Messiah!” As
many times as the gospel writers explain pericop@sake sure the reader gets the point,
this is one text that either reads simply and pyawvhich | believe it does) or needs
some explanation.

Next | want to point out Buzzard'’s error in his ament oniatpedw. For the most part
he is correct +atpedm is mainlyused in reference to the Father, but Buzzard $ays t
word is useaxclusivelyin reference to the Father (p.139). In Acts &2 word is used
to refer to “the worshipAotpeverv) of heavenly bodies.” This is not just an errathw
respect to the evidence, but reveals a weakné®szpard’'s methodology. Buzzard
bases many of his arguments on word usage. Usilgdjic, Jesus is not worshipped as



God (sinceproskuneas used at times in reference to humans) and ttieeFes not
worshipped either sindatreo was used once pointing to idolatry. Buzzard’s
methodology fails in one argument after the nexialse ancient authors do not tend to
use particular words in the same fashion all theeti

Buzzard'’s position omavtokpdtwp at the end of this chapter is another examplasof h
strained methodology of using a word or phrase@®af. He states that the “title,
pantokrator is nowhere given to Jesus.” He then continugls avvery cumbersome
reading of two critical texts that trexvtoxpdtwp and theA-Q (Alpha and Omega) to

the one who is “coming soon,” Revelation 1:8 and/22. Buzzard is trying to assign
speaking roles to the angel of the Lord, and wideloes make his case with a
subjunctive, “it may well be” — his argument takes assumption for granted. There are,
however, a few items in these two texts that pwitesus andlovtoxkpdtwp as one and
the same.

Buzzard maintains that the Father is the one comimtipe clouds in power rather than
Jesus. How he comes to this decision is not chedrthat he is incorrect is exceedingly
clear. The text quoted in Rev. 1:7 says that $heoming with the clouds” and everyone
will see him, “even those who pierced him,” an w4 allusion to Jesus. The Lord
Jesus says he is coming in Rev. 2:25 and in 3Then 22:20 says, “He who testifies to
these things says, ‘Yes, | am coming soon.” Ant&me, Lord Jesus.” Paul writes of
the returning of the Lord in both Thessaloniarelett clearly referencing Jesus in 2
Thess. 1:7, “This will happen when the Lord Jesugvealeddrmoxoalvyet) from

heaven in blazing fire with his powerful angelsih#ly, the words of Jesus himself
make it clear, “...the Son of Man will appear in #ig...the Son of Man coming on the
clouds.” (Matt. 24:30) Finally, in Rev. 16:14 tHay of thepantokratoris mentioned,
followed by “See, | am coming as a thief,” in velide There is no indication of any
change of subject — this “coming” is a direct gospmte of Jesus from Matt. 24:42-44
(referenced by Paul in 1 Thess. 5:2). Add to fthese instances the fact that Buzzard
(in chapter 8, p.206) refers to the “Son of Marsien in Daniel 7:13,14 as the historical
backdrop for the Messianic ascension texts, andrgisment is frustrated all the more. It
Is clear that Jesus is the One coming on the clouds

Once it is admitted that Jesus is the One cominth@rlouds with powerful angels,
Rev. 22:12,13 shows him (Jesus) to be the AlphaCandga and also thexvtoxpdtwp.
This, of course, is why Buzzard must have an adiiera explanation for who is coming.
But there are more soft spots in his argumenit isfthe Father speaking in Rev. 22:13,
“I am the Alpha and the Omega, the First and th& lthe Beginning and the End,” (all
three of these have the same meaning) then Jdsus @ himself in the same way. In
Rev. 1:17 and 2:8 Jesus says “l am the First amdldist,” €yo eipt 6 TpdTOC KOIL O
g€oyoatog) — the exact phrase used in Rev. 22:13.



With an accidental caveat, Buzzard admits thaehtseloyog argument is dubious
when he ends this chapter saying, “In John’s Ga$egbgos(word), being a somewhat
ambiguous term, might be liable to misunderstandifpy140) Buzzard’'s explanations
are obtuse enough to warrant such an admission.

Chapter Six
The Trinity and Politics

It is not my place in this paper to defend 2,008rgeof Christian history, but Buzzard
makes no attempt to present this history with geatlve voice. He skips the testimony
of the Apostolic Fathers and the Apologists ofgbeond century. He completely
overlooks the letters of Ignatius of Antioch (cirtb@7-120 AD) which affirm the pre-
existent Logos of John 1:1. Buzzard paints thetmegative picture of Constantine
possible without any effort to give the positivedance that comes from the admittedly
biased writings of Eusebius. Because Buzzard basleded that Constantine is the
great Trinitarian heretic, he refers to his “supgmbsision” that helped lead him to victory
in the Battle of the Milvian bridge. While we arertain that Constantine held too tightly
to many of his pagan rites, there are also numaralisations that he had some kind of
genuine faith.

When he recounts the story of Arius (pp.149-153)nidies that only the Arians
suffered persecution. He fails to report how maimgs Athanasius was driven into
hiding to escape possible execution at the hanttsealominant Arians in the
Alexandrian region.

Chapter Seven
The Nature of Preexistence in the New Testament

| do not know enough about this topic to make amdance of comment, but | do have a
few observations. First, on page 160, Buzzard méke following citation, “When the
Jew wished to designate something as predestieeshdke of it as already ‘existing’ in
heaven.” He is quoting Selwyn’s work on First Peteam not familiar with Selwyn or
his work, but regardless, Buzzard uses this cidtiostate a somewhat arcane position.
In over 20 years of reading and study | do not maber ever having heard any
substantial discussion on this topic. Becausettipie is not a common one, a good
scholarly treatment would have done far more thhatvBuzzard has done — he simply
gives the reader the work and the page numbem dupposed to believe this statement
because Selwyn (who may be a good scholar) s&ysat? Even the best scholar will
sometimes present a position with weak evidencenetheless, Buzzard should give us
more of Selwyn’s evidence if he is resting his posion Selwyn’s work.

Buzzard goes on to discuss predestination andrioreledge, two complicated concepts,
and problematic from a human standpoint no mattechvposition is taken. Yet



Buzzard is able to explain these difficult concapt8-4 pages. After further discussion
on “the ‘preexistence’ of Jesus” he makes thisestant,

There is a perfectly good word for “real” preexiste in the Greek language
(prouparchon. It is very significant that it appears nowharécripture with reference
to Jesus, but it does in the writings of Greek Chutathers of the second century.
pp.166,167

Buzzard selectively cites the use of Greek withmoper explanation — he tells you only
what he wants you to know. When he says thabrdpyw is never used to refer to the
preexistence Jesus, yet is a “perfectly good worcréal’ preexistence” he simply
obfuscates the NT usage of this word. He is comen he says thapovrndapyw is
never used to describe Jesus — this word is orgl tigice in the NT and neither time is
it used for preexistence.

That day Herod and Pilate became friends — befasgitpovrfipyov) they had been
enemies. Luke 23:12

Now for some timerpovntipyev) a man named Simon had practiced sorcery in tige ci
and amazed all the people of Samaria... Acts 8:9
[Other translations render “had previously practideere.]

Both times this word is used in the NT it is clgarsed for a span of time in the past, but
this span is clearly “in space and time.” If thee€k fathers used this word for
preexistence it only shows how the Greek languagaged from first century NT usage
to second century (mainly) non-Jewish usage. Buzzase of this Greek word is a red
herring. He uses it because he knows that mdssatudience either will not know how
to check Greek usage, will not have the tools teaaor will simply believe his
misrepresentation.

Chapter Eight
John, Preexistence and the Trinity

Buzzard states (pp.182-83) that William Tyndale tradslatedx0tog in John 1:1-4 as
“it” — “All things were made byt...” and says the use of this pronoun is ambiguous
(p.191). The translation of the pronounstog andobtog is always dependent on
context and John uses both in the context of areafentioned person. For clear
examples ofxvtog translated for a person, see (John 1:27; 2:12,29; B:21; 14:10;
18:1). For clear examples obtog translated for a person, see (John 1:7; 3:2; &£48;
6:46; 7:40,41).

There are several reasons that justify a translatiorbtog andodtog as personal
pronouns. Buzzard says (p.192) that the origieatler would not have thought of
“word” as the pre-existent Son until verse 14 wtten“word” becomes “flesh.” Yes!
And this is context. The original OT reader wontut think the snake lifted up on the



staff in the desert was supposed to foreshadowldesiah, but it did. Verse 14 has a
great deal to do with the translation of John 1:1B4it there’s more.

Buzzard correctly attempts to use other Johannnitengs to help interpret/translate

John 1:1-4. However, his exegesis of 1 John 1:24f) is grossly inadequate. He tells
us that John gives his own commentary of JohnriLildohn 1:2 where the writer uses a
similar construction. Buzzard's exegesis of thesse in 1 John is one sentence in length,
then he moves on to show supposed parallels iriek.PAs we are consistently finding
with Buzzard, he flings sand in the eyes of theleeavhile failing to touch on the most
salient points of evidence. Indeed, he hopes nplaltinotice!

Buzzard fails to point out that in 1 John the writespeaking of “That which was from
the beginning” § fv ax’ &pyfg — very similar to the opening of John). Whathis t
“something?” Should be translated “it” throughout this passage? | dadince John
says this “it” wadheard seen with the eyeandtouched by their handsBuzzard would
respond, “Yes, and what does John say they ardgpmong — the WordXoyog) of life.

So you see thatordis not at all the preexistent person of Jesus.& fExt obviously
speaks of Jesus who wasard seen andtouchedby the disciples. But John goes on to
say that this “life appearedldn épavepmdn) — the same word used in 1 Timothy, “he
appeared in the flesh” (3:16).

There is another literary critical argument thatddead to a translation of the
masculine article in front dbgos— John uselogosin Revelation in the same way,

| saw...a white horse, whose rider is called Faithfud True.... His eyes are like blazing
fire, and on his head are many crowns....and his naitiee Word of God....Out of his
mouth comes a sharp sword...” (Rev 19:11-15)

The name of this rider is “the Word of God’ X6yog 100 6g0D). This person is also
called “Faithful and True,” a title Jesus useseti@r to himself in Rev 3:14. His eyes are
like blazing fire, the same description used otidgRev 1:14; 2:18). This rider has a
sharp sword coming out of his mouth, almost exdikté/the description of Jesus

(Rev 1:16; 2:12,16).

It is certainly true that John is the only NT write clearly refer to Jesus as the “word,”
or logos but he does so in his gospel, the Revelation agatelst the subtle reference in 1
John 1:1. This fact alone allows for the translaiflogosas a masculine noun.

Buzzard insists that the gospels all stand in hagnand that to use John’s gospel as the
Trinitarians do would put that gospel in contraidictwith the synoptics (p.190). As |

will clearly point out in the conclusion, there alistinct differences in the way the
synoptics andohnpresent Jesus. For example, the synoptic gosgielsto Jesus as
“Son of Man” significantly more often than “Son @bd,” 3-4 times more often. John
uses these two appellations equally, yet refed@snis most often (more than twice as
much) as “Lord.” Paul differs from all four gospelHe never uses “Son of Man” and



rarely uses “Son of God,” but refers to “our Loas$us Christ” quite often. Do these
differences represent a contradiction? | do nioktko. As | will discuss more fully in
the conclusion, I think it does point to a devehgpChristology in the primitive church.

Buzzard makes the same claim in the previous ch§ptE68) using another weak
argument from the Greek text, “Not only do theye[Bynoptics, Acts and Peter] not hint
at a pre-human Son of God, they contradict the Iijei@lking of theorigin (genesispf
Jesus (Matt. 1:18).” The problem here is tftaincig is never translated “origin” in the
NT. This word occurs twice (Matt. 1:18; Lk 1:14)daboth times is translated as “birth.”
Genesisomes from the root verévvéaom which means “to begef”This is a lexicon
for all Greek usage, from Homeric Greek to Classical and3x8ek. There is a
preferred NT word for “origin” €pyn, the same word used by John to indicateotigin
of thelogos Again, Liddell and Scott definégyn, “a beginning, first cause, origin,”
(p.106). In fact, when Jesus refers to OT Genesissesipyn, “...at the beginninggn’
apxnc) the Creator ‘made them male and female’.” (M&t41 Mk 10:6) | am no longer
surprised when | read Buzzard’s inaccurate anchfgtialse statements concerning
Greek.

One last comment on the biblical usdagos— | believe there is a precedent for John’s
use oflogosin Luke’s gospel, “...the events that have beernlledf among us, just as
they were handed on to us by those who from thenhew @&n’ dpyxfig) were
eyewitnesses and servants of the waod (Loyov)” (Lk 1:2). There are several points to
note in this verse: 1. It occurs at the beginmhguke’s gospel as does Johiogos

text; 2. Luke use&pyn, though admittedly not as a reference to creaBoithe text says
that they were eyewitnesses to the word. An eymsg, implying something physical,
and a servaridf the word(in the genitive). Luke is referring to Jesus, boin takes the
logosto the next level.

On pages 193-194 Buzzard argues that “no occurreinitee Hebrew wordavar (word)
corresponding to John’s Greek wdogjosprovides any evidence that the ‘word from the
beginning’ means person..” First, | am unconvinced that the usage of tlebdiew
davarinforms us of the Gredkgosat all. There is a similar word usage in Johnat,th
believe, can inform us, “The true light that givight to every man was coming into the
world” (John 1:9). Is there any doubt that Johhage referring to Jesus? There is
probably not a corresponding usage in the OT -htligoming into the world as a person
— but in the Johannine corpus, Jesus is the Lilght( 8:12). This does not mean that
every occurrence @fag is a reference to Jesus, but John 1:7-9 certardye. It is no
surprise that John also says “God is lighd,'8€0¢ edg £o7l).

Buzzard’s commentary on John 3:13 and 6:62 (pp2(H-are inadequately based on
the underlying concept that John’s gospel is inglete harmony with the synoptics. He

8 Liddell and ScottGreek-English LexicoOxford, 1989), p.140.



rightly points to “Son of Man” vision in Daniel 73114 as the historical backdrop for
these ascension texts, but his logic is straineselve times in these five pages, Buzzard
refers to these “ascended” passages as “enigmdtitfjtult,” and “challenging.” His
explanation is thatthings may be said to have already happened in &iogéntion,

while they await actual fulfillment in history ihd future: (p.209) These certainly are
difficult passages if you cannot accept preexisgen8uzzard comes up with the only
way to explain it otherwise. Yet, does Jesus spleakwvay on any other subject? And
why would he speak this way on such an importgmt® A simple reading of these
texts gives the plain meaning — Jesus somehow trammeheaven.

Buzzard’s presentation and argument of the “I agpdb(€uu) texts (pp.218-221) is weak
and continues to reveal weaknesses in his ovelhaent. Buzzard wants to insert the
personal pronoun “he” into these texts, thus “Bef@braham was, | am [he],” John 8:58.
This would be beyond belief except that the redofepage 218, has become accustomed
to these anemic arguments. In his comments on Jdha he goes to great lengths to
argue against the use of a personal pronoun (gthas | documented, John usggoc
andobtog as a personal pronoun), and now he wants to iffsettwhere absolutely no
pronoun exists.

The famous “I AM” text of Exodus is renderég €t in the Septuagint. It is
important to remember that Jesus almost certaidiyot speak these words in Greek,
but rather in Aramaic. This, of course, would puire emphasis on the declaration than
even ¢ya €t can convey. The fact that John records thesequrgcwithéyd gyt in
Greek seems to indicate his intention of showirggdiaim of Jesus, or at least the view
the church had of Jesus at the end of the firducgn

Against the suggestion that we insert the perspimadoun after “I am,” it also needs to
be pointed out that the construction of the Jol8 8xt is unusual. Either the statement
ends as most translations render it, “l am,” onutst read “I am before Abraham was
born.” Either reading is unusual and points toitftentionality of John to make a point
of showing a claim of Jesus to divine equality hét‘l am” texts just make no sense if
John is not making this point (John 6:20; 13:19518Buzzard explains the “l am” texts
this way, “Before Abraham was, | am [he, the Mdsigp.220) This reading makes
some sense in John 4:26, but not John 8.

Chapter Ten
The Conflict Over The Trinity in Church History

Buzzard’s mistrust of the early church fathers setbegin with Justin Martyr. He
singled out Justin in chapter five, and now he dbagain saying that Martyr “was one
of the first of the post-biblical writers to devplthe doctrine of the preexistence of
Christ.” (p.241) From Justin moving forward, Buak#ries to show that the “Logos”
presented in John’s gospel was highly disputediléMhis true that the Christology of



the early church was not static, it is also trus thost of the early writers erred on the
side of doceticism. But it is also true that theady writers were struggling to
understand and explain how John’s presentatioesis)fit together with the synoptics.
Unlike Buzzard, these writers were not in denitthey openly addressed the apparent
preexistence in John’s Christ. As was documeimiéide chapter five discussion above,
the first early writer we can point to was IgnataisAntioch (112-114 AD), “both made
and not made; God existing in flesh...even JesussChwir Lord.” To the Ephesiansg,
short version)

While it is true that Justin’®gostheory expands the meaning in John’s gospel, there
several second century examplesogfosthat illustrate a closer connection. At the very
least these writers illustrate the early beliethia eternal nature of Jesus, taking John’s
presentation at face value.

Theophilus of Antioch (cir. 168-180 AD)

“...the Word of God, who is also His Son...‘In the baghg was the Word, and the
Word was with God’...The Word, then, being God, aethg naturally produced from
God...” Theophilus to Autolycu$.22

Athenagoras (cir. 177 AD)

“But the Son of God is the Logos of the Fatheiidea and in operation; for after the
pattern of Him and by Him were all things made, Ha¢her and the Son being one....”
A Plea for the Christians0

While this text does suggest tlogiosof Justin [ogosbeing the mind and reason of the
Father) the point here is that the early fathewslsagos in John 1:1 to be one and same
with Jesus.

Clement of Alexandria (cir. 190-198)

“This Word, then, the Christ, the cause of both loeing at first (for He was in God) and
of our well-being, this very Word has now appeasdnan, He alone being both, both
God and man...” Exhortation to the Heatheh

There are many places where Clement diverges fnenstandard orthodoxy of the day,
but here we see him giving a straight forward nega@ind interpretation of John 1. Here
Is where Buzzard’s presentation of early Christiafails miserably. Early Christianity,
like the primitive NT church, was very diverse. Z&ard consistently refers to Nicea (325
AD) and the approved creed of that council as thegpand time of a major theological
shift. While it is true that Nicea is the firstrfoal declaration of the divinity of Christ,

we have demonstrated the divinity of Christ froncwiments (cir. 110-200 AD) prior to
Nicea. Those in attendance at Nicea were familitir the early writings. In fact, the
opinions of the church fathers held great influeoceach succeeding generation. This
can be illustrated by highlighting a portion of thetter of Ignatiuslo the Trallians

where we find an early witness to what later beiitee Apostle’s Creed and The
Nicean Creed.



9:1 Be ye deaf therefore, when any man speaketbu@part from Jesus Christ, who
was of the race of David, who was the Son of Mettyp was truly born and ate and
drank, was truly persecuted under Pontius Pilase, tnuly crucified and died in the sight
of those in heaven and those on earth and thosr timel earth;

9:2 who moreover was truly raised from the dead,Rather having raised Him...

While the Arian controversy was the main reasortterhistoric council (only around

220 bishops attended with almost none coming fleenatestern region), Arius’ views
were soundly rejected. It is important to underdtthat the various councils and creeds
were called to makattemptsat doctrinal harmony. Just as Paul’s writingsengpically
didactic or correctional in nature, so too the ntous early church writings. Buzzard
points out that traditional Christology has alwayéfered from a latent docetism (p.128).
This is true, but there were also attacks frommbmerror. This is exactly why councils
were called and creeds written. Buzzard picksvatbus characters who diverged from
traditional Christology, but one can find dissegtopinions and controversies throughout
church history. This only shows that there cowtmave been some conspiracy or
doctrine posited solely for political expediendyore often than not one finds the fathers
openly struggling with the difficulties presentedtihe biblical text.

Finally in this chapter Buzzard points to severat@recent critics. | am compelled to
pull a comment from one of the citations BuzzaresusCommenting on orthodox
Christology, John Knox says it is “as difficultdefine as to defend® Buzzard, like

many fundamentalists and literalists, believes tihatext answers all questions - he does
not seem to see any tension or gray areas. Adanedtabove, many of the fathers
realized that the biblical text is the very bestiapt at the impossible — to define and
explain the eternal and infinite God.

Chapter Eleven
The Challenge Facing Trinitarianism Today

The first thing | want to address in this chapgeamother example of Buzzard'’s lack of
good scholarship. On page 283, while discussingd&® 9:5, Buzzard cites F.F. Bruce
as a conservative who “warns against charging'uasfthodox” those who treat the
words [‘'who is over all, forever praised’] “as ajgalble to the Father.” Bruce does say
this, but only after a full page of affirming theading as one that applies to the divinity
of Christ:

They may be taken, on the other hand, as in apposd ‘the Christ’; so RSV margin:
‘who is God over all, blessed for ever’ (similaAy, RV, NIV). The latter construction
is more in keeping with the general structure efgbntence?’

° Knox, John;The Humanity and Divinity of Christ987, pp.98-99).
19Bruce, F.F.Romans, Tyndale New Testament Commentéfiesimans 1990), 3rd edition, p. 176.



Yet for Paul Christ is the one in whom, through whand for whom all things were
created (Col. 1:16), in whom ‘the whole fulnessleity dwells bodily’ (Col. 2:9).

Moreover, when Paul gives Jesus the title ‘Lor@ does so because God the Father has
bestowed this title on him as ‘the name which isvabevery name’ (Phil. 2:9). This title
‘Lord’ is given to Jesus by Paul as the equivatdriitahweh; his application of Isaiah
45:23 ¢f. Rom. 14:11) to Jesus in Philippians 2:10-11 ineisdhat to him the

confession ‘Jesus Christ is Lord’ is equivalentfesus Christ is Yahweh'.

It is only after making these statements that Bam®edes the other reading is
plausible, but “involves a delicate assessmeni@bialance of probability this way and
that.”*? F.F. Bruce uses his British humor here to sayttiese arguments are strained,
and failed attempts. Bruce also points the retuléve scholars for further research who
at least give a valid rationale to disagree with.hi

This is just another example of how Buzzard useers#ary scholarship. He cites Bruce
in a way that implies Bruce’s agreement with hintlom particular issue. Because | have
used several works by Bruce in my research throoglyears, | doubted Buzzard’s
representation of him — and | was correct.

Buzzard’s comments on Mark 13:32 (pp. 288-89) aksed to be addressed. His basic
point is to take issue with the Chalcedon creet@dément that both human and divine
natures resided equally in Jesus. Buzzard righéies that this formula cannot be found
within the biblical text. He is also correct irstaritique of the difficulties of this
position: how can Jesus be both fully human ang flivine at the same time? It strains
logic. The focus in the Markan text is the knovgedor limited knowledge, of Jesus.
“The theory by which Jesus did and did not knowdhg of his future coming would
render all of his sayings unintelligible.” (p.288he Chalcedon creed is problematic.
The fathers of this council (and in every age) wetraggling to comprehend and explain
the God of the universe, while at the same timéggtdiblical concepts from error. But
this is the same critique made against the ommiseief the Father. How can Yahweh
know the future without impinging on man’s freeRilBeing omniscient, Yahweh is
necessarily directly responsible for evil. | kntve kind of straining used to explain
these points — | present these arguments of logltustrate the difficulties faced when
trying to explain the infinite God.

The easy way to refute Buzzard’s critique is taraffthe full humanity of Jesushile he
walked this earth as a mgper Philippians 2) and that he didtknow all — the past, the
future, nor everything happening concurrently viaiim while he lived on the earth.

Buzzard maintains (p.140) that it is the Fatherakpg in Rev. 22:13, “I am the Alpha
and the Omega, the First and the Last, the Begjnaum the End,” (all three of these

1 bid.
2 Ibid, pp.176-77.



have the same meaning). We have already showiddkas refers to himself in the same
way in Rev. 1:17 and 2:8 by saying “I am the Fanstl the Last, who died and came to
life again.” | agree with Buzzard that God candiet, and therefore Jesus could not have
been God since he died. But these logical anddbeal difficulties are exactly the

kinds of issues that lead to difficult creeds...|®kalcedon.

Conclusions

It is time to draw some conclusions. Before dangl would like to first affirm my
personal belief in orthodoxy. | continue to beé&am the trinity, although I cannot

explain it. | believe in the dual natures of Chrathough | freely admit the difficulties

of holding this position. | base my positions oy reading of the NT and on the canons
of the various Church councils. | do not agredliose who claim the councils were
dictated by politics more than the biblical texhoBe who make this claim clearly are not
familiar with the church fathers of the early cemds. The leaders of the councils based
their opinions on the NT textnd on the writings of the early fathers.

| also admit that the creeds are difficult to defem every point. The early creeds were
drafted to combat particular problems — it is utfoate that the creeds raised new issues
with each draft.

It is apparent to anyone reading Athanasius’s ibegragainst the Arians that what is at stake is
not which texts from Scripture are used, but thg imavhich they are used....The lesson for our
purposes is that proof texting is not enough, analist be acknowledged that there is some
doubt as to whether Scripture supports the cremdkssion directly or without great labidr.

Of course, this only agrees with Buzzard’s positiwett the creeds are, in fangtbased

on the biblical text, but on Platonistic ideas thadl infiltrated the Church. As stated
earlier, the creeds are based on the biblicalaedthe writings of the second century
fathers. But my point here is more to the firgtt gh Gunton’s statement: what is at
issue (and has been the focus of my critique agBunzzard) is not the specific proof text
as much as how the text is being used. BecauseaBliis a fundamentalist, he is bound
to a narrow understanding of the biblical text, argpiration, that leads to the straining
of the text. Buzzard does this, other fundamestiatio this, and many of the early
fathers did this. Literalists cannot easily acqegriadox and, as Gunton concludes
(referencing Kierkegaard) nothing important carsaiel without paradox?

After looking at these particular texts and issltgs,time to put forth an alternative
explanation of the trinity in the NT. Buzzard s#ysl68) that the synoptic gospels are
silent when it comes to the preexistence (and dwiof Christ and much of his theory is

13 Colin Gunton, “And in One Lord, Jesus Christ...Begn, Not Made,” if\icene Christianity, The Future for a
New Ecumenisped. Christopher R. Seitz (Grand Rapids 2001)3pp48.
4 |bid., pp. 47-48.



based on the assumption that John’s gospel musth@mony with the synoptic
gospels. There certainly is a distinct differebeéveen the representation we get of
Jesus in the synoptics and what we see in Johsjsefjo Even the early fathers saw this,
referring to John’s gospel as the “spiritual” one.

The belief that all biblical text is basically imatmony represents a conservative view,
one that emphasizes the hand of God on the text view is fairly consistent with the
“inerrancy” position held by many conservative ayalicals. Volumes have been
written on this subject so my simplistic statememitsnot suffice for those who need
further explanation.

We will proceed in this study with the assumptibattJesus is eternal; that He existed
with the Father from eternity. The Council of Gledon affirms that two natures resided
in Christ, “without confusion, without change, watht division.” Putting aside the
difficulties of this affirmation for the time, paof this creed deals with the humanity of
Jesus. If we accept the full humanity of Jesusrasented in Philippians 2, then we can
say that Jesus did not have full knowledge — heladvoat fully know His eternal nature.
Even if he knew his eternal nature through spifitegelation from the Father, as a man
he would not completely understand it. And so,altgrnate theory begins with the
concept that Jesus did not fully know nor undei$tais eternal nature, thus he was not
able to explain it fully to the disciplé3. Perhaps this is part of why Jesus, when telling
his disciples about the coming Holy Spirit, sayest tihe “Counselor...will teach you all
things...” (John 14:26).

The next supposition is that the disciples haddlifty accepting and understanding who
Jesus was and why he had come - the gospel wgitersis glimpses of this (in Matthew
alone, 8:27; 15:10-20; 16:5-12, 21-23). They adgamongst themselves about who
would be the greatest, fled from Jesus during assjon, had difficulty understanding
why he had died, and refused at first to belieeerdport of his resurrection (Mk 16:11;

Lk 24:11). All of this even though Jesus had pregdhem in advance (Mt 20:17-19).

Did the apostles truly understand the Great Coman8s Peter seems to have returned to
his trade (John 21) and it appears to have beew gdéars before he first preaches to the
Gentiles (Acts 10). Even taking the gospel toShenaritans took quite a while and does
not appear to be initiated by the apostles (Acts 8)

The evidence shows a progressive movement of theviN&rs from Messiah to Son of
God, to Lord and finally to God’s equivalent. Tiable below gives the references of the
various NT writers.

13| know this is difficult for Christians (like mayho have always been taught that Jesus was fulti\@ule a
man, and thus able to know definitively who he was. me, N.T. Wright does the best job at layingtbis
argument. See, Wright, N.TThe Challenge of Jes@l/P 1999), see especially pp. 120-122.



NT writing Son of Man | Son of God Lord * Almighty
Matthew 20 5 14 0
Mark 10 3 * 0
Luke 23 4 * 0
John 8 9 17 0
Acts 1 1 24 0
Paul (totals) 0 4 dozens 1 (OTcit)
Revelation 0 1 12 9

" References to Lord do not count multiple referengespericope, those
referring to “God” in general, or references alearly directed at Jesus.
* Likely to be the same frequency as Matthew.

First we note that the synoptic gospel writersmofieferred to Jesus as “Son of Man” and

significantly less as “Son of God.” They refeiJ@sus as “Lord,” but most of these
references are what could be called casual agifotlowing: “After this the Lord
appointed seventy-two others and sent them twaevby.t” (Lk 10:1). Based on the

totality of evidence in this section, | believe sbecasual occurrences are closer to the

kind of usage Buzzard calls for when he makes ttendtion betweedonaiand

adoni

The formal uses of Lord are much differentr E&xample, “Then the man said,
‘Lord, | believe,” and he worshiped him.” (John 8)3 These occurrences come much

closer to references to deity.

By the time of John’s gospel, the difference isacle references to “Lord” outnumber
references to “Son of Man” and “Son of God” combiné& his alone indicates a
movement towards a clearer portrayal of deityaddition to this, we see more direct
references to the deity of Jesus and of his equaith God (see listing below).

John | Topic or key terms used
1:1-3 | the “Word” was God and all things were made through him
1:10 | the world was made through him
1:14 | the Word became flesh and “tabernacled” among us...who came from the Father...
3:31 | the one who comes from above is above all
5:18 | he was calling God his Father, making himself equal with God
6:38-42 | for | have come down from heaven (the people question how he can say this).
6:46 | No one has seen the Father except the one who is from God; only he has seen the
Father.
8:23 | “I am from above; | am not of this world.”
8:58 | “...before Abraham was, | am.”
9:38 | “Lord, | believe,” and he worshiped him.
10:30 | “...1 am the Father are one.”
10:33 | “...you, a mere man, claim to be God.”
13:3 | he had come from God and was returning to God
14:7 | “If you know me, you know the Father...from now on, you do know him and have
seen him.”
14:11 | “l am in the Father and the Father is in me.”




16:28 | "l came from the Father and entered the world; now | am leaving the world and
going back to the Father.”

20:17 | “...1 have not yet returned to the Father.”

20:28 | “My Lord and my God!”

Next we look at Luke’s recording in the bookAxts Jesus is “Son of Man” and “Son of
God” only once each while he is referred to as t’anore than twenty times. While it

is granted that many of these references to “Lard’casual and not formal declarations
of deity, it is nonetheless an important developnmehow Jesus is viewed. What we see
is a movement from humanity to something mafter the resurrection.

| realize that the time gap betwelemkeandActsis probably not very great, but most
textual critics believe Luke is sharing/using theng source as Matthew and Mark, thus
the gospels naturally reflect a pre-resurrectiore tmwards Jesu§. After all, these are
records of Jesus while he lived in the flesh. dkes sense thaictsflows more from
Luke’s personal experience with the risen Chrigistthe tone is post-resurrection.

Paul’s writings were the first NT writings to beailated. One can see the stark
difference in the table above: Pawverrefers to Jesus as “Son of Man,” only calls him
“Son of God” four times, but refers to him as “Lbmbuntless times. For Paul Jesus is
not simply “Lord;” he refers most often to “thedoJesus Christ” — coupling “Lord”
(more like deity) with “Jesus” (the man) and “Clitighe Messiah title}’

In the NT,kuriosis a very critical reference when used for Je®iszzard recognizes in

a footnote (p.50n19) thatriosis a reference to God, “the LXX rendedonaj as
usually,kurios” He makes this admissi@iter he has gone to great lengths to show that
“the divine titleadonaj the Supreme Lord.” (p.49) “Itis a distinction whiis clear cut
and consistentAdonai by contrast, marks the one and only supreme GtwedBible

449 times.” (p.51) In this | agree with Buzzardddhis is why Paul’s use of the/our
“Lord Jesus Christ” is significant. Paul uses ttosistruction far more than any other NT
writer and his intention is to reflect the tripkference cited above,
deity/humanity/Messiah.

Paul also gives us some of the stronger NT refeetdeity*®
Pauline texts | Topic or key terms used

1 Cor 1:2 | prayer directed to Christ

1 Cor 1:3 | salutations from the Father “and” the Lord Jesus Christ
2 Cor 1:2,3; 13:14; Gal 1:1-3, etc. in almost every letter.
1 Cor 8:6 | exact same construction for the Father and for Jesus

'8 need to add a reference to F.F. Bruce wheradieates that Luke had very early Aramaic sourttes, of
course would further illustrate the earliest vievfghe primitive Church [l think the ref is Men and Movements
but could also be in Bruce’'s NIV commentary/Actq.

| need to add some comment/reference from Mareug Bnd John Crossan’s work, “The First Paul,” wehi@ey
do a good job of showing how the Roman world hadealy used divine language for Caesar. This makess
presentation with “Lord{uriog Jesus Christ” more important.

18| am not making any distinctions regarding Pautinéhorship.



2 Cor 4:4-6 | Christ is the image of God
2 Cor 5:10 | the judgment seat of Christ (typically judgment is left to theos)
2 Cor 12:8,9 | significant prayer to Christ for His power; Christ responds
Phil 2:6-8 | though being in the form of God, took the form of the servant
2:10-12 | at the name of Jesus every knee will bow and every tongue confess
3:8-12 | Paul belongs to Christ Jesus (cf. we are “in Christ”)

Col 1:15-20 | Christ the image of God, all things were created, all the fulness of God,
also 2:9
1 Thess 5:28 | here he leaves the Father off, “the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ...”
2 Thess 1:7-12 | comments below
2:14; 3:6,12 | obtain the glory of Jesus; we command you in the name of Jesus (2x)
3:18 | again, salutation without the Father — only the Lord Jesus Christ
1 Tim 1:9,10 | grace in Christ “before time”
4:1,8 | in presence of Christ, who will judge
Titus 2:13 | the appearing of our God and Saviour, Jesus Christ

2 Thessalonians 1:7-12

We have already seen in our discussion above (@pt€hFive pantokratorin
Revelation) that the coming of the Lord on the d®wn the NT always refers to the
parousia(appearing) of Jesus. This text2mhessalonians one of the clear examples
of Paul’'s teaching of the “second coming.” Thistteevolves around “the righteous
judgment of God,” yet throughout the text Jesubéssubject:

- when Jesus is “revealed from heaven”

- it is Jesus who will punish them

- the presence of the Lord and his mighty powegrsefo Jesus due to the reference of his
coming on the clouds again

- this is all to glorify the name of “our Lord Jesu

There are far too many unknowns with the Generaties (authorship issues, dating
issues, etc.), thus | am not considering themisahalysis and will skip to the
Revelation

Both JohnandRevelatiorprobably came to their final form in the 90’s oétfirst
century. Some doubt these two works had the sarberwbut all would agree that
whoever authored thRevelatiorwas in the Johannine community Other than a single
reference to “Son of God,” Jesus is most oftenrreteto as “Lord.” As irfdohn Jesus is
also referred to in figurative terms: the Word tider on a white horse, the Lamb, the

9 While | understand that there are some excellgmilars who dispute the use of “Johannine” as arsep
community, most scholars hold to this theory. RichBauckham is certainly the most published asgeeted
scholar who disputes this view, see his site fanewous articles/books where he writes on this topic
http://richardbauckham.co.uk/index.php?page=adicWhile doing my work at St Andrews Bauckham ahdip
Esler (both were on the St Andrews faculty at three} engaged in a healthy exchange on the togiweiBcottish
Journal of TheologyBauckham'sarticle would serve to introduce the discussi®tesponse to Philip Esler,”
Scaottish Journal of Theolodl (1998) 253-249 (a response to an article reaEWhe Gospels for All Christians).
In my opinion this debate does not affect the pbarh making here.




Alpha and the Omega, etc. dnhnhe was the Word, the Good Shepherd, the Light of
the World, etc.). However, there are a few sigaifit differences that illustrate further
development in the Christology of the primitive ottu

The use oftavtoxpdtwp (pantokrator “the Almighty”) in Revelatiorhas already been
mentioned in the discussion of chapter five. Heeemust note how this word only
appears 10 times in the NT, all but onéRievelation The reference in 2 Corinthians is a
guotation from the LXX, so the NT use hntokratoris unique tdRevelation The

writer usegpantokrator(pan-“all” and kratos“strength, might”) to indicate the
omnipotent nature of the eternal God, and as wawrslabove (discussion of Chapter
Five), also uses the word in reference to Jesus.

In addition to the use afavtokpdtwp, the writer ofRevelatiorpoints to the equality of
Jesus with God the Father by assigning to himbaities used for God in the OT (1:18 —
voice like waters, Ez. 43:2 and Rev. 2.8 — thd &gl last, Is. 44:6). The writer also uses
similar, or exact language to refer to Jesus artded-ather. Many of these references
have already been discussed above, thus a sirapiglis sufficient here.

References References
to the Father to Jesus
1:4; 4:8 | who was, who is, and who is to come 1:8
4:11 | Worthy of glory, honor and power 5:12

5:13; 7:10; 11:15 | worship to both
21:22 | both are the temple
21:23, 22:5 | both are the light for the new city
22:3 | both have a throne in the city
21:6-8 | Alpha and Omega, etc. 22:12-15

Summary and Conclusion

One issue to be faced by the serious and objeatader of the New Testament is the
absence of the Trinitarian concept within the textsthis discussion we have focused on
the person of Jesus, not addressing the Holy $piall. The issue of the Holy Spirit
within the trinity is not relevant if we cannot seédence of this concept expressed in
Jesus. A case for the divinity of the Holy Spoauld certainly be argued via the Pauline
writings, but the evidence is sparse. Most attackthe doctrine of the trinity (as is the
case with Buzzard) focus on Jesus. We have fduaiceven with Jesus the evidence for
the trinity is not perfectly clear.

What we do find is a development of these condepise apostolic writings. Is it too
much to imagine that the apostles had difficultderstanding the exact nature of the
man they lived with for those short years? Thesa openly reveal their lack of
understanding in numerous NT pericopes:



- they argued about who was the greatest in taaks (Matt. 20:20-28; Lk 9:46-48)
to such a degree that Jesus makes special effieatt them (John 13)

- they did not understand his mission of sacrifidatt. 16:21-23; Lk 24:13-32)

- general lack of understanding (John 14:5, 8)

They certainly did not understand the Gentile missiThough Jesus appears to have
given them a clear example of reaching out to Gentand the “Great Commission,”
they had great difficulty breaking through the ehdiarriers. Peter must receive a
dramatic vision where Jesus tells him not to caticlean” that which Jesus has called
“clean” to help him preach to the house of Corrge(isicts 10). Peter then must answer
to the brothers for entering the house of a Genfileis same group attacks the Gentile
mission of Paul insisting that Gentiles be circusadi (Acts 15).

If the disciples had difficulty grasping these cepts, why would we expect that they
completely understood the complex nature of JeakedVessiah and possibly sharing
God'’s eternal nature? In fact, it is quite cldeytdid not. How could we expect first
century monotheistic Jews to completely understhatthis man Jesus was, in fact, the
God of the OT? Could this not be part of the megnvhen Jesus is recorded to say to
them, “I have much more to say to you, more thamgan bear. But when he, the Spirit
of truth, comes, he will guide you into all trutdéhn 16:12-13

The synoptics give us the best indication of hogvdtsciples viewed Jesus during his
earthly ministry, referring to him primarily in tes of the Messianic and apocalyptic Son
of Man as seen in Daniel 7:13-14. What we finth&t the writers of the synoptic
gospels remained true to historical sources theyim&ont of them. Thus, even though
Matthew, MarkandLuketook their final form 15 to 30 yeagdter Paul’'s ministry and
writings, the Christology remains faithful to eaggurces that predated Paul. Some of
these early sources were either oral or writterm#sia document&’

Paul’s influence cannot be underestimated. He mdlaear that he “did not receive it
[his gospel] from any man...I received it by revedatirom Jesus Christ.” (Gal 2:11-12)
We have already seen how Paul’s references to desusarkedly different from the
synoptics. Add to this the descriptions of thereénature of Jesus (Phil 2:6ff; Col
1:15ff) and Paul’'s influence is clear. Next we édwke’s account idctswhere Jesus

20| am currently working on another project, a rewief “Paul and Jesus, How the Apostle Transformed
Christianity’ James D. Tabor (New York 2012). Tabor argues Bzaline influence is found throughout the
synoptic gospels. While | do not disagree completéth Tabor, the data | am presently in this pagleows how
the synoptic gospel writers actually remained truearlier sources when it comes to Christologier€ is plenty
of data to show that these writers had some kindlrafnaic source(s) in front of them while composigvery
good treatment of this can be found Did Jesus Exist? The Historical Argument for JesUNazaretli’ Bart D.
Ehrman (New York 2012). | have been critical ofiean’s work in the past, but this is an excellext { would
highly recommend. Chapter Three, “The Gospelsia®kcal Sources” deals with this question of Aem
sources behind the synoptic gospels. See espegmB7-92.



interacts with the disciples in prayer as one waxpect from God (Acts 9:4ff; 16:7).
By the time of John in the late first century thelarstanding of who Jesus was had
developed more fully, and so had the concept ofitti@ity of Jesus and the trinity.

What we see is a development of the concept ohitjwwith respect to Jesus. This
development can be traced through the NT docunfekisg into consideration the
chronological timeline of the writings) and inteetkarly post-New Testament writings of
the early church writers. By the early second wgnthe divinity of Jesus had become a
strongly held tenet of what we now call orthodoxi€tanity. This view continued to be
debated, refined, and is more narrowly definedhaffirst “global” council in 325 AD at
Nicea, then again at Chalcedon in 451 AD.
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