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THE ONTOLOGICAL REALITY



Begotten from Eternity of the Father

OUTLINE

The purpose of this study is to understand the doctrine Christology ontologically, begotten from eternal by the

Father. Begotten from eternity is not a philosophical speculation, nor a theological deduction, but an exegetically

grounded doctrine. We can appeal to several biblical texts in both the Old and New Testament in support of this fact

that the Son is eternally begotten of the Father. The concept of begetting is a metaphor reality drawn from the

embodied experience of human fathers begetting human sons. This doctrine is important because it is crucial to

defending the full deity of the Son, and it is the linchpin of defense against classical orthodox doctrine of the Trinity

or trithestic God.

Throughout the fourth century, the church fathers [Athanasius and the Cappadocian fathers (Basil of Caesarea,

Gregory Nazianzen, and Gregory of Nyssa)] were engaged in a bitter debate with Arianism, and it was within the

context of that debate that the church formulated the doctrine of the Trinity. It is claimed Arianism was the view that

the Son is a subdeity who did not always exist but was created by God as the first and most glorious being in the

universe, “the firstborn of all creation.” Arians affirmed the preexistence of Christ — He existed as the Logos before

His virgin birth. But they denied the eternal preexistence of Christ. They said there was a time when He did not

exist, and that before His generation, He did not exist. They said He was created out of the things that do not exist.

Although He is the most glorious and first creature made by God, and can even be called “God” in some sense

because of His exalted honor and divine glory, He falls on the creature side of the Creator-creature distinction. [This

may be disputable because no records of Arius teaching are found today. The little horn by uprooting the three

horns burnt all their books].



In response, the true church fathers appealed to the scriptural teaching that the Son is not a creature

external to God but is the eternal offspring of the Father and proper to the very essence of God. As the

bishops confessed at the first ecumenical council at Nicaea (325), the church believes “in one Lord

Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten of the Father only-begotten, that is, of the essence of the Father,

God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, not made, being of one substance with the

Father” [The Nicene Creed as reaffirmed at the second ecumenical council at Constantinople (381)

changes the wording slightly]. The contrast “begotten, not made” is a broadside against “Arianism”. As

Athanasius put it, “The Son is other than things originate [i.e., created], alone the proper offspring of the

Father’s essence.” [Athanasius, Against the Arians]. The true church fathers saw a massive distinction

between a creature made by God and an offspring begotten of God from eternity.

THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF A SON BEGOTTEN FROM ETERNITY

The doctrine of the begetting of the Son from eternity was not concocted by means of philosophical

speculation. Nor was it primarily a theological deduction from the correlative names “Father” and “Son.”

Rather, the Son’s personal property of being begotten of the Father is grounded in the explicit teaching

of Scripture. The true church fathers appealed to a number of verses in both the New Testament and the

Old Testament (interpreted in light of the New), which they read as teaching that the Son is “begotten,

not made.” Let’s review some of these key passages.



The Ontologically Reality

The first Old Testament text to cite is Psalm 2:7, which says, “You are my Son; today I have

begotten you” (ESV), and the church fathers interpreted “today” as the day of eternity. This verse is

quoted three times in the New Testament with reference to Christ (Acts 13:33; Heb. 1:5; 5:5).

It has been objected that the first of these, Acts 13:33, views Psalm 2:7 as fulfilled in the

resurrection of Christ, and therefore the “begetting” cannot be a reference to the pretemporal,

begotten Son of God from eternity. But according to the uniform teaching of the New Testament,

the resurrection of Christ was not the moment when He became the Son. The Gospels are clear

that He already was called the Son at least from the time of His baptism (see Mark 1:11, echoing

Psalm 2:7). It is better to interpret Acts 13:33 as teaching that, by His resurrection, Christ was

“declared to be the Son of God in power” (Rom. 1:4 ESV, emphasis added).

The two citations of Psalm 2:7 in Hebrews 1:5 and 5:5 are clearer. The author of Hebrews gives

clues in the immediate context that he understands Psalm 2:7 to be speaking of the Son as

occurring before God “brings the firstborn into the world” (Heb. 1:6) and prior to “the days of his

flesh” (Heb. 5:7).



THOUGHTS ON PSALMS

"Psa 2:7 I will declare the decree: the LORD hath said unto me, Thou art my Son; this day

have I begotten thee."

Act 13:33 God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus

again; as it is also written in the second psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten

thee.

Heb 1:5 For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I

begotten thee? And again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son?

Heb 5:5 So also Christ glorified not himself to be made an high priest; but he that said unto

him, Thou art my Son, to day have I begotten thee.”

The answer to the Psalms 2 would be Proverb 30:4: Who hath ascended up into heaven, or

descended? who hath gathered the wind in his fists? Who hath bound the waters in a

garment? who hath established all the ends of the earth? what is his name, and what is his

son's name, if thou canst tell?



But let us look at in-depth on Psalms, Acts and Hebrews texts above

You will also notice that the psalm contains four stanzas, each consisting of three verses. The first and last stanzas

contain 4 parallels, while the middle two contain only three parallels. There is a chiastic structure to the Psalm. The

simplest way of considering the chiastic structure is this. Stanzas one and four deal with things on Earth, while

stanzas two and three deal with things in Heaven. A more technical way of seeing the chiasm is this:

__A1-Heathen Rage (verse 1)

____A2-Acts of disobedience (verses 2 &3)

______B1-God Judges (verses 4 & 5)

_________B2-God Sets Son (verse 6)

_________B2'-Son quotes God (verse 7)

______B1'-Son Judges (verses 8 & 9)

__A1'-Heathen Learn (verse 10)

____A2'-Acts of Obedience (verses 11 & 12)

What we see then, from a linguistic structural analysis is that this royal coronation psalm speaks both of things on

Earth and things in Heaven. This psalm was written by David (see Acts 4:25), and yet David, the first king of Judah,

reaches backwards and upwards to establish the act of coronation in the past. It is true that the application must be

"metaphorical" when applied to earthly kings, when it comes terms such as sonship or begetting. However, there

are clear indications that the coronation of earthly kings is a shadow of a prior heavenly reality.



The central point of the psalm and the only narrative portion states, "I will tell [RECOUNT] of the decree". This statement involves

a repetition of a prior decree. In fact, according to the literary structure of the Psalm, this original decree takes place in Heaven,

with that reality forming the basis for earthly coronations. Thus, a metaphorical application to Davidic kings as "sons" or "begotten"

does not rule out a literal reality in Heaven. In fact, the Psalm appears to be arguing the Davidic metaphor on the very basis of a

literal reality! The further you go back towards the beginning of the world, the more can be seen the importance of literal sonship,

especially in the role of the firstborn. The firstborn took the role of heir to the family and priesthood. Only later did the role of the

firstborn pass to such as the Levites or the Davidic line. At this time, the ideas of "son" "begotten" and "firstborn" became

metaphoric, yet they were based on a prior reality. [REFER THIS METAPHORICAL REALITY SENSE TO 1KINGS 1:32-48 AND

THE ATTEMPT BY ADONIJAH AND SATAN TO USURP THE THRONE OVERSHADOWING THE SONSHIP OF CHRIST AND

TRYING TO USURP THE THRONE – ISAIAH 14:12-20 THEN YOU WILL SEE THE BEAUTY OF PSALMS 2

The verb in the narrative sentence is the Hebrew sâphar (ספר) which means "tell, recount, declare. "In the Piel stem, [Piel Stem is

a method used in learning Hebrew to express an intensive type of action with an active voice] the iterative concept, 'recount,'

takes on the added idea of 'tell,' 'declare,' 'show forth.'" In all the ways it is used in this form, it carries the idea of repeating or

recounting something that has happened in the past.

"Birth" and "adoption" language when installing a vassal into office was common among ancient cultures. This demonstrates that

as nations moved away from the God, they retained some of the echoes of realities from the past when all humanity was taught

the truths of God by Noah. The idea of inheritance and appointment to kingly office by sonship is one of the core truths of almost

all cultures before modern forms of government. This cements the idea of distant reality in the past (or in Eternity)

The dedication of the first-born had its origin in the earliest times. God had promised to give the First-born of heaven to save the

sinner. This gift was to be acknowledged in every household by the consecration of the first-born son. He was to be devoted to the

priesthood, as a representative of Christ among men. {EGW DA 51.1}. YOU DON’T RUN AWAY FROM SUCH REALITIES



The New Testament quotation of an Old Testament passage does not always exhaust

the meaning of the latter. That is, it is an assumption to think that how the New

Testament applies an Old Testament quotation is the only way that it can be applied. If

this were the case, we would have some trouble. For instance, Matthew quotes Hosea

11:1 as applying to Christ:

Matthew 2:14-15 - And he rose and took the Child and His mother by night and

departed to Egypt and remained there until the death of Herod. This was to fulfill what

the Lord had spoken by the prophet, "Out of Egypt I called my son."

Hos 11:1 When Israel was a child, I loved him, and out of Egypt I called my son.

Now, at first glance, there doesn't seem to be a problem with this. However, if you

continue reading in Hosea 11, and continue to apply the passage to Christ, it would

have Christ sacrificing to Baals and idols, etc. In short, there are many different ways

in which the New Testament uses the Old Testament. Very few of these ways if any,

would be considered to exhaust the meaning of the Old Testament passage.



Let us look at the typological application. Quite often, we think of typology as merely involving an Old

Testament passage which is given application in the New Testament. This oversimplistic view of typology

robs the Scriptures of the vast veins of treasure. Let us take the example of the Passover. The truth of the

Passover is not merely type-antitype. The Passover contains a commemorative event in the past (the first

Passover in Egypt), a continuing practice (the yearly Passover ceremony), an initial antitype (Christ at

Calvary), a continuing antitype (the application of the Blood of Christ to the doorposts of our hearts, etc) and

a completed antitype (the passing over of the Angel of Death in the Judgment). So we see the following

elements:

Historical Reality ---> Commemorative/Prophetic Event ---> Initial Antitype ---> Continuing Antitype --->

Completed Antitype

Most typological truths consist of these elements. Let us turn to the idea of coronation and see where things

fit.

The Davidic coronation does not appear to be the Historical Reality, but the Commemorative and Prophetic

Event, repeated each time a new king was anointed. The very wording of the second psalm, as can be seen,

reaches backwards to something in the past, as well as upwards to something in Heaven.

The Initial Antitype of any Old Testament type should be found around the life of Christ. The fact that New

Testament writers such as Paul and the author of Hebrews use Psalm 2 of the resurrection of Christ fits

perfectly with an Initial Antitype.



The Continuing Antitype can be inferred from the fact that the entire Church in New

Testament times is said to be made up of a "Royal Priesthood" (1 Peter 2:5) and "Kings

and Priests" (Revelation 1:5). Therefore, the types in the second psalm speak to all of us

who are "begotten" by God (John 1:12) as "joint heirs" with Christ (Romans 8:17).

The Future Antitype we will consider in a moment, for there is a point that needs to be

clarified first, regarding anointing. However, each of these other elements exist. It is only

the Historic Reality that is lacking. Let us first look at the book of Hebrews, and the

anointed offices of Prophet, Priest and King.

Hebrews uses the verse from Psalm 2 on two separate occasions:

Hebrews 1:5 - "For to which of the angels did God ever say, 'You are My Son, today I have

begotten You'? Or again, 'I will be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son'?"

Hebrews 5:5 - "So also Christ did not exalt Himself to be made a High Priest, but was

appointed by Him Who said to Him, 'You are My Son, today I have begotten You'"



Let us first of all acknowledge that Hebrews 1:5 and Hebrews 5:5 speak of the same event and

APPLICATION of Psalm 2:7. Hebrews uses this event in the sense of being appointed to the office of

Priest. This, then shows that it is not a complete or exhaustive application of Psalm 2, for the offices of

Priest and King are distinct. Christ's Kingship and indeed Mediating work, precedes the resurrection, for

He was the "Angel of the Covenant" in Old Testament times (Malachi 3:1). We will see that these roles

belong to Christ from the Historic Event upon which all types are based shortly. However, in terms of the

work of Atonement, there are three roles Christ needed to engage in - Prophet, Priest and King.

Each of these three roles, in the Old Testament, involve an anointing. Each of these roles, Christ enacted

before the incarnation, and was qualified for already. But the incarnation began the final work of

Atonement. Christ, the "Word" of the Old Testament, was anointed as a Prophet at the baptism, where

Sonship language was used once again.

Matthew 3:17 - "And behold, a Voice from Heaven said, 'This is my beloved Son, with whom I am well

pleased.'"

Hebrews 1:5 and 5:5 speak to the anointing as High Priest, which occurred at Pentecost, AD. 31. But His

anointing as King is yet future. For while He is engaged in work as a High Priest, He is not doing the work

of a King. When He finishes His High Priestly ministry, it is then He puts on His robes as a King. At this

time, He will be crowned and anointed specifically to the role of King. There is some evidence that this

will happen in Heaven with the redeemed present, though it may also occur just before His return to this

earth.



So we see that far from exhausting the meaning of Psalm 2:7, Hebrews uses it in a way that cannot

completely fulfill the meaning of the Psalm.

Hebrews 1 contains two literary elements. The first is a chiastic prelude or prologue to the whole book,

represented by the first 4 verses. The second section of this chapter is a catena of quotations from the

Old Testament, mostly from the Psalms.

The first four verses contain a forward chronological progression in the prologue. There are two different

structures to the Prologue of Hebrews. The first, as mentioned before is chiastic. Read chronologically,

however, we see a list of 7 qualifications for Christ's High Priestly ministry.

Chiastically, the structure reads like this:

A The Son’s preeminence demonstrated in God’s final word in Him (1-2a)

___B The Son’s exaltation as universal heir of all creation (2b)

______C The Son’s agency in the creation of the ages (2c)

_________X THE DIVINE NATURE OF THE SON (3a-b)

______C’ The Son sustains all things by His word (3c)

___B’ The Son’s exaltation after His purification for sins (3d-e)

A’ The Son’s preeminence demonstrated in His name above the angels (4)



In this case, the passage reads like this:

Long ago, at many times and in many ways, God spoke to our fathers by the prophets, but in these last days he has

spoken to us by his Son,

___whom he appointed the heir of all things,

______through whom also he created the world.

__________He is the radiance of the glory of God

__________and the exact imprint of his nature,

______and he upholds the universe by the word of his power.

___After making purification for sins, he sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high, having become as much

superior to angels as the name he has inherited is more excellent than theirs.

Hebrews is concerned with the High Priesthood of Jesus. The qualifications for His Priesthood that are listed here

span the whole of His existence - they are not limited to the incarnation. The seven qualifications in this prologue

are as follows:

•The Son as Heir of all things (2b)

•The Son as Creator (2c)

•The Son’s divine glory (3a)

•The Son’s divine personhood (3b)

•The Son as Sustainer (3c)

•The Son as Sacrifice (3d)

•The Son in exaltation (3e)



The first five are pre-incarnational, the sixth has reference to the incarnation and the last is post-

incarnational. They all are used as arguments for Christ's Divinity. The first attribute, Christ's

Heirship, precedes them all as the basis for them all. That is, because He is Heir, he also has the

other qualities. So here we see one indication of an historic reality as the basis for the type and

antitype. We will soon turn to the major passage which sets this forth.

The comparison of Christ as superior to the Angels (because of the qualifications preceding it) in

verse 4 transitions to the concatenation of verses which follows, all of which strengthen the

argument of Christ's preeminence to the Angels. However, the rest of the chapter is more than this.

It reflects the coronation of Christ as High Priest. In these, verses, Hebrews quotes the Old

Testament in such a way that God the Father calls Jesus "God", while retaining His sovereign

position as God over Christ.

As an aside, one of the points in this passage is that Christ is anointed with the "Oil of gladness"

above His fellows. Just for interest's sake, let's have a look at the type of the anointing of the High

Priest. The oil was poured on Aaron's head (Exodus 29:7; 30:30; Leviticus 8:12) but it ran down

onto his body (Psalm 133:2). So when Christ was anointed MORE than His fellows, we can expect

that the Oil of gladness flowed down to HIS Body. And that's exactly what we see at Pentecost. The

Oil from Christ's anointing flowed down onto His Church.



The final verse in the New Testament which reaches back to

Psalm 2 has a slightly different application to the installment into

the High Priestly ministry.

Acts 13:33 - "...This He has fulfilled to us their children by raising

Jesus, as also it is written in the second Psalm, 'You are My Son,

today I have begotten You.'"

Most understand this to refer to Christ's resurrection. The very

fact that the New Testament can use the same Old Testament

verse in two distinct contexts should caution us not to try

consider its meaning exhausted.



Let us now turn to look at the passage which speaks of the Historical Event underpinning the Old Testament type found in Psalm 2.

The passage, of course, is Proverbs 8. This passage is alluded to in Hebrews 1, when it speaks of the pre-incarnate qualifications

of Christ. However, the connection to Psalm 2 is as striking as the connection to the Prologue of John's Gospel.

Proverbs 8:22-31 and the middle stanzas of Psalm 2 share several connections. Firstly, there is the idea of anointing in Psalm 2:2

and Proverbs 8:23. While it isn't the same word, they are synonyms in the Hebrew. Again, synonyms are used for begetting, in

Psalm 2:7 and Proverbs 8:24-25. Sonship language is used through both passages. If there was any Historical Reality which

formed the basis of Psalm 2, it would be the one outlined in Proverbs 8. Hebrews 1:1-4 serves to tie them all together, for

Wisdom's Divinity, Creatorship and Sonship are the qualifications listed for the High Priestly ministry. Quoting the EGW:

The Sovereign of the universe was not alone in His work of beneficence. He had an associate--a co-worker who could appreciate

His purposes, and could share His joy in giving happiness to created beings. "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was

with God, and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with God." John 1:1, 2. Christ, the Word, the only begotten of

God, was one with the eternal Father--one in nature, in character, in purpose--the only being that could enter into all the counsels

and purposes of God. "His name shall be called Wonderful, Counselor, The mighty God, The everlasting Father, The Prince of

Peace." Isaiah 9:6. His "goings forth have been from of old, from everlasting." Micah 5:2. And the Son of God declares concerning

Himself: "The Lord possessed Me in the beginning of His way, before His works of old. I was set up from everlasting. . . . When He

appointed the foundations of the earth: then I was by Him, as one brought up with Him: and I was daily His delight, rejoicing always

before Him." Proverbs 8:22-30. {PP 34.1}

So we can see that when Scripture is used to interpret Scripture, and by this I mean through using a self-consistent hermeneutic

that does not do injury to the text by stripping much of the meaning out of the text, then we find that the New Testament

applications of the verses outline the initial Messianic fulfillment in the times of the Apostles. They should not limit the second

psalm so that it cannot have reference to the eternal past, for an exegetical analysis of the passage demands a prior reality. Nor

should they exhaust the antitypical fulfillment in an ongoing or eschatological sense. They merely give a single application. The full

richness of the jewels of revelation comes to us when we understand the entire chain of fulfillment, from eternity (veiled time) in the

past, to the fulfillments at the close of prophetic history.



THIS DAY have I begotten thee. {margin: the decree: or, for a decree}

My understanding is that the interpretation of this passage to describe the inauguration of Christ as Mediatorial King, by no means

impugns the Eternal Sonship of His divine nature. In Ac 13:33, Paul's quotation does imply an application of this passage to the

resurrection. That passage says He was declared as to His divine nature to be the Son of God, by the resurrection, and only

teaches that that event manifested a truth already existing. You can agree with me that Psalms 2 does not only meet one

application for its also quoted in Hebrew 1; 5 to mean something different from Acts 13:33. A similar recognition of His Sonship is

introduced in Heb 5:5.

But even if you will still appeal to the Hebrew word H311 יום yôm yome – translated to, TO-DAY, I will accept that this is in no

part of the sacred writings used to express eternity, or anything in reference to it; nor can it have any such signification. To-day is

an absolute designation of the present, and equally excludes time past and time future; and never can, by any figure, or allowable

latitude of construction, be applied to express eternity UNLESS it be taken as PAST PARTICIPLE CONTINUOUS TENSE. So why

then does the Divine Spirit use the word begotten in reference to the declaration of the inauguration of the Messiah to his

kingdom, and his being seated at the right hand of God? Plainly to show both to Jews and Gentiles that this Man of sorrows, this

Outcast from society, this Person who was prosecuted as a blasphemer of God, and crucified as an enemy to the public peace

and a traitor to the government, is no less than that eternal Word, who was in the beginning with God, who was God, and in whom

dwelt all the fullness of the Godhead bodily: that this rejected Person was he for whom in the fullness of time a body was

prepared, begotten by the exclusive power of the Most High in the womb of an unspotted virgin, which body he gave unto death

as a sin-offering for the redemption of the world; and having raised it from death, declared it to be that miraculously-begotten Son

of God, and now gave farther proof of this by raising the God-man to his right hand. YOU RECOGNIZE THAT IF THE WORD

THIS DAY/TODAY WHICH IS A PRESENT TENSE WAS NOT TIED WITH THE WORD BEGOTTEN WHICH IS A PAST TENSE

THEN I WILL NOT HAVE A CASE BEFORE YOU THAT PSALMS 2 IS A COMMEMORATIVE EVENT RATHER THAN A

HISTORICAL REALITY.



I will still take Psalms 2 a commemorative event of the historical reality that happened in heaven. The word

TODAY should not be read as a PRETEXT and EXCLUSIVE ISOLATION but it should be read in as whole

package of the chapter inclusive of the other words that surround it. PSALMS 2 IS NOT A FLAT-FOOTED

COMPOSITION, it is a poem. It speaks of the past and future reality as if happening in the present. Consider

the statement “Babylon is fallen”. Is that a past, present or future tense? PAST. But it is spoken as future

event because its application warrants it so. Then if the falling of Babylon is past and future how then can

begotten only have a future application when the verse is spoken and not past fulfillment!

Lastly; I FOUND THE FOLLOWING QUOTATION BY ELLEN TO BE ALMOST IN DIRECT COMMENTARY

OF “THIS DAY I HAVE BEGOTTEN THEE”. It’s like a REMINDER TO LUCIFER WHEN HE DOUBTED THE

SONSHIP OF CHRIST.

“The great Creator assembled the heavenly host, that He might in the presence of all the angels confer

special honor upon His Son. The Son was seated on the throne with the Father, and the heavenly throng of

holy angels was gathered around them. The Father then made known that it was ordained by Himself that

Christ, His Son, should be equal with Himself; so that wherever was the presence of His Son, it was as His

own presence. The word of the Son was to be obeyed as readily as the word of the Father. His Son He had

invested with authority to command the heavenly host. Especially was His Son to work in union with Himself

in the anticipated creation of the earth and every living thing that should exist upon the earth. His Son would

carry out His will and His purposes but would do nothing of Himself alone. The Father's will would be fulfilled

in Him. {LHU 18.3} “



"Sin entered the world by the defection of one who stood at the head of the holy angels. What was it

that wrought so great a change, transforming a royal, honored subject into an apostate? The answer is

given, 'Thy heart was lifted up because of thy beauty; thou hast corrupted thy wisdom by reason of thy

brightness.' Had not the Lord made the covering cherub so beautiful, so closely resembling his own

image; had not God awarded him special honor; had anything been left undone in the gift of beauty and

power and honor, then Satan might have had some excuse. But God declares: 'Thou sealest up the

sum, full of wisdom, and perfect in beauty. Thou hast been in Eden, the garden of God; every precious

stone was thy covering. . . . Thou art the anointed cherub that covereth; and I have set thee so; thou

wast upon the holy mountain of God; thou hast walked up and down in the midst of the stones of fire.

Thou wast perfect in thy ways from the day that thou wast created till iniquity was found in thee. By the

multitude of thy merchandise they have filled the midst of thee with violence, and thou hast sinned;

therefore I will cast thee as profane out of the mountain of God; and I will destroy thee, O covering

cherub, from the midst of the stones of fire. Thine heart was lifted up because of thy beauty, thou hast

corrupted thy wisdom by reason of thy brightness: I will cast thee to the ground, I will lay thee before

kings, that they may behold thee. {GCDB, March 2, 1897 par. 33}

"'Thou hast defiled thy sanctuaries by the multitude of thine iniquities, by the iniquity of thy traffic;

therefore will I bring forth a fire from the midst of thee, it shall devour thee, and I



If as I have said you take Psalms 2 to be a commemorative event of a historical reality

of Proverbs 8, then the beauty of Ellen White inspiration casts its beams on the whole

issue:

“The Sovereign of the universe was not alone in His work of beneficence. He had an

associate--a co-worker who could appreciate His purposes, and could share His joy in

giving happiness to created beings. "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word

was with God, and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with God."

John 1:1, 2. Christ, the Word, the only begotten of God, was one with the eternal

Father--one in nat”ure, in character, in purpose--the only being that could enter into all

the counsels and purposes of God. "His name shall be called Wonderful, Counselor,

The mighty God, The everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace." Isaiah 9:6. His "goings

forth have been from of old, from everlasting." Micah 5:2. And the Son of God declares

concerning Himself: "The Lord possessed Me in the beginning of His way, before His

works of old. I was set up from everlasting. . . . When He appointed the foundations of

the earth: then I was by Him, as one brought up with Him: and I was daily His delight,

rejoicing always before Him." Proverbs 8:22-30. {PP 34.1}



Another important Old Testament text that support the notion that the Son is begotten of the Father is Psalm

110:3 (109:3 LXX). As rendered in the Old Greek, the verse reads, “From the womb, before the morning star,

I begat you”. The church fathers read the Old Testament in Greek translation, so they saw the word “begat”

there and applied it to Christ. [The Septuagint has a significantly different understanding than most modern

English translations, which are based on the Masoretic text]. This was perfectly natural, since the immediate

context is the famous Psalm 110:1, quoted or alluded to at least twenty-two times in the New Testament

concerning the exaltation of Christ: “The Lord said to my Lord, ‘Sit at my right hand, until I put your enemies

under your feet’” (Ps. 110:1). Since Jesus and the New Testament writers clearly interpret this psalm as a

prophecy of the exaltation of Christ to the right hand of God, the church fathers felt it was appropriate to take

verse 3, which is in the past tense (“I begat you”) and therefore prior to His exaltation, as a reference to the

pre-incarnate begetting of Christ. This was reinforced by the language, “From the womb, before the morning

star,” which was taken as a reference to the time prior to creation (Job 38:7) when the Son was “in the

Father’s bosom” (John 1:18).

The church fathers also quoted Proverbs 8:25 frequently in the Old Greek, which has the figure of Wisdom

saying, “Before the mountains were created, before all the hills, he begets me” (emphasis added). The

church fathers believed the figure of Wisdom in this passage was the pre-incarnate Christ. This was based

on two considerations: (1) the New Testament refers to Jesus as God’s Wisdom (Matt. 11:19; 1 Cor. 1:24, 30;

Col. 2:3); and (2) Wisdom is pictured in Proverbs 8:22–31 as being present with God as His “master

workman” at the beginning, which fits with the New Testament teaching that the Word was with God “in the

beginning” (John 1:1–2) as the intermediary of creation (John 1:3; 1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:2).



Proverbs 8

Proverbs 8 and the Johannine Prologue

Many people point to Proverbs 8 as being merely a continuation of the personification of Wisdom which is

presented through the earlier chapters of Proverbs. However, moving into chapter 8, the poem moves from

mere personification to an hypostasis (describing an actual divine person). In Proverbs 8, Wisdom has the

following prerogatives of Yahweh:

-Source of revelation (v. 6-10, 19, 32, 34)

-Source of legitimate government (v. 15-16

-The One to be sought after, and found (v. 17)

-The One who loves and is to be loved (v. 17)

-The giver of wealth (v. 18-21)

-The giver of security (v. 33)

-The giver of life and death (v. 35-36)

Richard Davidson points out that in Proverbs 8, Wisdom addresses itself in a way that is typical of divine

beings in that culture. "In Prov 8, specifically v. 12, Wisdom uses the common rhetorical self-asseverating

form of 'divine self-praise' ('I am Wisdom') regularly reserved elsewhere in Scripture and in the ancient Near

East for deity: 'I am Yahweh your God'... Biblical parallels to this 'divine self-praise' with the same

grammatical structure can be found in Ezek 12:25; 35:12; Zech 10:6; Mal 3:6."



So let us look at the passage from verses 22-31. In the Greek Old Testament there is a verse inserted between 21

and 22 which says, "If I declare to you the things that daily happen, I will remember also to recount the things of

old."

Here are verses 22 and 23:

The LORD possessed me

___at the beginning of his work,

______the first of his acts of old. Ages ago I was set up,

___at the first,

______before the beginning of the earth.

In this parallel we have the subject as "Yahweh", the object as Wisdom ("me/I") the verbs "possessed" (qanah) and

"set" (nasak), and the setting of "beginning" (re'shiyth) and "first" (olam).

qanah is a word that variously means "acquired", "bought" or "created". In its first instance, it means to acquire an

offspring, when Eve gave birth to Cain (Genesis 4:1). We can take this word to be a coming into possession of

something, without specific respect to how that occurred (i.e. context determines the mode). nasak is a word used

for pouring out, weaving and establishing through anointing.

The setting tells us that this happened at the beginning, in olam. As I have pointed out, this speaks of a 'hidden'

unreckonable time period. The context says that this was before the creation of the earth. The passage goes on to

be more direct about how Wisdom came to be.



When there were no depths

___I was brought forth, when there were no springs abounding with water.

Before the mountains had been shaped,

___before the hills,

______I was brought forth,

___before he had made the earth with its fields, or the first of the dust of the world.

Twice the writer uses the term "brought forth" which is chul in Hebrew. This word has various meanings,

such as twist, dance, whirl, be in pain or be born. Whenever it is in the Pulal [passive voice of the verbal

action], it has the last meaning of being born. Apart from the two times in this passage, it is in the Pulal

in these verses:

"Are you the first man who was born? Or were you brought forth before the hills?" (Job 15:7)

"Behold, I was brought forth in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me." (Psalm 51:5)

Both of these instances clearly refer to generation of offspring. The passage goes on:



When he established the heavens,

___I was there;

______when he drew a circle on the face of the deep,

_________when he made firm the skies above,

______when he established the fountains of the deep,

_________when he assigned to the sea its limit,

______so that the waters might not transgress his command,

_________when he marked out the foundations of the earth,

___then I was beside him, like a master workman

Here Wisdom is "there" "beside" Yahweh as a master workman in the acts of creation.

And I was daily his delight,

___rejoicing before him always,

___rejoicing in his inhabited world and delighting in the children of man.



And now we have Wisdom as a mediator between God and man. I believe that this whole passage of Proverbs 8 is quoted and

alluded to in John's prologue. Richard Davidson writes, "Various NT descriptions of Jesus Christ as Wisdom alude to Prov 8:22-

31. These include especially John 1:1-3 (which combines Gen 1:1 with Prov 8:22-23); 1 Cor 1:24, 30; and Heb 1:1-4. The NT

writers evidently regarded the 'wisdom' of Prov 8 as more than personification; it is hypostasization that finds fulfillment in the

person of Jesus Christ."

John 1:1-18 is a chiasm where John 1:1-5 corresponds with John 1:16-18. The following parallels between John and Proverbs 8

can be found:

................................Proverbs 8 - John 1

.............................Wisdom (12) - Word (1)

..............Beside Yahweh (27-30) - With God (1-2)

................the beginning (22-23) - the beginning (1-2)

............Expressed as Divine (12) - Qualitatively Divine (1)

.........................Co-creator (30) - Co-creator (3)

Born/Brought forth (twice 24-25) - only begotten (twice 14, 18)

.......................Mediator (30-31) - Mediator (18)

......Source of Instruction (33-34) - Source of truth (17)

.....................Source of Life (35) - In Him is Life (4)

John very clearly accepts Proverbs 8 as applying to Christ and builds his whole prologue upon the passage. The double use of

chul paralleled with the double use of monogenēs is particularly striking and firmly establishes the meaning of generation as part

of the Johannine intention of monogenēs, whilst his use of Proverbs 8 establishes a clearly pre-existent setting for his

understanding of monogenēs.

For more, see Richard Davidson, 'Proverbs 8 and the Place of Christ in the Trinity,' JATS 17/1 (Spring 2006): 33-54.



Further Evidence in New Testament – He was begotten from Eternity

When we turn to the New Testament texts, we find Hebrews 1:3, which describes the Son as “the radiance of

the glory of God and the exact imprint of his nature” (ESV). This verse does not use the language of

begetting but it implies that the Son is derived from God, just as radiance is derived from light, while still

being light. If the Father is light, so is the Son. Furthermore, just as the light is never without its radiance, so

the Father was never without His Son. “The Son is the begotten light who has shone forth from the

unbegotten light.” [Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius 25; The Fathers of the Church 122; trans. Mark

DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,

2011)]. This important verse is the basis of the Nicene Creed’s affirmation that the Son is “Light of Light.”

Another group of texts that the church fathers used is Matthew 11:27 (“All things have been handed over to

me by my Father,” ESV), and John 16:15 (“All that belongs to the Father is mine,” NIV). They were obviously

attracted to these verses because of the emphatic “all.” Athanasius argued that if the Father has

everlastingness, eternality, and immortality, and if the Father has given “all” that He has to the Son, then the

Son must possess these attributes as well, and He must possess them eternally, otherwise He would not

really possess everlastingness, eternality, and immortality [A thanasius, In Illud: Omnia, etc. (NPNF287–90);

Against the Arians 3.35–36 (NPNF2 4.413)]. Similarly, in John 5:26, Jesus says, “As the Father has life in

himself, so he has granted the Son also to have life in himself” (ESV). These verses affirm that the Father

puts the Son in full possession of His own divine nature. Indeed, the great expository preacher Chrysostom

argued that the verb “has given” in these contexts is tantamount to “has begotten. [Chrysostom, Homilies on

the Gospel of John, Homily 39 (NPNF1137)]”



All things Christ received from God, but He took to give. So in the heavenly courts,

in His ministry for all created beings: through the beloved Son, the Father's life

flows out to all; through the Son it returns, in praise and joyous service, a tide of

love, to the great Source of all. And thus through Christ the circuit of beneficence is

complete, representing the character of the great Giver, the law of life. {EGW DA

21.2}

God's love for the world was not manifest because He sent His Son, but because

He loved the world He sent His Son into the world that divinity clothed with

humanity might touch humanity, while divinity lays hold of divinity. Though sin had

produced a gulf between man and his God, a divine benevolence provided a plan

to bridge that gulf. And what material did He use? A part of Himself. The brightness

of the Father's glory came to a world all seared and marred with the curse, and in

His own divine character, in His own divine body, bridged the gulf. . . . The windows

of heaven were opened and the showers of heavenly grace in healing streams

came to our benighted world. . . . {EGW OHC 12.2}



CONCLUSION

Finally, we must consider the five references in the Johannine literature to Jesus as “the only begotten” Son of God (John 1:14, 18;

3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9). The Greek word traditionally rendered “only begotten” is monogenēs. The consensus of modern scholarship

rejects this translation and argues that it just means “unique” or “only,” without any notion of “begotten.” That was not how the church

fathers interpreted the word, however, and there are good lexicographical arguments for the traditional rendering. [Charles Lee Irons,

“Let’s Go Back to ‘Only Begotten’” (The Gospel Coalition, November 23, 2016),

https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/article/lets-go-back-to-only-begotten].

John opens his Gospel by describing who Jesus Christ was before He became incarnate: “In the beginning was the Word, and the

Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God” (John 1:1–2 ESV). We then come to our first

occurrence of the key word monogenēs: “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we have seen his glory, glory as of

the Only Begotten from the Father, full of grace and truth” (John 1:14). “The Word” (the Son before creation and before He “became

flesh”) and “the Only Begotten from the Father” are the same. Additionally, the Son as “the Only Begotten,” IS the peculiar identifying

designation of the Son. When using this title, IT clearly DOESN’T mean “the Unique One,” because that name would not be a peculiar

designation of the Son, since the Father and the Spirit are also unique.

A few verses after John 1:14, we come to verse 18, which reads, “No one has ever seen God; the only begotten God (or Son), who is

in the Father’s bosom, he has made him known”. The manuscript tradition is divided pretty evenly between “the only begotten God”

and “the only begotten Son,” and the church fathers quoted it both ways. But what is interesting is the first variant, “the only begotten

God.” The ESV translates this “the only God,” but that can’t be right, since it would imply either that Jesus is the only God (leaving the

Father outside of the Godhead) or it would imply modalism, both of which are denials of TRUTH. The church fathers understood that

the Son is not the Father but rather the Father’s only begotten Son. Yet because He was begotten from eternity of the Father, He

shares the same divine nature as the Father and rightly can be called “the only begotten God.” As Irenaeus said, “The Father is God,

and the Son is God, for whatever is begotten of God is God. [Irenaeus, Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching 47; trans. Armitage

Robinson (London: SPCK, 1920)]”

https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/article/lets-go-back-to-only-begotten


John 10:30: I and my Father are one. 31: Then the Jews took up stones again to stone him. 32:

Jesus answered them, Many good works have I shewed you from my Father; for which of those

works do ye stone me? 33: The Jews answered him, saying, For a good work we stone thee not;

but for blasphemy; and because that thou, being a man, makest thyself God.

With what firmness and power he uttered these words. The Jews had never before heard such

words from human lips, and a convicting influence attended them; for it seemed that divinity flashed

through humanity as Jesus said, "I and my Father are one." The words of Christ were full of deep

meaning as he put forth the claim that he and the Father were of one substance, possessing the

same attributes. The Jews understood his meaning, there was no reason why they should

misunderstand, and they took up stones to stone him. Jesus looked upon them calmly and

unshrinkingly, and said, "Many good works have I showed you from my Father; for which of these

works do ye stone me?" {EGW, ST, November 27, 1893 par. 5}

"Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill Him because He not only had broken the Sabbath, but

said also that God was His Father, making himself equal with God." The whole nation called God

their Father, and if Jesus had done this in the same sense in which they did, the Pharisees would

not have been so enraged. But they accused Jesus of blasphemy, showing that they understood

that Christ claimed God as His Father in the very highest sense. {EGW, RH, March 5, 1901 par. 9}



What Does “MONOGENES” Mean?

In the Bible, Jesus is referred to as the “only begotten Son of God, several times. The term, only

begotten is translated from the Greek word, Monogenes. Although several modern authorities claim that

the word “monogenes” should be translated as, “unique” or “one of a kind,” neither the word itself nor the

roots from which the word is derived lend any credence to that definition. Look at the meanings of the

word, “monogenes” and the words from which it is derived and you will see what I mean. These

definitions are taken from The Strongs Hebrew-Greek dictionary.

monogenes :- only-born, i.e. sole:—only (begotten, child).

(The word Monogenes is derived from the two greek words, Monos and Genos the meanings of which

are given below.)

monos :- remaining, i.e. sole or single; by impl. mere:—alone, only, by themselves.

genos :- ”kin” (abstr. or concr., lit. or fig., indiv. or coll.):—born, country (-man), diversity, generation, kind

(-red), nation, offspring, stock.

It is clear that the word literally signifies the only one of a certain “kindred” (family stock) or of a person’s

generation. The word genos is of the same root from which we get words such as “genes,” “genealogy,”

“generation,” etc.



Since the word monogenes appears in the New Testament only nine times and those nine usages are the basis upon

which we must form our conclusion as to what the word really means, then we need to ask the question, does the

word mean a ”unique” son or child in the sense of one who is an offspring by some process other than birth? The

Grace Theological Journal says,

“The word translated “only begotten,” (monogenes) is used nine times in the New Testament. It is used in reference

to a certain widow’s son (Luke 7:2), to Jairus’ only daughter (Luke 8:42), and to another only child (Luke 9:38). It is

used five times in reference to Christ (John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18, 1 John 4:9), and once in referring back to an Old

Testament character (Heb 11:17).

The Greek translations of the Old Testament (Septuagint, Aquila, Symmachus) also employ the word nine times,

each time translating a form of the Hebrew word ‘yahid.’ Each one of these occurrences refers to an only child, seven

of them to an only child in the ordinary sense. But twice the term is used of Isaac the son of Abraham (Gen 22:2,

Aquila; 22:12, Symmachus)”

The fact is that in every single usage of the word, monogenes, in both the Old Testament (the Septuagint Greek

version) and the New Testament, the word refers to a child who was literally born of the parents. It always signified a

filial relationship. It never referred to an adopted or designated child. Also, in almost every case it had reference to

the only child of the parents. The only exception to this is where it refers to Isaac who was actually not the only child

of Abraham. The theologians make much of this and use this only case as the definitive one by which they decide on

the meaning of the word, “monogenes” (because it fits with their ideas). In doing this they ignore the great majority of

cases. And yet, even in the case of Isaac it is not difficult to see why Isaac is referred to as Abraham’s monogenes.

He was the only legitimate one as far as both God and Abraham were concerned. God’s words to Abraham when He

instructed him to sacrifice Abraham were, “take now thy son, thine only son whom thou lovest”



The Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of the Father, is truly God in infinity, but not in personality. He has

wrought out the righteousness that enables human beings to overcome every assault of Satan. He will impute His

righteousness to the believing saint who walks as He walked when on earth. {EGW, UL 367.4}

"Him hath God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to give repentance to Israel, and

forgiveness of sins." A complete offering has been made; for "God so loved the world, that he gave his only-begotten

Son,"-- not a SON BY CREATION, as were the angels, nor a SON BY ADOPTION, as is the forgiven sinner, but a

SON BEGOTTEN in the express image of the Father's person, and in all the brightness of his majesty and glory, one

equal with God in authority, dignity, and divine perfection. In him dwelt all the fullness of the Godhead bodily. {EGW,

ST, May 30, 1895 par. 3}

Notice the above that creation and adoption is contrasted with begotten which means it doesn’t mean what the other

two means and of course, we also need to remember that Isaac was the literal son of Abraham. In every single case

in the Bible the term monogenes has reference to a truly begotten child.

=============================================================

While Allen Stump and David Clayton were in Tasmania, they had the pleasure of spending a few days with Brother

Paul Borg and his lovely family. His wife Helen is of Greek descent and is from a family where Greek is the language

naturally spoken. It was of interest to them to hear her say that she had always understood the word “monogenes” to

mean “begotten” or “born of,” and that this was how the word had always been understood by her people. The

following excerpt from an article by Scott Jones (found on the internet) is interesting in light of this. It is interesting to

note that in spite of this defense, Mr. Jones is a Trinitarian (!!)

===============================================================



DEFENSE OF MONOGENES - http://textus-receptus.com/wiki/Article:_Definition_of_Monogenes_by_Scott_Jones

by Scott Jones

“It is well-known among native Greeks that Modern Greek morphology is virtually identical to Koine/Biblical morphology. 

That means the language has been relatively stable for the past two thousand years and thus the definitions have 

undergone virtually no change as well.

Native Greeks have been reading the scriptures in GREEK - their own mother tongue - for the past two thousand years. 

They understand their own language better than Anglo-bible scholars and modern version translators who can’t speak 

Greek, even though these Anglo-bible scholars and modern version translators who can’t speak Greek continue to darken 

counsel by words without knowledge in their perennial boasts of understanding a language they can’t even speak.

Following their own vain imaginations down the corrupt path of their own inner delusions in their never-ending and 

systematic attempt to devalue the Eternal Son of God, even the Lord Jesus Christ, the modern Anglo-Sanhedrin states that 

monogenes means unique. Of course, only a non-Greek speaker or someone with a huge theological bent would make 

such an uninformed statement, as the Greek language has had a different word for unique for more than two thousand 

years.

That word is monadikos and it antedates Christianity, having been employed by Aristotle, Philo, and others. The Greek word 

monadikos means unique or one of a kind and nothing else, as native Greeks know. Its morphology hasn’t changed in over 

two thousand years. Monadikos is the word that Greek speakers have been using for unique for more than two thousand 

years, and it is the word native Greeks still use today when they want to say unique or one of a kind.

Neither has the morphology of monogenes changed in over two thousand years, and monogenes has always meant only 

begotten or its equivalent.

http://textus-receptus.com/wiki/Article:_Definition_of_Monogenes_by_Scott_Jones


Just as only begotten is not equivalent to unique, so monogenes is not

equivalent to monadikos. The Greek word monogenes does not mean unique,

nor has it ever. The Greek word monadikos means unique. It has always meant

unique.

Had the writers of the New Testament wanted to say unique, they would have

used the Greek word which means unique – monadikos.

The reason the writers of the New Testament didn’t employ monadikos when

they penned the New Testament is simple – because the writers of the New

Testament didn’t mean unique. The writers of the New Testament meant only

begotten or its equivalent. That’s why they used the word monogenes instead of

monadikos.

According to both history and native Greeks themselves, the Greek word

monogenes means only begotten or its equivalent, and it has always been so,

notwithstanding the delusions of Anglo-bible scholars and modern version

translators who can’t speak Greek.”



Modern Versions

“Any bible version which translates monogenes as unique or one and only or one of a kind - in

short, any bible version which forces generational descent out of the semantic domain of monogenes -

has grossly blundered, especially in those passages relating to the eternally begotten Son of God, even

the Lord Jesus Christ, since the eternal generation of the Son – that is, the only-begotteness of the

Son, ergo, the eternal begetting of the Son - the very action of begetting, and begetting eternally -

thus establishing consubstantial identity - a begetting, as the Scripture so plainly reveals to the truly

born again, which happens to be the cardinal revelation undergirding the Trinity, thereby fixing the

Godhead of Jesus Christ immutably, a fixing which only begetting can achieve - which begetting alone

can achieve, this begetting thereby defining the Trinity and giving it form - that is, this begetting

revealing the doctrine of the Trinity itself, a doctrine that would be forever hidden and withheld from

men and angels alike were it not revealed by the Holy Ghost that the Eternal Son of God was

begotten, and begotten eternally from the same substance as the Father and the Holy Ghost. But

alas, the Trinity is nevertheless a doctrine that modern bibles and modern theologians habitually assail

with unrelenting malice - one example being their iniquitous attempt to redefine monogenes, as shown

here (but only one example of many) - even though these same theologians and scholars protest and

claim otherwise - some of them even claiming to believe in the Trinity - yet never realizing that their own

syntax and verbiage betrays them (blind leaders of the blind) and warns the truly born again that these

false teachers are themselves unregenerate.”



THE LIMITATIONS OF THE BEGETTING ANALOGY

To say the Father “begets” the Son is to use a metaphor or analogy from the embodied human

experience of fathers begetting literal sons. The point of the analogy is very narrow: to affirm that just as

human fathers beget sons in a way that puts them in possession of a fully human nature, so when God

begets the Son, the Son is in possession of a fully divine nature. But we are well aware that human

begetting has significant limitations or points of dissimilarity with the divine begetting. There are two

major points of dissimilarity.

First, human fathers precede their offspring in time. A son is always younger than his father. This is a

major point of difference with the Son begotten from eternity, for the Father’s begetting of the Son is

beyond time, never having a beginning and never having an end. There was no point in eternity past

when the Father existed without His Son. To make this dissimilarity clear, the church fathers used some

important Greek adverbs. They said the eternal generation of the Son is achronōs (“without time”) and

anarchōs (“without beginning”). Augustine used the metaphor of fire and its radiance to explain how the

Father begets the Son yet without any chronological interval. As fire begets radiance and yet fire does

not precede radiance temporally, as if there was a time when the fire existed without giving off radiance,

so the Father begets the Son and yet the Father does not precede the Son temporally. The Begetter

and the Begotten are co-eternal and co-equal [A ugustine, Sermon 117; On the Creed].



The Pre-existent, Self-existent Son of God.--Christ is the pre-existent, self-existent

Son of God.... In speaking of his pre-existence, Christ carries the mind back through

dateless ages. He assures us that there never was a time when He was not in close

fellowship with the eternal God. He to whose voice the Jews were then listening had

been with God as one brought up with Him.—{EGW, Signs of the Times, Aug. 29,

1900.}

Second, human begetting is a bodily action that involves a number of physical

processes that are not to be attributed to the divine begetting. For example, there is

the intercourse of a father with a mother. There is a physical process that begins with

conception, continues for nine months of gestation, and concludes with the birth of the

one begotten. Such processes of change can all be set aside as not part of the

analogy when applied to the Father and the Son. The church fathers used two more

adverbs to explain this. They said the eternal generation of the son is asōmatōs

(“without body”) and apathōs (“without passion”) [Gregory Nazianzen, Third

Theological Oration]. Athanasius said, “Let every corporeal inference be banished on

this subject [Athanasius, Defense of the Nicene Definition].”



WHY DOES THE SONSHIP OF JESUS MATTER?!

The doctrine of the begotten Son from eternity is important because it specifies what it means to say that

Jesus is “the Son of God.” There is no question that this Christological title is doctrinally significant in the

New Testament. To be sure, Jesus bears other doctrinally significant Christological titles, such as “Lord,”

“Christ,” and “Son of Man.” But the title “Son” carries special theological significance due to its frequency

and its close connection with the preexistence of Christ. Many of the other titles designate the messianic

office of Christ as man.

But “Son” goes back before His incarnation to describe who He is ontologically and eternally. But what

exactly does the title “Son of God” signify? Some say it is merely a messianic title, based on its usage in

the Old Testament with reference to the Davidic king (2 Sam. 7:14). This isn’t a satisfying interpretation,

given Jesus’ own teaching in the Gospels that His being God’s Son makes Him far more than David’s son

(Matt. 22:41–46). Perhaps the title “Son” is intended to emphasize the relationship between the Father and

the Son. Some say it focuses on the intimacy and love between the Father and the Son. Others say it

focuses on a relationship of authority and submission. Just as sons were expected to submit to and obey

the authority of their fathers in the ancient world, so the pre-incarnate Son eternally submits to and obeys

the Father. [Wayne Grudem, “Biblical Evidence for the Eternal Submission of the Son to the Father,” in The

New Evangelical Subordinationism? Perspectives on the Equality of God the Father and God the Son, ed.

Dennis W. Jowers and H. Wayne House (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2012), 223–61]. But it is more appropriate

to reserve such language to the incarnate Son who perfectly obeyed His Father’s will, even to the point of

death.



What exactly is being affirmed when the New Testament calls Christ “the Son of God”? It is

here that the notion that the Father beget the Son comes into its own. Since the Scriptures

not only affirm that Jesus is the Son of God but also states that He is “the only begotten Son

of God,” we can be sure that we are on the right track in determining what is meant by

referring to Him as “Son.” The precise point of the metaphor is that when a father begets a

son, he imparts his own nature to the son. The son of a human father is fully human, not a

mere primate or some other creature. The doctrine of the begotten Son therefore specifies

that the Son shares the same divine nature as the Father. The Son is not a creature made by

God, but the very Son of God. Thus, the doctrine of the begotten Son is important because it

grounds the full deity of Christ hence in it is found the secret of the believer’s victory over sin

in sanctuary perspective.

The doctrine is important also because it is the linchpin of combating other false views of

God. The classical doctrine of the Trinity states that within the one, undivided nature of God,

there are three persons — the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. The divine nature is not

divided into three parts, nor are there three gods; rather, the divine nature is one, simple, and

undivided. But there is personal differentiation within the one being of God. The Father is

God, the Son is God, and the Spirit is God, and there is only one God. Such trithestic

fallacies are muted when we understand who Christ is.



The Christian church in its classical doctrine of the Trinity is insistent on maintaining

the unity of God, at the same time trying to affirm the full ontological deity and

individual subsistence of the Son and the Spirit. But this raises a question. If the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are not three gods, nor simply different modes of

existence of the one God, but one God existing eternally in three persons, what

distinguishes the three persons? And how can we identify those distinctions without

becoming trithestics? The answer is the eternal sonship of Christ.

The church must reverently submit to what the Scripture says, not going beyond

Scripture into philosophical speculation. The Father is unbegotten, the Son is

begotten from eternity of the Father, and the Spirit proceeds from the both [romans

8:9]. These are the only safe distinctions because they are the only ones that have

been revealed. This to my human comprehension is the ontological reality of Christ.



BLESSINGS


