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Did God's Promise  
                      to David FAIL?

Aubrey Strickland

IT can be amusing to watch 
someone make an extraordinary 
truth claim and then be proven 

wrong. A few examples of this come 
to mind, like the Y2K scare, the sup-
posed end of the world in 2012, and 
books such as 88 Reasons Why the 
Rapture Will Be in 1988. Of course, 
this sort of thing is only amusing 
if you’re not the one proven wrong 
in an embarrassing fashion. For a 
long time, Bible skeptics have used 
this same reasoning against believ-
ers. They allege that the entire 
Christian faith collapses if biblical 
claims can be shown false. Such was 
the case for devout American athe-
ist, Claud Dennis McKinsey, who 
authored the book Biblical Errancy: 
A Reference Guide. In this work,  
McKinsey sought to disprove bib-
lical inerrancy1 by appealing to 
alleged contradictions and historical 
events he believed falsified biblical 
claims, particularly biblical proph-
ecy. On one occasion, McKinsey 
specifically addressed God’s prom-
ise to David that “[his] house and 
[his] kingdom shall be established 
forever” (2 Samuel 7:162). He stated:

God’s prophecy failed; he didn’t 
tell the truth. The Davidic line 
ended with Zedekiah…. Since 
the end of the Maccabean dynasty 
there has never been a king of the 
Jews…. God said there would always 
be a Davidic king…. No descendant 
of David now rules in the Middle 
East. If David were alive now, he 
would be disappointed.3

According to secular and biblical 
history, it is true that the Babylo-
nians destroyed Jerusalem, leveled 
the Temple, and exiled the last 

Davidic king, Zedekiah, in 586 B.C. 
(cf. Jeremiah 52:1-16). Could it be, 
then, that McKinsey was correct? 
Did God’s promise to David of a 
kingdom that would last forever fail? 
Did history prove a biblical proph-
ecy false? Is the Christian belief in 
the reliability of Scripture laughable 
due to this? If so, this would be a 
justifiable piece of evidence for the 
skeptic to use in refuting the claims 
of the Bible. As it is, however, this 
argument is rarely made. McKin-
sey is among the few who use this 
example to reject biblical reliabil-
ity. So, why is it that more skeptics 
don’t question the validity of God’s 
promise in 2 Samuel 7, and why does 
the history of interpretation both 
within Jewish and Christian circles 
show very little concern with this 
alleged discrepancy? The answer 
lies in understanding the nature of 
prophecy and in additional scrip-
tural reflections on this matter. 

HUMAN AND DIVINE RESPONSES TO 
THE INTERRUPTION OF DAVID’S LINE

TO begin, it is noteworthy 
that the Bible addresses the 
end of the Davidic kingdom 

in the Exile from two perspectives. 
In Psalm 89, we see the human 
response to the end of the Davidic 
line. After recounting the promise 
to David of an enduring covenant4 
for much of the psalm, the psalmist 
takes a turn in verse 39. He speaks 
to God saying: “You have renounced 
the covenant of Your servant; You 
have profaned his crown by casting 
it to the ground” (Psalm 89:39). 
The psalm then proceeds to lament 
the fact that Jerusalem had been 

destroyed, seeming as though God’s 
covenant with David failed. From 
the human perspective (i.e., those 
who witnessed the destruction of 
Jerusalem), it did seem as though 
God renounced His promise to 
David by sending the Babylonians 
to punish Judah. Scripture has 
another perspective on this matter, 
however—this time a divine one. 

Jeremiah was already cited to 
note the biblical account of Jerusa-
lem’s destruction in 586 B.C. Before 
that passage, Jeremiah addressed 
what the destruction meant for the 
eternal Davidic covenant. Jeremiah 
33 specifically offers the hope of 
restoration following God’s punish-
ment of Israel. The LORD assured 
that He would fulfill His promise to 

“cause a righteous Branch of David 
to spring forth” (Jeremiah 33:15, 
NASB). Thus, the message from 
God amid the calamity of exile is one 
of hope for restoration as opposed 
to reinterpretation.5 Furthermore, 
God reassured the validity and cer-
tainty of the Davidic covenant by 
comparing it to His covenant with 
the “day” and the “night” (Jeremiah 
33:20-21). Simply put, the security 
of God’s covenant with David par-
allels the perpetual function of the 

“day” and the “night.” God assured 
His people, then, that His covenant 
of an eternal Davidic kingdom had 
not failed with the Babylonian 
captivity. This is why, anticipating 
any tension which might arise, God 
said, “My covenant I will not break” 
(Psalm 89:34). In so doing, God 
removed any tension between his-
torical events and the term “forever” 
in 2 Samuel 7:16. “Forever” reflected 
God’s intention for the covenant, 
while the exile resulted from Isra-
el’s unfaithfulness (cf. 1 Kings 2:4; 
8:25; 9:4-5). As a result, one could 
argue that “no other dynasty ever 
[would] supplant the Davidic king-
ship, even if there [was] no king on 
the throne.”6 God’s commitment 
to uphold the covenant of eternal 
kingship with David is seen through 
His provision of hope for restoration 
through the exile. Such is the case 
when reading Jeremiah 33, which 
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points forward to a more beautiful 
fulfillment of the covenant in the 
Messiah. 

The people of Israel could not 
think God’s promise to David had 
failed in the exile, for they hoped 
for restoration. Likewise, Chris-
tians understand the covenant not 
as abolished, but as reaching its 
ultimate fulfillment in the Messiah, 
Jesus Christ, who inherits David’s 
throne forever (Luke 1:32). Thus, 
the skeptic’s claim that 2 Samuel 
7 is a failed prophecy neglects to 
consider what the rest of Scripture 
says about the Babylonian exile, the 
meaning of “forever” in context, and 
the greater fulfillment of this pas-
sage in the person of Jesus Christ. 
Although no descendant of David 
rules on a physical throne in the 
Middle East, as McKinsey noted, 
there is a descendant of David Who 
reigns on a throne in heaven over 
His unending kingdom (cf. Acts 
13:32-37; Ephesians 1:20-23). Once 
again, an honest look at Scripture 
with the goal of “rightly dividing the 
word of truth” defends against the 
claim of biblical errancy (2 Timothy 
2:15). 

Caleb Colley, Ph.D.

AN absolute moral rule is one 
that admits no exceptions. 
For example, the Israelites 

were given absolute rules in the 
Ten Commandments. God said, 
“You shall not bear false witness 
against your neighbor” (Exodus 
20:16). He did not say, “You shall 
not bear false witness against your 
neighbor…except in some unusual 
cases, or when you have a more 
important rule to follow.” We have 
previously refuted situationism 
or situation ethics, a type of ethi-
cal relativism that denies absolute 
moral rules.1 While situation ethics 
arguably goes back to the first temp-
tation in the Garden of Eden, the 
designation “situation ethics” seems 
to have been coined with the 1966 
book Situation Ethics: The New 
Morality, by the Episcopal theolo-
gian Joseph Fletcher.2 The book 
sought to establish not just a philo-
sophical basis for situationism, but 
primarily biblical authority for it, by 
citing the chief importance of love 
in Christian morality. According to 
Fletcher’s particular version of situ-
ation ethics, the end of love always 
justifies the means that are used to 
achieve it. So, potentially any action 
could be justified, if motivated by 
love.3

GEISLER’S GRADED ABSOLUTISM

THIS appeal to biblical moral-
ity on the part of those pro-
moting situationism was 

extended in the work of various 
philosophers, including Norman 
L. Geisler, a prominent evangelical 
apologist.4 Geisler’s theory is called 

“graded absolutism.” Geisler wished 
to distinguish his own position from 
Fletcher’s by proposing that there 
are more absolutes than the single, 
overarching rule that we must be 
loving.5 While Geisler does admit 
some moral absolutes, his theory is 
the same as Fletcher’s insofar as it 
excuses some sin due to situations. 
Geisler says that all of God’s laws are 
binding, but also that “God does not 
hold a person guilty for not keeping a 
lower moral law so long as one keeps 
the higher law. God exempts one 
from his duty to keep the lower law 
since he could not keep it without 
breaking a higher law.”6 As Wayne 
Grudem has helpfully pointed out, 
there are a number of serious flaws 
in Geisler’s position, from a biblical 
perspective:7 

First, Jesus Christ lived an authen-
tic human life, which included the 
basic moral difficulties we encoun-
ter, and yet He never sinned at all 
(Hebrews 4:15; 1 Peter 2:21-23). 
This proves that we will never face 
an insoluble moral conflict, where 
every option results necessarily in 
sin. 

Second, the apostle Paul prom-
ised that we will never face an insol-
uble moral conflict. He wrote with 
repetitive emphasis, “No temptation 
has overtaken you except such as is 

Does the Bible Give  
Absolute Rules, or Only Conditional Ones?          
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common to man; but God is faith-
ful, who will not allow you to be 
tempted beyond what you are able, 
but with the temptation will also 
make the way of escape, that you 
may be able to bear it” (1 Corinthi-
ans 10:13). 

Third, it is precisely opposed to 
biblical morality to suggest that 
God sometimes wants His children 
to disobey Him. We read many pas-
sages where God commanded com-
prehensive obedience of all His rules 
(e.g., Deuteronomy 5:10,29; Psalms 
19:7; 119:35; Luke 1:6; 1 John 5:2-3; 
etc.), but not a single text where He 
encouraged even slight disobedience. 
In fact, the Bible condemns sin even 
when it is done to produce an appar-
ent good (Romans 3:8).                                             

Fourth, it would be confusing and 
unjust if God gave us contradictory 
commands, but God is the author 
of neither injustice (Deuteronomy 
32:4; Job 34:10; Romans 9:14) nor 
confusion (1 Corinthians 14:33). As 
Robert V. Rakestraw wrote:

The character of God argues 
[against graded absolutism—
CC]. If God has given numerous 
moral absolutes, some of which 
genuinely conf lict at times, it 
appears that there is conf lict 
within the mind and moral will 
of God!… The character of God 
as perfect and consistent within 
his own moral nature appears to 
be jeopardized by any view which 
holds that God’s absolutes genu-
inely conflict.8

For these four reasons, before we 
even look at Geisler’s arguments, we 
anticipate they will be unsound. Let 
us consider them now.

ALLEGED BIBLICAL ENDORSEMENT 
OF GRADED ABSOLUTISM 

TO find biblical support for 
graded absolutism, Geisler 
would need to locate either 

a biblical statement that somehow 
endorsed it or an approved example 
of it in practice. First, consider his 
effort to find a statement endors-

ing it. Geisler points to the fact that 
the Bible names higher and lower 
moral laws. Jesus did say that there 
are weightier matters of the law, 
and that there are greater and lesser 
sins (e.g., Matthew 5:19; 22:36-40; 
23:23). Indeed, a review of the bib-
lical doctrine of sin shows that sins 
can be greater or lesser in a wide 
variety of ways, as Wayne Jackson 
has helpfully noticed.9 However, 
Jesus did not imply that lesser sins 
are permissible or that some sins 
actually become righteous. Instead, 
Jesus emphasized that even the 

“smallest” aspects of God’s law must 
be obeyed: “Woe to you, scribes and 
Pharisees, hypocrites! For you pay 
tithe of mint and anise and cummin, 
and have neglected the weightier 
matters of the law: justice and mercy 
and faith. These you ought to have 
done, without leaving the others 
undone” (Matthew 23:23). 

ALLEGED BIBLICAL EXAMPLES 
OF GRADED ABSOLUTISM

GEISLER gives a variety of 
biblical examples where 
a character was allegedly 

authorized to do what normally 
would be considered sinful, but 
which was excused on the basis 
of a higher law on God’s scale of 
importance.10 However, in none of 
these cases is sin actually excused 
or endorsed. Let us examine these 
briefly. 

First, a number of Geisler’s exam-
ples have to do with disobeying the 
government in order to obey God. 
The Hebrew midwives disobeyed 
the king of Egypt to avoid killing 
the children (Exodus 1:15-22); The 
three Hebrew men refused Nebu-
chadnezzar’s command to worship 
an idol (Daniel 3); Daniel himself 
rebelled against the Persian king 
in order to pray (Daniel 6); and, in 
the New Testament, the apostles 
refused the Sanhedrin’s order to stop 
preaching in the name of Jesus (Acts 
4:18-20; 5:29). However, God’s 
Word is clear in its expectation that 
His people obey civil government 
only so long as the government 
does not require violation of His 
law (e.g., Romans 13:1-7; 1 Peter 
2:13-17). Given God’s exalted posi-
tion relative to human government, 
how could it be otherwise? No sin 
is actually excused in any such cases 
cited by Geisler. 

Another example has to do with 
the lie told by Rahab (Joshua 2), and 
the alleged lying on the part of the 
aforementioned Hebrew midwives. 
It is not clear from Exodus 1 that 
the midwives lied at all. Rahab 
lied but is never commended for 
it. Elsewhere we have discussed the 
fact that Rahab is commended for 
her remarkable belief in God and 
willingness to help the Israelite spies, 
but not for her lie as such.11 Lying is 
condemned absolutely in the Bible 
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(e.g., Ephesians 4:25; Colossians 
3:9). 

Geisler cites examples from the 
life of Jesus. Allegedly, Jesus dis-
obeyed His parents in order to do 
His heavenly Father’s business in 
the Temple (Luke 2:41-52). Actu-
ally, the historian Luke does not say 
that Jesus disobeyed His parents. 
To the contrary, Luke takes care to 
emphasize that Jesus went home 
with them and was subject to them 
(2:51). Even if we were to admit the 
theoretical possibility of the child 
Jesus willfully choosing to sin, no 
sin is excused—even ostensibly—in 
this case. Allegedly, Jesus violated 
the Sabbath for a higher purpose 
(Mark 2:23-27). We have shown 
elsewhere that Jesus did not violate 
the Old Testament Sabbath law at 
all, but rather violated the Pharisees’ 
unauthorized broadening of it.12 So, 
there is no sin to excuse in this case. 
Allegedly, the substitutionary atone-
ment itself is an example of God 
doing an apparent wrong, but for 
the noble purpose of achieving a 
good result, and so God is excused 
from His wrongdoing. We have 
shown elsewhere that the sacrifice of 
Christ on our behalf is not an unjust 
scapegoating, but rather a legitimate 
exercise of mercy.13

A variety of Geisler’s examples 
have to do with cases where God 
either authorized or seems to autho-
rize killing, such as when Samson 
sacrificed himself in order to kill the 
Philistines (Judges 16:28-30),14 or 
when God asked Abraham to sacri-
fice Isaac (Genesis 22).15 Arguments 
for graded absolutism using cases 
such as these overlook the fact that 
not all killing is murder—wrong-
ful killing (murder) is the deliberate 
taking of innocent human life with-
out God’s authorization.16 Because 
God is in the unique position as the 
Creator and Lawgiver for all man-
kind, in whose nature all moral 
value is rooted, He is at liberty to 

take human life or authorize killing 
for various reasons.17 

Finally, Geisler cites some extra-
biblical examples. I will review 
just his example of making oneself 
late to a dinner appointment in 
order to stop and save a life. Gen-
erally, it would be inconsiderate 
and/or dishonest to intentionally 
keep someone waiting. However, 
although God’s law is absolute, 
human appointments typically are 
understood to be conditional. As 
Grudem puts it, “In the ordinary 
circumstances of life, people under-
stand that a commitment to meet 
someone at a certain place and time 
contains an implicit qualification: 
‘unless unforeseen circumstances 
prevent me from doing so.’”18

CONCLUSION

IT is never right to do the wrong 
thing, and it is never wrong to 
do the right thing. This seem-

ingly obvious, simple statement does 
not mean that it is always easy to 
know which action is right. Chris-
tians never inescapably choose the 

“lesser sin,” although they often 
choose options that are less prefer-
able from some perspective(s). God 
has created an ethical landscape in 
which it is always possible for His 
rational creatures to do that which 
pleases Him, and which is therefore 
innocent before Him. May we let 
His Word lead us in the paths of 
righteousness.
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It is never right to do 
the wrong thing, and 
it is never wrong to 
do the right thing.
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Eric Lyons

The GOSPEL 
in GENESIS

Part 3

SHOULD WE SEE JESUS IN JOSEPH?

IF Jesus is the main theme of 
the Old Testament, and if (as 
we have seen thus far) even Gen-

esis is saturated with promises and 
pictures of the coming of Christ, 
then an obvious question arises as 
we move through the final 14 chap-
ters (which are almost entirely about 
Joseph): What does Joseph, the 11th 
son of Jacob, have to do with Jesus?

Genesis devotes nearly one-fourth 
of its chapters to this one man. But 
why? Joseph is not the son through 
whom the Seed promise continues 
(that line runs through his brother 
Judah), and yet the inspired writer 
lingers over Joseph’s story. Could the 
lesson be more than an important 
one on God’s providential work-
ings in this world? Does the story 
of Joseph go even deeper than seeing 
how God used him to “preserve a 
posterity” (Genesis 45:7) for his 
family, thus preserving the Messi-
anic seed through his brother Judah?

The Bible never explicitly states 
that Joseph was a type of Christ, but 
there are too many glaring parallels 
between the two to arbitrarily dis-
miss the thought without serious 
consideration. If the New Testament 
testifies that the Old Testament is 
about Jesus (Luke 24:27,44-45; 
John 5:39,46; Acts 26:22-23); and 
if Genesis is rich with promises and 

pictures of the coming Messiah; and 
if the story of Joseph parallels the 
life of Christ in many ways (per-
haps second only to similarities to 
Moses—Deuteronomy 18:15; Acts 
3:22-23), should we not stand in awe 
of the God Who gave us these strik-
ing parallels to ponder?

The Beloved, But Rejected Son
•	 Joseph and Jesus were both beloved 

sons of their fathers (Genesis 37:3; 
Matthew 3:17).

•	 Joseph was sent by his father to 
his brothers; Jesus was sent by the 
Father to His own (Genesis 37:13-
14; Matthew 15:24; John 20:21).

•	 Joseph was rejected and plotted 
against by his brothers; Jesus was 
rejected and plotted against by 
His own people (Genesis 37:18; 
John 1:11; Matthew 12:14; 26:3-4; 
Acts 4:11).

•	 Joseph was sold for 20 pieces of 
silver; Jesus was betrayed for 30 
(Genesis 37:28; Matthew 26:15).

The Innocent Sufferer
•	 Joseph and Jesus were both falsely 

accused (Genesis 39:7-18; Mat-
thew 26:59-60).

•	 Joseph suffered unjustly; Jesus 
“committed no sin” (Genesis 39; 
1 Peter 2:22).

•	 Joseph was confined among trans-
gressors in prison; Jesus was cruci-

fied between criminals (Genesis 
40; Luke 23:33).

•	 Joseph was humbled before being 
exalted; Jesus humbled Himself 
unto death and then was highly 
exalted (Genesis 39-41; Philippi-
ans 2:8-9).

The Exalted Savior of the World
•	 Joseph was exalted to Pharaoh’s 

right hand; Jesus was exalted to 
God’s right hand (Genesis 41:40-
43; Acts 2:33).

•	 The nations came to Joseph for 
bread; Jesus is the Bread of Life 
for the world (Genesis 41:55-57; 
47:13; John 6:35).

•	 Joseph became the means of physi-
cal salvation for at least hundreds 
of thousands, and likely millions, 
of people; Jesus is the Savior of 
the world (Genesis 41:57; 45:5-6; 
47:13,25; 50:20; John 4:42).

•	 Joseph was not recognized by his 
brothers in Egypt; many did not 
recognize Jesus (Genesis 42:8; 
Acts 7:13; John 1:10).

•	 Joseph forgave his brothers who 
betrayed him; Jesus prayed for 
those who crucified Him, saying, 

“Father, forgive them” (Genesis 
50:15-21; Luke 23:34).

•	 Jacob mourned Joseph as dead 
before discovering he was alive; 
the disciples mourned Jesus before 
seeing Him risen (Genesis 37:35; 
45:26-28; Mark 16:11-14).
Perhaps Genesis 37-50 is about 

more than God’s remarkable provi-
dence in preserving Abraham’s 
family (as wonderful as that is to 
consider). Perhaps these chapters 
are preparing the reader for an 
even deeper theological truth. In 
Joseph, we see a beloved son who 
is rejected, suffers unjustly, and is 
then exalted to save the very ones 
who wronged him—a pattern too 
familiar to ignore. 

When Joseph told his brothers, 
“[Y]ou meant evil against me; but 
God meant it for good” (Genesis 
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50:20), he articulated a principle 
that would one day reach its full-
est expression at Calvary. Sinners 
meant evil against Christ and put 
Him to death. The chief priests 
mocked Him, saying, “He saved 
others; Himself He cannot save” 
(Matthew 27:42). “[L]et him come 
down from the cross, and we will 
believe in him” (Matthew 27:42, 
ESV). Yet in that very evil act, “God 
meant it for good.” According to 

“the determined purpose and fore-
knowledge of God” (Acts 2:23), 
Jesus voluntarily remained on the 
cross to die, so that sinners might be 
saved…by His suffering and death. 
This is not forced typology; it is 
the redemptive pattern of Scripture. 
Surely this is Jesus in Genesis.

THE ULTIMATE KING OF JUDAH

APPROXIMATELY 1,000 
years before King Saul was 
anointed the first King 

of Israel, God had told Abraham,  
“[K]ings shall come from you” (Gen-
esis 17:6). Regarding Abraham’s 
wife Sarah, who was still childless 
at 89 years old, God said: “[K]ings 
of peoples shall be from her” (17:16). 
Then, about 150 years after that 
promise, God repeated this royal 
prophecy to Abraham’s grandson, 
Jacob, saying, “[K]ings shall come 
from your body” (35:11). 

Kings did indeed arise from the 
descendants of Abraham and Jacob, 
including such faithful (however 
imperfect) rulers as David, Heze-
kiah, and Josiah centuries later. But 
in Genesis 49, at the end of his life, 
Jacob speaks of one particular Ruler 
who would surpass them all.

Genesis 49
Jacob said to his 12 sons, “Gather 

together, that I may tell you what 
shall befall you in the last days” 
(Genesis 49:1). What may have 
begun as a somber, peaceful family 
gathering quickly became a tense, 
suspenseful, and awkward bedside 

farewell. Jacob begins by confront-
ing Reuben, his firstborn, for his 
moral failure, declaring that he 
would not excel because he “went 
up to [his] father’s bed” (49:3-4; cf. 
35:22). He then rebuked Simeon 
and Levi for their violence, calling 
their weapons “instruments of cru-
elty” and declaring that they would 
be scattered in Israel (49:5-7; cf. 
34:25-26,30). Even Dan is described 
with ominous imagery as “a serpent 
by the way” (49:17).

But Jacob did not only speak 
words of warning; he also pro-
nounced blessing and hope over 
several sons, especially Joseph, who 
received an extensive and beauti-
ful blessing (49:22-26). However, 
though Joseph is the central Mes-
siah-like figure in the closing chap-
ters of Genesis, it is Judah—Jacob’s 
far-from-perfect fourth son—who 
surprisingly receives the most far-
reaching promise of enduring royal 
authority.

To Judah, Jacob speaks of praise, 
power, and enduring rule. As with 
certain other sons, Jacob used an 
animal analogy, comparing Judah to 
a mighty lion, asking the rhetorical 
question, “[W]ho dares rouse him?” 

(49:9, ESV). Jacob says that Judah’s 
brothers would praise him—even 

“bow down before” him (49:8) and 
that his descendants would be richly 
blessed (49:11-12), especially spiritu-
ally blessed because of what we learn 
in verse 10.

Genesis 49:10
“The scepter shall not depart 

from Judah, nor a lawgiver 
from between his feet, 

until Shiloh comes; and to 
Him shall be the obedience 

of the people” (NKJV).

Genesis 49:10 is one of the most 
discussed and debated Old Testa-
ment verses, with scholars wrestling 
with its compact, poetic expressions, 
and especially the meaning of the 
term “Shiloh.” Still, there are cer-
tain basic truths we can and should 
search out and identify. In fact, 
Jews and Christians have long rec-
ognized—rationally so—that this 
verse is speaking of royal authority, 
centered in Judah, and ultimately 
pointing forward to a coming 
Ruler—the Messiah.1

The promise that kings would 
come from Abraham and Jacob for 

R&



the first time in Genesis narrows 
to the tribe of Judah. A scepter is 
a symbol of kingly rule (cf. Esther 
4:11). From Genesis 49:10 forward, 
kingship is tied specifically to 
Judah, who will wield lion-like royal 
authority. Centuries later, Balaam 
prophesied, linking royal author-
ity to Jacob’s line, saying, “A Star 
shall come out of Jacob; a Scepter 
shall rise out of Israel” (Numbers 
24:17). Micah 5:2 foretells of an 
eternal Ruler Who would come 
out of Bethlehem Ephrathah, i.e., 
Bethlehem of Judah (cf. 1 Samuel 
17:12). And in Revelation 5:5, Jesus 
is explicitly called “the Lion of the 
tribe of Judah,” directly echoing 
Genesis 49:9.

The promise of Genesis 49:10 
reaches beyond Judah and tribal 
leadership. Notice the shift to the 
singular: “to Him shall be the obe-
dience of the people.” This is not 
merely about a succession of ordi-
nary kings. Jacob is prophesying 
about one specific Ruler Who will 
come “in the last days” (49:1) and 

“the obedience of the nations shall 
be his” (49:10, NIV). No earthly 
king of Judah—not even King 
David—ever received allegiance 
from people of all the nations. Only 
the anointed Son of God was given 

“the nations for [His] inheritance” 
(Psalm 2:8; cf. Matthew 28:18-20).

The most difficult word to 
understand in Genesis 49:10 is 

“Shiloh,” which is simply a trans-
literation of the Hebrew. Though 
the city of Shiloh (in Ephraim) is 
mentioned over 30 times in the 
Old Testament, Genesis 49:10 is the 
only place in Scripture where Shiloh 
does not refer to a place. Many view 
this term as a proper name or title 
for the ultimate Ruler from Judah 
(the Messiah). Others conclude this 
Hebrew word should not merely 
be transliterated but translated 

“until he comes to whom it belongs” 
(WEB) or “until he whose right it 
is comes” (CSB). This One is the 
final and rightful king. Interest-
ingly, when Ezekiel predicted the 
fall of Judah’s last Davidic king 
(Zedekiah), the prophet declared: 

“[T]ake off the crown…. I will make 
it overthrown! It shall be no longer, 
until He comes whose right it is, 
and I will give it to Him” (Eze-
kiel 21:26-27; cf. Jeremiah 22:30). 
Surely Ezekiel was referring to the 
same future universal Ruler that 
Jacob foretold more than a millen-
nium earlier: a lion-like, powerful 
Ruler from the tribe of Judah would 
receive allegiance from nations 
around the globe.

A PICTURE OF A PRIEST

A King…and a Priest?
One of many mindboggling 

aspects of the Messiah is how he 
could be a king of the tribe of Judah 
(Genesis 49:10; 2 Samuel 7:12-16) 
and a priest. Zechariah prophesied 
that the Messiah “shall be a priest 
on His throne” (6:13), and Isaiah 
foretold that the Messiah would 
do the work of an ultimate priest 
by making “His soul an offering 
for sin” (53:10) and “intercession 
for the transgressors” (53:12). 

Jewish priests served as mediators 
between Israel and God, making 

“atonement for the whole congre-
gation” (Numbers 15:25). What’s 
more, once a year, the Jewish high 
priest (and only the high priest) 

went into the Most Holy Place in 
the Tabernacle/Temple to make 
atonement “for all the assembly of 
Israel” (Leviticus 16:17).

When the Messiah came, He 
would be both King (1 Timothy 
1:17; 6:15) and Priest. According 
to the New Testament, Jesus is our 

“one Mediator between God and 
men” (1 Timothy 2:5), Who is “at 
the right hand of God” making 

“intercession for us” (Romans 8:34), 
serving as the Great High Priest 
(Hebrews 4:14).

The Law was clear, however: 
priesthood belonged to the tribe of 
Levi (Exodus 28:1; Numbers 18:1-
2).2 No man from another tribe 
could assume that office (Hebrews 
7:13-14). Yet the coming Messiah 
would arise from Judah (Genesis 
49:10). The tension is real, but this 
is no f law in Scripture or God’s 
scheme of redemption—it is a 
deliberate feature of God’s unfold-
ing plan of salvation through the 
perfect Messiah.

The Mysterious Priest-King
Jesus is actually everything the 

Bible says He is, including the Great 
High Priest, but He’s not a priest 
from the tribe of Levi (and defi-
nitely not from any unauthorized 
tribe of Israel). Jesus is from a totally 
separate priesthood—from a priest 
that appears to Abraham all the way 
back in Genesis 14:18-20.

In a book of more than 1,500 
verses carefully structured around 
Abraham and the promised Seed, 
why does the Holy Spirit pause the 
Genesis narrative for three brief 

How could the  
Messiah be both a 
king of the tribe of 
Judah and a priest?
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ENDNOTES
1	  “[A]ll antiquity agrees in interpreting it 

[Genesis 49:10—EL] of a personal Mes-
siah. This is the view of the LXX Version; 
the Targumim of Onkelos, Yonathan, 
and Jerusalem; the Talmud; the Sohar; 
the ancient book of ‘Bereshith Rabba’; 
among modern Jewish commentators 
even Rashi, who says, ‘Until Shiloh 
come, that is King Messiah, Whose is 
the Kingdom’” [David Baron (2000 
reprint), Rays of Messiah’s Glory (Jeru-
salem: Kern Ahvah Meshihit), p. 258]. 
See also Eugene H. Merrill (2019), “Gen-
esis 49:8-12,” The Moody Handbook of 
Messianic Prophecy: Studies and Exposi-
tions of the Messiah in the Old Testament, 
eds. Michael Rydelnik and Edwin Blum 
(Chicago, IL: Moody), pp. 273-279. 

2	  And, specifically, to Levi’s great-grand-
son, Aaron’s lineage.

3	  One might also make the case, as does 
Glenn Kreider, that Melchizedek was 
also a prophet since he “spoke to Abra-
ham and blessed him in the name of 
‘God Most High.’” He “spoke to Abram 
on behalf of Abram’s God; this is the 
function of a prophet” [Glenn R. Kre-
ider (2019), “Messiah: Prophet, Priest, 
and King,” The Moody Handbook of 
Messianic Prophecy: Studies and Exposi-
tions of the Messiah in the Old Testament, 
ed. Michael Rydelnik and Edwin Blum 
(Chicago, IL: Moody), p. 139].

verses about a mysterious king-priest 
from Salem? Melchizedek appears 
suddenly, blesses Abraham, receives 
a tithe—and then disappears. No 
genealogy. No explanation. No 
continuation of his story. For cen-
turies, these three verses must have 
seemed like a passing detail. Yet 
Scripture does not waste words and 
interrupt its own storyline without 
purpose. Those three verses were 
not a detour—they were a deliber-
ate preparation for something far 
greater.

The Greater Priest of a Better Order
“Melchizedek king of Salem” 

and “the priest of God Most High” 
was a type of Christ (Hebrews 7:1). 
Hebrews explains that his very name 
means “king of righteousness,” and 
that as king of Salem (which means 

“peace”), He was also “king of peace” 
(7:2). Even in his name and title, he 
foreshadowed the character of the 
coming Messiah. Melchizedek was 
both king and priest.3 Jesus would 
be the true King of righteousness 
and the Prince of peace (Jeremiah 
23:5-6; Isaiah 9:6-7).

Yet Genesis does not explain why 
this royal priest appears in chapter 
14. That brief explanation came 
1,000 years later. In an announce-
ment about the future Messiah’s 
reign at the right hand of Yahweh 
(Psalm 110:1), David explained that 
this King would also be “a priest 
forever according to the order of 
Melchizedek” (110:4). Interestingly, 
Psalm 110 is the most frequently 
cited messianic passage in the New 
Testament!

Jesus is not a priest like Aaron. 
He has no genealogy that stretches 
back to Levi. Jesus was of a greater 
priesthood, one that blessed Abra-
ham before receiving a tithe from 
him (Genesis 14:19-20). Abraham 
was the patriarch of promise. He 
was the great-grandfather of Levi, 
from whom the priesthood came. 
The greater priest—Melchizedek—

received tithes from the lesser. For 
“Levi, who receives tithes, paid 
tithes through Abraham, so to 
speak, for he was still in the loins 
of his father when Melchizedek met 
him” (Hebrews 7:9-10). 

The Levitical priesthood could 
never finish the work of atone-
ment. Its sacrifices were repeated. Its 
priests died. Its ministry was tem-
porary. Jesus, however, lives forever, 
intercedes continually, and saves 
completely (Hebrews 7; 10:1-14). 
He is the greater Priest to Whom 
Genesis 14 quietly pointed from the 
very beginning.

CONCLUSION: GENESIS 
POINTS TO JESUS

FROM the opening promise of 
the woman’s Seed in Genesis 
3, to the covenant assurances 

given to Abraham, to the substi-
tutionary ram on Mount Moriah, 
Genesis quietly and consistently pre-
pares the reader for Someone greater. 
In Joseph, we see the beloved son 
who suffers and is exalted to save. In 
Judah, we learn of a lion-like Ruler 
whose scepter will not depart and 
to whom the nations will one day 
bow. And in Melchizedek, we get 
a glimpse of a royal priest whose 
mysterious appearance anticipates 
a greater Priest-King yet to come. 
These are not scattered religious 
sentiments; they form a coherent, 
harmonious, unfolding portrait.

Genesis does not merely intro-
duce Israel’s story—it lays the deep, 
theological foundation for the Mes-
siah. Long before Bethlehem, Cal-
vary, or the empty tomb, the Spirit 

Genesis points  
forward, again  
and again, to  
Jesus Christ.

of God was weaving patterns of 
suffering and exaltation, kingship 
and priesthood, promise and fulfill-
ment. The first book of the Bible 
points forward, again and again, to 
Jesus Christ. And the story is only 
beginning!
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Discovery Bible Cards: New Expansion Pack #1

Growing up in the 1980s, I loved 
collecting baseball cards. Like many 
boys my age, I enjoyed opening a 
fresh pack of cards (and, yes, eating 
a stale piece of gum) and hoping to 
find a favorite player or two. Years 
later, Pokémon and Yu-Gi-Oh 
trading cards became the next big 
thing for millions of children.

What if, instead of children around the world 
collecting cards that have no real eternal value, they 
could collect educational and engaging “Bible cards” 
that encouraged them to read and learn God’s 
Word? What if such cards were available to teach 
spiritual lessons that God wants everyone to know?

In 2025, AP was blessed to release a set of 365 
such Bible cards. There are 18 different categories 
of cards in this first set, including series on Jesus, 
the Apostles, Women of Faith, David’s Mighty 
Men, and much more.

Based on the overwhelming feedback we’ve 
received the past year, we’ve learned that children, 
parents, grandparents, Bible teachers, and others 
have loved using the cards as Bible study tools, flash 
cards, Bible class rewards, and tools for fostering 
interaction among children who enjoy trading 
them.

A few weeks ago, a mother vis-
ited AP and explained that her son 
had been behind in his reading 

skills and was showing no interest 
in improving. However, when he 
received the Discovery Bible Cards, 

they sparked his interest in reading, 
and he is now excelling because he’s 

become so interested in learning Bible 
facts from the cards.

We are happy to announce that a new set of Bible 
cards is available: Discovery Bible Cards: Expansion 
Pack #1. This new set adds 160 more cards to the 
collection and introduces 12 new series, including 
Miracles of Jesus, Proof from the Past, and Lesser-
Known Heroes. Our hope is that these new cards, 
which include 3D cards, motion cards, and more, 
will continue to spark curiosity about Scripture 
and encourage meaningful Bible conversations in 
homes and congregations.

Our prayer is simple: that Discovery Bible Cards 
will help children love God’s Word, hide it in their 
hearts (Psalm 119:11), and give parents another 
practical way to teach His truth diligently each day 
(Deuteronomy 6:6-7).

Eric Lyons
Executive Director
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