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BY WHOM ALL THINGS WERE MADE

With over 46 million copies in print, Dan Brown’s The Da Vinci Code became a major factor in determining
how people view Jesus and the Christian faith. Evangelical Christians in particular are worried about the
influence on the faith from a single source they regard as a piece of well-written fiction that masquerades
itself as historical fact. Years later, people still believe brown’s claims. The movie version of The Da Vinci
Code was released in 2006 and became the second highest grossing film of the year. One of Brown’s main
characters is the scholarly (and villainous) gadfly Sir Leigh Teaking (played in the film version by noted
British actor lan McKellen), who confidently asserted that up until the convening of the Council of Nicea,
“Jesus was viewed by his followers as a mortal prophet . .. a great and powerful man, but just a man
nonetheless.”! Teaking went on to declare that at the Council of Nicea, the doctrine of the deity of Christ
was affirmed by a “relatively close vote.” This astounding claim is pure fiction. The reality is that only five
of the 318 bishops protested the language of the creed - and in the end only two refused to sign it.?2 What
is particularly annoying is that Brown claims that even though his book is a work of fiction, it is in fact
based upon meticulous historical research and that “all descriptions of artwork, architecture, documents
and secret rituals in this novel are accurate.”® Brown’s opening page begins with the word “FACT” and
asserts that all descriptions of documents “are accurate.” “It is a book about big ideas, you can love them
or you can hate them,” Brown said in a speech. “But we're all talking about them, and that’s really the
point.” Brown told National Public Radio’s Weekend Edition during a 2003 publicity tour (he declines
interviews now) that his characters and action are fictional but “the ancient history, the secret documents,
the rituals, all of this is factual.” Around the same time, on CNN he said, “the background is all true.” The Da
Vinci Code actually commits a large number of historical fallacies, and out and out fabrications, such as:
Jesus was married and had children, the so-called secret gnostic gospels are more reliable than the ones
we have in the Bible. The theories about the Sion Priory, the Knights Templar, Opus Dei and the outlandish
claim that the Holy Grail somehow points to a trail of royal descendants of Jesus. Darrell Bock summed the
book up by saying, “The Da Vinci Code is not a mere work of fiction dressed in the clothes of quasi nonfiction.
It reflects an effort to represent and, in some cases, rewrite history with a selective use of ancient evidence
thatitironically claims was the failing of the old story. It reflects an effort to redefine one of the key cultural
forces standing at the base of Western civilization, the Christian faith. It claims to expose as fact something
that is not there. Though there are a few points to be made and appreciated from such study, most of what
lies at the base of this megacode lacks substantive historical support.”4 Many have read Brown'’s book and
actually think his claims are accurate, causing noted New Testament scholar Ben Withering III to ponder:
“What is it about our culture that makes us prone to listen to sensational claims about Jesus and his earliest
followers, even when there is little or no hard evidence to support such conjectures? Why are we especially
prone to this when it comes to the origins of Christianity? Why would a poorly researched but readable
thriller like The Da Vinci Code, which claims to reveal startling new truths about Jesus and his life, create
such a sensation in our culture?”>




After Jesus calmed the stormy sea (in the Old Testament, the God of Israel is Lord of the roaring sea, cf. Ps.
33:7,65:7,77:16; Job 12:15) and rebuked His disciples for their fear and lack of faith, they were awestruck
and said to one another, “What manner of man is this, that even the wind and sea obey Him?” (Mark 4:35-
41). In response to this question, the writer to the Hebrews declares, “He is the radiance of His (God) glory
and the exact representation of His nature, upholding all things by the word of His power” (Heb. 1:3). The
Apostle Paul proclaims that “He is the image of God; He has primacy over all created things” (Col. 1:15).
The Jehovah’s Witnesses in their New World Translation (NWT) renders the passage this way: “He is the
image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation; because by means of him all (other) things were
created in the heavens and upon the earth, the things visible and the things invisible, no matter whether
they are thrones or lordships or governments or authorities. All (other) things have been created through
him and for him. Also, he is before all (other) things and by means of him all (other) things were made to
exist.” You will note the four occurrences of the word other (in brackets). In the foreword of the NWT, the
editors state, “enclosed words inserted to complete or clarify the sense in the English text.” By inserting
the word other, however, the translators have not merely “completed” or “clarified” the English translation,
they have altered the meaning of the original. Why? A look at the Jehovah’s Witnesses doctrines of the
Bible and of God and Jesus soon reveals the answer. Jehovah’'s Witnesses would concur with much of the
kind of stuff that The Da Vinci Code and others of this stripe have written about the Council of Nicea.
Jehovah'’s Witnesses deny the doctrine of the Trinity and the coequality of God the Father, God the Son, and
God the Holy Spirit, holding instead a modern form of the ancient heresy of Arianism.® Christ, they believe,
was created by God as a spirit-creature named Michael. Then through Christ, God made all other created
things. Therefore, if Scripture is to fit preconceived doctrine, Col. 1:15-20 needs clarification, to wit,
amending. Otherwise the Bible is here declaring that Christ is before all things and in fact was involved in
the creation of all things. It would, in short, make him, as historic Christian orthodoxy teaches, coeternal
with God.

HISTORICAL SITUATION AT COLOSSAE: We owe this great passage of Pauline Christology to the heresy
of Gnostic Judaism, which had made inroads in the Church at Colossae.® This heresy taught the existence of
angelic intermediaries (as listed in Colossians 1:16) between the Creator and the material universe. Jesus
was considered to be only one of these angelic intermediaries. It is against this background that Paul
writes.

NOTE: This passage (Colossians 1:15-20) is a “hymn,” but it does not carry the same meaning as a
congregational song. Rather, it is a term that is really “creedal,” having dogmatic, confessional, liturgical
and doxological import. The reason it is called “hymnic” is due to its stylistic (rhythm, parallelism, meter
or chiasm) and linguistic (very selective vocabulary) structure. O’Brien points out: “The weight of NT
scholarly opinion today considers that Colossians 1:15-20 is a pre-Pauline hymn inserted into the letter’s
train of thought by the author. The preceding verses (12-14) are said to preserve the style of a confession
(see above 19, 20) with its first person plurals (we and us), while the hymn itself makes no reference to the
confessing community (all personal references are absent). Instead it asserts in exalted language the
supremacy of Christ in creation and redemption. The immediately following words (vv. 21-23) use the
language of direct speech to apply themes from the hymn, especially that of reconciliation, to the Colossian
community. In describing the passage in this way it should be noted that the term hymn is not employed
in the modern sense of what we understand by congregational hymns with metrical verses. Nor are we to
think in terms of Greek poetic form. The category is used broadly, similar to that of creed, and includes
dogmatic, confessional, liturgical, polemical or doxological material.””

L THE SOVEREIGN LORD OF CREATION.

A. The Essential Basis of Christ’s Lordship (v. 15a). The first thing Paul declares is that Christ is
“the image of the invisible God.” What does this mean? Besides the very obvious notion of

2



“likeness,” the Greek word eikon (also used in 2 Cor. 4:4, 3:18; Rom. 8:29; and Col. 3:10) involves
two other ideas:

1. Representation (compare with the word charaktér in Hebrews 1:3). It indicates not mere
resemblance (like one egg to another) but implies an archetype of which it is a copy. Itis
derived from its prototype. The context unfolds how the word is to be understood.

2. Manifestation. The Word as preincarnate or incarnate is the revelation of the unseen
Father. Christ is the manifestation of the invisible God (Ex. 3:20; 1 Tim. 6:16 compare with
John 1:18).

NOTE: If Jesus Christ is God, how can He be the image of God? The reference to God is God the Father. The
Person of the Son bears the likeness of the Person of the Father (John 14:8, 9).

B. The Economic Basis of Christ’s Lordship (v. 15b). Christ Jesus is “the firstborn of every
creature” (lit. “over all creation” as in the NIV). The Jehovah’s Witnesses argue that this means
that Christ is the first creature. The word prototokos does not mean “first created.” The Greek
word for that idea is protoktistos (which is never used of Christ). Prototokos means “first-
begotten” and is similar to “only begotten” (KJV), “only” (NIV), trans. from the Greek word
monogeneés of John 1:18. Lee Iron points out, “that the Johannine momogenés cannot be reduced
to only of his kind but must have a metaphorical biological meaning, only begotten. John views
Christ as the only begotten Son of God in the sense that he is the Father’s only proper offspring
deriving his divine being from the Father.”® Whereas “image” emphasizes Christ’s relation to
God, the second title, “firstborn of all creation,” designates His sovereignty over creation. “Paul
is effectively refuting any claim (like that of the Jehovah’s Witnesses) that Christ is an angelic
creature emanating from God. Christ is God, and He is Lord of all creation.”1? The insertion of
the word only is not warranted by the Greek text. Metzger again responds, “It is not present in
the original Greek and was obviously inserted to make the passage refer to Jesus as being on a
par with other created things.” Metzger goes on to point out that Paul originally wrote
Colossians in part to combat a notion of Christ similar to that held by the Jehovah’s Witnesses in
that some of the Colossians advocated the Gnostic notion that Jesus was the first of many other
created intermediaries between God and men. The Jehovah’s Witnesses have deliberately
altered Col. 1:15-20 because, as the text naturally reads, it explicitly contradicts their doctrine
that Christ is a creature. Metzger notes six other passages which the NWT also twist to form a
more congenial to Witness doctrine: John 1:1; Phil. 2:6; Titus 2:13; 2 Peter 1:1; Rev. 3:14; and
Pro. 8:22. Wallace makes clear that the grammar of the text in Colossians does not imply that
Christ was part of creation, i.e., a created being. “But Paul makes it clear throughout this epistle
that Jesus Christ is the supreme Creator, God in the flesh - e.g., cf. 1:15a, 2:9. In the section in
which this verse is found, 1:9-20, he could hardly be more emphatic about the deity of his
Lord.”1% Ralph Martin helpfully details exactly what was at stake in errors that the Colossians
were exposed to: “Paul quickly discerned that such a wrong-headed theology meant a
derogatory attitude to Jesus Christ. If his teaching on the person and place of Jesus Christ has any
meaning at all, it is emphatic on the point that He is unique and without peer. Both His
relationship to God the Father and His value as revealer and redeemer are stamped with a
finality and completeness which cannot be compromised. To Paul any suggestion that Christ
was one mediator in a series of intermediaries between heaven and earth would be effectively
to rob Him of His dignity and to paralyse Christian salvation at a vital nerve-centre. Nor could
he tolerate any thought that Jesus Christ had only partially revealed God or imperfectly secured
the church’s redemption. This would open the door to the need for various supplemental
contributions to human reconciliation, and so introduce the element of uncertainty into the
Christian’s fellowship with God. If Christ’s reconciling work were incomplete, what assurance
has he that he has placated the right angel-spirit or sufficiently understood the apparatus
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needed to gain a full salvation - on the errorists’ principle that Christ’s achievement is not
sufficient by itself?”11

C. The Explicit Proof of Christ’s Lordship (vv. 16, 17). Two great things are described as the
foundation of Christ’s Lordship over creation.

1. CHRIST IS THE CREATOR. This central activity of Christ in creation is also stated in John 1:3
and Heb. 1:2 and is a complete denial of any Gnostic philosophy. The word trans. “were
created,” ektisthé, is aorist and describes the definite historical act of creation.

2. CHRIST IS THE SUSTAINER OF THE UNIVERSE, “All things hold together in Him.” Apart from
Christ’s continuous sustaining activity (Note the word trans. “hold together,” sunesteken,
perfect tense), all things would literally come unglued!

CONCLUSION: Phillip Cary carefully notes that the Greek vocabulary in the Nicene Creed is entirely the
same as in John 1:3 which describes the creation of the world through the Word which was in the
beginning: All things came to be through him, and without him not one thing came to be. Cary then writes,
“Once again, as in the first article, we are confronted with the contrast between all things and the Creator
of all things. But here the verb (egeneto) is a very broad term for what comes to be or happens or becomes
something. Often in older translations the verb is rendered was made, mainly due to the influence of Latin,
where the way to say that something came to be is to say it was made to be so (factus est). But it is useful
to stick with the more precise rendering, case to be, so as to be clear about the difference between this and
the verb to make (poein in Greek). John’s use of this verb underlines that all things owe their coming into
being to the Word of God. It gives us a different model of creation than the picture of an artist making
things by the skill of his hands. Itis more like he commanded and they were created (Psalm 148:5) and God
said, ‘Let there be light,” and there was light (Genesis 1:3).”12

Since Christ not only created all things but sustains creation, can you not trust Him? Every breath you
draw, you do so because Christ gives it to you (cf. Dan. 5:23). The One who is the Sovereign Creator is also
the One who became a man and gave Himself up as an atonement for sinners. He now is enthroned at His
Father’s right hand. Confess Him as your Lord and Savior. The day will come when every knee will bow
and every tongue will confess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father (Phil. 2:10, 11).
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