Humanity, Christ & Redemption Lecture 22, page 1
The Saving Work of Chrigt, |

Let us pray.

Father, we praise You for Your grace that savesneg and for all. We praise You for Your grace that
keeps us day by day and that works in our liveseasth uses us to minister to others. We give You th
glory for all of this, Father. We thank You for Ygueat grace. Father, honor Your name tonight & w
study what Your Word says about the work of Yoar Bl our mouths with praise. May our lives say
thank You to You for Your marvelous grace givemston Christ. We commit our time to You; work, we
ask, through Jesus Christ, our Lord and Savior. Ame

We begin our study of the work of Christ with akaat Isaiah 53. When we started Christology we took
a glimpse at Psalm 110 and John 1. For the wo@hoist, we will again start with a great Old
Testament passage and then work our way to theTéstament by way of some historical views,
though this time they are not all heretical. Thenme actually a few pretty good ones in there witms
heretical ones as well, but we will benefit fromatlfook at historical theology. But first, pleasentin

the Scriptures to Isaiah 53:13 through the enchapter 53. As | read, pretend you have never read o
heard this before. | would like to know what yoompression would be if you had never heard it before
What is the main theme, and how do you feel aldmatPtisaiah 52:13-53: says,

See, my servant will act wisely; he will be raisedl lifted up and highly exalted. Just as there
were many who were appalled at him [His appeararaseso disfigured beyond that of any man
and his form marred beyond human likeness] soheiléprinkle many nations, and kings will
shut their mouths because of him. For what theyewet told, they will see, and what they have
not heard, they will understand. Who has believa&dnoessage and to whom has the arm of the
Lord been revealed? He grew up before Him likendé¢e shoot, and like a root out of dry

ground. He had no beauty or majesty to attraco s, nothing in his appearance that we
should desire him. He was despised and rejecteddny a man of sorrows, and familiar with
suffering. Like one from whom men hide their fabeswvas despised, and we esteemed him not.
Surely he took up our infirmities and carried oorrews, yet we considered him stricken by
God, smitten by Him, and afflicted. But he was pe&t for our transgressions, he was crushed
for our iniquities; the punishment that broughpesce was upon him, and by his wounds we are
healed. We all, like sheep, have gone astray, efch has turned to his own way; and the

LORD has laid on him the iniquity of us all. He w@spressed and afflicted, yet he did not open
his mouth; He was led like a lamb to the slauglaed as a sheep before her shearers is silent, so
he did not open his mouth. By oppression and judgrhe was taken away. And who can speak
of his descendants? For he was cut off from the &iriving; for the transgression of my people
he was stricken. He was assigned a grave with itleed, and with the rich in his death, though
he had done no violence, nor was any deceit imloigth. Yet it was the LORD’s will to crush

him and cause him to suffer, and though the LORRawdis life a guilt offering, he will see his
offspring and prolong his days, and the will of tH@RD will prosper in his hand. After the
suffering of his soul, he will see the light oiand be satisfied; by his knowledge my righteous
servant will justify many, and he will bear thewrquities. Therefore | will give him a portion
among the great, and he will divide the spoils \li strong, because he poured out his life unto
death, and was numbered with the transgressordfié=oore the sin of many, and made
intercession for the transgressors.

Hear this as if you have never heard it before €vig impossible). It is also impossible to puti€hr
out of your thinking as we read it, but try the mspible. What would your first impression be atht®
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major idea? What strikes you? The first comment thasthe passage speaks of the servant suffening o
behalf of others, the notion of his being a vicasabstitute. The second one is a surprising comtoen
me, though a good one. It is that there is an aei¢miexaltation in the passage. The passage baguhs
ends that way, interestingly. More about that bitabut the comment was also made that it is ssingy
that it starts this way and ends that way in ligivhat is in the middle. What is in the middle?
Suffering in the extreme. Suffering like you hawver heard about. The major thing that would hit yo
is the major idea, which is indeed terrible, tdeibuffering. It is incredible. Verse 14 says, “Plecare
appalled at Him, His appearance was so disfiguesttd that of any man, His form marred beyond
human likeness.” Again, given the premise you diokmow what this refers to, you see somebody
beaten to a pulp. Someone has been disfiguredabkleden so brutalized. Furthermore, in verse 3, he
does not have a lot of company or commiseratiore Was despised and rejected by men, a man of
sorrows, and familiar with suffering.” People jiaigtn away from him at the end of that verse.
Furthermore, he seems to be “stricken by God” dflidtad. There is oppression and affliction in ser
7. ltis terrible. It piles up. Verse 8 says, “Bypvession and judgment he was taken away.” Whheis
normal human response to this type of thing? Howvedeel to learn about such suffering? We are
depressed, moved, affected—sympathetic in some vaag-the question comes about deservedness.
Does he deserve this punishment? So my seconda@uéstyou—atfter the first one, which was what is
the theme of the passage?—is this: is the passsgevdd or undeserved? Is the suffering just or
unjust? Now, again, put Christian theology out @fitymind; this is impossible to do, but try. Thetbe
and first correct answer of the two correct ansv@tbat question is that the suffering is unj&tow

me from the passage why that is the case. The ehdays, “He had done no violence, nor was any
deceit in his mouth.” The servant apparently iitégus; he is innocent and is being punished uUgjust

It might be an implication of verse 6. It does say he was not guilty but in that he is bearinggth
iniquities—it is an implication. It is so hard fas not to read Christ back in there. | guess tbeutd

have been some person who was part of a rebeltioexample, and therefore tainted with guilt,
suffering on behalf of the others who got awayanshow he suffered for all of them. But there is on
more example: verse 11, which says, “My rightearsant.” So the suffering is unjust, according to
verses 9 and 11. But just to complicate matteesstlifering is God’s will. Unjust suffering is Gad’

will? From the passage we have concluded the snffés in some sense unjust. There is no doubtithat
is God’s will. Look at verse 10. “It was the LORD#sII to crush him”—strong word—"and cause him
to suffer.” Now we really have a problem. By thaywthe emotional response to unjust suffering can
be everything from anger to indignation. It is mtran just being moved with compassion; now we are
mad—that is the way God made us. Part of the la@axf on the heart is that we want justice and when
there is injustice we should react to it. Now hawwek respond when we learn this is God’s will imgo
sense? We are confused and perplexed. What isliltéos to our problem of terrible, terrible

suffering? It is unjust and yet there is a sensghoth it is God’s will. How could unjust sufferifge

the will of God? By the way, if we were left righére and the passage said no more, we would have to
fall back on the Bible’s teaching about God. Ithe old ethical situation in which you are marrget

your spouse is not there when you get home andwsra expecting him or her there. There is no
communication and an hour later a car pulls upframt. You open the door and you see somebody of
the opposite sex with your spouse, driving the Tae car door opens and your spouse gets out. Now,
how do you respond? Given a good marriage and ttiregs being equal, you would like an
explanation, but you are not immediately suspicidimat is, you give your spouse the benefit of the
doubt, and again you would desire some communitaliags the same way based on God’s reputation.
Based on what we know of God, even if we couldfigotre it out, we would not impugn His motives;
we would say this is hard to understand. We negudisewhere. But from the passage itself we are
pointed in the right direction, although | admitlais point that we are working with New Testament
hindsight, no doubt. This is one of Isaiah’s set\saimgs. They begin with Israel as the nation béueg
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servant and they move toward this last servant,sehigh is an individual suffering on behalf of his
fellow Israelites, and even beyond that, we migiytfer the world, for the Gentiles—I will show you
that later on. But it is in this notion of vicar®guffering or substitution, everything John sadjaod
Christian theology, although it is from the New f&@sent that we get that idea of propitiation, @& th
cross being directed toward God Himself and hatando with His own moral integrity, but this points
in that direction. The two dominant themes wereamdy suffering, but likewise, substitution. And
actually, it is a toss-up as to which is more danirbecause they are both written all over theeplac
Substitution is seen in verse 35:5: “He was piefoedur transgressions, he was crushed for our
iniquities; the punishment that brought us peace wgon him, and by his wounds we are healed [...]
the LORD has laid on him the iniquity of us all.hi§ is remarkable language. The servant is a vir;
is a substitute. He dies on behalf of others. “HEhlear the iniquities” of others is said at thedeof 11.
The end of 12 says, “He bore the sin of many.” $la sin bearer in some sense that we need to try to
understand.

| am amazed at how advanced Isaiah 53 is. It justzas me how much is here for our faith and we
cannot possibly avoid looking at it through New faesent eyes. It is a good discipline to try, but we
cannot avoid it. There is so much here. Thereagtttern of suffering encircled by glory; it is an
amazing thing. | do not know what the poor rabbiilad have done trying to figure it out: “See my
servant will act wisely” (verse 13 of chapter S%tice the three-fold emphasis: “[...] raised antktif

up and highly exalted.” This is the language ofl@tien, praise, recognition, but immediately it
plunges into this terrible language of being amehfind disfigured. How in the world does this fithw
the former notion? By the way, scholars of the flogospel thinks John’s picture of the Son of Man
lifted up, which is in John 3, 8, and 12, hasatsts here in Isaiah 52:13 where the servant edittp. It

is an ambiguous lifting up in John’s Gospel becansiapter 12 John says, “The Son of Man must be
lifted up”—this is from Jesus’ own mouth—and He say this He was speaking of His death. So it is a
literal lifting up in crucifixion, which is territd: “But I, when | am lifted up from the earth, waliaw all
men to myself,” He says. There is a double meanirggeaks also of exaltation. The sense seems to b
something like the worst people could do to God ldiedChrist is to put him up on a cross between
heaven and earth, but God will use the wrath of togrraise Him and the worst crime becomes the
source of the greatest blessing. Indeed, the imadit pattern of state of humiliation, then stafte o
exaltation, is somewhat exploded by John. PaubHaat of this, too, in Colossians 2 in texts wdl wi
look at later on. Where already on the cross Clwigictorious, that is what is supposed to be the
epitome of the state of humiliation; the worst thabple can do to Him is thrust that cross in tleeigd
and jar Him, as it were, and hang Him up betweeavéme and earth. They cannot frustrate the plan of
God, so they merely launch Him, as it were, thetyHim that much closer to going back to the Father,
and indeed, He does go back. His seeming deféfs igictory, and it is a defeat of the world. Itas
marvelous pattern that seems to have its rootsih@jlery surrounding horrible, undeserved suffgrin
One other element | should have mentioned is teastffering is not unjust if the servant willingly
undertakes it. Notice verse 12 just to close oafpidittern; it is another inclusion. Inclusion, frdme

Latin inclusig, is a literary device whereby the same unit efrditure appears at the beginning and end
of a passage of a unit of literature, serving tl iptogether. Some years ago after that explamabir
something akin to it, a student asked, “Why do gotijust call it bookends, doc?” People will
understand what you are saying, and | have calfdmbokends” ever since. We get bookends here.
Verse 12 is the other bookend to verse 13 of ch&@elsaiah 53:12 says, “Therefore | will give ham
portion among the great, and he will divide theilspwith the strong.” This is the language of vigto

In between is the great suffering. An amazing thmge is the number of biblical themes that we fin
here. We have the language of sacrifice, so imtiuest of this passage that speaks of the substitaity
atonement of the Messiah who will come we havdahguage of sacrifice. | have now given up all
pretense of objectivity and reading it as if weereveard of Jesus; we cannot do it. It is probakhe
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already in 52:15: “So will he sprinkle many natidrisseems to be the language of the priestly fiamc
of sprinkling the blood. Think of the consecratmfithe tabernacle. The holy place was sprinklel, th
altar, the book of the law, the priests, the pedple blood spattered the people and all of it spafk
consecration, of setting things apart as holy @ad. “Without the shedding of blood,” Leviticus
declared, “there is no forgiveness of sins.” ItauBgurative language, saying, “So he will sprinklany
nations” with his blood, presumably. More direcvese 10. It is all the more shocking for the isgyo
language and the putting of the Lord behind théesuiig: “Yet it was the LORD’s will to crush him dn
cause him to suffer, and though the LORD make#ifeia guilt offering, he will see his offspring @n
prolong his days, and the will of the LORD will gger in his hand.” Those last couple of lines there
should have included under the glory section; sdawee glory in the beginning, glory in the middle,
and glory in the end. He will see his offspringuppose a rabbi would say the servant looks fortard
his spiritual descendants. | do not know if a ralsbuld think of resurrection. We cannot help bumkh
of it when we read this verse and of others commimthe kingdom of God because of the servant’s
work. It is like John says in chapter 12, perhapsvas meditating on this chapter. This is fasonmgtas
| speak to you some things are pulling togethenynown mind.

“Unless a kernel of wheat falls to the ground aras$ dit remains only a seed. But if it dies, itgwoes
many seeds,” Jesus said in John 12:24. So it & tter Lord makes the life of the servant a guilt
offering, and yet he will see his offspring andlprg his days. He does the will of God. It prospars
his hand. Leviticus 5 gives us the background isf glilt offering. It is one of the sacrifices airdel.
Leviticus 5:14-19 says, “The LORD said to Mosesh&W a person commits a violation and sins
unintentionally in regard to any of the LORD’s hayngs, he is to bring to the LORD as a penalty a
ram from the flock, one without defect and of tmepger value in silver, according to the sanctuary
shekel. It is a guilt offering [...] he is to giveatl to the priest, who will make atonement for hnth
the ram as a guilt offering, and he will be forgivéf a person sins and does what is forbiddeminat
the LORD’s commands, even though he does not khdwveiis guilty and will be held responsible. He is
to bring to the priest as a guilt offering a ram.][In this way the priest will make atonement famh
for the wrong he has committed unintentionally, aedwill be forgiven. It is a guilt offering; he $a
been guilty of wrongdoing against the LORD.” Therttes of sin, guilt, atonement, and forgiveness
repeat. They are woven into the fabric of Israstisiety by the Lord in Leviticus. Now in Isaiah &
prophet says it was the Lord’s will for the servamsuffer so terribly. It is God crushing the sarvand
being responsible for his suffering and makinglifissa guilt offering. This conjures up in the JaWi
mind the notions of sin, the deserving of punishinguilt, and the making of atonement. This time
atonement was not with the life of an animal asdsziblent death, but with the life and violent deat
the servant of the Lord. The result is unmistakatleeviticus: forgiveness. And so it is in thigsant
song. So sacrifice is woven in here.

The theme of victory is in this chapter of the Bilals well. We will see that one of the major New
Testament themes of Christ’s saving work is victdfryou ask the average evangelical Christian
individual or church how Jesus saves us, you usgali one of two answers. This is your garden
variety, average church—charismatic Christians elteb on this victory idea than the average
Christians that | have found. The average respmosgd be, “Jesus saves us by paying the penalty for
our sins.” That is legal language; it is bibliaais good. It is one of the themes. Sometimes tethg
with that is the sacrificial idea like this: Jesuss a sacrifice for our sins. That, too, is bifliand even
the mingling of these images is biblical so | haveproblem with that. | have no criticism excepséy
that the pictures of sacrifice and the legal iddaile true, are partial. The saving work of Chissticher
than that. There are a number of other themesabatill look at in a bit, but one of them, already
embedded in Isaiah 53, is victory. Christ, in Heath and especially in His resurrection, overcoougs
enemies, and we need to understand that. For ongitlwe look at these different themes, as | call
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them, or pictures of the work of Christ as God¥sgio us and tools for ministry—in our day and ,age
we need every tool in our little tool box that Guas given us. This whole victory picture has great
relevance to people who are in bondage. We araiimgenew ways to be in bondage these days, ways
that were not thought of a hundred years ago. Wéaave some of the old ways, alcoholism for
example, but people need to hear about ChristittteryChrist the champion who can set them free.
Isaiah 53 is rich in its imagery. There are detaéise that boggle my mind. Could Isaiah have fully
comprehended what he wrote? | do not think sankth is a case like 1 Peter 1 with the prophets
straining to try to understand the things that3pe&it of God was indicating through them as thepte
about the Christ. The very last verse, “He borestheof many, and made intercession for the
transgressors,” is an example. It is a predictiodesus on the cross saying, “Father forgive thein™—
think the meaning of the next words is somethikg this: they have no idea of the full extent ofatvh
they are doing. It does not mean that they ardlgss, that they do not really know who | am—Father
forgive them. Again, looking back with New Testarheision, we see clearly a prediction of His prayer
from the cross for his persecutors. How about gggrining of verse 9? This is remarkable to mes It i
reflected in the Hebrew text and not in the Englitte was assigned a grave with the wicked,” plural
with the wicked ones, the wicked men, “and with ttiel,” singular, man, “in his death.” Isaiah could
not have possibly understood that He was crucliigtaveen thieves, plural, but buried in the tomb of
Joseph of Arimathea, a rich individual. Probablywwaild have understood rich as parallel to wicked a
in a couple of the Old Testament themes. In Prea/&td blesses His people so there can be abundance
for the Lord’s people. On the other hand ther&éstheme of the wicked rich persecuting the righ$eo
people, the righteous poor. Probably he would hawaght of that. But again, let us look back with
careful attention to the words: “He was assigngdaae with the wicked”—crucified between thieves—
“and with the rich in His death”—buried in a richanis tomb. This is remarkable.

Seeing justification in verse 11 is unique in tHd Destament in the conjunction of ideas. What do |
mean by that? If somebody were steeped in the @stiament use of language, then James 2 really
would give him or her little trouble. We have suobuble with James because we read James over
against orthodoxy, which we equate with the apd3tlel. We are backward on this. James is not
strange. Paul, in fact, is a radical. He almodtdd@ld Testament precedent for the way he putshege
his ideas. You know by now | am not criticizingheit James or Paul, but | want you to see thatuf yo
read James from an Old Testament perspective, wehsadys in chapter 2 about faith and deeds is not
radical at all, because in every place in the Gddtament except one the verb, “acquit,” when used o
human judges or of God as judge is always usedd@pwhen the human judge acquits the innocent
and the human judge condemns the wicked. Thieisitihmal way for the Old Testament to read and so
in Deuteronomy we learn that it is the job of a mfagte to condemn the guilty and to acquit orifyst
the righteous. The book of Proverbs actually tefishat the Lord hates a human being who condemns
the innocent and who acquits the guilty. So as aweaglames we have God acquitting his own righteous
people. Abraham and Rahab are given as examplastéa, Rahab is a scandalous example to his
audience, but he does it deliberately. That igeti®no contradiction between Paul and Jamesuiflgo
James be James and he uses “justify” in the con@idmestament sense of God vouching for His
people. He sees Abraham offer up Isaac and He ‘9499 | know that you fear me. | will vouch for
you; | will stand up for you in the judgment thatuyare a man of faith.” Did He teach him salvatign
works? No. He is not looking at the beginning d¥aton. He is looking at its demonstration and
indeed, James is just simply orthodox in an Olddreent Jewish sense, which fits perfectly the
character of James, the Lord’s half brother asalkedein the Book of Acts. James 2:24 is the vdrae t
just about stumbled Martin Luther because Luthes sa@filled up with Paul: “You see a person is
justified by what he does and not by faith alortée”’is acquitted in the sight of God by validatiregds,

| would explain it, and not by mere professionaitt alone. This is God acquitting His man, Abraham
and His woman, Rahab, because their actions refleébeir professions. They not only professed to
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believe in the Lord, but they also showed it by tihay did and God acquitted them. Is this initial
justification by works? No, this is final acquittahsed upon a life that demonstrates one’s prafessi
genuine. In any case, James is perfectly in acmghdthe predominant Old Testament use of the verb
“justify or acquit” and in that regard, Paul, ippassage such as Romans 4, is scandalous in hisalgag
In Romans 4:5 he actually speaks of God in thaseste “God who justifies the wicked.” Wait a
minute; you have got some explaining to do, Paulhé book of Proverbs the Lord condemns a human
being who does that. It is a terrible thing in toed’s sight. It is an abomination to the Lord tmait or
justify the guilty or to condemn the righteous. Yioean to tell me the Lord is going to justify the
guilty? That is exactly what Paul says. There iy ome place | have found in the Old Testament wher
these two ideas, God justifying the guilty, are fmgiether. Do you know where it is? It is in Isaiah
53:11. I am not saying Paul quoted this. | am gaytiprovides the conceptual background for his
seemingly scandalous doctrine of God declaringessnghteous. | might back up and say the Old and
New Testaments are not at odds in any way. Alréa@@enesis 15:6 Abraham believed God and God
credited it to him as righteousness. So the ideath@ same in both testaments; God is gracious to
sinners and saves them. | am talking about th@lkseguage, specifically about the use of the verb
“acquit or justify,” and this is the only placetime Old Testament where we have that language df Go
justifying the wicked. Isaiah 53:11 says, “Afteetbuffering of his soul, he will see the light ib¢ land

be satisfied; by his knowledge™—which involves knogvand doing God’s will—*my righteous servant
will justify many, and he will bear their iniquite’ It is in the context of the servant of the Ldxeing

the sin-bearer, dying a vicarious death, makingksstutionary atonement, that we read what is
uniquely found here in the Old Testament that greant justifies many because he bears their sins.
Thus Paul’'s doctrine—and again, | do not mean &akm@gainst Paul—makes perfectly good sense.
You have got to understand that nothing is unushaut James, but Paul is a downright radical ard it
only because of Paul's understanding of his presiemnt of Christ as the one who takes our
condemnation, which sounds just like this, that @Goable to declare sinners righteous because our
condemnation has been paid. It is only becausepg?asénts Christ as the one who procures
righteousness for His people that God again is @btkeclare the wicked righteous, because He does i
justly in Christ. God credits Christ’s righteoussiés the spiritual bank account of everyone who
believes in Him; He credits Christ's condemnatisritee condemnation of His people. | rest my case.
Isaiah 52:13 through 53:12 is remarkable. It isagkably advanced in its ideas. | am not saying the
rabbis in between the testaments or even Isaiakdiirmould fully understand the words that he wrote
but | am saying that they are here and they aradesdul as we look at them. The New Testament has a
number of good quotations from this chapter—attlaalf a dozen, and up to a dozen—depending on
how you count. The New Testament has 30 or 40ialissindirect references, to Isaiah 53. It exeded
profound effect on the apostles, on the writerthefNew Testament.

In answer to a question, | am not saying Romanssdgbioting Isaiah 53:11, but | am saying thatdbai
53:11 forms the only linguistic antecedent to Paabtion expressed in Romans 4:5 and elsewhere of
God justifying the wicked. It is a scandalous noticom an Old Testament background. It is shocking,
and Paul needs to defend God’s character. He el ithrough his doctrine of Christ, but he is
presenting a radical presentation of the Gospeliths its roots right here. | am not saying hetiag it
specifically. | am defending Paul and showing wherihe world he could have gotten this from. We
are so Pauline in our thinking that we do not ese® how radical his gospel is. Our people todag tak
offense at that. Wait, what kind of God is this whould declare sinners righteous? How does that
work? You have got to talk about the cross. Itriydecause of the cross that God is just in dtag)
And it is contrary to the normal Old Testament okthe language. It is kind of jarring to the etlic
sensibilities, at least at first. So if we undemst#hat and let James be James, it solves a bidegonafor
us there and then we are jarred by Paul’s presentat the Gospel as we should be, because it is
radical. It is wonderful and it does not contradiither the Old Testament or James, of course Oltle
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Testament in that way is complicated and both JaamesPaul’s understanding have their roots sunk
deep in Old Testament soil. Paul has more shalbmisrin terms of his use of the verb, “justify,”
anyway, but he has got them.
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