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Humanity: | mage of God, |V

We further amplified the substantive componentefimage. It not only includes rationality, but now
morality as well. Human beings are made with “thguirements of the law of God written on their
hearts,” as stated in Romans 2. It is instructivene to see that the Puritans understood thesgstinn
the Westminster Catechisms that go with the WedtairConfession of Faith. The answer to question
10 of the catechism, which is “How did God creatnf?i’ states, “God created man male and female
after His own image in knowledge, righteousnesshanishess”—which is exactly what we have said—
“with dominion over the creatures.” The proof textdich the Westminster assembly added to the
Shorter Catechism, are Genesis 1:26-28, Colos8idfs and Ephesians 4:24. So | am explaining things
others have already explained, but | make no agdimgthat. Our goal in theology is not noveltyjst
faithfulness to the Bible, so | want us to go bagkin and again and demonstrate that these thiags a
SO.

We move on to another aspect of the image of GedPauline doctrine of Christ as the image of God.
Paul, in his epistles, also teaches that Christasmage of God. | am going to simply refer to som
passages; | cannot do detailed study on every gaskat we mention or we would never get any
doctrine done. Consequently, | try to coordinasedssing your readings with studying some passages
in detail. Here is a place where | am just goingetiler to some passages for you to get the gert=al

of them in order to substantiate some broader jpliex In 2 Corinthians 4:4 Paul deals with thd fac
that some believe and others reject the apostodiaghing. He speaks of the light of the glory ofi€th
who is the image of God shining upon sinners inpifeelamation of the Word. It is the glorious Chris
who is the subject of the Gospel. God the Creaomates sinners by illumining them through the
saving message. Paul says God, who told the ligsihine out of the darkness, has shone in ourdeart
with the light of His Son to bring us new life. @iris the image of God in this context in that He
reflects the glory of God when the Gospel is predcin Colossians 1:15, a context of creation, Paul
calls Christ “the image of the invisible God, tlwstborn over all creation. For by Him all thingere
created.” Paul goes on to say, “Christ is the imafgée invisible God.” Paul means that Christhie t
visible representation of God who is invisible.ukes God incarnate; the invisible God has become
visible in Jesus Christ. | went to school for mgewars, the last five of those | was married andmnig
worked hard in various jobs. She was a waitres&fi@ndly Restaurants for a couple of years—a very
friendly Friendly waitress, if you know my wife. Bny case, she met a nominally Jewish young man
there. He and | met and played tennis togethbgdtbeen my sport in high school and college, &d h
was really an enthusiast at tennis. That is whawvdrim, but along with that | made an agreemerit tha
we do a little Bible study. He was not eager tdltad, but Randy put up with it in order to gethe t
tennis. We read Mark together. | could not get tordo any reading outside of our time together, but
that was acceptable because we had a few minulesenread and the Lord began to work in his life. |
wish | could tell you he was gloriously saved oerwngloriously saved, but he was not; however, one
day he had an insight that | was convinced was fitmri_ord, and | saw the Lord begin to work in his
life. As we were reading through Mark, suddenlyshgl, “I think | understand now that if | wanted to
know what God would say if God spoke, | should redat Jesus said.” | said, “Randy, you are
definitely beginning to understand.” He continu&hd if | want to see what God would do if God
acted in the world, then | should read and see \isuis did.” | said, “Exactly.” | wish | could tgibu

he went on from there to better things; he didinatur time with him, but he was just getting angbise
from the Gospels of this truth that Christ is thge of the invisible God—that God became a human
being.
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In two other passages Paul does not expressigZbaist the image of God with those words, but he
regards the savior as the image to which we wilfaon. In Romans 8:28-29, Paul presents the goal of
salvation as believers’ conformity to Christ’s ineaGod works all things together for good to those
who love God, those who have been called accoidiigpd’s purpose. For those God foreknew he also
predestined to be conformed to the likeness ofhis, that he might be the firstborn among many
brothers.” This passage presents the goal of satvas our conformity to Christ’'s image. Christhe
preeminent Son of God to whom the children of Gechatologically, which means finally, will

conform. He is our older brother and by virtue arhily resemblance, we will be like him some day in
glory. It is hard for us to even fathom these tsuth the context of recreation in 1 Corinthians4985

Paul teaches that believers will bear the imagelofst, the second Adam, in immortality even aythe
have borne the image of Adam in mortality. Firsti@hians 15:48-49 says, “As was the earthly man,
so are those who are of the earth; and as is tihefroim heaven, so also are those who are of heaven.
And just as we have borne the likeness of the lyamhn,”—a reference to Adam of course—*"so shall
we bear the likeness of the man from heaven—the Uesus Christ.

If that brief reference to a few passages is endoget the idea in your minds, see if you carofell

me. What do these passages contribute to our sfuthg image of God in human beings? Second
Corinthians 4:4 and Colossians 1:15 teach thaktiné Jesus is the image of God. Substantively,sHe i
the image of God—here is the ultimate substantnage of God. It is artificial to separate that frbins
roles and relationships, | admit, but He is theyverage of God. He images, to use the verb fornmef
word, God’s glory in the preaching of the Gospéle preaching of the Gospel is all about the glariou
Christ who saves sinners. In His incarnation, Heaés the invisible God because in Him the invisibl
God has become the visible God. Adam and Eve wegaead in the image of God. As a man, Jesus
Christ is the image of God. The incarnate Christ, God-man, is a visible example of what human
beings are to be. So to learn what human beingsealy like, we do not look in the mirror or retie
news, but rather we look at Adam and Eve beford-tikor the great exemplar of mankind—the Lord
Jesus Christ. His model is complicated in that$dalso God, but He is the God of humanity and He is
held up to us as an example by the Scriptures tbleess Christ perfectly mirrors God in human flesh.
This implies that we ought to read the Gospelswesl ways. One way we ought to read the Gospels i
to learn about the life of Christ in order to leanore about the image of God in human beings amd ho
we ought to reflect His image. Or we read the Glssiest of all, to learn about the Savior and to
worship Him. But we also read the Gospels to lednout God because Christ is the revealer of the
Father. In a third way, we read the Gospels tanledout human beings because Christ images God. He
is the image of God. His is the perfect human life.

Second Corinthians 4 and Colossians 1 teach thagt@hthe image of God as a model. Romans 8:29
and 1 Corinthians 15:49 make an additional contigiouto our study. Here Christ is not so much a
model that we are supposed to follow, but He issbehatological, or final, goal to which redeemed
human beings will conform. Not model, as in folldasus’ example, now it is the goal, as in foreranne
or older brother to whom we will conform. The chéd of God will share the glory of the firstbornrSo

as shown in Romans 8. The image-bearers of Adahba/ihe image-bearers of the second Adam when
they are clothed with immortality in the resurreatiof the dead. Thus Christ Jesus is both the model
and the final goal of the image of God in humamgsi | have applications that we will get to later
concerning those two points.

There is a beautiful tension that is set out betwteese two things, and | will make more of tha&in
minute. Let us bring Newman’s work into play. Oégle three different historical emphases—
substantive, relational and functional views—whaicte is not emphasized by Newman? Newman does
not emphasize the substantive. He does not dersuthstantive and, at the end of his pamphlet, he
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indicates a way we can put things together. I9agc thrust relational or functional? It certairgdynot
substantive. He says an awful lot about functian,tbe correct answer is relational. The relational
forms the very framework. Within that relationafnework notice the headings: man in relationship to
the inanimate and man in relationship to the ple®dsit is relational in its very framework or orihg
principal. Within that, it says an awful lot aboates. Let me summarize.

Robert Newman has made an important contributighdécstudy of the image of God in humanity. His
essay, “Some Perspectives on the Image of God mfkan Biblical Theology” helps us somewhat
understand the teaching of the Bible on this subléere is Dr. Newman'’s thesis in his own words: “A
very fruitful way of viewing humanity as being maideGod’s image, we shall suggest, is to consider
those pictures God gives of Himself, which are agigls featuring man in his relationship to other
people or other parts of the created environmeémhight illustrate what he is doing by comparingpoit
what John Sanderson does in his bdékrors of His Glory: Images of God from ScripturEhat is a

book | used in the course, God and His Word, wieaching the doctrine of God. He takes different
pictures of God from the Bible itself. God is pietd as water, a bird, a wild beast, a father, enerota
friend, and a brother. God is pictured in all thesgs in the Scripture. Sanderson uses these aeslog
that God gives in His Word; he looks at these thifigm the top down. He is teaching us about God as
a rock because the Bible says that God is a razkveSlearn something about rocks that are like God
and we learn about God. It is top down. Newman geate of the same images, and also some different
ones, but he is looking from the bottom up. Theeecartain human relationships—and very many of
them that can be categorized in these differenswathat are means that God uses to tell us about
Himself. So when we engage in those same relatiprasid roles that God uses to speak of Himself, we
are imaging God. | believe this is true. So underdtNewman’s method is bottom up; the other one is
top down because we are learning, not so much d@bodit but about the way we reflect the image of
God. Of course, they are related. They are tw@kfit ways of talking about the same thing. Thegena
of God teaches us about God, but our concern Ishitan beings.

In summary, some illustrations are humans in reteid the inanimate—like potter and clay; humans in
relation to plants—Ilike a gardener or farmer argdgtants; humans in relation to animals—like the
shepherd and his sheep; humans in relation to hwaaaty—like king and subject; and humans in
relation to the family—parent-child or husband-wife

The comment is made that this is edifying becausean relate to it since we are in these relatipssh
every day of our lives. What do we call this appiothat Newman takes in terms of different types of
theology? It would be biblical theology as opposedystematic theology. | am using a combination
approach, but traditional systematic theology wavkk categories that come from philosophy or from
the history of theology. The data that Newman iskivay with are categories from the Bible itself. In
that sense, biblical theology’s categories commflmly Scripture, which is one reason you find gos
practical. Do you find it edifying that you in yogarden tending your flowers or your vegetables—in
the right way, of course, to understand this—ataadly experiencing a little bit of what it is like be
God? There is no New Age teaching here. That ollgirelm are learning about God from the way we
deal with them is a very convicting thought forgrating. If we lose our control and discipline, for
example, we are not being fathers or mothers taebioren the way God deals with us. So this ought
ennoble any legitimate human activity and it hasagramifications. So teach it in Sunday school—use
it. I only have a couple of qualifications, whickvill make when | tie things together in a moment.

One student shared how the parent-child metaplswr lmeaningful to her and helps her understand the
way God relates to us from our own successes alndefsas parents and as children. The Bible is ful
of this metaphor in many places: Israel being @ltelus nation, God putting up with the long-suihey,
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and God disciplining His children whom He loves—IHakis 12. This opens up a whole vista of new
ways of looking at the Bible to help us learn ahitvetimage of God. Should we throw out Colossians 3
and Ephesians 4 and traditional exegesis? Oh abistthe framework, but this can augment that and
help us apply it. That is, biblical theology is ior@ant, | would even say necessary, but it doesmake
systematic theology illegitimate. It can be a neaklpful addition to systematic, even a foundatmn

it.

The concept that human significance or dignitydsduse we are made in the image of God is
important, especially in light of our culture todayhich tells us whether we are significant or based
on being beautiful, famous, wealthy, a great athtetsomething similar. Let us say a couple ofghin
about Newman'’s conclusions.

He points to the fact that the pictures are dynanit concrete; they live because they are reldtipas
They are suggested rather than precise. We ndszl¢areful not to draw every parallel from our
parenting to God. We need to be careful and ke&pmihe biblical parameters of the doctrine of God
but there is much there indeed. Lastly he saysage A8, “It appears that these dynamic analogies
function in two directions. By means of them wertetn understand God better through the common
relationships of human life, as we experience ¢lys pnd frustration of raising children, for instari
(Newman is a life-long bachelor, and women someditreve criticized him for seeming not to have a
very good perspective on the feminine side of ie.would admit it in a minute. He does not know a
woman by virtue of marriage so he has limitatidret tvay. So you need to apply a little bit of grace
ladies.) “We come to have a better idea of what Geals with in redeeming His people and guiding
them on to maturity. On the other hand, the nabfi®®@od as revealed in Scripture helps us to see how
our human relationships should be transformedfteatethe image of God more accurately.”

The comment was made how, whether it was by desigiot, Dr. Newman helped one of our students
tie together the substantive, functional, and refatl aspects of the image. | will do that verynthfor

us right now, a systematic synthesis. | find astdize perspectives helpful for summarizing thélBis
teaching on the image of God in humanity. So nomygime to pull things together. First, there are
substantive, functional, and relational aspecthefimage and these must be held together. | agtbe
Millard Erikson’s statement on page 513 of Gisristian Theologya book | often interact with in these
notes. “The image should be thought of,” he saad,grimarily substantive or structural. The image i
something in the very nature of man in the way e made.” | agree with this conclusion on the basis
of our exegesis of the Pauline texts. However, denkoveremphasizes the substantive aspect. In part,
this is due to Erikson’s failure to incorporate thats of biblical theology into his systematic
formulations. His handling of the image of God wibbk strengthened by the inclusion of the
redemptive-historical stages of the image giveiidbgkema and of the type of material given by Dr.
Newman. Hoekema is correct in stating that thetional and relational aspects are predominant in
Scripture if you count references, especially ifi yse Newman’s perspective. However, he plays down
the substantive a little too much for my liking.tlree synthesize: Adam and Eve were made like God in
their being endowed with cognition to do His wilhey were created in the image of their maker in
righteousness and true holiness. Thus man qua mam-asa human being—apart from any other
detail about that human being is a being ableittkkt®od’s thoughts after Him and able to do Hid wil
Man qua man is a holy being created for fellowshigln his maker. This is the substantive aspechef t
image, at least in part.

The Bible speaks more often of the functional aildtional aspects of the image. Adam and Eve were
given dominion—and | would include dominion as parthe image—over the rest of God’s creation.
They were to model their Lord by being little londisder Him, but over the rest of the creation. They
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were to relate to God, their fellow human being] #re creation in ways pleasing to God. Dr.
Newman'’s contribution is to show biblical pictutést describe the functional and relational aspécts
follow his lead and relate his conclusions on thage of God to the traditional substantive concept
along the lines of attribute and manifestation. @tiebute would be substantive, a quality somebody
has. Manifestation is functional and relational ay showing that quality. Perhaps we could thihk o
Christ. He is faithful and He demonstrates faith&ds in His relationships and in His sanctionsighmn
add the concepts of noun and verb. Noun is suldgganerb is image of God in function and
relationship. The biblical pictures of the imagéumanity through relationships and roles are tesfl
his or her being created in God’s likeness. Hunyaastpotter, gardener, and so forth reflect somgthi
of God.

Second, Jesus Christ is the perfect image of GedsHoth ultimate model and eschatological goal fo
the redeemed. Jesus substantively is the imagedf&d in His incarnation, He perfectly manifests
that image. Erikson steers us in the right directidien he summarizes, “Jesus had perfect fellowship
with the Father. He obeyed the Father’s will petfjeand always displayed a strong love for humans.”
May God help us to live like Jesus. He is a moldi¢lreally take that seriously, | am going to be
unhappy someday. But what is God doing giving neeniodel of Christ and His perfection? That
squashes me like an insect. It is the same as thieeBon of God says in Matthew 5, “Be perfect ag yo
Father in Heaven is perfect.” Or when Peter qubéadticus in 1 Peter 1: “Be holy as | am holy.” Wha
is God doing by setting up absolute sinless pdadeas a standard for the Christian life? Now that

not very kind. Why does He do that? He does itrsd §how us that we never have arrived. We have in
terms of being justified, but in our own performarnee fall far short. We say, “That would drive moe t
His grace every day.” Exactly; that is the purpokg. God sets up an impossible standard to sh&w u
that we need Him, to foster a day-by-day dependesiayionship. We are the creatures; He is the
Creator. That is exactly what God does. So Chsistiinodel. There is some encouragement there; if |
looked at what | was and what | am now, | will e@t | am not what | was. | am certainly not lilesuds
yet; | am in process. You may have heard people“Ba&ypatient; God is not finished with me yet.”
That is really true and partially describes thdibab view of the Christian life. But if | look avhat |

was, | should see lots of growth. Here studentsetiones get frustrated by comparing themselves with
their fellows or, after going to seminary a yehey see all these books and they say, “I know ngthi
This is impossible.” They graduate and say, “I kless than when | started.” But in comparing
themselves now with when they began, they seefaisowth. Second, you will then compare yourself
to what you now know. You have “learned ignorangeiv, that is, you see that although you have
learned a lot, you do not know that much. Thereoatg two kinds of people in the world: those who
realize that is the case and those who do nott iS@galism. Christ as our model humbles us anedr
us to the grace of God. Christ as our goal encasrag; believers will one day be conformed to Jesus
image when they put on immortality and glory. Hgtour head up high, fellow believer, you will make
it. You are going to be conformed to your Older ey, the Lord Jesus Christ, because His work en th
cross and His resurrection were perfect. The Helyitloes His work and, although we imperfectly do
ours, God will perfectly do His. One day He willrfetly confirm us in holiness. The teaching of
perfectionism is true according to 1 Thessalonfnsis just the timing that some of our friends/k
wrong. It is when Jesus comes again that we wittdrapletely sanctified in body, soul, and spirit.

You may wonder if there are moments when we dathperfectly. We certainly do God’s will. We
must be careful to avoid defeatism and triumphalisna what | said could lead toward defeatism.
When the Bible says, “Walk in the spirit and yodl wot fulfill the lust of the flesh,” does it meawvhat
it says? Yes. Does it mean we can be perfect $@cand in this life? | would still say, “No, not oar
own,” because it would involve doing things outagberfect motive of the glory of God. After a while
Paul himself says he does not even evaluate hisnostives ultimately. That is, if you really staot t
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scrutinize your motives in the extreme, though veatito have healthy motives and go on for God, you
could become so introspective that you would balgaed and do absolutely nothing. My guess is, even
when we are at our best in serving God and doisgnll and seemingly not taking glory for ourselyes
there is probably a little bit of vanity in theut do not let that stop you; go on and say thellsor
Prayer every day and confess your sins and goro@dd and give Him the glory. We can do
significantly better than we have done and we aathd will of God in large measure indeed. Third,
Hoekema teaches us to include the redemptive-iaatqrerspectives in our presentation of the doetri
of the image of God, though it is important in gvdoctrine. In order to understand the image, wesha
to view it in these different stages. At creatithre image was original, also called perfect, intant
whole. We must distinguish between that statusadied the Fall in which the image is tarnished,
ruined, perverted—not effaced—but it is not whatdis. There is still a substratum there; we alle sti
human, but look at our first parents, hiding fromd@nd blaming each other. This is not the way God
made them. Right away, one of the children killsthar one. This is perverted. This is not God’s.wil
And then, in Christ the image is being renewed.r& e substantial renewal but it is in the progress
sense and slow—as if one is taking two steps fahaad one step back and one step forward and two
steps back—but praise the Lord; we keep going andsatient with us. We do make significant
progress in holiness, but the perfect image awlagt®ternal state and the resurrection of the ddad.

is a valuable perspective on the image of God. A #aese things to your youth group, to your ladies’
Bible study, to all—that is what theology is foredch it and give a more well-rounded presentatfon o
the image and have them read Newman'’s little paetphl

How is Jude able to speak of God as the one whblésto present us faultless? It points to the
eschatonic, the “in His presence.” It does not ntearpresent life. It does point to the life to @as in
1 Thessalonians 5; the Bible is pretty consistenthat. It sets the goal up now, but it presenss ia
currently unrealizable goal. It does present thed ge realized, but in each context it is futurés i
resurrection, it is being in God’s final presenité when we see and we are known as we are.
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