PART C
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1SUGGESTED ANSWERS TO EXERCISES

EXERCISE 1 
To be an informed citizen, you regularly read your local newspaper. Are you typically aware of the hermeneutical process you utilize to understand the articles? Why, or why not? Suppose you were to read Abraham Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, written in 1863. Are you likely to be more aware or less aware of your hermeneutical process? Consider the same question with regard to your reading of Shakespeare’s Macbeth. Describe the additional barriers to understanding that exist for you when you read the Emancipation Proclamation and Macbeth that do not exist when you read today’s newspaper.
The distance between the informed citizen and the local newspaper is minimal. The reader lives in the same historical context and speaks the same language as the author. Therefore, the hermeneutical process occurs quite naturally and requires little overt reflection. 
The Emancipation Proclamation, while still written in English, may use vocabulary and grammar that, while very natural in 1863, is unclear to today’s reader. Such linguistic distance may require the use of a dictionary or other resource. Additionally, the cultural context and historical circumstances of 1863 are very different from those of today. Research into the American debate about slavery in the mid-nineteenth century would be necessary for the readers who have not been faced with similar issues during their lifetime. All these steps require the reader to have a greater awareness of what questions must be answered to reach an understanding of a text.


The linguistic gap between twenty-first-century and Elizabethan English is even greater. Numerous words and grammatical constructions would result in no immediate understanding for the contemporary reader. The cultural and philosophical time frame of Shakespeare himself is reflected in the text. Furthermore, the setting of Macbeth in medieval Scotland adds additional historical, cultural, and philosophical details that are foreign to today’s readers and require greater hermeneutical awareness.
EXERCISE 2 
The Naphtunkian’s Dilemma


Situation: You once wrote a letter to a close friend. En route to its destination, the postal service lost your message, and it remained lost for the next two thousand years, amid nuclear wars and other historical transitions. One day it was discovered and reclaimed. Three poets from the contemporary Naphtunkian society each translated your letter and unfortunately arrived at three different meanings. “What this means to me,” said Tunky I, “is . . .” “I disagree,” said Tunky II. “What this means to me is . . .” “You are both wrong,” claimed Tunky III. “My interpretation is the correct one.”

Resolution: As a dispassionate observer viewing the controversy from your celestial (we hope) perspective, what advice would you give the Tunkies to resolve their differences? We will assume that you are a fairly articulate writer.


a. Is it possible that your letter actually has more than one valid meaning? If your answer is “yes,” go to (b). If “no,” go to (c).


b. If your letter can have a variety of meanings, is there any limit on their number? If there is a limit, what criteria would you propose to differentiate between valid and invalid meanings?


c. If your letter has only one valid meaning, what criteria would you use to discern whether Tunky I, II, or III has the best interpretation? 

If you conclude that Tunky II’s interpretation is superior, how would you justify this to Tunkies I and III?

Refer to E. D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation for a thorough discussion of this question.

Incorporate the following additional discussion points from E.D. Hirsch:


A) 
If we say that the meaning of a text is what it means to the interpreter, this results in saying Scripture could have as many possible meanings as it does readers.


B) 
If we say that’s impossible, then we must come up with some criterion for differentiating a valid from an invalid interpretation.


C) 
The only normatively compelling criterion that has ever been developed is the principle that the meaning (correct interpretation) of a message is the author’s intended meaning.


D) 
If we say that the meaning of a text is what it means to the reader, then we have no basis for saying that our understandings of the biblical text are more valid than those of the cults.


E) 
The only way that we can make a distinction between orthodox and heretical interpretations of the Bible is to say that the meaning of a text is what the author, not the reader, meant it to mean, and that there are objective ways of accurately identifying what the author’s intended meaning was.


F) 
This idea is one we take for granted each day when we communicate with other people: we all assume that people can correctly interpret or can misinterpret what we mean. If someone says that we meant something different than what we actually meant, we usually strenuously object.

G) The rules of hermeneutics (properly interpreting what someone else means), are rules that we unconsciously apply every day to understand one another. Hermeneutics as a field of study simply tries to make explicit the rules we are already using whenever we listen to someone else and try to understand what they mean.
EXERCISE 3

While at a Bible study, you come across a word in the text whose meaning is unclear. One participant suggests, “We should look up the word and also find other places where it occurs in the Bible. That will help us to determine what the most likely meaning is.” Another participant replies, “That sounds so academic! I don’t know why we need to go through all those steps when we can pray and ask the Holy Spirit.” How would you respond?

Serious academic inquiry and an appeal to the illumination by the Holy Spirit are not incompatible. The Holy Spirit inspired the writers of Scripture and continues to illumine readers of that same Scripture. Nonetheless, the words of Scripture are written in human language and reflect natural communication. Just as the original biblical authors, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, selected words that best expressed their message, today’s readers should pray that the Spirit might help them to accurately determine what the word was meant to communicate. The means that the Spirit uses to that end may include the study of the word in various contexts, since words have a limited range of meaning that can be discerned by looking in a dictionary/lexicon or by examining other places where the word is used, as the first participant suggests. Once the range of meaning is clear, the actual meaning in any given usage must be discerned from the context in which it is used. 
EXERCISE 4 
Several New Testament scholars claim that Jesus and the New Testament writers borrowed both legitimate and illegitimate hermeneutical methods from their contemporaries.

a. 
How would you define an illegitimate hermeneutical method?


b. 
Do you agree that Jesus and the New Testament writers borrowed illegitimate hermeneutical methods from their contemporaries? Why, or why not?


c. 
How do your conclusions relate to the doctrine of inspiration?


d. 
How do your conclusions relate to your Christology? 


A legitimate hermeneutical method is any method that interprets a passage in the way it was intended by the author and expected by his or her audience.


An illegitimate hermeneutical method is one in which the interpreter uses an interpretive method that results in an interpretation other than that which the author intended.


Regarding b, c, and d, we take the position in this book that Jesus and the New Testament writers did not borrow illegitimate methods from their contemporaries for the following reasons:


1) If the Holy Spirit inspired the NT writers to illegitimately interpret what God had said previously in the OT, this has serious repercussions for our belief in the trustworthiness of the third person of the Godhead.


2) Likewise, if Jesus illegitimately interpreted the meaning of what his Father had spoken in the OT, this raises serious questions about the truthfulness of his statements that he is one with the Father and that he does not speak on his own, but only what the Father gives him. If Christ either knowingly or unwittingly misrepresented the truth and spoke that which was false, he could not serve as our sinless Savior.


3) Therefore, alleging that Christ and the NT writers used illegitimate hermeneutical methods raises serious questions about other biblically established doctrines such as the inspiration of Scripture and the deity, total trustworthiness, and sinlessness of Christ.
EXERCISE 5 
Proverbs 22:28 commands: “Do not move an ancient boundary stone set up by your forefathers.” Which of the following sentences best conveys the true intent and meaning of this verse in its context?

a. Do not make changes from the way we have always done things.

b. Do not steal.

c. Do not remove the guideposts that direct travelers from town to town.

d. None of the above.

e. All of the above.
The correct answer is b, and an explanation is given in the text.

EXERCISE 6

Hebrews 4:12 affirms: “For the word of God is living and active. Sharper than any double-edged sword, it penetrates even to dividing soul and spirit, joints and marrow; it judges the thoughts and attitudes of the heart.” Does this verse


a. Teach that man is trichotomous, since it speaks of a body, soul, and spirit?


b. Teach that the truth contained in God’s Word is dynamic and changing rather than dead and static?


c. Give a warning to professing believers?


d. Encourage Christians to use the Word of God aggressively in their witnessing and counseling?


e. None of the above.
Teaching suggestion: Get ideas from class and let them discuss the reasons why they chose the alternative they did.


The correct answer is c. “The Word of God is living and active, sharper than any two-edged sword” is primarily a warning to professing believers.


General historical-cultural and contextual analysis: Hebrews was written to second generation Christians who were undergoing serious persecution. Chapters 10 and 12 indicate that while the situation had not reached the point of martyrdom, it had become severe.


Scope of the book: Hebrews was addressed to Jewish believers who had made a profession of faith but were in danger of lapsing back into Judaism. The purpose of the book is to exhort them to hold fast to their faith in Christ.


Immediate context: A warning against missing Christ’s rest even as the OT believers had missed Canaan’s rest through unbelief. (Read vv. 1–2, 6–7, 11–13 to show the flow of the immediate argument.)


God’s Word is “living and active”: the meaning of this phrase is explained by the surrounding verses—discerning between those who will be disobedient and those who will obey the call of the Gospel.


Therefore, Hebrews 4:12 is primarily a warning to those who professed belief in Christ, a warning that the Word of God would accurately divide between those who were true believers and those who were only professing belief. The passage is not intended to be used as a proof-text in the debate between dichotomous and trichotomous views of man, for the point the author is making is that the Word will penetrate to the innermost areas of man’s personality to reveal his true motives and intentions.


Principle violated by other options: Look at the immediate context to understand who was being spoken to and what specific topic was being spoken about.
EXERCISE 7
Do you see a relationship between the Jewish hermeneutical fallacy of letterism and interpretation that fails to distinguish between teaching focus and incidental detail? If you do, describe the nature of this similarity.

(Letterism: an undue focus on the letters from which the words of Scripture were composed [p. 45].)

Yes, there is, for both take details of the text and give them meaning that the author never intended. Letterism does this by ascribing meaning to the individual letters and the shapes of letters, even when there is no indication that the author intended for the individual letters or shapes of letters to have meaning.


An interpretation that fails to distinguish between the teaching focus and incidental details of a text does something similar. The author intended to make one or more points through his teaching focus. To take details that the author did not intend to use as part of his teaching, and to give them teaching status that the author did not intend them to have, is to add to authorial intent in a manner similar to the way letterism does. 

Both are a form of eisegesis (reading our meaning into the text), rather than reading the author’s meaning out of the text.

EXERCISE 8
Among Christian counselors, there are differences of opinion regarding the meaning and usefulness of dreams in counseling. Ecclesiastes 5:7 says that “much dreaming and many words are meaningless.” Use your knowledge of hermeneutics to discern as accurately as you can the meaning of this verse and then discuss the implications of the meaning of that verse for your use of dreams in counseling.

“When dreams increase, empty words grow many.” Dreams are used in psychotherapy by various kinds of therapists—Freudians, Jungians, Gestaltists, experiential psychologists, and so on. Does Ecclesiastes 5:7 teach that counselors should not use dreams in psychotherapy?



Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: (adapted from the NIV Study Bible, in loco. and from an article by J. Stafford Wright on the book of Ecclesiastes found in Classical Evangelical Essays in Old Testament Interpretation, edited by Walter C. Kaiser.)

With his life largely behind him, the author takes stock of the world as he has experienced it. From the perspective of his own understanding, the Teacher takes measure of man, examining his capabilities. He discovers that human wisdom, even that of the religious person, has limits. Human wisdom cannot find out the larger purposes of God or the ultimate meaning of man’s existence.


As the author looks about at the human enterprise, he sees man in mad pursuit of one thing and then another—laboring as if he could master the world, lay bare its secrets, change its fundamental structures, break through the bounds of human limitations and master his own destiny. He sees man vainly pursuing hopes and expectations that in reality are “meaningless, a chasing after the wind.”

He looks at:



● the meaninglessness of man’s efforts on earth apart from God,



● the profitlessness of working to accumulate things to achieve happiness,



● the meaninglessness of using human wisdom to try to find the meaning of life,



● the ultimate meaninglessness of sensual pleasure,



● the fact that even death does not supply the key to understanding life itself.


All life is vanity in the sense that it is unable to give us the key to itself. The book is a record of the Teacher’s search to find the key to understanding the meaning of life. But he finds that life does not supply the key to understanding the meaning of human existence. Only God possesses the key to understanding life. Therefore we must trust the One who holds the key. “Fear God, and keep his commandments, for this is the whole duty of man.”

We are to bring the totality of our lives into subjection to his will. We are to recognize that there is nothing better than to trustingly enjoy the food, drink and work he has provided for us, thanking him for them, and trusting him when problems arise that we cannot understand.


Contextual analysis: Chapter 5:1–7 is discussing the meaninglessness of careless or superficial religion, as reflected in making careless vows. The writer is speaking of the folly of those who spend their time in idle talk, unconcerned with their responsibilities toward God. 



● they come to the house of the Lord without proper reverence (v. 1): 

● they make statements before God without careful thought beforehand (v. 2): 

● they make vows and do not carry them out (vv. 4–6): 

● they spend their time talking about idle dreams (v. 7).

(Students are not expected to do a lexical-syntactical analysis at this point. If some of them do, the following points can be made):


1) The Hebrew word halom usually means either an ordinary night dream (as it probably does in verse 3) or a revelatory dream, either one that is genuine or one that alleges to be so (Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 1:290).


2) In light of the immediate context of verse 7, it is likely referring to idle daydreams of those who are carelessly religious and who come to God without a proper reverence for who he is (v. 7b).


Whether the reference is to idle daydreams or to idle talking about nocturnal dreams, the answer to the exercise is the same. No implications should be drawn from this verse regarding the use of dreams in therapeutic work. In context this verse isn’t trying to address the use of dreams as part of therapeutic exploration. The verse should not be used to affirm or discourage the use of dreams in counseling. 

EXERCISE 9
A Christian author, discussing the way to discover God’s will for one’s life, made the point that inner peace was an important indicator. The sole verse he used to anchor his argument was Colossians 3:15 (“Let the peace of Christ rule in your hearts”). Would you agree with his use of this verse to make this point? Why, or why not?


Discussions of God’s will often center around two concepts: God’s general will—his general moral commands that apply to all believers, e.g., “Marry only a believer,” and God’s specific will—what God wants a specific believer to do in a specific situation, e.g., “Should Julie marry Jim, Tom or Russ if all three are available and are believers?”

Does this verse substantiate the idea that intrapersonal peace (peace inside ourselves) is one way of discerning God’s specific will?


Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: It appears that Paul wrote the letter to the church at Colossae to combat a heresy that had several diverse parts. Although Paul does not spell out the exact nature of this heresy, it may be deduced from the points he makes in his letter.


The first two chapters of the letter deal refute the theological errors found in this heresy: the third and fourth chapters (where our verse under consideration is found) deal with practical guidelines for living the Christian life.


1) Read verses 12–15.


2) The context is talking about interpersonal peace (peace between people), not about intrapersonal peace (peace inside ourselves).


3) Furthermore, the author is not talking about how to find God’s specific will for your life. He is talking about interpersonal peace as part of God’s general will for all Christians (we should try to live peacefully with one another).


4) Therefore it would be invalid to say that this verse teaches that one way to find God’s specific will for your life is whether or not you feel peace about your decision, since Paul is not talking about finding God’s specific will for your life in this passage, nor is he talking about intrapersonal peace. 
 
5) Hermeneutical principle violated: Study how the passage under consideration fits into the flow of the author’s argument.

EXERCISE 10

You are discussing with a person the need for a personal relationship with Jesus Christ as the only means of salvation. He claims that living a moral life is what God expects of us and shows you Micah 6:8 to validate this point: 



He has showed you, O man, what is good.




And what does the Lord require of you?



To act justly and to love mercy,



and to walk humbly with your God.

Will you argue that this verse is consistent with your point of view, and if so, how will you do it? If you take the point of view that in the Old Testament salvation was by works (as this verse seems to suggest), how will you reconcile this with Paul’s statement in Galatians 2:16 that “by observing the law no one will be justified”?


Does Micah 6:8 indicate that salvation was or is by works rather than by grace through Christ Jesus? (Bertrand Russell, before he became an atheist, believed this was a proper interpretation of this verse.)


This interpretation overlooks the theological context. The passage is not spoken to unbelievers to tell them the way of salvation. It is spoken to the children of Israel, who by their sacrifices and worship were regularly professing contrition for their sins and asking for God’s forgiveness.


However, though they were going through the proper external religious motions, many of them were living very immoral lives. There was much idolatry, prostitution, and extortion (1:5–7, 2:1–2, all of chap. 3, etc.).


What Micah was saying in 6:8 was not that human contrition and divine grace weren’t important as the basis for salvation, but that what God wanted from these professing believers in Israel at this point in time was a lifestyle that was consistent with their religious profession.


What NT book has a similar message?  (James)



Hermeneutical principle violated: Identify the person or category of persons for whom the passage is intended. In this case it is not a message to unbelievers on how to be saved, but an exhortation to professing believers to live moral lives as evidence that they are God’s children.

EXERCISE 11 
 A popular Christian counselor, talking about some people’s inclination to say yes when they mean no and then to explode in anger because of all the pent-up frustration, said:
Always being Mr. Nice-Guy and then turning your real feelings into stomach acid is self-defeating. You may get what you want—for the moment—by lathering others, but you don’t like yourself for it.




Consider putting out what you’re feeling in simple honesty. As Jesus put it, “Let your yes be a clear yes, and your no, no.” Anything else spells trouble.

Do you agree with this author’s use of Scripture (paraphrase of Matt. 5:33–37) to make this point? Why, or why not?


(In Matt. 5:36–37 is Jesus teaching that we should be assertive in expressing our feelings, as this noted Bible teacher and Christian counselor suggests?)
Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: In this section of the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus is setting up a series of antitheses between the external ritualistic righteousness that the Pharisees of that time were practicing in order to impress men, and true righteous living that proceeds from a proper interpretation of the OT. He states that “unless your righteousness surpasses that of the Pharisees and the teachers of the law, you will certainly not enter the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 5:20).


One area in which this was occurring was oath-keeping. The scribes and Pharisees had become involved in all sorts of casuistry (clever, petty legal distinctions that were used to determine whether one’s oath was binding or not). For example, if one swore by the temple, his oath was not binding. If he swore by the gold in the temple, he was bound to keep the oath. If he swore by the altar he was not bound to keep his oath, but if he swore by the offering that was on the altar, he was bound to keep it (Matt. 23:16–26).


Swearing by heaven or by earth was not binding, nor was swearing by Jerusalem, though swearing toward Jerusalem was. An entire mishnaic tract was written on the subject (M Shebuouth), and other rabbinic references indicate that this practice was widespread (see Expositor’s Bible Commentary, 8:153–54).


Jesus is condemning this casuistic approach to oath-keeping, and commanding his followers to practice thorough and consistent honesty in all of their dealings. In context he is saying: “Don’t make false oaths. Let your word be a simple yes or no, and stick by it.” He is not, even by the greatest stretch of our exegetical imaginations, stating that we should express our thoughts and feelings assertively. He is speaking against dishonesty, not about assertiveness.


This doesn’t mean we shouldn’t communicate our feelings assertively in certain situations (e.g., Matt. 18:15–16), but that we shouldn’t use the words of Jesus in Matthew 5 as the basis for this, since Jesus wasn’t talking about that subject in Matthew 5.

Hermeneutical principle violated: Understand the cultural circumstances that add meaning to given actions or commands. 

EXERCISE 12 
A Christian man lost his job due to company downsizing. He and his wife interpreted Romans 8:28 (“All things work together for good,” NRSV) to mean that he lost his job so that God might give him a better-paying one. Consequently he turned down several lower- or equal-paying job opportunities and remained on unemployment for over two years before returning to work. Do you agree with his way of interpreting this verse? Why, or why not?


There are two common misinterpretations of this verse. One is based on the King James Version translation, which says, “All things work together for good to those who love God.” This almost seems to be teaching a kind of optimistic pantheism—that there is some sort of force or principle working all things out for good. To be preferred (on both textual and theological grounds) is the NIV translation: “And we know that in all things God works for the good of those who love him.” This teaches not that all things work together for good by themselves (for we know of situations that cause people to become bitter, etc.), but that God is lovingly involved in all the situations of our lives, helping us to reap good even from the tragedies and unfair situations that come our way.


The second common misinterpretation of this verse centers around the meaning of “good.” This Christian, as many others before him, interpreted “good” from his human perspective to mean pleasure, absence of pain, higher salary, and so on. “Bad,” in this perspective, would mean pain, lower salary, lack of pleasure, and so on. However, Paul goes on to describe what he means by good in the following verse. God works in every situation so that every circumstance helps us grow into more Christlikeness (v. 29). 

Thus sometimes “good” situations (from a human perspective) may actually be bad for us because they lessen our sense of dependence upon God and our desire to become more like Christ.


On the other hand, “bad” situations (from a human perspective) may actually be “good” from God’s perspective because these are the times in which our spiritual growth is greatest (this is almost universally affirmed by believers).

Hermeneutical principle violated: Do contextual analysis to find out the authors’ definition. The believer mentioned in the exercise defined “good” from his own perspective rather than understanding the authors’ (God and Paul’s) intended meaning.

EXERCISE 13 
Hebrews 10:26–27 states: “If we deliberately keep on sinning after we have received the knowledge of the truth, no sacrifice for sins is left, but only a fearful expectation of judgment and of raging fire that will consume the enemies of God.” A person comes to you extremely depressed. A week ago she deliberately stole some merchandise from a local store, and now on the basis of the above verses she believes that there is no possibility of repentance and forgiveness. How would you counsel her?

If believers who deliberately sin have no possibility of repentance and forgiveness, heaven will be missing many biblical characters about whom we have read. Abraham deliberately lied, not just once, but twice about Sarah being his sister. Moses struck the rock and criticized the faithless Israelites in deliberate disobedience to God’s command. David deliberately sinned by adultery with Bathsheba and by having Uriah murdered. Peter deliberately denied Christ, not just once, but three times.


If there is no possibility of repentance and forgiveness for believers who deliberately sin, most of us have no hope of heaven. Which of us, when we’re truly honest, have not deliberately sinned one or more times since our conversion?


However, a study of the context shows that the author of Hebrews is not talking about all types of sin when he states that “If we sin deliberately after receiving a knowledge of the truth, there remains no sacrifice for sins.”  Hebrews is an exhortation to Jewish believers who were undergoing severe persecution not to fall back into Judaism and try to be saved by keeping the Law. The immediate context (read vv. 19–39) strongly suggests that the specific sin to which the author is referring is the sin of professing salvation through the shed blood of Christ, and then repudiating that profession. This is a fatal spiritual error because, as Paul says in Galatians 3:11, “No man is justified before God by [keeping] the Law.”

Thus the author is not saying that if we deliberately sin after receiving salvation we cannot receive forgiveness. What he is saying is that if we profess to receive Christ and salvation through grace, but then deliberately renounce Christ and return to salvation by works, there remains no sacrifice for that sin. For other sins, we have the teaching of 1 John 1:8–9 that though we all sin, God promises forgiveness as we confess our faults.


Hermeneutical principle violated: Look at the context of the whole book of Hebrews as well as the immediate context to understand what sin will not be forgiven.

EXERCISE 14 
A favorite verse used in Christmas carols and some sympathy cards is Isaiah 26:3 (“You will keep him in perfect peace, whose mind is stayed on You,” NKJV). Are these valid uses of this Scripture? 


Historical and contextual analysis: (Note: The following discussion interprets this passage from a premillennial perspective.) Isaiah probably wrote this section of his book around 700 BC, during a time when Assyria was expanding and Israel was declining. Isaiah prophesies that Israel will be judged by God for breaking her covenant, but then prophesies that God will also bring judgment against the neighboring nations that have surrounded and sometimes oppressed Israel (chaps. 13–23).


In chapter 24 Isaiah begins an apocalyptic section that looks forward to the end times, when God will bring universal judgment on the whole world for universal sin, and will bring blessing onto the nation of Israel (see NIV Study Bible text notes in loco).


Isaiah 24 describes God’s judgment on the earth during the tribulation (read vv. 1–6, 21–22). Verse 23 and chapter 25 describe the setting up of the millennial kingdom (read 24:23, 25:1–3, 6–9). Note the several elements in chapters 24 and 25 indicating that this is a prophecy related to the end times and to the setting up of God’s millennial kingdom over the whole world and not just to Israel’s conquest of their immediate neighbors during Isaiah’s time.


Isaiah 26 begins a song that shall be sung in Jerusalem during the millennial reign of Christ. Part of that song is “You will keep him in perfect peace whose mind is steadfast, because he trusts in you.” The word peace here, shalom, includes the concepts of absence of strife, peace, but also the concepts of completeness, fulfillment, wholeness, and harmony. It is the result of God’s activity in his covenant and has its source in God (Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 2:930–31). Thus the children of Israel during the millennium will be able to feel a strong sense of peace and fulfillment because they know their security rests in God and in his covenant faithfulness to them. This is the basis for their song.



Therefore we are wresting this verse from its context when we apply it to Christians today rather than recognizing that it refers to a song that will be sung during the millennial reign of Christ in Jerusalem. Next time you’re tempted to send a Christmas card or sympathy card with Isaiah 26:3 on it, remember—that will be a great card to send to your Jewish friends during the millennium, but until then, it just doesn’t apply (validly).


Hermeneutical principle violated: Identify the person or category of persons for whom the passage is intended. Verses that do apply legitimately to New Testament believers today: Philippians 4:6–7, 19; Matthew 6:25–34.

EXERCISE 15: 
A woman comes to you at the request of her husband. She says she has had a vision that instructed her to leave her husband and family and go to Bulgaria as a missionary. Her husband has tried to reason with her that this vision must have some explanation other than being sent from God since (1) her children and husband need her, (2) God has not given the rest of the family a similar call, (3) she has no financial support, and (4) the mission boards to whom she has applied have not accepted her. Her continuing response to all this is to quote Proverbs 3:5–6 (“Trust in the Lord with all your heart and lean not on your own understanding; in all your ways acknowledge him, and he will make your paths straight”). How would you counsel her, particularly regarding this verse, since it seems to be a mainstay of her belief?

You first must discern whether this woman is suffering from a psychosis or is on the verge of a psychotic breakdown. If she is, and her belief is part of a delusional system, arguing with her about the hermeneutics of her position is unlikely to be helpful. In such an instance the best approach is not to frontally assault her delusion, since doing so will break any rapport that you have with her. Listen to her plans, and then gradually move into a discussion of some of the negative physical symptoms that are likely to accompany a psychosis, such as sleeplessness, constant anxiety, and so on. Encourage her to see a doctor for appropriate medication to help her sleep better, and assure her that after she is more rested you will be glad to talk with her further about her desire for ministry. If this is a delusion coming from a psychosis or borderline psychotic state, then with appropriate antipsychotic medication the delusion will gradually fade away.


If she is not psychotic, if her position has resulted in a power struggle with her husband, avoid getting hooked into that power struggle, for then you will be discussing not the proper interpretation of Proverbs 3:5–6, but rather who will win the power struggle. It may be helpful to have one or more individual counseling sessions with her, using empathy statements to help this person know that you care about her and that you understand her position. Seek to understand how she came to this interpretation of these verses, and why this interpretation is important to her. After you have gained her trust and built rapport, you will have a better opportunity to help her look at the hermeneutics of the passage.


The principal message of this and the surrounding chapters are the benefits of embracing wisdom. Foundational to embracing wisdom is the recognition that God’s principles are to be the basis for living: turning away from God’s principles and thinking we can find happiness and prosperity outside of God’s guidelines is foolishness, and any happiness and prosperity gained thereby will be temporary.


“Trust in the Lord with all your heart and lean not on your own understanding” is not an antithesis between faith and the Christian’s use of reason, as some people have interpreted it when trying to embark on an unreasonable venture. It is not FAITH VERSUS REASON, but REASON GUIDED BY FAITH (GOD’S WORD) VERSUS HUMAN REASON ACTING AS IF IT COULD BE IT’S OWN GUIDE. (Cf. Luther’s distinction between the magisterial and ministerial uses of reason. The magisterial use of reason means I set my reason up as a judge of what is truth and what I am to do, whereas the ministerial use of reason means that I use my reasoning powers to study God’s Word and let his Word tell me what to do.)


Here in Proverbs 3:5–6 the antithesis is between a person who uses his reason to study God’s Word and guides his life by it, on the one hand, and the person who uses his reason to run his life without considering God’s Word, on the other. Understood within its context, this passage means: “Carefully study God’s Word with all your reasoning ability, and guide your way by it. Don’t lean on your own reasoning ability, apart from God’s Word, for your decision making.”

Sometimes we feel a personal inclination to minister to a certain group of people, and we interpret this as God telling us to do so. One way to discern whether this is truly from the Lord or from our own subconscious mind is to ask the questions:


1) Would fulfilling this cause me to violate any other commands in Scripture? 


2) Has God confirmed that this is his leading by affirming this direction in my life through others whom I am related to and spiritually accountable to?


With regard to the first question, leaving for Bulgaria on her own would mean forsaking her responsibility to nurture her children for the Lord, and failing to be submissive to the spiritual leadership of her husband. With regard to the second question, it would seem appropriate for her to spend time in prayer over the next several months, asking that if this burden is from the Lord, he will confirm this in the minds of her family, her church leaders, and an appropriate mission agency. She should also ask that, if this burden derives instead from her own mind rather than from the Lord’s leading, this may become clear to her during this same time period.

EXERCISE 16

You have just finished telling someone that you do not agree with the oracular use of Scripture (consulting the Bible by opening it and applying the first words one reads as God’s instructions to him), because it generally interprets words without regard to their Historical-Cultural and Contextual Analysis context. This person argues that God has often used just this method to bring him comfort and guidance. How would you reply?


There is at least a three-point response that can be made to this question:

1) God sometimes helps believers understand a passage in its context even if they are not consciously trying to do so, for example, Psalm 23, John 10.

2) People often feel a sense of relief whenever they get closure on a problem, that is, when they find some way of making sense of the problem or question they are facing. This sense of relief comes from their perception that they have an answer, regardless of the validity of their answer.


An extreme example of this is “psychotic insight,” where someone who is clearly psychotic (out of touch with reality) feels a sense of relief because he or she believes they finally understand why they have been feeling upset (e.g., the CIA was after them and they didn’t realize it). The person feels relief even though the “closure” is clearly incorrect.


Christians who are going through a difficult time sometimes open the Bible and interpret the first words they read as God’s answer to them. They may feel a sense of relief at finally having a sense of direction about how to proceed and may interpret this sense of relief as “God’s peace.” The reality is that what they have interpreted as God’s peace following their oracular use of Scripture may not actually be God’s peace at all: it may be the psychological relief of having closure on their problem of not knowing how to proceed.

3) God tells us that we are to “study to show ourselves approved, a workman that does not need to be ashamed, rightly handling the word of truth” (2 Tim. 2:15). We are not to haphazardly handle the word of truth, as the oracular method does, but to carefully handle the Word.

EXERCISE 17
Judges 6:36–40 describes Gideon’s response when God calls him to lead Israel in battle. Gideon twice requests a sign from God to prove that God will fulfill his promise to save Israel through Gideon. Gideon lays out a fleece overnight and in the morning finds it wet although the ground around it is dry. He requests a confirmation, and this time the fleece is dry when the ground around it is wet. Does this text teach that those who doubt God should request a sign from him? Does it teach that God will honor requests for a sign? Why, or why not?

This text does not teach that those who doubt God should request a sign from him. The text is a narrative that describes (rather than prescribes) a particular course of action. That is, it details what Gideon did do but not necessarily what he should have done. Likewise, it records how God condescended to Gideon’s request, but it does not bind God to such a response from everyone who tests him. 
EXERCISE 18 
In a discussion about vegetarianism, a college student cites Romans 14:2–3, where she read, “One man’s faith allows him to eat everything, but another man, whose faith is weak, eats only vegetables. The man who eats everything must not look down on him who does not, and the man who does not eat everything must not condemn the man who does, for God has accepted him.” On the basis of these verses she has determined that God allows Christians to be either vegetarians or meat eaters but that those who are vegetarians have weaker faith. Would you agree with this use of Romans 14? Why, or why not?
I would not agree with this use of Romans 14 because it fails to consider the historical-cultural context of the passage. Although the student’s conclusion probably reflects God’s acceptance of either stance, Paul intended no such comment on God’s preference for vegetarians or meat eaters, and his words in Romans 14:2–3 cannot be used to support this position. 
Eerdmans Handbook to the Bible records that “there was the problem that meat sold in the market had been sacrificed to pagan gods; and there were also the Jewish food laws about ‘clean’ and ‘unclean’ animals and the method of slaughter” (587–88). In first-century Rome, meat is not readily available. Any meat purchased in the market could have been used in a pagan ritual or not been prepared according to Jewish law. Knowing this historical background, Paul’s argument becomes clearer. He is not contrasting vegetarianism (as an ethical or theological position) with a carnivorous diet because of any views about animals or health or the like. He is contrasting eating meat that had been sacrificed to idols with refraining from eating meat that had been sacrificed to idols—hence eating only vegetables. He is contrasting eating meat that had not been prepared according to the Jewish laws with refraining from eating such meat—hence eating only vegetables. Here in Romans (and also in 1 Cor. 8) Paul is addressing issues with regards to which some of the early believers, including Paul himself, understood that idols were not real gods anyways and that rituals to them were in fact meaningless. Therefore, meat from the markets that had come from the pagan temples caused no ethical problem and could be eaten with a clear conscience. 

Nonetheless, Paul did want to make allowances for those whose consciences were so sensitive (weak) that they could not stop thinking of such meat as unclean and that they were offended by fellow Christians who were partaking of such meat. He could have in mind those who had come to Christ from thoroughly pagan backgrounds and simply could not separate the idea of eating the meat from the context of their former life and activities in pagan worship. Or he could have in mind those who, because of a strong background of obedience to the Mosaic Law, could not help but have their stomachs turn when they saw this meat. Paul suggests that where one’s valid religious liberties—eating meat that had been sacrificed to idols—cause another believer to stumble in his faith, one should refrain from exercising those liberties in the presence of the offended believer.
Thus Romans 14 is not a passage that reveals God’s attitude toward either meat eaters or vegetarians today. It is a text that reveals how believers should be willing to sacrifice their own freedoms—on issues that aren’t moral or ethical issues—for the sake of a brother or sister.

EXERCISE 19
The NIV identifies seven paragraphs in Genesis 17 while the NRSV identifies four. Access a version of Genesis 17 with no paragraph breaks. Read this passage carefully and consider where natural divisions fall. Now indicate where you would divide this passage into paragraphs and explain why you split the text where you did.

The following option splits the text into seven paragraphs on the basis of different topics. Paragraph 1 serves as an introduction and connects the themes of obedience, covenant confirmation, and promise. Paragraph 2 highlights the general promise of descendents and land that God makes to Abraham. In paragraph 3, circumcision is revealed as the sign of the covenant. Paragraph 4 details the promised son to be borne by Sarah. Paragraph 5 declares that Ishmael is not the son of the covenant. Paragraph 6 confirms that even though Ishmael is not the chosen son, God will not forget him. (One could alternatively place paragraphs 4–6 into one combined paragraph addressing the topic of Abraham’s children. A second alternative would keep paragraph 4 separate [with the topic of Isaac] but combine paragraphs 5 and 6 [with the topic of Ishmael].) Finally, paragraph 7 records Abraham’s obedience to all that God said.

Genesis 17

Paragraph 1: 1 When Abram was ninety-nine years old, the Lord appeared to him and said, “I am God Almighty; walk before me and be blameless. 2 I will confirm my covenant between me and you and will greatly increase your numbers.

Paragraph 2: 3 Abram fell facedown, and God said to him, 4 “As for me, this is my covenant with you: You will be the father of many nations. 5 No longer will you be called Abram; your name will be Abraham, for I have made you a father of many nations. 6 I will make you very fruitful; I will make nations of you, and kings will come from you. 7 I will establish my covenant as an everlasting covenant between me and you and your descendants after you for the generations to come, to be your God and the God of your descendants after you. 8 The whole land of Canaan, where you are now an alien, I will give as an everlasting possession to you and your descendants after you; and I will be their God.”
Paragraph 3: 9 Then God said to Abraham, “As for you, you must keep my covenant, you and your descendants after you for generations to come. 10 This is my covenant with you and your descendants after you, the covenant you are to keep: Every male among you shall be circumcised. 11 You are to undergo circumcision, and it will be the sign of the covenant between me and you. 12 For the generations to come every male among you who is eight days old must be circumcised, including those born in your household or bought with money from a foreigner – those who are not your offspring. 13 Whether born in your household or bought with your money, they must be circumcised. My covenant in your flesh is to be an everlasting covenant. 14 Any uncircumcised male, who has not been circumcised in the flesh, will be cut off from his people; he has broken my covenant.”
Paragraph 4: 15 God also said to Abraham, “As for Sarai you wife, you are no longer to call her Sarai; her name will be Sarah. 16 I will bless her and will surely give you a son by her. I will bless her so that she will be the mother of nations; kings of peoples will come from her.”
Paragraph 5: 17 Abraham fell facedown; he laughed and said to himself, “Will a son be born to a man a hundred years old? Will Sarah bear a child at the age of ninety?” 18 And Abraham said to God, “If only Ishmael might live under your blessing!”
Paragraph 6: 19 Then God said, “Yes, but your wife Sarah will bear you a son, and you will call him Isaac. I will establish my covenant with him as an everlasting covenant for his descendants after him. 20 And as for Ishmael, I have heard you; I will surely bless him; I will make him fruitful and will greatly increase his numbers. He will be the father of twelve rulers, and I will make him into a great nation. 21 But my covenant I will establish with Isaac, whom Sarah will bear to you by this time next year.” 22 When he had finished speaking with Abraham, God went up from him.

Paragraph 7: 23 On that very day Abraham took his son Ishmael and all those born in his household or bought with his money, every male in his household, and circumcised them, as God told him. 24 Abraham was ninety-nine years old when he was circumcised, 25 and his son Ishmael was thirteen; 26 Abraham and his son Ishmael were both circumcised on that same day. 27 And every male in Abraham’s household, including those born in his household or bought from a foreigner, was circumcised with him.

EXERCISE 20 
This exercise is self-correcting.
EXERCISE 21 
A pastor preached a sermon using 1 Corinthians 11:29 as a precommunion text. He interpreted the phrase “not discerning the Lord’s body” (KJV) as a reference to Christ’s body, the church. His message from the text was that we are not to partake of communion when we have unresolved negative feelings toward a brother or sister, because to do so would be to eat and drink without “discerning the Lord’s body.” Is this a valid use of this text?
Read context (1 Cor. 11:17–34) and explain as you go along.



The Christians’ common meal or agape feast apparently followed the pattern of public sacred feasting among the Jews and Greeks. Following Greek custom, the food was brought together for all to share (cf. the modern church’s “potluck” or “bring-and-share” supper), with the rich bringing more and the poor less. As Paul described it, however, cliques were established and the food was divided inequitably. The rich took their “lion’s” share and became gluttons, and the poor remained hungry. So they were despising or bringing contempt on the church of God and humiliating the poor (Expositor’s Bible Commentary, 10:259).


The church at Corinth was composed of slaves and freemen. Those who were slaves would probably arrive later, after completing tasks assigned to them by their owners. Apparently those who arrived earlier were not waiting for those who arrived later, but would begin eating and often those who arrived late would go hungry (v. 22). This left those who arrived late in a humiliating position (v. 23). Some might even bring alcoholic beverages to this fellowship meal and become drunk (v. 22). The Corinthian Christians were beginning to make the Lord’s Supper into something like the heathen club suppers, but with even poorer manners and consideration for the poor.


Paul then goes on to contrast the solemnity and sacredness of the Lord’s Supper with what the Corinthians were doing (vv.23–26).

Verse 27: “Whoever eats and drinks unworthily.” This verse is frequently misunderstood when read without its context. We’re all unworthy in the sense that we can’t merit God’s gift of salvation or acceptance. Paul explains what he means by “unworthily” here both by the preceding sentences (vv. 20–23) and in the succeeding sentences (v. 29).


“Anyone who eats and drinks without recognizing the body of the Lord” could mean



a) without recognizing that the Lord’s Supper represents the Lord’s body and blood shed for us and therefore should be a solemn occurrence, unlike ordinary pagan suppers, or



b) without recognizing that the other members of the church represent the Lord’s body and therefore should be treated with much more respect than was the case at Corinth.


By failing to treat either the Lord’s Supper or the Lord’s people with proper respect, some of the Corinthians were bringing judgment on themselves (vv. 30–32). This is not about a reference to eternal judgment (otherwise there would be an article before the word krina), but to a temporal discipline such as that indicated in verses 30 through 32.


Whichever meaning is correct (a or b above), it is clear that this is not a command to not partake of communion when we have unresolved negative feelings toward a brother or sister. Even though this is a good idea, it is not the idea being taught here. 
EXERCISE 22 
A devout young Christian became actively involved in the charismatic movement. Within this movement he was exposed to several powerful speakers who taught that every Spirit-filled Christian should possess all the spiritual gifts (glossolalia, interpretation of tongues, prophecy, healing, etc.). He prayed earnestly that God would give him these gifts so that he might be a more effective Christian. Even after several months, however, he still had not received some of them and became angry and bitter toward God. Use your hermeneutical skills to analyze 1 Corinthians 12, and then outline the scriptural teachings of this passage that you would use in counseling this person.
  
Several points can be made from this chapter related to the above question:

1) Contextual analysis: This passage is intended by the author to give instruction on the use of spiritual gifts within the church, so it is valid to apply these teachings to a discussion of this person’s question.

 

a) 12:4–10 The Holy Spirit gives various gifts to various members for the edification of all.



b) 12:11 The Holy Spirit gives them to individuals as he determines, not on the basis of whether we would like to possess such and such a gift (see also v. 18).


c) 12:12–26 Because the gifts are distributed throughout the body, every member has significance and importance. No one can say to another, “I have no need of you.”

2) Lexical-syntactical analysis: When the Greek word me (pronounced “may”) is included in a question, it indicates that this is a rhetorical question expecting the answer no. Therefore the questions in verses 29–30 might better be translated: All are not apostles, are they? All are not prophets, are they? and so on as in the New American Standard Bible.


Therefore, this passage teaches that none of us have all the gifts; we are to function as a body in which we mutually sustain one another, and none of us is self-sufficient.

EXERCISE 23: 
Most people assume that the girl spoken of in Matthew 9:18–26 was dead, but others suggest that she was comatose rather than dead.
a. What lexical-syntactical factors would you consider as you attempt

to answer this question?

b. What factors suggest that she was dead? Evaluate the strength

of these factors.

c. What factors suggest that she was comatose rather than dead?

Evaluate the strength of these factors.

d. Do you think she was comatose or dead?


A) What specific factors would you consider in attempting to answer this question?



1) Parallel passages



2) The words “sleeping” and “dead”


3) The words “her spirit returned to her” 



4) The words “she shall be healed”

B) This is a good exercise for developing hermeneutical skills. It is probably best not to be dogmatic on either side. Whether Jesus raised her from a coma or from death, this event is still a miracle of healing and evidence of the Lord’s great compassion. I take the minority viewpoint that she was comatose rather than dead for the following hermeneutical reasons: 
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Arguments for Being Dead
	Arguments for Being Comatose

	The messengers said she was dead.
	Death versus deep coma was difficult to distinguish before modern times. Jesus said she wasn’t dead but only asleep.

	The metaphor for sleep was sometimes used for death.
	When sleep was used as a metaphor for death, koimao rather than katheudo was usually used.

	Jesus used sleep as a metaphor for death regarding Lazarus (John 11).
	When the disciples misunderstood Jesus’ metaphor for sleep in John 11, he corrected them and said Lazarus was dead. He said Lazarus is not sleeping, but is dead. Here he says, she’s not dead, but only sleeping.

	The messengers laughed at Jesus, knowing that she was dead (Luke 8:53).
	Knowing (oida) means “perceiving.” This is a phenomenological description how it appeared to humans) rather than a noumenological one (how it appeared to God).

	Her spirit returned, indicating that she must have been dead.
	Pneuma, translated “spirit,” can also mean breath. This could mean her breath returned, that is, she began breathing visibly again.

	When Jesus said, “She isn’t dead,” he could have meant, “She isn’t permanently dead.”
	Jesus didn’t say: “She’s temporarily dead, but I will raise her.” He said: “She isn’t dead.”

	Sodzo
	Sodzo can mean to heal physically or spiritually. When used of physical healing it always means either (1) to restore something that is diseased, or (2) to save someone from death. It is never used to mean bringing someone back from death.


EXERCISE 24: 
Much discussion by Christians on the topic of anger has been based on Ephesians 4:26 (“Be angry . . .” NASB). Analyze the meaning of this verse and discuss whether it supports the positive view of human anger normally drawn from it. 

Historical-cultural analysis: Paul probably wrote the book of Ephesians to several churches near Ephesus during his two-year imprisonment in Rome. The first half of the book is doctrinal in nature, affirming and describing God’s great redemptive plan. The second half deals with practical exhortations regarding how believers, called out from the world, are to conduct their lives. Ephesians 4 is found in this second section.


Contextual analysis: Paul is drawing a sharp contrast between how the gentiles live in sensual indulgence and spiritual darkness and how the Ephesian believers should live (vv. 17–21), telling the latter that they are to put off the old self and put on the new (vv. 22–24). Paul then describes several specific ways in which they can do this:

	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Old Nature
	New Nature

	Put away falsehood
	Let everyone speak truth (v.25)

	In your anger do not sin
	Do not let the sun go down while you are still angry, and do not give the devil a foothold (vv.26–27)

	Let the thief no longer steal
	He should be involved in honest, useful work (v.28)

	Don’t let unwholesome words come out of your mouths
	But only what is good for building others up spiritually (v.29)

	Don’t grieve the Holy Spirit
	With whom you were sealed until the day of redemption (v.30)

	Get rid of all bitterness, rage and anger, brawling and slander, along with every form of malice.
	Be kind and compassionate to one another, forgiving one another, just as in Christ God forgave you.



The context suggests very strongly that Paul was not condoning anger in 4:26 but saying that it, along with other manifestations of the old nature such as lying, stealing, evil-speaking, grieving the Holy Spirit, should no longer be part of the lifestyle of the believer. He reinforces this in verses 30–32, where he covers the entire spectrum of angry emotions and then says that all these emotions should be put away (see below).


Lexical-syntactical analysis: Paul commands the Ephesian believers to put away the following (v. 31):


thumos—the outburst of anger


orge—the settled emotion of anger


krauge—clamor, self-asserting anger that makes sure everyone hears the grievance (aimed at the grievance)


pikria—bitter feelings


blasphemia—slanderous, abusive speech (aimed at the person one is angry with)


pasa kakis—all other forms of evil, malice or bad feelings not included above.


It is because of the contextual analysis of the verses immediately surrounding verse 26 and verses 31–32 that the majority of expositors now agree that 4:26 should be translated as a permissive imperative (When you are angry do not sin) rather than a normal imperative (Be angry).


On the basis of both a contextual and a lexical-syntactical analysis, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that Paul in this context is saying that human anger is to be put away as part of the old nature. He did not intend this verse to be used as a justification for human anger, as some Bible commentators and some in the Christian psychology field have done.


Theological analysis: Ephesians 4:26 is often cross-referenced to Psalm 4:4. I believe this is a verbal parallel rather than a real parallel, that is, the words used are similar, but the context indicates that a different topic is being discussed. In Ephesians 4, as we have seen, Paul is talking about putting off human anger as part of putting off our old nature. In Psalm 4 the psalmist is urging believers not to become upset because some are turning away from God to worship idols (v. 2). They should rest in their faith in the true God and continue to worship him only (vv. 3–5). 

When comparing other scriptural passages on the subject, the conclusion soon forms that anger may be righteous or unrighteous. There are approximately four hundred verses describing God’s anger, strongly indicating the existence of righteous anger. We know that Christ, as Son of God, was angry (e.g., Mark 3:5), and that his anger must have been righteous anger in order for him to be a sinless atonement.


When we look at the scriptural passages concerning man and anger, an interesting pattern appears. Whenever Scripture speaks about human anger in doctrinal passages, it invariably warns against it (e.g., Pss. 37:7–8; Prov.12:16; 14:17a; 15:1,18; 16:32; 19:11,19; 22:24–25; 25:28; 29:11; 30:33; Eccl. 7:9; Matt. 5:22; 2 Cor. 12:20; Gal. 5:19–21; Eph. 4:31; Col. 3:8; 1 Tim. 2:8; Titus 1:7; James 1:19–20).


It appears that, although anger can be righteous, the way it is normally manifested in humans is as part of the old nature, which believers are to put off. James 1:19–20 commands: “Everyone should be quick to listen, slow to speak and slow to become angry, for man’s anger does not bring about the righteous life that God desires.” This leads us to the question—If anger is right for God, why is it nonetheless invariably prohibited for man?


Psychological analysis: An analysis of the source, purpose and mode of expression of God’s versus man’s anger may provide some answers. The source of God’s anger is his holy nature—his reaction against sin, his reactions against man’s injustice to man, and so on.

Human anger is not generally rooted in our holy nature. Two of the more common causes of human anger are (1) our frustration-tolerance level has been superseded and (2) our path to a goal is blocked. As an example of the first, a man may come home from a frustrating day at work to find some spilled cereal on his chair. He unloads all his pent-up anger onto his wife or child. Understandable, yes, but righteous, hardly.


A second cause of human anger has long been identified in psychology with the frustration-aggression hypothesis—we become angry when someone blocks our path to a goal. The goal may be a legitimate desire, or it may be a selfish one. In either case, the source of such anger is not the same as God’s. Anger arises because our goal has been blocked, not because God’s righteousness has been offended.

Human and divine anger also usually differ with regard to their purposes: God’s anger is consistent with his love and his justice—these aspects of his personality are fully integrated. Love and anger do not mutually exclude each other as they sometimes do in our finite minds. Thus the purposes of his anger, as given in Scripture, are to discipline beloved but erring children, to rectify wrong, to vindicate justice, and to punish those who persist in evil. In contrast, the purpose of much human anger is to reach a personal goal, to display our displeasure at those who have prevented us from reaching that goal, or to wreak revenge on those we deem to be unfriendly to us.


Human and divine anger also often differ in their mode of expression. God’s expression of anger is always judicious because his nature and omniscience do not prevent it from becoming unredemptive in an ultimate sense. Human anger is not so bounded—even on those rare occasions when our anger is rooted in holiness and is redemptive in its goal, our lack of knowledge about the end result of a given action may mean that the way we manifest our anger may have harmful consequences. The discussion is summarized below:

	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Category
	Source
	Purpose
	Expression

	Righteous anger
	Rooted in God’s holy nature
	To discipline

To rectify

To vindicate

To justly punish
	Judicious because bounded by God’s love and omniscience

	Usual human anger
	Frustration tolerance superseded or thwarted goals
	To gain what one wants.

To get revenge.
	Not so bounded



Does James 1:19–20 mean that man can never experience righteous anger? Two interpretations could be given to the verse. One is that human anger never works out the righteousness of God. A second is that a believer’s anger, to the extent it approaches the criteria of righteous anger in regard to its source, purpose, and expression, can possibly be righteous. Whichever point of view we take, there still remains a very clear distinction between the human anger we normally feel and the righteous anger of which God approves.


Counseling implications: The above should not be understood to suggest that Christians should suppress or repress angry feelings, for that’s healthy neither psychologically nor spiritually (Eph. 4:27, 31–32). What it does suggest is that we should explore the reasons and sources of our anger, recognize them for what they are, make confession about their wrong sources if that is appropriate and relevant, or be assertive in dealing with the problem if that is more appropriate to the situation (Matt. 18:15–17). See Speaking the Truth in Love: A Christian Approach to Assertiveness by the first author (chap. 5) for further discussion.

One might ask, What about the righteous anger that spurred Britain to give up the slave trade? The above is not to say that human anger can never result in good. However, in most cases, action based on conviction is more effective than action based on anger. Wilberforce could never have persevered for decades if he had been driven by anger: he persevered because he was driven by his biblically based conviction that slavery was wrong.
EXERCISE 25: 
In Matthew 5:22, Jesus says that one who calls a brother a fool is in danger of hellfire, yet he calls the Pharisees fools in Matthew 23:17–19. How do you explain this apparent contradiction?


The same Greek word (moros) is used in both places. The distinction is in the attitude one uses when calling another person by that name. In Matthew 5:22 Christ is rebuking the external legalistic righteousness of the Pharisees of that day. 

They may have been teaching that a person was adequately keeping the command not to murder as long as he did not commit the external act of murder. Jesus teaches that true righteousness in God’s sight with regard to the sixth commandment means not harboring hateful, contemptuous thoughts toward our brother as well as not committing homicide. When a person calls his brother a fool, doing so with hatred and contempt, he is, in the sight of God, committing murder in his heart. He puts himself in danger of judgment (v. 22).


In Matthew 23:17–19 the word fool is used with a different denotation and connotation. Here Christ is calling the scribes and Pharisees fools because they thought that by clever legal tricks (casuistry) they could escape God’s judgment on their lying oaths.


There is not a contradiction in Christ’s teaching. Although the same Greek word is used, in these two instances it is used with significantly different denotations and connotations. In the first case Christ is telling us that as men we are not to call one another derisive names in a spirit of hatred and contempt. In the second Jesus exercises his divine prerogative to denounce the scribes and Pharisees for thinking they could break God’s moral law regarding honesty (and other moral commands—vv. 4–32) and escape the judgment of God (v. 33).

EXERCISE 26 
There has been much discussion concerning the nature of “worldly” (neurotic?) versus “godly” guilt (2 Cor. 7:10) by pastors and Christian counselors. Applying your knowledge of hermeneutics to this particular text, differentiate the two as best you can. 

The characteristics of godly grief or godly guilt (lupe) are:

Lexical-syntactical analysis: It is real grief, not some watered-down humanistic version of being disappointed with oneself. Lupe means severe emotional or physical pain, as in the pain of childbirth (before anesthetics), or in the pain that Christ suffered before his death (Matt. 26:37.38). 

Contextual analysis:  Godly grief, in contrast to worldly grief, produces repentance toward God and leads to reconciliation with him through repentant actions (2 Cor. 7:9, 11).


Worldly grief uses the same word for grief (lupe) as does godly grief, so the intensity of the painful feelings is not different. What is lacking is that the person does not use those painful feelings to motivate him to change behavior. The difference between godly grief and worldly grief is not in the intensity of the pain one feels, but in what a person does with those feelings.

*******************************************************

ADDITIONAL NOTES ON CONSCIENCE AND GUILT


Some Christian psychologists make a distinction between neurotic and healthy guilt. I believe the biblical and psychological data is too complex to be discussed as a single dichotomous variable. There should be at least four variables considered:
	Guilt
	
	Guilt

Awareness
	
	Feeling

Toward Self
	
	Actions


Guilt in Scripture always refers to the objective state of being culpable before God. Guilt awareness could be defined as the subjective state of knowing that one has done something wrong. Feelings one has toward oneself include the thoughts and feelings one has toward oneself when one is aware of not having measured up to some standard (e.g., “I’m no good,” self-loathing, etc.). Action is the response one takes when one believes one is guilty.


When Scripture talks about guilt and being guilty, this first concept is usually to the reference. When psychologists talk about guilt, they are usually talking about guilt awareness or the feelings one has toward oneself when a person believes he is guilty (the second or third boxes). These distinctions are important because guilt is not equivalent to guilt awareness. One can be objectively guilty without being aware that one is guilty. One can believe one is guilty without actually having broken any of God’s laws (an overly strict conscience code). Let’s look more closely at the biblical data.


Guilt awareness comes through our conscience. The Greek word translated conscience is suneidesis (literally “to know with”), but the Greek word heart (kardia) is sometimes also used as a synonym in referring to some of the functions of conscience. These two words sometimes refer to the conscience code (the internalized moral awareness of what is right and what is wrong), and sometimes refer to the conscience prick (the warning light that goes on when we violate our conscience code). Let’s look at the conscience code first.

Sources of the conscience code 

Scripture records three main sources of our conscience code. First, human reason looking at nature. Romans 1:18–20 says:



The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the godlessness and wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their wickedness, since what may be known about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to them. For since the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that men are without excuse.

Second, a certain part of our conscience code is innate, that is, some of the basic commands of our conscience code are built into our human nature by God. Romans 2: 14–15 teaches:



Indeed, when gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature things required by the law, they are a law for themselves, even though they do not have the law, since they show that the requirements of the law are written on their hearts [a reference to the conscience code], their consciences also bearing witness, and their thoughts now accusing, now even defending them [their conscience prick].


A third source for our conscience code is the testimony of others, which can include family training, religious instruction, and our study of Scripture. The following verses, although they do not explicitly use the words suneidesis or kardia, clearly speak to this issue:


“I have been reminded of your sincere faith, which first lived in your grandmother Lois and in your mother Eunice, and, I am persuaded, now lives in you also.



But as for you, continue in what you have learned and have become convinced of, because you know those from whom you learned it, and how from infancy you have known the holy Scriptures, which are able to make you wise for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus” (2 Tim. 1:5; 3:14–15).
Two ways in which the conscience code can malfunction
The conscience code can malfunction by becoming too lenient (Rom. 1:18–23). Scripture says that in this case it became too lenient because men suppressed the truth they knew (v. 18) and they exchanged the truth they knew for idolatrous beliefs (v. 23).


The conscience code can also malfunction by being misinformed and becoming overly strict. First Corinthians 8:4–7 says:


So then, about eating food sacrificed to idols: We know that an idol is nothing at all in the world and that there is no God but one. For even if there are so-called gods, whether in heaven or on earth (as indeed there are many “gods” any many “lords”), yet for us there is but one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom all thing came and through whom we live.


But not everyone knows this. Some people are still so accustomed to idols that when they eat such food they think of it as having been sacrificed to an idol, and since their conscience is weak, it is defiled [that is, their conscience code is defective, so that they feel condemnation, even though they need not feel condemned]. But food does not bring us near to God; we are no worse if we do not eat, and no better if we do.


This kind of problem (an overly strict conscience code), is well known in counseling settings. Frequently the cause is not incorrect theological training, but overly critical parents who caused the person to think and feel that whatever he did always missed the mark and was unacceptable.

The conscience prick


The conscience prick is the warning signal that we are violating our conscience code. It is spoken of in 1 Timothy 1:3–7, 18–19; John 8:7–9; Romans 2:14–15, and Romans 14:23 (read and explain).


The conscience prick can also malfunction. First Corinthians 8:12 discusses how it can alert someone that something is wrong when there is no need to do so (read vv. 9–12). Verse 10 talks about the conscience code, verse 12 about the conscience prick. When the conscience code is overly strict, the conscience prick sounds an unnecessary alarm. However, when the believer with a weak conscience sees other Christians doing what his conscience is warning that he should not do, he gets the message that he may in fact disregard his conscience prick.


The conscience prick may also malfunction because we desensitize ourselves to it (read and discuss 1 Tim. 4:1–2). Consciences “seared as with a hot iron” refers to consciences where a person has become desensitized to the conscience prick. The person may intellectually know that an action is wrong but feel no alarm and no remorse when he does that particular action. In other biblical language, their hearts have become hardened.

Feelings toward oneself when a person realizes he has violated his conscience


This particular phenomenon is not addressed at any length in Scripture, but has been examined at length by psychologists. It seems that the feelings we have toward ourselves when we realize that we have done something wrong are to a great degree a function of the way our parents responded to us when we did something wrong. If they made us feel worthless and unacceptable, then we are likely to have similar feelings later when we believe we’ve done something wrong. If they let us know that our behavior was wrong but that we were still loved and loveable, then we are likely to feel similarly later when we recognize we have done something wrong.

Action response to guilt awareness


This is the subject of 2 Corinthians 7:10. The godly and healthy response when we realize we have done something wrong is to use those feelings of dissatisfaction with ourselves to motivate us to change the sinful behavior. Dwelling on guilty feelings without changing our behavior constitutes worldly guilt. Alfred Adler was probably talking about this idea when he said that we feel guilty when we know we’ve done something wrong and have decided not to change our behavior.

Basis for responding to guilt awareness


There is a healthy fear of the Lord that helps motivate us to live moral Christian lives (e.g., Ps. 111:10). However, fear motivation can cause us to focus on keeping the law without a true love and honor for the Lord (Isa. 29:13). Scripture teaches that as we grow as Christians we should gradually replace our fear motivation with a love motivation (1 John 4:16–19). We should strive to live obedient lives out of love for the Lord and out of a desire not to grieve a loving Father, rather than out of a fear of his wrath.

Summary of ways in which our Consciences can be unhealthy


1) We can have an overdeveloped conscience code.

2) We can have an underdeveloped conscience code.

3) We can become desensitized to our conscience prick.

4) We can fail to take appropriate action when we have violated our conscience code. 
5) We can fail to develop spiritually by failing to move from guilt motivation to love motivation.

EXERCISE 27 
Some Christian groups maintain a very strong stand on the issue that creation took six literal twenty-four-hour periods, believing that to do otherwise suggests a less-than-faithful adherence to the biblical record. Do a word study of the Hebrew word for day (yom) as used in the early chapters of Genesis, and state your conclusions. What does your word study indicate regarding the question of whether creation occurred in six days or six periods of unspecified duration?

The word yom has five possible denotations. It can denote (1) the period of light (as contrasted with the period of darkness), (2) the period of twenty-four hours, (3) a general, vague “time,” (4) a point of time, and (5) a year [Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 370–71].


In the first two chapters of Genesis it appears to be used with the first three of these denotations:


In Genesis 1:5a and 1:14a it means daylight as opposed to nighttime.


In Genesis 1:14b it means a twenty-four hour period.


In Genesis 2:4 it means an extended period of time, as when we speak of “the day of the horse and buggy.” Genesis 2:1–4 reads: “Thus the heavens and the earth were completed, and all their hosts. And by the seventh day God completed His work which He had done; and He rested on the seventh day from all His work which He had done. Then God blessed the seventh day and sanctified it, because in it He rested from all His work which God had created and made. This is the account of the heavens and the earth when they were created, in the day that the Lord God made earth and heaven (NASB).” (Notice that the word yom is used here for the extended period that covered all of creation.)

From the variety of ways Moses used yom in these first two chapters of Genesis it is probably unwise to dogmatically insist that Moses is teaching that God created the world in six twenty-four hour periods. It could have been that Moses intended the word to be understood thus, but he also could have intended to teach that God created the world in six creative epochs of unspecified duration (see NIV Study Bible, in loco; Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 371).


Since the word yom can legitimately be interpreted to mean either six twenty-four hour days or six periods of time of unspecified duration (the day-age theory), how do we determine which is the more accurate interpretation? One way is to apply the “goodness-of-fit” approach, asking which theoretical possibility best fits with other data that we have available to us.

One argument that suggests that these were more than twenty-four hour days is the biblical record of what happened on the sixth day. On the sixth day God created all the species of land animals (except the birds) (Gen.1:24–25). He then created man and gave him dominion over all the animals (vv. 26–30). He planted a garden for Adam and caused all kinds of trees to grow in it (2:8–14) and gave Adam the instructions about what he could and could not do in the garden (vv. 15–17).


On this same “day” God brought all the animals and all the birds to Adam and had Adam name them. Since the Hebrew concept of naming involved studying something’s character and giving it a name based on that character, it is likely that Adam spent considerable time studying and naming all the species of birds and animals that God had created.


After these events, it became evident that none of the created animals was a suitable helper for Adam (v. 20) so the Lord put him under divine anesthesia, did some major surgery, and created Eve. After Adam woke up, God performed the first marriage ceremony.


All these events could possibly have happened in the space of one twenty-four hour day (minus time for nocturnal sleeping and one major surgery), but it seems likely that these events comprised a longer period of time. If we allow that the sixth yom was probably not a twenty-four hour period, this eliminates the need for asserting that the other five yoms need to be restricted to this kind of time period.


Considerable geological and astronomical information suggests that considering yom to be an indefinite period of time is easier to correlate with other data than is the theory that the six yom in Genesis 1 represent six twenty-four-hour periods. (An alternative that Newman and Eckelmann suggest is that the “days” of Genesis 1 are twenty-four-hour days, sequential but not consecutive, and that the creative activity largely occurs between days rather than on them. The following information is taken from the book Genesis One and the Origin of the Earth, by Robert Newman and Herman J. Eckelmann Jr.)


1) A number of different lines of information converge to suggest that our universe was created somewhere between 15 and 20 billion years ago. This information includes the distance in light years to the farthest object we can see, the projected time of the “big bang” based on the present rate of expansion of the universe, astronomical evidence of the birth, life phase, and death phase of stars.


2) Based on a variety of lines of evidence, it appears that our sun is between five and ten billion years old, and our solar system about five billion years old.


3) An astronomical model of a star exploding, and then gases from that explosion gradually condensing to form planets could easily be integrated with the description in Genesis 1 if the description in Genesis 1 is phenomenological (which most biblical descriptions of events are).


4) Genesis 1:1 “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” Very likely the “big bang.”

5) Genesis 1:2 “And the earth was formless and void, and darkness was over the surface of the deep.” This would be an excellent, nontechnical description of how the gas cloud would appear that would eventually form the earth.


6) Genesis 1:3–4 “Then God said, `Let there be light‘, and there was light. And God saw that the light was good; and God separated the light from the darkness.” When the gas cloud contracted, it heated up and this heat generated light. Outside the lighted cloud of gases it remained dark.


7) Genesis 1:5 “And God called the light day, and the darkness He called night. And there was evening and there was morning, one day.” During this period the gases had condensed to a point, and the earth was beginning to rotate on its axis, so that there would begin to be a period of daytime and nighttime.

8) Genesis 1:6–8 “Let there be an expanse in the midst of the waters, and let it separate the waters from the waters.” And God made the expanse, and separated the waters which were below the expanse from the waters which were above the expanse; and it was so. And God called the expanse heaven. And there was evening and there was morning, a second day.” As the gases cooled further, the atmosphere separated from the water that covered the earth.


9) Genesis 1:9–10 “Then God said, ‘Let the waters below the heavens be gathered into one place, and let the dry land appear’; and it was so. And God called the dry land earth, and the gathering of the waters He called seas; and God saw that it was good.” The earth was once totally covered with water. Through volcanic and other geological activity parts of the earth’s crust emerged from beneath the ocean that at one time covered the entire earth.


10) Genesis 1:11–13 “Then God said, ‘Let the earth sprout vegetation, plants yielding seed, and fruit trees bearing fruit after their kind, with seed in them, on the earth’; and it was so. And the earth brought forth vegetation, plants yielding seed after their kind, and trees bearing fruit, with seed in them, after their kind; and God saw that it was good. And there was evening and there was morning, a third day.” After the emergence of land, this hypothetical observer was able to see the development of plant life.


11) Genesis 1:14–19 “Then God said, ‘Let there be lights in the expanse of the heavens to separate the day from the night, and let them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days and years: and let them be for lights in the expanse of the heavens to give light on the earth’; and it was so. And God made the two great lights, the greater light to govern the day. And the lesser light to govern the night; He made the stars also. And God placed them in the expanse of the heavens to give light on the earth, and to govern the day and the night, and to separate the light from the darkness; and God saw that it was good. And there was evening and there was morning, a fourth day.” The vegetation provided both the oxygenation of the atmosphere and the clearing of the cloud cover so that the sun, moon and stars could be seen by our earth-bound observer.
 


Summary of God’s creative activity

Creative

Period       Activity
1


Formation of the body of planet earth

2


Formation of the atmosphere and ocean

3


Formation of dry land, land vegetation

4


Oxygenation and clearing of atmosphere, sun, moon, and stars become visible

5


Creation of air and sea animals

6


Creation of land animals and humans
EXERCISE 28 
A well-known Christian psychologist in a Christian psychological journal published an article based on the thesis that since humans are created in the image of God, we can learn about God by studying human beings. Two years later he published a second article using the thesis that since humans are created in the image of God, we can learn about human beings by studying God. Do you agree with his theses? Why, or why not?

Over the centuries theologians have had a wide variety of hypotheses about what it means that God created humans in his image. These hypotheses can be broadly divided into three categories—those that emphasize substantive similarity, those that emphasize relational similarity, and those that emphasize functional similarity.


Substantive theories: Many early theologians taught, similar to the Christian psychologist above, that the image consists of some substantial similarities between God and humans. One repeated view referred to the capacity of intellect and reason. Others included the capacity of free will in the image, humans’ moral capacity, or the supernatural gift of righteousness and holiness. Augustine believed the image included the capacities to know, remember, choose and love. Some theologians differentiate between image and likeness, usually believing that the image refers to humans’ intellectual nature, which continues, and likeness, which refers to conferred righteousness and was lost in the fall. 


Relational theories: Several theologians posit that the image refers to the capacity for relationships. Even as the Trinity shows God’s capacity for relationships, to be created in his image refers to being created with the capacity for relationships. Barth believed that the image is reflected in the differentiation and capacity for relationships between males and females.


Functional theories: These theologians believe that the image of God in human beings refers to a functional role God has given human beings to fulfill. The most common of these functional theories is that being made in the image of God means that humans have the responsibility to govern as sub-regents over the earth, that is, to have a stewardship responsibility in governing the earth well.

Hermeneutically the important question in deciding among these various theories is: What did the author mean when he stated, “Then God said, ‘Let us make man in our image, after our likeness’“?


One of the problems with defining the image as some likeness of personality is that there is little in the biblical text suggesting which if any of these similarities, or all of them, or none of them, was intended by the author.


There are some bits of information we can glean about the image and likeness from other passages of Scripture. Whatever it is, Adam passed his image and likeness to his son Seth (Gen. 5:3). The image of God in man also survived the Fall, as taught in Genesis 9:6 and James 3:9. Genesis 9:6 emphasizes that all men have dignity by virtue of being created in the image of God, and thus their lives are to be valued. James 3:9 also teaches that all men, even after the Fall, are created in the image of God, and therefore are to be verbally treated with respect.


D. J. A. Clines, in a lengthy article titled “The Image of God in Man” (Tyndale Bulletin 19 (1967): 53–103) concluded that a functional theory of defining the image has the most biblical support. His theory is based on two major lines of argument. A careful lexicographical study of the concept of “being in the image of something else” in surrounding cultures of Moses’ time and a careful contextual study suggest to Clines that it refers to the idea that man was created to rule the earth as God’s representative, as his vice-regent. 

A contextual study lends some support to Clines’ thesis. Genesis 1:26–30 states:


Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, in our likeness, and let them rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the livestock, over all the earth, and over all the creatures that move along the ground.” So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them [emphasis added].




God blessed them and said to them, “Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air and over every living creature that moves on the ground [emphasis added].


Then God said, “I give you every seed-bearing plant on the face of the whole earth and every tree that has fruit with seed in it. They will be yours for food. And to all the beasts of the earth and all the birds of the air and all the creatures that move on the ground—everything that has the breath of life in it—I give every green plant for food. And it was so.” [Again this paragraph emphasizes dominion].


Psalm 8:5–8 has often been termed the best commentary on Genesis 1:26. This passage also emphasizes the concept of man’s dominion and stewardship of the earth as established by God:



You made him [man] a little lower than the heavenly beings and crowned him with glory and honor. You made him ruler over the works of your hands; you put everything under his feet; all flocks and herds; and the beasts of the fields, the birds of the air, and the fish of the sea, all that swim the paths of the seas.


Delitzsch and Kidner (Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, in loco) believe that dominion over the earth should be considered the consequence rather than the content of the image of God in man, that is, that because we are created in God’s image and likeness we have been given dominion, rather than the meaning of being in God’s image is dominion.


Probably there is no justification for being dogmatic about the issue either way. Since God is a personal being and humans are personal beings, we undoubtedly share some common characteristics. However, since God is absolutely holy and infinite, and we are sinful and finite, there are significant differences as well.

EXERCISE 29 
Using Romans 9:13 as a text (“Jacob I loved, but Esau I hated”), a well-known Bible teacher analyzed these two brothers to show why God hated one and loved the other. Is this a valid use of this text? Why, or why not?


Contextual analysis: Read chapter 9, verses 1 through 18, to get the flow of Paul’s thought. In verses 1 through 6 Paul talks about his grief that, even though the nation of Israel has been given many unique gifts by God, they have not responded in faith.


In verses 6 through 13 Paul oscillates back and forth between talking about Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Esau as individuals and about the nations that descended from them.


In verses 14 through 18 and verses 19 through 29 Paul states that it is not because of our good works that any of us are elected to play a special part in God’s divine economy, but because of God’s grace. In verses 30 through 32a he says that many in the Jewish nation have missed salvation because they tried to attain it through doing good works rather than receiving it as a gracious gift by faith (read vv. 30–32a).


For the following reasons I believe it is invalid to do a behavioral analysis of those God loves and hates using verse thirteen as a basis:


(1) Verse 11 refers to Jacob and Esau as individuals. However, I believe that verses 12 and 13 refer to the nations that descended from them (corporate identity) for the following reasons:



(a) Verse 12: “The older will serve the younger.” This was never true of Esau and Jacob as individuals: if anything, Jacob was in the position of serving Esau when he returned from his years with Laban. It is only true of the nations that descended from them: Edom (descended from Esau) did serve Israel (descended from Jacob).



(b) Verse 13: “Just as it is written: ‘Jacob I loved, but Esau I hated.’“ Paul says he is quoting the Old Testament here. This is a quotation from Malachi 1:2–3. Examination of the Malachi context shows also that the words “Jacob” and “Esau” are being used figuratively to refer to the nations that descended from them.


Therefore I believe there is solid exegetical support for the idea that “Jacob” and “Esau” as used in verses 12 and 13 do not refer to the individuals Jacob and Esau (even though the preceding verses had been a discussion of them as individuals), and that we should not use verse 13 as a basis for analyzing the differences between the individuals Jacob and Esau.

Lexical-syntactical analysis 


(1) There is an often-used Semitic idiom in which the concept of hate versus love is used to mean that someone loves person A more than they love person B. See for example Gen. 29:30–31 (Jacob loved Rachel more than Leah) and Luke 14:26 (If anyone comes to me and does not hate his father and mother, his wife and children, his brothers and sisters—yes, even his own life—he cannot be my disciple [where Jesus obviously means we must love Him more than any of these other people]). See also Deuteronomy 21:15, Matthew 6:24; 10:37–38; John 12:25.



(2) Some expositors have suggested that the thrust of Paul’s argument may even be taken to mean “Jacob I have chosen, Esau I have not chosen.” The context does lend some credence to this possibility (see vv. 4–5, 11, 17, etc.).

Flow of the author’s argument: Paul is making the point that God’s election of Israel as a nation, Jacob over Esau and Pharaoh was not based on actions they had done but on God’s divine sovereignty. To do a psychological analysis of Esau’s behavior versus Jacob’s behavior to show why God hated one and loved the other would fly in the face of Paul’s line of argument here. He is saying that God’s election of an individual for a role in God’s divine economy is not based on behavior. (Many Christians believe that election of a person to be saved is based on their willingness to accept God’s free gift of salvation [9:30], but election for roles within God’s divine economy are not.)

For the above reasons I believe it is invalid to use Romans 9:13 as the basis of doing a behavioral analysis of Esau and Jacob in trying to discern why God loves some individuals and hates others. 
EXERCISE 30 
A Christian student was studying the psychological effects of conversion. In his study of 2 Corinthians 5:17 (“If anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation”), he looked up other biblical usages of the word creation (ktisis) and found that this word is almost always used of the creation of the world, implying the creation of something out of nothing (ex nihilo). If this is so, he reasoned, the psychological characteristics of the new Christian are something new that did not exist before. However, in studying the psychological literature, he could find no evidence of a new personality dimension in Christians that is not present in non-Christians. (In some cases there does seem to be a reorganization of the preexisting personality patterns, but no newly created personality dimension has been detected.) How would you help him reconcile the psychological data with his understanding of 2 Corinthians 5:17?


The words “new creation” are a semantic unit (a meaning unit): we should not interpret part of a semantic unit without reference to the other parts of that unit. As Kaiser has so aptly stated: “Words are known by the company they keep.”

Two common Greek words used for “new” in the Scriptures are neos and kainos. They are occasionally used as synonyms, but frequently have distinctive nuances. Neos refers to something that is new, young and previously nonexistent (something that did not previously exist, which has been brought into existence). Kainos refers to something that is new in the sense that it has a new quality or character about it. It previously existed, but it now exists in a qualitatively new way. (New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 2:669–70. R.C. Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament, 219ff.)


If Paul had said neos ktisis, the phrase would point to the idea that at the time of conversion, something new was created that had not existed before. However, Paul uses the words kainos ktisis, implying a change in character or quality in the personality of the born-again Christian.


This is consistent with what we know about conversion from a psychological perspective. There is no new dimension of personality that comes into existence as a result of conversion—at least no test has been developed that has identified a personality trait in Christians that is not found in non-Christians.


However, there is the potential for a dramatic reorganization of the preconversion personality, with positive changes in values, motivation, perception and concept of self. There often is a qualitative change in total personality, a change very aptly summarized by Paul as a kainos ktisis.

EXERCISE 31 
There is much discussion today among Christians about whether Scripture speaks of human beings as trichotomous (three parts—body, soul, and spirit), dichotomous (two parts—body and soul-spirit), or holistic (a unit—with body, soul, and spirit as different aspects, different ways of viewing that total unit). What hermeneutical principle(s) should be applied when attempting to resolve this question?

Dichotomous and trichotomous theories are partitive views of man—they teach that humans are composed of either two (dichotomous) or three (trichotomous) identifiable, divisible parts/substances. The dichotomous view teaches that man is composed of a material substance (body) and an immaterial substance (soul or spirit). The trichotomous view teaches that man is composed of three differentiable substances (body, soul, and spirit).
Note: There is a handout available for class distribution on this topic available in part D should you wish to use it.

Holism is an aspective view of man teaching that humans in their present state are an indivisible unity. They are not composed of differentiable substances:


1) Man as body refers to the whole person in his mortality, that is, with his human frailties,


2) Man as soul generally refers to the whole person as a living being related to other human beings, that is, man as a social being. (However, soul sometimes is used interchangeably with spirit, as in “What does it profit a man if he gain the whole world and lose his own soul?”)


3) Man as spirit refers to the whole person in his relationship to God.


We use words aspectively quite often when we talk about people. For example, we may say a person is a mother, or a wife, or a daughter, or a conservative, or a liberal. Each of these descriptions of a person refers to an aspect of their whole being, but there is not some differentiable part of them that can be separated from other parts that can be labeled mother, wife, daughter, conservative, or liberal.


What hermeneutical principle should be used to decide whether an aspective or partitive definition of these words should be used when we interpret Scripture?
ANSWER: How did the Old and New Testament writers intend their words to be understood?


1)
There is now a growing consensus among OT and NT scholars that the Hebrews understood man holistically, and used words like body, soul and spirit in a holistic sense.

Why then do so many Christian writers and even older theologians talk about man as dichotomous or trichotomous? 
ANSWER: We’ve been brought up in a Greek-influenced culture. The Greeks believed in a partitive view of man:


Body—corporeal substance—bad


Soul—noncorporeal substance—good

During the early years of the Christian era the church substituted Greek, partitive definitions of words for the holistic definitions intended by the authors, and we have continued to use these definitions ever since, without realizing that we may have been giving these words different definitions than their authors intended.


Only over the last thirty to forty years have we come to recognize the influence of Greek culture on ourselves and to recognize that the OT and NT writers were writing out of a Hebrew, not a Greek mindset. Many of the standard systematic theologies (Berkhof, Buswell, Strong, Chafer, etc.) were written in the 1940s or before and so reflect the dichotomistic and trichotomistic views of those days.


However, newer theological works reflect the awareness that the Hebrews used these words holistically, for example, George Eldon Ladd: A Theology of the New Testament, every article related to the nature of man in the New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, and so on.

Thus if we believe that to interpret the Bible’s meaning accurately we must understand the words as the authors intended them to be understood, this points strongly to the conclusion that we should understand man holistically, at least when reading Scripture.

OBJECTION: But what about Hebrews 4:12 and 1 Thessalonians 5:23? Don’t they require a trichotomous understanding of man?


Hebrews 4:12 does not mean that the Word of God divides soul from spirit. The Greek means that it penetrates to the innermost recesses of our soul and the innermost recesses of our spirit (it divides soul from soul and divides spirit from spirit). As it did with the ancient Israelites, so also was it doing with the NT believers: penetrating to the depths of their personalities to reveal where their true commitments lay. Modern commentators are in general agreement that it is inappropriate to try to base a theory of trichotomy on this passage (e.g., Leon Morris, The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, in loco; F. F. Bruce, The New International Commentary on the New Testament, in loco).


First Thessalonians 5:23 says: “May God himself, the God of peace, sanctify you through and through. May your whole spirit, soul and body be kept blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

The author’s intention here, as in Hebrews 4:12, is not to give a discourse on the nature of man. This is more likely a rhetorical device (hendiatris), used to emphasize Paul’s desire that their entire being be set apart as holy and kept blameless until Christ’s second coming (see for example, Leon Morris, The New International Commentary on the New Testament, in loco).

Other reasons for believing in a holistic view of human beings

2) The scriptural writers frequently use “body,” “soul,” and “spirit” interchangeably to refer to the whole person. This makes sense if they are using the words holistically. It doesn’t make sense if the words refer to parts of man that are divisible from each other and different in substance from each other, for example.

a) 
Body—soma. Romans 12:1 “Present your bodies (your selves) as a living sacrifice.


b) 
1 Corinthians 9:27 “I pommel by body and subdue it, lest after preaching to others I might be disqualified. (I keep my entire self in a state of self-discipline.)


c) 
Soul—psyche. 1 Thessalonians 2:8 We love you so much that we were delighted to share with you not only the gospel of God but our souls as well (our entire selves).


d) 
Spirit—pneuma. Romans 8:16 The Holy Spirit testifies with our spirit (with our entire personality) that we are God’s children.


3)
If we’re going to be consistent in understanding humans partitively, we need to be ochtochotomists, for Scripture speaks of eight parts of man that have psychological denotations—body, soul, spirit, heart, mind, strength, kidneys, flesh.


4)
Dichotomous and trichotomous theories don’t make sense conceptually, for example,


a) placing intellect, emotions and will in the soul




1)
Do we do no thinking, feeling and deciding in our spirit?




2) 
If the body and soul are substantially different parts of man, and intellect, emotions and will are part of the soul rather than the body, why is it that damage to the body (brain damage) effects our ability to think, to feel, and to make wise choices?



b) 
many organically based mental illnesses (e.g., mental retardation, schizophrenia, manic-depressive illness, etc.) are bodily based genetic defects, but significantly affect functions of the soul (interpersonal relationships) and spirit. This doesn’t make sense if they are different substances, for what happens to one substance would not necessarily affect the other substances of which man is composed.


5) 
Almost every theorist who claims to be a partitivist conceptually becomes a holist when he starts to explain how human beings function, for example, 




Clyde Narramore—trichotomist




J. Oliver Buswell—dichotomist




Jay Adams, Larry Crabb—dichotomists 



While claiming to be ontological partitivists, they become holists when they try to explain human functioning.

Opinion: Whenever we have to move from the theory we claim to be right to another theory in order to explain how something works, it should make us question the validity of our first theory.


6)
The ontological problems with a nonsubstantial substance (or an immaterial material). Explain in terms of set theory and the concept of an empty set.

EXERCISE 32 
Judges 19:25 says, “But the men would not listen to him. So the man took his concubine and sent her outside to them.” The context of Judges 19 has introduced two different men, a traveling Levite and an old Ephraimite. Read Judges 19 and determine who is meant by “him,” “the man,” and “his” in Judges 19:25. How did you reach your conclusion?

The English grammar presented in the sentence “The man took his concubine and sent her outside to them” is most naturally read as equating “the man” with “his.” Without any context, this sentence most likely suggests that “the man” took his own concubine and sent her outside. However, there are two different men in this narrative and it is worth exploring the literary context for additional clues to help determine which man is being referred in 19:25.

In the broader narrative, both the traveling Levite, who is the husband of the concubine, and the old Ephraimite of Gibeah are referred to in various ways. The Levite is called “a Levite man” (19:1), “her husband” (19:3), “his son-in-law” (19:5), “her master” (19:26, 27), and “the man” (19:6, 7, 9, 10, 17, 22, 23, 24, 28). As a result, it is clear that the “his” in Judges 19:25 refers to the Levite for he is the one who has the concubine. Likewise the Ephraimite man from Gibeah is called “an old man” (19:16), “the old man” (19:17, 20), and “the man” (19:16, 22, 23, 26). Thus the text provides evidence that both the Levite or the Ephraimite can be called “the man.”

However, in Judges 19:22–25, it is clear that the owner of the house (the Ephraimite) was in conversation with the rapists. Thus he is the “him” in Judges 19:25. By contrast, there is no indication that the Levite was involved in this conversation. This context favors the identity of “the man” in 19:25 as the Ephraimite. Additionally, after the men outside ravage the concubine, behavior that was not unexpected, the concubine’s master is furious. In fact, in the narrative in Judges 19:29–29:11 he summons Israel to war over the matter. Such outrage is easier to understand if he himself was not the one who released the concubine to the crowd.
Finally, additional historical research reveals that most Israelite homes during this time had their living and sleeping quarters, the probable location of the Levite, as far away from the courtyard door as possible. With this information, the most likely identification of “the man” in Judges 19:25 is the old Ephraimite rather than the Levite.

EXERCISE 33 
During a Bible study on Genesis 2, a discussion arose about God’s intention for the relationship between man and woman. One participant read Genesis 2:18 from the NIV: “The Lord God said, ‘It is not good for the man to be alone. I will make a helper suitable for him.’” He argued that the word helper is a clear indication that God intended for women to be nothing more than helpers for men. Another participant countered with the rendering from the NEB: “Then the Lord God said, “It is not good for the man to be alone. I will provide a partner for him.’” He argued that the word partner clearly indicates the full equality between male and female. What word-study error did each participant make? How would you instruct them to resolve the matter?

Each participant made the error of studying only the range of meaning of the English word in their translation of the biblical text rather than the range of meaning of the original Hebrew word that was alternatively translated as “helper suitable” (NIV) or “partner” (NEV). In order to resolve the matter a proper word study is necessary. First the participants should identify the word in question as the Hebrew word ezer. Next they should consult a lexicon for the range of meaning of ezer. Finally, they should use a concordance to locate other uses of this word in the Old Testament (particularly in the Pentateuch) in order to gain a better sense of its usage and particular nuances in various contexts. Only after these steps have been complete are they ready to make an informed decision about the proper nuancing of this word in Genesis 2.

EXERCISE 34 
Matthew 28:18–20 reads: [Jesus said,] “All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you.” The two English commands go and make disciples in this verse make this Great Commission passage a popular rallying cry for foreign missions. Investigate the grammar of the verse to discover the mood of these two Greek verbs. Which one is a command and which is a participle? As a result of this grammatical knowledge, what would you encourage a pastor to emphasize when he preaches this verse?

The only main verb in the sentence is make disciples, and it is in the imperative or command form. The other three—go, baptize, teach—are all participles. It is possible to visualize the grammar of the passage this way:
Make disciples of all nations


Going

Baptizing them in the name of the Father . . . Son . . . Holy Spirit

Teaching them to obey

A pastor who preaches this text should conclude that the thrust of the commission is for Jesus’ followers to make disciples of all nations. How would they do this? By going to all (wherever they might be), by baptizing them, and by teaching them. It may be that this commission will send Joe Christian to the foreign mission field, but it may also be that this commission will alert Joe Christian to look around as he goes about his daily life right where he is and ask, who in my circle of contacts needs to hear the gospel? A better English rendition would suggest that Jesus says “As you are going, wherever that may be (and for some it will be on foreign soil but for others it will be right where you are), make disciples of all nations, a task you can accomplish by baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit and by teaching them the gospel so that they will obey the commands that I have given.”
EXERCISE 35 
The doctrine of “soul sleep” is the belief held by some Christians that believers who die prior to Christ’s return exist in a sleeplike state until his second coming. Does 1 Thessalonians 4:14, “We believe that Jesus died and rose again and so we believe that God will bring with Jesus those who have fallen asleep in him,” support a doctrine of soul sleep? Why, or why not?

The answer to this question requires lexical analysis of the word “asleep.” “Asleep/dead” appears in 1 Thessalonians 4:13, 14, 15 as a translation of the Greek word koimaomai. Possible meanings of this verb include: 1) to fall asleep; 2) to fall asleep figuratively, to die; a common euphemism for death. The verb appears throughout the New Testament to speak of literal sleep (Matt. 28:13; Luke 22:45; John 11:12; Acts 12:6) and of figurative sleep, that is, death (Matt. 27:52; John 11:11; Acts 7:60; 13:36; 2 Pet. 3:4). Furthermore, Paul himself uses the verb six times in 1 Corinthians to speak of figurative sleep, that is, literal, physical death (1 Cor. 7:39; 11:30; 15:6, 18, 20, 51).

The most likely meaning for koimaomai each of the three times it appears in 1 Thessalonians 4:13–15 is that of death. The author of this text, Paul, shows awareness of this figurative use of the word in 1 Corinthians. Furthermore, the context of 1 Thessalonians 4:13 speaks of grieving for those who are “asleep.” While it would be exceedingly unusual for a person to grieve when someone takes a nap, grief is a frequent response to death. 1 Thessalonians 4:14 uses a different word to speak of Jesus’ death but then patterns the believers “sleep” and resurrection after that of Jesus. Finally, 1 Thessalonians 4:15 contrasts those who are alive with those who “sleep.”  In a context where Paul is concerned with improper grief in the face of death, the use of this common euphemism for death shows sensitivity.

1 Thessalonians 4:14 does not teach the doctrine of soul sleep, that is, the idea that believers who have died prior to Christ’s return are in an unconscious sleeplike state until his return. Such a teaching does not fully understand the euphemistic use of “sleep” in Paul’s teaching, and it ignores the widespread presence of such language to speak of death.
EXERCISE 36 
In Luke’s record of the triumphal entry (Luke 19:28–44), the disciples brought a colt to Jesus, “threw their cloaks on the colt and put Jesus on it” (19:35). In Matthew’s parallel account (Matt. 21:1–11), the disciples retrieved both a donkey and a colt. “They brought the donkey and the colt, placed their cloaks on them, and Jesus sat on them” (21:7). Do these passages contradict one another? Why, or why not?
These two gospel accounts both include the following:

· Jesus is approaching Jerusalem (Matt. 21:1; Luke 19:28)

· While on the Mount of Olives near Bethphage, Jesus instructs two of his disciples (Matt. 21:1; Luke 19:29)

· Jesus sends the disciples to the village where they will find a colt, which they are to untie and bring to Jesus (Matt. 21:2; Luke 19:30)
· Jesus provides his disciples with the appropriate response should anyone question their actions (Matt. 21:3; Luke 19:31)

· The disciples obey (Matt. 21:6; Luke 19:32)

· The disciples return with a colt and place their cloaks on the animal (Matt. 21:7; Luke 19:35)

· Jesus rides toward Jerusalem and some people place their cloaks on the road before him (Matt. 21:8; Luke 19:36)

The two gospels record their own perspectives on what is clearly the same event in Jesus’ life. 
In spite of the similarities in the two texts, their details are not identical. Most notably, Matthew includes an Old Testament quotation in order to highlight Jesus’ actions as a fulfillment of prophecy (Matt. 21:4–5), and Matthew also includes a second donkey (Matt. 21:2, 7).

For interpreters who begin from a position that believes that Scripture does contain errors, these texts seem to demonstrate that one or both of the evangelists was mistaken. Most often it is suggested that Matthew included details that were not historical in order to demonstrate fulfillment of a prophetic text (that he might also have misinterpreted as requiring two animals). On the other hand, interpreters who hold a position of biblical inerrancy are motivated to consider exegetically justifiable ways of resolving the apparent discrepancies between these texts.
One way to reconcile the two texts is to understand the historical event as one in which Jesus did instruct his disciples to procure both the donkey and the colt. In this way, Matthew’s inclusion of both donkey and colt is accurate. So too, though, is Luke’s description. Nowhere does Luke indicate that the disciples brought one and only one animal to Jesus. In fact when Luke records Jesus’ instructions to the disciples, he specifies that the colt is one that “no one has ever ridden” (Luke 19:30). It is not a stretch to suspect that a colt of such a young age would not be far from its mother. But just as a camera can zoom in on a particular detail to the point that additional details are excluded, Luke zooms in on the colt such that his frame does not include the mother.
Matthew’s record that Jesus “sat on them” is frequently observed as an additional difficulty for accepting the historicity of his account. How is it that Jesus sits on both the donkey and the colt simultaneously while processing into Jerusalem? Does this plural pronoun “them” betray Matthew’s historical inaccuracy in including both animals? Although any attempt to imagine how Jesus might have ridden both animals creates quite spectacular images, Matthew 21:7 does not require such exegetical gymnastics. The interpreter has two options in identifying the referent of auton (either a masculine or neuter plural pronoun). The first is that it is referencing “the donkey and the colt” (ten onon kai ton polon – a feminine singular noun plus a masculine singular noun, which would be grouped and referenced with a masculine plural pronoun, but the second is in reference to the cloaks that the disciples had placed on the animals. Ta himatia, a neuter plural noun, would also be reference with auton, read as a neuter plural pronoun. If the disciples placed multiple cloaks on each animal, then the phrase “Jesus sat on them” could simply indicate that he sat on the cloaks that were placed on the colt. In this way, both Matthew and Luke record historical truth while emphasizing unique details.
EXERCISE 37
Carefully think through the continuity-discontinuity issue, using the text, recommended readings, and your own resources to examine the question further. Write a summary of your position. At this point, your position should be tentative, open to modification as new information becomes available.

Each answer will be different.

EXERCISE 38 
A couple in deep conflict comes to you for counseling about a certain matter. The husband says that they need a new car and wants to finance it through their local bank, since they do not have the money to pay cash for it. His wife, basing her argument on Romans 13:8 (“Owe no man any thing,” KJV), believes it is wrong to borrow money to purchase the car. The husband says he does not think the verse refers to their situation and wants to know what you think. What is your response?

Historical-cultural analysis:


1) 
In the Old Testament loans were charitable, not commercial, given to tide a peasant farmer through a time of poverty.


2)
Taking out a loan was not forbidden: What was forbidden in the Old Testament was an Israelite extracting interest from his poverty-stricken brother (interest rates of 25 to 33 percent annually were not uncommon in the times and surrounding cultures of the OT). Since extracting interest was forbidden, the allowable loans were charitable, not commercial. The taking out of a loan was not forbidden.


3) 
This concept of charitable loans continued into New Testament times: In Matthew 5:42 Jesus commands his followers, “Give to the one who asks you, and do not turn away from the one who wants to borrow from you.” If the taking out of any kind of loan  had been a sin, Jesus’ command here would have been encouraging his followers to allow others to sin by allowing them to borrow from them.


4) 
In the New Testament times the growing commercial economy introduced the idea of loans as an investment to earn income (e.g., Matthew 25:27 and Luke 19:23). With loans made for commercial purposes, Jesus does not prohibit interest (this is implicit in His parable: If the taking of interest had been sinful, Jesus would probably not have upbraided the lazy servant by saying that at the very least he should have deposited his talent with the bankers, so that when the master returned he would have received the principal back with interest.)

Contextual analysis: Paul is talking about the application of the Golden Rule in civil and personal relationships. We are to pay taxes because those who govern give their full time to governing: therefore we are to give them the respect and taxes they deserve as God’s servants in maintaining a peaceful and law-abiding society (vv. 1–7). 

Likewise if we take out loans from someone else, we are to not let any debt remain outstanding (we are not to defraud others by failing to repay our debts), since this shows a failure to love others as we love ourselves.

Lexical-syntactical analysis: Opheilo could mean either “Don’t owe anyone anything” or “Let no debt remain outstanding (unpaid).” The NIV translators have opted for this second denotation because taking out of commercial or charitable loans was not forbidden in the Old or New Testament, and because there is nothing about taking out a loan that would contradict the Golden Rule, unless the debtor fails to repay the loan as promised.

Theological analysis Proverbs 22:7 states: “The rich rule over the poor, and the borrower is servant to the lender.” This proverb does not say that there is anything immoral about taking out a loan, but only that when one does, one subjects himself to a servitude of sorts until that loan is paid off, something to which anyone who has taken out a loan from a bank can testify. In an agrarian society where there was little profit from commercial ventures and where interest rates were often between 25 and 33 percent annually, it was unwise to take out loans, and the borrower frequently did become the slave to the lender. 

Bill Gothard, in his Advanced Institute, states that we should never borrow money for depreciating items such as cars, appliances, furniture, and so on (Principles of Finances, 6). He gives six reasons. The first reason is that it violates Scripture: “Keep out of debt altogether.” (Rom. 13:8). As we have seen, Romans 13:8 probably more accurately means “Don’t let your debts remain unpaid.”

Gothard’s second reason is that it produces bondage to men, based on Proverbs 22:7. As we have seen, this does not mean that borrowing is immoral; it merely states the fact that one who borrows enters a state of servitude to some degree when taking out a loan. Gothard’s four other reasons for not borrowing for depreciating items are invalid because they all take verses out of context and suggest that the verses say something they do not say.


It is probably unwise to take out loans for things we want, but do not actually need. It is wise to curtail our spending so that we can save ahead for necessities such as cars, business ventures, and so on. However, it is probably impossible for most individuals and couples to save ahead enough to buy a house and other major purchases with cash.


Probably it is more biblical to encourage believers to more clearly differentiate their needs from their wants, to not go in debt unnecessarily, and to not develop a debt load that makes it impossible to repay loans as promised. It is this latter point which is being prohibited in Romans 13:8.

EXERCISE 39 
At least one Protestant denomination refuses to have a paid clergy on the basis of 1 Timothy 3:3. Do you agree with the scriptural basis of their practice? Why, or why not?

First Timothy 3:3 does not prohibit paying of clergy for their work: it is prohibiting choosing a person to serve as an elder who has an unhealthy love of money (aphilarguros).

On the contrary, there are several verses of Scripture that command the churches to pay their ministers for the work that they do. For example:


A)
First Corinthians 9:13–14 “Don’t you know that those who work in the temple get their food from the temple, and those who serve at the altar share in what is offered on the altar? In the same way, the Lord has commanded that those who preach the gospel should receive their living from the gospel.”

B) 
First Timothy 5:17–18 “The elders who direct the affairs of the church well are worthy of double honor, especially those whose work is preaching and teaching. [That such honor should include financial support is indicated by the two illustrations in v. 18: NIV Study Bible text note, 1840]. For the Scripture says, “Do not muzzle the ox while it is treading out the grain,” and “The worker deserves his wages.”

C) 
Third John 5–8 “Dear friend, you are faithful in what you are doing for the brothers, even though they are strangers to you. They have told the church about your love. You will do well to send them on their way in a manner worthy of God. It was for the sake of the Name that they went out, receiving no help from the pagans. We ought therefore to show hospitality to such men so that we may work together for the truth.”

“During the first two centuries the gospel was taken from place to place by traveling evangelists and teachers. Believers customarily took these missionaries into their homes and gave them provisions for their journey when they left (NIV Study Bible text note, 1914).” This command extends the command to provide for the needs of those who work in the Gospel not only to those who serve as ministers to our own congregation, but also to those who serve as missionaries in starting other congregations.

EXERCISE 40
A married couple reveals to you that the husband has been having an affair. The husband professes to be a Christian, so you ask him how he reconciles his behavior with the biblical teaching on marital faithfulness. He replies that he loves both persons and justifies his behavior on the basis of 1 Corinthians 6:12 “Everything is permissible for me”). What is your response?


Contextual analysis: Paul, in the verses surrounding this one, is strongly arguing that Christians are not to lead immoral lives (read vv. 9–20). This husband’s interpretation of verse 12 is in direct contradiction to the meaning of all the verses surrounding it.


How do we explain Paul’s use of the phrase “All things are lawful for me” when some things are definitely unlawful (e.g., violation of any of the Ten Commandments)? There are two possible ways, the first of which is much more widely accepted.


Most religions taught that one earned salvation by doing good works: Christianity was unique in teaching that salvation came through God’s grace rather than by good works. Since Paul had preached and taught that salvation was by grace and not by works, some in the Corinthian church may have begun teaching that believers could do anything and still possess salvation. They may have even developed a slogan such as “All things are lawful for me,” which Paul is quoting (See Tyndale New Testament Commentaries, in loco; Expositor’s Bible Commentaries, in loco; or NIV Study Bible, in loco).


What Paul does is quote the slogan, but then put three very important qualifiers on it. Yes, Christians could probably commit nearly any sin and still go to heaven, but before embarking on any activity, they should first ask these questions:


1) 
Is it beneficial? (Everything is permissible for me—but not everything is beneficial. v. 12)


2) 
Will I become enslaved by it? (Everything is permissible for me—but I will not be mastered by anything. v. 13). Sin, while it initially allures its victim with the promise of enjoyment, inevitably makes one captive to those who embrace it.


3) 
Will it cause our bodies, which are the temple of the Holy Spirit, to become impure (vv. 13–20)?


Although we could conceivably engage in any behavior and still go to heaven, we should not engage in it unless it passes the above three tests. Adultery fails to pass this test on all three counts.


A second way of interpreting this passage, not widely used today by expositors, is to consider this a figure of speech known as “ellipsis from the succeeding clause” (see Bullinger’s Figures of Speech Used in the Bible). According to this interpretation, Paul is eliding the word “meats” and “to eat,” and the sentences should more correctly read “All [meats] are lawful for me [to eat], but not every [meat] is beneficial. Every [meat] is permissible for me [to eat], but I will not be mastered by anything. Food is for the stomach and the stomach for food, but God will destroy them both.”
Theological analysis:  The interpretation of this verse made by the husband would also run counter to other clear teachings of Scripture (e.g., Rom. 6:1–23; 1 Cor. 5:9–13; Gal. 5:16–21).

EXERCISE 41 
You are part of a Bible study discussion group in which someone offers a point based on an Old Testament passage. Another person responds, “That’s from the Old Testament and therefore does not apply to us as Christians.” As discussion leader that night, how would you handle the situation?

Simply because it’s in the Old Testament doesn’t mean it doesn’t apply to us. However, we don’t have enough information to know whether this specific passage is given to national Israel, to believers, or to whom, and we don’t know whether it is from the ceremonial, civil or moral law, so we don’t know whether it makes sense to raise the issue here or not.

EXERCISE 42 
A sincere young Christian attended a teaching series based on Psalm 37:4 (“Delight yourself in the Lord, and he will give you the desires of your heart”) and Mark 11:24 (“Whatever you ask for in prayer, believe that you have received it, and it will be yours”). Based on the teaching, he began to write checks “on faith” and was rather dismayed when they “bounced.” How would you counsel him regarding the teaching he had received concerning these verses?


Psalm 37 focuses on the contrast between worldly persons, who are constantly pursuing earthly possessions but will soon find they have nothing, and believers, who delight themselves in the Lord and will soon find themselves rich in him.

It is important to remember the first half of the verse when interpreting the second half: Delight yourself in the Lord, and he will give you the desires of your heart. As we delight ourselves in the Lord, this will change the desires of our hearts. We will not be obsessed with acquiring earthly possessions, but with pleasing him. As we delight ourselves in him, he will grant us the desire of our hearts, that is, he will help us develop in ways that will truly please him.

Another verse in this psalm makes it clear that this is not a promise that we will become rich in this world’s goods: Verse 16 states “Better the little that the righteous have than the wealth of many wicked.”

Mark 11:24 also needs to be read in context. The full passage reads:



The next day as they were leaving Bethany, Jesus was hungry. Seeing in the distance a fig tree in leaf, he went to find out if it had any fruit. When he reached it, he found nothing but leaves, because it was not the season for figs. Then he said to the tree, “May no one ever eat fruit from you again. . . . . “ (vv. 12–14)



The [next] morning, as they went along, they saw the fig tree withered from the roots. Peter remembered and said to Jesus, “Rabbi, look! The fig tree you cursed has withered!”


“Have faith in God,” Jesus answered. “I tell you the truth, if anyone says to this mountain, ‘Go, throw yourself into the sea,’ and does not doubt in his heart but believes that what he says will happen, it will be done for him. Therefore I tell you, whatever you ask for in prayer, believe that you have received it, and it will be yours. And when you stand praying, if you hold anything against anyone, forgive him, so that your Father in heaven may forgive you your sins” (vv. 20–25).



This is a difficult passage to explain: this story contains the only miracle of destruction recorded in Jesus’ earthly ministry. It was common for fig trees to leaf out in March or April, but not to have ripe figs until June. Why then did Jesus curse the tree for doing the normally expected thing?

One clue is found in a historical-cultural analysis, particularly as we bring in data from the parallel passage in Matthew 21:18–22. The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, 8:444–45, makes the following explanation:



Somewhere on the road between Bethany and Jerusalem, Jesus approached a fig tree in the hope of staunching his hunger (v.18). Mark tells us that though it was not the season for figs, the tree was in leaf. Fig leaves appear about the same time as the fruit or a little after. The green figs are edible, though sufficiently disagreeable as not usually to be eaten till June. Thus the leaves normally point to every prospect of fruit, even if not fully ripe. Sometimes, however, the green figs fall off and leave nothing but leaves.  All this Matthew’s succinct remark—”He. . . found nothing on it except leaves” (v. 19)—implies;  his Jewish readers would infer the rest. . . . 



Why should Jesus curse a tree for not bearing fruit when it was not the season for fruit?. . . That it was not the season for figs explains why Jesus went to this particular tree, which stood out because it was in leaf. Its leaves advertised that it was bearing, but the advertisement was false. Jesus, unable to satisfy his hunger, saw the opportunity of teaching a memorable object lesson and cursed the tree, not because it was not bearing fruit, whether in season or out, but because it made a show of life that promised fruit yet was bearing none.


A second clue is the story that the incident with the fig tree encircles (read Mark 15–19). This fig tree incident may be an acted-out parable. Even as the fig tree looked like it was full of fruit but had nothing, so also the hypocritical Israelites looked like they were religiously full of fruit, but in reality had no real spiritual fruit. God’s curse would eventually fall on the spiritually barren Israel even as Jesus’ curse fell on the barren fig tree.


Let’s return to a discussion of what implications this passage has for a theology of prayer. In interpreting the meaning of this passage’s teaching on prayer, four hermeneutical principles need to be kept in mind:


1) Theological analysis: Trench’s excellent words: “We are not to expect, in every place, the whole circle of Christian truth to be fully stated. . . no conclusion may be drawn from the absence of a doctrine from one passage which is clearly stated in another” (17–18, Notes on the Parables). Thus we should not take these verses to mean that God will give us everything we ask for, if this teaching is contradicted some other place in Scripture.


2) Contextual analysis: Jesus is not trying to give a complete treatise on prayer, but making one point about prayer, namely, the importance of believing in God’s power to answer our prayers. See verse 21: Peter’s astonishment points to his lack of faith that anything would happen after Jesus had cursed the fig tree. Verses 22 and 23 teach us explicitly the importance of trusting in God’s power to do anything.


3) Lexical-syntactical analysis: A figure of speech is being used here: hyperbole (exaggeration) used to make a teaching point especially memorable. Jesus was standing on the Mount of Olives, from which the Dead Sea could be seen. But he wasn’t suggesting that we try to pray literal mountains into the sea. He was instead teaching that even the greatest difficulties can be removed if we pray in faith.


4) Contextual and theological analysis: Scripture reveals several conditions for answered prayer, including the following:



a) Asked in faith believing vv. 22–24



b) Asked after having forgiven our brothers vv. 25–26



c) Not asking for the wrong motives (Read James 4:3–4). “Prayer is not simply asking God for the pleasant things we desire, but an earnest yearning for, and entering into, the will of God for ourselves and others, be it bitter or sweet” (Tyndale New Testament Commentaries, in loco, 180–81).


In summary then, these verses should not be used as the basis for a theology of prayer that we should “claim” whatever we want in faith, and it will be ours.

EXERCISE 43 
Your cousin, now attending a neoorthodox seminary, argues against the approach toward hermeneutics that carefully considers historical, cultural, contextual, and grammatical matters because “the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life” (2 Cor. 3:6). He goes on to state that interpretations should be in line with “the spirit of Christianity,” and that your grammatical-historical method of interpretation often results in exegesis that is no longer consistent with the gracious spirit of Christ. How would you respond?

The passage in question is not a contrast between the grammatical historical versus neoorthodox method of interpretation, but between God’s revelation of his will on tablets of stone that only reminded Old Testament believers of their inability to live a sinless life (“the letter kills”), versus the new life in the Spirit, where the Holy Spirit not only brings a person to a saving knowledge of Christ, but also infills him or her with his enabling grace to live a life pleasing to God. 

This passage is definitely not contrasting two methods of interpreting the Bible.


There is also a second flaw in this cousin’s argument. A number of neoorthodox theologians have viewed the God of the Old Testament as a God of law and judgment, and the God of the New Testament as a God of grace. As we have seen in Chapter 5, God is a God of both moral principles and grace in both the Old Testament and the New Testament. In both Testaments, careful exegesis shows that God teaches us his moral principles, as well as extends his grace to us when we fail to live perfect lives. 

EXERCISE 44 
Some writers have suggested that there is an inconsistency between the doctrine of Paul (as found in Gal. 2:15–16; Rom. 3:20, 28) and the doctrine of James (as found in James 1:22–25; 2:8, 14–17, 21–24). Do you believe these doctrines can be reconciled? If so, how would you reconcile them?


Read the above passages to show the apparent discrepancy. Luther had great difficulty with this apparent discrepancy, and called the book of James “an epistle of straw.” Is there any better way to resolve this problem?

Lexical-syntactical analysis and contextual analysis:


1) Paul and James are writing to different audiences, with different intentions, and so use three crucial words (works, justify, and faith) in slightly different ways.


2) Works 


a) Paul, when referring to works, is speaking of works of the law as a way of gaining salvation, and thus soundly denounces such.



b) James is speaking of good works as evidence of a true faith in God, and thus strongly encourages such.


3) Justification


a) Paul is the only writer in the New Testament to use the word “justification” in a technical sense. When Paul refers to justification, he is referring to a judicial act of God whereby humans’ sins are remitted and declared righteous in the sight of God.



b) James uses “justify” in the more general sense to speak of being proved genuine and right before God and men in the face of possible doubt as to whether one was all one professed to be. A true believer demonstrates the genuineness of his faith by righteous actions. This sense of justification is a manifestation of the justification that concerns Paul (New Bible Dictionary, 686).


3) Faith


a) Paul makes faith the ground of our salvation.



b) James agrees. What he is criticizing is the type of faith that the demons have—intellectual assent only—without a corresponding change in lifestyle (James 2:26).


4) See Vern Lewis, “A Psychological Analysis of Faith,” Journal of Psychology and Theology (Spring 1974).


Lewis suggests that faith can be likened to the psychological concept of an attitude. An attitude can be held at a variety of levels:



a) Cognitive level only—the person affirms that he or she believes a certain truth.



b) Cognitive reorganizational level—the person not only affirms that he believes a certain truth, but also reorganizes other beliefs so that they are consistent with the identified belief.



c) Cognitive reorganizational and behavioral level—the person affirms his belief, reorganizes other beliefs to be consistent with it, and alters his behavior to be consistent with his belief.
Lewis suggests that saving faith (as identified by James) is an attitude that is held at a minimum at some level between b and c.

EXERCISE 45 
Paul’s experience in Romans 7:7–25 has long been discussed among Christians, with important implications for pastors and Christian counselors. The main question has been: Is his experience the struggle of a believer, or is it a preconversion struggle only? Using your knowledge of hermeneutics, compare the arguments for each interpretation. You may present an alternative interpretation if it can be justified exegetically. What are the implications of your interpretation for Christian mental health and pastoral counseling?

There are three common interpretations of this passage:


1) This is a preconversion struggle, because the struggle with sin is too strong to be the struggle of a born-again believer,


2) This is the struggle of a believer, since Paul talks about this struggle in the present tense,


3) This is a hypothetical situation of what it would be like to be a born-again Christian living under the moral dictates of the law without the enabling power of the Holy Spirit. This is not an autobiographical statement of Paul’s life or of any particular believer’s, but only a hypothetical statement of what it would be like to try to live the Christian life on one’s own will power.


Let’s look at the biblical data from the standpoint of hermeneutical principles to see if we can decide between these three hypotheses.

Contextual and lexical-syntactical analysis: Paul, from 5:1 through 8:39, is speaking of the believer’s life in Christ in the present (skim paragraph headings to show this). In 7:1–6 Paul speaks of the fact that Christians no longer need to live as if salvation could be earned by keeping the law: we are dead to legalism. “We serve [God] in the new way of the Spirit, and not in the old way of the written code (v. 6).” That is, we serve God out of a Spirit-inspired love and power, rather than by trying to keep the law through our own strength. (This verse is an argument against hypothesis 3 above.)


Verses 7–13 temporarily change to the past tense as Paul speaks autobiographically about the role the Law played in bringing him to an awareness of sin (read).


In verses 14–25 he returns to the present tense, speaking of the conflict between his consciousness of what is right and his sinful nature—a conflict continuing with him through the present time. (Question: Is there any textual evidence that this is a hypothetical struggle that really did not occur in Paul’s life or in any specific believer’s life?)

Paul continues his discussion in Romans 8:1 by saying, “Therefore, there is now no condemnation for those who are in Christ.” He is still speaking in the present tense, as he had been in the directly preceding verses. The word “therefore” links this verse to the last verse in chapter 7. In spite of the fact that “I myself in my mind am a slave to God’s law, but in my sinful nature a slave to the law of sin (Rom. 7:25), there is no condemnation to those who are in Christ Jesus (8:1). If what follows the “therefore” refers to the present Christians life, do we have a strong basis for saying that what precedes the “therefore” does not refer to the same?


Paul appears to be saying that although even now, as a Christian, he is not righteous according to the law (because he still does not do the good he desires to do), he is not condemned because Christ has set him free from the condemnation the Law brings. “Through Christ Jesus the law of the Spirit of life set me free from the law of sin and death.”

Six pieces of data disagree with hypothesis 1, that is, that this is a preconversion struggle of an unregenerate man:


1) This person agrees that the Law is good (v. 16).

2) He desires to do good (v. 18).

3) He delights in God’s law in his inner self (v. 22), cf. Psalm 36:1–4, Romans 3:9–12.

4) He is a friend of God (vv. 16–22), cf. Colossians 1:21.

5) He doesn’t try to save himself by works of the flesh (v. 18), cf. Philippians 3:2–7.

6) Romans 8:5 Those who live according to the flesh (the unregenerate, v. 7) have their minds set on what that nature desires. Those living in the Spirit set their minds on the things of the Spirit. The man in Romans 7 has his mind set on the things the Spirit desires (vv. 18, 22).


Therefore, I believe that a contextual, lexical-syntactical, and theological analysis all suggest that the conflict Paul speaks of in Romans 7 was one that was with him before his conversion, but one that continued with him in his present postconversion experience as well. However, even though the struggle against sin was ongoing and victory not complete at that time, Paul reaffirms that we do not need to feel condemned.

What implications do you think this has for Christian counseling?

Theological analysis: Christians sometimes get caught in sin. It seems that some biblical passages suggest one way of dealing with this, and others give another way. First Corinthians 5:1–13 seems to teach a strong form of church discipline (read). However, Galatians 6:1–2 seems to take a much gentler approach (read). How do you think we can explain the difference between these two passages? 

Galatians was apparently directed at how we should respond when we first recognize someone in sin, and also possibly the believer who has committed sin, but not because of a rebellious heart (he or she is “overtaken” in a sin). First Corinthians 5 was directed at the person who has been confronted with their sin and who refuses to turn from it (v. 11 indicates a continuing practice). Also see Matthew 18:15–17.

EXERCISE 46 
Read and compare the accounts of Jesus’ baptism in each of the Synoptic Gospels (Matt. 3:13–17; Mark 1:9–11; Luke 3:21–22). What are their similarities? What are their differences? How would you explain the similarities and differences between the accounts?

The three baptism accounts recorded in the Synoptic gospels (Matt. 3:13–17; Mark 1:9–11; Luke 3:21–22) reflect both similarities and differences. On the most basic level all three record that Jesus was baptized. Furthermore, they indicate that the occasion of his baptism was marked by a voice from heaven asserting both Jesus’ filial identity and the speaker’s pleasure with him. This, however, is where the similarities between all three end.
Each Synoptic writer includes his own unique details about Jesus’ baptism, and their placement of the account in their respective gospels further reflects the unique interests of each. Specifically, Mark identifies John as the baptizer and the Jordan as the location (Mark 1:9). For Mark, it is immediately as Jesus exits the water that the divine confirmation occurs (1:10). In Mark, however, it is Jesus alone who is explicitly described as seeing the heavens being torn apart and the Spirit descending in a manner like a dove (1:10). From Mark’s account it is unclear whether others also witnessed these events, and even whether an actual dove was present. Finally, in Mark’s record, the voice speaks directly to Jesus, telling him, “YOU are my son” (1:11).
Matthew’s gospel also identifies John and the Jordan as details in the story (Matt. 3;13). But Matthew alone records an extended conversation between Jesus and John, whereby John is reluctant to baptize Jesus, claiming instead that he should be baptized by Jesus (3:14). Jesus overcomes John’s objection by arguing that the baptism must occur in order to “fulfill all righteousness” (3:15). Just as in Mark’s gospel, the divine confirmation of Jesus’ identity occurs immediately upon Jesus’ emergence from the water (3:16). It is Jesus who sees the Holy Spirit descend “like a dove,” but it is clear that a dove is present in that Matthew indicates that the dove actually lands on Jesus (3:16). Furthermore, the voice that speaks from heaven addresses the entire crowd and asserts that, “THIS is my son” (3:17).
Finally, Luke locates Jesus’ baptism at the time when “all the people” were being baptized (Luke 3:21). Luke also specifies that Jesus was engaged in prayer, and it is while Jesus prays that the divine manifestation occurs (3:21). Luke describes the descent of the Holy Spirit, clearly expressing that a “bodily form” of a dove is present (3:22). Just as in Mark, the voice that speaks from heaven addresses Jesus, saying, “YOU are my son” (3:22).
The similarities in the three gospel accounts are sufficient to prove that each evangelist is recording the same event. The differences, however, reflect particular emphases of the individual evangelists. For instance, because fulfillment is a theme throughout Matthew, it is not surprising to see such a detail included in the baptism account. Similarly, Luke regularly describes Jesus as one who prays, a detail he highlights in the baptism passage. Finally, the differences can be explained by Markan priority and a two-source theory as the solution to the synoptic problem. If Mark wrote first and Matthew and Luke had access to his gospel when they wrote their own, the later writers were able to smooth over some awkward wording found in the Mark. For instance, Mark’s rendition is potentially unclear as to whether the Holy Spirit descended “like a dove” or whether an actual dove was present. Both Matthew and Luke remove the question when they write that the dove landed on Jesus (Matt. 3:16) or that the bodily form of a dove was present (Luke 3:22). Furthermore, Mark’s account could leave the reader with the impression that Jesus alone was privy to the sights and sounds that came from heaven. Matthew’s use of the pronoun “This” (Matt. 3:17) leaves no doubt that others also heard the words. Luke’s indication of the presence of the crowd (3:21) and the physical form of a dove (Luke 3:22) also assert that there were witnesses who can substantiate his report.

EXERCISE 47 
One of your church members has come to you for counseling about the following matter. His wife has been unfaithful to him, and her unfaithfulness has been substantiated by solid evidence. His parents are very upset and tell him that he has the right to divorce her because of her unfaithfulness and remarry when he chooses to do so, citing Matthew 5:31–32 and Matthew 19:3–9. Her parents are also upset but tell him that he should forgive her based on the many passages where believers are commanded to forgive and also the example of Hosea (1:2 and 3:1). How would you counsel him?

Both parents are making some valid points, but they should be integrated. First, it is true that God does give this husband the freedom, based on his wife’s unfaithfulness, to divorce her and marry someone else. However, that does not mean he has to divorce her, only that he can do so biblically. Second, it is also true that God calls us to forgive one another, and that forgiveness is a required part of the Christian life (e.g., Col. 3:12–13; Matt. 6:12–15, etc.). Thus any action he takes should not be done out of hurt or anger, but only after he has prayed and worked through to a point of genuine forgiveness. Third, the story of Hosea is an acted-out parable in which God commanded Hosea to take some specific actions to illustrate God’s deep love for unfaithful Israel. It is not a command that every believer must do the same thing, any more than it is a command that we all follow the unique commands given to any of the Old Testament prophets. Fourth, it seems that the emphasis of the scriptural commands is forgiveness and restoration whenever possible. We all disappoint each other at some point in our marriages. The biblical teaching is that “love covers over a multitude of sins” (1 Pet. 4:8) and that love “is not easily angered, it keeps no record of wrongs…. It always protects, always trusts, always hopes, always perseveres” (1 Cor. 13:5–7). Therefore, unless there is repeated infidelity and an unwillingness to repent, it seems that God urges us to forgive and restore whenever possible.
Note: There is an extended paper provided on this CD that reviews all the verses in the Old and New Testaments relating to biblical divorce and remarriage. While it is probably too long to use as a class handout, feel free to make it available to students on Reserve in your library or e-mail it to students who express interest in it.
EXERCISE 48 
Read Luke 15:11–32. One interpreter argues that the single basic point of this passage is that just as the older son will not accept and rejoice in the loving forgiveness that his father has extended to his brother, so the Pharisees and teachers of the law are unwilling to accept God’s loving forgiveness of tax collectors and sinners through the ministry of Jesus. Another interpreter believes that three truths are communicated in this text: (1) Sinners may confess their sins and turn to God in repentance, (2) God offers forgiveness for undeserving people, and (3) those who claim to be God’s people should not be resentful when God extends his grace to the undeserving. Do you agree with the first or the second interpreter? Can you classify this text as either a parable or an allegory? Explain your answer to each question.

The first interpreter treats the text as a parable with only one point. He follows the rule of end stress, and pays good attention to the historical context. The second interpreter believes that the passage is not a strict parable and he sees three main points, one associated with each of the main characters in the story. This passage is probably best read as neither a strict parable nor a strict allegory. Not all the details are intended to serve as symbols of a spiritual reality, but it does seem to illustrate multiple valid points with regard both to repentance, forgiveness, and acceptance. Therefore, although the second interpreter’s position is valid, the first interpreter’s position does a better job of tying the parable into its historical context.

EXERCISE 49 
Allegories and Allegorizing

From the time of Christ until the time of Luther, a major hermeneutical tool was the practice of allegorization. Today most evangelical scholars reject allegorization as an illegitimate hermeneutical device.
a. Define allegorization and show why this long-used method of interpreting Scripture is now repudiated. 
b. Contrast the genre of allegory with the method of allegorizing and show why one is considered legitimate and the other illegitimate. 
A) Allegorization is founded on the belief that beneath the normal meaning of the text lies the true meaning of Scripture. Allegorization is now repudiated as a means of interpretation because the historical evidence shows that once the author’s intended meaning is no longer used as the basis for determining meaning, there remains no normatively compelling criterion for deciding what constitutes a valid interpretation of a text.

B)
An allegory is an illustrative story that an author intended to have several points of comparison between itself and some aspect of real life.


Allegorization is a process in which a later writer gives new meaning to a story by ascribing significance to its details that was not intended by the original author.

The use of an allegory is considered legitimate because the author designed his story in this fashion and intended it to be interpreted in this manner. Allegorization is considered illegitimate because it gives meaning to a text that was not intended by the original author.

EXERCISE 50
Use your knowledge of literary methods to identify and interpret the meaning of John 10:1–18. (To gain experience for yourself, do not consult reference Bible study notes or commentaries until after you have completed your interpretation.) 

The context for this story was Jesus’ healing of the blind man who had responded to him in faith as the true Shepherd (see John 9). The Pharisees questioned the man, who persisted in his belief in Jesus. The Pharisees (wonderful “shepherds” that they were) then excommunicated him.


Jesus was very angry with these false shepherds (read vv. 39–41). In his indignation he told this story (John 10:1–5), but because of its highly condensed nature, his audience didn’t understand his meaning. In response Jesus retold the story, giving more details (vv. 7–18). Here are some of his major teaching points:

(1) Jesus is the means of entry for salvation. Those who come to God through him will be saved (vv. 7 and 9).


(2) Those who came before him were thieves and robbers. Thieves (kleptes) are those who steal through subtlety and trickery. Robbers (lestes) are those who steal through violence and plundering.


An exact identification of the thieves and robbers is impossible. Thieves (those who steal through subtlety and trickery) may be a reference to the Pharisees. Robbers (those who steal through violence and plundering) may be a reference to some of the cruel governors Rome placed over the nation of Israel. The two groups together refer to those who by pretence or violence attempt to gain control of the sheep. 

There is a sharp contrast between Jesus and the false shepherds. The false shepherds tend the sheep not for the sheep’s good, but to gain something for themselves from the sheep. Jesus comes to the sheep so that they might have abundant life (vv. 8 and 10).

(3) There is a contrast between Jesus the Good Shepherd and the hirelings. He is willing to lay down his life for the sheep, while they run away because they care more for themselves than for the sheep (vv. 11–13).


(4) The word ginosko means “to know”—”to have a relationship of trust and intimacy with someone.” Jesus has an intimate personal relationship with both the sheep and the Father, and the sheep have a personal relationship with him. By omission, it is implied that the false shepherds have neither (vv. 14–15).


(5) Verse 16 is Jesus’ prophecy that there are other sheep who are not of this fold, whom he would call into the fold. This is probably a prediction that in the coming years he would call gentiles into the family of believers (v. 16).


(6) Jesus says he will lay down his life voluntarily. The Pharisees will not take it from him, but he will give his life for the sheep of his own volition (vv. 17–18).


There are three reasons why this story is considered an allegory rather than a parable. First, the six points listed above are more linear than structured around a single focus. (Some might argue that the focus was The Good Shepherd. However, look also at the second and third reasons.) Second, the meaning of the story is implicit within the story, rather than added as a separate section at the end. Third, the story sounds like an expanded metaphor: it does not use the words “like” or “as.”


EXERCISE 51 
Romans 13:1–5 commands Christians to be obedient to their governmental authorities. This command has caused conflicts for Christians who have lived under governments such as in Nazi Germany and in some contemporary totalitarian regimes. What is the meaning of this text and other relevant passages for Christians who encounter a government that commands them to act contrary to their consciences?


Historical-cultural analysis: At that time many Jews believed it was a sin to obey a foreign government. The Zealots encouraged the use of violence in refusing to do so, a policy Jesus refused to endorse. The NIV Study Bible Notes comments on the incident that resulted in Jesus uttering the famous words, “Give to Caesar what is Caesar’s, and to God what is God’s (Matt. 22:15–22; Mark 12:13–17; Luke 20:20–26).

The Pharisees were ardent nationalists, opposed to Roman rule, while the hated Herodians, as their name indicates, supported the Roman rule of the Herods. Now, however, the Pharisees enlisted the help of the Herodians to trap Jesus in his words. After trying to put him off guard with flattery, they sprang their question: “Is it right to pay taxes to Caesar or not?” If he said “No,” the Herodians would report him to the Roman governor and he would be executed for treason. If he said “Yes,” the Pharisees would denounce him to the people as disloyal to his nation.


The Jews’ statement in John 8:33 (“We are Abraham’s descendants and have never been slaves of anyone.”) showed their fierce nonacceptance of Roman rule. They participated in a number of rebellions, as Gamaliel recounts in Acts 5:36–37.


Acts 18:2 records that “Claudius had ordered all the Jews to leave Rome.” The NIV Study Bible note says:

Claudius, Emperor of Rome (AD 41–54), ordered all the Jews to leave Rome. Recorded in Suetonius (Claudius, 25). The expulsion order was given, Claudius writes, because of “their [the Jews’] continual tumults instigated by Chrestus” (a common misspelling of “Christ”). If “Chrestus” refers to Christ, the riots obviously were “about” him rather than led “by” him.

 
So at the time when Paul wrote Romans 13 many Jews continued to rebel against Roman rule, and some Christian Jews may have had questions about whether they should rebel against or submit to Roman authority. Paul is addressing this question. Also, at this time Nero had not yet begun to rage. The Roman government often protected Christians against popular violence.


Contextual analysis: This passage is one that describes how Christians are to live lives that are good, pleasing and perfect in God’s sight (Rom. 12:2). Paul discusses several areas of Christian living, and in this passage is discussing how Christians should relate to their government.


The text itself: Paul is speaking to the more general issue of government—establishing and regulating moral order—versus anarchy. This (the rightful use of governmental authority) is what Paul is discussing, not every government in history. There are several indicators in the passage that Paul is not talking about all governments, but about those who rightfully use their governmental authority. Some of these are:


1) Their rulers hold no terror for those who do right (13:3a).


2) Their rulers hold terror for those who do wrong (13:3b).


3) These rulers commend those who do right (13:3c).


4) These rulers are God’s servants to do good to believers (4a).


5) They are God’s servants to bring punishment on those who are wrongdoers (4b).


Application: When government is acting as the above, we are to obey it. When it is not, there may be times when we will have to choose to obey God rather than man (Acts 5:29). We may have to suffer consequences for doing so.


Norm Geisler’s ethical theory of hierarchicalism leads to the same conclusion as Peter’s statement in Acts 5. Briefly, Geisler’s theory says that sometimes an attempt to follow two of God’s general ethical principles will lead to contradiction. For example, we are under the general ethical mandate to obey our government. However, we may be under a government that is doing, and commanding us to do, immoral actions. In such a situation we must obey the higher of the two ethical commands. Peter’s declaration in Acts 5 models this for us.

EXERCISE 52 
Some Bible teachers believe that Christians should not experience illness and disease, basing their arguments in part on 3 John 2. Analyze this passage and state whether you think it is intended to teach that Christians should not experience illness.


The passage reads, “Dear friend, I pray that you may enjoy good health and that all may go well with you, even as your soul is getting along well (NIV).”

Genre analysis: These words were part of a standard opening salutation in conventional letter writing of that time. This is similar to beginning a letter by saying, “I hope you are well.” They are not part of the didactic portion of John’s letter, and so should not be construed as teaching doctrine about whether believers should or should not experience illness. It is John’s expression of his hope that they were not ill at the present time.

EXERCISE 53 
The parable of the wheat and the tares (Matt. 13:24–30) appears to teach that error within the church should not be judged for fear of “uprooting the wheat.” How would you reconcile this with the apparent teaching of Matthew 7:15–20, Titus 3:10, and other verses that appear to teach that the church is to judge evil and error within itself?

Historical analysis: Matthew links these parables to the controversies that had just preceded them (13:1–3 “That same day [emphasis added] Jesus went out of the house and sat by the lake. Such large crowds gathered around him that he got into a boat and sat in it, while all the people stood on the shore.  Then he told them many things in parables, saying.”

The preceding controversies were the Pharisees’ accusation that Jesus was doing his miraculous works by the power of Satan and was making prophecies of judgment against those who were rejecting him and blaspheming the Holy Spirit. These parables were spoken to a group of people who included both followers of Jesus and people antagonistic to him.

Contextual analysis: The parable of the wheat and the tares is one in a series of seven parables in which Jesus teaches about the kingdom of heaven. For the purpose of understanding parables better and also doing a contextual analysis, let’s summarize the teaching of each of these parables. I will summarize these teachings based on the assumption that the kingdom of heaven and the kingdom of God are synonyms, for the reasons given in the text (167–68).

Parable of the sower: The focal teaching of this parable is that God’s Word will bear fruit depending on the state of heart of those who hear it. Jesus identifies four such kinds of hearts: 

(1) Those whose hearts were so hard that the Word had no chance of taking root, 


(2) Those who at first receive the Word enthusiastically, but when difficulty comes, quickly abandon the truth, 


(3) Those who initially accept the Word, which begins to grow, but who let the cares of this world and the desire for money choke their desire to bear fruit, and 


(4) Those who receive the Word, do none of the above, but let the Word bear much fruit in their lives (see vv. 18–23).

Parable of the wheat and the tares: The powers of evil will attempt to produce nonbelievers who look much like believers, at least initially. We are not to be engaged in pronouncing eternal judgment on them during this life, for to do so would be damaging to true believers (v. 29). However, God’s judgment on these people who look like believers (but are not) at the end of the age is certain (v. 30).


The field is the world (v. 38), not the church. Therefore this is not talking about true versus false believers in the church, but about the fact that believers and nonbelievers will coexist through history and will sometimes be difficult to differentiate, for example, see spectrum below:
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This command not to be engaged in pronouncing eternal judgment on nonbelievers during this life does not contradict the teaching of 1 Corinthians 5 or Titus 3:10. These verses teach that we are to judge theological error or immoral behavior when it occurs within the church: Paul also makes this distinction clear in 1 Corinthians 5:11–13.

Parable of the grain of mustard seed: The focal teaching of this parable is that from very humble beginnings (a ragtag group of twelve disciples), Jesus’ kingdom would grow into a significant organism.


The mustard seed is not the smallest of all seeds but the smallest seed used by Palestinian farmers and gardeners. Under good conditions, it could reach a height of ten feet. For the Jews of Jesus’ day, one of the most striking points of this parable would be Jesus’ choice of the very miniscule mustard seed to represent his kingdom.


The imagery of a tree with birds nesting in its branches symbolizes a great kingdom (cf. such imagery in Psalms, Ezekiel, and Daniel).  The teaching of the parable to Jesus’ hearers was that the kingdom would start from a very small beginning but would develop into a great kingdom.

Parable of the leaven: Like the mustard seed, leaven is an unusual candidate as a symbol for something great. Leaven often, but not always, symbolized evil. Leaven acted as yeast, causing dough to rise. The focal teaching is that even though the kingdom of God was small in its beginning, its influence would eventually permeate the entire world.


The parable of the mustard seed and the parable of the leaven are twin parables with slightly different emphases. The mustard seed and small amount of leaven seemed insignificant, even as Jesus’ small band of followers must have seemed at the time. However, from such small beginnings the kingdom would grow so that:


● People from throughout the world would find spiritual rest in it (birds resting in the branches of the mustard tree). Here the focus is on size.


● The entire world would feel the influence of Christ’s kingdom. Here the focus is on influence. 

Parable of the hidden treasure: In that time, people sometimes buried their money or valuables as a means of safekeeping, and it sometimes happened that they would die without anyone knowing the location, or sometimes even the existence, of such hidden treasure.


If treasure were found in a field, it was considered to belong to whoever owned the field. In this story a man discovered buried treasure, realized its great value, and sold all that he had in order to buy the field so that he might possess the treasure.


The focal teaching is that those who discover salvation within the kingdom will be glad to give up everything else they own in order to possess this great treasure. The hidden treasure is worth more than the price paid: likewise, eternal life is worth far more than the cost of discipleship.

Parable of the expensive pearl: A pearl merchant is one who clearly knows the difference between inferior and superior pearls. This expert clearly recognizes one pearl as far superior to anything else he owns. He sells all he owns in order to purchase it.


The meaning is similar to the preceding parable. However, the pearl merchant symbolizes someone who was expert in identifying the value of what he was examining. This may be a reference to Jewish theological experts, some of whom, after examining Jesus’ teachings and comparing them with current Jewish system, would willingly leave their safe positions in the Jewish theological system in order to possess a place in the kingdom.

Parable of the net: This is similar to the parable of the tares, except that the parable of the tares says that Satan will purposely sow false believers in the kingdom throughout history, but this parable talks primarily about the final judgment.


The similarities are that good and evil human beings will coexist until the end of the age, but at the judgment true believers will be separated from unbelievers, and the latter will be cast into the place of judgment.

EXERCISE 54 
In the parable of the unmerciful servant (Matt. 18:23–35), the first servant was forgiven a large sum of money by his lord and then refused to forgive his fellow servant a small amount. A well-known Christian psychiatrist, counselor, and educator stated that this parable shows that it is possible to be forgiven (by God) without being forgiving (toward others). Do you agree? Why, or why not?

Historical-cultural analysis: The first servant in this story must have been a high-ranking civil servant in a large empire, based on the debt he owed, which in today’s money would be at least $12 million. He could obviously never repay this amount. His master took pity on him and cancelled the debt.


This servant then found a fellow servant who owed him the equivalent of one hundred days’ wages for a common laborer, perhaps $5,000.00 in today’s wages. In spite of the fact that he had just been forgiven much more, he refused to let his fellow servant go, but sent him to debtors’ prison.


When the lord of the kingdom found out about this, he angrily sent the first servant to the torturers (not just jailors) until he could pay back all he owed.

Can this parable be used to teach that it is possible to be forgiven by God (as the first servant was) without being forgiving toward other men (as he was toward his fellow servant)?


No, for the following reasons:

1) His inference is in direct contradiction to the focal teaching of the parable (v. 35). “This is how my heavenly Father will treat each of you (sending us to be tortured until we pay back all we owe) unless you forgive your brother from your heart.”

2) Contextual analysis: His inference also flies in the face of the principle Jesus used to introduce this parable. Peter, in verses 21–22, had just asked Jesus how many times he should forgive his brother if his brother sins against him. Since the Pharisees specified three times, Peter undoubtedly thought he was being gracious by suggesting seven times. Jesus replied that Peter should forgive seventy-seven times (or seventy times seven). In other words, forgiveness is to be a way of life for the child of God.


3) Theological analysis: 


a) Because God is such a God of compassion and mercy, he cannot possibly accept as his own those devoid of compassion and mercy.



b) Matthew 6:12, 14–15 “Forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our debtors. . . For if you forgive men when they sin against you, your heavenly Father will also forgive you. But if you do not forgive men their sins, your Father will not forgive your sins [emphasis added].”


c) Mark 11:25 “And when you stand praying, if you hold anything against anyone, forgive him, so that your Father in heaven may forgive you your sins.”

4) Does this not put us back under salvation by law (we must be forgiving in order to be saved)?


a) No. We are not saved by being forgiving. However, if we have truly recognized the amount that God has forgiven us, there is no question that we will willingly forgive others that trivial amount they have sinned against us.



b) Ephesians 4:32: Be kind and compassionate to one another, forgiving one another, just as in Christ God forgave you.



c) Colossians 3:12–13 Therefore, as God’s chosen people, holy and dearly loved, clothe yourselves with compassion, kindness, humility, gentleness and patience. Bear with each other and forgive whatever grievances you may have against one another. Forgive as the Lord forgave you.


5) Hermeneutical error committed by this teacher: He took an incidental detail of a parable and made it into a teaching focus. Another way of saying this: he allegorized a parable.

EXERCISE 55 
Many Christians understand the story of Lazarus and the rich man (Luke 16:19–31) as an actual event and derive a theology of the afterlife from it. Some evangelical scholars are reluctant to do this for hermeneutical reasons. What would be their reasons?

Reasons for believing this may have been a real story:


1) This story doesn’t have the usual introduction to parables, and


2) one of the characters is named—Lazarus. This is the Hebrew “Eleazar,” a common name. If this is a parable, it is the only one in which Jesus gives a name to someone in his parables. (However, Eleazar means “whom God has helped,” and may be being used symbolically. Expositor’s Bible Commentaries, in loco.)

Reasons for believing this may have been a parable:


1) Jesus had just told several parables to illustrate his points (Luke 13–16). This may have been another in the series of parables.


2) From what we know about Hades or Sheol, it seems to be only indicating the state of being dead. The torments of hell do not start until after the Judgment (Rev. 20:14). Therefore it is unlikely that this is a real, present-tense story.


Some believe that this is a present-tense story and that punishment of the wicked begins in Hades (see NIV Study Bible note on Luke 16:23). Others believe that this is a parable that teaches, among other things, that earthly riches are no guarantee of eternal life (see v. 14, cf. the parable). 

Since we cannot determine with certainty whether this is a parable or a literal story about something that had already happened, it is probably best not to base any point of eschatology regarding the present or future state of dead unbelievers on it alone.

EXERCISE 56 
In the Old Testament at least two familiar passages seem to contradict what we believe about God’s justice. One passage refers to God hardening Pharaoh’s heart (Exod. 4:21) and then his punishment of Pharaoh for having a hard heart. The second is when God caused David to take a census (2 Sam. 24:1) and then punished David for doing so (1 Chron. 21:1–7). How do you explain these passages?


One plausible explanation is that these are examples of the Hebrew idiomatic use of the verb. Bullinger defines this in the following way: “The Hebrews often used active verbs to express, not the doing of a thing, but the permission of the thing which an agent is said to do” (Bullinger’s Figures of Speech Used in the Bible, 823ff.).


Some examples of the Hebrew idiomatic use of the verb are

1) Exodus 5:22 (Moses to God): “Lord, why have you brought trouble upon this people (i.e., allowed trouble to be done to them)?” (Read context and v. 23 for substantiation.)

2) Ezekiel 20:25–26 (God speaking in judgment to faithless Israel) “I gave them statutes that were not good (i.e., I allowed them to have statutes that were not good).”

3) Psalm 16:10 “Thou will not give thy Holy One to see corruption (Thou will not allow thy Holy One to see corruption).”

4) Jeremiah 4:10 “Lord God, surely you have greatly deceived this people (you have allowed this people to be greatly deceived).”

5) Exodus 4:21 may be another example of this. “I will harden his heart” (i.e., I will permit him to harden to his heart) “that he shall not let my people go.”

James 1:13–14 states: “When tempted, no one should say, ‘God is tempting me.’ For God cannot be tempted by evil, nor does he tempt anyone (emphasis added): but each one is tempted when, by his own evil desire, he is dragged away and enticed.”

It is easier to reconcile Exodus 4:21 with James 1:13–14 if we interpret Exodus 4:21 to be a Hebrew idiomatic use of the verb rather than a normal use of the verb.


The situation in 2 Samuel 24:1 and 1 Chronicles 21:1 can be understood in a similar fashion, although the historical details are a little more complex. Second Samuel 24:1 says: “The anger of the Lord burned against Israel, and he incited David against them, saying, ‘Go and take a census of Israel and Judah.’“ However, 1 Chronicles 21:1 says: “Satan rose up against Israel and incited David to take a census of Israel.” 

Verses 7–8 recount: “This command was evil in the sight of God; so he punished Israel. Then David said to God, `I have sinned greatly by doing this. Now, I beg you, take away the guilt of your servant. I have done a very foolish thing.’”

The passage in Second Samuel states that the anger of the Lord burned against Israel, but does not state why. One possible reason for the Lord’s anger against Israel was their attempted revolts against David, God’s divinely appointed king, under Absalom and Sheba (see NIV Study Bible, text note in loco).


The passage in 1 Chronicles indicates that Satan incited David to take a census. Since taking a census was not in itself sinful (Num. 1:2–3; 26:2–4), it must have been something about the way David proposed to take the census or his reason for taking the census that was sinful. The most likely reason that David’s census was wrong was that David took the census because he was becoming proud about the growing military might of Israel and was temporarily losing sight of the fact that Israel’s real strength came from the Lord. Satan used David’s pride as his point of vulnerability, tempting David to take a census for the wrong reasons.


One way of bringing this all together is to suggest that God was angry with Israel for their recent revolts against his anointed one, and he wished to punish them for those revolts. He did this by allowing Satan to tempt David to do something wicked. The passage in 1 Chronicles is understood as a normal use of the verb, and the passage in 1 Samuel is understood as a Hebrew idiomatic use of the verb. 

The passage in 1 Samuel is not understood as a normal use of the verb because this would mean that God incited David to do something sinful, an action that would contradict James 1:13–14.

EXERCISE 57 
Nearly every Christian counselor or pastor has some clients or parishioners who come to him believing they have committed the unpardonable sin (Matt. 12:31–32 and parallels). Throughout history this sin has been identified in a number of ways. Irenaeus saw it as a rejection of the gospel; Athanasius equated it with denial of Christ. Origen said it was a mortal sin committed after baptism, and Augustine identified it as persistence in sin until death. Perhaps the most common understanding held by people seeking counsel is that this sin is one of unwittingly insulting Jesus and his works. Use your hermeneutical skills to determine the identity of this sin.

Teaching suggestion: After the class has spent a week researching this exercise on their own, give them the article “Allaying Fears about the Unpardonable Sin” (found in part D) to take home, read, and think about. Then discuss their thoughts, comments, and disagreements with the article.

Spend a little time discussing other sins against the Holy Spirit that are not the unpardonable sin, including lying to the Spirit, resisting the Spirit, grieving the Spirit, and quenching the Spirit, since probably some parishioners or counselees who believe they have committed the unpardonable sin will actually have committed one of these, and these considerations may be able to help them make that distinction. 

Because all sins against the Holy Spirit are sins, we should be mindful to avoid them and to repent of them if we find ourselves doing them. However, none of them are the same as blaspheming the Holy Spirit, so if we have a friend or counselee who has committed one of them and fears they have committed the unpardonable sin, we can show them the difference between the two and reassure them that what they have done is indeed pardonable.
EXERCISE 58 
Sometimes when godly parents have children who are living in rebellion, other Christians try to comfort them by quoting Proverbs 22:6 to them: “Train a child in the way he should go, and when he is old he will not turn from it.” Should this verse be used to promise such parents that their children will definitely return to the Lord sometime in their children’s lifetimes?
Proverbs state general truths, not absolute promises. In general, if parents raise their children in love and in the truths of God, their children are more likely to follow in their footsteps, but proverbs only state commonly occurring situations, not absolute guarantees. It is an abuse of the proper understanding of the genre of proverbs to use them as absolute promises (Klein, Blomberg and Hubbard, Introduction to Biblical Interpretation, 395).

EXERCISE 59 
Some have argued that Matthew 13:33 presents a female image of God as a baker woman. From what you know about parables, do you agree or disagree with this use of the passage?

This short text is one of the kingdom of heaven/God parables. It is so brief that it is better labeled as a simple, straightforward simile with one point of comparison between two objects. The subject and the thing with which it is being compared are kept separate. The comparison is not between God and the baker woman, but between the yeast and the kingdom. 
Furthermore, the clustering of this text along with parable of the mustard seed suggests that they both make a similar point. Matthew 13:32 clearly indicates that the point of the parable of the mustard seed addresses the size of the kingdom. Such a conclusion regarding the pervasive presence of the kingdom despite very small beginnings is a natural reading of the parable of the yeast as well, a single point that is only confirmed by its juxtaposition with the parable of the mustard seed. 

Conclusion: This passage does not present a female image of God.
EXERCISE 60 
It has been stated that the Bible prophesies the use of Christmas trees in Jeremiah 10:3–4. Is this a valid interpretation of these verses? Why, or why not?


Historical-cultural analysis: Jeremiah prophesied between approximately 626 BC and 586 BC. At that time Judah’s inhabitants were in the frightening position of being used as pawns in the power plays between the imperial states of Egypt, Assyria, and Babylon. They must have felt terrified by the tremendous power of these vast empires in comparison to their own impotence, and may have been tempted to worship the gods (idols) of these powerful states with the hope that they might also gain some of their power through association.


Contextual analysis: Verses 1–5 contrasts the impotent idols of surrounding nations versus the true God. Such idols were often decorated with silver and gold.


Lexical-syntactical analysis: the Hebrew word for “craftsman” used here often refers to idol makers.


Main message: Do not be afraid of the impotent gods of the surrounding nations, who cannot speak, cannot walk, cannot do good, or cannot do harm (v. 5).


This is neither a prophesy nor a prohibition of Christmas trees.


Hermeneutical principles violated:



1) Determine the general historical and cultural circumstances (this is talking about the idols of ancient Egypt, Assyria, and Babylon).



2) Identify the person or category of persons for whom the particular passage is intended (residents of Judah around 600 BC.).


3) Distinguish between prophecy (forthtelling) and prediction (foretelling). This is forthtelling of God’s will for the inhabitants of Judah at the time of Jeremiah, not a prediction of one of our contemporary Christmas customs. 

While we may be distracted from the true meaning of Christmas by all the commercialism that has developed (and this is an issue that Christians should consider), neither contemporary pagans or believers worship Christmas trees.

EXERCISE 61 
According to some interpreters the Bible also foresees the use of jet airplanes in Ezekiel 10:9–17. More specifically, this passage describes the hubcaps and wheels (vv. 9–11), the windows (v. 12), the jet turbines (v. 13), and a takeoff (vv. 15–16). Is this a valid interpretation? Why, or why not?

Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: Judah’s kings rebelled against their Babylonian overlords a number of times. One of these rebellions occurred during Jehoiakim’s reign, and Daniel and many other leading nobles of Judah were deported to Babylon (605 BC).


Jehoiakim rebelled again against Babylon and was defeated. More Jews were deported this time, including Ezekiel. Ezekiel served as a prophet in Babylon, receiving prophetic visions and telling the Jews what was happening in Jerusalem one thousand miles away.


Nebuchadnezzar place Zedekiah on the throne, but he too rebelled about five years later. The Babylonians laid siege to Jerusalem in 588, and in 586 breached the walls, plundered the city, and then burned the city and temple. The event that Ezekiel saw prophetically probably occurred between the second and third rebellions just discussed.


Judah had become very wicked. This passage describes the Lord and His cherubim (cherubim are creatures of great splendor who magnify God by their presence). God and His cherubim leave the sanctuary (10:4,18,20) and then leave the city altogether (11:22–23) because of Judah’s unbelief and rebellion against God (12:1–2). This can in no way be legitimately construed as a prediction of jet airplanes.

Hermeneutical principles violated:



Determine the general historical-cultural circumstances.


Identify the category of persons for whom the message is intended.


Study intervening history to see if the prophecy has been fulfilled.

EXERCISE 62 
According to some interpreters there is also a biblical prophecy of police cars, rushing to an emergency with their headlights beaming (Nah. 2:4). Discuss the validity of this interpretation.


Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: This is a prophecy of the siege and destruction of Nineveh, the capital of the Assyrian empire (see 1:1; 2:8; 3:7, 18). Nahum 2:4 could be either a description of Nineveh’s chariots fleeing or the attacker’s chariots advancing. Either way, it is clearly a prediction concerning Nineveh’s downfall rather than a prediction about police cars.


Hermeneutical principles violated: 


1) Do historical-cultural and contextual analysis



2) Study of intervening history to see if the prophecy has already been fulfilled. (In 612 BC Nineveh fell as prophesied.)

EXERCISE 63
Many Bible students have understood the seven churches of Revelation 2 and 3 as referring to both the historical churches of John’s time and the seven successive epochs in church history. Do you agree or disagree? Give hermeneutical principles to justify your answer.
Historical-cultural and contextual analysis:


1) The book of Revelation was probably written around AD 95 during Domitian’s reign. Christians were being persecuted by Romans who were trying to force everyone to worship the emperor.

2) Some within the church were advocating compromise (2:14–15, 20). Revelation is John’s exhortation to hold fast and not compromise.

3) John was on Patmos, a Roman penal colony, imprisoned for his activity as a Christian missionary. Patmos was an island about four miles by eight miles in size, located about fifty miles southwest of Ephesus. 

4) The seven cities John names are in a clockwise circle in Asia (now Turkey). See p. 1928 of the NIV Study Bible.

5) There are four major types of interpretations of these references to the seven churches (from Tyndale NT Commentary, vol. 20, and Harper Study Bible):


a) The preterit view: This was written for the church of that time. Everything was fulfilled in the first century or shortly thereafter. Most modern interpreters accept some variation of this view.


b) The historicist view: This was a forecast of all of human history, up to the very end. Modern proponents of this view often make the following equations between churches and ages:



Ephesus: the first century



Smyrna: the time of persecution



Pergamum: the time of Constantine



Thyatira: the Middle Ages



Sardis: the Reformation period



Philadelphia: the modern missionary movement



Laodicea: the apostasy of the last days


There are several problems with this view, which will be noted below.


c) The futurist view: Aside from the first few chapters, everything applies to happenings at the end of the age. A problem with this is that most of the book is robbed of any immediate significance for everyone except those in the last days.


d) The spiritual, symbolical, or idealist view: Revelation doesn’t refer to actual historical events. It is more concerned with ideas and principles.


6) There are several reasons for believing these refer to seven historical cities of John’s time:



a) the historical-cultural context of the book



b) John says they are a reference to seven cities, not to seven epochs (1:4)



c) The things he describes were occurring in the seven cities at that time



d) The historicist view leads to several difficulties




1) The interpretation focuses exclusively on Western Europe




2) The letter would not have much relevance or motivating effect on first-century Christians if most of it refers to a much later period


3) The extreme variation in interpretation (every interpreter has believed he is in the end times) casts some doubt on this scheme

        


e) Nothing in the passage suggests that John was intending to make a prediction of the church throughout various historical epochs. His writing indicates he intended to direct his comments to seven churches present at the time of his writing.



f) While John’s intention was probably to address these specific churches, we can see that some of his criticisms could be applied to other churches in other times, even though this was not John’s intended reference.

EXERCISE 64 
Interpret Revelation 20:1–10 from both premillennial and amillennial viewpoints. What hermeneutical problems arise with each method?
(Read Rev. 20:1–15.)
Interpretation from a premillennial standpoint: At the end of the seven-year tribulation period, Satan will be bound so that he can no longer deceive the nations, and Christ and his saints will reign for one thousand years on earth.


At the end of the millennium, Satan will be loosed for a short period, allowing people to show their true loyalties. Satan will be soundly defeated and will be cast into hell forever. The judgment of the Great White Throne will occur, and then eternity begins.

Interpretation from an amillennial standpoint: Satan was bound symbolically at Christ’s death and resurrection. The reign of Christ and the loosing of Satan symbolically portray the enduring spiritual struggle that is occurring between Christ and Satan even now.

      Arguments for an amillennial position:

      
1) Second Peter 3:8: One year is as a thousand years with the Lord. Therefore it is reasonable to understand this time period figuratively rather than literally.

      

2) There is much symbolism in Revelation. For example, the key and chain are symbolical, for a spirit cannot be literally chained (Rev. 20:1–3).

Arguments for a premillennial position:


1) The amillennial interpretation is not as compatible as a premillennial position with the several Old Testament passages that speak of a regathering of Israel to Palestine followed by a period of peace and prosperity (these verses seem to speak of a literal regathering of the nation of Israel to the literal land of Palestine, not a symbolic ingathering of believers).


2) Verse 3: Many Bible students find it hard to believe that Satan is presently prevented from deceiving the nations—the evidence of sinful deception seems too strong to believe he is bound.

3) Verses 2 and 7: These verses seem to indicate a definite period of time with a specific beginning and ending date during which Satan is bound.


4) Verse 4: If the millennium is taken symbolically, then the martyrs will reign with God in heaven after their martyrdom. Not all martyrs would reign for the same amount of time, for their number would continuously increase throughout time.


However, verse 4 seems to indicate that these people had already been martyred before the Millennium began (notice the words “had been beheaded”), and would reign with Christ for the entire one-thousand-year period. This verse seems to me to be more compatible with a premillennial than an amillennial interpretation.

EXERCISE 65 
Some early church fathers attempted to find a typological picture of the Trinity in the Old Testament by asserting that the three stories of the ark are types of the three persons of the Godhead. Is this valid typology? Why, or why not?

No, the three stories of the ark are not a valid type of the three persons of the Godhead. This resemblance fails to meet at least two of the criteria that distinguish a valid type.


First, a type must prefigure something in the future. The future thing is called the antitype. Since the three persons of the Godhead existed before the ark did, it would have to be that the Trinity was a type of the three stories of the ark (the antitype). However, the type is always inferior to the antitype, toward which it points (e.g., the brass serpent was clearly inferior to the crucified Savior). In this case, however, the three persons of the Godhead are clearly not inferior to the three stories of the ark. Something seems to be awry in this typology.


Second, there must be some evidence that the type was appointed by God to represent the thing typified. However, there is no record anywhere in Scripture to suggest that God intended the three floors of the ark to typify the three persons of the Godhead, or vice versa. Therefore this is probably not legitimate typology.

EXERCISES 66 and 67 
A hermeneutics textbook makes the following points regarding the study of typology of the Old Testament tabernacle. Linen means the Righteous One, Jesus. Brass is always a symbol of judgment. Silver is always the symbol of redemption. In the tabernacle the pure linen (Jesus) was hung on the pillars of brass and was set in sockets of brass (judgment) but was held together with rods of silver hooks (redemption). Jesus could have come down from the cross, but he would not. Our redemption held him there (the silver hooks of redemption that held the linen to the brass). Is this valid typology? Why, or why not?
The same hermeneutics text makes the following points regarding the typological meaning of badger skins (Exod. 26:14 KJV). The fact that these skins were not very pleasing to the eye is typical of the fact that Christ “hath no form nor comeliness” (Isa. 53:2KJV). People outside the tabernacle tent could see only the outer covering of skins. To see the beautiful linen, one had to be inside. Correspondingly, the world sees only Christ’s humanity and not his deity. From inside the tabernacle tent, one could see the purple, scarlet, blue, gold, and silver. The corresponding application is that we must get inside Christ to see his beauty. Is this valid typology? Why, or why not?


The OT tabernacle was a picture or a type that prefigured Christ and the tabernacle in heaven (Heb. 8:5; 9:1–10, 18). There is valid typology in the OT tabernacle. For example, the tabernacle symbolizes God dwelling among his people, God’s royal tent. The ark of the covenant symbolizes God’s throne. The tablets symbolize his righteous principles. The cherubim symbolize God’s glory. The shewbread was a symbol of Israel acknowledging that the fruit of the land was a gift from God, and so on.


However, when interpreting the meaning of a type, we must distinguish between the teaching focus of a type and incidental details not intended by the author to have meaning. The two examples given in the exercises above seem to be taking incidental details of the tabernacle and ascribing symbolic significance to them for which there is no evidence of authorial intent.

EXERCISE 68 
A minister preached a message on Ezekiel 37 (the vision of the dry bones), saying that although the message was initially to the nation of Israel, it could also be legitimately applied to the church. His message focused on the importance of developing relationships with others in the body of Christ (getting connected to the other bones). Is this a valid use of this text? Why, or why not?

(Read Ezek. 37:1–10.)
Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: Ezekiel was a prophet-priest who was exiled to Babylon by Nebuchadnezzar in 597 BC From Babylon he prophesied God’s judgment against idolatrous Israel (chaps. 1–24), God’s judgment of the wicked nations surrounding Israel (chaps. 25–32), and then God’s consolation for Israel (chaps. 33–48).


Chapter 37, verses 1–10 prophesy that Israel will be resurrected as a nation [read verses 11–14], and then verses 15–28 prophesy the reunification of the northern and southern kingdoms into one nation.


It is not valid to use this passage as an exhortation to develop relationships to others in the body of Christ, even though this is a biblical idea. If one wanted to preach on this topic there are many scriptural passages that legitimately could be used (e.g., Col. 3:12–16). However, there is no indication that this passage was intended by God to do anything but bring a message of consolation and hope to the exiled Jews living in the Babylonian empire.

EXERCISE 69 
Another minister preached a message from Isaiah 18:1–7, saying that although the prophecy was originally intended against Ethiopia, according to the “double fulfillment” theory of prophecy, it could also legitimately be applied to the United States. His rationale included the following points: (1) verse 1 suggests the United States, since it is one of the few countries with a bird as its national symbol, (2) verse 2 describes the United States as a strong and mighty nation, (3) verse 3 refers to the raising of the American flag on the moon, and (4) verse 5 warns us that judgment is coming for the United States. Is this a legitimate use of this text? Why, or why not?

(Read vv. 1–7.)
Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: The book of Isaiah can be divided into two major parts, the book of judgment (chaps. 1–39) and the book of comfort (chaps. 40–66) (NIV Study Bible notes). Chapter 18 is found in the center of the book of judgment, in a section of the book devoted to the prediction of God’s judgment on the nations surrounding Judah.


Chapter 18 is a prophecy against the Cushite dynasty (ancient Ethiopia), which ruled Egypt during this period. Although the Cushite dynasty was proud and powerful at the time Isaiah spoke these prophecies, Isaiah predicted that ancient Ethiopia would eventually be humbled and would bring offerings to the Lord (vv. 5–7). There is nothing in this passage to indicate that Isaiah intended for there to be a double fulfillment to his prophecy, first against the Cushite dynasty, and second against the United States.

EXERCISE 70 
Isaiah 14:12–15 has often been interpreted as a typological allusion to Satan. Discuss the hermeneutical pros and cons of such an interpretation.
How you have fallen from heaven,


O morning star, son of the dawn!

You have been cast down to the earth, 



you who once laid low the nations!

You said in your heart,


I will ascend to heaven,

I will raise my throne


above the stars of God:

I will sit enthroned on the mount of assembly,


on the utmost heights of the sacred mountain,

I will ascend above the tops of the clouds;


I will make myself like the Most High.

But you are brought down to the grave,


to the depths of the pit.

Arguments suggesting this is a typological allusion to Satan:


1) The boastfulness of verses 13 and 14 seem too great to be that of a human king,


2) There is a strong similarity between these words and the words of Luke 10:18, which describe Satan downfall,



Jesus replied, “I saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven. I have given you authority to trample on snakes and scorpions and to overcome all the power of the enemy; nothing will harm you.”

3) Revelation 13, 17, and 18 identify a spiritual Babylon and a beast during the end times who will do the work of Satan.

Arguments against this being a typological allusion to Satan:


1) Contextual analysis: this is clearly a prophecy about the boastfulness of the Babylonian king and his eventual downfall (see 14:3, 17, 22–23).

2) It was not uncommon for ancient rulers in their arrogance to make boastful statements regarding themselves. For example, Domitian was called Dominus et Deus Noster (Our Lord and God). Roman emperors often assumed titles of deity. (For similar usage, see Ezek. 28:1–19, especially verse 1 for a similar pattern.)

3) On the similarity between Isaiah 14 and Luke 10: This is probably a verbal rather than real parallel, that is, the words are similar but refer to different events. In the Isaiah passage they are a prediction of something that would soon happen: In the Luke passage they are a statement of something that was actually happening (present tense) as Jesus sent the seventy out on their first missionary journey.

4) If there is a type and antitype to be found here, it is probably between national Babylon and the spiritual Babylon in the last day, rather than between the Babylonian king and the beast (Antichrist) of the last days. It is clearly not a typology between the king of Babylon and Satan himself, since the Antichrist and Satan are not identical. 
EXERCISE 71 
In Matthew 16:19 Jesus prophesies that he will give to Peter the keys of the kingdom of heaven. What is the meaning of this prophecy?

There are at least three common interpretations:



1) Papal succession: Peter’s authority has been passed down through a line of papal successors until the present time.

2)  In this play on words it is the content of Peter’s faith on which God would build his church. It is Peter’s faith in Jesus as the Messiah upon which the church will be built. 


3) In Matthew 18:18 and John 20:23 the power of the keys was given to all the apostles and to the churches of all ages.


What is the “power of the keys”? Keys in ancient times were symbols of authority: “binding and loosing was a technical term in Rabbinic Judaism for the authority the rabbis had in teaching and discipline,” NIDNTT, 1:171.

The following are likely to be included in the authority to bind (Greek word deo) and loose (Greek word luo):


1) the power to pronounce as forgiven those who have put their faith in Christ (luo);

2) the power to proclaim what behavior was acceptable and unacceptable within the kingdom, hence, the power to excommunicate (deo).


Acts 2 and 10 are perhaps examples of Peter’s use of the keys when he announced the possibility of forgiveness to Jews, proselytes and gentiles. Act 5 is perhaps an example of Peter’s use of the authority to bind (Ananias and Sapphira).


Some have wondered whether these verses provide a basis for the binding of Satan and exorcism by Christian believers. There is some lexical support for this interpretation. Luo is used of the loosing of someone from the power of Satan in Luke 13:16. Deo is used of the binding of Satan in Matthew 12:29. “The gates of Hades shall not overcome it [the church],” uttered by Jesus in the sentence preceding that about the keys to the kingdom of heaven, certainly make it reasonable to suggest that these keys were to be used in spiritual warfare against Satan and his demons.

EXERCISE 72 
Some people believe that Paul’s prophecy in 1 Corinthians 15:22 suggests that everyone will be saved (“For as in Adam all die, so in Christ all will be made alive”). How would you respond to this argument?
Contextual analysis: Paul is making several arguments for the resurrection of the dead (vv. 12ff.). One of these arguments, in the middle of which verse 22 is found, is that even as Christ was resurrected from the dead, so also those who are in him will likewise be resurrected (read vv. 20–23).

Correct interpretation: Just as all who are “in Adam,” that is, his descendents, the whole human race, will suffer death, all who are in Christ, that is, who are related to him by faith, will be made alive at the resurrection.

Theological analysis: The following verses, among many others, cannot be reconciled with universalism (the belief that all people will be saved):


Matthew 18:8


Matthew 25:31–46, esp. 41–46


Mark 9:43–48

John 3:36


John 5:28–29


Jude 3–7


Revelation 20:15


Revelation 21:8

EXERCISE 73 
Some liberal commentators have claimed that Christ was mistaken regarding the time of his second coming, because of verses such as Matthew 24:34 that seem to indicate that he would return within one generation. Are there other legitimate ways of understanding this verse?

Contextual analysis: Read verses 1–3. Verse 3 poses three questions that Jesus answers in the following discussion without distinguishing sharply between them (NIV Study Bible notes, 1477).

Verses 4–14 discuss the end of this age, verses 15–22 the destruction of Jerusalem, and verses 23–31 Christ’s second coming (read each section). Then read verses 32–34. Are there other legitimate ways of understanding this verse than to conclude that Christ was mistaken about the time of his second coming?

Four possible explanations:


1) This generation: This could mean that the generation who will see the beginning of these signs will live to see their culmination when Christ returns.

2) This generation: (ghenea) can mean “this race.” If that were the case, Jesus’ prophecy would mean that the Jewish race (or nation) will not pass away before all these things come to pass.


Many other nations from Jesus’ time no longer exist as identifiable entities. Yet the Jews remain as a very distinct race despite numerous attempts to exterminate them.

3) Some have argued (e.g., Expositor’s Bible Commentary, in loco) that verse 34 suggests  merely that the distress of verses 4–28, including Jerusalem’s fall, happen within the lifetime of those then living. If this interpretation is correct, then Jesus meant that the beginning of the prophecies found in verses 4–28 would occur within the same generation to which he spoke.

4) Developmental fulfillment approach: the prophetic method called developmental fulfillment asserts that a prophecy may be fulfilled in several developmental stages. There could have been three developmental stages in the fulfillment of this prophecy. Both Daniel and Jesus prophesy about the abomination of desolation.



a) One stage could have been the desecration of the temple by Antiochus Epiphanes in 168 BC.



b) A second stage, one predicted by Christ as happening within one generation, would happen in AD 70 with the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple.



c) A third stage will be fulfilled by the Antichrist just before the return of Christ.

Any of these four alternative explanations is possible without straining the grammar and words of Matthew 24. Therefore there is no need to agree that Christ was mistaken about the time of his second coming.

EXERCISE 74 
Sometimes when believers are going through difficult experiences, their friends will quote Jeremiah 29:11 to them, “‘For I know the plans I have for you,’ declares the Lord, ‘plans to prosper you.’” This verse is usually intended to encourage them that their situation will improve in the near future. Is this a valid application of this verse?

Historical-cultural and contextual analysis: The context (Jer. 29:11) states: “This is what the Lord says: ‘When seventy years are completed for Babylon, I will come to you and fulfill my gracious promise to bring you back to this place.’” This is a statement about God’s plan for the nation of Israel’s return from the Exile, not a promise to individual believers today. This is further underscored by verse 14, which says, “‘I . . . will gather you from all the nations and places where I have banished you,’ declares the Lord, ‘and will bring you back to the place from which I carried you into exile.’” 
There are many passages that could be validly used to bring comfort to individual believers going through trials today. This is not one of them. It was a specific promise to Israelites during their time of exile in Babylon.
EXERCISE 75 
Basing his view on 1 Corinthians 6:1–8, a pastor stated that it is wrong for a Christian to sue another believer. Is this hermeneutically valid? Why, or why not?
Historical-cultural analysis: In Paul’s day Romans allowed the Jews to apply their own law in property matters, and since the Romans did not yet consider Christians as a separate class from Jews, Christians no doubt had the same rights (NIV text note).

Contextual analysis: Paul is talking about property cases (see v. 7), not about criminal cases, which were to be handled by the state (Romans 13).


Paul admonishes the Christians of his day to avoid two wrongs:


(1) being unjust to one another, defrauding one another, and


(2) taking one another to court before unbelievers, therefore bringing disrepute on the name of Christ by fights within the Christian family. Paul says we should be willing to suffer personal loss of possessions rather than going to the law court against one another.


The two principles above, (1) and (2), would seem to apply in our time and culture as much as they did in Paul’s. Therefore it seems to me that if we are involved in a civil dispute with a brother and cannot resolve it ourselves, we should try to make use of something like the Christian Conciliation Service or an ad hoc committee from our church rather than the law courts. If our brother or sister is unwilling to use a Christian group to settle the matter, we should be willing to be defrauded rather than possibly bring disrepute on the name of Christ by taking them to court.

(Allow time for discussion. If discussants disagree, ask them to show the biblical basis for their disagreement.)
EXERCISE 76 
Pacifists have sometimes used Matthew 26:52 as part of their argument that Christians should not be involved in military activity. From the standpoint of valid hermeneutics, what principles and/or behavioral commands can we draw from this passage?

There are differences of opinion about whether Jesus was making a general statement against the use of physical force on a national level (pacifism), or was simply stating that in the present situation a physical response would be suicidal.


Luke 22:49 indicates that several of the disciples may have had swords and were ready to defend the Lord by physical force. If they had done so, it could have meant imprisonment or death for many of them. Jesus quickly quells this very dangerous situation by telling Peter, the first disciple to engage in violence, to put his sword back into its sheath. He then heals Malchus’s ear, further de-escalating the situation (Luke 22:51). In light of this dangerous situation in the Garden of Gethsemane, it is unlikely that Jesus was making a theological exposition on pacifism and was instead addressing the needs of that critically dangerous situation. Therefore we would be on shaky ground to try to build an argument for or against pacifism on this verse.

EXERCISE 77 
In Deuteronomy 19:21 God’s command is “eye for eye, tooth for tooth.” Jesus, claiming that he was fulfilling the law, said: “Do not resist an evil person. If someone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also” (Matt. 5:39). How do you reconcile these two statements?

Contextual analysis: In order to understand the meaning of Deuteronomy 19:21, it is crucial to read its context. The surrounding verses teach:


“If a malicious witness takes the stand to accuse a man of a crime, the two men involved in the dispute must stand in the presence of the Lord before the priests and the judges who are in office at the time. The judges must make a thorough investigation, and if the witness proves to be a liar, giving false testimony against his brother, then do to him as he intended to do to his brother. You must purge the evil from among you. The rest of the people will hear of this and be afraid, and never again will such an evil thing be done among you. Show no pity: life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot.”
This verse teaches that if someone falsely witnesses against someone else and is discovered, whatever penalty would have been applied to the innocent victim (if he had been judged guilty) shall instead be applied to the false witness(es).

Theological analysis: Exodus 21:22–25 states: 

“If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives birth prematurely but there is no serious injury, the offender must be fined whatever the woman’s husband demands and the court allows. But if there is serious injury, you are to take life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise.”
(Note: the Hebrew probably means serious injury to mother or baby. See Keil and Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament, in loco, NIV Study Bible text note, or Millard Erickson, Christian Theology, 554–56.]

Leviticus 24:17–22 states: 

“If anyone takes the life of a human being, he must be put to death. Anyone who takes the life of someone’s animal must make restitution—life for life. If anyone injures his neighbor, whatever he has done must be done to him: fracture for fracture, eye for eye, tooth for tooth. As he has injured the other, so he is to be injured. Whoever kills an animal must make restitution, but whoever kills a man must be put to death. You are to have the same law for the alien and the native-born. I am the Lord your God.”
The point of the passages in Exodus and Leviticus was that the penalty should fit the crime, not be lesser or greater. Preferential treatment should not be given to those who were rich or powerful or to citizens of Israel versus foreigners living among them. Historical evidence indicates that these commands were not applied literally, but were understood to be teaching the principle that the punishment should fit the crime.


In Matthew 5:38–42 Jesus states:

“You have hear that it was said, ‘Eye for eye, and tooth for tooth.’ But I tell you, Do not resist an evil person. If someone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also. And if someone wants to sue you and take your tunic, let him have your cloak as well. If someone forces you to go one mile, go with him two miles. Give to the one who asks you, and do not turn away from the one who wants to borrow from you.” 


The Pharisees had apparently taken a command regarding (1) how judges were to deal with those who are maliciously bringing false witness against a person and (2) how judges were to mete out punishments for crimes, and turned it into a justification for taking personal revenge. One command was given to judges to ensure impartial judging: the Pharisees were using it as a license to be personally vengeful.


Jesus has said that unless a person’s righteousness surpasses that of the Pharisees and teachers of the law, they will certainly not enter the kingdom of heaven (5:20). Jesus’ followers were to overcome the law of personal retaliation with the law of love. 

EXERCISE 78 
In 1 Timothy 2:12 Paul says that he does not allow a woman to teach or have authority over men. Using the model presented in this chapter, discuss these questions: (1) What was the meaning of this text for Timothy? (2) What application should it have for us today? (3) What implications does your view have for (a) female Sunday school teachers, (b) female hospital chaplains, (c) female seminary teachers, (d) female pastors, and (e) female missionaries?

Historical and contextual analysis: Paul had given Timothy the role of an overseer (bishop) over several churches. Thus it seems likely that these were general instructions for all churches rather than for specific ones only.

In verse 8 Paul gives instructions to men. In verses 9–11 he gives instructions to women. In verse 12 he says: “I do not permit a woman to teach or to have authority over a man: she must be silent.”

The two prohibited activities were didaskein and authentein. Didaskein referred to authoritative teaching in the corporate meetings of the congregation. Authentein referred to having authority over someone else.


In 1 Corinthians 11:5 Paul indicates that women prayed and prophesied in the public gathering of believers. Since prophecy was an activity initiated by the Holy Spirit, this did not contradict Paul’s prohibition of women engaging in didaskein. Prophecy originated from God: the person (male or female) who spoke it was only a vessel. Didaskein was something initiated and prepared by a person—authoritative instruction for the congregation. Women could participate in prophecy (and therefore probably also in speaking in tongues and interpretation of tongues, which are also inspired by the Holy Spirit). Women also could pray in public worship, as this did not contradict didaskein.
 
The early church often designated their leaders as either teaching elders or ruling elders. There were apparently multiple elders in each church, so that a group of people shared the responsibility of leading the congregation. It seems likely that what this passage is prohibiting is women functioning in the role of either teaching or ruling elder.

What application should this prohibition have for us today?


Some believe that this command is time-bound and culture-bound. Their reasons are: (1) Paul labels these as personal commands, for example, I do not allow women to preach or teach, and (2) the women of that day did not receive formal education. Only men received an education, and therefore having women in these positions would be detrimental to the growth of the church. Since women now have possibilities for education equal to that of men, this prohibition should be regarded as culture-bound.

Others believe that these commands should be regarded as transcultural. Some of their reasons are that Paul gives two grounds for women not being involved in didaskein or authentein. Paul bases both reasons in the early chapters of Genesis. 
First: order of creation: God created Adam first, then Eve. 
Second: Eve was the one deceived. The last verse in this passage (women will be saved through childbearing), suggests (to these people) that childrearing rather than church leadership is the role best designed for use of her gifts.


If Paul had based his prohibitions on the fact that the women of his time did not receive a formal education, there would be stronger reason to suggest that these prohibitions are culture-bound rather than transcultural. Because he bases his arguments on the order of creation and on the Fall, this gives somewhat greater support to the idea that they are transcultural.


Another approach to understanding these commands as temporary was described by Bruce Barron recently (“Putting Women in Their Place: 1 Timothy 2 and Evangelical Views of Women in Church Leadership,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society (December 1990): 451–59). 

Basing his work on earlier work by classicist Catharine Kroeger, he argues that Paul was giving instructions to Timothy on how to guide the church through some of the difficult situations posed by gnosticism or by early developments in gnosticism. Gnosticism had a number of doctrines that conflicted with Christianity. It also had a tendency to elevate women as favored instruments of revelation. The gnostics reinterpreted the story of Adam and Eve in a fairly radical way that made Eve the heroine. In one gnostic version Adam, after taking the fruit from Eve, is enlightened and thanks her for giving him life.


According to this view, the reasons that Paul returns to the Creation narrative and reminds his readers that Adam was created first and that Eve fell into sin first may not have been to place his commands about women not being church leaders in a transcultural setting. The reason may have been to refute the gnostic heresies regarding the prominence of women as recipients of revelation and as heroes in the Fall. If this is true, then Paul may have been commanding women not to teach or lead the church for a particular time in church history (until some of the threats of gnosticism had passed) and his commands should be considered temporally limited. It will remain for other evangelical theologians to respond to Barron’s thesis before we can decide whether this is a plausible explanation for his commands in 1 Timothy 2.

What are the implications for female Sunday school teachers?


God encourages women to instruct younger women and children (Titus 2), so they definitely would not be prohibited from teaching these groups. Sunday schools did not arise until the 1800s, so Paul definitely did not have them in mind when he wrote. Sunday school does not carry with it the same level of authority as leading the congregation in corporate worship. Therefore some would argue that 2 Timothy 2 does not prohibit women teaching men in Sunday school.

The same argument could be made for women serving as hospital chaplains or seminary teachers. Concerning women serving as missionaries, it would be easier to comply with this teaching if there were at least one male missionary with good preaching gifts in any group of missionaries. Female missionaries could be involved in personal witnessing and home Bible studies. As the fruit of their labor brings an increase in numbers, a male missionary can lead corporate worship until nationals have matured enough spiritually to take over this function.

The issue of whether women should serve as ordained ministers today remains a hotly contested one. There probably will be greater clarification of the text from 1 Timothy 2 in the coming years as theologians continue to discuss and debate this issue.

EXERCISE 79 
There are three main types of church government—the episcopal, the presbyterian, and the congregational—and some denominations use a mixed model. Investigate how each of these types functions, then do a word study of the terms bishop, elder and deacon as used in the New Testament. What are the implications of your New Testament study for the models of church government?
The episcopalian model (Used in Episcopalian and Anglican churches)


1) Bishop—has authority over several churches


2) Priest—pastor of an individual church


3) Deacons—assist the priest in local church functioning

In this model, the bishop sees himself as similar to the apostles or to Timothy or Titus. The bishop appoints priests to individual churches.

The presbyterian model


1) The church is governed by presbyters or elders


2) There are both teaching and ruling elders (1 Tim. 5:17)



a) Teaching elder: “called” by the congregation



b) Ruling elders: help govern, do not preach, chosen from among the congregation.



c) The teaching elder and the ruling elders together make up the governing body of the congregation

The congregational model


1) Each congregation is autonomous.


2) Does not believe in a special class of persons (clergy) who have special endowment.


3) Ordained people are simply laypeople doing the work of the church full time.

Mixed models (Baptist and Assembly of God churches)


Midway between congregational and presbyterian models. There is usually a single elder (pastor) assisted by the deacon board.

Episkopos—translated as “overseer” or “bishop”
Presbuteros—translated as “elder”
Poimaino—translated as “shepherd”

There is now a general consensus that these are three names for the same office. For example, in Acts 20:17 Paul sent to Ephesus for the elders of the church. In verse 28 he calls this same group of people overseers, and encourages them to pastor (shepherd) the congregation whom they served.

In 1 Peter 5:1–2, Peter similarly appeals to the elders of the church to be good shepherds of the churches they oversee, using the three words to refer to the same office. Elder emphasizes their maturity, and oversee and shepherd refer to their function or responsibility.

Elders, pastors, or bishops provided spiritual oversight of the church. Deacons (diakonos) provided physical services to the church so that the elders could work full-time in spiritual ministry (Acts 6:2).

In reviewing the various texts that address the issue of church leadership, there is some precedent for each of the systems (episcopalian, presbyterian, congregational, and mixed models). There is little basis for being dogmatic about one system being more biblical than another.

EXERCISE 80 
Some believers use Acts 4:32–35 as the basis for Christian communal living today. What hermeneutical considerations are relevant to such an application of this text?


Read Acts 4:31–35. Luke is describing what happened, not prescribing a requirement for all believers. (Hermeneutical principle: this is descriptive truth, not prescriptive truth.)

Compare verse 32 with verse 34. It seems that this passage is not saying that everyone sold everything they had and developed a socialist system. Instead, believers took the position that personal possessions were to be shared with brothers and sisters who were in need, and not selfishly held on to when brothers and sisters were destitute. The phrase “from time to time those who owned lands or houses sold them” indicates that believers still retained personal ownership of some things and only sold them as there was need within the body of Christ.

Conclusion: this does not state that socialism is an ideal Christian economic system. It is stating that voluntary sharing of the good things God has given us personally is one example of God’s grace among us (cf. James 2:14–24).

EXERCISE 81 
Basing his view on Ephesians 6:1–3, a noted Christian teacher argues that children should never go against their parents’ wishes but should allow God to direct them through their parents. Is this a valid understanding of the text as Paul originally gave it? If it is, is it as valid to apply it in the same way today in our American culture? If you answered affirmatively to both of the above questions, does this obligation ever end?

I believe based on lexical-syntactical analysis that this teaching is not a valid understanding of the text as Paul originally gave it. The word for “child” is teknon. Its common meaning is child (nonadult) with respect to his or her parents. Teknion, the diminutive form of the word, means “little child” or “infant.” Paul and John both use this to refer to spiritual children.

The implied denotation of the word means someone young, not having reached adulthood himself or herself. We will always be our father’s son or daughter, but we are not forever his child: eventually we become adult sons and daughters.

Paul did not use huios (son), which might have included the concept of obeying our parents as long as they are alive. Instead he uses teknon, indicating that while we are children, we are to obey them.

We are always to honor them, but we are not bound to obey them once we reach adulthood.

EXERCISE 82 
With the rising divorce rate, many churches are faced with the question of what roles, if any, divorced and remarried persons may play in the leadership/service functions of the church. How do you think the teaching of 1 Timothy 3:2, 12 applies to that question?

Logical and theological analysis: First Timothy 3:2 and 12, and Titus 1:6 state the principle that overseers (synonyms are bishops or pastors) and deacons are to be “the husband of one wife.” For this reason many believers have concluded that those who for any reason are now divorced and remarried, or those who have never been married, are to be excluded from ministries with the church because they are not “the husband of one wife.”

Although the English translation of these verses is ambiguous, many Greek scholars agree that the Greek wording does not mean that they have never previously been married, but rather that they are not presently bigamous (e.g., Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament [1931], 5:572; Duty, The Right to Remarry [1967], 140). The person who has remarried following the death of a spouse should certainly not be excluded from service on the basis of these verses (see 1 Cor. 7:39; Rom. 7:2–3; 1 Tim. 5:14), even though they have been, throughout their lifetime, the husband of more than one wife. 

Also, it would not be biblical to exclude someone from the ministry because he is not married if he has the gift of celibacy (1 Cor. 7:1–40). On such a basis both Christ and probably Paul would have been excluded from participation in church ministry. Thus it seems that to translate the phrase mias gunaikos andra (literally, a “one-wife man”) as meaning that those who minister in the church must have at least one wife, but never have been married previously, must be an inaccurate translation because such an interpretation contradicts the clear teachings of the above passages and the examples of both Christ and Paul.

Contextual analysis: Looking to the context to ascertain a more accurate understanding of the phrase, we find that all the other qualifications in this list refer to present character, not past history (Ellisen, Divorce and Remarriage in the Church [1977], 83ff.). The church leader must be above reproach, temperate, self-controlled, respectable, able to teach, gentle, and so on, all of which are present characteristics. Putting contextual evidence together with that cited in the previous paragraphs, it seems likely that the most accurate way to understand the meaning of this verse is that it requires that a church leader is one who in the present, is “faithful to his own wife” (Mounce, 1978; Expositors Bible Commentary, in loco). The potential church leader must not be a person of wandering affections, but must be known for his fidelity to his wife or to his celibate lifestyle.


For these reasons it seems to me that it would probably be well for us not to automatically exclude from consideration for church service those who have been involved in a previous marriage. In many cases such persons may have been the innocent party in a biblical divorce (Matt. 5:31–32; 19:1–9) or may have been the unwilling recipient of a divorce. In these cases I think there need be no question about their active participation in those ministries for which they are qualified.


Even in those cases where persons have been the initiators of or contributors to an unbiblical divorce some time past, this is not an unpardonable sin, although many of our church practices implicitly label it as such. Of the dozen criteria for elders, certainly some elders must not have been successful at keeping all of them in times past. What Paul says under the inspiration of the Spirit is that, with God’s renewing grace, at the present time candidates for elder should have these traits. Therefore I believe that, even as with other sins, if evidence of genuine repentance is shown, the church should minister grace and forgiveness as a representative of Christ. And if sufficient time has elapsed, and the person shows consistent evidence of the other qualities of a church leader as found in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus, I believe such persons should not continue to be excluded from consideration for positions of service and ministry.

EXERCISE 83 
A number of conservative denominations believe that Christians should totally abstain from the use of alcoholic beverages. Other denominations believe that the Bible teaches moderation. Study the relevant verses on the use of alcoholic beverages. Are there scriptural principles besides the passages specifically dealing with alcohol that might apply to this question?

(Several of the following points are summarized from Norman Geisler, “A Christian Perspective on Wine-Drinking,” Bibliotheca Sacra (Jan.–Mar. 1982): 46–56.)

1) Drunkenness is a sin (Deut. 21:20–21; 1 Cor. 5:11, 6:9–10; Amos 6:1, 6).

2) Strong drink is deceptive and sinful (Prov. 20:1; Lev. 10:8–9; Isa. 5:11).

3) There is an appropriate place for gratefully enjoying alcohol in moderation (Eccles. 9:7; John 2:9–10) or as a medicine (1 Tim. 5:23; Prov. 31:6).

4) Scripture consistently warns against drinking “strong drink.” Geisler says that all alcoholic beverages today possess an alcohol content that would make them, using biblical standards, fit the definition of “strong drink.” Therefore Geisler maintains that Christians should not drink today’s alcoholic beverages.

5) On the basis of friends who are familiar with the alcohol content of today’s wines and “light beers,” they say (in disagreement with Geisler) that there are alcoholic beverages that fall within acceptable biblical limits as far as alcoholic content.

6) Therefore it would seem that Scripture does not forbid using alcohol in moderation if used in less concentrated forms, as in wine. However, there may be other general scriptural principles suggesting that we not drink.

7) One would be the principle of not causing a weaker brother to stumble (1 Cor. 8; Rom. 14).

8) Another would be the principle that we are to be salt and light to the world (Matt. 5:13–16).

9) Another would be the principle of being a model for our children. When we drink in front of a child but tell him he can’t do this until he’s a grown-up, we make him desire alcohol and look forward to drinking so he can prove he’s an adult.
  
10) If we know that our family carries the genes for alcoholism, we should “flee youthful lusts” (2 Tim. 2:22). 


EXERCISE 84 
As a preface to his exposition of a text, a minister said, “I have gotten this message from no other man. I have consulted no other commentaries; it comes straight from the Book!” Comment on this method of expositional preparation.
This method suggests that the minister has an inaccurate understanding of the principles of proper biblical interpretation in several regards:

1) Historical-cultural analysis: because we are removed from biblical times and the biblical culture, we need help from those who have researched these areas to correctly understand historical and cultural allusions,

2) Lexical-syntactical analysis: In translating from one language to another, translators attempt to find words that have similar denotations, but it is frequently impossible to find one word in the second language that carries the exact meaning as the first word had in the original language. This is why studying the works of linguistic scholars is important in understanding fully the Bible’s original meaning.

3) Theological analysis: First, it is almost impossible to do a comprehensive theological analysis without referring to the works of other biblical scholars, even if only a concordance. Second, the Holy Spirit has been illumining the minds of serious students of the Bible for centuries. There is a spiritual pride involved when a person claims he can bypass the accumulated truth the Holy Spirit has revealed to others over many centuries, and find truth solely on his own.

4) Genre analysis: The Bible contains numerous genres that are rarely found in English (e.g., parables, many of the figures of speech, etc.). If the preacher interprets these in a literal way without recognizing them as specialized genres or figures of speech, he will often distort the author’s intended meaning.

For all the above reasons it is important to recognize that the best exegesis will derive from a careful study of the text, asking for guidance from the Holy Spirit, aided by the work of biblical scholars who have gone before us who have also been guided by the same Spirit.

EXERCISE 85 
Some liberal theologians and liberal Christian psychologists and psychiatrists believe that when Jesus and the other New Testament writers spoke about demon possession, they were speaking through the lens of a primitive culture, and that now we know that the illnesses spoken of in biblical times were really mental illnesses. What do you think of this assertion and why? If you believe that demon possession and mental illness both exist, how would you decide if a parishioner was suffering from one instead of the other? 

Suggested Answers: 

What do you think of the assertion that when Jesus and the New Testament writers spoke of demon possession, they were really talking about mental disorders, but they didn’t know any better because of their primitive understandings of mental conditions?

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The New Testament includes more than one hundred references to the existence of demons. It is clear that Jesus and the biblical authors taught that demons were real and that they caused a variety of physical and mental disorders. Thus it has significant implications for our Christology and for our view of the inspiration of Scripture if we say that Jesus and the biblical authors erred when they said that some physical and mental disorders were caused by demonic forces. The only way we can preserve an intact view that Christ was the Son of God and that when he spoke, he only spoke truth, is to affirm that his teaching on demons (and all other areas) was accurate and not influenced by the primitive conceptions of the culture around him. Similarly, the only way we can preserve an intact view of the inspiration of Scripture is to affirm that, if God guided the biblical authors so that when they wrote, they wrote God’s truth, that is, to affirm that when Scripture speaks about demon possession, it speaks accurately and authoritatively.


If you believe that demon possession and mental illness both exist, how would you decide if a parishioner was suffering from one versus the other? 

Some Christians, particularly those who subscribe to an amillennial view of eschatology, believe that even though demonic activity was widespread before and during the time of Jesus’ ministry here on earth, Satan and his demons were bound at the time of Christ’s death and resurrection. These Christians believe that Satan and his demons were bound, bruised, curtailed and restrained at the time of Christ’s death and resurrection. They assert that human beings today struggle primarily with their own sinful natures rather than directly with Satan and his emissaries.

Jude 6 does indeed say that “the angels who did not keep their positions of authority, but abandoned their own home—these he has kept in darkness, bound with everlasting chains for judgment on the great Day.” The apostle Peter also said “For if God did not spare angels when they sinned, but cast them to hell, putting them into gloom dungeons to be held for judgment” (2 Pet. 2:4).

There are at least three ways these verses have been understood. One is the approach used by amillennialists discussed above. A second is the belief that these two passages are to be understood metaphorically to refer to some sort of limitation of demons’ power, allowing that they are still active within those limitations, trying to tempt both believers and unbelievers. Probably the most common way of understanding these verses is the belief that after the initial rebellion of Satan, some of the fallen angels were confined to immediate punishment while others, along with Satan, continue an active campaign of tempting and harassing unbelievers and believers.

I believe the biblical data more strongly supports the idea that Satan and some of his demons continue to be actively involved in spiritual warfare with humans today.  For example, the Epistles, which were written after the resurrection of Christ, contain many passages that teach that Satan and his demons continue to be actively involved in attempts to deceive human beings, including believers. Two examples of this are 1 Timothy 4:1 and 1 John 4:1–3. In 1 Timothy 4:1, Paul states: “The Spirit clearly says that in later times some will abandon the faith and follow deceiving spirits and things taught by demons.” Paul warns that demons will continue to deceive and draw away those associated with the body of Christ until the end times.

Similarly, the apostle John, also writing after the resurrection, said that evil spirits continue to be active. In 1 John 4:1–3 he stated: “Dear friends, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they are from God, because many false prophets have gone out into the world. This is how you can recognize the Spirit of God: Every spirit that acknowledges that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God, but every spirit that does not acknowledge Jesus is not from God. This is the spirit of the antichrist, which you have heard is coming and even now is already in the world.”

Ephesians. 6:12 strongly contradicts the idea that Satan and his demons were bound, bruised, curtailed and restrained at the time of Christ’s death and resurrection. Paul, again speaking to believers (not nonbelievers) following the resurrection, said: “For our struggle is not against flesh and blood, but against the rulers, against the authorities, against the powers of this dark world and against the spiritual forces of evil in the heavenly realms.” He then describes the spiritual armor believers are to gird themselves with in order to continue their ongoing struggle with Satan and his demonic hosts.

Many other passages clearly teach that Satan and his demons are active in the lives of both unbelievers and believers, even after Christ’s death and resurrection. Although pace considerations prevent me from including their full texts here, readers who are still uncertain about this issue may consult the full texts. Satan and his demons are portrayed as seeking to blind humans to God’s truth (2 Cor. 4:3–4), promoting both legalism (Gal. 3:1–3; 1 Tim. 4:1–8) and immorality (1 John 3:8; Jude 4). Thus while some demons may be confined (Jude 6; 2 Pet. 2:4), others appear to have access to earth’s inhabitants (Eph. 3:10; 6:12) and will continue their activities until Christ casts them into the abyss at the end of the age (Rev. 20:1–3). 

Scripture appears to teach that a number of physical disorders may have either nondemonic or demonic causes. For example, Scripture teaches that in most cases blindness is of nondemonic origin but is occasionally caused by demons. Similarly with illnesses such as deafness or paralysis. There are at least seventeen instances where the NT distinguishes between these two causes (e.g., Matt. 4:24; 8:16, etc.).

If we accept the idea that demons do exist and that they continue to cause some (not all) physical and mental disorders, how do we differentiate between physical and mental disorders caused by nondemonic sources and those caused by demonic agents? 

The technical term for this effort is “making a differential diagnosis.” Differential diagnosis is necessary because, as noted above, the symptoms caused by demonic forces may overlap with the symptoms caused by biological or psychological issues. To be a good diagnostician one should examine the entire complex of symptoms, rather than make a decision based on a single symptom. 

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1In several instances where demon possession is described in Scripture, no specific symptoms are mentioned. When specific symptoms are mentioned these include possessed individuals manifesting supernormal strength; going about naked; being unable to speak, hear or see; experiencing self-destructive convulsions with symptoms such as rigidity, foaming at the mouth, and teeth-grinding; and making statements suggesting that one has supernatural knowledge. Sometimes the symptoms caused by the demon are continuously present. In other instances the manifestation of the demon’s presence is episodic.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
History taking is an important part of differential diagnosis and focuses on the person’s spiritual history and involvement with the occult and on immediate precursors of the present situation.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Physical symptoms often include (1) preternatural (more than natural) strength, (2) change in facial demeanor (usually to one of intense hatred and evil), (3) change in voice tone and pitch (usually the voice deepens and becomes harsher or takes on a mocking tone), (4) epileptic-like convulsions with attendant symptoms, and (5) anesthesia to pain.

Psychological symptoms may include (1) clairvoyance (seeing things that could not be seen through normal means), (2) telepathy (communication from one mind to another by other than normal means), (3) the ability to predict the future, (4) the ability to speak in languages not known by the possessed person, (5) clouding of consciousness while in the trance state, and (6) amnesia for things that happened while in the trance state. 

An extremely important diagnostic question is “Is an identifiable, alien force of evil present separate from personality that responds negatively to the authority of Christ and the presence of his Spirit?” This “alien force of evil” is not the result of a single human personality splitting (as in dissociative identity disorder [formerly multiple personality disorder]), nor is it a result of a delusional process (as in schizophrenia or bipolar disorder).

Spiritual changes may include (1) a significant change in moral character, (2) becoming verbally or physically aggressive, (3) falling into a trance if someone prays, and (4) an inability to say Jesus’ name reverently or to affirm that he is God’s son in the flesh (1 John 4:1–2).

An important epiphenomenon of diagnostic significance in demon possession is that possession is often accompanied by poltergeist (“noisy ghosts”) phenomena. These may include such things as unexplainable noises, furniture or household goods inexplicably overturned, pungent odors, and showers of damp earth.


Differential diagnosis can probably be best done by a committed Christian who has training in both the biblical record and who also knows what biologically caused and psychologically caused mental disorders look like. Scripture also talks about a spirit of discerning of spirits (1 Cor. 12:10). While this spiritual gift is not defined in Scripture, the words and context suggest that it represents a supernatural ability to distinguish between activities caused by natural causes and those caused by spiritual agents; as such it is applicable to this discussion of differential diagnosis.

Note: If you have the class time and believe it would be of sufficient interest to your students, you may distribute the more comprehensive discussion of this issue found as an article in part D of the Instructor’s Resource Guide. Or you may put a limited number of copies on reserve in your library for interested students to read.
EXERCISE 86 
Many pastors have taken the story of Jesus stilling the storm in the Sea of Galilee and proceeded to preach that Jesus will calm the storms in your life. Is this valid principlizing?

No, this is not valid principlizing (Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard, Introduction to Biblical Interpretation, 395). The story tells us what Jesus did in that one situation, but there is no indication in the text that he intends this to be a transcultural principle applicable to all believers, just as he does not promise that we can all walk on water if only we have enough faith.
EXERCISE 87 
Based on Psalm 127:3–5, some believers teach that Christians should not practice birth control but should have large families. Read these verses in context, and then decide whether you think they should be used to discourage birth control and encourage having large families today.
In early Israel, with its labor-intensive agrarian culture and a high child-mortality rate, it made sense to have many children so that enough males would survive to take care of the family farm and to support the parents in their old age (Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard, Introduction to Biblical Interpretation, 405).  Today neither of these situations (labor-intensive agrarian culture or high child-mortality rates) apply in the United States, and we also have Social Security and retirement plans to take care of us as we age. Therefore this situation does not automatically apply in our day and time. There is nothing in Scripture to prohibit having a large family (as long as one has the emotional and financial resources to care for them), but it probably goes beyond Scripture’s intentions to say that this verse should be used to discourage Christian parents from taking birth-spacing precautions.
EXERCISE 88 
It is becoming common for people in the twenty-first century to have tattoos inscribed on their bodies, and even some Christians engage in this practice. However, other Christians believe that the Bible forbids this based on passages such as Leviticus 19:28 and 21:5. Based on these verses, do you think Christians should abstain from having tattoos?
Tattoos were apparently part of heathen rituals of the time (See NIV Study Bible and Expository Bible Commentary, in loco). Thus we should not engage in having tattoos placed on our bodies if it is part of some heathen ritual. These verses probably do not apply to the modern practice of having tattoos placed on one’s body for esthetic or personal reasons one way or the other.

EXERCISE 89 
Read the story of Samson in Judges 13–16 and draw illustrative principles from his life that you could use in leading a Bible study or preaching a sermon. Develop those principles in an annotated outline that you could use in leading such a Bible study or preaching a sermon.

The story of Samson is a fascinating one for children and adults alike. Historical-cultural insights that can help us understand the significance of the various incidents that occur in these three chapters can be found in any of several good expository commentaries. There are a large number of transcultural principles that can legitimately be drawn from these incidents. Here are just a few:

· God sometimes calls us to important ministries, even before our birth (13:5).

· Sometimes, even when parents live very godly lives (13:1–14:3), their children turn away from God when they become adults. This does not mean that the parents failed to be godly witnesses (note that Adam and Eve also disobeyed, even though they had God as their parent). In both the cases of Adam and Eve and Samson, it appears that they turned back to God before they died.

· God can use even our sinful behavior to accomplish his will (14:4), though he could probably use our obedience to accomplish even more.

· God sometimes continues to give people supernatural gifts, even though they are not living in obedience to him (14:6, 19; 15:14–15, 19; 16:3, 28–30). This is a particularly hard principle for many of us to accept, but as was true in the life of Samson, it sometimes turns out to be true today as well: Sometimes a person upon whom God has given wonderful gifts also has a secret side to their life that is far from what God intended for them. Therefore we should not automatically assume that God’s blessing on a person or ministry automatically means that God endorses all that the person is doing or teaching. 

· One cannot continue to violate God’s commands without eventually experiencing negative consequences. Samson ended up separated from his countrymen, with his eyes gouged out, grinding in a prison, two of the most humiliating punishments a person could be given in that time.

· Israel was in servitude to the Philistines because they were living in disobedience to God (13:1). God had intended to use Samson to begin the deliverance of Israel from the Philistines (13:5). Even though God gave Samson remarkable gifts that he has never given any other human, Samson squandered those remarkable gifts. As a result he did not serve as a spiritual model to his countrymen  in effecting a spiritual renewal in Israel (see 17:1–18:31). Similarly, his feats of superhuman strength, although making for remarkable stories, did not significantly effect a deliverance of Israel militarily. Thus Samson’s willingness to be guided by his lusts rather than by God’s principles robbed his life of the significant positive impact God intended for him.

· Samson’s story is potentially the story of every one of us. While God has not given to us the remarkable gifts he gave to Samson, he has given each of us one or more gifts. We can choose whether to use those gifts to leave a positive physical and spiritual legacy, or to allow our legacy to be compromised because we failed to resist the temptations Satan sends our way.
EXERCISE 90 
Many fundamentalist and conservative evangelical parents believe that spanking should be a primary method of discipline based on the teaching of Proverbs. Study the book of Proverbs specifically from the perspective of what it says about discipline and parenting, and summarize what you believe it teaches about the role spanking should play in Christian discipline.
(The following ideas are drawn from the Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 48, no. 4 (December 2005): 715–32.)

The book of Proverbs suggests a variety of parenting methods, of which spanking is one but not the primary or first method used. The variety of parenting methods recommended in Proverbs includes
1. Encourage proper behavior: A wise parent encourages a child to behave properly (Prov. 1:8–9; 2:2–5). Parents should help children see that it is wiser to behave properly than to misbehave (3:13–15; 4:7–8).
2. Inform of improper behavior: A wise parent is proactive and addresses certain issues (e.g., drinking, lying, stealing, etc.) before the child might be confronted by them (1:10–15; 3:31–32).
3. Explain the negative consequences of sin: (1:18–19; 5:3–6).

4. Gently exhort: Wise parents will, on an ongoing basis, advise and exhort their children against sins that can easily become a pattern and encourage them to use wisdom (4:1–2; 14–16).
5. Gently rebuke or reprove: (3:12; 24:24–25).
6. Corporal punishment that does not cause physical harm (19:18; 13:24; 23:13–14; 29:15).

Thus nonabusive spanking, given in love, is a legitimate Christian parenting technique, but it should not be the first or only technique Christian parents use. It should be preceded by instruction, encouragement, warning of the unhealthy consequences of sin, exhortation, verbal rebuke, and reproof.
EXERCISE 91 
Some Christians have argued that churches today should continue to use church discipline such as found in 1 Corinthians 5; however, most churches rarely if ever do so. The arguments they give for not doing so are varied but include the following: (1) Paul was exercising an apostolic prerogative in 1 Corinthians 5, and since we are not apostles, we should not follow his example. (2) The biblical commands were given in a different time and culture and should not be applied to churches today. (3) The threat of lawsuits makes it unfeasible to carry out church discipline today. (4) The frequency of Christians engaging in unbiblical behavior (e.g., the number of Christians initiating divorce for less than biblical reasons, the number of Christians living together before marriage, etc.) is so high that churches would spend all their time punishing members for such behavior, and little time and energy would be left for prayer, fellowship, Bible study, and evangelism, which should be the main activities of the church. (5) It would be complicated and controversial to differentiate between those unbiblical behaviors that are wrong but do not rise to the level of deserving church discipline and those that do. (6) With the easy proximity of other churches, such an approach would be ineffective: offenders would simply terminate their membership in the church that was attempting to discipline them and move to another church (or stop attending church altogether). (7) An unspoken but probably very real fear: Implementing a church discipline procedure in one church when most other churches do not could significantly reduce church growth and produce a mass exodus of present members.
Study the passages related to church discipline (e.g., Matt. 16:19; 18:15–18; Acts 20:28–31; Rom. 2:21–24; 1 Cor. 5:1–13; 6:1–20; Gal. 6:1; James 2:14–17; Jude 3–23). For those who believe the church is to be a continuation of the nation of Israel, there are passages from the Old Testament that apply as well (e.g., Ezek. 3:20–21). From the passages above and any others you believe are relevant, make a statement about whether you believe the church today should engage in church discipline. If you believe it should, give answers to the seven arguments against church discipline mentioned above.


I believe that churches today should continue to use church discipline in serious cases of immorality for the following reasons (responding to the seven objections above):

(1) Paul tells the Corinthian church that they should already have disciplined the sinning member, so he is clearly saying this is a prerogative of the church, not just something that must wait for an apostle’s confirmation (1 Cor. 5:2). Likewise, he affirms this as an ongoing principle that should be applied on an ongoing basis (vv. 11–13).

(2) The distinction that has been used since the Reformation is to understand the law in terms of ceremonial, civil, and moral aspects. Even though some have quibbled with this distinction, no one has provided an alternative for understanding the law that is more plausible and useable. The ceremonial aspects of the law have been fulfilled in Christ. The civil law was given for the governing of the nation of Israel: we are to obey the civil laws of the country in which we are residing. The moral law continues to have application to believers today because it is rooted in God’s moral nature, which does not change.

(3) While lawsuits are an issue, most courts recognize the rights of churches to handle certain of their own internal matters without interference by civil courts. While a church would be wise to consult with a local attorney before implementing church discipline, if wisely structured from a legal standpoint, reasonable church discipline should be able to be set up in a way that does not make the church vulnerable to lawsuits.

(4) It is true that there are a high number of Christians who engage in unbiblical behavior, perhaps a reflection of the truth the apostle Paul made in 1 Corinthians 5:6–7 that unless yeast is removed, it soon affects the whole batch of dough. It also brings disrepute on Christ’s body that sometimes sin that even the world says is wrong is openly tolerated in the church (v. 1). Part of the answer to this issue is related to point 5 below.

(5) Clearly before implementing church discipline it would be important to have the church leadership (pastor and governing board) discuss this and decide what behaviors and attitudes would constitute biblical grounds for formal church discipline versus less severe responses (Matt. 18:15–17 and 1 Cor. 5:11 would be relevant here). The distinction between sin that is acknowledged, confessed, and ended versus continued, unrepentant sin (1 Cor. 5 vs. Gal. 6:1) is also important. Once this has been determined, developing a series of sermons showing the biblical basis for maintaining purity as the body of Christ and giving the rationale for initiating church discipline would probably be wise. Then following this up with a new covenant of church membership that would include the person’s willingness to be subject to church discipline would be wise in terms of protecting the church from future lawsuits.

(6) It is true that members who are disciplined could easily withdraw their membership and stop attending church altogether or just move their membership to another church. If the manner of discipline is carried out in a spirit of love and caring this may reduce (but would never totally eliminate) the above possibilities. However, we are not to gauge our obedience to biblical commands on what others may do in reaction to our obedience. Our obedience should be based on what God has called us to do, not on humans’ reactions to what God has called us to do.

(7) The mainline Protestant denominations that have attempted to be totally inclusive, no matter what their members believed or did, are the ones that have experienced the sharpest declines in membership over the last fifty years. It appears that people of faith want a church that stands for God’s truth and that recognizes and refutes error in a loving but effective way. While it is true that carefully preparing a church for church discipline through a series of biblical messages and discussions may cause some nominal members (or those engaging in serious, unbiblical behavior from which they refuse to turn) to leave, God’s Word repeatedly says that a pure church will be a more powerful organism in world evangelism than a church filled with carnal and uncommitted members.
Note: If you are interested, you can give the handout “Counseling the Broken-World Christian” (found in part D) for students to think about and discuss next class.

EXERCISE 92:
You are a youth leader at a local church. A young man who has dabbled with drugs and believes that he is more spiritually sensitive when he is under their influence comes to you. Attempting to find biblical support for the use of marijuana, he points to Genesis 1:29: “Then God said, ‘I give you every seed-bearing plant on the face of the whole earth.’” He argues that God gave us the marijuana plant, and it is meant to be used. What hermeneutical errors are involved in his conclusion? How would you respond to his use of this text?
The young man has made errors in both contextual analysis and in theological analysis.
First, the young man has failed to examine the context of the verse or the sentence that comes next. “I give you every seed-bearing plant on the face of the whole earth. . . .  They will be yours for food.” The verse itself indicates that God permits man to make use of the plants for food, but this verse does not grant permission for their use to achieve altered states of consciousness 
Second, other biblical teachings must be considered alongside Genesis 1:29 when attempting to discern whether God allows for such use of marijuana. The most notable, Ephesians 5:18, will be discussed below. In biblical times marijuana was not smoked as it is today, but substances such as wine could have a similar effect on a person. Although the Bible does not directly address the matter of “being high,” it does speak about drunkenness, and the principles behind texts relating to drunkenness appropriately speak into this new context.
Ephesians 5:18 reads: “Do not get drunk on wine, which leads to debauchery. Instead, be filled with the Spirit.” This text provides a command against drunkenness. Although drunkenness resulting from wine is clearly expressed, the principle applies to drunkenness resulting from any substance, whether wine, as stated, or beer or other liquor. The principle prohibiting such an altered state of consciousness, a state contrasted with appropriate filling by the Holy Spirit, would likewise prohibit the use of marijuana and refute the assertion that such substances make a person more spiritually sensitive. The Spirit functions without dependence on wine, marijuana or any other substance.
In response, I would counsel the young man not to smoke marijuana. However, if he persists in his choice, I would warn him sternly against attempting to justify his actions by Scripture.

EXERCISE 93: 
Recently a woman at your church was in a serious car accident. She is recovering but will require strenuous physical therapy if she ever hopes to walk without assistance. You want to encourage her by sending her a card. While card shopping you spot one with Philippians 4:13: “I can do everything through him who gives me strength.” Do you buy this card?

I do not buy this card because this particular text would most likely convey the message that “God will enable you to walk on your own again.” Read in its own context, Philippians 4:13 is not a promise that God will strengthen all sick or injured people so as to bring about their complete physical healing. Such a verse on the card appears to offer a potentially false promise. What then would the woman’s response be if God did not enable her to walk on her own? The verse runs the risk of creating a scenario where someone believes that God failed to live up to his promises.

Philippians 4:13, rather than being a promise, expresses a life lesson that Paul has learned. If you look at 4:12 and then 4:13, Paul seems to be saying he can be content living in plenty or in want. As a principle, Paul has learned to accept the difficult circumstances in which God has placed him. The statement does not guarantee that God will grant him success in the things that he sets his mind to do; instead it expresses a deep commitment to trust God rather than his own strength to do all that God is calling him to do. 
EXERCISE 94
Read 1 Corinthians 11:23–26. Missionaries have suggested that in countries where bread is not a staple food, it is appropriate to celebrate communion with rice or a tortilla, for instance. In similar fashion, the youth pastor at your church has suggested inviting the young people to a communion service specifically for them that uses red soda and potato chips. Is this a good example of contextualization?

The youth leader’s suggestion to use chips and red soda in place of bread and wine for communion is worthy of consideration. If one determines that communion is to be celebrated with a basic starch and a red drink that are culturally relevant, chips and soda could qualify for today’s youth. 
First, it can be observed that this passage does not disclose the specific contents of the cup that Jesus presents. However, historical analysis reveals that this was likely a Passover meal, and research into the common drinks of the day points in the direction of wine. Likewise, the bread would have been the unleavened bread of the Passover meal. 
Second, 1 Corinthians 11:23–26 does not present technical instructions for communion with a high level of precision regarding the what and when of the meal.  Rather, the text summarizes Christ’s last supper with his disciples and his instructions that they are to “Do this in remembrance of me.” The primary concern of the 1 Corinthians text is not the elements themselves, but the attitude with which the communion meal is to be celebrated.

Third, throughout the theological development in church history, churches have not required communion services to use the unleavened bread required for Passover. Nor do they require the particular winelike beverage common to the  first-century audience. Theology and contextualization throughout church history have allowed for the use of other types of bread and even grape juice. Is it then such a far jump to chips and soda? Nonetheless, the movement away from bread and a drink made from grapes does remove the obvious historical and theological connection of the meal to the Passover. 

In any event, the principle taught in this passage is one of taking the elements in a manner worthy of Christ’s disciples. Therefore, strict enforcement of the particularities of the elements is not merited from this text, and the youth pastor’s proposal is worthy of consideration. However, in a culture where bread and wine are available one might wonder why such contextualization is necessary. Also one could question whether chips and soda are staple foods for today’s youth in the way that bread and wine were for the  first-century audience, or whether their association with a casual party atmosphere in any way acts contrary to the attitude one would seek to foster in a communion service. Finally, one would do well to count the costs of distancing the communion meal from its historical connection to Passover and to centuries of church practice in a culture where bread and wine continue to have meaning.
EXERCISE 95: 
The day before her son started his first job, a mother admonished him to be responsible and work hard, even if nobody was watching him. She supported her instruction by reading to him from Ephesians 6:5–6: “Slaves, obey your earthly masters with respect and fear, and with sincerity of heart, just as you would obey Christ. Obey them not only to win their favor when their eye is on you, but like slaves of Christ, doing the will of God from your heart.” Is this valid principlizing?

The principle expressed in these commands to slaves is that they are to do their duty and work hard even when it would be possible to do less than their best. The principle is supported by a comparison with the manner in which Christ is to be served.

While the son is not a slave, he is entering into an arrangement with an employer who will give him instructions regarding his daily duties. He will have the opportunity to be a diligent worker even if he does not always enjoy the conditions in which he finds himself, or he may choose to slack off whenever possible. As a Christian, the principle Paul writes to slaves should admonish this son in his working environment as well.
EXERCISE 96: 
Acts 1:15–26 records the early church’s replacement of Judas Iscariot with Matthias as the  twelfth apostle. One debate concerns whether choosing a twelfth apostle at this time was initiated by the Holy Spirit or by the sometimes impulsive Peter rather than having been God’s intention. Examine the passage hermeneutically and theologically and draw your own conclusions, giving reasons to support your decision.


Acts 1:21–26 is a narrative passage that records what did happen rather than what should always happen. It is a descriptive rather than a prescriptive text. Therefore, from this text alone we can not conclude that casting lots is a satisfactory means of determining God’s will nor can we determine that prayer is a necessary means of determining God’s will. The most we can say is that the earliest Christians used both methods in their attempt to determine the will of God regarding the replacement of Judas. Analysis of other didactic passage that offer instruction on how to discern God’s will would be necessary to reach sound conclusions about the role or lots or the role of prayer in such circumstances.

EXERCISE 97 
Read Acts 10:44–48. Are the following conclusions warranted from this passage? (1) Speaking in tongues provides the necessary proof of whether someone has received the Holy Spirit. (2) All believers in Christ should be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ. (3) God gave definitive evidence that Gentile believers are among his new covenant people.
Acts 10:44–48 is a narrative passage that records what did happen rather than what should always happen. It is a descriptive rather than a prescriptive text. 

(1) For the disciples who were present, the gentiles’ ability to speak in tongues served as evidence to them of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. At that time there was little openness to the idea that gentiles could be among the people of God apart from submitting themselves to the Mosaic Law like a Jew. The powerful gift of the Holy Spirit helped the Jewish disciples accept gentile believers into fellowship. This text nowhere indicates that all people will speak in tongues when they receive the Holy Spirit. It only records that these gentiles did.

(2) Again, although this text records that Peter commanded these believers be baptized in the name of Christ, it does not state that all believers should be baptized in his name. While one may argue that baptism in the name of Christ is necessary for all believers, this text cannot be used to support that argument. It records what did occur without make a normative assertion.

(3) This text does relate the historical fact that God, through the outpouring of the Holy Spirit which resulted in speaking in tongues, proved that gentiles were included among his New Covenant people. Such historical truth is precisely what the genre of historical narrative conveys.
EXERCISE 98 
Read John 13:12–16. This passage describes how Jesus washed the feet of his disciples. Some churches conduct regular foot-washing services as a result of this teaching. Is this the best application of this text? Why, or why not? Include a discussion of the principle contained in the text and several concrete practices that would communicate that principle in your own culture.
The principle taught in this text is one of sacrificial, humble service that is not above performing menial tasks. John 13:16 clearly identifies humility as the core moral lesson Jesus is teaching by his actions. The question today is whether the act of washing another’s feet conveys sacrificial, humble service. While foot-washing services do follow the literal example that Jesus set, the connotation of foot washing in Jesus’ time is very different that what it is in the twenty-first-century Western world. 
During Jesus’ time people either went barefoot or walked about in sandals on dirt roads or paths shared with the flocks and herds who left their calling cards. The dust and filth that accumulated on one’s feet was significant. Generally it was expected that the host of a dinner would provide for the washing of his guests’ feet, and this task was assigned to the lowest servant in the household for it was the lowliest of tasks.
Today we have the availability of closed-toe shoes and cleaner walkways. Feet need not be exposed to the dirt as they were in the first century. Dirty feet may not be pretty, but they do not have the same stigma they did for Jesus’ disciples. As such, washing another’s feet, particularly at a special foot-washing service, does not express sacrificial, humble service. In fact, it is ironic that many people carefully wash and prepare their feet prior to a foot-washing service in order to avoid any potential embarrassment!
Tasks today that might be genuine examples of sacrificial, humble service include cleaning toilets at the rest areas on a local highway or cleaning the bathrooms for all the elderly members of a congregation. Perhaps attending to the personal needs of a disabled neighbor is another concrete expression of this principle in our culture.

EXERCISE 99 
(Note: This is an expanded exercise.) Bruce Wilkinson has written a best-selling book, The Prayer of Jabez, based on a passage from 1 Chronicles 4:9–10.
 This passage says the following:
    Now Jabez was more honorable than his brothers, and his mother called his name Jabez, saying, “Because I bore him in pain.”


And Jabez called on the God of Israel saying, “Oh, that You would bless me indeed, and enlarge my territory, that Your hand would be with me, and that You would keep me from evil, that I may not cause pain.” So God granted him what he requested. (NKJV)

In the preface to his book Wilkinson says: “I want to teach you how to pray a daring prayer that God always answers. It is brief—only one sentence with four parts—and tucked away in the Bible, but I believe it contains the key to a life of extraordinary favor with God.” 
“This little book you’re holding is about what happens when ordinary Christians decide to reach for an extraordinary life—which, as it turns out, is exactly the kind God promises” (9).
“When was the last time God worked through you in such a way that you knew beyond doubt that God had done it?” (15–16).

“Let me tell you a guaranteed by-product of sincerely seeking His blessing: Your life will become marked by miracles. How do I know? Because He promises it” (24–25). 
On the next few pages Wilkinson notes a couple of passages in which he believes God promises such miracles. He cites, “‘Ask,’ promised Jesus, ‘and it will be given to you’ (Matthew 7:7).” “‘You do not have because you do not ask,’ said James (James 4:2)” (27).
Chapter 3 begins with the quotation: “Oh, that You would enlarge my territory!” Wilkinson comments: “The next part of the Jabez prayer—a plea for more territory—is where you ask God to enlarge your life so you can make a greater impact for Him. When Jabez cried out to God, ‘Enlarge my territory!’ he was looking at his present circumstances and concluding, ‘Surely I was born for more than this!’ As a farmer or herdsman, he looked over the spread his family had passed down to him, ran his eye down the fence lines, visited the boundary markers, calculated the potential—and made a decision: Everything you’ve put under my care, O Lord—take it, and enlarge it.
“If Jabez had worked on Wall Street, he might have prayed, ‘Lord, increase the value of my investment portfolios.’ When I talk to presidents of companies, I often talk to them about this particular mind-set. When Christian business executives ask me, ‘Is it right for me to ask God for more business?’ my response is, ‘Absolutely!’” (30–31).
Wilkinson’s goal is to encourage Christians to attempt great things for God, things well beyond their personal abilities (either spiritually or financially), so that when such things come to pass, it will be clear that God was the provider (40–41). In his own words, “When you take little steps, you don’t need God. It’s when you thrust yourself in the mainstream of God’s plans for this world—which are beyond our ability to accomplish—and plead with Him, Lord, use me—give me more ministry for You!—that you release miracles” (44).
Wilkinson gives his own explanation of the last phrase of the prayer: “Lord, keep me safe from the pain and grief that sin brings. For the dangers that I can’t see, or the ones that I think I can risk because of my experience (pride and carelessness), put up a supernatural barrier. Protect me, Father, by your power!” (70).
He concludes: “Let me encourage you, friend, to reach boldly for the miracle. Your Father knows your gifts, your hindrances, and the condition you’re in at every moment. And He knows something you can’t possibly know—every single person who’s in desperate need of receiving His touch through you. God will bring you to that person at exactly the right time and in the right circumstances.

“And at that moment, you will receive power to be His witness” (82–83).

Question: Do you agree with Wilkinson’s hermeneutical analysis and application of this passage? Why, or why not?

Contextual analysis: This is a narrative section of the Bible. It only tells what happened in Jabez’s life. It is not a promise, as Wilkinson contends, that God will do the same in everyone’s life who prays it. Just as the statement “Every promise in the book is mine” is not hermeneutically valid (since not every promise is given to believers in general), Wilkinson’s exegesis is even worse, since this is not even a promise to Jabez, but simply a historical recounting of what happened in his life. Therefore Wilkinson’s opening statements (“I want to teach you how to pray a daring prayer that God always answers” [preface]; “This little book you’re holding is about what happens when ordinary Christians decide to reach for an extraordinary life—which, as it turns out, is exactly the kind God promises” [9]) is not hermeneutically warranted because this was not a promise to Jabez or to believers in general. 

Does God promise an extraordinary life (page 9)?

Our lives will be extraordinary in the sense that having God as our heavenly Father lifts them out of being ordinary, but God never promises they will be extraordinary in the sense that our businesses or our ministries will inevitably grow to large sizes. God’s call is to be faithful, whether he has given us one talent or ten, whether we are laboring in a small ministry or business or in a large one. Is there any place in Scripture where God promises that every believer will have an extraordinary life in the sense that their business or ministry will grow to astonishing sizes, as Wilkinson asserts?
Wilkinson says: “Let me tell you a guaranteed by-product of sincerely seeking His blessing: Your life will become marked by miracles. How do I know? Because He promises it” (24–25). 
In the next few pages, Wilkinson adduces several passages in which, as he argues, God has promised such miracles. “Ask,” promised Jesus, “and it will be given to you” (Matt. 7:7). “You do not have because you do not ask,” said James (James 4:2) (27). However, in Matthew 7 we are only promised that God will give us good things (see v. 11), not everything for which we ask. Sometimes God does not give us everything we ask for because he sees that granting that request would not be good for us.
James 4 “You do not have because you do not ask,” when read in its more complete context, is not a text on “asking” so we can receive God’s full blessing, as Wilkinson’s short quotation suggests. In its fuller context, it is a rebuke rather than encouragement to ask that God will “increase our territory.” The passage says: “You ask and do not receive, because you ask amiss, that you may spend it on your pleasures. Adulterers and adulteresses! Do you not know that friendship with the world is enmity with God? Whoever therefore wants to be a friend of the world makes himself an enemy of God. Or do you think that the Scripture says in vain, ‘The Spirit who dwells in us yearns jealously?’” (vv. 3–5, NKJV). It is hermeneutically unsound for Wilkinson to quote James 4:2 to encourage believers to ask for bigger ministries or bigger portfolios.

Lexical syntactical analysis: “Jabez was more honorable than his brothers” (v. 9). Wilkerson explains this as meaning that “Jabez wanted to be more and do more for God” (10). 
The Hebrew word kabed is used 376 times in the Hebrew Bible and has a number of denotations: in 45 cases it refers to God in his glory and honor. When referring to human beings it can have either negative or positive connotations. It can refer to 

· being physically heavy (e.g., “Eli was heavy” (1 Sam. 4:18) 

· a hardened heart (e.g., it is used of Pharaoh seven times)

· a severe burden (2 Chron. 10:10)

· wealth or being held in honor because of wealth

· honor because of a position of authority or responsibility, and

· honor as a result of heroic feats of courage or faithfulness (Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 1:426–27). 
However, none of the Hebrew denotations of the word kabed are close to the description that Wilkinson gives (“Jabez wanted to be more and do more for God”). The denotation Wilkinson gives and applies to Jabez seems to be entirely a product of Wilkinson’s own imagination. Nor does the word ever mean “more honored in God’s sight.” In the context of the prayer of Jabez this word is probably talking about humans who are considered honorable by other humans because they are wealthy.

Bless me indeed: Jabez’s prayer is that God might “bless” him. The Hebrew word is barak. When used in the OT it means “to endue with power for success, prosperity, fecundity, longevity, etc.” (Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 1:132).
Enlarge my territory: Enlarge my border or territory. This is the Hebrew word gebul (Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 1:146). Thus Jabez’s prayer is that God might bless him with financial success and increase his landholding.

Wilkinson comments: “The next part of the Jabez prayer—a plea for more territory—is where you ask God to enlarge your life so you can make a greater impact for him” (30). He then goes on to tell the inspiring story of two college students who used this teaching to mobilize a mission trip to Trinidad. While this is a wonderful modern-life story, it probably should have its biblical basis in Matthew 28:19–20 rather than in the Prayer of Jabez. These college students were motivated to trust God to help them fulfill the Great Commission, not to increase their own personal landholdings, which was what Jabez prayed for.
It is true that Jabez asked God for more land, but there’s nothing in the text to support Wilkinson’s assertion that Jabez was asking for more land so that he could make a greater impact for God. The text simply says that Jabez asked God for a bigger farm. Jabez is not making a spiritual request for God to expand his mission field: this is purely Wilkinson’s addition to the text. 

The concluding request
“Oh, that you would keep me from evil, so that I may not cause pain.” That’s a good request, but there’s a significant question about whether that was what Jabez was asking. 
The NASB translates this verse: “that Thou wouldst keep me from harm, that it would not pain me!” Likewise both the NIV and TNIV translate it as: “keep me from harm so that I will be free from pain.” The Hebrew in this verse is ambiguous: it could be translated either as the NKJV does, or as the NASB, NIV, and TNIV does. If we side with the NKJV, this sounds like a spiritual request. If we side with the translators of the NASB, NIV, and TNIV, it sounds considerably more self-centered. 

So God granted him what he requested. Jabez was apparently asking God to bless him with prosperity and increased landholding and keep harm away from him, and God apparently answered his requests.

Theological analysis: If this prayer is to be a model for Christians to pray (as Wilkinson suggests), why is only one verse in the entire Bible devoted to it? And why do not one of the OT prophets or Jesus or the NT writers ever affirm it as a model for prayer? Did the Holy Spirit simply forget to inspire one of the other OT or NT writers or Jesus to mention what a great model for prayer this was for 2,500 years, and finally Bruce Wilkinson spotted something the Holy Spirit had overlooked?
It’s clear that God occasionally calls people to be visionaries for him and attempt things that seem impossible (e.g., the calling of Jonah to preach to Nineveh). However, does this mean that this is to be a paradigm for every Christian’s life all the time, as Wilkinson seems to suggest (48–49)? 
There are clear indications that God wants us to pray regularly for opportunities to witness to those around us and to play our part in the Great Commission, but Wilkinson’s gift for seeing incredible visions (and embarking on them) does not seem to be the normative experience promised in Scripture. The more normative call for believers is to be faithful wherever God has called them to serve (whether in a humble or prominent situation), and to pray for opportunities to serve God in that situation.
William Carey, often considered the father of the modern missionary movement, started out as a humble shoe cobbler in the 1700s. After he was converted at the age of eighteen, he began to turn his life fully over to God, trusting him to work through him. God led him to India, where he used Carey to start an extraordinary mission project. One of Carey’s famous sayings was: “Expect great things from God: Attempt great things for God!” His statement, rather than the prayer of Jabez found in I Chronicles 4:10, would probably have been a better foundation for Wilkinson’s book.

But can’t we overlook a little creative eisegesis when the book has done so much good?

Some might assert that if many people have been blessed by The Prayer of Jabez and encouraged to reach out of their comfort zone and do ministry they might not otherwise have done, the blessing justifies the fact that Wilkinson may have been a little creative in his exegesis.
A few responses:

There’s no question that good has come out of this book. People have been encouraged to reach out of their comfort zone and minister in ways they might not have done if not for this book.
However, there are several concerns, hermeneutically and pastorally:

(1) If Bruce Wilkinson, the former head of Walk through the Bible, can use such creative exegesis to write a book, how are we to confront someone who uses the same amount of creative exegesis to justify a hermeneutically unsound doctrine? If Wilkinson, as an esteemed Bible teacher, can do this, why would it not be valid for others to do the same?
(2) While it is true that Jabez asked for an expansion of his property and God apparently answered that prayer in a positive way, there is no promise that God will do the same for everyone who asks for an expansion of their business. It is wrong to teach that this is a promise available to every believer when this is simply a historical account of what God did in Jabez’s life.
(3) This idea of God answering our every prayer for expansion of our business or ministry may not work as well in every believer’s life even if they are asking for spiritual goals rather than financial. Some believers may mistake their own ideas for God’s and meet with disappointments. If they believe The Prayer of Jabez was a promise that their actions will be blessed, they may become disillusioned with God.
(4) Visionaries sometimes cause hardship because of their visionary gifts. At one time I worked as a Christian counselor not far from a Christian agency run by such a visionary. This visionary claimed he prayed the prayer of Jabez every day and attempted to act it out. I had several Christian clients from that agency over the years. Regularly they would tell of situations where their leader would have a new vision of what they were to do, and all the staff would be required to work extremely long hours to try to implement that new vision. Eventually additional staff would be hired. Then the vision would not develop as successfully as originally hoped, or the visionary would become excited about a different project, and the staff hired to implement the previous vision would live in fear of losing their jobs because either the money or the enthusiasm to sustain their employment was no longer present. Thus visionaries can sometimes cause great stress and financial hardship for other believers whose lives they touch.
To summarize, there are many good ideas in Wilkinson’s book. We should be regularly praying for opportunities to witness to and encourage those around us. We should emulate William Carey’s famous words, “Expect great things from God: Attempt great things for God!” 
However, many of the assertions found in The Prayer of Jabez are hermeneutically questionable. 

(1) There is no support for the idea that Jabez prayed for a larger ministry. He was praying for something much more self-centered, that is, a larger farm.
(2) Nothing in this passage suggests that God promises all believers an extraordinary life (9), where their ministries or businesses will rapidly grow if they only pray the Prayer of Jabez each morning.
(3) Nothing in this passage suggests that God promises all believers that their lives will be marked by miracles if they pray this prayer each morning (24–25).
(4) Nothing in this passage or anywhere else in the Bible suggests that the prayer of Jabez should be a model for our own praying.
(5) There is no promise of any kind in this passage: this is simply an account of what happened in one person’s life at one time in biblical history.

EXERCISE 100 (Found in appendix D) 
In Matthew 19:24 Jesus says, “It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God.” Although no archaeological evidence supports such a conclusion, this verse has prompted numerous individuals to suggest that during Jesus’ time there was a small gate in Jerusalem known as the Eye of a Needle and that camels had to unload and kneel in order to pass through. Use the Internet to research this text and discover how many sites you can find that integrate this incorrect information.
An Internet search for the words “camel eye needle gate” on August 25, 2006, yielded the following sampling of sites claiming the existence of an “eye of the needle” gate.
http://swifttonearchives.homestead.com/files/eyeoftheneedle.html
http://www.atp-corp.com/Story%20of.html
http://www2.tontonme.ne.jp/users/okiluth/sermons/camel.html
http://www.faithandfire.org/Understand.html
http://home.att.net/~jeschmedel/GosPar39e.htm
http://www.bulletin.goarch.org/ChurchBulletins/44/112705/PriestsMessage.html
http://www.lyitl.org/sermons/unpacking_the_camel.html
http://www.mcwilliams.com/books/weal/w4b.html
http://www.boston-catholic-journal.com/the_narrow_gate.htm
http://ed.asisaid.com/bible/parable/parabl09.html












�David Augsburger, Caring Enough to Confront (Glendale: Regal, 1974), 32.


� James Beck and Bruce Demarest, The Human Person in Theology and Psychology (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2005), 141–54.


�Bruce Wilkinson, The Prayer of Jabez (Sisters, OR.: Multnommah, 2000).Page number of quotations are given in parentheses in the text.





34

