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he Old Testament clearly assumes that something
profoundly sinister has entered God’s good creation
and now perpetually threatens the world. Not all is
well in creation, whether it is portrayed as Leviathan, Rahab,
Yamm, Behemoth, hostile waters or a wayward rebellious
god (e.g., “prince of Persia,” Chemosh, satan); or portrayed as
a battle that took place before the creation of this world or as
something taking place in the present. At a fundamental level,
the Old Testament presents something askew in creation and,
to this extent, its worldview overlaps with the general Near
Eastern worldview. But the cosmic warfare dimension of the
Old Testament worldview is radically unique among Near
Eastern peoples in the way it is played out. This uniqueness
has center stage throughout the Old Testament.
Unlike all other warfare worldviews, the Old Testament
repeatedly stresses the absolute supremacy of one God over
all others and maintains, unequivocally, that this one God is
never threatened by His enemies. This emphasis is a solid
foundation for everything else the Lord subsequently reveals
to humankind. Biblical authors never abandon this foundational monotheistic conviction, but its relation to the warfare
motif changes significantly as we move into the New Testament. Here the reality of warfare shares center stage with the
supremacy of God. Almost everything that Jesus and the early
church are about is colored by the central conviction that the
world is caught in the crossfire of a cosmic battle between the
Lord and His angelic army and Satan and his demonic army.

Transformation During the Intertestamental Period

Taken from God at War, copyright
1997 by Gregory A. Boyd. Used
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The period between the Old and New Testaments significantly transformed the Jewish worldview. From the time of
the Exodus, the Jews had closely associated the truthfulness
of their belief in Yahweh’s supremacy with their political
successes. His lordship over Israel and over the entire world
was, for them, most clearly evidenced by the fact that they
had won, and preserved, independent status as a nation. It
caused a crisis of faith for them when they were taken into
captivity and oppressed by heathen kings. This seemed to
imply that Yahweh was not, in fact, the sovereign Lord over
the whole earth.
There was, however, another way to explain it. As long as
there was hope that Israel someday would regain its independence, their national misfortunes could be interpreted as
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the result of their own temporary infidelity to
Yahweh. In this way, their misfortunes were
not an indictment of Yahweh’s supremacy,
but rather an indictment of themselves. The
people believed that when they, as a nation,
repented of their sin and turned back to the
Lord, He would prove faithful and give them
back the Promised Land.1
This chastisement theology began to wear
thin, however, after several hundred years of
painful oppression under pagan authorities.
And when the oppression turned into overt
bloody persecution under Antiochus IV, many
Jews abandoned this theology. Increasingly,
Jews in the second and third centuries b.c.
began to believe that what was happening to
them could not be all their own fault. It followed, then, that it could not all be due to
Yahweh’s disciplining will. But if it was not
God’s will that brought about the disasters
they were experiencing, whose will was it? To
answer this question, some Jews of this period
turned with fresh urgency to the warfare
motifs found throughout their Scriptures.
If ever there was a time when it seemed
that the raging seas, Leviathan, Satan and
demons were having their way with Israel,
and with the entire world, this was it. It is not
surprising to find, in this oppressive, painful
environment, an intensification of the warfare
themes of the Hebrew Bible. The conviction
that the cosmos is populated with good and
evil spiritual beings—and that the earth is
caught in the crossfire of their conflict—became centrally important for many Jews. So,
too, the apocalyptic hope that Yahweh would
soon vanquish Leviathan (or some parallel
cosmic figure) and all its cohorts grew in intensity during this intertestamental period.
This intensification of Old Testament
themes—this expansion and centralization
of the Old Testament ideas about the lesser
gods and Yahweh’s conflicts with them—
constitutes what has come to be called the
apocalyptic worldview. If we are to understand the New Testament properly, we must
read it against the backdrop of this worldview.
The apocalyptic authors intensified the relatively minor Old Testament concept of Yahweh
engaging in battle against opposing forces to
preserve order in the world. Yahweh must
now do battle against these same forces to
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actually rescue the world.Writing from their
own intense experience of evil, the Jews came
to the remarkable conclusion that, in a significant sense, the battle between Yahweh and
opposing hostile forces for the world had been
lost, at least temporarily, by Yahweh. Yet they
were certain that Yahweh would ultimately
(and soon) reclaim His cosmos, vanquish His
foes and reinstate Himself on His rightful
throne. In this ultimate eschatological sense,
Yahweh could yet be considered Lord over the
whole creation. But in this “present age,” their
conviction was that, as James Kallas describes
it, “Satan had stolen the world,” and the creation had gone “berserk.” 2
In this “modified dualism,” as William F.
Albright appropriately labels it,3 the highest
mediating agent of Yahweh has gone bad,
abused his incredible God-given authority,
taken the entire world hostage, and set himself up as the illegitimate god of the present
age. This spells disaster for the cosmos.4
Fundamentally, it means that the mediating
angelic authority structure—one that Yahweh
set up at creation—has gone bad at the very
top. Because of this, everything underneath
this highest authority, both in the heavens
and on earth, has been adversely affected.
Vast multitudes of powerful angels—having
been given authority over various aspects of
creation or over lesser angels—can now use
this authority to wage war against God and
against His people.
It wasn’t that all the angels had fallen, but
in the minds of these writers, a great many
of them had. Demons—sometimes portrayed
as mutant offspring of the Nephilim, but
other times portrayed as fallen angels themselves—could now freely infest this satanically governed world and work all manner
of evil within it. What was to have been a
godly council of heaven and a godly army for
the Lord had turned itself into a fierce rebel
battalion which fought against God, in large
part by terrorizing the earth and holding its
inhabitants captive. For these apocalypticists,
it was no wonder that Yahweh’s lordship was
not manifested in Israel’s political fortune.
Nor was it any great mystery why God’s
people now were undergoing such vicious
persecution. Indeed, to these writers, it was
no surprise that the entire creation looked
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like a diabolical war zone. In their view, this
is precisely what it was.

Jesus’ View of the Satanic Army

Most contemporary New Testament scholars
believe it is primarily against this apocalyptic
background that we are to understand the
ministry of Jesus and the early church.5 Jesus’
teaching, His exorcisms, His healings and
other miracles, as well as His work on the
cross, all remain, to some extent, incoherent
and unrelated to one another until we interpret
them within this apocalyptic context—until
we interpret them as acts of war. When this
hermeneutical step is made, the ministry of
Jesus forms a coherent whole.

vast army under him. Indeed, compared to the
apocalyptic views of His day, Jesus somewhat
intensifies this conviction. When He is accused
of casting out demons by the power of Beelzebul (another name for Satan), He responds
by telling His hostile audience, “If a kingdom
is divided against itself, that kingdom cannot
stand” (Mark 3:24).8 This builds upon their
shared assumption that the demonic kingdom
is unified under one “prince” (archōn) who is
Satan (Mark 3:22; Matt 9:34; 12:24; Luke 11:15).
He makes the point that this kingdom of
evil, like any kingdom, cannot survive by
working at cross-purposes with itself.
Jesus adds that one cannot make significant
headway in taking back the “property” of this
“kingdom” unless one first “ties up the strong
man” who oversees the whole operation
(Mark 3:27). This, Luke adds, can be done only
when ”one stronger than he attacks him and

Satan’s Rule
As in apocalyptic thought, the assumption
that Satan has illegitimately seized the world
and thus now exercises a controlling
influence over it, undergirds Jesus’ entire
ministry. Three times the Jesus of John’s Jesus’ teaching, miracles and work on the cross
Gospel refers to Satan as “the prince of
all remain, to some extent, incoherent
this world” (John 12:31; 14:30; and 16:11).
Here He uses the word archōn which cus- and unrelated until we interpret them within
tomarily was used to denote “the highest
official in a city or a region in the Greco- this apocalyptic context.
Roman world.”6 Jesus is saying that, con
overpowers him” and thus “takes away his
cerning powers that rule over the cosmos, this
armor in which he trusted” and then “divides
evil ruler is the highest.
his plunder” (Luke 11:22). This is what Jesus
When Satan claims that he can give all
came to do. His whole ministry was about
“authority” and “glory” of “all the kingdoms
overpowering the “fully armed” strong man
of the world” to whomever he wants because
who guarded “his property” (Luke 11:21),
it all belongs to him, Jesus does not dispute
namely, God’s people and ultimately the
him (Luke 4:5-6). Instead, He assumes that
entire earth. Far from illustrating how Satan’s
much to be true. Jesus concurs with the
kingdom works against itself, Jesus’ success
apocalyptic worldview of His day—in agreein casting out demons reveals that His whole
ment with John, Paul and the rest of the New
ministry was about “tying up the strong man.” 9
Testament—and believes the entire world is
“under the power of the evil one” (1 Jn 5:19)
This entire episode illustrates Jesus’ assumpand Satan is “the god of this world” (2 Cor
tion that Satan and demons form a unified
4:4) and “the ruler of the power of the air”
kingdom. They are, as John Newport puts it, a
(Eph 2:2). Jesus, therefore, concedes Satan’s
“tight-knit lethal organization” that has a sinrulership of the earth. He will not, however,
gular focus under a single general, Satan.10
get back this worldwide kingdom by giving
It is because of this assumption that Jesus
in to Satan’s temptation and worshipping this
refers to the “devil and his angels,” implying
illegitimate tyrant (Luke 4:7-8).7
that fallen angels belong to Satan (Matt 25:41).
And for the same reason, Jesus sees demonic
In keeping with the apocalyptic thought of
activity as, by extension, the activity of Satan
His day, Jesus sees the evil tyrant as mediating
himself (e.g., Luke 13:11-16; cf. Acts 10:38; 2
and expanding his authority over the world
Cor 12:7) and judges everything done against
through multitudes of demons that form a
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demons as also done against Satan himself.11
When His seventy disciples return to Him
after a successful ministry of driving out
demons, Jesus proclaims that He sees “Satan
fall from heaven like a flash of lightning”
(Luke 10:17-18).12 The “strong man” and his
household clearly stand or fall together. They
together form a single, relatively organized
army, unified in its singular purpose of hindering God’s work and bringing evil and misery
to His people. The head of this army, and thus
the ultimate principle of all evil, is Satan.13

The Pervasive Influence of Satan’s Army
As the Gospels portray it, this demonic,
alien army is vast in number and global in
influence.14 The sheer number of possessions
recorded in the Gospels, the large number
of multiple possessions, and the many allusions to vast numbers of people who were
possessed, reveal the belief that “the number
of evil spirits [was] indefinitely large.15 The
world is understood to be saturated with
demons whose destructive influence is allpervasive. Everything about Jesus’ ministry
tells us that He judged everything not in
keeping with the Creator’s all-good design
as, directly or indirectly, the result of this
invading presence. Jesus never once appeals
to a mysterious divine will to explain why
a person is sick, maimed or deceased.16 In
every instance, He comes against such things
as the by-products of a creation that has gone
berserk through the evil influence of a satanic
army. Many times, he attributes sicknesses to
direct demonic involvement.17
Jesus diagnoses a woman “with a spirit
that had crippled her for eighteen years” as
one whom “Satan bound” (Luke 13:11,16). Far
from trying to discern some secret, sovereign,
divine blueprint behind her grotesque deformity, He treats her as a casualty of war. The one
ultimately responsible for her affliction, Jesus
claims, was the captain of the opposing battalion himself. In sharp contrast to our typical
modern Western approach, James Kallas poignantly expresses Jesus’ approach to such matters. “We see polio or crippling and we piously
shake our heads and cluck all the trite absurdities of a non-thinking people by saying ‘it is the
will of God…hard to understand…providence
writes a long sentence, we have to wait to get
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to heaven to read the answer’…Jesus looked at
this and in crystal clear terms called it the work
of the devil, and not the will of God.”18
As difficult as Kallas’ assessment may be to
accept, from a strictly scriptural perspective, he
is surely correct. In the minds of the disciples,
such things as back deformities and diseases
were, as Raymond Brown argues, “directly
inflicted by Satan.” So for them, to be “saved”
was not simply about “spiritual regeneration”
but also about being delivered from the evil
grasp of sickness, from the dominion of Satan.19
Further, as Brown and others also make
clear, Jesus and the Gospel authors sometimes referred to the diseases people had
as “scourgings” or “whippings” (mastix,
Mark 3:10; 5:29,34; Luke 7:21).20 The only
other times ancient authors used this term
to describe physical maladies were to refer
to afflictions sent by God upon people.21 In
these particular instances, God was punishing people with a scourging. But this clearly
cannot be its meaning here, since Jesus sets
people free from this scourging.
For example, after the woman who had been
bleeding for twelve years touched his cloak,
Jesus says to her, “Daughter, your faith has
healed you. Go in peace and be freed from your
scourging [mastix]” (Mark 5:34).22 Jesus was
certainly not freeing this woman from a Godintended twelve-year whipping. But whose
whipping is Jesus freeing her from? In the total
context of Jesus’ ministry, the only other possibility is that he understood himself to be setting this woman (and all like her) free from the
whippings of “the strong man,” Satan.
Although Jesus never endorses the
apocalyptic tendency to speculate about the
names, ranks and functions of various fallen
angels, He does go as far as rebuking a deaf
and mute spirit (Mark 9:25). Luke describes
another exorcism as the driving out of “a
demon that was mute” (Luke 11:14).23
Apparently, there are various kinds of
demons within Satan’s army with differing
functions in afflicting people.

Jesus and the Kingdom of God

It is crucial for us to recognize that Jesus’ view
about the rule of Satan and the pervasive influence of his army is not simply a marginal
piece of first-century apocalyptic thought
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accomplished (Matt 6:10; Luke 11:2).27 They
understand that the only way the kingdom of
God will be brought about is by overthrowing the illegitimate kingdom now in place. In
this sense, one might say that the New Testament authors, like the apocalyptic authors of
their day, held to a “limited dualism.”28
If the terms the “kingdom of God” and the
“kingdom of Satan” are correlative concepts
in the New Testament, the former can be understood to be expanding only as the latter is
diminishing. This is precisely the reason healings and exorcisms played such a central role
in Jesus’ ministry. “If it is by the finger of God
that I cast out the demons,” Jesus says, “then
the kingdom of God has come to you”
(Luke 11:20). To accomplish the one was
The “kingdom of God” refers to nothing other to accomplish the other. Susan Garrett
summarizes this point when
than His ministry and the ministry He gave correctly
she says, “every healing, exorcism, or
to His disciples, of setting up God’s rule where raising of the dead is a loss for Satan
and a gain for God.”29 James Kallas
Satan’s rule previously had been. writes that “the arrival of the Kingdom
is simultaneous with, dependent upon,
and manifested in the routing of demons.”30
God’s kingdom is coming (Matt 12:22-29). All
For Jesus, healings and exorcisms clearly did
Christ’s activity is therefore a conflict with the
not merely symbolize the kingdom of God,
Devil (Acts 10:38). God’s Son took flesh and
they were the kingdom of God.31 Warring
became man that He might overthrow the
power of the devil, and bring his works
against Satan and building the kingdom of
25
to nought (Heb 2:14f; 1 Jn 3:8).”
God are, for Jesus, one and the same activity.32
As Jesus uses the term, the “kingdom of
The Gospels’ correlation of Jesus’ proGod” refers to nothing other than His minisnouncements about the Kingdom and His
try, and the ministry He gave to His disciples,
demonstrations of the Kingdom is one of the
of setting up God’s rule where Satan’s rule
many ways that Jesus’ warfare conception
previously had been. If the “kingdom of God” of the kingdom of God is illustrated. Some
is the central concept of Jesus’ ministry and
examples of this recurring phenomenon perteaching, as all scholars recognize, then the
tain to the thematic beginnings of Jesus’ min“kingdom of Satan” is, as a corollary concept,
istry in Mark and Luke and make the point
central as well.26
clear. In the opening of Mark’s Gospel, Jesus
begins His ministry by announcing that “the
kingdom of God has come near; repent, and
The Kingdom as a Warfare Concept
While no orthodox first-century Jew or Chris- believe in the good news” (Mark 1:15). This
is the complete content of what Mark tells us
tian ever doubted that there existed only one
about Jesus’ preaching. But everything that
Creator—or that this Creator would reign sufollows informs us, by illustration, what this
preme in the eschaton—the New Testament
kingdom preaching means.
authors also never doubted that the Creator’s
After calling His disciples (vv. 16-20), Jesus
will was not the only will being carried out in
amazes the people with the authority of His
this present world. Both human and angelic
teaching (vv. 21-22). Immediately a man dewills oppose God, and He must fight against
monized by an unclean spirit cries out, “What
them. The kingdom of God, therefore, is
have you to do with us, Jesus of Nazareth?
something that the New Testament authors
pray for, not something they consider already Have you come to destroy us?”
that He happened to embrace. Rather, it is the
driving force behind everything Jesus says
and does. In fact, Jesus’ concept of “the kingdom of God” is centered on these views. For
Jesus, the kingdom of God means abolishing
the kingdom of Satan.
Kallas argues that “this world [in Jesus’
view] was a demon-infested world in need
of liberation, and the advance of God’s sovereignty was in direct proportion to the rout
of the demons…Exorcism of demons was
the central thrust of the message and activity of Jesus.”24 Gustaf Wingren writes that
“when Jesus heals the sick and drives out evil
spirits, Satan’s dominion is departing and
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The first-person plural here perhaps indicates
that the demon is speaking on behalf of the
entire army of which he is a part. But he continues in the singular, “I know who you are,
the Holy One of God” (vv. 23-24). In contrast
to all earthly players in Mark’s narrative, those
in the demonic kingdom know who Jesus is
and have suspicions about what it is He has
come to earth to do (vv. 34; 3:11).33
Jesus has come to “destroy the works of
the devil” (1 Jn 3:8), and the demons know
this means their destruction. He rebukes the
demon, telling him to “be silent” (Mark 1:25),
literally, “be strangled” (phimoō). After Jesus
strangles the demon with His divine authority,
the demon throws the man to the ground and
leaves him with a shriek (v. 26). Mark then
notes that the people were again “amazed”
at this “new teaching” and new “authority”
(v. 27). The two, we see, go hand in hand.34
Mark follows this with a record of Jesus’
healing of Peter’s mother-in-law’s fever (vv.
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30-31). Jesus assumes this to be demonically
induced in a Lukan parallel (Luke 4:38-39).
That very evening, “the whole city” brought
“all who were sick or possessed with demons”
and Jesus “cured many” and “cast out many
demons” (Mark 1:32-34). The kingdom of God
was indeed near.
Next in Mark’s account, Jesus tells his
disciples that he wants to go into other villages and “proclaim the message there also”
(v. 38). This he proceeds to do, and Mark
summarizes his activity by noting, “He went
throughout Galilee, proclaiming the message
in their synagogues and casting out demons”
(v. 39). Jesus then heals a man of leprosy
(vv. 40-45), followed immediately by an
account of Jesus healing a paralytic on the
sabbath (2:1-12). After a brief interlude, we
find Jesus again healing people, setting
crowds of people free from the “scourges”
of the enemy (3:10) and driving out evil
spirits (3:11-12).35 Several verses later we

To Inaugurate His Kingdom: His Deeds, Death and Resurrection
N. T. Wright
The kingdom of God has been a
flag of convenience under which
all sorts of ships have sailed.
Some used the phrase as cover
for pursuing business of their own
—programs of moral, social,
or political improvement or upheaval, agendas of the left and
the right, of the well-meaning but
muddled and of the less wellmeaning but all too clear. Many
who went this route treated the
Gospels as though they were
simply stories about Jesus going
around helping people as best he
could, with the unfortunate sequel
of his untimely death.
And many other Christians,
seeing this shallow and confused
exegesis and application, reacted
angrily against what is called

kingdom theology as though it
were simply an outdated and
shallow corporate version of
faddish self-help moralism.
But when we reintegrate what
should never have been separated
—the kingdom-inaugurating public
work of Jesus and his redemptive
death and resurrection—we find
that the Gospels tell a different
story. It isn’t just a story of some
splendid and exciting social work
with an unhappy conclusion, nor is
it just a story of an atoning death
with an extended introduction.
It is something much bigger
than the sum of those two diminished perspectives. It is the story
of God’s kingdom being launched
on earth as in heaven, generating
a new state of affairs in which the

power of evil has been decisively
defeated, the new creation
has been decisively launched,
and Jesus’ followers have been
commissioned and equipped to
put that victory and that inaugurated new world into practice.
Atonement, redemption, and
salvation are what happen on the
way because engaging in this work
demands that people themselves
be rescued from the powers that
enslave the world in order that
they can be rescuers in return.
To put it another way, if you
want to help inaugurate God’s
kingdom, you must follow in the
way of the cross, and if you want
to benefit from Jesus’ saving
death, you must become part of
his kingdom purpose.

N.T. Wright is the Bishop of Durham for the Church of England. For 20 years he taught New Testament studies at Cambridge,
McGill, and Oxford Universities. He has written many books, including Simply Christian, The New Testament and the
People of God and Jesus and the Victory of God. From Surprised by Hope: Rethinking Heaven, the Resurrection, and the
Mission of the Church by N.T. Wright, 2008. Used by permission of HarperCollins, New York, NY.
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demon-possessed man in a Capernaum synahave Mark’s account of the Beelzebul controgogue. The man cries out, “What have you
versy, in which Jesus presents himself as
to do with us, Jesus of Nazareth?” (v. 34) and
the one who has come to tie up “the strong
Jesus strangles the demon, setting the “prisman” by the power of God (3:20-30). And we
oner” of Satan free (v. 35). With this exorcism,
are not yet out of Mark’s third chapter!
Jesus shows His application of the Isaiah pasThis is what the kingdom of God means.
sage to Himself and clearly demonstrates the
The point is hard to miss. Whatever else the
freedom that was prophesied.
rule of God is about, it is about vanquishJesus then proceeds to “rebuke” a demonic
ing the rule of Satan, and thus about setting
fever (v. 39), heal multitudes of sick people
people free from demons and from the un(v. 40) and cast out multitudes of shrieking
godly infirmities they inflict on people.
demons (v. 41). Shortly thereafter, He heals a
Both Matthew’s and Luke’s accounts
man of leprosy (5:12-16), a paralytic (5:17-26)
of Jesus’ ministry begin, quite appropriately,
with Jesus confronting the
devil in the desert. The
cosmic war that has raged Under the victorious authority of Christ, the Church is
throughout the ages is now
called to engage and overthrow evil powers just as Jesus
centered on one person—
Jesus.36 Jesus withstands had done. Indeed, when the Church does this through the
each temptation, including
Satan’s offer of all the king- Spirit it is still Jesus Himself who is doing it.
doms of the world, and
and a man with a withered hand (6:1-10). As
defeated, the devil finally leaves Him (Luke
Clinton Arnold argues, the point is that the
4:1-13). Unlike all other humans, Jesus did
prisoners who are to be set free are “trapped
not become “a slave to sin” (John 8:34) and
in the bondage and oppression of Satan’s
thus come under Satan’s power. He declares
kingdom.”37 What the kingdom of God means,
in John that “the ruler of this world has no
power over Me; but I do as the Father has
therefore, is that the hostile alien kingdom of
commanded Me” (14:30-31; cf. 8:29). One
demonic captivity, oppression, poverty and
stronger than “the strong man” has finally
blindness (physical and spiritual) is coming to
arrived. It is Jesus who has gotten hold of the
an end through the ministry of Jesus. He is the
devil. And having now defeated him in His
bringer of the kingdom of God, for He is the
own life, Jesus can set out to defeat him on
vanquisher of the kingdom of Satan.
behalf of the entire cosmos.
Jesus launches His mission in Luke from
The Work of the Church
His own hometown. As in Mark, but in a
In the light of Jesus’ view of the kingdom
somewhat expanded manner, He begins by
of God, it seems highly peculiar that many
announcing that the kingdom of God has
New Testament scholars over the past sevarrived in His own person. He stands up in
eral hundred years have concluded that the
the synagogue and reads from Isaiah that
historical Jesus was, in one way or another,
“the Spirit of the Lord is upon Me, because
simply a moral teacher. This testifies to how
He has anointed Me to bring good news to the
thoroughly one’s naturalistic presuppositions
poor. He has sent Me to proclaim release to
can filter one’s reading of the evidence.38 But
the captives and recovery of sight to the blind,
it is hardly less puzzling how so many beto let the oppressed go free, to proclaim the
lieving Christians today can read these same
year of the Lord’s favor” (Luke 4:18-19). After
Gospels, commit themselves to following this
a moment of awkward silence, Jesus adds,
Jesus, and yet never seriously consider treat”Today this scripture has been fulfilled in
ing sickness and disease (to say nothing of deyour hearing” (v. 21). When He is driven out
monized people) the way Jesus treated them.
of town (vv. 22-30), we begin to see concretely
Far from considering these evils as scourges
what this proclamation of the kingdom means. of the devil the way Jesus did, we modern
As in Mark, Jesus immediately confronts a
Christians most often attribute them to God’s
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“mysterious providence.” Rather than revolting against them as scourges of the enemy, we
are more likely to ask God’s help in accepting
such difficulties “as from a father’s hand.”
This testifies to the strength of the postAugustinian classical-philosophical theistic
tradition as well as to Western Enlightenment
presuppositions that, until recently, have
dominated Western thinking, believer and
nonbeliever alike. And it goes a long way
toward explaining why our “problem of evil”
is not the same problem of evil that Jesus and
His disciples confronted. If one believes that a
good and wise divine purpose ultimately lies
behind the sickness, disease and atrocity that
make the world a nightmarish place, then one
subtly shifts the problem of evil from something one has to war against to something one
has to think through. Rather than a problem
of overcoming the evil deeds of the devil and
his army, the problem of evil becomes a problem of explaining intellectually how an allgood and all-powerful God could will what
certainly are evil deeds of the devil.
Perhaps most tragically, when we trade
problems in this fashion, we have surrendered
a spiritual conflict we are commissioned to
fight and ultimately win, for an intellectual
puzzle we can never resolve. Whether considered on philosophical, biblical or practical
grounds, it is an exceedingly poor trade. If instead we followed the example of our Savior,
our basic stance toward evil in the world
would be characterized by revolt, holy rage,
social activism and aggressive warfare—not
pious resignation.
The New Testament proclaims unequivocally that Jesus was victorious over the enemy
in His ministry, death and resurrection (Col
2:14-15), but Jesus and the New Testament authors see the ultimate realization of this kingdom victory in the future. This constitutes the
well-known “inaugurated eschatology” or the
“already-but-not-yet” paradoxical dynamism
of New Testament thought.39 The Kingdom
has already come, but it has not yet been fully
manifested in world history. Jesus’ miracles
over nature, as well as His healings, exorcisms
and especially His resurrection, were definite
acts of war that accomplished and demonstrated His victory over Satan. These acts
routed demonic forces and thereby established
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the kingdom of God both in the lives of people
and in nature. Their primary long-term significance, however, was eschatological. People
still are being demonized; people still get sick
and die; storms still rage and destroy lives;
famines still prevail and thousands starve.
But the ministry of Jesus, most especially His
death and resurrection, tied up “the strong
man” in principle and established the kingdom of God, the restoration of a new humanity in the midst of a war zone. In doing this,
Jesus set in motion the forces that will eventually overthrow the whole of Satan’s fatally
damaged assault upon God’s earth and
upon humanity.40
Gustaf Wingren writes about the “already/not yet” dynamic when he speaks
of Christ’s resurrection and says that:
The war of the Lord is finished and the
great blow is struck. Never again can
Satan tempt Christ, as in the desert. Jesus
is now Lord, Conqueror. But a war is not
finished, a conflict does not cease with the
striking of the decisive blow. The enemy
remains with the scattered remnants of
his army, and in pockets here and there a
strong resistance may continue.41

Jesus’ miraculous ministry was not simply
symbolic of the eschaton. In principle, it
achieved the eschaton. In principle, He won
the war, struck the decisive deathblow, vanquished Satan, restored humanity and established the kingdom. Yet some battles must
still be fought before the ultimate victory is
fully manifested. Because of this, Jesus did
not just carry out His warfare ministry; He
commissioned, equipped and empowered His
disciples, and later the whole of the Church,
to do the same. He set in motion the creation
of a new humanity by giving us His power
and authority to proclaim and demonstrate
the Kingdom just the way He did (e.g., 2 Cor
5:17-21; Matt 16:15-19; Luke 19:17-20; cf John
14:12; 20:21).
Jesus gives to all who in faith receive it
His authority to break down the gates of hell
and take back for the Father what the enemy
has stolen, just as he himself has done (Matt
16:18). Now that the “strong man” is bound,
this is a task we can and must carry out. In
doing so, we, the church, expand the kingdom
of God against the kingdom of Satan and lay
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the basis for the Lord’s return, when the full
manifestation of Christ’s victory, and of Satan’s defeat, will occur. In the time between
the “already” of Christ’s work and the “not
yet“ of the eschaton, the Church is to be about
what Jesus was about. In a real sense, it is
His “body” here on earth. As such, the
Church is an extension of the ministry Jesus
carried out in His incarnate body while on
earth (2 Cor 5:18-19).
The Church is called to manifest the truth

that God’s kingdom has come and Satan’s
kingdom is defeated. Under the victorious
authority of Christ, the Church is called to
engage and overthrow evil powers just as
Jesus has done. Indeed, when the Church does
this through the Spirit, it is still Jesus Himself
who is doing it. And although His followers
can express an exuberant confidence in the
accomplished work of the cross, we should
not find that the warfare worldview of Jesus
is lessened among them one iota.

Study Questions
1. How did Jesus’ life, teachings and ministry clarify the spiritual battle he was engaged in for the
establishment of the kingdom of God?
2. How can the church today “manifest the truth that God’s Kingdom has come and Satan’s kingdom is defeated?”
3. Describe the ramifications of Boyd’s view that Jesus was not explaining evil but overcoming evil.
4.   In light of Boyd’s exposition of Christ’s authority and triumph over evil, explain the significance of
Matthew 28:18 in understanding Matthew 28:19-20.
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