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The Divine Image in Man 

Having looked at man’s creation, his constitution and 

some of the problems arising therefrom, we come 

now to consider the great question of what is meant 

by man being created in the image and likeness of 

God. Our first reason for considering this is Scripture 

itself—let me give you a number of verses which deal 

with it. 

First are the verses in Genesis 1:26–7: ‘And God 

said, Let us make man in our image, after our 

likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of 

the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the 

cattle, and over all the earth, and over every 

creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. So God 

created man in his own image, in the image of God 

created he him; male and female created he them.’ 

Next are two verses in Genesis 5—verses 1 and 

3: ‘This is the book of the generations of Adam. In the 

day that God created man, in the likeness of God 

made he him … And Adam lived an hundred and 

thirty years, and he begat a son in his own likeness, 

after his image; and called his name Seth.’ 

Then there is Genesis 9:6 where we read, 

‘Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his 

blood be shed: for in the image of God made he 

man.’ This is a most important text. The context 

deals with the question of murder, and ultimately 

the scriptural teaching about murder is that it 

destroys the image of God. Whenever, therefore, 

you consider the question of capital punishment, you 

should bear that in mind, as it is a most potent 

argument with regard to it. 

Then another important reference is found in 

James 3:9: ‘There with [James is referring here to the 

tongue—‘a little member’] bless we God, even the 

Father; and therewith curse we men, which are 

made after the similitude of God.’ It is the same idea 

once more. Two other references are clearly very 

important: Ephesians 4:24, ‘And that ye put on the 

new man, which after God is created in 

righteousness and true holiness’; and the parallel 

statement in Colossians 3:10: ‘And have put on the 

new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the 

image of him that created him.’ 

Now you may wonder why I gave the quotation 

from James before giving the ones from Ephesians 

and Colossians. My reason for doing so is that the last 

two verses have references to ‘the new man’; while 

the previous quotations all refer to man as he is apart 

from regeneration, and I shall explain later the 

significance of drawing that distinction. However, in 

the light of those scriptural quotations—and there 

are others which I shall refer to—it is, of course, our 

duty to face this whole question as to what the Bible 

means by our being made ‘in the image and likeness 

of God’. We have no right to read the Scriptures 

without attempting to discover what they are saying. 

The fact that a subject is difficult is not an excuse for 

not trying. 

But in addition to that, there is another reason 

that I would commend to you, which compels us to 

consider this matter, and that is a doctrinal reason. I 

mean by that that there are other doctrines which of 

necessity raise this doctrine of the image of God in 

each man and woman. For instance, the whole 

doctrine of man himself forces us to consider this 

doctrine. The great questions today are: What is 

man? What is the matter with him? What has gone 

wrong with him? How do you explain life as it is in 

the world today? That is called anthropology, the 

knowledge and study of man. It is a rapidly 

developing study, and is obviously most important. 

So clearly—and this is especially true of those of us 

who accept the biblical revelation and are 

Christians—we cannot begin to explain the world 

and what we are doing in it, unless we are clear 

about our origin, and our essential nature and being. 

Then in addition to that, of course, the doctrine 

concerning the person of the Lord Jesus Christ 

compels us to look at this question of the image of 

God in man. We assert that He was truly man, but 
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what does that mean? What do we believe about His 

manhood? What do we assert concerning His human 

nature? Obviously, therefore, without having some 

sort of idea of this, we cannot hope to be clear about 

our Christology, our understanding or our knowledge 

of Christ Himself. 

Furthermore, of course, the whole doctrine of 

salvation raises this problem acutely: What exactly 

happens in the rebirth? What is the difference 

between an unregenerate and a regenerate person? 

What is the difference between the regenerate 

person and Adam? Those are questions which are 

bound to arise. If we are at all anxious to know what 

it is that Christ has done for us, and the position in 

which He has placed us; if we are interested in any 

sense in what is called ‘biblical psychology’, then this 

question of the divine image faces us even as we 

begin to approach the subject. 

Finally, there is one other reason for considering 

this doctrine, which I would describe as a general 

reason. The whole biblical revelation, in which God 

reveals Himself to man in order to reconcile man and 

to restore him to Himself, obviously proceeds upon 

the fact that man was so constituted originally as to 

be capable of becoming the subject of such 

revelation and redemption. If we believe, as we do, 

that God has granted us a revelation as to how we 

can know Him again, and be reconciled to Him, and 

be redeemed from our sins, and prepared for heaven 

and for glory, if we believe that this is possible, then 

we are at once suggesting that there is something in 

us which renders us capable of that; there is 

something there, if you like to use the theological 

term, some ‘point of contact’ which revelation can 

address, and which makes each of us susceptible of 

redemption, renovation and deliverance. 

These, then, are the main reasons for 

considering this great subject. Of course, it has been 

considered in the Church from the very beginning. 

There has been much argument concerning this 

throughout the centuries, especially at the time of 

the Protestant Reformation, because the Reformed 

doctrine of the image of God is very different from 

that of the Roman Catholics; and if you want to be a 

real controversialist in that respect, I think it is well 

to concentrate on that particular point. Over and 

above their practices, it is their doctrine to which we 

should object most strongly, and this was, therefore, 

very much in the forefront at the time of the 

Protestant Reformation, as it has been ever since. 

However, I am not going into the history; I should 

very much enjoy doing so, but I must not, because it 

does not strictly come under the heading of biblical 

theology. But the history of this doctrine is extremely 

fascinating—how some have said that the ‘image’ 

means man’s body, and that the ‘likeness’ means his 

spirit, and so on. But we must leave that, and confine 

ourselves rather to a positive exposition of what the 

Scriptures teach. Once more, I must preface this by 

saying that the subject is a very high and a very 

difficult one, and, again, there are certain respects at 

which we cannot arrive at finality. But with this, as 

with the other doctrines we have considered, it is our 

duty to go as far as we can, and not to be dogmatic 

when we are not in a position to be so. 

So then, there are certain things which can be 

said, and here is the first. It is generally agreed that 

there is no real difference of meaning between 

‘image’ and ‘likeness’. You notice that the two terms 

were used in Genesis 1:26—‘Let us make man in our 

image, after our likeness.’ If you go through the 

scriptural references you will find that the terms are 

used interchangeably, sometimes ‘image’, 

sometimes ‘likeness’, and mean exactly the same 

thing. This is obviously for the sake of emphasis, and 

to bring out the greatness of this subject. 

And man’s greatness is, perhaps, our supreme 

reason for considering the doctrine at all. I am never 

tired of pointing out that to me one of the great 

tragedies in the modern world is man’s failure to 

realise this. That sounds strange in an age when man 

is worshipping man; yes, but what he worships is 

totally unworthy of the biblical conception. The real 

trouble in the world today is that man does not know 

who he is and what he is; he does not realise his own 

greatness. For instance, the theory of evolution is an 



Lloyd-Jones, D. M. (1996). God the Father, God the Son. Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books. 

Page 3.  Exported from Logos Bible Software, 3:28 PM April 5, 2017. 

utter insult to man from the standpoint of the biblical 

account—man is great and glorious and wonderful in 

the mind and conception of God. 

Now this term ‘image’ or ‘likeness’, of course, 

conveys to us the idea of a mirror and a reflection. 

Paul uses it in that way in 2 Corinthians 3:18 where 

he says, ‘But we all, with open face beholding as in a 

glass the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same 

image from glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of the 

Lord.’ Charles Wesley’s hymn puts it, 

Changed from glory into glory, 

Till in heaven we take our 

place. 

We all, says Paul, are able to look upon Him, in Christ, 

without the veil that covered the face of Moses, the 

veil that still stands between the Jews and the 

realisation of this. We with ‘unveiled’, with ‘open’ 

face are able to behold, and as we do so, God’s 

image, as it were, is formed upon us, and is reflected 

back again; and as we go on looking the image 

becomes more and more glorious. That is the idea of 

image, so that fundamentally when we talk about 

being made in the image of God, we mean that God 

made us in such a way that we are some kind of a 

reflection of God. We must not be too mechanical in 

our notions, but we cannot get nearer to it than that; 

that man as made by God was a kind of reflector of 

something of the divine glory itself. That is the 

essential idea. 

The next principle that I would emphasise is that 

this term is used after the fall, as well as before the 

fall. That is a very vital point, as we shall see. Take 

those scriptural quotations and you will find that the 

bulk of them come after the fall. So the image of God 

was not entirely lost when Adam and Eve sinned and 

fell. There have been schools of thought that have 

taught that. There have been unworthy and 

inadequate notions of the image which have 

suggested that when man sinned everything that 

belonged to the image of God in him disappeared, 

and in the rebirth what was entirely lost is given 

back. But these scriptural quotations demonstrate 

very clearly that the term ‘image’ is used after the fall 

as well as before. In other words, when man fell he 

lost something, he lost an aspect of the image, but 

he did not lose the entire image; something essential 

to the image still remains. And that at once suggests 

that there are certain elements in this image of God 

which are to be found in each person. 

The next point I make is this one—and here we 

come to my reason for putting the quotation from 

the epistle of James before the other two. I have a 

feeling (and I am not alone in this) that it is 

somewhat misleading to define the original image of 

God in man in terms of what we are told about 

regenerate man. The quotations from Ephesians 4 

and Colossians 3 are descriptions of what we become 

when we are regenerate, when we are saved, when 

the life of God has come into us. Now I suggest that 

while those two quotations may tell us something 

about the image of God in man, it would be very 

wrong to determine our idea of the image at the 

beginning, before the fall, in terms of these 

quotations. 

I say that for this reason: I think I can 

demonstrate to you from the Scriptures that what 

happened in regeneration is not merely that we are 

restored to the condition that Adam was in before he 

fell, but we are advanced beyond that: ‘Where sin 

abounded, grace did much more abound’ (Rom. 

5:20). Yes; as Isaac Watts has put it, 

In Him [in Christ] the tribes of Adam 

boast 

More blessings than their father lost. 

Salvation, redemption, regeneration do not merely 

put us back where Adam was; we are in a much 

higher position. So here again, you see, the doctrine 

of the image is very important from the standpoint 

of the doctrine of salvation, and we must be very 

careful that we interpret it correctly. So while we will 

still use those two quotations, they will not 
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determine our exact definition of what is meant by 

the divine image. 

And my last general principle is that clearly there 

is a difference between man as he was made at the 

beginning by God, and the manhood or the humanity 

of the Lord Jesus Christ. If you take those verses at 

the beginning of Hebrews 1, you will find this: Christ 

is the ‘express image of his person’. All the 

effulgence of the glory is in Him. That cannot be said 

about man. Man is, as it were, a created copy—Christ 

is the image. He is indeed the very express, essential 

image of God Himself. That will be important to 

remember when we come to deal with the person of 

the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Next we must go on to say that it seems clear, 

therefore, that there are two main elements in this 

idea of God’s image in us. Often these two elements 

have been described as the natural image and the 

spiritual image. The great Jonathan Edwards, for 

instance, said that ‘the natural image consists very 

much in that by which God in His creation 

distinguished man from the beasts, namely, in those 

faculties and principles of nature whereby he is 

capable of moral agency.’ That is the natural part of 

man. The spiritual and moral part, he said, consisted 

in that moral excellence with which man at the 

beginning was endowed by God. You see the 

difference between the natural and spiritual 

aspects? Let me put it like this: you can say that the 

image consists of a man’s intellectual and moral 

nature, and his original moral perfection. His 

intellectual and moral nature—that is the natural; his 

original moral perfection—that is the spiritual. 

Here it might be well to quote the teaching of 

John Calvin as he was able to explain perhaps more 

clearly than anybody else at that time the essential 

difference between the Reformed and the Roman 

Catholic views. He puts it like this: ‘The seat of the 

image in man is the soul, though some rays of it shine 

even in the body.’ And when he comes to define the 

image, he says that it really means man’s original 

integrity, his unity, his uprightness, his straightness. 

But he says as well that ‘the image of God extends to 

everything in which the nature of man surpasses that 

of all other species of animals’. You see, they are all 

really saying the same thing. The divine image in 

man, they are saying in effect, means everything in 

man as a natural being that differentiates him from 

the animal. But there is more than that; in addition 

to that, man had an original righteousness, and that 

is the spiritual aspect. 

So having given you some definitions in general, 

let me now come to consider it in a little more detail, 

because clearly we can divide it up. What is this 

image of God in which man was made at the 

beginning? What is this likeness of God? First of all, 

it obviously refers to the soul or the spirit—our 

spiritual nature, our spirituality. Or you can use this 

term as well, as a concept—our ‘invisibility’. We look 

at one another and in one sense we see one another, 

but in another sense we do not. We, none of us, see 

the essential self of anybody, nor of ourselves. You 

have never really seen yourself. I wonder if you have 

ever thought of that? Try to think of yourself and 

what you look like; you cannot really do it. That is 

because our essential being, our personality, is 

invisible. When you look at another person you are 

seeing certain manifestations of that person but you 

are not really seeing the person. 

Now man in that sense—let us say it with 

reverence—is like God. God is invisible—‘No man 

hath seen God at any time’ (John 1:18). You 

remember how, in dealing with the doctrine of God, 

one of the points we made was that of His 

invisibility? And that, in a sense, is true also of us; our 

soul or spirit is invisible. And at the same point we 

must refer to our immortality. As originally made and 

created, Adam and Eve were not subject to death. 

And again, you remember, that was something 

which we said was true of God, according to the 

scriptural teaching. 

But then, second, we would put what you may 

call our psychical powers and faculties; the powers 

and faculties of the soul. You noticed I said ‘psychical’ 

and not ‘psychic’. I am not interested in psychic 

phenomena, but very interested in the psychical. It 
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means everything that pertains to, or belongs to, the 

soul, and these, it is generally agreed, are a part of 

the divine image. I mean things like this: that we are 

rational and moral beings; that we have intellect, we 

can think; that we have a will and can desire; and the 

intellect and the will have their powers and their 

propensities. Our capacity to reason and to think, to 

analyse and to meditate is a reflection of the same 

thing, in an eternal degree, in God. And it is unique 

to human beings, you do not find it anywhere else. 

We also have self-consciousness. We are 

conscious of ourselves. Again, we have to predicate 

that about God. And our self-consciousness, our self-

awareness, our inability to get rid of the self—all that 

is a part, again, of the divine image. And perhaps well 

worthy of very special emphasis at this point is our 

capacity for self-contemplation and analysis; that 

surely is something that belongs to human beings. 

Man can contemplate himself, he can examine 

himself and analyse himself. This is an astounding 

faculty, and we must all at times have wished we had 

not got it. But you cannot be a person without it and 

it is a part of the curse that the fall has brought upon 

us that we cannot get rid of ourselves, and we cannot 

stop contemplating and analysing ourselves. Even in 

a fallen condition we proclaim to ourselves our own 

original greatness by this very capacity. 

The third feature of the divine image we will put 

in this form: it is intellectual and moral integrity 

revealing themselves in (to use the words again of 

the Ephesians and Colossians passages) knowledge, 

righteousness and holiness. Man was made 

intellectually and morally in such a way that there 

was a kind of integrity about him, nothing false, 

nothing imperfect, nothing wrong. There was a 

straightness, an uprightness. There was a truth. His 

nature was one; it was balanced; it was exactly what 

it was meant to be: moral and intellectual integrity, 

expressing themselves in ‘righteousness and true 

holiness’ (Eph. 4:24). 

Next, fourth, I come to something about which 

there has not always been agreement, and it is the 

question of the body. Does the body in any way share 

in this divine image? And for myself, I am prepared 

to say that it does. In saying that, I am not referring 

to the material substance of which the body is made, 

but rather to the body as a fit organ of the soul, the 

instrument of the soul, the thing through which the 

soul and the personality express themselves, and 

therefore, ultimately, the instrument through which 

we exercise dominion over the lower creation, and 

especially over the animals. Now this is, of course, 

the most difficult aspect of all, and we cannot be 

sure, as I say, but there are many suggestions in the 

Scriptures that in a sense we have been made like 

unto God, even in the matter of the body. 

‘But,’ says someone, ‘I thought you taught us 

that God is Spirit and you have emphasised His 

invisibility.’ 

Yes, but you remember that Paul tells us that our 

Lord, before the incarnation, was in the form of God 

(Phil. 2:6). Also, speaking to the Jews one day, our 

Lord told them that they had not heard God’s voice 

at any time, and then went on to say, ‘nor seen his 

shape’ (John 5:37). There are suggestions here about 

the form of God, though He is Spirit, about the kind 

of shape of God. 

Furthermore, we are told in Philippians 3 that we 

await Christ’s coming from heaven who, says the 

apostle Paul, ‘shall change our vile body, that it may 

be fashioned like unto his glorious body’ (Phil. 

3:21)—this spiritual body. Our Lord is in that spiritual 

body now, and obviously—because He is in glory, 

and because we, when our bodies are changed and 

glorified, shall be in glory—then at that point there 

will be a likeness. We do not know yet what we shall 

be, says John, but we know this, that when we see 

Him, ‘we shall be like him’ (1 John 3:2). And I suggest 

to you that the likeness will include the body—the 

glorified body, it is true—but that makes me suggest 

that the original human body bore something of this. 

So I would suggest that the image partly expresses 

itself and manifests itself in our physical being. 

Then the fifth and last feature of the divine 

image and one which I want to emphasise is this: the 
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image of God shows itself also in man’s dominion 

over the earth. There is no doubt at all but that that 

is a part of the divine image. It is there that man 

partly reflects God’s lordship and sovereignty over 

everything. You notice how there is a suggestion of 

this in Genesis 1:26: ‘And God said, Let us make man 

in our image, after our likeness: and let them have 

dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl 

of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, 

and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon 

the earth.’ The moment the image is mentioned that 

function is mentioned, so that surely it is a part of the 

image of God in man that he does exercise this 

lordship. Consider also Psalm 8 in the same 

connection: ‘O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is thy 

name in all the earth! who hast set thy glory above 

the heavens. Out of the mouth of babes and 

sucklings hast thou ordained strength because of 

thine enemies.’ Then the psalmist goes on, ‘When I 

consider thy heavens … what is man [in the light of 

all this] that thou art mindful of him? and the son of 

man, that thou visitest him? For thou hast made him 

a little lower than the angels [and some would tell us 

that the right reading there is, ‘For thou hast made 

him a little lower than God’], and hast crowned him 

with glory and honour. Thou madest him to have 

dominion over the works of thy hands …’ Having this 

dominion, this control, this rule over creation, is a 

part of the glory and honour. What God is to the 

whole universe He has made man, as it were, to 

creation. 

So having looked at it like that in detail, let me 

gather it up in this way. The essential elements in the 

image are those which man cannot lose without 

ceasing to be man; they are those qualities and 

powers of the human soul that remain always. But 

there are other elements, which we may call 

‘accidental’ elements, which a man can lose and still 

remain man. In other words, when man sinned and 

fell he did not lose the whole of the image, he 

retained the essential elements, but he lost the 

accidental elements. We must be very clear about 

this. When man fell, he did not cease to be man. His 

essential manhood remained, and that retains that 

part of the divine image in which he was originally 

created. 

Therefore it is important that we should 

emphasise this. We must never confine our idea of 

the image of God in man merely to man’s original 

righteousness and holiness. People have often done 

that, and it has landed them in grievous trouble with 

regard to other doctrines. They say, you see, that the 

divine image in man simply meant his original 

righteousness and holiness; when he fell, therefore, 

he lost it all. But that is not so. The natural element 

in the divine image must be emphasised, because, as 

Scripture has taught us, it persists after the fall. It 

was there in Genesis 5; it is there in Genesis 9, and it 

is there in the third chapter of James. Man, even in 

sin, retains those elements and aspects of the divine 

image; they are an essential part of human nature. If 

he lost those he would no longer be human. 

Very well then, we can say this: the essence of 

the soul endowed with the faculty of knowing and 

willing—the general congruity and analogy between 

the nature of God and the nature of man—and man’s 

dominion over the creatures, survives even the fall, 

but man’s moral conformity to God was lost at the 

fall. The rational, the intellectual, and those general 

elements survive the fall, but after he sinned, his 

moral conformity to God was lost, as we shall see as 

we go on to consider the doctrine of the fall. 

So, the question which we must ask at this point 

is this: What was man’s original state if all those 

things are true? Now there are two main dangers 

here. One is the danger of exaggeration and of 

making Adam into a kind of Colossus. The other is the 

danger of underestimating grievously what he was, 

and here evolutionists again come in and describe 

him as some kind of half savage half beast. Both are 

wrong. What we must say is this: man as he was 

originally made was clearly connected with the 

earth, but he was also connected with God. 

Second, God made him His representative in the 

world. 
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Third, he was obviously intelligent and able to 

understand. God brought the animals to him and 

asked him to name them, and it was Adam who gave 

the names to all these animals and creatures (Gen. 

2:19–20). He could differentiate and distinguish; he 

knew the right type and kind of name to give, and 

they are names that carry meanings and tell us 

something about the character of each animal. So he 

was obviously gifted with a high intelligence. We 

gather also that he was happy. He worked without 

toil. He exercised mastery over the world. He 

obtained his sustenance from the vegetable kingdom 

without toiling for it. And he was clearly in a state of 

familiarity with the animals. 

What was his relationship to God? It was one of 

filial dependence, the dependence of a child, a son. 

He gave God implicit obedience, and, most 

importantly, his communion, his fellowship, his 

intercourse with God was entirely without fear. 

What, also, was his spiritual condition? Here is an 

important subject. Again, there has been much error 

with regard to this. We are told that when God made 

everything, man included, ‘God saw everything that 

he had made, and, behold, it was very good’ (Gen. 

1:31). In Ecclesiastes 7:29 we are told that God made 

man upright. This is not only a reference to his 

physical frame, but also to his essential moral and 

spiritual constitution. 

Now that means, it seems to me, that there was 

never any conflict in man at the beginning between 

his lower and his higher elements, between his 

physical and his spiritual elements. The Roman 

Catholics say there was—that from the beginning the 

body was always a danger to man, and God had to 

give man an extra gift to safeguard him against being 

dragged down by his lower nature. That is the Roman 

Catholic idea of the image. In other words, a kind of 

capacity for sin was already there before man fell. 

But that is something which the Scripture does not 

teach. There was no conflict at all; there was perfect 

harmony between body and spirit. The conscience 

surely proves that. Every time our conscience 

accuses us it is a proof that man was originally 

sinless. We have a feeling that we should not have 

sinned, that it was wrong to sin. Yes, that is a 

memory, a recollection of man’s original, sinless 

condition. 

Another negative is this: we must not think of 

Adam as just being in a state of innocence. Some 

people think of him as if he were just a child—though 

a man, a child in outlook and mentality—and say that 

he was morally neutral. He was neither good nor 

bad, they say; he had not sinned, he was nothing, 

neutral. But the Bible does not teach us that. The 

Bible teaches us that man was in a state of positive 

holiness and true righteousness. That is where the 

quotations from Ephesians and Colossians are 

important. Salvation must at any rate bring us back 

to that, and more. 

So then, you ask, what is the difference between 

Adam before he fell and man in regeneration and 

salvation? I suggest to you that the difference is that 

these things were present in Adam in germ, in 

embryonic form. They were not fully developed. 

They were there, and as they were they were 

perfect. They were perfect in part but not in degree. 

In other words, man was perfect as far as he had 

gone, but there was room for development. There 

was nothing imperfect in him at all. You can have a 

perfect acorn, and a perfect oak tree. It is a different 

perfection, and yet they are connected to each 

other. The fact that the acorn is not an oak tree does 

not mean that it is imperfect. No. It is a perfect acorn, 

and all the potentialities of the perfect oak tree are 

there in the perfect acorn. Adam and Eve at the 

beginning was surely like that. The knowledge, the 

righteousness, and the true holiness were there in 

germ and in embryo, in perfect form, but they were 

not yet fully developed. In other words, man was on 

trial, he was on probation. He was in a preliminary 

condition, which could lead either to infinitely 

greater dignity and glory or could terminate in a fall. 

We know it actually did terminate in a fall, but it 

could have gone on growing and developing until it 

was in full bloom and perfect. 
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So that is how God made man. He put him in that 

condition in the Garden, and He made a covenant 

with him. He told him that if he obeyed His laws, then 

he would go on growing and developing to that final, 

complete perfection; on the other hand, if he did 

that which God had prohibited him to do, if he broke 

God’s commandment, he would fall and lose certain 

blessings. 

Very well; at this point we must leave it—man 

created in the image of God, with these intellectual, 

moral, rational faculties, yes. But over and above 

that, this original righteousness and holiness. There 

he is, placed in the Garden, lord of creation, 

reflecting something of God even in his form, in his 

very body, and with these two great possibilities—if 

he remains in correspondence with God, an 

everlasting development in his perfection until it 

becomes absolute; on the other hand, if he rebels 

and does not go God’s way, the possibility of a fall. 

Thus God made man in His own image and after His 

own likeness. Such was man at the beginning, and in 

spite of the fall, in spite of sin, elements of that 

remain today. That is the tragedy of the world. That 

should be the greatest impulse and motive to 

evangelism. In a sense, our first message to man 

should be to realise who he is, what God made him, 

and then what he has done to himself and has made 

himself. 

 


