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Chapter 1

Authorship of Acts
If you look at your syllabus, you will note that we begin with, in the history of the early church, the 
sources available for learning about the history of the church. Now I left out one that I want to comment 
about first: we talk about the Book of Acts. Everybody usually says that the Book of Acts is the history of 
the early church, but we learn a lot of history from Paul’s epistles. And what we call the Catholic Epistles 
(that doesn’t mean Roman Catholic epistles, but “catholic” means “universal”), and these are these letters 
like 1 and 2 Peter, 1, 2, and 3 John, that are written to the whole church, not to specific churches like 
Colossi, or Rome, or the like. So “catholic” epistles are simply letters written to the church in general — 
the broader church, and the book of Revelation.

But there is another source from which we can learn a great deal about the early church that I want to call 
your attention to. And that source is the Gospels. In our Gospels class we talked about reading the 
Gospels to learn about the first, second, and third “sitz im leben”, which means the first, second, and third 
situation about the early church. One of the things that we learn from the Gospels is about Jesus — the 
first situation. Another thing that we can study in the Gospels about is to learn about the individual 
evangelists — they have editorial comments, and they make in their selection of things, materials — 
helpful advice and information to help us understand what are they trying to emphasize. But also, in 
between, we can study the second “sitz im leben”, or the second situation in life and we can read the 
Gospels to learn about the early church.

I’ve just listed a few things that we learn about the early church from the gospels. For instance, we learn 
that the Bible of the early church was the Old Testament. Matthew writes of the church, and he keeps 
saying “This was written”, and “Thus was fulfilled what was written by the prophet …”, and he quotes the 
Old Testament, and does this time and time again. This indicates that this was the Bible of the church, and 
they wanted to show that what happened in the life of Jesus and what was taking place in the early 
church was in fulfillment of the sacred scriptures. This was in the Old Testament. We read about baptism, 
and the importance of baptism as the entrance rite in the early church. We learn about the Lord’s Supper 
being continually repeated, and that was a rite of the early church. We learn that from the Gospels. We 
learn about the Lord’s Prayer as being an identifying prayer of the early church, which showed that those 
who prayed this prayer were followers of Jesus, who through faith in Jesus now could call God “Abba”, 
and therefore could pray to “Abba” in heaven.

We learn about there being a change in the clean / unclean regulation. Thus Jesus declared all foods 
clean, because it’s not what goes into man’s stomach that defiles him, but what comes out of his heart, 
and so forth. So we know that in the early church this was an issue that was going to be important. We 
learned about various ethical teachings of Jesus — the importance of prayer in the life of the individual; 
that divorce was prohibited; that there was a non-retaliatory attitude of the early church (turning the 
other cheek); concern for the poor, the widows, the downtrodden; they were to be obedient to the state as 
far as possible (give to Caesar that which is Caesar’s and to God that which is God’s); sometimes Caesar 
might demand that which is God’s and had to be disobeyed, but otherwise we are to be good citizens of 
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the state and so forth. And so we learn a number of things about the early church from the Gospels in that 
regard.

We learn furthermore that the main language of the church happened to be the Greek language. Even 
though Jesus’ native language was not Greek, it must have been the language that the church spoke, 
because all the four gospels are written in Greek. You don’t write in a language that no-one understands 
in the church, and so this was the language of the church. We noted that in the Gospels the Holy Spirit 
plays an important role, especially in certain of them. And the promise of the coming Spirit is made very 
clear, especially in Luke and in the Book of John.

We realize that the early church lived in the realization that the Kingdom of God had in some way come, 
that it was already now, and yet they awaited the future. It was not completely realized and fulfilled. And 
so there was the tension of the now/already of the kingdom having come, and the Spirit being given, and 
yet we pray “thy kingdom come, thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven”, so there’s the anticipation of 
the “parousia” or the “coming”. “Parousia” is a Greek word that refers to the coming of the Lord and has 
become a technical term in biblical studies. And we also learned that there was a leadership in the church, 
and that leadership involved the twelve apostles.

So we learn a great deal about the early church in the Gospels. However, if you really want to know about 
the early church, the main areas are the epistles of the New Testament and the Book of Acts. And what 
we’re going to do is follow the scheme of Acts, looking at it as a reliable historical source, and then see 
what was going on according to Luke’s account, and fit the letters of Paul and the other letters as well, 
into that particular framework.

With regard to the Book of Acts, which is our main source of a kind of a continual history, there are 
people who have very negative views as to the Book of Acts. Critical scholars will minimize the Book of 
Acts as a historical source. I’ll give you reasons why we will not do that, and look at it objectively.

The author of the Book of Acts is the same author as the one who wrote the Gospel of Luke. This becomes 
rather clear when we look at the opening of the Book of Acts: “In the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt 
with all that Jesus began to do and teach until the day when he was taken up, after He had given 
commandment through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen. To them he presented 
himself alive after his Passion by many proofs, appearing to them during forty days and speaking of the 
Kingdom of God. And while staying with them he charged them not to depart from Jerusalem, but to 
wait for the promise of the Father, which he said ‘you heard from me; for John baptized with water, but 
before many days you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.’”

It’s very much like the prologue of the Gospel of Luke: “For as much as many have undertaken to compile 
a narrative of things that have been accomplished among us … it seemed good to me also, having 
followed all things closely for some time past, to write an orderly account to you, most excellent 
Theophilus.” Theophilus is named there. And, Acts 1:1 refers to the Gospel of Luke. It actually begins 
where Luke ends. The Gospel of Luke ends with Jesus telling the disciples to stay in Jerusalem until the 
Spirit comes upon them. The Book of Acts picks it up at that point, and it begins with the Spirit coming 
upon them in Chapter 2. All is set up for that. So you look furthermore at the style, the vocabulary, the 
theology — they’re all the same. And Acts 4:27 refers to Jesus’ trial before Herod Antipas, the ruler of 
Galilee. (And by the way, that’s the only other place you read of that. It’s not in any other Gospel, but in 
the book of Acts.) So they’re written by the same person. There have been some that have argued that it 
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wasn’t Luke who wrote the Book of Acts but a follower of Luke. And the follower of Luke becomes so 
much like Luke that he actually is Luke after a while. So you’d have to be very skeptical to argue that 
these are written by two different authors.

So we have the same author. The writer of the Gospel of Luke by tradition says that he’s Luke the 
Physician. But let’s look at what we can learn from the Book of Acts and the Book of Luke with regard to 
the author itself. In the Book of Acts, we have three sections here which are known as “we” sections. And 
here, the author switches from the third person to the first person plural as he gives his historical account. 
Let me read 16:9-10: “And a vision appeared to Paul in the night. A man of Macedonia was standing 
beseeching him and saying ‘Come over to Macedonia and help us.’” Everything is in third person, but 
look at v.10: “And when he had seen the vision, immediately we sought to go unto Macedonia, concluding 
that God had called us to preach the gospel to them.” So all the sudden, in 16:10-17, instead of having 
third person material, we have first person plural, and the switch from the third person to the first is 
rather clear.

In Chapter 20, in the opening five verses, we have the same kind of thing: “After the uproar ceased, Paul 
sent for the disciples and, having exhorted them, took leave and departed for Macedonia. When he had 
gone through these parts and had given them much encouragement, he came to Greece. There he spent 
three months, and when a plot was made against him by the Jews when he was about to set sail for Syria, 
he decided to return through Macedonia. Sopater of Berea, the son of Pyrrhus, accompanied him; and of 
the Thessalonians, Aristarchus and Secundus; and Gaius of Derbe, and Timothy; and the Asians, Tychicus 
and Trophimus. These went on and were waiting for us at Troas, but we sailed away from Philippi after 
the days of Unleavened Bread and in five days we came to them at Troas, where we stayed for seven 
days.” And now we have the second “we” section from 20:5-21:18, and then after that it goes into third 
person again until we get to Chapter 27. Here you have Chapter 26 all being in third person, and 27:1: 
“And when it was decided that we should sail for Italy, they delivered Paul and some of the prisoners of 
the Augustine cohort named Julius.” So here again we have the third “we” section.

Now what does that suggest? A simple reading of the Book of Acts suggests what: that all of a sudden the 
author now is part of the group. And therefore if you’re looking as to who this author is, well he has to be 
a companion of Paul. And furthermore, you cannot if you take Luke seriously, look at those people 
mentioned in the “we” sections as being separate from the author. For instance if you say “We came there 
and saw Sopater” or Silas, or Timothy, well the author can’t be Silas, Sopater, or Timothy. And these 
various people, for instance Silas, Timothy, Sopater, Aristarchus, Secundus, Gaius, Tychicus, Trophimus, 
are all mentioned as distinct from the author — he’s not in the “we” group, he’s someone else. And so the 
author cannot be these characters mentioned in the account.

During the third “we” section, this is during the time of what we call “Paul’s Imprisonment”, and he writes 
what we call the Prison Epistles. And in the Prison Epistles, Paul mentions as “with him” as companions 
various people, such as Tychicus, Mark, Justus, Epaphras, Demas, Luke. Well, Tichycus can’t be the 
author of Acts because he’s mentioned in a “we” section as separate; and some of these can be eliminated. 
But here we have a small group, and of that group, Luke is one of the possibilities.

A man by the name of W.K. Hobart in 1882 wrote a book called The Medical Language of St. Luke. In 
Paul’s letter to the Colossians, Luke is mentioned as a physician. “Aristarchus, my fellow prisoner greets 
you … (v.14) Luke the beloved physician and Demas greet you.” So here Luke is described as a physician, 
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and what Hobart tried to do was to look at the language of Luke/Acts, and see if it has an unusual 
amount of medical kinds of terminology. And he found lots of language that had to do with healings, and 
so forth, and descriptions of healings, and concluded that this fit very well, that Luke wrote this, because 
Luke was a physician, and it looks like a physician wrote these books.

In the 1920’s, a man by the name of H.J. Cadbury did his doctoral work at Harvard University on the 
language and style of Luke/Acts. Later it was published into a book: The Style and Literary Method of 
Luke. And what he did in his doctoral dissertation was to show that other people who were not doctors 
but were learned people often wrote using the same kind of language and care to describe medical things 
that the Book of Luke and Book of Acts have, so that non-doctors could also write in this way. And there’s 
a sense in which he proved that a physician didn’t have to have written Luke/Acts, and some say that he 
got his doctorate at Harvard by stealing away the doctorate of Luke/Acts.

There is a sense in which, I think it’s a supporting argument that the language is the kind of language a 
doctor could use. It’s not a proof like Hobart thought but I think it is a support.

And then we have church tradition — how people view church tradition depends a great deal. Some are 
extremely skeptical of church tradition. But this church tradition seems to be good church tradition. First 
of all, it mentions that the author of a Gospel is not an apostle, which is contrary to the tendency in the 
early church to attribute all Gospel-like works to apostles. Later on we’ll have what we call the 
apocryphal gospels — the Gospel of Peter, the Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Paul, the Gospel of 
Bartholomew, the Gospel of the Twelve. Now have you noticed anything here? They’re all apostles — all 
part of the twelve. So the tendency of the church is to name as the authors of Gospel books or Gospel-like 
books, apostles. Here is a Gospel written, and I think church tradition is unanimous in saying an apostle 
didn’t write it. This goes contrary to what the tendency would predict, and therefore it’s pretty solid 
tradition. And as I say, there’s no reason to deny that Luke wrote Luke/Acts. The main argument against 
the Gospel of Luke and the Book of Acts having been written by Luke is one based far more on an anti-
supernaturalism. In other words, if you were an eye-witness, you would know these miracles being 
described here could not have happened. And we know that the author of Luke/Acts is not an outright 
liar, so therefore it must have been somebody removed from the events who could have thought miracles 
like this could have happened and report them. But an eye-witness could never do that. But once you 
eliminate this anti-supernatural bias, I don’t see there’s any problem in arguing why Luke could not have 
been the author of this material.

!8



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Chapter 2

Sources of Acts
Let’s talk next about the sources of Acts. Where did this information and material come from for the 
author of the Book of Acts? One area where the material came from was from the “we” sections. In the 
“we” sections, he didn’t have to get any source; he was there. He could have written from his own eye 
witness experience. So in the Book of Acts, some of this material came from Luke’s personal eye witness 
of that.

But there are a lot of incidents where he was not present. He was not present at Paul’s conversion; he was 
not present at Pentecost; and so forth. How did he get this? Did he just make up stories? Well, remember 
the author had contact with Paul. Do you think that somebody who accompanied Paul for many, many 
months and years might have heard how he was converted once? He would get this material from Paul, 
so Paul would have been a source. In Chapter 21:8, in one of these “we” sections, we read that the “we” 
party comes to the home of Philip: “On the morrow we departed and came to Caesarea, and we entered 
the house of Philip the Evangelist, who was one of The Seven, and stayed with him.” Well, he has a 
natural historical interest, and he has looked at all these things from the beginning. He would have asked 
Philip and would have learned about the choosing of The Seven to assist in the offering, the story of 
Philip and the Ethiopian Eunuch. He knows Philip, and he could have heard that material from Philip 
himself. In 21:17, “And when we had come to Jerusalem the brethren received us.” So now he has access to 
the leaders of the church in Jerusalem, and to the information available there; and to Pentecost, what 
happened there — he has access to these accounts. When Luke was in Jerusalem for months, what did he 
do? If he talked to the people in the church, did he simply talk about the weather, or would he have 
talked about the things that had happened? And he has an interest in historical issues, so he has access to 
the Jerusalem materials.

Tradition also associates Luke with the city of Antioch, and we have material from the Antioch church in 
the Book of Acts as well. So we have his personal contacts with leaders of the church which would have 
provided all sorts of information in that regard. There also seems to be a possibility that he knew John 
Mark. In Acts 12:12 he says something about the church in Jerusalem. He says, “When Peter realized that 
he had been freed from his imprisonment, he went to the house of Mary the mother of John whose other 
name was Mark, where many were gathered together and were praying.” He makes a specific reference to 
the church in Jerusalem meeting in the home of Mary, and mentions that she’s the mother of John Mark, 
suggesting that he knew John Mark, and maybe he had access to his [i.e., Mark’s] Gospel when he wrote 
his [i.e., Luke’s].

Now as a historian, Luke has good credentials. In the opening prologue of Luke, Luke writes in a way 
that any ancient historian would have been proud to write. “Inasmuch as many have undertaken to 
compile a narrative of the things which have been accomplished among us, just as they were delivered to 
us by those who from the beginning were eye witnesses and ministers of the word, it seemed good to me 
also, having followed all things closely for some time past, to write an orderly account for you, most 
excellent Theophilus, that you may know the truth concerning the things of which you have been 
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informed.” Now any historian would say that the man claims to be writing carefully, he used sources, he’s 
had contact with the eye witnesses, he writes carefully, he writes ‘so that you may know the truth of these 
things’, he’s making claims to be a good historian. And, when the Book of Acts begins, he carefully 
outlines what he has written in the Book of Luke, as I read already: “In the first book, O Theophilus, I 
have dealt with all that Jesus began to do and teach until the day when he was taken up from us.” That’s 
exactly what the Book of Luke is about.

When we get to look at the Book of Acts, we find a number of interesting things. For instance, we find 
that this man has a broad range of geography (he mentions 32 different countries in the Book of Acts; he 
mentions 54 different cities; 9 different islands). The man must be knowledgeable. Some 95 different 
people are mentioned. And when he mentions various people, he uses different names and titles to 
describe them. For instance, some are called chief magistrates, city officials, proconsuls, magistrates, rod-
bearers, asiarchs, town clerks, chief men, governors, tribunes — various titles. In the 17th Chapter of the 
Book of Acts, the title “polytarch” is used to describe the rulers of a particular city. This is in verse 6, and 
takes place in Thessalonica: ”And when they could not find them, they dragged Jason and some of the 
brethren before the city officials ….” The Greek word here is “…before the polytarchs”. Up to the early part 
of the 20th century, no such title had ever been found in all the literature. No one had ever heard of a 
polytarch. And people made fun of this, and said that Luke was simply making up a title for some people 
here. When the 20th century came, they discovered an archaeological fragment of a monument, in which 
it refers to the polytarchs of Thessalonica. Now how does someone like Luke know that the specific title 
(an unusual title) of the town officials in Thessalonica were the title “polytarchs”? Well, he was an eye 
witness, and he’s a good historian.

When I was doing my doctoral work, I lived in the city of Freehold, New Jersey. If someone said, “I know 
that city. My dad and I lived there with my family for several years,” I probably would believe him. But if 
he said, “Not only that, my father was a Freeholder,” then I knew he lived there, because the council 
members of the people of Freehold were called Freeholders. To know that, you have to be from Freehold. 
To know that the officials in Thessalonica are “polytarchs”, you’d have to be one who was there.

The navigational description in Acts 27 is described by some as the best navigational description of 
sailing in the first century found anywhere in literature. Accurate formed, describing to us about the 
attempt to save the ship, how they tried to protect that way, how they tried to bring a kind of calm by 
pouring oil in the water and so forth, very, very careful.

So William Ramsay was a New Testament scholar who sought to demonstrate as his dissertation, his 
doctoral work, that the author of Luke/Acts could not have been someone who lived in the 1st century, 
but had to be a 2d century person. Because, he argued, the Gospel and the Book of Acts were written in 
the middle of the 2d century, in about 150 AD. And he said he would demonstrate this by going to Asia 
Minor, (to Turkey ) and tracing the description of journeys that we have here and test these out with 
regard to the archaeological evidence. And so he did, and notice that he starts out with a negative bias. 
He wants to prove that Luke could not have written Luke/Acts. It had to have been written by somebody 
removed 100 years from the events, and he would demonstrate this by the inaccuracy of the material we 
find in the Book of Acts.

What happened, however, was that as he began to study the material, he became convinced of the 
accuracy of the Book of Acts -- that it was written by Luke, an eye witness, in the 1st century. And so 
William Ramsay turned around from being one who questioned and doubted the material, to one who 
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became an advocate of Lucan authorship, and of the historical reliability of the material. So the Book of 
Acts is good material, helpful material that is useful for understanding the life of the early church, and we 
have good evidence for that in the life of Sir William Ramsay.
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Chapter 3

Purposes of Acts
Let’s go on and talk about the purposes of the Book of Acts. The prologue in Luke says that he writes this 
material to Theophilus so that he may know the truth of the things that he has been taught or informed 
of. That is also true of the Book of Acts. Luke gives his personal credentials as a historian in Luke 1:3-4, 
stating that he has looked at all these things carefully for some time past, from the very beginning, 
writing an orderly account, that he may know the certainty of the things he’s been taught. He’s claiming 
to be an accurate historian, and he ties his accounts to various historical events. In Chapter 2 of the Book 
of Luke, look at the opening verses: “In those days a decree went out from Caesar Augustus that all the 
world should be enrolled. This was the first enrollment when Quirinius was governor or Syria, and all 
went to be enrolled, each to his own city.” In Chapter 3 of Luke, he again ties events with what was going 
on in history: “In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate, being governor of Judea, 
and Herod, being tetrarch of Galilee, and his brother Philip tetrarch of the region of Itrurea and 
Trachonitis, and Lysanias tetrarch of Abilene, in the high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas, the word of 
God came to John, the son of Zechariah in the wilderness.” He doesn’t put dates down as we would tend 
to as calendar dates as “X BC”, or something like that, but he gives all the people who were then ruling to 
try to zero in on that time.

When we get to the Book of Acts, we have similar kinds of things -- Acts 5:36, “For before these days 
Theudas arose, giving himself up to be somebody, and a number of men, about four hundred, joined him. 
He was killed, and all who followed him were dispersed and came to nothing. After him Judas the 
Galilean rose up in the days of the census and drew away some of the people after him. He also 
perished.” He’s talking about events that would be of interest to him as a historian, and to his readers. 
11:27-28, “Now in those days prophets came down from Jerusalem to Antioch. And one of them named 
Agabus stood up and foretold by the Spirit ….” We have prophets being named: 18:1-2, “After this Paul 
left Athens and went to Corinth. And he found a Jew named Aquila, a native of Pontus, lately come from 
Italy with his wife Priscilla, because Claudius [the Emperor of Rome] had commanded all the Jews to 
leave Rome.” Now that statement is supported by the work of Suetonius, a Roman historian, who, when 
he writes of the life of Claudius, writes specifically (and we can date it to AD 49), that in AD 49 Claudius 
expelled all the Jews from Rome because of a riot that had been caused there. And we have Luke saying 
the same thing in his account, not to support Suetonius’s work (which is later), but just to give a historical 
feel of events — things going on. He refers to events as being well-known; he’s not writing of things that 
are unimportant. In Acts 26:26, when Paul gives his defense, “For the King knows these things, and to him 
I speak freely. For I am persuaded that none of these things has escaped his notice.” This was not done in 
a corner — these are not secret things that I’m writing about; these things are well-known.

He refers to events having come from various eye witnesses. Luke 1:2 is perhaps the best [example] of 
this. But in the Book of Acts, the importance of eye witnesses and eye witness testimony is very 
important. Acts 1:21-22, with Judas having betrayed the Lord, that meant the symbolism of the number 11 
was broken, and so the church decides: “So one of the men who have accompanied us during all the time 
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that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of John until the day when he 
was taken up from us — one of these men must become with us a witness to his resurrection.” We need to 
replace Judas with an eye witness. And this would be someone who’s been with us since the time of John 
the Baptist all the way through the resurrection. This must be a witness. 2:32, “This Jesus God raised up, 
[Peter preaches], and we all are witnesses of these things.” 5:32, “And we are witnesses to these things, 
and so is the Holy Spirit, whom God has given to those who obey him.” 10:39-41, with the emphasis of 
the eye witness testimony of this material: “And we are witnesses of all that he did both in the country of 
the Jews and in Jerusalem.” 13:30-31 (the last oneI’ll refer to): “God raised him from the dead, and for 
many days he appeared to those who had come up with him from Galilee to Jerusalem, who are now his 
witnesses to the people.” So there are eye witnesses that support the testimony of what is being said in the 
Book of Acts.

Another proof that Luke gives to support his material are the proofs from the fulfillment of prophecy. 
There are some 17 Old Testament quotations that are found in the Book of Acts. And in addition, six 
references to the Old Testament allusions. What is being done, what is being accomplished, this is true 
because the Old Testament affirms what has happened.

Another proof of the truthfulness of his accounts is the proof from miracles. The miracles that take place 
are often given. I’ll give references here to look up on your own: Acts 2:22, 2:43, 3:12-16, 4:30, 5:12.

And there’s another proof of the truthfulness of what’s being recorded here that Luke alludes to, and that 
is the growth of the church. There’s a key verse here in Acts 5:35-39. There’s about to be a persecution of 
the church when a man by the name of Gamaliel stands up, and this is his speech, and Luke records this 
for a purpose: “ Men of Israel, take care what you are about to do with these men. For before these days 
Theudas rose up, claiming to be somebody, and a number of men, about four hundred, joined him. He 
was killed, and all who followed him were dispersed and came to nothing. After him Judas the Galilean 
rose up in the days of the census and drew away some of the people after him. He too perished, and all 
who followed him were scattered.” In other words, there are people who have been rising up causing 
problems like these Christians, and so forth, but it all comes to naught. “So in the present case I tell you, 
keep away from these men and let them alone, for if this plan or this undertaking is of man, it will fail; 
but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow them. You might even be found opposing God!” If 
this is not of God it will fall apart. But now the Book of Acts talks about the church growing all the time. 
In light of the statement “If it is not of God is will come to naught”, the Book of Acts says that the 
Christian movement grows and grows. Let’s look at a couple of verses: 2:41, “So those who received his 
word were baptized, and there were added that day about three thousand souls.” 2:47, “And the Lord 
added to their number day by day those who were being saved.” 4:4, “But many of those who had heard 
the word believed, and the number of the men came to about five thousand.” 6:7, “And the word of God 
continued to increase, and the number of the disciples multiplied greatly in Jerusalem, and a great many 
of the priests became obedient to the faith.” 9:31, “So the church throughout all Judea and Galilee and 
Samaria had peace and was being built up. And walking in the fear of the Lord and in the comfort of the 
Holy Spirit, it multiplied.” 11:21, 11:24, 14:1, 14:21, 16:5, 19:20. So the growth of the church, Luke sees as 
proof to Theophilus of the truth of the Christian movement.

Another purpose of the Book of Acts is to assure the readers that the Roman government is not a threat, 
and also to assure Rome that Christianity is not a threat. Luke emphasizes time and time again that 
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Roman officials always find Christians innocent. I will not read them but I’ll give you the references. 
Jesus’ innocence is declared by Pontius Pilate (“I find no fault in this man”) in Luke 23:4, 14, and 22. So 
that Jesus may have been crucified, but Pontius Pilate’s testimony was such that he found no fault in him.

Paul’s innocence is declared by the magistrates in 16:35 and following. He may be getting in trouble, but 
the trouble is not because of Rome; it’s because of people in the city; many times it’s Jewish rivals who 
cause the problems. In Corinth, he’s brought before the Roman proconsul in Acts 18:12-17, and the 
proconsul declares him innocent — he finds no fault in him. In Acts 19:37-40, when the town clerk 
declares the Christians innocent, there’s no problem that he sees with them. The Tribune finds them 
innocent, (Acts 23:29 “I see no fault in this man”). The Roman governor finds him innocent in 25:25, and a 
king finds Paul innocent, 26:31-32.

So Luke is trying to demonstrate (and I think he does rather well) the innocence of Christianity from all 
such complaints of problems; whatever problems happened were due to other evil people. It was nothing 
to do with Christians in this regard.
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Chapter 4

Outline of Acts
Let me give a brief outline of the Book of Acts. The outline is based on the theme verse of the Book of 
Acts. The theme verse of Acts is Acts 1:8. If you want to know what the Book of Acts is about, it is Acts 
1:8, “But you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be my witnesses 
in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the earth.” Now that is the theme of the 
Book of Acts. And the division of Acts is done by Luke in a way to show the fulfillment of that theme.

For instance in 1:1 to 6:7 you have the spread of the Gospel to Jerusalem. And that section ends this way: 
“And the Word of God increased and the number of the disciples multiplied greatly in Jerusalem, and a 
great many of the priests became obedient to the faith.” And the theme: “…you shall receive power when 
the Holy Spirit has come upon you and you shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem …,” and here: “…the 
number of disciples increased greatly in Jerusalem.”

Now, the gospel spreads outside Jerusalem to Palestine. Jews hate the word Palestine, by the way, from 
this line because “Palestine” comes from the land of the “Philistines”. We call it “Palestine,” but it 
ultimately goes back to the name “Philistines”. But it’s so popular and so common, we use it. Now, the 2d 
section ends [at 9:31, with] “so the church throughout all Judea, and Galilee and Samaria [Palestine, in 
other words], had peace and was built up. And walking in the fear of the Lord and in the comfort of the 
Holy Spirit, it multiplied.”

The next section, the church spreads through to Syria, and you have a brief statement in 12:24 “But the 
word of God grew and multiplied.” After Syria it goes to Asia Minor, and that section ends [16:5] “So the 
churches were strengthened in the faith, and they increased in numbers daily.” Remember how we talked 
about the growth of the church? The church then goes to Europe, and that section ends in 19:20 “So the 
word of the Lord grew and prevailed mightily,” and then the book ends with the church in Rome as 
follows (28:30), “And Paul lived there two whole years at his own expense, and welcomed all who came 
to him, proclaiming the kingdom of God and teaching about the Lord Jesus Christ with all boldness and 
unhindered.” So now you have the gospel being spread even to Rome itself. Even Rome hears the good 
news.

One of the issues that is often debated is the speeches of the Book of Acts. How did Luke know what 
Peter preached at Pentecost? How does he know what Stephen said when he was martyred? How does he 
know what Paul says when he preaches at Mars Hill or the Areopagus? Critical scholars say that he just 
made up speeches, and they have nothing to do with history — they have to do rather with Luke telling 
his story, creating and putting on the lips of his authors what he wants them to say. Well, it has to be 
acknowledged that the style and the vocabulary and the theology of the speeches tend to be Lucan. In 
other words, when Paul preaches, the vocabulary that he uses is Luke’s vocabulary. And some again have 
suggested that Luke has created them out of nothing — that what we have here are just creative accounts.

Well, against this there are a number of arguments. One is that if you look at the speeches, they have a 
different content and vary in emphasis. For instance if you look at the speeches that are given to Jews in 
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Chapters 3-13 (in the synagogue, at Pentecost, Paul’s defense in Jerusalem, and so forth), they’re quite 
different than the speech that’s given to Cornelius, who is a God-fearer (in other words, a Gentile 
attracted to Judaism); and this is different from the speech that Paul gives to Greeks in Athens. So it’s not 
just one common speech that’s found in all, Stephen’s speech is unique as well. So it’s not as if you have 
one brush that’s painting all the speeches. Either what you have here is Luke being aware of the content 
in general of both speeches, or you have something that’s hard to explain — why they are different. 
Maybe he’s just a great creative writer.

The only time the term “justification” in the way that Paul used it is found, is in a Pauline speech (not in a 
speech by Peter, or a speech by James in Acts 15, not by Stephen, but by Paul). In general, good historians 
sought to reproduce what they knew an author talked about. Thucydides, a historian in 460-400 BC, is 
often thought of as a good historian, and he says in his writing: “As for speeches made by various 
persons, it was difficult for me to remember exactly the words which I myself heard. As also for those 
who reported of other speeches to me. But I have recorded them in accordance with my opinion of what 
the various speakers would have had to say in view of the circumstances at the time, keeping as closely as 
possible to the general gist of what was really said.” In other words, good ancient historians tried as best 
as they knew how to keep in touch and close to what the actual writers said during this time. For 
instance, you say, “Are you saying that what Peter said in Acts is not exactly what he said?” Well, first of 
all you have to realize that Peter did not speak Greek at Pentecost — it was a translation. But I believe 
that, yes, it is in essence the kind of thing that Peter preached during that time. And I think that Luke is 
that kind of historian as well. Would it have been word-for-word exactly what they said? No more than 
any other translation would be. As a good historian I think the fact is that he is not just creating out of 
nothing these kinds of speeches.
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Chapter 5

Nature of the Early Church
Let me go on and talk about the Jewish nature of the early church. When we talk about the early church, 
we talk about Jewish Christianity. And sometimes the Jewish quality of the early church is somewhat 
surprising to Christians. For instance in Acts 2:46 after Pentecost, we read, “And day by day, attending the 
temple together and breaking bread in their homes, they partook of food with glad and generous hearts, 
praising God and having favor with all the people. And the Lord added to their number day by day those 
who were being saved.” The earliest church in the Book of Acts is referred to as attending the temple daily 
together. Why didn’t they just build the First Baptist Church of Jerusalem right away? Why attend the 
temple? Peter and John, in 3:1 “…were going up to the temple at the hour of prayer, the ninth hour.” The 
apostles go to the temple to pray. The First Baptist Church was still being built, so they seem to be going 
to the temple to pray. Acts 5:12 says, “Now many signs and wonders were done among the people by the 
hands of the apostles. And they were all together in Solomon’s Portico.” Solomon’s Portico is part of the 
temple. And if you think of the temple, the eastern side of the temple faced the Mount of Olives. On the 
wall facing that, they had a double colonnade — large columns, all the length of the wall. The colonnade 
was 49 feet wide and the columns were 38 feet high, and it was covered. They met in these colonnades 
that were there, and they met daily and preached at that time.

In 5:42, “And every day, in the temple and at home, they did not cease teaching and preaching Jesus as the 
Christ.” At home they of course teach, and in the streets, but it’s the temple that is the heart of their 
preaching ministry. In 6:7, “And the word of God increased, and the number of the disciples multiplied 
greatly in Jerusalem, and a great many of the priests were obedient to the faith.” Notice, it doesn’t say 
former priests, these are priest-priests. In other words, these are priests that are active in the work and the 
ritual of the temple. They’re still there offering sacrifices and doing the ritual requirements that are in the 
temple. In 15:5, in Jerusalem we read that there are believers among the Pharisees (you never read 
anything about the Saducees, but you do about the Pharisees. “But some believers who belonged to the 
party of the Pharisees rose up and said, “It is necessary to circumcise them and charge them to keep the 
law of Moses.” In 21:20, after a successful missionary journey, Paul comes back and gives his testimony as 
to what has happened on his missionary journey to James and the Jerusalem Christians, “And when they 
heard it, they glorified God. And they said to him, 'You see, brother, how many thousands there are 
among the Jews of those who have believed. They are all zealous for the law….” Yes, you’ve been 
successful, but think of all the thousands here in Jerusalem that are believers as well. In 21:33 there’s a 
problem, and we will look at it in more detail later in the semester. But in 21:23, James says that Jewish 
believers here are being told that you tell the Jews who live among the Gentiles that they shouldn’t keep 
the law of Moses, and that they shouldn’t circumcise their children or observe any of the customs. Let’s 
try to put this rumor at rest, and here’s what we’ll do: “We have four men who are under a vow; take 
these men and purify yourself along with them and pay their expenses so that they may shave their 
heads. That all will know that there is nothing in what they have been told about you, but that you 
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yourself also live in obedience to the law.” So he goes and offers a sacrifice with regard to the Jewish law 
-- a very Jewish thing in the early church. Does this seem strange?

What are the priests doing with sacrifices? How might a priest -- a Jew who’s a priest -- respond to 
sacrifices? There’s only one sacrifice and that’s Jesus Christ. They don’t need sacrifices any more. How 
might a Jewish Christian respond? ‘Oh, I’m sorry, I’ll quit’ — well, you can’t. Does Luke, when he writes 
about them, write about it disparagingly? No, it doesn’t seem to be a particular problem. What’s your 
problem with regard to being a priest? There are other things too that they’re doing — they’re keeping the 
Passover (doesn’t Paul say later in the Book of Acts that he wants to get to Jerusalem in time for the 
Passover so he can participate?) If you’re a Jew does it mean that you have to stop circumcising your boys 
when they’re born? If you’re a Jewish Christian can you circumcise your boys if you want? Is there a 
problem there? If you’re a Jewish Christian can you keep the Passover? Is it just kind of part of your 
cultural background? Supposing you were raised in an Aztec tradition, and you become a Christian. Can 
you still offer the sacrifices and be a priest and be a Christian? You’re not so tolerant of that one (it’s a little 
bit gory). I would say no.

When the early Christians start preaching, what kind of a message do you think they’re going to start 
preaching? We’re going to look at some of these messages later but when Peter preaches at Pentecost, how 
is he going to start? Is he going to say “Hey, we’re starting a brand new religion, and we’re looking for 
charter members. Would you like to join?” What is the message? What is the relationship with 
Christianity? In other words, the greatest emphasis of the Christian church is not the difference between 
Christianity and Judaism, but the continuity. This is the fulfillment of the Old Testament promises. And 
probably these priests, when they offered sacrifices, they probably said “you know, all these point to the 
greatest, who is the fulfillment -- these are not the real ones, these are symbols of the one who will be,” 
and us it as a Gospel message. When you circumcise your children and keep the Passover, you talk about 
the covenant that God made that has been fulfilled in the coming of David’s son Jesus the Christ. And so 
the early message is not discontinuity between Christianity and Judaism, but continuity. This is the 
fulfillment — what God has promised to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, these things have taken place. The 
Christ has come.

And so, the Jewish nature of the church is easily understandable. And among other Jews, they are highly 
esteemed. They’re not seen as a foreign group; they’re not seen as a threatening group by the people. In 
2:47, Luke makes this comment, “praising God [these people who partook of food with glad and generous 
hearts], and having favor with all the people.” In 5:13, “the people hold them in high honor.” The 
leadership doesn’t, but it’s the same with Jesus (the leaders are opposed to him but not the people). 
“Many signs and wonders were regularly done among the people by the hands of the apostles. And they 
were all together in Solomon’s Portico. None of the rest dared join them, but the people held them in high 
honor.” So you have this Jewish nature of the church. They are not embarrassed by their Judaism. They 
see that in the coming of Christ this is the fulfillment of the promises that God has made to his people. 
However, do you see a problem that they have to face one day? What is the big problem that the early 
church is going to face? In the beginning it’s not a problem, but it will be quite soon.

What happens when Joe Gentile wants to become a Christian? Everybody in the group is circumcised (all 
the males), they keep the law, they’re kosher. Does Joe Gentile, to become a Christian, have to be 
circumcised, start keeping all the ritual laws, circumcise his children, and so forth? That hasn’t been 
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settled — the issue hasn’t come up, because there’s no Joe Gentile yet here. But somebody’s going to come 
along and cause a real problem, and that’s going to be a man named Cornelius.

But that’s still down the road — we’re still talking about the earliest days of the church; and in the earliest 
days everybody is Jewish and so those issues have not yet arisen, but they’re there, and they’re going to 
have to come up. And yet, as long as the church is Jewish in Jerusalem that’s not a problem. None of these 
issues are a problem. But can a person take a Jewish vow? Paul does, and Luke doesn’t criticize him for it.

It’s interesting — some people emphasize that Paul is the apostle of liberty — he would never take a 
Jewish vow. But if he’s the apostle of liberty, if he’s free, he can take it if he wants — it’s irrelevant. If it 
makes some people happy he’ll take it. So there’s nothing wrong with these Jewish issues, however the 
issue will come up: must Gentiles, if they want to become Christians, become Jews as well? That will be 
an issue that will come up, and that will be the major issues that the early church will face.

!19



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Chapter 6

Events in the Early Church
We want to deal with earliest Jewish Christianity now, and we want to deal with the earliest chapters of 
Acts. We’re talking about earliest Jewish Christianity, and I want us to notice the first action of the church 
— the very first thing of the church. Usually when we talk about the Book of Acts and ask about the first 
thing that happens, people say “Pentecost.” Well, not quite. If you look at the earliest chapter of the Book 
of Acts, the first thing that the church does is to recognize that there is a gap in the apostolic fellowship. 
We read that they are all of one accord together, and then in in Acts 1:15, “In those days Peter stood up 
among the brethren (the company of persons was in all about 120) and said, ‘Brethren, the Scripture had 
to be fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit spoke before by the mouth of David concerning Judas, who was a 
guide to those who arrested Jesus. For he was numbered among us and was allotted his share in this 
ministry.’ (Now this man acquired a field with the reward of his wickedness, and falling headlong he 
burst open in the middle and all his bowels gushed out. And it became known to all the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem, so that the field was called in their own language Akeldama, that is, Field of Blood.) ‘For it is 
written in the Book of Psalms, ‘Let his habitation become desolate, and let there be no one to live in it’; 
and ‘Let another take his office.’ So one of the men who have been accompanying us during all the time 
that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of John until the day when he 
was taken from us — one of these men must become with us a witness to his resurrection.”

Now that’s a very important understanding of the early church as to its identity. In the Gospels Course, 
we talked about the symbolism of the twelve. Twelve — there are certain numbers in Judaism that ring a 
bell. Twelve, seven, forty, etc., they have all sorts of symbolic significance. Twelve symbolizes the twelve 
descendants of Jacob which symbolize the people of Israel, because his twelve sons are the twelve tribes 
of Israel. Now in the time of Jesus, when Jesus gathers together twelve, that’s a symbolic act, because 
there were no longer twelve tribes of Israel. Back in 722 [BC], when the Assyrians defeated the northern 
nation of Israel, those ten tribes were taken into captivity and lost. Only two and a half tribes remained — 
the tribes of Benjamin and Judah, which was the southern kingdom, those that remained faithful to 
David, Solomon, and their descendants. The northern tribes Issachar, Dan, Naphthali, Zebulun, and so 
forth, they were taken away into captivity, and are the lost tribes of Israel. From 722 BC on, they are 
considered the lost tribes of Israel.

Now, people (Gentiles) moved in to that northern area, and they began to inter-marry with the remaining 
descendants of the ten tribes and they became known as the Samaritans (half-breeds, who became less 
and less Jewish and so forth). But the promises of the prophets were that there would be a glorious day 
coming when these tribes would be re-gathered. And when Jesus says the Kingdom of God has come, 
and he gathers around him the twelve tribes, this is a symbolic act: the Kingdom of God has now arrived. 
The first fruits of the kingdom have been realized, and the promises of Israel, the re-gathering is taking 
place.

So, if that’s true, their [i.e., the apostles’] identity can’t be symbolic with eleven, so you need twelve. And 
the result is that Judas’s betrayal means that he must be replaced and so they put forward two: Joseph 
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who is called Barsabbas, who is named Justus, and Matthias. And they prayed and said, ”Lord who 
knows the hearts of all men, show which one of these two you have chosen to take the place in this 
ministry and apostleship from which Judas turned aside to go to his own place.” And they cast lots, and 
the lot fell on Matthias, and he was enrolled with the eleven disciples (the eleven apostles). So now you 
have again the symbolism of the twelve taking place — the apostolic band symbolizing the arrival of the 
Kingdom of God that remains intact.

Now, why was Matthias elected? What was his requirement? The first requirement and the only 
requirement was that he had to be an eye witness. But why was he chosen? What were his apostolic gifts? 
Was he a great preacher or evangelist, good counselor, good at church organization, good fund-raiser? 
No, it’s irrelevant. What he serves is to fulfill the symbolism — the twelve — that’s what important. It’s 
the only thing he’s important for — he fulfills the twelve and the Kingdom of God has come, the start of 
the new age has begun, and the Messiah has brought his kingdom.

The term “apostle” can have a range of meanings. One of those meanings is “the twelve apostles”. There 
are others that can mean “a witness of the resurrection, who has been called”. Paul fits in that category, but 
he doesn’t fit in the symbolism of the twelve. I’ve heard people say that was a bad mistake that the church 
made — Paul should have been the twelfth. Well, does Luke think it’s a bad mistake? Notice Luke 
mentions that they pray before. And when Luke says they pray before, what happens is right. As far as 
he’s concerned, that’s fine. And Paul is kind of a unique person in that way. He’s an eye witness of the 
resurrection, but he’s not one of the twelve in that sense. The significance, then, of this act, is that it 
symbolizes the establishment of the unity of the Kingdom of God. The Kingdom of God has come, and 
the church is very much aware that it represents the realization that the Kingdom of God has come, and 
this is something new and unique.

So when we talk about the relationship of the church and Israel, there is continuity that is emphasized. 
But there are some unique differences, and eventually those differences are going to cause a split. But that 
won’t come right away — that will come later with a man named Stephen, one of the twelve. But let’s 
hold off on that. Some Jews are going to think more broadly than other Jews. Some Jews are perfectly 
content to live as Jews and to have this resurrection faith in Jesus, but some Jews are also aware that 
there’s a world out there that is not kosher, and wonders how to reach them, and that’s going to bring up 
some consequences. But we’re going to hold off on that.

The next event that takes place is Pentecost, and we don’t make a big deal of that in our churches as 
much, but in Europe, for instance, in Germany, “Pfingsten“ is a big holiday (Pentecost) — they make much 
more of it. In this event, it’s all prepared there to stay in Jerusalem until the Holy Spirit has come upon 
them, and that fulfillment of the promise comes at Pentecost. Beginning at Chapter 2, “When the day of 
Pentecost had come, they were all together in one place. And suddenly there came from heaven a sound 
like a mighty rushing wind, and it filled the entire house where they were sitting. And divided tongues as 
of fire appeared to them and rested on teach one of them and they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and 
began to speak in other tongues as the Spirit gave them utterance. Now there were dwelling in Jerusalem 
Jews, devout men from every nation under heaven. And at this sound the multitude came together, and 
they were bewildered, because each one was hearing them speak in his own language. And they were 
amazed and astonished, saying, ‘Are not all these who are speaking Galileans? And how is it that we 
hear, each of us in his own native language?’” And you have the various languages and so forth. “And all 
were amazed and perplexed, saying to one another ‘What does this mean?’ But others mocking said, 
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‘They are filled with new wine.’” In other words, they were drunk. “But Peter, standing with the 
eleven,” (remember when we talked about Peter and my understanding that Peter is the rock upon which 
the early church was going to be founded — here is one of the roles he has here. He’s no Pope, but he’s 
going to have a leading role.) He lifts up his voice and addresses them, “Men of Judea, and all who dwell 
in Jerusalem, let this be known to you, and give ear to my words. [he’s going to explain this 
phenomenon.] For these people are not drunk, as you suppose, since it is only the third hour of the day.” 
It’s only 9 AM; they’re not drunk. Now he doesn’t mean that if it’s 9 PM they could be drunk; he’s just 
saying common sense — it’s too early for them to be drunk — there has to be another explanation. This is 
the explanation; this is what was spoken by the prophet Joel. And he quotes Joel, “In the last days it shall 
be, God declares, that I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh, and your sons and your daughters shall 
prophesy, and your young men shall see visions, and your old men shall dream dreams; even on my male 
servants and female servants in those days I will pour out my Spirit, and they shall prophesy. And I will 
show wonders in the heavens above and signs on the earth below, blood, and fire, and vapor of smoke; 
the sun shall be turned to darkness and the moon to blood, before the day of the Lord comes, the great 
and manifest day. And it shall come to pass that everyone who calls upon the name of the Lord shall be 
saved.” So this is fulfillment of Old Testament — continuity. “Men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of 
Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with mighty works and wonders and signs that God did through 
him in your midst, as you yourselves know — this Jesus, delivered up according to the definite plan and 
foreknowledge of God, you crucified and killed by the hands of lawless men. But God raised him up, 
loosing the pangs of death, because it was not possible for him to be held by it. For David says concerning 
him, ‘I saw the Lord always before me, for he is at my right hand that I may not be shaken; therefore my 
heart was glad, and my tongue rejoiced; my flesh also will dwell in hope. For you will not abandon my 
soul to Hades, or let your Holy One see corruption. You have made known to me the paths of life; you 
will make me full of gladness with your presence.’” And he goes on and he says that David died and was 
buried, and therefore this doesn’t refer to David, but it refers to the Christ Jesus whom you crucified.

And then the people say, “What are we going to do?” Peter replies, “Repent and be baptized, every one of 
you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit. 
For the promise is for you and for your children and for all who are for off, everyone the Lord has called.” 
Now, this event at Pentecost is referred to in the first chapter of Acts as the Baptism with the Spirit, or the 
Baptism in the Spirit. In 1:4, where Jesus charges them not to depart from Jerusalem, ”… but to wait for 
the promise of the Father, which, he said ‘you heard from me; for John baptized with water, but you will 
be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now.” So at Pentecost now the event takes place, 
and the Spirit now comes in fulfillment of the promises, and people notice what’s going on, and wonder 
how they can be saved. And they’re told, “Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus 
Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.”
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Chapter 7

Conversion in the Early Church
Let me share with you at this point an overview of what conversion involves in the New Testament, and 
then we can build on that. I’m going to suggest that a paradigm of what conversion entails would be 
helpful to know. The paradigm is this: In the New Testament, conversion involves five integrally related 
components or aspects, all of which took place at the same time, usually on the same day. These five 
components are repentance, faith, confession (which is done by the individual), regeneration (or giving of 
the Holy Spirit, done by God), and baptism (done by the Christian community). That’s what conversion is 
understood as involving. You may say “Well, the thief on the cross wasn’t baptized.” Well, the church had 
rules. They said that if you come to believe in Jesus while being crucified you don’t have to be baptized. 
But there were not a lot of those. A majority were baptized, repented, received the Spirit, confessed Christ, 
and so forth.

Now, let me try to show how these are related to one another. For instance, in various parts of the New 
Testament, baptism and faith are used almost interchangeably. In Galatians 3:26-27, “In Jesus Christ you 
are all sons of God, through faith. For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ.” 
Somehow this saving faith cannot be understood by Paul apart from baptism. For him, you were saved 
by faith, so when you were baptized, you were born again. They are so intimately related to one another 
that you can use one, and sometime use the other, and sometimes you can put them both together. But if 
you refer to baptism, faith is assumed. If you refer to faith, baptism is assumed. Sometimes repentance 
and baptism are associated together.

Remember when we were back in the Book of Acts at Pentecost when the people said “What must we do 
to be saved?” Listen to Peter’s words: “Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus 
Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.” Repent — and be 
baptized. Now, let me ask you: did Peter mean that you don’t have to have faith — just repent and be 
baptized? That would be silly, wouldn’t it? Faith isn’t mentioned, but it’s assumed — it’s part of the 
package. And the only way you can make sense of these things is that if one is omitted, it’s assumed, even 
if it’s not mentioned. Sometimes faith and regeneration are mentioned together. Let me ask you one thing: 
did you receive the Spirit by works of the law, or by hearing of faith? Having begun with the Spirit and 
are now ending with the flesh? The Spirit and faith are associated — regeneration and faith are seen 
together. Baptism and regeneration are seen together. Now this becomes a real problem for a lot of us.

Paul [in Titus 3:5] says, “He saved us not because of deeds done by us in righteousness, but in virtue of 
his own mercy, by the washing of regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit.” Washing of regeneration 
— there’s a lot of water seen in that. And if baptism and being born again are intimately associated 
(regeneration), it’s not a problem. And you can say, “Yeah, but what about faith?” Faith is assumed, just as 
faith is assumed up here, isn’t it? And would not repentance be assumed up here? Sometimes faith and 
confession are seen together: [Romans 10:9] “That thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and 
shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the dead, and you will be saved.” In Acts 22:16, 
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you have baptism and confession being assumed together: “Rise and be baptized and wash away your 
sins, calling on his name.” Now would it be silly to say you don’t have to repent or believe however, just 
call and be baptized, and that’s enough? Faith and repentance are seen together. “Repent and believe the 
gospel.” It doesn’t say anything about baptism there. But we know that faith is associated with baptism 
elsewhere. Sometimes three of them are named: [Mark 1:15]“Repent and believe the Gospel.” [Acts 2:38] 
“Repent and be baptized … and you shall receive gift of the Spirit.” Faith is not mentioned, but repentance 
is; baptism isn’t, but being born again is. Sometimes all four are assumed [i.e., named] together. In Acts 19 
we have an unusual situation in Ephesus, where Paul finally doesn’t know what to make of these people. 
“Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?”

“No, we never heard of the Holy Spirit.”

“Then what kind of baptism did you have?”

“We were baptized in John’s baptism.”

But John’s baptism involved repentance, and also required you to believe in Jesus, so they were baptized 
in the name of the Lord Jesus, and they receive the Spirit after that. So you have all four of those located 
and listed together. But within it is a package that, in the normal understanding of conversion in the New 
Testament, a person was baptized upon confession of faith, and having repented. He was born again, and 
he also made a confession of faith. The order of them is not that important, but they’re all together. And 
people see them that way. And the result is that people can look back at their life and refer to any of those 
as the time they were converted.

Think, for instance of the Philippian jailer. If you asked him if he remembered the day he was saved, he 
could say, “Yes, I remember the day when I believed in Jesus with all my heart.” We’re comfortable with 
that. And another time you could ask the Philippian jailer if he remembers the day he was saved, and he 
could answer “Yes, I remember when I was baptized by Paul.” We’re also easy with that. And at another 
time we could ask if he remembers the day he was saved, and he could answer, “Yes, I remember the day 
I was saved. The Spirit came into my life and made me a new person.” We’re happy with that. “Yes, I 
remember the day I confessed Christ.” “Yes, I remember the day I repented.” All of those are part of that 
experience. He may want to single out one, but they’re a package — you can’t separate them in the 
Philippian jailer’s experience.

Now, when we’re trying to understand the Philippian jailer, and Luke’s description of that, we cannot 
read our experience into this; think of the Philippian jailer. He could easily say “I remember when I was 
saved; I remember when I was baptized.” I can’t, because my baptism is separate in time from the day I 
had faith.

“Bob Stein, do you remember the day you were married?”

“Yeah, I remember the day I was married. I remember putting that ring on my wife’s finger.”

“Do you remember the day you were married, Bob Stein?”

“Yeah, I remember the day that I said ‘I do. I, Robert, take you, Joan, to be my wedded wife.’”

“Bob Stein, do you remember the day you were married?”
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“Yeah, I remember giving my wife a big kiss — we had people who came 3,000 miles for this wedding. 
They had to have something special, so she a got a really, really good kiss.”

“Bob Stein, do you remember the day you were married?”

“Yeah, I remember the pastor pronouncing: ‘By the authority vested in my by the State of California, and 
as a minister of the Gospel, I pronounce you husband and wife.’”

“Bob Stein, do you remember the day you were married?”

“Yes, I remember the sexual consummation of our marriage that night.”

“When was it that you were married, Bob Stein? Was it when you put the ring on her finger, when the 
pastor pronounced you man and wife, when you had your sexual consummation with your wife?”

That’s all part of becoming married — you can’t separate those.

You could say, “What happens if you have sexual consummation earlier, or what happens if you don’t 
have a wedding ring?” We’re talking about the normal pattern of marriage. Maybe it’s not normal 
anymore, but that’s the pattern. In the New Testament, you have a pattern of conversion, and people are 
converted, and they’re baptized as soon as they’re converted. Everybody is baptized when they’re 
converted. We could say, “Well, baptism is for us a kind of an outward sign of an inward faith.” Well, it 
wasn’t an outward sign so much of an inward faith for the Ethiopian eunuch — he was baptized that 
night! If you wanted to have a big testimony meeting, you waited till noon. It was much more important 
to keep these things together. And if you have this understanding, then you can read the New Testament 
at face value, and you don’t have the problems that we have, who read it in the light of our experience. 
We need to read it in the light of the Philippian jailer’s experience, in the first century church’s experience. 
Those at Pentecost who repented and were baptized and believed and received the Spirit — that’s what 
the New Testament is talking about. And our first job as biblical exegetes is not to try to see how the New 
Testament experience and our experience fit, but how to understand the New Testament experience and 
what they’re talking about. It makes perfectly good sense.

Therefore, we were saved by baptism — by the washing and regeneration (Titus 3:5). Baptism now saves 
you (1Peter). No problem for the Ethiopian eunuch. No problem for the Philippian jailer. That’s the 
people that are being discussed in these passages. So the next question, is, well what about today? Well, 
as long as we know that in the first century all of these are assumed (even if one is not mentioned, it’s 
assumed), clearly I don’t know of anybody would say that when Peter said at Pentecost “repent and be 
baptized,” this meant that you didn’t have to believe — no one would say that. It’s part of the package.

So, the New Testament — washing, regeneration, etc., and that’s why, for instance the baptism of 
regeneration means Christian baptism, which is associated with your receiving the Spirit — because it 
happens in the same time in the New Testament. Now, you separate our personal experience of faith and 
repentance from baptism, and all the sudden everything’s geehunkle, and everything’s screwed up. And 
what you now have is all these groups trying to make a theology that somehow fits the present practice 
rather than the New Testament practice. And so you have Roman Catholic theology saying “Yes, like the 
New Testament says, when you’re baptized, you receive the Holy Spirit — you’re born again. So, children 
are born again when they’re baptized.” There’s no problem in this. In the New Testament, faith, 
repentance, and confession are associated with this. Now Luther knows faith is associated with 
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repentance and so he says that when a child is baptized and is born again, he is given a supernatural gift 
of faith, because faith has to be there. And how do you know he has faith? Because faith and baptism are 
associated. That’s right, but that’s why baptism shouldn’t be there unless they have personal faith. Now in 
our Baptist understanding, we say a person has to repent and believe, and confess Christ to be born 
again, but baptism is disassociated with that. Some churches have a situation where if you come forward 
to be saved, they’ll march you right to the baptistery. Have any of you been baptized the very moment or 
day when you decided for Christ? They knew you could not identify much more with those statements 
about how “baptism now saves you,” the “washing of regeneration” because in your experience, you were 
born again — you received the Spirit when you were baptized, essentially. And so it’s much easier.

If you’re a missionary, and you start a new church out on an island that has never heard the Gospel, and a 
person says “I want to be saved,” and so you say, “Alright, you have to repent and believe in the Lord 
Jesus Christ and be baptized and he’ll give you the Holy Spirit,” and they say, “Well, let’s do it,” and you 
give a prayer of repentance and faith and baptize him right then and there. No problem. But there IS a 
problem that’s going to develop that the next generation faces. And it’s not dealt with really well in the 
New Testament. And it’s not really my experience, but my children’s experience. I know the day I was 
born again. I know the hour of the day, and my children don’t. So what about a child who doesn’t know 
the exact moment of conversion — who gradually grows into their experience? They know they’re saved, 
but baptism for that child will not have the intimacy that it had for the Philippian jailer. So that’s the 
problem. And the first thing that I, as a biblical theologian deal with is to try and understand the New 
Testament. I’m trying to give you the pattern that I believe makes sense as part of a package that belongs 
together.

The question that is next asked is: “How do you apply a package like this to a situation which is different 
in America today?” And I have an easy answer: “That’s not my problem. I’m a biblical theologian. Get one 
of the systematic theologians to handle that.” No, the first thing is to explain and understand. The next 
thing is (again, I’m not a systematician, but what I would try to argue would be) that we should try to 
keep together that which is most important. And certainly baptism should be most close to the moment of 
conversion as possible. However, it can never precede it; it must always follow it.

Let me give you a couple more aspects of this. In the New Testament, salvation is the result of repentance. 
In 2 Peter 3:9, “You are saved through faith,” Ephesians 2:8-9; are they different? Not if they’re part of the 
same experience. I don’t know how you can have faith in Jesus and not repent. And furthermore, I don’t 
know how you can repent and not have faith in Jesus (not in the New Testament understanding). So 
you’re just singling out one. “Salvation comes through confession.” “Salvation comes through being born 
again.” “Salvation comes through baptism.”

Let me read to you 1 Peter 3:21, “Baptism which corresponds to this, now saves you, not as a removal of 
dirt from the body but as an appeal to God for a clear conscience, through the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ.” Rather than trying to give different meanings to baptism (such as, ”You’re buried with Christ 
through baptism” [Romans 6:4]), for the Philippian jailer that was true. You could say that, really, several 
milliseconds before, he was saved when he had faith; baptism came several milliseconds later. The early 
church was not in a millisecond mode. They saw it all as associated intimately together. We’re not talking 
about fractions of seconds and things of that nature, so that the package remains and salvation, therefore, 
can be said as coming as a result of any of these. And you don't have to make baptism here something 
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different than baptism. The vast majority of times in the New Testament, when you come across the word 
baptism, it means baptism. The paper around that word tends to be soggy — there’s water involved in 
this — there’s not some spiritual entity apart from baptism.

Sometimes justification comes through different ways. Justification comes through faith, but it also comes 
through baptism. Not a problem if they’re associated together. Sometimes forgiveness comes through 
faith. Sometimes it comes through baptism, sometimes through repentance so that, again, they are 
intimately associated together and there’s no problem.

This is going to come up in a number of passages that people have difficulty with, and I remember when 
I was a young Christian, when I came across these passages like “we were buried with him in baptism 
unto death” [Romans 6:4], and I knew that didn’t fit my situation, because I was buried with Christ before 
baptism. And the result was that when I’d ask people we’d say that this didn’t really work for us, we were 
spiritually baptized. Well, what does spiritually baptized mean? It means baptized. And I think the 
readers in Rome would have had no problem understanding that, any more than the Philippian jailer 
would have had problems with it.
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Chapter 8

Bilingual Nature of the Early Church
Let me talk just a little about the bilingual nature of the church now. The average early Christian was 
Jewish, born in Palestine, and his native language was Aramaic. There, however, is a group in Jerusalem 
in the early months of the church whose native language is not Aramaic. In the sixth chapter of the Book 
of Acts, we read about a group of Hellenists (Hellene is the word for Greece). “Now in these days, when 
the Apostles were increasing in number, the Hellenists murmured against the Hebrews because their 
widows were neglected in the daily distribution. And the twelve summoned the body of disciples and 
said, ‘It is not right that we should give up preaching the word of God to serve tables. Therefore, brethren, 
pick out from among you seven men of good repute, full of the Spirit and of wisdom, whom we may 
appoint to this duty. But we will devote ourselves to prayer and to the ministry of the Word.’ And what 
they said pleased the whole multitude and they chose ….”

Now this must have involved Christians, because the apostles are asked to mediate the argument. There 
are Hellenists and Hebrews — Hellenist Christians and Hebrew Christians. Does it mean they’re Jewish 
(Hebrew Christians) and Greek (Hellenist Christians)? No, that’s not it. The difference between these is 
the language between them. So we find in Jerusalem a group of Christians that are Greek-speaking 
(Hellenists), and a group that are Hebrews that are Aramaic-speaking. And this split comes up between 
them, and the say, “Our widows are not getting a fair shake with regard to the deacons’ fund (there not 
being a deacons’ fund yet), in comparison to your widows,” and so we have an interesting resolution. 
“Let’s appoint seven people to do this — we can’t involve ourselves in all this. We need to devote 
ourselves to preaching and evangelism and so forth.” And so they elect these people, and here are the 
people: “…Stephen, a man full of faith and of the Holy Spirit, Philip, Prochorus, Nicanor, Timon, 
Parmenas, and Nicolaus ….” What do you notice about the names — Roman or Greek? They’re not 
Jewish--there are no Levis here, no Jacobs. They are Stephen, Philip, Prochorus, Nicanor, Timon, 
Parmenas, and Nicolaus, “a proselyte of Antioch” (in other words, he was actually a Greek who was 
converted to Judaism up in Antioch). So you have now the church making an interesting resolution. They 
said, “You Greek-speaking Jewish Christians, you Hellenists, are upset about the funds and how they’re 
distributed — you take care of it.” It’s hard to complain; it solves the resolution rather easily.

My daughter and her husband and their children are missionaries in the Ivory Coast, which is going 
through a terrible time of struggle and chaos. And it’s interesting their [i.e., the Ivory Coast’s] first 
president was the president for about 40-some years. He was not what you would call a democrat — it 
was not a democracy quite in the normal sense. They had elections and so forth, but he pretty much ran 
the show. But what he did, he ruled very wisely, because when parties of opposition protested, he put 
them immediately on the cabinet in charge of the issue. How can they complain now? The result was that 
it kept order in the country. When he died, his successor would put them in prison, and now you have 
chaos. So what they [i.e., the apostles] do here is, they bring the opposing party and put them in charge of 
the issue. “And the word of God increased, and the number of disciples multiplied greatly in 
Jerusalem….”
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Now, you have this Hellenist group which can only understand Greek. What does that tell you about the 
Gospel traditions which are not in Greek? They have to be translated for them, right? And, notice where 
they’ll be translated — in Jerusalem, in the presence of people, many of whom are bilingual. So the 
translation of the gospel materials from the language of Jesus into the Greek language takes place very 
shortly in Jerusalem for the Greek-speaking Jewish Christians there. And the result of that is that talk 
about the corruption of translations is simply nonsense. All of that takes place in Jerusalem among the 
eye witnesses who were present, some of whom were bilingual, and so forth. That translation takes place 
very, very quickly.

One of the people of that group — one of the leaders, one of the seven, is a man by the name of Stephen, 
and Stephen is the first Christian martyr. And we talked about the Hellenists in Chapter 6 — the word 
Hellenist here refers to Jewish Christians whose language is Greek. There are other Hellenists in 
Jerusalem who are not Christians — in other words, the word can also be used for Greek-speaking Jews 
who are not Christians. The existence requires a translation of the gospel, a translation to Greek, along 
with practices, and so forth.

Now, Stephen and his martyrdom — there’s something very unusual about the martyrdom of Stephen. 
Let me get to the end of this, and then we’ll talk about what particularly brought this about. In Acts 8 
after the martyrdom of Stephen, we read in 8:1 of how Paul was consenting to his death. “And on that 
day, a great persecution arose against the church in Jerusalem, and they were all scattered throughout the 
regions of Judea and Samaria, except the apostles.” What seems strange about this persecution? If you 
were persecuting the church, who are the ones you go after first? The apostles. But here, everybody flees, 
but the apostles stay in Jerusalem. And they apparently don’t have a great persecution. This is a strange 
persecution — people flee but the apostles stay in Jerusalem.

Now, with regard to Stephen, what it is that causes his martyrdom, is helpful in understanding why the 
Jerusalem church, (who are Hebrews primarily) stay, but the Hellenists flee. If you look at his sermon, he 
says “Our fathers had the tent of witness in the wilderness, even as he who spoke to Moses directed him 
to make it, according to the pattern that he had seen. Our fathers in turn brought it in with Joshua when 
they dispossessed the nations that God drove out before our fathers. So it was until the days of David, 
who found favor in the sight of God and asked to find a dwelling place for the God of Jacob. But it was 
Solomon who built a temple for him. Yet the Most High does not dwell in houses made with hands, as the 
prophet says, ‘Heaven is my throne, and the earth is my footstool. What house will you build for me, says 
the Lord, or what is the place of my rest? Did not my hand make all these things?’” What does that sound 
like? What’s Stephen doing? It’s a put-down of the temple. “’You stiff-necked people, uncircumcised in 
heart and ears, you always resist the Holy Spirit. As your fathers did, so do you. Which of the prophets 
did your fathers not persecute? And they killed those who announced beforehand the coming of the 
Righteous One, whom you have now betrayed and murdered, you who received the law as delivered by 
angels and do not keep it.’ Now when they heard these things they were enraged, and they ground their 
teeth against him,” and so forth, and they martyred him. What Stephen is doing is minimizing certain 
things that are the essence of Judaism.

What is a Jew in the time of Jesus? What gives us as Jews unity? Descendants of Abraham (but Samaritans 
are descendants of Abraham, too); descendants of Jacob, maybe (that’s more careful). That’s a problem in 
Israel even today. Any Jew in the world can immigrate to Israel. About ten years ago there was a big, 
horrendous fiasco because this Jew was immigrating to Israel and they wouldn’t let him. He said “The 
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constitution says I can come here, and I’m a Jew, and I want to come here.” He said, “My mother and 
father are Jewish, so I’m Jewish, so I want to come.” And the government said, “Yeah, but you’re a Jesuit 
priest.” And then, all of a sudden the religious issue came up, all sorts of Jews in Israel said, “Well, what 
has that got to do with being a Jew?” If you’re an atheist, can you be a Jew? Yeah. Well, what is a Jew? It 
has something to do with Abraham, but not always — it has something to do with faith, but what about 
all the atheist, agnostic Jews? And a very orthodox Jew wouldn’t accept any other Jew, religious or not, as 
being a real Jew. The problem was the same in the first century — is a Jew one who accepts only the 
Pharisee doctrines, or the Sadducee doctrines? … Or the Essene/Qumran doctrines? … Or no doctrines? 
And so, the thing that unites Jews is not orthodoxy (orthodox doctrines), but orthopraxy (similar 
practices). And so, what unites Jews are things like the temple, which unites all Jews everywhere (they 
always send the temple tax), keeping the Passover, keeping the Sabbath, circumcising your children, and 
so forth.

And so it’s these practices of Jewish things that make a Jew. But now you have Stephen saying “You don’t 
need a temple — this is made by hands. Before that there was a tabernacle.” And so he’s minimizing one 
of the unifying factors. He also talks about circumcision, saying that you don’t need to be circumcised, 
essentially — that unites Judaism. So if you take away the temple, if you take away circumcision, if you 
take away kosher living, what do you have left? And the Hellenists are raising these questions. And so 
this is very threatening, and persecution comes upon Stephen.

But the apostles don’t raise those issues, so they’re not the threatening group. So there’s persecution upon 
Stephen but not upon the others. And the result is that you have the spread of the church going on 
through this persecution process, and the gospel is expanded to other parts of the world.
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Chapter 9

The Background to Paul
As chapter 7 of Acts ends, verse1 of chapter 8 is, “And Saul was consenting to his death.” So we read 
about Saul in 7:58, that he is someone who is a young man standing by as they are stoning Stephen; and 
now Saul is consenting to his death. And that same Saul then begins a great persecution against the 
church. We noted however that what is unique about this persecution is that everyone seems to be fleeing 
except the Apostles. And it’s a very strange kind of persecution when you persecute people in the church, 
but you leave the leaders alone. So the suggestion is that primarily it is the Hellenists who think like 
Stephen who are most objectionable to the Jewish population, and so they flee.

But at this time, the scene now begins to switch to the second main character of the Book of Acts. Peter is 
the first main character, because he is the one through whom the gospel will be proclaimed in Jerusalem, 
Judea, and Samaria. And as this theme of Acts 1:8 is being filled out in the historical accounts that follow, 
Peter’s central role is played, and he’s the central character. However, when the gospel begins to spread to 
the ends of the earth, it will be a different person who will be the key to that, and that will be the apostle 
Paul, or Saul of Tarsus. And so there’ll be a switch in the main character, and the main character will 
become the apostle Paul.

So, I’d like to deal a little with the apostle Paul here, and this will be some of the background that will 
also affect his letters and his writings later on. The apostle Paul in Philippians 3 lists some of his 
background qualities, and one of those of 3:5 is that he was not only circumcised on the eighth day of the 
people of Israel (like any male who was a Jew), but he was of the tribe of Benjamin. Now, most probably 
he was named after a very famous Benjaminite, the most famous up to the time of Saul of Tarsus, and that 
would be King Saul. And so he’s probably named after the first king of Israel, a man by the name of Saul. 
But he is boasting somewhat, with great reservation and hesitancy, but there are others who are boasting 
all the time, and he says, “Well, let me boast a little, too. I am from the tribe of Benjamin.“ This was a big 
deal! Why could he be proud that he was of the tribe of Benjamin, as you think of it? Well, would he have 
boasted if he was from the tribe of Dan? Or Issachar? Or Naphthali? Think of the tribes — there are only 
2? tribes remaining. The two which were faithful to the Davidic line were the tribe of Benjamin and the 
tribe of Judah. So he is one of the two tribes that have always been faithful to God’s anointed line. The 
other ten tribes had followed a different king who was not of the tribe of Benjamin, and so they were kind 
of renegades this way. So he was of the tribe of Benjamin, one of the two main tribes that had remained 
faithful all the time.

His name “Paul”, which he will be later called once they begin in the Gentile mission, is a Greco-Roman 
name. His name “Saul” is Jewish, but his name “Paul” is his Roman name. And his full Roman name 
would be something like [and this is not right], G. Pompeius Paulus. Now “G. Pompeius” I just threw in, 
because we don’t know, but “Paulus” would be his Roman name, and he will be called Paul in the Book of 
Acts the minute he becomes active in the Gentile world, and his Roman name becomes more dominant.

Another thing that he says about himself is that he is a “Hebrew born of Hebrews”. Now probably he 
means by that, that he is a Hebrew, not a Hellenist. Now, what were the Hellenists? They were Jewish 
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Christians whose native language was Greek. Paul is basically saying, “I am not one of those who wasn’t 
raised in a Hebrew home. I learned Hebrew; this was my native tongue.” Actually, he was bilingual, and 
he probably would have a hard time stating which was his native tongue — whether it was Greek or 
Hebrew. It was probably both, as some people in other cultures are as well. Then he goes on and says he 
is a Pharisee. He is “according to the law, a Pharisee.” Now there were different sects among the Jews. The 
Pharisees were probably the largest of these sects, but they only numbered about 5,000 (with their 
followers, maybe about 20,000, and so forth). A smaller group would have been the Sadducees, the 
Sadducees being a priestly group, more politically involved; and the Pharisees being more of a lay group, 
growing out of the Maccabean revolt in 167 BC. They were concerned about the keeping of the law, and 
their differences with the Sadducees we’ll look at later on in the semester.

But where the Sadducees had more of the political power, the Pharisees had more of the influence on the 
people. The Sadducees had as their main area of influence the temple. The Pharisees had as their main 
area of influence the synagogue. And he is a Pharisee. Another group that we know of are the Essenes, 
and smaller group yet, but when you think of there being may be 6 million Jews, those that were part of 
the sects of the Pharisees, the Sadducees, and the Essenes would have numbered 30,000 or so. So these 
groups are very, very small in comparison with the main body of Israel. But they had great influence. And 
Paul says that he was raised as a Pharisee.

Furthermore, in 23:6, he tells us he studied under a great Pharisaic leader, a man by the name of Gamaliel. 
In 22:3, we read, “Born a Jew, born at Tarsus of Cilicia, but brought up in this city at the feet of Gamaliel, 
educated in the strict manner of the law of our fathers, being zealous for God as all of you are this day.” 
And so he’s a Pharisee, and he’s also the son of a Pharisee. Now that is unclear — it may mean that his 
father also was a Pharisee, but it may mean that he was raised by the Pharisees, and that he’s one of their 
“children”; and it may not actually imply that his father himself was a Pharisee, as such. “Zealous for the 
law” — this is emphasized here in the speech in Acts, but also in Galatians, he talks about his zeal for the 
law. In Galatians 1:13-14, he brings this out, “For you have heard of my former life in Judaism, how I 
persecuted the church of God violently and tried to destroy it. And I advanced in Judaism beyond many 
of my own age among my people, so extremely zealous was I for the traditions of my fathers.” Now that 
word “zealous”, “zealous for the law” is frequently used in the inter-testamental literature for those who 
are zealous for the defense of the Jewish religion, and that they are concerned about it being mitigated or 
minimized in some way. Strong for the specifics of Judaism — so “zealous for the law” would mean 
zealous for those aspects that make us Jews (circumcision, Sabbath, kosher, temple, and things of that 
nature). And because of the zeal for the law, he ran into a conflict with Stephen, who seemed to minimize 
some of those things, and was a part of the mob that killed him.

He also mentions that he is a Roman citizen, which is a very special privilege. When he is arrested in 
Rome in Acts 22, he is about to be beaten by the Romans (frequently they preceded a questioning with a 
beating period, figuring that they would put a person in a better mood to speak honestly with them if 
they beat him) — he was tied up to be beaten, and he questions whether it’s lawful to beat a Roman 
citizen. And he [the guard] becomes frightened by this, and goes immediately to the tribune to ask if he 
realizes that he’s been ordered to beat a Roman citizen. The tribune then comes to Paul and says, “Tell me, 
are you a Roman citizen?” And Paul said “Yes.” The tribune said “Tell me this, I bought this citizenship for 
a large sum” [one of the ways that you could become a Roman citizen was by the purchasing of it]. And 
Paul said, “But I was born a citizen.” So his father was a Roman citizen, and he inherited that citizenship 

!32



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

by birth. There was a third way in which a person could become a Roman citizen, and that was by doing 
something great for the Roman Empire, and they would reward them with citizenship; and there was still 
a fourth way, and that would be when captives were released from their slavery, that brought with them 
Roman citizenship.

So Paul is a Roman citizen, and it gives him an attitude towards the Roman government in which he 
doesn’t see it as all bad. In Romans 13, he says that they are instruments for our good. If you want to 
avoid getting into trouble with the Roman government then do what is good. Don’t do what is wrong, 
because they’ll punish you if you do wrong, etc. So he has a positive view of this, and there are instances 
in his missionary journeys where we’ll see that his Roman citizenship protects him. So he’s very positive 
toward that — it’s a gift that he has. Unlike many, he didn’t have to earn it; he didn’t have to purchase it; 
he was born this way, because his father was a Roman citizen. And when the tribune finds this out, he’s 
really frightened. And he’s frightened not because he almost did something wrong, but that he had even 
bound him (which was forbidden in this way). And when the final time comes, if you are going to be 
found guilty and executed, you can always say “No, I’m not going to let you do that, Governor, I want to 
appeal to Caesar.” The Emperor himself will have to decide on this issue. And that will happen in Paul’s 
case. And then, when execution comes, it’s never by crucifixion — no Roman citizen will be crucified. 
They’ll be beheaded — what’s the difference? Well, there’s a great deal of difference — one is a torture 
that lasted usually for days, and the other is a very quick execution. So, Paul’s citizenship will prove very 
useful.

Now he is born in Tarsus, in southern modern-day Turkey. It was in a province called Cilicia, but it was 
actually under the control of what was called Syria, the Roman province of Syria. Present-day Turkey of 
course is not present-day Syria, but in that day Tarsus was part of the province of Syria. He’s born there, 
and it is no mean city — it’s not an unimportant city. It was a city with a great stoic university, and so 
forth. Now one of the questions that is raised is “Alright, he was born there, but we find out that he is in 
Jerusalem as a young man, present at Stephen’s martyrdom — when did he leave Tarsus to come to 
Jerusalem? Lots of the scholarship on the left tends to say that he stayed in Tarsus for many of his 
formative years, and there he was influenced by stoic philosophy at a great stoic university in Tarsus, and 
that would mean that when he did come to Judea, he had this heavey influence from the Greek world via 
Tarsus. What about the fact that he studied under Gamaliel? Quite a few of the scholars on the left would 
simply deny that. They’d say “That was Luke saying that; Paul never says that in his letters; and we know 
from what we read in his letters that he was never really a rabbi, or anything like that.”

However, Luke makes it rather clear that, at a fairly early age, he came to the city of Jerusalem and there 
was raised in his most formative, early years. Turn with me in your New Testament to Acts 22:3. Now 
here, he is describing himself in some ways, and he says, “I am a Jew born at Tarsus in Cilicia, but brought 
up in this city at the feet of Gamaliel, educated according to the strict manner of the law of our fathers ….” 
Those three verbs, “born”, “brought up”, “educated”, form a common expression to describe one’s early 
years. “Born”, “brought up”, “educated” — you find this throughout Greek literature. And you find that the 
word “brought up” tends to refer to early years. And more important than that Greek literature is the 
Book of Acts itself, where Luke uses this same trio of expressions in chapter 7, where in Stephen’s speech 
he uses those three verbs. In 7:20-21, Luke has this part of Stephen’s speech: “At this time Moses was born 
[same word as we have Acts 22:3]; and he was beautiful before God. And he was brought up for three 
months in his father’s house [same word, “brought up”, but notice that this describes the first three 
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months of his life], and when he was exposed, Pharaoh’s daughter adopted him and brought him up 
[same verb again] as her own son.” So we have the word “brought up” applied here to Moses — he was 
born, then he was bought up in the first three months of his life under his mother’s home, and after that 
he’s brought up (three months of age and after) in the home of his adopted mother, the daughter of 
Pharaoh. And then in v. 22: “And Moses was instructed [he was taught, same verb again], in the wisdom 
of Egypt.” So you have in 22:3 Paul saying, “I am a Jew born at Tarsus, brought up in this city [he’s 
speaking in Jerusalem so it must be that], at the feet of Gamaliel,” and then he says he was educated 
under Gamaliel — same verb. So you have Luke’s understanding of that trio of verbs, “born”, brought 
up”, “educated”. Born at a very early age of course, and then brought up in the months following that, and 
then educated later on. Probably under a Pharisee, at the age of 15 or 16 he would start studying under 
Gamaliel or something like that, around that age.

That indicates that, according to Luke, Paul was brought up as an infant in the city of Jerusalem, and did 
NOT live in the city of Tarsus until he was 12 or 13. But in the earliest months of his years, he came to 
Jerusalem, where he was brought up, which would indicate that all the attempts that you sometimes find 
in scholarship to try to trace the life of Paul as being heavily influenced in his young years. He would be 
walking through Tarsus and hear the stoic philosophers, and that sank into his sub consciousness — that 
is all very fictional. It has nothing to do with what Paul in the Book of Acts says of himself. He says that 
he was brought up in Jerusalem as an infant, and then educated here as a Pharisee. So when people in the 
past have looked at Paul and they’ve tried to understand where his thinking comes from and what 
analogies he had in mind, oftentimes they’ll go to the Greek philosophers. How does this fit into what 
Plato and Aristotle talked about? What the stoics talked about? They’d try to see the analogies, if there 
were similar kinds of wording.

That’s a dead-end, false approach. If you want to understand how Paul thinks, think of a young child, 
brought up in Jerusalem, in the heart of Judaism, who in his early teens begins to be educated as Pharisee. 
This is where we should look for an understanding of the way Paul thinks. And the result is that 
scholarship now does not look into the Greek world (they don’t look at the mystery religions, they don’t 
look at stoicism, they don’t look at the philosophers, and so forth). They look at Judaism, and the main 
books to study are not Plato, Aristotle, and the Greek works, but the Talmud — the Jewish literature. And 
this has become rather clear now since the 1950’s. So, he’s born; he’s raised in Jerusalem as a young child; 
and he persecuted the church. And that persecution of the church troubled him a great deal. It comes up a 
number of times in his autobiographical statements in his letters. “Least among the apostles” because he 
persecuted the church. But he did this in ignorance, and therefore God forgave him. That’s something of 
the religious background of Paul that we want to deal with.
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Chapter 10

The Conversion of Saul
Now with regard to the conversion of Saul of Tarsus, there have been lots of attempts to try to explain 
this. People who don’t believe in the supernatural, that are not evangelical in that sense, agree that 
something happened to the guy. What went on that caused him to have a religious conversion 
experience? And a couple of things that people talk about are that he was a very troubled young man, full 
of guilt, and was ripe for a major conversion experience. One of the things that he had going on in his life 
that caused him trouble was this great struggle with regard to the law. If you read the Book of Romans, he 
says [Romans 7:15-19], “I do not do what I want, but I do the very thing I hate. Now if I do what I do not 
want, I agree with the law, that it is good. So now it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells within 
me. For I know that nothing good dwells in me, that is, in my flesh. For I have the desire to do what is 
right, but not the ability to carry it out. For I do not do the good I want but the evil I do not want is what I 
keep on doing,” and you have this tremendous attempt, like Martin Luther, “to be perfectly righteous by 
keeping the law,” and he can’t do it. So he has this tremendous problem in his innermost being that causes 
a breakdown on the road to Damascus.

Well, what does Paul himself say about his pre-conversion experience concerning the law? In Philippians 
3 (the chapter we looked at where he’s talking about himself), after having said that he was [v.5], “…
circumcised on the eighth day, of the people of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew of Hebrews; as 
to the law, a Pharisee....” In verse 6, he says, “As to zeal, a persecutor of the church; as to righteousness 
under the law, blameless.” That doesn’t sound like he had a tremendous guilt complex. You may say that 
there is nobody who can keep the law perfectly, but there are a lot of people out there who think they do. 
There are a lot of people out there who consider themselves good people — who feel pretty good about 
themselves. They don’t understand the law. Paul’s understanding of what the law really teaches comes 
after his conversion, and then he realizes that he’s the greatest of sinners, etc. But before, he seemed to say 
“I was great — no one was better than me with regard to the law.” And all you have to do is read the 
Talmud, and you’ll find at times people were very content with their keeping of the law. One Pharisee 
says that “If there were only two people who were righteous in the whole world, it would be my son and 
me.” But Paul has that mentality. As far as the law was concerned, he was very content. He was up there 
— he was righteous and blameless.

Another attempt to explain his conversion is that there was another thing that troubled him — he was 
very troubled over what he was doing. When you persecute people, that many times brings on a deep 
psychological problem, a guilt complex into your life. And Paul, no doubt, as he saw Stephen’s death, as 
he was bringing these innocent Christians to prison and so forth, was very troubled by this. Well, he 
doesn’t seem to say that about his early life, either. In Galatians 1, you read, “You have heard of my 
former life in Judaism, how I persecuted the church of God violently and tried to destroy it. And I 
advanced in Judaism beyond many of my own age among my people, so extremely zealous was I for the 
traditions of my fathers.” He doesn’t say that he had reservations about doing this. If you take seriously, 
like an evangelical would, what he says in 1 Timothy 1:13, “Though I formerly blasphemed and 
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persecuted, and insulted him, I received mercy because I had acted ignorantly in unbelief.” Paul looks 
back at his life and recognizes that God was merciful to him because he was ignorant of what he was 
doing. Therefore, he forgave him as a result. That’s very different from saying that the whole time he was 
uneasy about what was happening, and unsure. He was absolutely floored when a voice from heaven, 
and, instead of commending him and saying “Hey, you’re doing real well, I’m proud of you, Saul,” 
rebukes him. When the voice from heaven comes, we do not hear Paul saying “I’ve been worried about 
something like this happening for a long time.” He says , “Who are you, Lord?” And when he hears, “I am 
Jesus, whom you are persecuting,” he’s aghast. So Paul’s conversion cannot be explained psychologically 
this way, I think you’d have to say the easiest way of explaining it is that God met him on the road to 
Damascus. Others say that he suffered a sunstroke. Well, if you suffer a sunstroke, you suffer a sunstroke. 
But you don’t get converted. So something happened there, and the evangelical understanding is that he 
met the Lord at that time.
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Chapter 11

The Theology of Paul
I want to go next to talking about the theology of Paul, and areas in his life that were affected and were 
not affected by this conversion. Some people would say that when Paul met the Lord on the road to 
Damascus, everything changed in his life. Well, yes and no. A lot of things didn’t change. You might say, 
“Well, his whole belief system was shattered.” But that’s not true, either — parts of his belief system were 
shattered. You have to remember that Christianity is not an anti-Judaism; it is the fulfillment of Judaism. 
And therefore, the Bible of the early church continued to be read, and continued to be studied, and 
continued to be believed. I list here areas that are not really affected a great deal by Paul’s conversion:

When you think of his doctrine of God, he still believed that God was one: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord your 
God is one. Love the Lord your God with all your heart, strength, and mind, and your neighbor as 
yourself.” Do you think that changed? No, he still believed God was one.

The God of the Bible was the creator of all things. Paul still believed that. That’s very different than some 
of the Greek religions which argue that since the world is evil, any god that created the world had to be 
an evil, lesser deity. Paul never believed that. God was the creator. “In the beginning God created the 
heavens and the earth” — that’s what the Bible says [Genesis 1:1], and that’s what he continued to believe. 
That God was holy and sovereign over creation — he didn’t stop believing this — none of those things 
changed.

His attitude towards creation and the world — he never switched and said that the world was eternal, as 
the Greeks would do. No, he always believed God created the world; God was the one who placed the 
stars in the heavens, and sun, moon, and light, etc.

As to his view of humanity, or what we call “anthropology”, he still believed that humans were created in 
the image of God. That’s his Bible, that’s what he was always taught, and his Bible remained the same — 
those things didn’t change. He believed that humanity was fallen in sin. He believed in Adam having 
sinned. In Romans 5:12 (and following), he talks about Adam, “As by one man sin entered the world, and 
death by sin, and so death passed unto all men, because all have sinned.” Any view you have of the 
nature of man — bi-partite (body and soul), tri-partite (body, soul, and spirit) [these are systematic 
theological concepts] — that was the same for Paul both before and after. I don’t think that changed at all.

As to sin, its origin from Satan and the fall, how it entered the world; the nature of sin, that it corrupts 
and brings death — that still very much remained. His understanding of revelation, how God had 
revealed himself in the acts of the Old Testament in history — he still believed that, and could still talk 
about that. He still believed the events of the Old Testament; that the Old Testament was the word of 
God, scripture was still the same. So, a lot of things.

His view of redemptive history — that God had uniquely called Abraham. There’s a sense of calling — 
that he made a covenant with Abraham and his people. That the people of Israel were God’s chosen 
people, that there was a future age coming, a messianic age, that there would be a spirit coming in that 
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age. He continued to believe all that. How can Christianity be the fulfillment of the hopes of Israel if he 
believes everything different than Israel believed after he became a Christian?

At the salvation, he believed there was a need for righteousness. Now, how righteousness would be 
obtained changes, but there’s still a need for righteousness.

He believes that sin is expiated, covered thru sacrifice. He is taught that, and now he sees yes, but 
through THE ONE and supreme sacrifice.

His hope remains the hope of the resurrection — as a Pharisee that never changes.

He believes in a future judgment.

He believes in an ethic, much the same. He still believes in the Ten Commandments. He says that we’re 
not under the law, but he still believes in the Ten Commandments, and the ethical keeping of those 
commandments.

So, actually, Paul’s theology has a lot in common after his conversion with before his conversion. He is not 
saved into a new religion; he is saved into the fulfillment of the promises of the Old Testament. And so, 
lots of areas would remain essentially in common. However, there are areas which changed, and let me 
share those with you:

One area that was greatly affected by his conversion would be his Christology. He believed in the coming 
messiah, but that Jesus was that Messiah, [his belief in] that changed radically. He denied that. If he had 
believed that before, he would not have been persecuting the church. Now he believed that Jesus was 
indeed the Messiah. Why? What happened there? Well, he meets Jesus on the road, and he also knows 
that that’s what the Christians were proclaiming, and what the Christians are proclaiming is right. So, that 
Jesus is the Messiah — that becomes clear. I think already at his conversion, an understanding of Jesus’ 
divinity begins to take shape. Because, when you read in the Bible a voice that speaks from heaven, 
angels don’t speak from heaven, and humans don’t speak from heaven; God speaks from heaven. And his 
first response to the voice is, “Who are you, Lord?” (That’s the Greek word used to describe Yahweh in the 
Old Testament — kurios). So a voice comes from heaven, and he says, “Who are you, Lord?”, and the voice 
says, “I am Jesus.” So you have a divine voice speaking to him from heaven, and that voice identifies 
himself as Jesus. The fact that the early church had been calling Jesus “Lord” as used in the Old Testament, 
indicates that this title is appropriate for Jesus. So I believe that the deity of Jesus is already beginning at 
his conversion, as he encounters the voice from heaven — that the divine nature of Jesus becomes clear to 
him. Now I am not saying that immediately he could recite the Nicene Creed. That development is still 
future. But he’s far more on the path of that creed than on the path of a unitarian religion. So when he 
meets Jesus and that voice speaks to him, he knows he’s the Lord and he has a divine quality.

He knows also that God has now revealed himself again in Jesus Christ and the preaching of the early 
church, and that what Stephen was saying must be true. So those aspects that he was most opposed to 
with regard to Stephen’s message, which would perhaps better prepare him than Peter, even to be the 
messenger to the Gentiles, has been affirmed. Because this God is the God of Stephen, who he persecuted. 
Now Stephen is beginning to emphasize that some of the things about Judaism are unimportant — the 
temple is not that important, circumcision is not that important, and probably those things which were so 
offensive to a zealous Jew (zealous for the law and for the distinctions of Israel) are now proved to be 
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correct. And so, I think already now he’s beginning to understand the breadth of God’s revelation, and 
that this reaches out to the Gentile world as well.

He sees redemptive history as a unity — the Old Testament now is being fulfilled in the new. (I don’t 
mean that the New Testament is written at this time, but I think it means that at this time, the revelation 
in Jesus Christ and the traditions about him are in harmony).

The message to the early Christians that the kingdom of God has come, which Jesus proclaimed, and that 
he was undoubtedly very aware of, is also fulfilled — Jesus is risen from the dead.

And that the Spirit that he proclaimed had come, must have come, because God has now confirmed all of 
this. He would not experience that yet, but all of this would have been understood by him as being part 
of the new revelation of God that had come in Jesus Christ.

I have under salvation that he believed in a universalism — that salvation was for both Jew and Greek.

And almost certainly, he would have been aware that the law is not able to save you. He kept the law; he 
was “blameless”; he was a man (according to Paul’s own understanding) that was very happy on the road 
to Damascus in the belief that God would be very proud of his zeal in keeping the law, and in persecuting 
those who do not keep the law. And suddenly he is made to realize that, far from keeping the law, he is 
God’s opponent. He is God’s enemy. And therefore, this way of keeping the law that he’d been raised in 
all his life would not save him any more. He’s a guilty sinner, and God by grace has not struck him dead; 
he has forgiven him. And so, I think Paul’s formulation and wording of the doctrine of justification by 
faith would still be future. His debates with opponents over that issue would help clarify it. But the heart 
of it is already there in his experience. How else can a person be justified, like me? One who kept the law 
but was an opponent of God, and on no basis whatsoever, now finds that God in his mercy forgives him, 
by grace alone. So the doctrine of justification by faith alone is already there.

To other areas, ecclesiology: I believe that his understanding of the church as the body of Christ would no 
doubt take shape at this time, because notice the voice from heaven: “Who are you Lord?” “I am Jesus, 
whom you are persecuting.” Now we would normally expect something like “Why are you persecuting 
my followers?” But that’s not what the voice says. It says, “You are persecuting ME.” He’s persecuting the 
followers of Jesus, but when you persecute them, you persecute him. Because, he is so identified with his 
church that they are, in fact, his outworking — his body. They are in Christ. I think some of that already is 
found in his conversion in germ form, that way.

Then, finally, I think some of the imagery that he uses would be obtained from that experience. If you 
look at 2 Corinthians 4:6, Paul says, “For it is God who said, ‘Let light shine out of darkness’ has shone in 
our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Christ.” Well, can you think 
of how much that would fit Paul’s own experience? Where he is in the darkness not only in his pre-
experience at Damascus, but especially thereafter when he is blinded, and in this darkness God has 
shown and given him light of the knowledge of Jesus Christ. So I think the imagery of that would also be 
found in this regard here.

This gives an overview of the beginning of Pauline theology as we know it in his conversion.
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Chapter 12

The Chronology of Paul’s Life
Let’s go now to deal with a basic chronology of the events surrounding Jesus’ [i.e., Paul’s] life here. There 
are a number of events that we can pinpoint in history that serve as anchors in the life of the apostle Paul. 
One of them is a famine mentioned in Acts 11:27, ff. We have a pretty good time to date this. In Acts 11:27, 
we read, “Now in those days prophets came down from Jerusalem to Antioch. And one of them named 
Agabus stood up and foretold by the Spirit that there would be a great famine over all the world (this 
took place in the days of Claudius).” We can date that somewhere around 44-46 AD. There are other 
records in secular literature that refer to this, that help us in our understanding of that particular event.

Another event that helps to pinpoint some of this is Acts 12:23, where you have Herod (not Herod the 
Great, but Herod Agrippa). We read of his death in Acts 12:22-23, that he is smitten at that time, and his 
body eaten by worms, etc. I believe it’s Josephus who refers to this, and ties it with a full moon, or some 
astronomical event, and we’re able to date that astronomical event pretty carefully — it was just before 
that took place. So Herod dies in Acts 12:23, and we can date that to AD 44 with pretty good precision.

The third event that we can use as an anchor is in Acts 18:2, which talks about the expulsion of the Jews 
from Rome during the reign of Claudius. “After this, Paul left Athens and went to Corinth. And he found 
a Jew named Aquila, a native of Pontus, recently come from Italy with his wife Priscilla, because Claudius 
had commanded all the Jews to leave Rome.” We have records of that in the Suetonius’s work, a Roman 
historian at the beginning of the second century. He talks about a riot taking place at the time of Claudius 
among the Jews, supposedly led by a man named Chrestus. Most people think that he erred here-- that it 
was not a riot led by Chrestus among the Jews, but a riot among the Jews over Jesus Christus, and that 
this Jewish and Jewish / Christian riot took place, and he expelled them. But we can date that to 
sometime around 49 or 50 AD.

Then, one last event is Paul’s appearance before the Roman Governor Gallio. Lots of times governors 
ruled for only a single year, and so you can date that pretty nicely in the Roman annals. “But when Gallio 
was proconsul of Achaia, the Jews made a united attack on Paul and brought him before the tribunal.” 
And so, around AD 51, 52 sometime we have Paul in Corinth being brought before the Roman Governor 
at that time.

So those become the key events around which you can build a chronology of the life of Paul, and of the 
early church as well. So if we take that into consideration, we probably have something like the following 
as a chronology of Paul’s life:

• He is probably converted sometime around 31 or 32, very early. And one of the keys there involves the 
issue of the chronology Paul gives in the Book of Galatians. If you look at Galatians 1, he talks about his 
conversion. Then in v. 18 he says, “Then after three years I went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas ….” Three 
years after his conversion he went to Jerusalem to visit Peter, and there he remained with him fifteen 
days. Then in 2:1, he says, “Then after fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem ….” Now, the key 
problem here is: is that fourteen years after the three years, or are both the three years and the fourteen 
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years after his conversion? If it’s fourteen years plus three years, then you have seventeen years from this 
time going back to his conversion, or eleven years afterwards. Do you see that? It becomes somewhat 
confusing. But a basic chronology of Paul’s life, one that is frequently followed and that I am inclined to 
places his conversion at 31 or 32 AD, fairly early after the death of Jesus in AD 30;

• his first visit to Jerusalem three years after that;

• the first missionary journey 44-48;

• then the Jerusalem Council which we read of in Galatians 2 fourteen years after that;

• then we have the second missionary journey;

• third missionary journey;

• Paul’s arrest in 58;

• his imprisonment in Caesarea for 2 years (58-60);

• journey to Rome;

• imprisonment in Rome;

• and then after that we have to wrestle somewhat with what happens. Is he released, like tradition says, 
from his first Roman imprisonment, after which he ultimately goes to Spain for a short time, is then re-
arrested, writes the pastoral letters of 1 &amp; 2 Timothy and Titus, and then is martyred, sometime 
around 65 or so? We’ll have to wait till we’re at the end of the Book of Acts to wrestle with that issue. But 
that’s kind of a rough pattern. There are variations on this, but it’s about as close as I can get with regard 
to that.

Let’s go on now to the early years of Paul after his conversion, and see if we can deal with that. We have 
his conversion referred to in 9:1-19. After three days in the city of Damascus, he is met by Ananias, who is 
hesitant. (Who wouldn’t be hesitant to try to meet this man?) And when Ananias comes, he responds to 
Paul as follows [v.17]: “’Brother Saul, the Lord Jesus who appeared to you on the road by which you came 
has sent me so that you may regain your sight and be filled with the Holy Spirit.’ And immediately 
something like scales fell from his eyes, and he regained his sight. Then he rose and was baptized; and 
took food, and was strengthened.” So, here we have the baptism by Ananias, and scales falling from his 
eyes, turning from darkness to light would be very vivid here, and if that’s an image that he uses in 
conversion, maybe he views it as taking place at this event.

According to Galatians, he does not stay in Damascus, but he goes into Arabia. I don’t think he wanted to 
say that he was in the heart of today’s Saudi Arabia, but he goes east. If you’re in Damascus and you go 
east, you’re in desert. And so, this is where he stays for a time. He returns, and people have wondered 
what he did in Arabia. Did he go to meditate? I don’t think we should think of him as some sort of a 
monk, going into the wilderness and simply meditating all this time. He’s been meditating for days now, 
even before his conversion, over all of this, and he will continually meditate all his life on those kinds of 
things. But what happens when he comes back to Damascus in Acts 9, is that people are waiting to put 
him to death. And the king or governor is also there, wanting to put him to death. Now, I don’t know 
why the king would want to put him to death if he’s meditating in the wilderness. Very few people want 
to put others to death who are silently meditating in a wilderness area. He must have been doing some 
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preaching, so this is what gets them upset. He then returns to Jerusalem after this for his first visit. He’s 
there fifteen days. He is now, instead of being the persecutor, become the persecuted. He has to flee, and 
he flees to Tarsus, and at that point we don’t hear about him for a while. When he goes to Tarsus, he’s 
there anywhere from six to ten years, and we never hear of a church in Tarsus; we don’t hear of Paul 
becoming a great, successful preacher up in Tarsus. And then, later on, we’ll review this again shortly, he 
is brought back by Barnabas to Antioch. They then visit for a famine visit to Jerusalem; and when they 
return back after a time of prayer, the church is told to commission Barnabas and Saul for the first 
missionary journey.

But what’s interesting to note, is that this time in Tarsus, we can call the Silent Years of Saul. We don’t 
know anything about it; nothing great must have happened because Luke doesn’t say anything about it, 
and we never hear of any church in Tarsus. But, when he is brought back, Barnabas brings him back, and 
he is working pretty much as Barnabas’s assistant. And when the first missionary journey begins, 
Barnabas, Saul, and John Mark go out. The order of the names makes it pretty clear that Barnabas is the 
leader of the mission group. After that, in the middle of the journey, there’s a switch that takes place — it’s 
Paul and his company. So here, his name changes, and he becomes the leader of the mission group. But 
up to this time, Saul has not been like a meteor lighting up the sky. For six to ten years, his life is fairly 
quiet. We don’t know much. And I think that it may be helpful for you as seminary students to realize 
that sometimes God takes time to prepare people for mission training. And even the apostle Paul has 
these silent years where we don’t know much about him, but they’re years used by the Lord to prepare 
him for his future work. So if, when you’re a seminary student, you are not quite attracting Billy Graham-
sized crowds for evangelism, don’t worry about that. This is a time, much like Saul, like your silent years, 
where you’re training and acquiring the skills, and becoming the kind of person that God can use in the 
future. So there’s a sort of word of exhortation in that regard.
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Chapter 13

Paul and Cornelius
I want to follow a few events that will cause us to backtrack a bit; I apologize for that, but I wanted to 
keep the discussion of Paul as a unity, and not break it up very much. We talked about Acts 1:8 being the 
key verse to explaining the Book of Acts, “But you shall receive power after the Holy Spirit has come 
upon you, and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the 
earth.” The first spread of the Gospel begins in Jerusalem with the speech at Pentecost; it goes through 
Judea; and then after the persecution that comes upon the Hellenists, the Gospel spreads up to Samaria.

In 8:14-17, we have the spread of the Gospel to Samaria being explained, “Now when the apostles at 
Jerusalem heard that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent to them Peter and John, who came 
down and prayed for them that they might receive the Holy Spirit for he had not yet fallen on any of 
them, but they had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.” This is a very confusing issue about 
the Holy Spirit not coming upon them. No system of theology that I know of explains this very well. 
Because if you talk about this being a charismatic experience that had not yet occurred upon them, it 
doesn’t say that a second experience of the Spirit had not come upon them. They had not received the 
Spirit, period. I don’t know of any theology that says any person who believed in the Lord had not 
received the Spirit at that moment, or at that time. So it doesn’t really fit any system nicely. People have 
tried to explain why it’s so different, and the least unacceptable explanation that I’ve heard is that perhaps 
the Spirit had been withheld from the Samaritans because of the great animosity between Samaria and 
Jerusalem, and thus, by having the Jerusalem disciples coming up and then receiving the Spirit, it brought 
some sort of a unity among these long-time enemies and opponents. As I say, at best, this is the least 
unacceptable explanation that I know of.

What is interesting to note here, however, is that, when the Gospel is spread to Samaria, the church in 
Jerusalem sends up Peter and John to check it out. It’s rather clear that there is a center of the church, and 
that center is Jerusalem. And to verify, to demonstrate the proof of, to check out whether Christianity had 
really come to Samaria, the Jerusalem church goes up there and checks that out. We’ll find that later on, 
when a problem comes up (the problem of Gentiles in the church), that will go to Jerusalem, and the 
Jerusalem church, acting as the center of Christendom, will decide that issue. So there is a center of 
Christianity already in Jerusalem and the apostles are the leaders of that, and they send up Peter and John 
to check it out. So now the Gospel has spread up to Samaria as well. And the end of this section, 9:31, has 
this summary as to the spread here, “So the church throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria had 
peace, and was built up. And walking in the fear of the Lord and in the comfort of the Holy Spirit it was 
multiplied.” Acts 1:8 says, “You shall receive power after the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you 
shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the earth.” So that, up to 
this, three-fourths of that commission of the Lord has been fulfilled, but the ends of the earth have not yet 
been reached. And that will take place under the work of Paul and Barnabas (or at the beginning, they’re 
referred to as Barnabas and Saul).
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In the midst of this, Luke interrupts the account of the spread of the Gospel geographically by the story of 
Cornelius, the conversion of Cornelius in Chapter 10. There are two events in the Book of Acts repeated 
[i.e., recorded] three times. One is the conversion of Paul, or Saul of Tarsus (recorded in Chapter 9, and 
repeated in Chapter 22 and Chapter 26). For Luke, the conversion of Saul of Tarsus is very important, and 
so it’s repeated three times. The other event repeated three times is the conversion of Cornelius. These are 
the only two events repeated three times in the Book of Acts. It’s recorded in Chapter 10, and repeated in 
Chapters 11 and 15. This must indicate that for Luke, this also is very important.

The man Cornelius is described in the tenth chapter as a “God-fearer”. The chapter begins, “At Caesarea 
there was a man named Cornelius, a centurion of what was known as the Italian Cohort ….” He was a 
Roman soldier, a leader of 100 men, a centurion, kind of like a lieutenant. He’s “…a devout man who 
feared God, with all his household ….” He’s a man who fears God, and in v.22, that same expression is 
used once again, “Cornelius, a centurion, an upright and God-fearing man ….” Now, that could refer to a 
devout person. But the way it’s used in Acts indicates that it has a specific meaning. In Chapter 13, that 
term is used again, and it’s used when Paul preaches at the synagogue in Pisidian Antioch. We’ll come 
back to this in a minute, but just for the moment, he’s up in Pisidian Antioch, which is in central part of 
Turkey, and he preaches at the synagogue, and here’s how he addresses his audience [v. 16]: “Men of 
Israel and you that fear God, listen.” Then in v. 26, he says it again, “Brethren, sons of the family of 
Abraham, and those among you who fear God ….” Now, he can’t be referring to something like “you who 
are Jews” and “you who are devout Jews” (in contrast). He can’t be referring to “men of Israel” and “you 
who are really devout people”. What he means is this: “you who are the children of Abraham” (physical 
descendants of Abraham) and ”you who are not, but who are God-fearers.”

Who then are the God-fearers? God-fearers were Gentiles. They were Gentiles who were attracted to 
Judaism. There were a lot of things that were attractive about the Jewish religion:

• It was monotheistic. Instead of all of the wild gods on Mt. Olympus, and going to the temple to serve all 
these wild gods, this taught that there was one God. And most of the Greek philosophers had come 
around to the view that if there was a god, there was only one god and not many gods. So it’s 
monotheistic. It was on the crest of what thinking people were believing about God.

• It also was a very ancient religion. It goes back to the time of Abraham, 2000 years ago or something like 
that. That was attractive; it wasn’t some Johnny-come-lately.

• It was a religion that had a noble family life. Technically a man could divorce his wife by simply 
handing her a sandal and saying “I divorce you”, but they didn’t. The family life among the Jews was of a 
higher level. It was a quantum higher than what was found among the Greeks and Romans. It was a 
much more noble family life, where children respected their parents. You could talk about Roman orgies, 
but you didn’t talk about Jewish orgies. So the moral life and the family life were much more noble.

And so there were a lot of Gentiles that were attracted to it. But there were some things about Judaism 
that were unattractive. If a Gentile wanted to become a Jew, that entailed some very significant changes:

• It meant that he had to become kosher. He had to keep the Jewish law, which meant no more barbecued 
ribs at TGI Friday’s. No more “all the shrimp you can eat”, no lobster, no ham. You could say that if you 
really love the Lord these things aren’t important, but they’re not arguments in favor of becoming a Jew.
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• And there were other things involved. When you were a Roman centurion, you swore allegiance to the 
standards of Rome, which were thought to be idolatrous. So you now had to question that practice. And 
furthermore, you had to offer a sacrifice in Jerusalem, or send one. You could probably handle that, but let 
me ask you: if you become a Jew, does that maybe raise questions about your allegiance to your present 
country? Israel wasn’t an independent nation as we term it now (it was an occupied nation), but there are 
some real questions about that. I think, for instance, that when we think of Jews today in America, do 
they have an attitude of allegiance to Israel in some ways that they don’t have to another nation like the 
United States? Yes, there are bonds to Israel, and a lot of money goes to Israel. That money doesn’t go to 
Jordan or Syria. So there’s a kind of identity with the religion, and with the political entity — that was 
questionable.

• But the greatest stumbling block for men was that, if you became a Jew, you had to be circumcised. And 
there was a lot of propaganda about what that would do to your manhood and things of that nature. And 
so, circumcision was the real stumbling block to becoming a Jewish convert.

So, a lot of Gentiles who were attracted to Judaism were repelled by some of the requirements of Judaism. 
And so, they were in a class called “God-fearers”. They attended the synagogue; they kept the moral law; 
but they didn’t keep a kosher home; they were not circumcised. They were semi-converts. And there were 
a great many of these at that time. Cornelius is one of them. He is attracted to Judaism, and he contributes 
to Judaism. There were Gentiles who built synagogues for Jews, but they were not converted; they were 
semi-converts.

This is what Cornelius was. He is a Gentile attracted to Judaism, but not converted. In this story, prayer 
and its importance comes up a number of times, because the whole incident begins with a man who 
prays constantly to God [v.2]. Cornelius constantly prays to God. Peter goes up to his housetop to pray, 
and while praying he has this vision [v.10]. And then in v.30 once again, he says that “I was keeping the 
ninth hour of prayer in my house, and behold a man stood before me and said that the Lord revealed this 
to me while I was praying.” So, all of this has as its context that God’s message is revealed to Peter and to 
Cornelius while they are praying. Now remember the handout I gave you last week about the importance 
of prayer in Luke and in the Book of Acts. You can see its theological emphasis here very clearly.

In his prayer time, Peter receives a vision. And he falls into a trance, and v. 11 he sees “…the heavens 
opened and something descending like a great sheet, let down by its four corners upon the earth. In it 
were all kinds of animals and reptiles and birds of the air. And there came a voice to him: ‘Rise, Peter; kill 
and eat.’ But Peter said, ‘No, Lord; for I have never yet eaten anything that is common or unclean.’ And 
the voice came to him again a second time, ‘What God has cleansed you must not call common.’ This 
happened three times ….” Peter is a slow learner, apparently. But he has a problem, he says in essence, 
“I’m a kosher Jew; I cannot eat these things; I don’t do these things.”

Now, think of some of the things that happened in the life of Jesus and his teachings to the disciples that 
apparently haven’t sunk in real well. “It’s not what goes into a man’s stomach that defiles him, but what 
comes out of his heart,” and then Mark adds the comment, “Thus Jesus declares all things clean,” (Mark 
7:18-19). But the disciples didn’t understand it yet. It’s quite clear what Mark says when Jesus declares all 
foods clean: you could eat anything you want. This has not yet sunk in to the disciples, at least in the case 
of Peter here with Cornelius.
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Not only that, no doubt if he can’t do these things he’s certainly not going to drink blood. And so when 
you go back to the account of the Lord’s Supper, “This is my blood of the new covenant; drink you all of 
this.” The fact that the disciples drank that without any qualm, whereas Peter has all sorts of objections to 
this kind of thing, indicates that they must have understood it metaphorically. You can’t imagine Peter 
saying something like, “Lord I don’t eat this stuff. I do drink blood regularly, but I don’t eat any of these 
things.” So the Lord’s Supper as I understand it has to be understood metaphorically, not literally. But, the 
vision of Peter is not self-explanatory. Verse 17, “While Peter was still inwardly perplexed as to what the 
vision which he had seen might mean, behold, men came ….” In other words, it’s preparatory but it’s not 
self-explanatory until what is about to take place. And he comes to the home of a man named Cornelius, 
and Cornelius greets him with great reverence, and he says, “Stand up, I’m a man, I’m not deserving of 
that.” And in v.28, Peter says, “You yourselves know how unlawful it is for a Jew to associate with or to 
visit anyone of another nation ….” If you’re a kosher Jew, you cannot visit the home of a Gentile, because 
that’s an un-kosher place. Most times when you visit a home, you’re given something to eat, and that 
would be un-kosher. Even if a Gentile offered roast beef sandwiches instead of ham sandwiches, there 
would still be the issue of how the beef was killed, and whether there was butter (with kosher food, dairy 
cannot mix with meat). It was simply a practice that you would not enter a non-kosher home. So he 
already is telling something unusual, because the Lord has said that he shouldn’t call un-clean what’s 
clean. So the vision is now beginning to take place in its fulfillment.

Now he gives his message in v. 34 and following. First you have his appropriation to the audience (the 
context, introducing his sermon, drawing in the congregation), and this is changeable. If you look at the 
Book of Acts, Chapter 17, when Paul preaches to Gentiles on Mars Hill, he has a different introduction. 
When he preaches in Acts 13 in the synagogue at Pisidian Antioch, this will be different as well. It’s 
appropriate to the particular context. “Truly I perceive that God shows no partiality, but in every nation 
anyone who fears him and does what is right is acceptable to him.” That’s his introduction. Now he gets 
to the unchangeable part of the message, which is the Gospel. “You know the word that he sent to Israel, 
preaching good news of peace by Jesus Christ (he is Lord of all), the word which was proclaimed 
throughout all Judea, beginning from Galilee after the baptism which John preached: how God anointed 
Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and with power. How he went about doing good and healing all 
who were oppressed by the devil, for God was with him. And we are witnesses to all that he did both in 
the country of the Jews and in Jerusalem. They put him to death by hanging him on a tree, but God raised 
him up on the third day and made him manifest, not to all the people but to us who were chosen by God 
as witnesses, [remember when we talked about the replacement of Judas Iscariot, the requirement, ‘be a 
witness’] who ate and drank with him after he rose from the dead. And he commanded us to preach to 
the people and to testify that he is the one ordained by God to be judge of the living and the dead. To him 
all the prophets bear witness that everyone who believes in him receives forgiveness of sins through his 
name.”

Would you call this a message to believers, or an evangelistic message? Look at the last words, where he’s 
talking about the forgiveness of sins. If you believe in him, you will receive the forgiveness of your sins. 
And it’s at that point now, that the Spirit comes upon Cornelius. “While Peter was still saying this, the 
Holy Spirit fell on all who heard the word. And the believers from among the circumcised who came with 
Peter were amazed, because the gift of the Holy Spirit had been poured out even on the Gentiles. For they 
heard them speaking in tongues and extolling God. Then Peter declared, ‘Can anyone forbid water for 
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baptizing these people, who have received the Holy Spirit just as we have?’ and he commanded them to 
be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ. Then they asked him to remain for some days.” So what we’re 
talking about here is not some secondary experience in the Christian life of the Spirit, but the Spirit of 
God coming at conversion. That preceding message just before this involves the forgiveness of sins, and 
it’s followed by Christian baptism. This is the conversion experience of Cornelius.

Now, Peter here baptizes Cornelius, so what we have here is a Gentile, a clear Gentile, being baptized and 
accepted into the church. You might raise the Ethiopian eunuch as another example of Gentile conversion, 
but the circumcision issue is moot in the situation of the Ethiopian eunuch, so doesn’t bring the same 
ramifications. So, here is the first clear case of a Gentile being accepted into the church, and when he 
comes to Jerusalem, there’s trouble. They don’t like that in Jerusalem. Chapter 11, “Now the apostles and 
the brethren who were in Judea heard that the Gentiles had also received the word of God.” So when 
Peter went up to Jerusalem, the Circumcision Party criticized him. Who are they?

This is an element of the Jewish Christian church. They’re not Jews who are not Christians; they’re 
Christians within the believing community who are called the Circumcision Party because they advocate 
that all people who want to become Christians must be circumcised. If you want to be a Christian and 
you’re a Jew that’s no problem; but if you’re a Gentile you have to be circumcised. They are Jews who are 
emphasizing that if Gentiles want to become Christians, they must be circumcised. So they’re called by 
Luke here “The Circumcision Party”.

And they say to Peter [v.3], “Why did you go to uncircumcised men and eat with them?” That’s not 
permitted by the law. But Peter began and explained to them in order. So he reviews now the whole 
Cornelius episode again. “I had this vision,” he says, “and in this vision I heard a voice saying to me, ‘Rise, 
Peter; kill and eat.’ But I said, ‘No, Lord; for nothing common or unclean has ever entered my mouth.’ But 
the voice answered a second time from heaven, ‘What God has made clean, do not call common.’ This 
happened three times ….” And then [v.11], “…at that very moment three men came to the house in which 
we were, sent to me from Caesarea. And the Spirit told us to go ….” And he tells us about this message. 
He says [v.15] “And as I began to speak to Cornelius the Holy Spirit fell on them just as on us at the 
beginning. And I remembered the word of the Lord, how he said, ‘John baptized with water, but you will 
be baptized with the Holy Spirit.’ If then God gave the same gift to them as he gave to us when we 
believed in the Lord Jesus Christ, who was I that I could withstand God?” And then he gives us this 
conclusion as explanation, “When they heard this they were silent. And they glorified God, saying, ‘Then 
to the Gentiles also God has granted repentance unto life.’”

You have a paper due next Monday, and that paper involves this issue. How was the issue of whether 
Gentiles could become Christians without becoming Jews decided? First paper, due next week, one page, 
deals with that issue. So we’re not going to discuss that any more. We’ll discuss that next week after I 
have a chance to see your answers. So we’ll know. But a crucial event in Acts — one of the two repeated 
three times. Is Paul’s conversion important? Yes. Is this experience important? Yes.
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Chapter 14

Paul’s First Missionary Journey
After this interlude, Paul then brings us in Acts 11:19 to the situation of a church, a major church, a church 
in the city of Antioch, “And those that were scattered because of the persecution that arose over Stephen 
….” The first outbreak of the Gospel in the ancient world takes place with a persecution. It’s when 
Stephen and the Hellenistic Christians are driven out of Rome [i.e., Jerusalem]; they go up to Samaria to 
spread the Gospel; they go to Damascus; they go other places, including “…Phoenicia, Cyprus, and 
Antioch.” At first they speak the word only to Jews. But some of them “…preaching to Gentiles as well.” 
Verse 22 says, “Now news of this came to the ears of the church in Jerusalem.” Something else is 
happening in the church outside of Jerusalem. They don’t know about it, but they will check it out. So 
they send Barnabas to Antioch. Notice again that the church in Jerusalem is concerned about the spread 
of Christianity throughout the world; they feel responsible for it. Just as they had sent Peter and John to 
Samaria to check it out, now they’ll send Barnabas up to Antioch to check this out. “When he came and 
saw the grace of God, he was glad, … for he was a good man, full of the Holy Spirit and of faith. And a 
great many people were added to the Lord.”

So you have now in Antioch a large growing church. Antioch is a really important city. In the ancient 
world, there were some major cities of about a million people, plus. Rome was a large city of over a 
million, and the other large city over a million was the city of Alexandria in Egypt. Those were major 
cities. There were also other cities that were large, say at about a half-million people -- Corinth was one. 
These might sound familiar to you because Paul has missions in these cities. Ephesus was a major city; 
Thessalonica was a major city; Antioch was a major city. And so, the early Christian movement targeted 
these major cities in many ways, as the opening emphasis on their evangelism. They would concentrate 
on the cities rather than the rural areas (very unlike Christianity today, where the heart of major cities is 
often devoid of a major Christian witness). And it’s out in the suburbs where you have large, major 
churches. But in the first century, it is the major cities that have these large churches. And Corinth 
becomes a major city, but here we’re talking about Antioch, which also becomes a major Christian city.

As the work is going on in Antioch, v. 25, Barnabas went to Tarsus to look for Saul. And when he had 
found him, he brought him to Antioch. “For a whole year they met with the church and taught a large 
number of people. And in Antioch the disciples were first called Christians,” (v.26). So, here you have now 
Barnabas, who is a leader in the church, going up to Tarsus to bring Paul back to Antioch to assist him in 
the work at Antioch. So Paul now comes, and the team is Barnabas and Saul, because Barnabas is clearly 
the leader.

A famine comes through the land of Jerusalem and Judea, and the church in Antioch sends relief by this 
at the hand of Barnabas and Saul. Verse 29 says, “The disciples determined every one according to his 
ability, to send relief to the brethren who lived in Judea. And they did so, sending it to the elders by hand 
of Barnabas and Saul.” At this time in Chapter 12 you have a kind of interlude in which they talk about 
Herod and his putting to death of James, the brother of John; Herod’s subsequent death; Peter’s 
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imprisonment and release; and then in Chapter 13 you pick up this missionary emphasis, and that’s 
where we want to turn at this time.

Acts 12:24 is a summary, “But the word of God grew and multiplied.” We talked about the fact that all of 
this verse and chapter numbering is done by editors later on. Acts 12:25 is really better as a start of the 
new chapter than the end of the previous one, but we’re not going to be able to change that. After they 
had brought the relief offering, we read in v.25, “Barnabas and Saul returned from Jerusalem when they 
had fulfilled their mission, bringing with them John, whose other name was Mark.” This is an interesting 
comment. Why do they bring John with them to Antioch? Do they have already in mind a mission further 
out into the Gentile world, where Mark will be of use? Remember, John Mark is the son of a woman 
whose home is a center of the church in Jerusalem. He is undoubtedly one familiar with the Jesus 
traditions. Will he be used primarily in the sense of teaching and instructing the new converts about the 
Jesus traditions, since he would know about as much about that as Barnabas would, and more than Paul 
himself would know? It’s impossible to know, but that prepares us for the time when they will go on the 
mission journey.

And in chapter 13, “Now at the church in Antioch there were prophets and teachers, Barnabas, Simeon 
who was called Niger, Lucius of Cyrene, Manaen a lifelong friend of Herod the tetrarch, and Saul. While 
they were worshipping the Lord and fasting [we should note again that they’re in a mode of prayer at the 
time the Lord reveals this to them] the Holy Spirit said, ‘Set apart for me Barnabas and Saul for the work 
for which I have called them.’” Then after laying hands on them and praying and fasting, they take off, 
and they’re going to take John Mark with them.

So this begins then what we call the first missionary journey. In 13:4, the Holy Spirit sends them off; they 
go down to Seleucia, which is the port city of Antioch (Antioch is inland, so you go west to Seleucia), and 
they go to the port, and they set sail for the island of Cyprus. Why Cyprus? I won’t argue with the fact 
that the Lord led them to Cyprus, but in chapter 4 we see more insight as to why this is taking place. 4:36 
says, “Thus Joseph, who was surnamed by the apostles Barnabas (which means son of encouragement), a 
Levite, a native of Cyprus, sold a field that belonged to him and brought the money and laid it at the 
apostles’ feet.” So Barnabas comes from Cyprus, and it may well be that they went to Cyprus because this 
was his home, and therefore they wanted to start in familiar territory, a place where perhaps Barnabas 
had contacts, and the like. And nothing much is said about the work in Cyprus. They have minimal 
success in some ways. The only real item of success is that the proconsul who’s in charge of the island of 
Cyprus, a man by the name of Sergius Paulus (v.7), is converted. But notice how he’s converted. In v. 9, it 
is Saul who speaks up. “But Saul, who is also called Paul, filled with the Holy Spirit, looked intently at 
him and said [to Sergius Paulus], ‘You son of the devil, you enemy of all righteousness, full of all deceit 
and villainy, will you not stop making crooked the straight paths of the Lord? And now, behold, the hand 
of the Lord is upon you, and you shall be blind and unable to see the sun for a time.’ Immediately mist 
and darkness fell upon him, and he went about seeking people to lead him by the hand. Then the 
proconsul believed, when he saw what had occurred, for he was astonished at the teaching of the Lord. 
Now Paul and his companions set sail from Paphos and came to Perga in Pamphylia.”

This mission will take place in the middle of Turkey. At this point, John Mark returns to Jerusalem, and 
we don’t know exactly why he returns to Jerusalem. We do know that it is not a good reason for that, 
because later on, after the first missionary journey, we read in Acts 15:36, and following, the following 
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incident: “And after some days Paul said to Barnabas, ‘Come, let us return and visit the brethren in every 
city where we proclaimed the word of the Lord and see how they are’ [in other words, return to Pisidian 
Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, Derbe]. Now Barnabas wanted to take with them John called Mark. But Paul 
thought best not to take with them one who had withdrawn from them in Pamphylia and had not gone 
with them to the work. And there arose a sharp contention, so that they separated from each other. 
Barnabas took Mark with him and sailed away to Cyprus, but Paul took Silas and departed, being 
commended by the brethren to the grace of the Lord. And he went through Syria and Cilicia, 
strengthening the churches.”

So a split develops over this incident, and on the second missionary journey Barnabas will take John 
Mark and go back to Cyprus; Paul will take Silas and they will come by land up to those areas. So what 
we have here is a split that develops. Is that split partly explained by the fact that in v. 13 it is not 
“Barnabas and Saul” that sail from Paphos and come to Perga and Pamphylia, but it is “Paul and his 
company” (in other words, there’s a change in leadership); and that John Mark signed on for this tour 
with his uncle as the leader, not with Paul or Saul or Tarsus? We’re not sure. There’s no way of being 
dogmatic about that, but it is interesting how Luke, in his integrity, writes about a split between two of 
the great apostles which doesn’t make either of them look very good. Does that suggest to you that you 
can trust the account of Luke in Acts, since he does not polish over or eliminate difficulties in the church, 
but is honest in reporting them? I think it does.

Now in Pisidian Antioch they will arrive, and let’s look at v.14 and following: “But they went on from 
Perga and came to Antioch of Pisidia …” now this is not the Antioch of Syria, which is a much larger city, 
450-500 miles away. Antioch of Syria is the major city which sends him out; Antioch of Pisidia in the 
middle of Turkey, a different, much smaller city. Now here’s the missionary strategy of Paul and 
Barnabas, “And on the Sabbath Day they went into the synagogue and sat down. After the reading from 
the Law and the Prophets, the rulers of the synagogue sent a message to them, saying, ‘Brethren, if you 
have any word of exhortation for the people, say it.’ So Paul stood up, and motioning with his hands, said 
…”. Now the tactic of the early Christian missionaries was to go to a major city where there was a 
synagogue. Then on the Sabbath they would attend the synagogue. And there were certain formalities in 
the worship of the church: you would start out with a call to prayer; the congregation would repeat the 
Shema (“Hear o Israel, the Lord our God is one …”); then there would be repetition of various kinds of 
prayers, later called the Shmona Israel or the 18 benedictions; then you’d read from the law; then you’d 
read from the prophets; then there would be an exhortation. And if you were a visitor, you were often 
invited to share an exhortation on the passage that had been read. And this would be especially true if 
you were a well-known educated visitor. And here, you have one who studied under the great rabbi 
Gamaliel in Jerusalem. And so in the middle of the synagogue service (Paul would have introduced 
himself to people as they entered), someone would say “We’re really blessed to have with us in the service 
a Pharisee, a man by the name of Saul, who came from Tarsus. He studied under the great rabbi Gamaliel 
— got his Ph.D. there, and was ordained in the Jerusalem Baptist convention. Brother Saul, do you have a 
word that you’d like to share with us?” Now, what better opportunity to preach the Gospel than to go to a 
synagogue service and be invited to preach? You don’t have to try to set up a Jesus Film presentation in 
the main square; you just go to the synagogue, and they invite you to preach. And when Paul is invited, 
he doesn’t say “Well, we just thought we’d sit and worship with you today,” but instead he takes the 
opportunity.
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And notice how he formulates the message now, beginning in v.36, “Men of Israel and you that fear God, 
listen. [Fellow Jews and you who are God-fearers (you Gentiles who fear the Lord)] The God of this 
people Israel chose our fathers and made the people great during their stay in the land of Egypt, and with 
uplifted arm he led them out of it. And for about forty years he put up with them in the wilderness. And 
after destroying seven nations in the land of Canaan, he gave them their land as an inheritance. All this 
took about 450 years. And after that he gave them judges until Samuel the prophet. Then they asked for a 
king, and God gave them Saul the son of Kish, a man of the tribe of Benjamin, for forty years. And when 
he had removed him, he raised up David to be their king, of whom he testified and said, ‘I have found in 
David the son of Jesse a man after my heart, who will do all my will.’” Notice the continuity. He’s tying 
the hopes and beliefs of his audience to the Gospel message — he believes this! And so he emphasizes 
this to a Jewish audience.

Now, think, when he gets to Mars Hill ,or the Areopagus in Athens, and there are no Jews present, but 
there are Greek philosophers who are listening to him, this will have no significance; there’ll be no tie. So 
this is not the way he will preach at that point. But now having said this, he then goes to the fulfillment of 
that hope that he’s just talked about,

“Of this man’s posterity God has brought to Israel a Savior, Jesus, as he promised. Before his coming, John 
had preached a baptism of repentance to all the people of Israel. And as John was finishing his course he 
said, ‘What do you suppose that I am? I am not he. No, but behold, after me one is coming the sandals of 
whose feet I am not worthy to untie.

’Brethren, sons of the family of Abraham, and those among you [you Gentiles] who fear God, to us has 
been sent the message of this salvation. For those who live in Jerusalem and their rulers, because they did 
not recognize him nor understand the utterances of the prophets, which are read every Sabbath, fulfilled 
these by condemning him. And though they found in him no guilt worthy of death, they asked Pilate to 
have him executed. And when they had fulfilled all that was written of him, they took him down from 
the tree and laid him in a tomb. But God raised him from the dead, and for many days he appeared to 
those who had come up with him from Galilee to Jerusalem, who are now his witnesses to the people. 
And we bring you the good news that what God promised to the fathers, this he has fulfilled to us their 
children by raising Jesus, as also it is written in the second Psalm, ‘You are my Son, today I have begotten 
you.’ And as for the fact that he raised him from the dead, no more to return to corruption, he has spoken 
in this way, ‘I will give you the holy and sure blessings of David.’ Therefore he says also in another psalm, 
‘You will not let your Holy One see corruption.’ For David, after he had served the purpose of God in his 
own generation, fell asleep and was laid with his fathers and saw corruption, but he whom God raised up 
did not see corruption. Let it be known to you therefore, brethren, that through this man forgiveness of 
sins is proclaimed to you, and by him everyone who believes is freed from everything from which they 
could not be freed by the law of Moses. Beware, therefore, lest what is said in the Prophets should come 
about: ‘Look, you scoffers, be astounded and perish; for I am doing a work in your days, a work that you 
will not believe, even if one declares it to you.”

That’s the message: continuity; the fulfillment of that; the challenge. And the response is that people went 
out and asked him to come back the next Sabbath to talk more about that. To continue, “When the 
meeting broke up many Jews and devout converts to Judaism followed Paul and Barnabas, who, as they 
spoke with them, urged them to continue in the grace of God.
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The next Sabbath almost the whole city is gathered to hear the Word, and Jews become jealous of this and 
they revile him, and Paul says, “First it was necessary that the word of God be spoken to you [first to the 
Jew, and also to the Greek]. Since you thrust it aside and judge yourselves unworthy of eternal life, 
behold, we are turning to the Gentiles. For so the Lord has commanded us, saying, ‘I have made you a 
light for the Gentiles, that you may bring salvation to the uttermost parts of the earth.’”

And if you look in v.47, and you read about Paul’s conversion, this is something that Ananias tells him 
that he will be doing. Gentiles hear and are very happy about this, and on the other hand, the Jewish 
people drive him out of the city, so he proceeds then to Iconium. And we have in Iconium in 14:1 and 
following, the incident of preaching the Gospel there. Then, in v.8 and following, we find that they go to 
Lystra, and there’s a cripple there who never walked. Paul brings him healing, and then, v. 11, “And when 
the crowds saw what Paul had done, they lifted up their voices, saying in Lycaonian, ‘The gods have 
come down to us in the likeness of men!’ Barnabas they called Zeus, and Paul [because he was the chief 
preacher] they called Hermes.” So in Iconium a person is healed. It’s interesting that they call Barnabas, 
who’s not the preacher, “Zeus”. In the Greek pantheon, who is Zeus? He's the head god. You’d think 
they’d have called Paul the head god because he did the healing; but they call Paul “Hermes”. (Hermes — 
hermenuo — hermeneutics) They call Paul Hermes because he was the preacher. He was the interpreter for 
the gods. So Hermes is the spokesman for the gods. Since Paul is the preacher, they call him Hermes; 
Barnabas, Zeus. There had been stories about visits from the gods in this area — myths of one sort or 
another — and this may have something to do with their propensity to address Paul in this particular 
manner. What’s interesting is that here, they are almost treated as gods and worshipped. And v.18 ends 
here, “…with these words, they [Paul and Barnabas] scarcely restrained the people from offering sacrifice 
to them. But Jews came from Antioch and Iconium, and having persuaded the crowds, they stoned Paul 
and dragged him out of the city, supposing that he was dead.” You can become really on top of things, 
and things can turn around very quickly. So here, almost being worshipped as gods, and the next 
statement Luke has is that they stone him and think that he’s dead, but he’s not. And then the disciples 
gather him up and bring him to Derbe and say, “I think our mission in Lystra really has come to an end. 
Let’s go somewhere else.” Paul agrees.

Then they go back to another city, and they return that way, and eventually come back to the city of 
Jerusalem. And that ends the first missionary journey. So it’s really a short journey in many ways. We 
have not gone to Europe at all; Greece is over here, and nothing has happened there yet. It starts in 
Antioch; they’ve come from Jerusalem back to Antioch. Here they go then to Cyprus after being led there 
by the Lord. From Cyprus they come up to Pamphylia, where John Mark loses them; they go up to 
Pisidian Antioch, Lystra, Iconium, Derbe; they backtrack, and then they come by ship back to Antioch, 
and they come back to Jerusalem. So a very short missionary journey in comparison. The second 
missionary journey will take him over to Greece. There, they’ll visit places like Philippi, Thessalonica, 
Corinth, Athens before that; and then they’ll return to Jerusalem. But this is a brief missionary journey in 
contrast.
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Chapter 15

The Jerusalem Council
The issue that is at hand is an important one. The circumcision party is saying, according to Acts 15:1 that 
unless the uncircumcised submit to circumcision, they cannot be saved: “There were some men who came 
down from Judea and were teaching the brethren, ‘Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of 
Moses, you cannot be saved.’” Circumcision is essential for salvation. In other words, if you as a Gentile 
want to become a Christian, you must also become a Jew in that process (you must submit to 
circumcision). This seems like rather a weak argument — today there are very few people concerned 
about that issue. But we’re talking quite a bit later than that. Think for a minute about the argument of the 
circumcision party.

According to the Covenant God made with Abraham in Genesis 17, it was required, and a sign of God’s 
covenant with his people that everyone be circumcised. Anyone in the house who was a servant had to 
become circumcised; any Gentile that wanted to become part of it, this was part of the conversion 
experience. It’s commanded in scripture. God makes this a covenant with Abraham, and in typical Old 
Testament fashion, he uses the term “an everlasting covenant”.

Now Paul is coming along and saying, in essence, “We don’t want to keep that covenant.,” -- other things 
yes, but not circumcision. So if I were a part of the circumcision party, I’d say, “Look Paul, we’re not one of 
these liberal types that makes religion according to what we want. We believe in the scriptures. The Bible 
is infallible, inerrant, the only word of God for us. And this is what it says.” Are there not other scriptures 
that teach that it’s not necessary? No. They all say that if you want to be saved you have to be 
circumcised. If you want to be part of the covenant people, it’s required. And Paul, we can’t change that. 
We don’t look at God’s word and decide that it was fit for the time it was instated, but is no longer valid 
because we don’t want to deal with it.

What about Galatians? There is no Book of Galatians at this time. In fact, there is no New Testament at all 
yet. Nothing’s been written. The church had the traditions of Jesus to go by, but can you name a tradition 
of Jesus in which he said, “Circumcision was alright for a while but we have a new model coming in this 
year, and we’re doing it without circumcision”? Do you have any saying of Jesus that deals with this? No.

So everything in the Bible that we know of talks about the need of circumcision to be a part of the 
covenant. If you want to be in the covenant that God made with Abraham (and remember, you and I are 
children of Abraham according to the faith — heirs according to the promise that God made with 
Abraham [Galatians ch.3]). Furthermore, let me ask you, Paul, tell me of someone who is a great hero of 
the faith, past or present, who was not circumcised. Was Abraham circumcised? Isaac? Jacob? David? the 
prophets? Who is there that was not circumcised who was part of the children of God?

Alright, don’t think now that I’m losing my mind, but we’re going to sing. We’re going to sing “That Old-
Time Religion”, and I’m going to give you some verses as go along. We’ll practice the chorus once:

Gimme that old time religion, gimme that old time religion,
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Gimme that old time religion; it’s good enough for me.
It was good enough for Abraham, it was good enough for Abraham,
It was good enough for Abraham, and it’s good enough for me.
Gimme that old time religion, gimme that old time religion,
Gimme that old time religion; it’s good enough for me.
It was good for Isaac and Jacob, it was good for Isaac and Jacob,
It was good for Isaac and Jacob, and it’s good enough for me.
Gimme that old time religion, gimme that old time religion,
Gimme that old time religion; it’s good enough for me.
It was good for all the prophets, it was good for all the prophets,
It was good for all the prophets, and it’s good enough for me.
Gimme that old time religion, gimme that old time religion,
Gimme that old time religion; it’s good enough for me.
It was good for John the Baptist, it was good for John the Baptist,
It was good for John the Baptist, and it’s good enough for me.
[now listen carefully], It was good enough for Jesus, it was good enough for Jesus,
It was good enough for Jesus, and it’s good enough for me.

Now I think that’s a powerful argument. I think the burden of proof is not upon the Judaizers; it’s upon 
those who say circumcision is not necessary any longer. How does Paul (and the church) deal with that?

Now for the argument of Peter, Paul and James: Peter in Acts 15:7-11 says the following, “Brethren, you 
know that in the early days God made choice among you, that by my mouth the Gentiles should hear the 
word of the gospel and believe.” Alright, what are we talking about? Your paper. He could have said 
“Brethren you know that in the early days God made a choice among you, that by my mouth the Gentiles 
should hear the word of the Gospel and believe, just as I said in all those papers that were handed in.” 
Continuing, “And God, who knows the heart, bore witness to them, giving them the Holy Spirit just as he 
did to us, and he made no distinction between us and them, but cleansed their hearts by faith.”

Now, let’s go back to chapter 10 and look at the story of Cornelius’s conversion. We’re not going to read 
the whole message but in 10:42, Peter says, “And Jesus commanded us to preach to the people and to 
testify that he is the one appointed by God to be judge of the living and the dead. To him all the prophets 
bear witness that everyone who believes in him receives forgiveness of sins through his name.” Now 
notice where this is taking place -- right after we talk about forgiveness of sins, which is a conversion 
experience. “And while Peter was still saying this, the Holy Spirit fell on all who heard the word. And the 
believers from among the circumcised who came with Peter were amazed, because the gift of the Holy 
Spirit had been poured out even on the Gentiles [apart from them being circumcised]. For they heard 
them speaking in tongues and extolling God. Then Peter declared, ‘Can anyone forbid water for baptizing 
these people, who have received the Holy Spirit just as we [who were circumcised] have?’ And he 
commanded them to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.”

Now in chapter 11, when Jerusalem hears about this, they ask Peter why he fellowshipped with (ate with) 
uncircumcised people. When you ate with somebody, it meant that you accepted them as a brother. And 
here, these are un-kosher, uncircumcised gentiles he’s eating with — how dare you do that, Peter? And 
Peter begins to explain that in v. 4, where he explains his vision, and then, in v.12, after telling about how 
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Cornelius had sent messengers. We’ll start with v.11, “At that moment three men arrived at the house in 
which we were, sent to me from Caesarea. And the Spirit told me to go with them, making no distinction. 
These six brethren also accompanied me, and we entered the man’s house. And he told us how he had 
seen the angel stand in his house and say, ‘Send to Joppa and bring Simon who is called Peter; he will 
declare to you a message by which you will be saved, you and all your household.’” There’s nothing here 
about some sort of secondary experience subsequent to conversion. This is a conversion experience that 
we’re talking about. Continuing in v.15, “As I began to speak, the Holy Spirit fell on them just as on us at 
the beginning. And I remembered the word of the Lord, how he said, ‘John baptized with water, but you 
shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.’ If then God gave the same gift to them as he gave to us when we 
believed in the Lord Jesus Christ, who was I that I should withstand God?’ When they [the church in 
Jerusalem] heard this they were silenced, and they glorified God, saying, ‘Then to the Gentiles also God 
has granted repentance unto life.’” He has not granted unto “Gentiles who will become Jews” repentance 
unto life, but unto Gentiles (who are not circumcised and remain Gentiles) repentance unto life. And this 
is what happens in Acts chapter 15, where he repeats that same account.

In Galatians chapter 3, when Paul is dealing with people who are in Galatia being shaken from their faith 
because people say that they must be circumcised to be saved, Paul then asks them the key question 
(Galatians 3:1): “’Oh foolish Galatians! Who has bewitched you? It was before your eyes that Jesus Christ 
was publicly portrayed as crucified. Let me ask you one question [and that’ll solve the issue]: Did you 
receive the Spirit by works of the law or by hearing with faith?” And the answer, of course, is that when 
they believed in Jesus, they received the Spirit. Now the response [v.3]: “Are you so foolish? Having 
begun with the Spirit, are you now ending with the flesh?”

So, the argument of Paul and Peter is that God has revealed something. This is not something we have 
done by a vote. We don’t have a church in Jerusalem saying that a question has come up over whether it’s 
required for Gentiles to be circumcised to be saved. This would hinder the mission work, though it fits 
the Old Testament better, and the scriptures. How many of you say “yes, we should continue to require 
circumcision?” “How many of you say no?” “The no’s have it; God has just spoken.” It’s not that way. The 
church does not tactically make a decision. God, through revelation, has revealed something.

Remember when we talked about conversion, and the five elements required? Peter does not say that 
Cornelius doesn’t have to be saved because he has believed in Jesus. He doesn’t say that Cornelius doesn’t 
have to be saved because he was baptized. He say that he [Cornelius] doesn’t have to be circumcised 
because he’s confessed Christ. He doesn’t say that he doesn’t have to be saved because he has repented. 
Because three of those (confession, repentance, and faith) are the act of the individual, it doesn’t solve 
anything. Baptism doesn’t solve anything — that’s a decision of the church. All of those are fallible. 
There’s one element in that process which is not fallible, and that’s God, who gives the Spirit. If God gives 
his Spirit, it means that God has accepted him. And no one in Jerusalem wants to argue that he [i.e., God] 
made a mistake. So the only aspect of the conversion process which is infallible because it’s God’s doing is 
the giving of the Spirit. And now, when they say that God’s given to Gentiles his Holy Spirit, it means 
that he [i.e., God], has accepted him. Therefore, we cannot require anything more.

So the issue is resolved, not by church vote, but by God’s revelation. God has shown Gentiles are 
acceptable to him on the basis of faith. Now, my assumption is, that involves being on this side of the 
Christ events (this side of the cross). Before that, in Old Testament times, could you have argued that? The 
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answer is no. The gift of the Spirit comes after Pentecost; it’s something that is a knell event — something 
that God is doing uniquely in New Testament time, and therefore it couldn’t have happened. If Cornelius 
had been converted in 200 BC, he would have had to have been circumcised. There are some relationships 
that are a-typical (so you don’t build a theology on this), where some people make a particular request 
saying that their particular role with regard to the king is such-and-such, and may God be merciful for 
them, and that’s accepted somewhat. But that is rare. The typical conversion experience involves 
circumcision.

In charismatic theology (Pentecostal theology), the Christian life is seen as having two major 
developments. One is the experience of conversion, in which you are saved and justified. Subsequent to 
that, there should be a second experience of sanctification. That was the old Methodist doctrine, the 
second work of grace called ‘sanctification’. It was always questionable how one would know when they 
had received that experience of sanctification. At the turn of the twentieth century, the Pentecostal 
movement began, and that emphasized a particular sign that would indicate that experience, which was 
speaking in tongues. Before that, there were some other signs (being slain in the Spirit, swooning, treeing 
the devil, etc). But the charismatic Pentecostal movement emphasized that the clear sign of having 
received that second experience is the experience of speaking in tongues.

My understanding of Christianity is that there is no single second experience, but there is a continual 
growth, and that actually sanctification in its theological sense, as the term is used in systematic theology, 
is a process, not a two-step experience. In regard to the biblical text, the speaking in tongues that 
Cornelius experiences cannot be a second experience, because they’re talking about forgiveness of sins 
when that happens. And the conclusion is that God has accepted Gentiles to be saved. Not, “well Gentiles 
can also have this second experience along with their first experience.” It’s a first experience. And they’re 
baptized after that, which is also associated with conversion. So my understanding is that Cornelius’s 
outward speaking in tongues is not something that is meant for him, but it’s meant to tell Peter that God 
had given him the Spirit. So it’s a sign to Peter that he’d really received the Spirit. After that, we don’t 
read of speaking in tongues until one other instance (there are only three instances in Acts: Pentecost; the 
Cornelius experience; and in Acts 19).

As a conclusion to all of this, James, who is a leader of the church, the brother of our Lord, says in 15:13, 
after they [Barnabas and Paul] had spoken, James replies, “Brethren, listen to me. Simeon has related how 
God first visited the Gentiles, to take from them a people for his name [the Cornelius experience — this is 
the first]. And with this the words of the prophets agree. [This is not something new; the Old Testament 
foresaw this.] As it is written, ‘After this I will return and I will rebuild the dwelling of David that was 
fallen; I will rebuild its ruins, and I will set it up, that the rest of men may seek the Lord, and all the 
Gentiles who are called by my name, says the Lord, who has made these things known as of old.’” So, 
don’t be surprised; this is what the Old Testament alluded to when it said that there was a time coming 
when the Gentiles would become part of the covenant of Abraham. “Therefore, my judgment is that we 
should not trouble those of the Gentiles who turn to God [we should not trouble them with this issue.] 
But, [now here’s where some have suggested that he compromised the pure solution of grace, and is 
putting them under something of a law of ‘kosher’ regulations] we should write to abstain from 
pollutions of idols, and from sexual immorality, and from what has been strangled, and from blood. For 
from early generations Moses has had in every city those who proclaim him, for he is read every Sabbath 
in the synagogues.”
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The restrictions (maybe that’s not the right word), but the exhortation that’s placed upon the Gentiles in v.
20 to abstain from pollutions of idols, for chastity, and from blood — the purpose of this is not for their 
salvation, but it’s for the next verse, because there are lots of Jews in their city. And, not to offend the 
Jews, they should avoid those things that are most offensive, and therefore be careful about how you live 
among them. It’s not a matter of salvation; it’s a matter of their witness to those in their cities who are 
Jewish. “For from early generations Moses has had in every city those who preach him, for he is read 
every Sabbath in the synagogues.”

They’re going to be witnessing in the churches; they’ll be part of the synagogue meetings (this probably 
continues on until about 70 AD), and in that sense, do not do those things that are unnecessarily 
offensive. So, at the synagogue potluck, don’t bring ham sandwiches. Don’t bring a shrimp casserole — be 
sensitive to that. And I think it’s just a common sense thing that every good missionary or preacher of the 
gospel must be aware of. For instance, if you’re a missionary in a Muslim country, I doubt very much that 
you want to in that land bring them to a pork spare-rib barbecue. It would just be rude, and what are you 
going to talk about? Food choices. That’s not the heart of our faith — the heart of our faith is the Gospel of 
Christ — that’s what we want to talk about. And, thus, we should avoid those issues that may come up 
that would distract from the basic key issue. All things are lawful, but all things are not profitable.

Paul says “I am free. Among the Gentiles, I am as a Gentile; when I am with the Jews I am as a 
Jew,” [paraphrased from 1 Corinthians 9:20-21]. “When I’m with the Jews, if my ministry can be helped by 
taking a Jewish vow, I’ll take one.” (like he does later at the end of the third missionary journey). When he 
is among the Gentiles, he lives freely as a Gentile.

So, the conclusion is a decree that is sent out to the various churches, and it reads this way [15:23 and 
following], “Brethren, both the apostles and the elders, to the brethren who are of the Gentiles in Antioch 
and Syria and Cilicia, greetings. [Notice it’s addressed from the brothers in Christ here in Jerusalem, to 
the Gentile brothers in Christ elsewhere.] Since we have heard that some persons from us have troubled 
you with words, unsettling your minds, although we gave them no instructions, it has seemed good to us, 
having come to one accord, to choose men and send them to you with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 
men who have risked their lives for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ. We have therefore sent Judas and 
Silas, who themselves will tell you the same things by word of mouth. For it seemed good to the Holy 
Spirit and to us to lay on you no greater burden than these necessary things: that you abstain from what 
has been sacrificed to idols, and from blood, and from what has been strangled, and from unchastity. If 
you keep yourselves from these things, you will do well. Farewell.” So, the situation has been resolved. 
Compromise? I don’t think so. If you look at other passages like this, it’s quite clear that that’s not so.

One thing that Paul mentions is that he had brought with him Titus as a test case. He brought with him 
an uncircumcised Greek, who probably gave his testimony. He puts him on the pulpit, and basically asks 
what they should do with this guy. He claims to love the Lord; the Spirit has come into his life; are you 
going to require him to be circumcised? In Galatians 2, he tells us about this, and he responds the 
following way [2:3], “But even Titus, who was with me, was not compelled to be circumcised, though he 
was a Greek.” So it looks pretty good — the situation has been changed.

But there is something that has not been resolved yet. There’s something still in the air. Gentiles do not 
have to become Jews or live like Jews. But do Jews who are Christians still have to live like Jews? That’s 
the question. And this is what comes up in Galatians 2. That issue now comes up. If Gentiles are not 
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under the law in this way (the kosher law, etc.) what about Jews? So, now we have in Galatians 2:11, the 
following: “But when Cephas [Peter] came to Antioch, I opposed him to his face, because he stood 
condemned. For before certain men came from James, he ate with the Gentiles; but when they came he 
drew back and separated himself, fearing the circumcision party.” If you ate with Gentiles, you were 
giving up your kosher-ness. No matter how sensitive they would have been to avoid issue, they could not 
know all that was involved in being kosher. So a Gentile would invite Peter to their home, and Peter 
might have led them to Christ. Peter gladly ate with them, and these guys are very sensitive. Mom and 
Dad would have a pot roast — no pork, but pot roast. For a beverage they’d have milk and they’d avoid 
anything that was un-kosher. Well, Peter would appreciate this, but he was breaking kosher rules, 
because you can’t drink milk when you eat meat. You can’t eat cheese when you eat meat (a 
cheeseburger’s not possible). So in Israel if you order a hamburger at McDonald’s you don’t get a 
cheeseburger — you might get a hamburger and a milkshake, but the milkshake is all synthetic, it has 
nothing to do with milk, so that’s alright. Furthermore, if you are kosher today (how much this extends 
back in the OT we’re not always sure), you have different plates. You have one set of plates for meat 
items, another for cheese items; and I think there’s a third one for fish or something like that; and you 
wash them separately. Gentiles aren’t doing that stuff.

So, Peter would go and eat with them, and now people come down from Jerusalem and notice this, and 
they criticize him. And the result in v.12, “When they came, Peter drew back and separated himself, 
fearing the circumcision party.” So he is no longer eating with these people, some of whom he may have 
led to Christ. Now think of the impact of being a Gentile, and the man who led you to Christ, who used to 
eat with you, will no longer eat with you because you don’t live a kosher Jewish life. You have to start 
thinking, “Maybe I’m saved, but it’s as though by fire. We’ll always be second-rate Christians unless we 
become [Jews].” Continuing on, “And with him, the rest of the Jews [the Jewish Christians] acted 
insincerely, so that even Barnabas was carried away by their insincerity.” Even Barnabas said “No, I have 
to keep my kosher-ness; they don’t have to, but I won’t be able to eat with them any longer.” Continuing, 
“But when I saw that they were not straightforward about the truth of the Gospel, I said to Cephas before 
them all, ‘If you, though a Jew, live like a Gentile and not like a Jew, how can you compel the Gentiles to 
live like the Jews?’” In other words, you, yourself know and sometimes don’t keep these kosher 
regulations. Why are you requiring them? “We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners; yet we 
know that a person is not justified by works of the law but through faith in Jesus Christ, so we also have 
believed in Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in Christ and not by works of the law, because by 
works of the law shall no one be justified.”

So now the issue comes up that even Jews don’t have to keep the ritual law; they don’t have to be kosher. 
Does it require that they have to not be kosher? No, they don’t have to be anti-kosher; they can still keep 
the traditions, they can keep circumcising their children — those are irrelevant. Those are irrelevant 
issues. And when the second missionary journey begins (which we’ll look at shortly), we’ll see how Paul 
treats the case of circumcision as an irrelevant issue. If you don’t make it a theological issue, like in the 
case of Titus, Paul doesn’t care what you do. But if you suggest that someone like Titus would have to be 
circumcised to be saved, Paul will fight to the death over that issue. So sometimes issues are important 
and you must fight for them. Other times, they’re irrelevant.
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Chapter 16

Second Missionary Journey
Let’s go then to the second missionary journey, which begins in Acts 15 by an account which is 
surprisingly straightforward and honest. One almost wonders why Luke even talks about it, but it does 
reveal his integrity and his honesty in writing the accounts. When I read what he says here in Acts 15:36, 
it makes me want to feel like I can trust him in other instances -- I think it aids the credibility of him as a 
historian, “And after some days Paul said to Barnabas, ‘Come, let us return and visit the brethren in every 
city where we proclaimed the word of the Lord, and see how they are.’ Now Barnabas wanted to take 
with them John called Mark.” Remember, they started out with Mark. Mark left after Paul assumed the 
leadership of the group. “But Paul thought best not to take with them one who had withdrawn from them 
in Pamphylia and had not gone with them to the work. And there arose a sharp contention ….” Here are 
two of the great Christian leaders of the world, and they have an argument over this, a “…sharp 
contention, so that they separated from each other. Barnabas took Mark with him and sailed away to 
Cyprus [which was Barnabas’s home], but Paul chose Silas and departed, having been commended by the 
brethren to the grace of the Lord. And he went through Syria and Cilicia, strengthening the churches.”

So, Barnabas and John Mark go to Cyprus, but if you look later on in the life of Paul and his missionary 
letters, he has some very positive things to say concerning John Mark. In Colossians 4:10, he writes, 
“Aristarchus my fellow prisoner greets you, and Mark the cousin of Barnabas ....” So, when Paul writes 
Colossians from in imprisonment in Rome, Mark is with him again. So whatever the problem was at the 
beginning of the second missionary journey, it was not a lasting hostility. Later on, Mark rejoins Paul in 
some of his work, and is with him in Rome. And in 2 Timothy 4:11, “Luke alone is with me. Get Mark and 
bring him with you, for he is very useful in serving me.” So whatever might have been the problem at the 
beginning of the second missionary journey, it was not a lasting problem, and they are reconciled later.

Notice also that instead of saying “Well, if that happens, if you won’t let me do what I want to do, I’m not 
going to church anymore,” what happens is that two missionary teams develop. So they say something 
like, “Well, if we can’t work together, let’s have two missionary teams.” And Paul then re-visits the 
churches of the first missionary journey. He goes up from Syria to southeastern Turkey (Cilicia); visits the 
cities in reverse order of Lystra, Iconium, Derbe, Pisidian Antioch, and there establishes the churches 
more fully that he founded on the first missionary journey.

Now let me comment about this situation. When they come to Derbe, there is a disciple named Timothy 
(16:1-4),”… the son of Jewish woman who is a believer; but his father was a Greek. He was well spoken of 
by the brethren at Lystra and Iconium. Paul wanted Timothy to accompany him [so that Paul, Silas, and 
Timothy would be a three-some on the missionary team], and he took him and circumcised him because 
of the Jews that were in those places, for they all knew that his father was a Greek.” My goodness, I 
thought we just fought through this, indicating that this doesn’t have to be done! In Jerusalem, Paul 
fought not to have Titus circumcised; now here he circumcises Timothy.
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Well the one thing that’s for sure is he doesn’t do it because of pressure. I mean, if there was pressure to 
have someone circumcised, it was in Jerusalem. Having resisted that, this is a different issue. And Luke 
says he does it because it’s known that he’s uncircumcised, and they’re going to be working in the 
synagogues. My understanding is something like this:

Paul says to Timothy: “Now Timothy, you and I know that circumcision isn’t relevant. ‘For in Christ Jesus 
neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is of any avail ….’ [Galatians 5:6 — this isn’t written yet, but the 
thought is no doubt in his mind]. We’re going to be working in these synagogues and, rather than every 
time we go to a synagogue having to deal with this issue of circumcision (the issue of whether a person 
can be saved without being circumcised, etc.), these are Jews we’re dealing with. Why don’t we just deal 
with it, have you circumcised, and then we don’t have to worry about that?” Timothy agrees; he’s 
circumcised; and now they go to the various synagogues and talk about Christ, talk about grace through 
faith alone, and they don’t have to always re-hash this other issue, which is a subsidiary issue, not the 
main issue. This allows them to keep their focus on what is essential, and at the heart of their message — 
the gospel of Jesus Christ.

So, some people have said that Luke can’t be right; Paul would have never done that. I don’t know how 
you can say that; Paul feels quite free on these issues. Some people say that Paul believed in the freedom 
of the gospel. Well, that’s just the point --the gospel’s so free that this is an irrelevant issue. It doesn’t 
matter one way or the other; so, why not, for the sake of preaching of the gospel, taking care of this, so we 
can go on and not worry about it any longer? I tend to think that it makes perfectly good sense, and is not 
a major issue.

On the first missionary journey, Paul traveled a rather short distance. He started from Antioch; comes 
down to Cyprus; comes up to Attaleia, where John Mark leaves; and then they pursue up to Antioch, 
Iconium, Lystra, Derbe; return that way; and then return straight to Antioch without hitting Cyprus on 
the way back. So this is a very short missionary journey. This is Syria, Cilicia (where Tarsus is located), 
and in practice, this whole area was the province of Syria. In the first missionary journey, these are the 
churches that are established. Later on, when we look at Paul’s letter to the Galatians, the issue is going to 
be whether the churches established during his first missionary journey in the Roman province of Galatia 
are the churches that he writes to; or whether the territory north of Galatia (which was the ancient 
Galatia) is being involved in that. We’ll worry about that when we get to that section.

On this missionary journey, they’ll go from Antioch, through the Cilician gates (the pass between the very 
rugged mountains); visit Lystra, Iconium, Derbe, and Pisidian Antioch (different from Syrian Antioch); 
come over here to Troas; cross over to Philippi, (do a work at Philippi); Amphipolis and Apollonia (no 
mission work in these cities here); then to Thessalonica, Berea, coming down to Athens, Corinth; then a 
quick stopover in Ephesus; and then they return to Jerusalem. There is much more of a sea voyage here 
than in the shorter journey, but a significant portion of Paul’s travel here is by land. So, if you talk about 
Paul being a very frail individual, that might be. He might be frail, but he was awfully strong to carry out 
all the missionary journeys that he traveled. It’s really rather impressive. How far does a person walk in a 
day, when they’re journeying in ancient times? Right around twenty miles — not much more than that, 
and not much less if you want to get somewhere.

Now, we have here at the beginning of the second missionary journey, a re-visiting of the churches. And 
then, Paul wants to go to the province or Bithynia. Bithynia is located in what we call northern Turkey, 
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next to the Black Sea. The province of Asia in the Bible does not mean that whole region farther to the east 
(China, etc.), but it’s this part of Turkey where Ephesus is the main city. He’s not wanting to go to India or 
China, but Asia here in Turkey (western Turkey on the Aegean Sea). And, he’s planning to do a 
missionary journey in Asia (remember the Asia we’re talking about — the province where Ephesus is the 
main city). And he has this intention (Acts 16:6-7), “They went through the region of Phrygia and Galatia, 
having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia. And when they had come up to 
Mysia, they attempted to go into Bithynia, but the Spirit of Jesus did not allow them.” How God leads 
them in these directions, we’re not told; we just know that this is the divine plan. So they now come to the 
city of Troas, near ancient Troy, and a vision appears to Paul (v.9-10), “And a vision appeared to Paul in 
the night: a man of Macedonia was standing there, urging him and saying, ‘Come over to Macedonia and 
help us.’ And when Paul had seen the vision, immediately we sought to go to Macedonia.” So now we 
have the first “we” section in the Book of Acts (Acts 16:9 begins it). He leaves the port of Troas (in modern-
day Turkey), goes halfway over to the island of Samothrace, where they set anchor and stay in the port so 
that they don’t have to go during the night; then the next day to the city of Neapolis, which is the port 
city; and they eventually come then by foot to Philippi.

And here now we begin to see the missionary strategy of the apostle (v.13), “And on the Sabbath day we 
went outside the gate to the riverside, where we supposed there was a place of prayer, and we sat down 
and spoke to the women who had come together.” The missionary strategy of Paul involves a major city. 
He stops at Philippi, that’s a small village on the way to a major city. And usually he looks for a city with 
a synagogue. There is no synagogue in Philippi, however. But there is a meeting place where Jewish 
women get together, and he goes there. And so the first attempt again, is to go to a Jewish audience. First 
to the Jew the gospel will go, then to the Greek. And also we find the practice of hospitality. There is at the 
meeting of the women a woman named Lydia (v.14-15), and “The Lord opened her heart to heed what 
Paul was saying,” and when she was baptized with her household, “…she besought us, saying, ‘If you 
have judged me to be faithful to the Lord, come to my house and stay.’”

The practice of hospitality was something that Paul could count on. If you went to an ancient city, there 
were not hotels; there were not inns (what we see in the Christmas story is not anything like a Super 8 
located on the outskirts of Bethlehem). These were the kinds of places where a caravan might stop, and so 
forth. There might be straw and things like that, but things like hotels are simply not the way people 
travel; one depends on hospitality. And hospitality was something very much ingrained on the Jewish 
mind. So that, if you were a Jew and you came to a city, met a Jewish person, and mentioned that you 
were traveling, they would invite you to stay in their home. That was just the practice. You just did it, 
even if you didn’t really want to — it was an unspoken requirement among Jews. It was part of the 
culture. And they would even argue over, and try to fight to have that honor of having the visitor stay 
with them. Remember that life at this time is pretty boring, and at least if you have a visitor you have 
someone else to share with and something else to talk about. So, Paul would live on the basis of 
hospitality, and that practice continues in the early church, and the early Christian missionaries would 
simply go to a village, find a Christian; they would be put up, and they would be encouraged and helped 
along the way.

Now that could be abused later on, and so in the early church they began to say that if they stayed more 
than two or three nights, kick them out (because then they’re abusing their missionary privilege). They 
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were being put up there on the way through the system of hospitality. So you have here major city, a 
Jewish audience, staying with the practice of hospitality.

Now a major conversion takes place, and that is the story of the Philippian jailer. It’s one that children 
learn very early about in the Sunday School materials. Paul heals a girl that has a demon of some sort, 
and the owners are really infuriated (the owners of that slave girl). And they charge Paul before the 
magistrates with disturbing the city, “’They advocate customs that are not lawful for us as Romans to 
accept or practice.’ The crowd joined in attacking them.” And in v.22, “the magistrates tore their garments 
off them and gave orders to beat them with rods. And when they had inflicted many blows upon them, 
they threw them into prison, ordering the jailer to keep them safely. Having received this order, he put 
them into the inner prison and fastened their feet to the stocks.”

At midnight they’re singing and praying; an earthquake comes and the doors of the prison are opened, 
and the jailer is about commit suicide. He had his sword and was about to commit suicide. Now why in 
the world would you do that? There was a law, the Justinian Code #944, which says that a guard is 
responsible for the prisoners. And if a prisoner escapes, the penalty that the prisoner was to suffer, the 
guard now has to take care of. So the prison guard, seeing the prison doors open, thinks that everyone 
has escaped, and, rather than go through all of this dishonor and suffering, he’s just going to take his life. 
And Paul says (v.28), “’Do not harm yourself, for we are all here.’ And the jailer called for lights and 
rushed in, and trembling with fear he fell down before Paul and Silas. Then he brought them out and 
said, 'Sirs, what must I do to be saved?’” At the same hour, we read that he spoke the word of the Lord to 
him, and to all that were of his house. He says “Believe in the Lord Jesus Christ and you will be saved, 
you and your house.” And he took him that night, washed their wounds, and he was baptized at once 
with all his family. This is an example of conversion where he believes in the Lord and is baptized right 
that night. Some have argued that this indicates infant baptism, because he’s baptized with all his house. 
But we don’t know if he had small children — they may have been grown-up children. But if you look at 
v. 34, “Then he brought them into his house and set food before them. And he rejoiced along with his 
entire household that he had believed in God.” If you want to get technical, you could say that if they’re 
old enough to rejoice, they’re old enough to believe. So I don’t think you can make a big issue of infant 
baptism based on this passage. So the gospel message is “believe in the Lord Jesus Christ and you’ll be 
saved.” Then you’re baptized, and we have this conversion in Europe in the experience at Philippi.

Now an interesting thing happens with the magistrates, however (v.35). “When it was day, the magistrates 
sent the police, saying, ‘Let those men go in peace.’” And they think, “Ok great, let’s go.” But Paul said to 
them (v. 37-39), “’They have beaten us publicly, uncondemned, men who are Roman citizens, and have 
thrown us into prison; and do they now cast us out secretly? No! Let them come themselves and take us 
out.’ The police reported these words to the magistrates, and they [the magistrates] were afraid when 
they heard that they were Roman citizens. So they came and apologized to them. And they took them out 
and asked them to leave the city.” Now, why are the magistrates afraid? Well, this is a special kind of city 
— a Roman city that had kind of an independent status from the province — it was a city that was built 
to house retired veterans of the legions, so it was very patriotic and sensitive to their unique Roman ties. 
But most importantly, it was forbidden to beat a Roman citizen. Even putting him in chains is forbidden. 
So these magistrates that had him chained and beaten -- and there was no charge, they were not 
condemned in any official way -- they’re frightened. They are literally frightened, and Paul is going to 
make the most of this.
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Whether he has in mind the desire to protect the Christians in the community, that if they beat this one 
famous Christian and got in serious trouble with it, they may be less likely to pick on other Christians in 
this way or not, we don’t know. But the magistrates come and apologize and say, “We’ve got this bucket of 
Kentucky fried chicken for you to eat on the way,” or something like that. Paul’s Roman citizenship didn’t 
protect him from a beating, but it shows that the beating was illegal and it frightened those that did beat 
him. But the Philippian jailer is converted, and we have a good example of conversion in the normal 
pattern. Believe in the Lord Jesus Christ and you are baptized.

Leaving Philippi, they come to the cities of Amphipolis and Apollonia. And we read (17:1), “Now when 
they had passed through Amphipolis and Apollonia, they came to Thessalonica, where there was a 
synagogue of the Jews.” Now, what does that suggest about Amphipolis and Apollonia? It appears that 
there was no synagogue in those cities. And the result was that Paul is not going to go in those cities, 
because the greatest pulpit he has available is a synagogue. All he has to do is go on the Sabbath into the 
synagogue, and sit and wait and be asked to preach. You can’t ask for anything better than that. You don’t 
have to ask for a spot in the downtown to show your Jesus film, or anything like that; you just go to the 
synagogue, and then they’ll ask you to preach. And this not only is an opportunity for him to preach, but 
it’s also a fulfillment of “to the Jew first, and also to the Greeks”. So that this is his strategy, and he 
practices that when comes to Thessalonica and he preaches there. And we have a little bit of a conflict 
with regard to just how long he was there. Beginning with Acts 17:2, “And Paul went in [to the 
synagogue], as was his custom, and on three Sabbath days he reasoned with them from the Scriptures, 
explaining and proving that it was necessary for the Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead, and 
saying, ‘This Jesus, whom I proclaim to you, is the Christ.’ And some of them were persuaded and joined 
Paul and Silas, as did a great many of the devout Greeks and not a few of the leading women. But the 
Jews were jealous ….” And a riot starts, and the result of the riot is that they drag Paul and Silas away 
into custody, and Jason is forced to put up a bond guaranteeing that they will leave. We continue in v.9, 
“When they had taken money as security from Jason and the rest, they let them go.”

So, they’re forced to leave the city in Acts 17:9, and when Paul writes his first letter to the Thessalonians, 
he says something that may reflect his opinion of what had happened here. In 1 Thessalonians 2:17-18 he 
says “Since we were bereft of you brethren for a short time, in person not in heart, we endeavored the 
more eagerly and with great desire to see you face to face, because we wanted to come to you — I, Paul, 
again and again—but Satan hindered us.” Some have suggested that the hindrance of Satan was the bond 
that Jason had to put up, guaranteeing that Paul would not stay in the city. Whether it is or not, it’s 
impossible to know. We can’t be dogmatic on that at all.

How long did Paul stay in the city? We have, according to this, that he was there for three weeks, in the 
synagogue preaching and it looks like after three weeks he may have had to flee. However, if you look at 
the letter of 1 Thessalonians, he says some things there that give the impression that he was there for a 
longer time. Turn with me to 1 Thessalonians 1:9, “For they themselves report concerning us what a 
welcome we had among you, and how you turned to God from idols to serve the living and true God.” If 
you turn from idols, what kind of people are you? Gentiles. And Paul seems to talk about a Gentile 
mission which Acts does not refer to. Acts just refers to the synagogue episode there. And then also you 
have in 2:14-16, “For you brethren became imitators of the churches of God in Christ Jesus that are in 
Judea. For you suffered the same things from your own countrymen as they did from the Jews.” So these 
are Gentiles, right? They’re suffering the same things as Gentiles from the Jewish Christians suffered from 
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Jews in Judea. So again, you have references to a group of Gentiles having entered the church, and we 
don’t have any time in the three weeks where a great work among the Gentiles is referred to here.

Most significant, however, is what Paul says in Philippians 4:16, “For even in Thessalonica you sent me 
help for my needs once and again.” So Paul, twice in Philippi, receives a gift of money from the 
Philippians. Now Philippi is 100 miles away. So if you have two trips from Philippi to Thessalonica for 
aid, etc., you have to think a lot more than three weeks. So it probably was a little longer than that, and 
Luke has just not been concerned about giving the exact amount of time here.

From Thessalonica he leaves to the city of Berea. Let’s just look at some of these cities — we have Troas, 
Samothrace, Neapolis is the port to Philippi, where they follow the road to Amphipolis and Apollonia (no 
work there); on to Thessalonica; down to Berea; from there they’ll go down to Athens, and on to Corinth.

At Berea there’s a believing church established there. We don’t have to refer to that; then he goes to 
Athens, and there’s some suggestion that he was waiting for Silas and Timothy to return. They were there 
with him in Athens; they had gone back to Thessalonica, and he was waiting in Athens for them. His 
intention was not to establish any mission there (there doesn’t seem to have been a synagogue there, 
which is somewhat surprising), but it’s a very pagan city. It was not so much a business center (Corinth 
was more that, because Corinth was a port city), but Athens was more of a symbolic city. And it could be 
that since Jews were very much in the mercantile and business aspects of cities, that Corinth would have 
been the city where they would have settled, because as a port city it was a good place to deal with trade 
and the like. But when he comes to Athens he’s waiting for them, and he’s forced to preach. He’s 
provoked by the idolatry that he saw in the city.

Even the ruins in Athens today are really very impressive — if you go to the Parthenon, it is an amazing 
city, with beautiful symmetry. But the reason it looks so symmetrical, is that, as one archaeologist said, 
“There’s not a straight line in the whole building.” Everything is bent. If you look at the straight columns, 
they’re not straight. They are bigger in the middle than at the top, because if they were straight, the 
middle would look narrower. And if you look at the top, the top doesn’t have straight walls going up; 
they’re bent outward, because if you look at it they’ll seem bent inward at the top. So everything is built 
according to these principles. It’s a remarkable building, and when we look at it we just marvel at the 
beauty of the city. But that’s not what Paul’s reaction was. Paul’s reaction was that he is aghast at its 
idolatry. Paul judges the city not by its externals, but what he sees in their heart, and it’s full of idolatry. 
It’s an ugly city, it’s so full of idolatry. And I think we have to be careful that we don’t judge the great 
accomplishments of architecture or buildings, seen as what they represent. Do they represent a love for 
God, and a piety? No, not at all, just the opposite. When we look at our own nation and its remarkable 
scientific achievements, and you look at what’s behind that, oft-times you don’t see a great love and piety 
of God, you see an ugliness. In the 1930’s for instance, the leading scientific nation in the world with 
physics and the like, was Germany. And yet, that covered a great ugliness in that country.

So, Paul sees and judges it, and decides he has to preach. And when he begins to preach (he has an ability 
to preach), and the result is that they take him to the Areopagus, which is the hill of Ares. We call it Mars 
Hill many times, because Ares is the Greek name for the god of war; Mars is the Roman name for the 
Greek god of war. So Mars Hill is just the Roman name; Areopagus is the Greek name. And there are 
Epicurean and stoic philosophers and so forth, and they say, “Let’s bring him up to the Areopagus and 
ask him to talk to us. After all, we have nothing better to do, and here’s someone who is saying 
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something. Let’s listen to him.” Now, the speech of Paul has been looked at by some people as being a 
very dangerous, false attempt, a bad attempt for Paul to become a philosopher, and the results are poor, 
and this indicates that he was rebuked. And when he writes to the Corinthians, he says (1 Corinthians 
2:2), “I determined [when I came] not to know anything among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified,” 
that he felt repentant over what he had done at Mars Hill. I think that’s a very poor, false understanding 
of what took place. What Paul is preaching is what any good preacher does — you try to make some 
contact with where the people are. And where he is, is not the synagogue, so he can’t refer to what God 
has done in the Old Testament (the promises made to Abraham, Isaac, and through the prophets, etc.). 
There would be no contact in that.

So what he does, standing up in the Areopagus in v. 22, he says, “Men of Athens, I perceive that in every 
way you are very religious. [You are religious people — let’s talk about religion.] For as I passed along 
and observed the objects of your worship, I found also an altar with this inscription, ‘To the unknown 
god.’” In other words, we have thousands of gods out here, but we might have left one out, and we don’t 
want to offend anybody, so let’s put one out there just in case. We have found archaeologically 
inscriptions to unknown gods plural up in Mars Hill, the Areopagus area. Continuing (v.23b),

“What therefore you worship as unknown, I now proclaim to you.” I want to talk to you about this thing, 
this unknown god that you know exists but you don’t know how to talk about. Let me talk to you about 
him. “The God who made the world and everything in it, being Lord of heaven and earth, does not live in 
temples made by man, nor is he served by human hands, as though he needed anything, since he himself 
gives to all mankind life and breath and everything. And he made from one man every nation of mankind 
to live on all the face of the earth, having determined allotted periods and the boundaries of their 
habitation, that they should seek God, and hope that they might feel after him and find him. Yet he is 
actually not far from each one of us, for ‘In him we live and move and have our being’; as even some of 
your prophets have said.

Notice here he quotes a Greek prophet. The Greek prophet is not inspired, but he said something that’s 
right, and I want to talk to you about that.

‘For we indeed are his offspring.’ Being then God’s offspring, we ought not to think that the deity is like 
gold or silver or stone, an image formed by the art and imagination of man. The times of ignorance God 
overlooked, but now he commands all people everywhere to repent, because he has fixed a day on which 
he will judge the world in righteousness by a man whom he has appointed; and of this he has given 
assurance to all by raising him from the dead.” Now when they heard of the resurrection of the dead, 
some mocked. But others said, ‘We will hear you again about this.’”

So, Paul gives a message, and he’s not pulling any punches. He says that they’re worshipping in 
ignorance, and that God bore with us, but now it’s time to repent — that’s not minimizing the message 
that you have here. And then when he gets to Jesus, he talks about his resurrection, and it’s at that point 
he’s turned off. No more. Now why is it at this point that they turn him off? Well, these are Greek 
philosophers, and the predominant Greek philosophy of the day was very influenced by Plato, who has a 
strong dualism. Matter is evil; spirit is good. That’s the whole problem in the world — the conflict 
between inner spirit and outer matter, and the problem that we have as some of the neo-platonists would 
say, is that our good soul is imprisoned in this body.
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The idea of a resurrection — when a person is finally freed once and for all from the curse of his body; for 
God then to put it back into a body, that’s absurd. So the resurrection, in which a resurrected body is 
being referred to, is a contradiction of terms for many Greek philosophers — it’s like a square circle. A 
good body is not possible — bodies are matter, and matter is, in and of itself, intrinsically evil. Therefore, 
they turn him off at that point, and some believe, and a small mention of this is made in v.34. I don’t think 
Luke thinks that Paul blundered on this. I think that Luke is giving an idea of Paul’s speech which was fit 
for the occasion. I don’t think you should say, “Well he didn’t preach about the Old Testament.” He was 
preaching to people who didn’t know the Old Testament. He wants some continuity, and I thought the 
response was simply because of the people who were there, not because of the message as such. Athens, 
however, never has a church that we read of in Acts. It doesn’t seem that there was a strong Christian 
community established there.

From Athens, they leave to Corinth. Corinth was located on an isthmus, a peninsula, and interestingly 
enough, if you come down Greece, you have at a certain point two bays that come in and come out again, 
and then you continue the peninsula down there. Coming around that peninsula was very dangerous. 
And so what they had done was to build a road on that small isthmus where the bays come in so the 
ships could come into one end of the bay, and then they would put it (if it was not too large) on wheels. 
And then they would roll it to the other side, and set it sail again, and it would go up the bay that was 
there, and continue on its journey. And so, travel from Turkey, Ephesus, and that side, always would 
come that way to avoid the danger and the lengthier time of coming around the isthmus of Greece. They 
would come to that bay, and they would roll across the country railway called Diolkos, and set sail. If it 
was too large a ship, they would have to unload it and reload to another awaiting ship. Later on the 
Greeks built a canal across, so ships could go through. It’s a rather impressive canal, and if you’re ever 
there, when you visit the canal, you can also walk down a path and see the old roadway on which they 
traveled that way.

It was a very large city — about ? million people. So if you leave Alexandria and Rome, the largest cities, 
this would be tied with maybe Ephesus and Antioch with the next-largest cities at about ? million. It is a 
port city. Port cities are not usually known for their great morality. People who are away from home tend 
to do things that they would not do if they were at home. And the very word “Corinthian” became a verb. 
To “corinthianize” something or someone was to debase them — a very immoral city, and we might say 
that it was not a great city to have a mission in. But it was an ideal city to have a mission in, in Paul’s 
mind. When he comes there, v.2, “He finds a Jew named Aquila, a native of Pontus, recently come from 
Italy with his wife Priscilla, because Claudius had commanded all the Jews to leave Rome.” He comes to 
the city, finds Priscilla and Aquila, lately come from Rome because Claudius had expelled all the Jews 
from Rome. There’s a wonderful correspondence between this and the Roman historian Suetonius, who 
writes in his work, The Life of Claudius (the emperor), that in AD 49, he expelled all the Jews from Rome. 
When we look at the Book of Acts, it’s things like this that reinforce your view that this man is a historian, 
and that he’s writing good history. And so you have this very event supported in that regard.

Silas and Timothy return in Acts 18:5 from Macedonia and Thessalonica, and inform Paul about what is 
going on there, and Paul then writes 1 Thessalonians. I mentioned the distance between Athens and 
Thessalonica by land is about 275 miles (by sea 350). We have in Corinth a large mission work among the 
Gentiles. And an event comes that I want to call to your attention in v. 12 and following, “When Gallio 
was proconsul of Achaia [in about AD 52], the Jews made a united attack on Paul and brought him before 
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the tribunal, saying, ‘This man is persuading people to worship God contrary to the law’ [This man is 
teaching a different religion.] But when Paul was about to open his mouth, Gallio said to the Jews, ‘If it 
were a matter of wrongdoing or vicious crime, O Jews, I would have reason to accept your complaint. But 
since it is a matter of questions about words and names and your own law, see to it yourselves. I refuse to 
be a judge of these things.’ And he drove them from the tribunal.” The Roman governor, AD 52 -- what is 
his view of Christianity? It’s a Jewish sect, thus protected by all those special rules and laws that Jews had 
been granted. Going back to the second century BC, the Jews were granted under the period of the 
Maccabees, special treaties with the Romans. And Julius Caesar, when he became emperor, extended 
them, which meant that Jews did not have to address the emperor by sacred names. They did not have to 
sacrifice to the emperor as a god; they could instead sacrifice in their temple to their god on his behalf.

That’s a big difference — as a Jew, you can do the one but you can’t do the other. You were able to collect 
temple taxes from the people. The Romans were very uneasy about having anyone possess large sums of 
money. Large sums of money allow you to acquire weapons and hire soldiers. They allowed the Jews to 
collect from all the male Jews in the world a temple tax. And the temple was very wealthy. There was a lot 
of money permitted there. This was extended into other areas of Jewish culture, as well. If, when welfare 
was being distributed by the Romans, it was a Sabbath day, a Jew could get his on another day so that he 
didn’t have to violate his religion. Not only that, if welfare were in sides of bacon, they could say, “I’m a 
Jew, I’ll take it in cash.” There were all sorts of privileges. And in general, Rome was very uneasy, very 
much opposed to new religions. Christianity doesn’t have any of those problems, because it’s a Jewish 
sect.

By the time it becomes clear that there is a clear break between the two, Christianity has been around for 
decades and has evidenced itself as not being much of a major problem. So it’s very interesting, and very 
important to see the Roman understanding of the Christian religion. Paul then writes 2 Thessalonians.

From Corinth, he returns after the end of the second missionary journey to Cenchreae, which is the port 
city. Corinth was on the west side of the isthmus; Cenchreae on the east side of the isthmus. So he crosses 
the isthmus by foot; sails from Cenchreae to Ephesus; then for a very short time Caesarea, Jerusalem, and 
Antioch. And that ends the 2d missionary journey.
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Chapter 17

Paul and His Letters: Introduction
Let me talk a little bit about the letters of Paul, because now we have two letters of Paul that have been 
written. Sometimes we refer to Paul’s epistle to the Romans and Paul’s epistle to Philemon; or Paul’s letter 
to the Romans and Paul’s letter to Philemon, etc. Epistles tend to be very formal, and not assume a prior 
relationship or knowledge, and tend to explain things pretty carefully. Letters build on a prior 
relationship, a prior understanding. They’re much more difficult for outsiders to understand.

I remember once getting a letter. My wife and I were in Israel, and our daughter wrote a letter which said 
something like “We went to get hamburgers, but we had to have fish again.” No one knew what that 
meant. It’s a letter. Our daughter was building on a common experience that she and her parents had had. 
That experience was, once we went into Hardee’s to order hamburgers. As we were waiting for them, a 
grease fire spread throughout the whole kitchen, and the whole place closed down. So we went next door 
to Arthur Treacher’s and had fish and chips. The letter was perfectly understandable to us. We had that 
experience. What happened was that they had gone to Hardee’s again, and there was another grease fire, 
so they went over and had fish and chips at Arthur Treacher’s.

Letters are understandable to the people they are being written to, because they build on a relationship. 
So when Paul talks about baptizing for the dead in 1 Corinthians 15, he and the Corinthians knew what 
that meant. We don’t have access to it. And when the writer of the Book of Revelation writes about the 
number of the beast being 666, he and no doubt his audience, knew that. Letters [i.e., epistles?] are 
addressed to people who aren’t into a more intimate circle, and therefore they’re more general in nature. 
And when you talk about Paul’s writings, Romans is more like an epistle; Philemon and Philippians are 
much more like letters. And so if you talk about Paul’s writings, what do you call them? Do you call them 
epistles or letters? I don’t know, since they usually tend to be a combination of the two.

The normal form of a letter was from A to B. A secular letter generally had greeting --we find examples of 
that in Acts 15:23, where they greet the church. James 1:1 also has that same kind of greeting, interestingly 
enough. On the other hand, Jewish letters would always begin with “Shalom”, or “Peace”. Christians had 
their own introduction. And so when Paul writes his letter, he borrows many times “peace”, but “grace” is 
especially prominent, and has now been added to the salutation. He uses “grace and peace”, or “grace, 
mercy, and peace”, or something like that. But grace has been added there.

This is generally followed to a thanksgiving, e.g., “I thank my God on every remembrance of you”, “I pray 
for you always”, “Blessed is our God and Father …”, etc. There’s always a word of thanksgiving or prayer. 
We will look at the letter of Galatians and will note that there is not one there, and that says an awful lot 
as to what Paul is getting at.

Then there’s the exhortation and instruction. This is followed by a conclusion, a benediction, and a wish 
for peace, some sort of a greeting or some sort of concluding autograph, e.g., “I write this with my own 
hand and a kiss”.
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Chapter 18

1 Thessalonians
Let’s look at 1 Thessalonians. The occasion, or the reason that Paul writes this letter, is found in 1 
Thessalonians 3:6, “Now that Timothy has come to us from you, and has brought us the good news of 
your faith and love and reported that you always remember us kindly and long to see us, as we long to 
see you ….” Timothy has come from the church, and he has brought good news. If you look at 3:1-2, he 
talks about this, “When we could bear it no longer, we were willing to be left behind at Athens alone, 
[while waiting for them, Acts says] and we sent Timothy, our brother and God’s servant to establish you 
in your faith and exhort you ….” Now Timothy has returned, and he informs Paul as to what is going on, 
and he is very happy about it. He praises the church. If you look at the opening part of the letter, after his 
beginning salutation (A to B), “Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy [A], to [B] the church of the Thessalonians, in 
God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ”, and then you have the greeting, “grace to you and peace”. Then 
you have, “We give thanks to God always for you, constantly mentioning you in our prayers, 
remembering …” And so he has a good word of exhortation here which he refers to all the way from vv. 
1-2 to v.10. There is that joyous expression. In 2:13, “We thank God constantly for this, that when you 
received the word of God, which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what 
it really is, the word of God …..” In 3:6-10, “Now Timothy has brought us the good news of your faith … 
for this reason, brethren, in all our distress and affliction we have been comforted about you through your 
faith.” So you have in 3:6-10 also exaggeration. Praise is important. And Paul praises the churches. Even 
when he has some problems, he can find something to praise the church about. He even praises the 
Corinthian church. My goodness, if my church that I attend was having the problems that they had in 
Corinth, I would not be able to say too much good about it. But Paul does — it’s important, and he 
searches for things that he can comment and praise them about.

He also wants to encourage the church. There’s a time of persecution that they have (1:6) “You became 
imitators of us and of the Lord, for you received the word in much affliction, with joy inspired by the 
Holy Spirit.” And in 2:1, “For you yourselves know, brethren, that our visit to you was not in vain. But 
though we had already suffered and been shamefully treated at Philippi, [this fits nicely with the story of 
Paul in Acts — one of those un-designed coincidences, where Paul’s being beaten and thrown into 
prison.] …we had courage in our God to declare to you the gospel of God in the midst of great 
opposition.” So he wants to talk about his persecution, and is also encouraging them in theirs. In 2:14, “For 
you brethren became imitators of the churches of God in Christ Jesus that are in Judea. For you suffered 
the same things from your own countrymen as they did from the Jews.” So here he praises the church and 
encourages them.

He defends his own actions here, because it seems that the church is wondering why Paul didn’t come 
himself, but sent Timothy as a substitute. He mentions that time and time he wanted to come, but he was 
not able to, that Satan prevented him. “I was willing to be left alone in Athens, I was so concerned about 
you, and so I sent Timothy.” So that, I was all alone in Athens during this time, and I have a great concern, 
I want to defend this.
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But there is a theological problem that is raised by this church, and it has to do with the “Parousia”. That’s 
a technical term that you need to know, because it’s used in the literature. It’s the Greek word for the 
coming, the coming of the Lord. There is some confusion here, and so Paul now tries to clarify this. And 
this clarification itself will be confusing to them, and he’ll have to write 2 Thessalonians as a result. But in 
4:13 he says, “We would not have you ignorant, brethren about those who are asleep.” There’s a particular 
problem. Apparently, some Thessalonian believers have in the meantime died, and now there’s a real 
problem. Paul said that when the Lord returned, we would meet him. What about those who’ve died? 
And so now he now deals with those who have died, and the coming of the Lord. “We don’t want you to 
be ignorant, brethren, about those who have fallen asleep, that you may not grieve as others who do not 
have hope. For since we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even so, through Jesus, God will bring 
with him those who have fallen asleep.” Death is not the end. Jesus died and rose from the dead, so those 
who are believers, your mother or father, or whoever it is that you lost, they too will have hope this way. 
“For this we declare to you by a word from the Lord, that we who are alive, who are left until the coming 
of the Lord, will not precede those who have fallen asleep. For the Lord himself will descend from heaven 
with a cry of command, with the voice of an archangel, and with the sound of the trumpet of God. And 
the dead in Christ will rise first. Then we who are alive, who are left, will be caught up together with 
them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and so we will always be with the Lord. Therefore comfort 
one another with these words.” So, don’t be discouraged — those who have died will not miss out on the 
Lord’s return. When he returns, we will join him, but first the dead in Christ will rise, and we will join 
them in this regard.

There have been those who have argued that this indicates that Paul thought he and the Thessalonians 
would be alive when the Lord returned, and that the Lord’s return was very near and imminent. Later on 
he realized that was not true, and he changed his mind about the Lord’s return being very, very close. 
After all, doesn’t he say, “…we who are alive will meet him in the air…”? Now think for a minute. That 
doesn’t make a lot of sense. The letter is written in AD 50. Twenty years have gone by. There have been 
Christians who have died. Furthermore, there have been Thessalonians who recently died, who are 
Christians. If “we who are alive” means “all of us who are Christians that are now living, we will meet the 
Lord”, that assumes that no one again will die in Thessalonica. And that doesn’t make sense. The other 
question is, how would you write simply that those who have died when he returns, they will rise from 
the dead; and then we who are presently alive will meet him? How do you do that without being 
extremely cumbersome? Would you say “those who have died will meet him, and those who are alive 
(although some of us may not be alive any longer), we will meet him in the air”? That’s very awkward. At 
the present time, we talk about the dead and the living, and so the dead will rise and then we will rise 
and meet him. And so that’s the simplest way of dealing with it. Don’t push it and say that this means 
that Paul believed that he would be alive when the Lord returned. No, it means that at the present time 
he’s with the living, not the dead.

And he doesn’t have any specific idea as to when the Lord is returning. He can’t say “I have been 
guaranteed by the Lord I will still be alive when he returns.” He doesn’t say anything like that. And with 
the very fact that some of them have already died, Paul is quite aware that maybe even before this letter 
returns to them one or two more Christians may have died. So you can’t say that Paul is that naïve, that 
he thinks that no one who is a Christian from the time he has penned this letter will die again. It’s simply 
the only way that he can refer to the living and the dead. “When we’re alive” means Christians who are 
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alive will meet him in the air, and those who are dead will rise from the dead. Where we are, nothing is 
specifically mentioned in that regard.

Concerning the time of the Lord’s return in 5:1-11, he simply points out that no one really knows that 
time; it’s unknown to us. The specific time is not revealed, which again suggests that, if that’s true, he 
couldn’t be so dogmatically naïve to say that “I know that I will still be alive when the Lord returns.”

Does that make sense? It’s amazing how a lot of biblical critics make such a big deal out of that, and I 
always wonder, “Well, how would you word it?” Well, the way you would word it, to protect yourself 
would be so awkward, that it’s just not the way people would write. So it’s just common sense that you 
would apply in this regard.

Let me just point out that he concludes his letter in the typical fashion, vv. 5:23 and following, and then in 
v. 26, “Greet the brethren with a holy kiss. I adjure you before the Lord to have this letter read to all the 
brethren. The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you.” “I adjure you by the Lord that this letter be read 
to all the brethren”: he has a high view of his letter, kind of like it’s scripture. He doesn’t say that, but he 
says that it should be read by everybody. When we recognize it as part of our Bible, it’s because we 
believe that this letter should be read to all the brethren. So we have a similar mindset in that regard as 
Paul.

!71



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Chapter 19

2 Thessalonians
We looked at 1 Thessalonians last week, and there really is no critical debate as to the authorship of 1 
Thessalonians. Today, just about all critical scholars would say that there are seven letters that are clearly 
Pauline. Those letters are the four largest ones (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians --no questions 
about authorship on those); Philippians everybody acknowledges as Pauline; Philemon; and 1 
Thessalonians. Those seven letters, just about any critical scholar will accept as Pauline.

The others (2 Thessalonians, Colossians, etc.) are debated. The others that are debated are Ephesians, 
Colossians, 2 Thessalonians. It’s interesting that in the early part of the nineteenth century, a man by the 
name of F. C. Bauer argued that there were really only four letters that you knew were Pauline, and those 
were Romans, 1 and2 Corinthians, and Galatians, and the reason is that those are the only letters that deal 
with the defense of the doctrine of justification by faith; the others were all pseudonymous. Scholars tend 
to try to out-criticize each other. If it became accepted that only four letters were authentic, it wasn’t long 
before someone came along and said that there are no letters that are authentic. It’s kind of hard to top 
that, but yet another scholar came along and tried to argue that Paul never lived.

Now that wild insanity is over, and so when you talk about Paul’s letters, everybody -- even those at 
Harvard and Yale Divinity School and so forth -- would say Paul wrote Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, 
Galatians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon — these are clearly Pauline. Some even in this 
group may argue that he may have written Colossians and 2 Thessalonians and Ephesians. But the others 
(the pastorals) -- you would be politically incorrect to accept those.

The questions of 2 Thessalonians are not due to any external evidence. In other words, everybody from 
the very beginning acknowledged this letter as being Pauline. But it’s primarily because there are so 
many “differences” between 1 and 2 Thessalonians. And the irony is that in the other argument, there are 
too many likenesses between the letters, both of which argue that Paul didn’t write this.

For instance, the eschatological section in 2 Thessalonians chapter 2 about their not being shaken as to the 
day of the coming of the Lord, and how certain things must take place first (the man of sin must be 
revealed, and the restrainer taken away). These are supposedly in conflict with 1 Thessalonians 5:1, where 
Paul says that the day of the Lord will come like a thief in the night. Well, if you come “like a thief in the 
night”, you can’t have certain “things that must take place” beforehand, as 2 Thessalonians chapter 2 
seems to refer to.

Another argument against Pauline authorship is the claim in the book that this is indeed written by Paul. 
We read in 2 Thessalonians 3:17, “I, Paul, write this greeting with my own hand. This is the mark in every 
letter of mine. This is the way I write.” This is an argument against his having written the letter, because if 
he really wrote the letter, he wouldn’t have had to say that. It’s a strange kind of argument in many ways, 
but they’re arguing that Paul would never have to affirm so strongly in his own letter that he really wrote 
it; it’s only if you’re a forger that you’d say something like that.
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The other thing is that there are some very close parallels, for instance the wording, “we give thanks to 
God always for all of you”, you find in both 1 and 2 Thessalonians, and this argues strangely against Paul 
having written it. Somebody was copying a later letter of Paul, and used that same terminology. 
Reference to a work of faith is also mentioned in both letters (this shows that someone who had a copy of 
1 Thessalonians was using phrases from it). But these very phrases, like “giving thanks to God always for 
you” are found in 1 Corinthians 1:4. They’re found in Philippians 1:3, and Colossians 1:3 as well. Now the 
first two everybody acknowledged as Pauline, so you can’t say that the writer of 2 Thessalonians saw 
these phrases in other Pauline letters and therefore he copied it; because he could say the same about 1 
Corinthians. Paul just repeated himself sometimes. It’s hard to argue that way.

There is reference to a forged letter in chapter 2, where he says (v.2) that they should not be “quickly 
shaken in mind or excited, either by spirit, or by word, or a letter purporting to be from us ….” They 
argue that no one would forge a letter from Paul unless time had passed, and he’d become fairly famous, 
and people knew wrote a lot of letters. Only then would you forge a Pauline letter. On the other hand, the 
people at Thessalonica know that Paul wrote an earlier letter, so a forged letter arguing another point of 
view would fit very well with his having written 1 Thessalonians.

Now, again, I don’t think there’s any real reason to deny that Paul wrote 2 Thessalonians 3:17. I think the 
arguments against his writing some of the other letters, like the Pastorals, are stronger, but I don’t think 
they’re convincing there. But here, I think they’re very weak.

Just some comments (we don’t have time to go through verse-by-verse and analyze this letter) on the 
kinds of things that I want to call your attention to. In 1:9-10, Paul makes a specific reference to the eternal 
judgment that comes upon the unbeliever. Paul says, “They [those who are opposing God] shall suffer the 
punishment of eternal destruction, an exclusion from the presence of the Lord and from the glory of his 
might, when he comes on that day to be glorified in his saints ….” Here’s a reference to eternal judgment. 
You can’t argue from this passage, however, whether this involves an eternal consciousness in that 
punishment, or an annihilation of some sort. It’s eternal, unchanging, but it is from other passages that I 
think you have to argue that this is a conscious existence after death. This simply says that it’s eternal and 
it’s banishment from the Lord. But annihilation would be possible here; although in light of other 
evidence in the testament, you add that and then you have a conscious eternal judgment that takes place.

One of the things that we have, especially in America, is a very individualistic kind of Christianity. And in 
1:11-12, Paul has “To this end we always pray for you, that our God may make you worthy of his calling 
and may fulfill every resolve for good and every work of faith by his power, so that the name of our Lord 
Jesus may be glorified in you, and you in him, according to the grace of our God and the Lord Jesus 
Christ.” Now the “you” here is a plural. And I think that when Paul talks this way, he’s not so much 
talking about you and I as individuals simply, but about the church as the body of Christ that is to be this 
way. That’s much more of a corporate understanding. We usually think of something like this: if every 
one of us is a church, we’ll be filled with the Spirit, and then the church will be filled with the Spirit. 
That’s not the way Paul thinks. He thinks: if the church is filled with the Spirit, then all the individuals 
will be filled with the Spirit. But he thinks more of the body as a unity than we do. We’re very 
individualistic. And I think that we need to start thinking about how Paul thinks more of the community 
of believers, the body of Christ, and it may be some of our Protestant background that deals with that. 
There’s a balance — surely, there’s individual piety, and God wants to see Jesus Christ glorified in us as 
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individuals, but he thinks of the community, the church, the church in Thessalonica — Christ should be 
glorified in it in the midst of a pagan environment.

Now in 2:1, we have a problem that developed, probably from 1 Thessalonians chapter 4. Remember that 
Paul wrote 1 Thessalonians because of a problem. He had taught earlier to the church that, when Jesus 
comes, we would be glorified with him and we would meet him as he comes in his glory. The problem is 
that some people have died in the believing community since Paul left, and they’re wondering if they’re 
going to miss out. What about the people who have died, the dead Christians? What about Grandma and 
Grandpa, will they miss out on this glorious appearing? And so he says, “No, the dead in Christ will rise 
first. Then we who are alive will meet him in the air.” Now what’s happened is that there has come a kind 
of “second coming fever”, that the Lord’s about to come so soon that all sorts of disruptions have taken 
place in the community. Some people have stopped working. Look at 3:6, for instance, “Now we 
command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that you keep away from any brother who 
is walking in idleness and not in accord with the tradition that you received from us. For you yourselves 
know how you ought to imitate us, because we were not idle when we were with you, nor did we eat any 
man’s bread without paying …” What’s happened apparently is that there were people in the church who 
believed that the Lord would come so soon, why work any longer? Besides, you have more than enough 
to take care of all of us. So, they have become lax this way. And the result is that Paul says “don’t be 
shaken” by this idea that the Lord is about to come.

And furthermore, this idea has been further raised and agitated by a number of things. In 2:2, we have 
the fact that there had been a reference that they should not be “shaken in mind by spirit, or by word, or 
by letter purporting to be from us.” “Spirit” here is probably some sort of a visionary experience that 
someone in the community had. He probably came forward and said “I had a vision, and the Lord’s about 
to return, etc.” Even in more recent times, there was “98 Reasons Why Jesus Will Return in 1998” — a book 
that was succeeded by the same author by “99 Reasons Why Jesus Will Return in 1999”. You would think 
that somehow people would learn from this. But here, somebody had a vision that the Lord is about to 
return, and that has shaken the community. Don’t be shaken by visions like that, “…or by word”. Here, 
there is some oral report that some person had, “I heard the other day, or I once heard someone say that 
something of one nature ….” And there may even have been a fraudulent letter “…a letter purporting to 
be from us…”, all of which is stirring up the congregation that the Lord’s return is about to come. The Day 
of the Lord has come.

Exactly why people are being persuaded this way, along with these things — one potential reason for this 
is that there is a sense in theology when we talk about realized eschatology. You remember New 
Testament 1: realized eschatology means that the kingdom of God has in some way already come. It has. 
The first fruits of the resurrection has begun — Christ has been raised from the dead. We’ve been raised to 
newness of life, the Spirit has been given. And some have suggested that, if you emphasize this to an 
extreme you get over-excited about the end-times being just about to break in on us, etc. The Day of the 
Lord that’s referred to here is somewhat broader than the second coming. The Day of the Lord includes 
all that takes place at the very end. If there is tribulation, that’s part of the Day of the Lord. Then you have 
the Parousia, or the coming of the Lord, that’s part of it as well. Some have suggested that in 1:4, the 
“persecutions and afflictions” that they are suffering; and in 1:7, the affliction they’re going through might 
have suggested to some people that the end times had come and that the great tribulation was now upon 
them.
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Paul says, “No, before that takes place, some things must occur first.” And there’s a back-side of that sheet 
that you might want to turn to. There are three things he says have to come first:

• Tone of these things it that there has to be a rebellion or apostasy (v.3). One of the problems we have is 
that this was a letter, and he’s sharing this with teaching that he’s already given them. Has he talked 
about a great rebellion coming — by whom? That the Jewish people will have a rebellion? That the 
Christians will turn away from the Lord? That the world in general will abandon God’s moral standards? 
The fact that he uses the word “the” indicates that it is a specific rebellion that they are apparently aware 
of, so some great something at the end -- a great apostasy -- is going to take place first. That’s a very 
common idea in the Old Testament and in Jewish literature in general — that the end times will be 
terrible times — that all will fall apart before the end. This is very different than many people who say 
that there’s a rapture first, and then the end times come. Paul seems to be saying no, this will come first, 
before the Lord’s coming will take place.

• Then there’s a man of lawlessness -- what that means is an anti-Christ — there are several suggestions 
here. Again, because it’s a letter, his audience knew what he meant. We are somewhat unable to figure it 
out precisely.

• The third thing is in v. 6, that there is a restrainer that will be removed — something restraining, keeping 
the end from taking place. And the interesting thing is, we don’t know, from the text of this, whether the 
restraining is a good thing or a bad thing. And if you argue that it’s a good thing, what exactly is this 
good thing that’s restraining the evil so that the end will not take place yet? Some have suggested that it’s 
the Holy Spirit, the presence of the church. Some have suggested that it could be the Roman Empire 
(which Paul had a high opinion of in many ways), that restrained sin. Some thought that Paul himself 
might have been the restrainer (there is no suggestion from Paul on that). Some have suggested that it’s 
God or God being removed, etc.

So there are a lot of things here that for us are unclear, but I think this indicates that this is the letter 
nature of this. He doesn’t have to explain these things. Perhaps it would have been helpful if he had, but 
for whom? For us, but he wasn’t writing to us. And the people of Thessalonica, they would have 
understood. This is the problem with interpreting letters. We are outsiders. And I think, rather than 
simply speculating, we have to say that we simply don’t know on these things. Paul did say that they 
shouldn’t be shaken that the Lord would return immediately to them, because certain things would take 
place first.

Now in 2:15, “Brethren, stand firm, and hold to the traditions that you were taught by us, either by our 
spoken wore or by letter.” There are traditions that Paul gave to them. We’ll look at some traditions, in 1 
Corinthians especially, later on. But these have been passed on. So, they had from the beginning not only 
the Old Testament to guide them, but his churches had traditions — some of them probably were the 
Jesus traditions (the oral traditions of Jesus’ words and deeds). There were other kinds of traditions; some 
seem to have been theological formulations. In 1 Corinthians 15:3, Paul says, “I delivered to you what I 
also received …” and he gives a tradition, which is not a saying of Jesus or an act of Jesus, but it goes on, 
“…how Christ died for our sins in accordance with the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised 
on the third day in accordance with the Scriptures, and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve 
….” That’s a tradition that they had apparently been handed, and memorized as a sort of a catechetical 
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tradition that they remembered. And that was also part of their theological basis. So both the Jesus 
traditions and other theological traditions they had been taught and were aware of.

He goes on in 2:16, “Now may our Lord Jesus Christ himself, and God our Father, who loved us and gave 
us eternal comfort and good hope through grace, comfort your hearts and establish them in every good 
work and word.” “May the Lord Jesus and God our Father ….” Placing them side by side must indicate 
that there’s a very unique Christology that Paul has in mind here. You don’t say “…and may Robert Stein 
himself and God our Father, who loved us …” — you don’t do that! But Paul puts Jesus in that way. He 
didn’t put himself there, but there’s something about Jesus. And you might say that this makes him part 
of the trinity -- but that’s too developed at this point. But the very fact that he places Jesus and God side 
by side in this kind of a benediction is a very high Christology. And later on, he gives in Philippians 
statements that indicate that he is divine. And when you say that Jesus is divine, and you’re a Pharisaic 
Jew, that’s different than if you say that Jesus is divine and you’re a philosopher on Mars Hill, where there 
are all sorts of divinities up there. So, we have here a Christology that is not the Nicene Creed at this 
point, but a very strong understanding of Jesus’ divine nature, said by a Jew who every day repeated 
“Hear, O Israel, the Lord your God is one.” And Jesus is placed side by side with God in that way.

A couple of other comments briefly on this: 3:14, “If anyone refuses to obey what we say in this letter, take 
note of that person, and have nothing to do with him, that he may be ashamed.” Paul thinks his letters are 
authoritative, that the church must obey them. He doesn’t say, “At the next prayer meeting, why don’t 
you consider some of these things?” He doesn’t write that way. He writes, and people are to heed what he 
says. And I think that is very much in harmony with our view, that they are canonical — they’re part of 
the sacred scripture.

Two more comments: 2:1, in light of the issues that we have today when we talk about translation and 
inclusive language, “Now concerning the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ and our being gathered 
together to him, we beg you brethren ….” For “brethren” here (some have “brothers”), the Greek word is 
“brothers”, plural, but the meaning of this word is what? Brothers and sisters? How do you translate it? 
See now, that’s the problem. The problem is that if you just have a word-for-word translation, you might 
want to put “brothers” there, which could be confusing. Or you could say that the thought that Paul has in 
mind, is he’s writing to the church — to all the church. He does not want the church to be shaken by this, 
and he uses “brothers” in an inclusive way, to include all who are in the church. But how do you translate 
that? It’s not a theological issue in the sense of whether you’re being true or false to the Bible. Do you 
translate the thought of Paul, or the word of Paul? The word is brothers, but the thought is brothers and 
sisters. So if you have an inclusive translation, then you’d put brothers and sisters here. And that’s 
something you’ll have to decide, as to how you want to deal with that.

In 3:6, Paul states something about the relationship that the church should have towards those that live in 
idleness, “Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that you keep away 
from any brother who is walking in idleness and not in accord with the tradition that you received from 
us. For you yourselves know how you ought to imitate us, because we were not idle when we were with 
you, nor did we eat anyone’s bread without paying for it, but with toil and labor we worked night and 
day, that we might not be a burden to any of you. It was not because we do not have that right, but to 
give you in ourselves an example to imitate. For even when we were with you, we would give you this 
command: If anyone is not willing to work, let him not eat.” Now are there implications to that? A 
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Christian today sees political issues on welfare. There’s been an emphasis now on how people on welfare 
should work. Paul is not saying that if a person is physically unable to work, don’t give him anything to 
eat. When these people are living in idleness, it means there’s work available. They can work, they simply 
are not doing it. And in the earliest history of the colonies, wasn’t it the Jamestown governor who took 
this very literally, and people who refused to work were not fed? It’s amazing how people feel like they 
ought to work after something like that. How do you apply that in your own situation? Well, one thing 
you have to think about is whether work is available [i.e., idleness and unemployment aren’t necessarily 
the same thing], and whether one is physically able to work; and so one must draw implications for that.

The main thing in 2 Thessalonians is that we have to remember that Paul writes because of a particular 
problem on “second coming fever”. And that he tries to calm this down by saying that there are certain 
things that must happen before these things take place.
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Chapter 20

Third Missionary Journey
Returning back to the third missionary journey, we ended earlier with the second missionary journey, 
which he finishes in Jerusalem, like he [i.e., Paul] does every missionary journey. And it’s rather 
interesting — when Paul does all of this journeying, Luke summarizes it rather briefly. Acts 18:22 (the end 
of the second missionary journey) says, “When he had landed at Caesarea, he went up and greeted the 
church ….” “He went up …” — where do you go up, in that part of the world? Jerusalem. You never go 
down to Jerusalem, even if you’re in the north. If you’re in the north, and you go to Jerusalem, you go 
north. If you’re in the south, you go up. If you’re in the east you go up. And if you are in the west you go 
up, because Jerusalem is on a mountain, and so you’re always going up. And, no matter what direction 
you leave Jerusalem, you go down. So, he goes up from Caesarea to visit the church, which is centered in 
Jerusalem, and then he goes down to Antioch. Continuing in v. 23, “After spending some time there, he 
departed and went from one place to the next through the region of Galatia and Phrygia ….” And then, 
with 19:1, he’s in Ephesus. That’s a small, 1500-mile walk. There’s time that way, and on average, walking 
16 miles a day was a pretty common pace. That’s 100 or so days of doing nothing but walking. He can’t be 
too frail, especially if he has to carry his things with him. He has to carry some of his tent-making 
equipment, and texts, and things of that nature. So it’s a long journey, and now we’ll find that he leaves 
the province of Asia once again, and will cross over to Europe.

In the second missionary journey, what cities did he visit where he established churches? There were two 
cities in Macedonia — Philippi and Thessalonica (and we have a letter to the Thessalonians). Then he 
leaves and stops by Berea and does something, but we don’t read much by way of a church there; there’s 
no letter to that church. And where does he spend his largest amount of time in his second missionary 
journey? In the city of Corinth — the largest city there.

On this missionary journey, he’ll spend the largest amount of his time in the city of Ephesus. To prepare 
for the story of Acts 19:1, Luke tells us about a man named Apollos, who came to Ephesus, and is a great 
preacher. Later on, in Paul’s letter to the Corinthians, some people will say “I am of Apollos, I am of Peter, 
I am of Paul, etc.” So he was probably a very eloquent man, and great in preaching.

In Chapter 19 an incident takes place that is very hard to understand, “While Apollos was at Corinth, Paul 
passed through the upper country and came to Ephesus.” Ephesus is the main city in the province of Asia, 
which is the western part of modern-day Turkey. Continuing, “There he found some disciples. And he 
said to them ‘Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?’ And they said, ‘No, we have not even 
heard that there is a Holy Spirit.’” Doesn’t that sound like something weird? Can you imagine anybody 
that we’ve read of who’s a Christian before this in Acts saying that they’ve never heard that there’s a Holy 
Spirit? It’s very strange. So Paul then says (v. 3), “Into what were you then baptized?” because something’s 
strange. They reply that they were baptized into John’s baptism. These were followers of John the Baptist. 
We’re talking about 55 AD, and these are followers of John that continued. There will continue to be 
members of the sect of John the Baptist into the 200’s, or at least to the end of the second century. So, 
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John’s impact was great; he gathered followers who continued to be followers of John, and that group 
continued to evangelize and establish themselves for probably another 150 years.

These are followers of John the Baptist, apparently, in Corinth, and Paul says (v. 4), “’John baptized with 
the baptism of repentance, telling the people to believe in the one who was to come after him, that is, 
Jesus.’ On hearing this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. And when Paul had laid his 
hands on them, the Holy Spirit came on them, and they began speaking in tongues and prophesying. 
There were about twelve of them.” This is a very unusual situation, the fact that Paul wants to ask, 
sensing that something is wrong. He doesn’t ask “Have you been baptized?” He doesn’t ask, “Have you 
repented?” He doesn’t ask “Do you believe?” He asks, “Have you received the Spirit?”, which is the clue of 
being a Christian back then. This is key, because if they answer “no”, he tells them about Jesus, and then 
he baptizes them. So, it’s clear that in Paul’s mind, they’re not Christians. In Luke’s mind they’re not 
Christians, because otherwise they would be baptized. Baptism is an essential part of becoming part of 
the Christian community. So they become believers, and (v. 6) the Spirit comes upon them in the same 
way. This is the third passage in Acts (only three) in which the Spirit comes in a visible way, and there is 
speaking in tongues, the other two being Pentecost and Cornelius, and all of these being essentially 
distinct and unusual in that way. I don’t think Luke wants us to assume that this happens to everybody in 
the Book of Acts, because he only refers to it in these three instances. They’re disciples, and now they 
have become Christian believers.

In his approach, we find that once again we have that he entered a synagogue (v. 8). That’s the way he’s 
starting his mission — he starts in a synagogue, “For three months he spoke boldly, arguing and pleading 
with them about the kingdom of God. But some were stubborn and disbelieved, speaking evil of the Way 
before the congregation, who withdrew from them taking the disciples with him, and argued daily in the 
hall of Tyrannus. This continued for two years.” So here we have another very long stay once again, and 
that is in the city of Ephesus.

What probably happens here later on, in 20:31, is something we may as well look at now. He refers to his 
being there three years. He says when he meets the Ephesian elders and gives his parting sermon, “Be 
alert, remembering that for three years I did not cease night or day to admonish every one with tears …,” 
so, this indicates a three-year ministry in this major city.

Tyrannus owned a lecture hall which was probably occupied early in the morning, up to about 10:00 in 
the morning, or something like that (maybe 11:00). Then there was usually a break time in that society 
from about 11:00 until about 3:00 — siesta time is still part of that world because of the heat. It’s 
impossible to do anything. And then after that the hall would be used again. But during that time 
between 11:00, say, and 3:00, it would be empty, and Paul hires it and uses that as his church.

A number of things happen, great work progresses there; and from here, churches are established. This is 
the central base in Asia. But surrounding Ephesus (which is a city about the size of Corinth — about 
500,000 people), there are other cities — not as large, but large cities for those days — Colossi, Laodicea, 
and Hierapolis. These are established as mission centers. Churches begin there, and Paul’s partners go out 
from Ephesus to establish the churches in those areas. In Colossians, Paul refers to their having been 
established. He says about Epaphras, “For I bear witness that he has worked hard for you and for those in 
Laodicea and in Hierapolis. Luke the beloved physician greets you, as does Demas. Give my greetings to 
the brothers at Laodicea, and to Nympha and the church in her house. And when this letter has been read 
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among you, have it also read in the church of the Laodiceans.” So, all of those are cities right around 
Ephesus, and those are established during this particular period of time. Main city — first to the Jew — 
then if they’re expelled from the synagogue he goes to the Greeks — and from there are established 
satellite churches in the surrounding areas of Colossae, Laodicea, and Hierapolis.

During this time, in his third missionary journey, the four main letters of Paul are written: Galatians, 1 
and 2 Corinthians (although we’ll note that he actually wrote at least four letters to the Corinthians — 
we’ll note that there were more than just the 1 and 2 Corinthians that we have), and then the letter to the 
Romans.

So, in the third missionary journey, we have his most extensive stay in any one city that we know of 
(some 3 years in Ephesus), and his four main letters he writes at that time. After that, he returns, visits 
Corinth, goes over to Cenchreae, visits Philippi, etc., and then returns at the end of the third missionary 
journey.
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Chapter 21

Galatians: Background
When we talk about Philippians, we talk about the church at the city of Philippi; Colossians, the church at 
the city of Colossae; and Thessalonians, the church at the city of Thessalonica; but Galatians does not refer 
to a city. Galatians refers to either the province or territory, but it includes a group of churches, not just a 
single city. And the main question that comes up as to Galatia is the South Galatian Hypothesis or the 
North Galatian Hypothesis, which simply is, “Did Paul write to the Roman province that is called Galatia, 
or to the ethnic territory that was called Galatia?” Long before it became a Roman province designated by 
that name, there was a territory called Galatia, and the province would be for the south; the ethnic area is 
further north. Now if he’s referring to the province of Galatia, that would include the churches that had 
been established on the first missionary journey. Pisidian Antioch, Lystra, Iconium, and Derbe are all in 
the province of Galatia. Paul doesn’t really in the Book of Acts ever specifically establish churches in what 
we would call the north Galatian area, but in 18:23, this would be when that would have had to take 
place, “After spending some time there, he departed and went from place to place through the region of 
Galatia and Phrygia, strengthening all the disciples.” So that, if it is the northern area, then we have to say 
it’s after Acts 18:23. If it’s south Galatia, the Roman province, then it would be the churches established on 
the very first missionary journey. So it could have been written any time from AD 49 on.

I tend to favor what we call the South Galatian Hypothesis for a couple of reasons. In Galatians 2:13, Paul 
refers to Barnabas. Now, the impression that you get here is that they know Barnabas, “And with him the 
rest of the Jews acted insincerely, so that even Barnabas was carried astray by their insincerity.” They must 
know who Barnabas is. Even Barnabas was carried away by what was going on here. If you say that, they 
must know who Barnabas is. So if Barnabas is known, when was Barnabas with Paul? On the first 
Missionary journey. So, this would have to be the south Galatian group of churches. They would know 
who Barnabas was; the north Galatian churches might have heard something about Barnabas, if they 
knew stories about apostles, but they would never have known him personally. The Book of Acts never 
speaks of Paul having founded churches in the territory of Galatia; we just have to assume that when he 
passed through there, this took place. But nothing specifically is said.

Furthermore, Paul tends to use Roman political (not ethnic) designations for the places, and that would 
be right up his alley as a Roman citizen (and somewhat proud of being a Roman citizen and the benefits 
that it bestowed upon him). To use Roman political designations makes sense here.

Also, in 1 Corinthians 16:1, he refers to the Galatians having taken part in an offering that at the end of 
the third missionary journey is brought to Jerusalem. We’ll talk more about that. But at the end of his 
third missionary journey, Paul brings a missionary offering to the poor in Jerusalem. And when he writes 
1 Corinthians, he refers to this offering (he refers also in 2 Corinthians to it), “Now concerning the 
contribution for the saints [meaning the poor in Jerusalem], as I directed the churches of Galatia, so you 
are also to do.” So he refers here to this offering that he has been collecting, and the churches in Galatia 
have given that offering. In Acts 20, at the end of the third missionary journey, Luke refers to people who 
go with Paul, (only later do we find that they went expressly bringing an offering) but he mentions 
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various people. For instance, he says, “There he spent three months, … and he determined to return 
though Macedonia. Sopater of Berea, son of Pyrrhus, accompanied him; and the Thessalonians, 
Aristarchus and Secundus; and Gaius of Derbe, and Timothy ….” When he speaks of Gaius of Derbe, 
that’s south Galatia. So, these people bringing the offering with him to Jerusalem (and we’ll talk more 
about that next week), these people accompanying the offering, well the only Galatia that we know of is 
the province, and not the territory. So I think the South Galatian Hypothesis is the issue. And essentially, 
this is a historical question, and it doesn’t affect the interpretation of Galatians in any way.

It is interesting how lots of Germans who were critical of the accounts in Acts tend to argue for the North 
Galatian Hypothesis. But evangelicals have tended to argue for the South Galatian Hypothesis. It fits the 
account in Acts much better, and evangelicals may have a tendency to want to harmonize it and say “well, 
you know, Paul did establish a church in Galatia — in south Galatia — so why don’t we just accept that?” 
And some of the more critical scholars have a bias too. Many times I think they choose to find conflicts 
rather than harmony in that regard.

As to the date, if you accept the South Galatian Hypothesis, and that Acts 15 and Galatians 2 refer to the 
same event, it could take place any time after AD 50. In the North Galatian Hypothesis, it would have to 
be after AD 54. So the earliest date would be AD 50, or around 54. I believe it’s around AD 54, but I 
believe in the South Galatian Hypothesis. But the dating of Galatians is really difficult. I think Romans 
and 1 Corinthians are easy to date (around AD 55). For Galatians, some have argued that it’s Paul’s 
earliest letter. In other words, it’s even before the Thessalonian letters. There are no clues as to when after 
AD 50 the letter was written; it could have been the earliest of Paul’s letters. I think that the similarity 
between Galatians and Romans suggests that probably they’re dealing at about the same time with 
similar issues. So the similarity of Galatians to Romans, and also some of the arguments in 1 and 2 
Corinthians suggest to me that it’s around AD 55. But again, it’s impossible to be dogmatic in that regard.

When we talk about Paul’s letters, we talk about their occasional nature. That means that they are written 
because of a problem. There’s an occasion here. Why did he write Galatians? Well, there are some 
problems. Now, the problems of Galatia that they faced, and the argument of Paul defending that, gives 
us the basis of one of the two most important letters of the New Testament teaching the doctrine of 
justification by faith. There seem to be people in Galatia that are troubling them from outside actually, but 
they are now in Galatia, troubling the Galatian Christians. One of those issues is the issue of circumcision. 
You may say, “Wasn’t that issue settled in Jerusalem at the end of the first missionary journey, in around 
AD 49, when the church in Antioch sent Paul and Barnabas there?” It seems that theologically it should 
have been resolved there, but the issue seems to have come up again. Some people raised it again, and 
here in Galatians 5:2, Paul says, “Now I Paul say to you that if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of 
no advantage to you. I testify again to every man who receives circumcision that he is bound to keep the 
whole law. You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the law; you have fallen away 
from grace. For through the Spirit, by faith, we ourselves eagerly wait for the hope of righteousness. For 
in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is of any avail, but faith working through love.” 
And then in 6:12-13, “It is those who want to make a good showing in the flesh that would compel you to 
be circumcised, and only in order that they may not be persecuted for the cross of Christ. But even those 
who receive circumcision do not themselves keep the law, for they desire to have you circumcised that 
they may glory in your flesh.” So circumcision is a key issue.
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Another issue related to that is the emphasis on keeping the law. In 3:2, Paul asks them, “Let me ask you 
only this: Did you receive the Spirit by works of the law or by hearing with faith?” And in 3:10, “All who 
rely on works of the law are under a curse; for it is written, ‘Cursed be everyone who does not abide by 
all things written in the Book of the Law, to do them.’” And in 3:24-25, “So that the law was our custodian 
until Christ came, in order that we might be justified by faith. But now that faith has come, we are no 
longer under that custodian.” And in 5:4, “You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the 
law.”

Also, there seems to be the involving of keeping certain Jewish feasts (4:10), “You observe days and 
months and seasons and years.” And so, theologically, the problem is a kind of ‘faith plus works’ 
redemption, with the works centering on circumcision, keeping the law, and observing various aspects of 
the law like feast days.

Paul is also personally attacked as being a sub-kind of apostle. One way they attack what Paul teaches is 
by attacking him. He’s not a real apostle, and the result is that they shouldn’t pay attention to him [the 
Judaizers argue], but they should listen to what they [the Judaizers] are teaching with regard to the need 
of salvation. Because he’s not a real apostle; the real apostles are in Jerusalem. And we come from 
Jerusalem, from James and others, who are teaching what supposedly they are saying they [James and the 
others] are teaching.

As to the anguish of Paul in writing the letter, it’s very apparent. Paul is very disturbed and troubled by 
this. Let me read to you the opening verses of all of Paul’s letters and then I’ll read you Galatians:

• Romans: “Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle, set apart for the gospel of God, which 
he promised beforehand through the prophets in the holy Scriptures [and he elaborates on that] … To all 
God’s beloved in Rome who are called by God: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ.” And then he has after that introduction, the typical word of greetings, and it goes this way 
(v.8), “First I thank my God through Jesus Christ for all of you.”

• 1 Corinthians: “Paul, called by the will of God to be an apostle of Christ Jesus, and our brother 
Sosthenes, To the church of God that is in Corinth, …: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and 
the Lord Jesus Christ. [And then he goes on, even though there are a lot of problems in this church] I give 
thanks to God always for you.”

• 2 Corinthians [a little more brief]: “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God, and Timothy our 
brother, to the church of God which is at Corinth, with all the saints who are in the whole of Achaia: 
Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. Blessed be the God and Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ….”

• Ephesians [we’ll skip Galatians for a minute]: “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God, To the 
saints who are also faithful in Christ Jesus in Ephesus, [Ephesus is not mentioned in some of the earliest 
manuscripts specifically]: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. Blessed 
be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus.”

• Philippians: “Paul and Timothy, servants of Christ Jesus, To all the saints of God who are at Philippi, 
with the overseers and deacons: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. I 
thank God in all my remembrance of you.”
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• Colossians: “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God, and Timothy our brother, To the saints 
and faithful brothers in Christ at Colossae: Grace to you and peace from God our Father. We always thank 
God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, when we pray for you.”

• 1 Thessalonians: “Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy, To the church of the Thessalonians in God the Father and 
the Lord Jesus Christ: Grace to you and peace. We give thanks to God always for you….”

• 2 Thessalonians: “Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy, To the church of the Thessalonians in God our Father and 
the Lord Jesus Christ: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and Lord Jesus Christ. We are bound 
to give thanks always for you ….”

• And now Galatians: “Paul, an apostle -- not from men nor through men, but through Jesus Christ and 
God the Father, who raised him from the dead — and all the brethren who are with me, To the churches 
of Galatia: Grace to you and peace from God the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ, who gave himself for 
our sins to deliver us from the present evil age, according to the will of our God and Father, to whom be 
the glory forever and ever. Amen. I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting him who called you 
in the grace of Christ and are turning to a different gospel.”

Every letter after its salutation expects some word of commendation or praise, “Blessed be our God”, “I 
give thanks always to God for you”, “Blessed be our God for …”, etc. When you come to Galatians, they 
expect that. That’s part of the normal form of a letter, and it’s not there. The first thing they hear after the 
salutation is not some sort of thanksgiving, but, “I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting him 
who called you in the grace of Christ and are turning to a different gospel.” I mean, they knew that Paul 
was upset. It violates the normal form of a letter, and that is very weighty. But he goes on, and he says, 
“Not that there is another gospel, but there are some who trouble you and want to pervert the gospel of 
Christ. But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach to you a gospel contrary to what we have 
preached to you, let him be accursed.” The Greek word here is anathema. To use language here that is 
perhaps more pointed: “…let them go to hell.” That’s what anathema means. And when you have just 
caught your breath after this statement, he says (v. 9), “As we have said before, so now I say again: If 
anyone is preaching to you a gospel contrary to the one you received, let him be accursed.”

He’s very upset in the letter, and very agitated by all of this. In 4:11, “I am afraid I may have labored over 
you in vain.” Verses 12-20, “Brethren, I beseech you, become as I am, for I also have become as you are. 
You did me no wrong. You know that it was because of a bodily ailment that I preached the gospel to you 
at first….” The question of what that ailment is, is much debated. Some have suggested that Paul’s “thorn 
in the flesh” is being referred to, and the question is, “Well, what is the thorn in the flesh?” Well, they knew 
-- the recipients of his letters knew; we don’t. Some suggest it was poor eyesight, because he says in 
Galatians that he’s writing these with large letters for him. But it might just be like John Hancock when he 
signed the Declaration of Independence -- he just used large letters to emphasize a point. Some have 
suggested that he may have had malaria, and that’s why he came to Galatia, because Galatia’s in the 
mountains. And they had come from the port — from the lowlands, where malaria is more rampant. We 
just don’t know.

But he goes on to say (v.14), “But even though my condition was a trial for you, you did not scorn or 
despise me, but received me as an angel of God, as Christ Jesus. What has become of the satisfaction you 
felt? But I bear you witness to you that, if possible, you would have gouged out your eyes and given 
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them to me.” Some have suggested that may reflect an eye disease that he had. Or it could be just an 
expression. “Have I become your enemy by telling you the truth? They make much of you, but for no 
good purpose. They want to shut you up, that you may make much of them. It is always good to be made 
much of for a good purpose, and not only when I am present with you, my little children, for whom I am 
again in the anguish of childbirth until Christ is formed in you! I wish I could be present with you now 
and change my tone, for I am perplexed about you.” And then in chapter 5, he picks that up again, “Now I 
Paul say to you that if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no advantage to you.” And then finally 
in 6:17, he goes on again, “Therefore, let no man cause me trouble, for I bear on my body the marks of 
Jesus.”

So he’s heartbroken over what’s happening in Galatia. He’s heartbroken toward them, but he’s furious 
toward the opponents because they are going to pervert people from following the Lord in this way. 
There’s one statement that’s kind of crude here, where he wishes something on those who are troubling 
him. He says (5:12), “I wish that those who unsettle you would mutilate themselves.” There are other 
translations that term this phrase, “…would castrate themselves.” So he has a pun here — it’s kind of a 
crude pun, but the circumcision party that is emphasized. “I wish that those emphasizing circumcision 
would go further and just castrate themselves.” He’s really upset. This is not a part of the text that you 
spend a lot of time on when you’re preaching from Galatians to the congregation.
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Chapter 22

Galatians: Outline
Let’s turn to the Book of Galatians. This is a very important letter, one that was greatly influential in the 
life of Martin Luther, and as a result, in the Reformation. The salutation, already hints at some of the 
things that he is going to argue, “Paul, an apostle ….” Now the following comment is already a defense 
against those who are going to attack his legitimate apostleship, “…not from men ….” In other words, the 
source of my apostleship is not from men — I’m not a Petrite, a James-ite, a Johnite, a Thomasite, etc. — 
I’m not under them in that way; I am an independent apostle. My apostleship does not come from men, 
nor was it mediated through a man. It doesn’t come mediated in that way. On the contrary, my 
apostleship is “…through Jesus Christ and God the Father who raised him from the dead.” Notice the 
reference to being raised from the dead here, because his apostleship comes from the risen Christ, and to 
be an apostle you had to have seen the risen Christ. So he includes all of that, which is unusual in a letter, 
because he needs to defend his apostleship, and he begins here already.

Then in v. 6 instead of the normal thanksgiving and prayer, he has this rebuke, and admonishment. 
Notice when he talks about people being accursed, he includes himself as a possibility in v. 8. He says, “… 
if we, or an angel from heaven should preach to you a gospel contrary to the one we preached to you, let 
him be accursed.” In other words, he’s not accursing his opponents, period; he’s accursing anyone who 
preaches another gospel, and even if it’s him. So it’s the message that is important, not the person here. 
And so he argues that if anyone else, I or even an angel, should preach a different gospel, that person is 
anathema. It is this gospel which is the truth. This is the standard; if you violate the standard, you are 
doing something damnable in that way.

In the first section, which begins in 1:11 through chapter 2, he defends his independent apostleship (you 
remember we were talking about how they were attacking his apostleship). Why spend all this time 
defending yourself? Is this a big ego trip? Why don’t you simply say, “I don’t care what other people think 
of me. It’s the gospel that counts.”? Paul can’t do that because he got his gospel when he got his 
apostleship. If you doubt that his apostleship is legitimate, then you can also doubt his gospel as being 
legitimate. They’re so inter-woven that you can’t defend one without defending the other, because both 
were given to him at the same time. So he has to defend himself, whether he likes it or not, as a legitimate 
apostle, because only then is his gospel clearly legitimate.

The summary of his defense, in vv.11-12, is as follows, “For I would have you know, brethren, that the 
gospel that was preached by me is not man’s gospel. For I did not receive it from any man, nor was I 
taught it, but it came through a revelation of Jesus Christ.” Now that’s the overall summary, and now he’s 
going to deal with a list of individual arguments. One of the things that I find hard in Galatians, is that, 
instead of seeing one argument that builds on the previous argument, and the following argument 
building on that argument, I see a string of independent kinds of arguments. And I know that there are 
times when all these things relate to one another. Sometimes I think that they are just separate arguments 
(“Let me give you another argument, and another argument …”); and it’s not necessarily an intimate tie 
with what has preceded, but a valid argument in any regard.
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The first argument about Paul’s independence as an apostle is found in vv. 13-14, where he talks about his 
previous life, “You have heard about my former life in Judaism, how I persecuted the church of God 
violently and tried to destroy it. And I was advancing in Judaism beyond many of my own age among 
my people, so extremely zealous was I for the traditions of my fathers.” Now how do you explain what I 
am now, in light of that? Something must have happened. This is what I was. I was doing real well as a 
leader. I would have been one of the great rabbis of the day, but something happened. And that 
something that happened shows that Jesus met me that day. And so he argues from what he was before 
and says that Jesus changed his life; he [Jesus] met him on the road to Damascus and gave him his 
apostleship.

Then in vv. 15-17, he points out his independence from the church in Jerusalem and from the other 
apostles, “But when he who set me apart before I was born, and who called me by his grace, was pleased 
to reveal his Son to me, in order that I might preach him among the Gentiles, I did not confer with flesh 
and blood; nor did I go up to Jerusalem to those who were apostles before me, but I went away into 
Arabia, and again I returned to Damascus.” If my apostleship were from men, if I were under the 
Jerusalem apostles as some are arguing, why in the world after my conversion did I not go there? I never 
went there at the beginning. I just went away, into Arabia, and I returned back to Jerusalem. So that from 
the beginning, my first reaction was not to run away to Jerusalem and get my seminary degree from the 
people there. I was independent from the beginning — I never needed to do that. God led me into Arabia. 
My independence is shown in that I didn’t go to Jerusalem and my gospel that I received and my calling 
were independent from the beginning.

Then in vv. 18-20, he gives another argument, “Then after three years I went up to Jerusalem to visit 
Cephas and remained with him fifteen days. But I saw none of the other apostles except James the Lord’s 
brother. (In what I am writing to you, before God, I do not lie!)” The first time I saw the apostles was three 
years after my conversion. I was independent from the beginning. So for three years I never went to 
Jerusalem, where these Judaizers say the center of the church is, and that all the leadership of the church 
is. Furthermore, I only saw Peter for about fifteen days (that’s really not enough time to get a seminary 
degree), and the only other person I saw was the brother of the Lord, James. So from the beginning I 
never felt necessary, and never thought that I had to go to meet with the other apostles. AND, in what I 
am telling you, I swear I am not lying. Now, remember where Jesus says that we should not swear at all 
— we should let our yea be yea, and our nay be nay? Well, I think in that context what he is arguing 
against is the light swearing of oaths that was debated amongst the Jews as to which oaths they had to 
keep when you swore. And Paul here is adding the truthfulness of his statement, “I swear I’m telling you 
the truth.” To him, it’s not a problem to swear before God that he is telling the truth in all of this. In the 
case of Paul, you believe it. In the case of the oaths that Jesus was forbidding, it wouldn’t matter, because 
of the character of the people involved.

After I did that, what did I do next? Well, “Then I went into the regions of Syria and Cilicia. [Syria was 
where Antioch is; Cilicia was where Tarsus is, in southeast Turkey], and I was still not known by sight to 
the churches of Jerusalem and Judea that are in Christ. They only heard it said that ‘He who once 
persecuted us is now preaching the faith he once tried to destroy.’ And they glorified the Lord because of 
me.” Here you have what is known as the silent years of Paul. For eight to ten years, Paul independently 
was in the city of Tarsus eventually, and then Barnabas brings him back. That does not look at all like a 
relationship where he is a sub-Jerusalem apostle. He is an independent apostle, and his behavior at that 
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time proves that. Then he goes on and says (2:1), “Then, after fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem 
with Barnabas, taking Titus with me.” So he mentions that next important issue of when he went to 
Jerusalem, and that was fourteen years later. And he “…laid up before them … the gospel that I proclaim 
among the Gentiles, in order to make sure I was not running or had not run in vain.” In other words, he 
explained to them what he’s been preaching to the Gentiles, because he knows that if they really oppose 
what he’s doing, that’s going to be a real problem. He’s independent, but if they’re going to oppose it, that 
could be really troublesome. And he doesn’t want to do all this work in vain. He wants their support. He 
doesn’t want them to ordain him; he simply wants them to work hand in hand with his apostleship.

And he says that (2:3) “…even Titus who was with me, was not compelled to be circumcised, though he 
was a Greek.” So, he brings with him a Greek believer, and brings him right in front of the head of the 
whole church body, and he says, “Alright, what are you going to do with him? Are you going to force him 
to be circumcised to be saved?” And they say, “No, we wouldn’t do that.” That proves, by the way, that the 
gospel I preach is the correct one. So they did not require Titus to be circumcised. It would be very hard to 
do that when they didn’t require Cornelius to be circumcised. And so, already Peter’s experience with 
Cornelius has paved the groundwork for Titus. “But because the false brethren secretly brought in to spy 
out our freedom which we have in Christ Jesus that they might bring us into bondage — to them we did 
not yield for a moment….” Those who were reputed to be something, but really that doesn’t matter. There 
was nothing that the other apostles added to my ministry or added as a requirement in any way.

But here, now (2:7), “But on the contrary, when they saw that I had been entrusted with the gospel to the 
uncircumcised, just as Peter had been entrusted with the gospel to the circumcised (for he who worked 
through Peter for his apostolic ministry to the circumcised worked also through me for mine to the 
Gentiles), and when they perceived the grace that was given to me [the grace of his apostleship], James, 
Cephas and John, who were reputed to be pillars [leaders], gave to me and Barnabas the right hand of 
fellowship, that we should go to the Gentiles and they to the circumcised. Only, they would have us 
remember the poor, which very thing I was eager to do.” Alright now, the next time I went to Jerusalem, 
fourteen years later, this is what happened. I took a Greek with me, Titus, and he didn’t have to be 
circumcised. But what they did do was to recognize that just as God had called Peter to be the apostles to 
the Jewish community, he had called me to be the apostle to the Gentile community. Now that is going to 
come up in the Romans letter. Paul doesn’t feel that he is AN apostle to the Gentiles, but THE apostle to 
the Gentiles -- that God has called him to be responsible for the work to the Gentile world. And therefore, 
that apostleship will have consequences. We haven’t looked at this (we’ll look at it next week in Romans). 
Did Paul establish a church at Rome? Is that why he writes the letter? He writes to Corinth, and he 
established a church there. He writes to Thessalonica, and he established a church there. In Colossae he 
didn’t, but a co-worker did in the mission. Why does he write Romans? He’d like to help in a mission trip, 
but that’s not as important as the fact that he writes to them because of the grace given him, which is that 
he is the apostle to the Gentiles, and there is no one over this church, and this is primarily a Gentile 
church. Therefore, what’s happening in Rome is under his jurisdiction and responsibility, and he writes 
Romans. So this understanding of his apostleship is very important. He’s not AN apostle, he is THE 
apostle in charge of the Gentile mission; even as Peter is the one in charge of the Jewish mission, as such.

Now, is this just a big ego trip? Well, if it’s not true that God has appointed him this way, then yes. But the 
leaders of the church in Jerusalem, (Peter, James, and John) seem to recognize that God has divinely called 
Paul to be the apostle to the Gentile world and he has this responsibility. And now in his argument 
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against the Judaizers he’s telling the Galatians not to listen to them. If you’re going to listen to somebody, 
listen to Peter, James, and John, because they recognize that I have the apostleship for people like you 
here in Galatia. It’s a very powerful argument, and I don’t think you can understand why he wrote 
Romans and the things he says in Romans unless you understand this particular aspect of his apostleship.

One of the arguments he uses with regard to his independent apostleship is an incident in Antioch where 
Peter is rebuked by Paul. There is a time up in Antioch where Peter ate with Gentile believers. If you eat 
with Gentiles you cannot be kosher — you have to accept that, because they’re not kosher. Peter didn’t 
see any problem with that. He ate with them. But now these people who supposedly came from James, 
(in other words, they came from Jerusalem — I don’t think James told them to do this) put pressure on 
Peter, and he will no longer eat with the Gentiles. That’s devastating. The most famous of all the apostles, 
Peter (maybe some of these people had even been led to Christ by Peter) now he won’t eat in their homes. 
That must really be hard. Maybe you can be saved if you’re gentile, but you’re always going to be kind of 
a second-grade or second-class citizen. We continue with 2:12, “But when they came, he drew back and 
separated himself, fearing the circumcision party [i.e., fearing those who were arguing these kinds of 
things as necessary (being kosher, circumcision of Gentiles, etc.)]. And with him the rest of the Jewish 
Christians acted insincerely along with him, so that even Barnabas was carried away by their insincerity.” 
Now that pressure must have really been heavy on them, because even Barnabas, who should certainly 
know better — he started to draw back. “But when I saw that the were not straightforward about the 
truth of the gospel, I said to Peter before them all, ‘If you, though a Jew, live like a Gentile and not like a 
Jew, why do you compel Gentiles to live this way?’” You don’t normally follow all the kosher rules — you 
tend to live more free than this. Why do you ask now that the Gentiles should be this way?

And then he has a summary of this which forms a kind of transition to the next section, beginning in 3:1. 
It’s unclear as to whether this is a summary of Paul (a theological summary that brings all of this together 
here), or whether this is what Paul said to Peter. As I read it, note however, that there’s no “you” 
mentioned here; it’s “we”, “us”, not “you, Peter”. It’s not directed apparently at Peter specifically, at least in 
the wording of it, “We ourselves who are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners; yet who know that a 
person is not justified by works of the law but through faith in Jesus Christ, even we have believed in 
Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in Christ and not by works of the law, because by works of 
the law shall no one will be justified. But if, in our endeavor to be justified in Christ we ourselves were 
found to be sinners, is Christ then an agent of sin? Certainly not!” If, when they believe in Jesus, I really 
recognize that I’m a sinner, then is Christ making me a sinner? No, an x-ray that diagnoses cancer doesn’t 
cause cancer; it just diagnoses it. And so the gospel causes me to recognize my sin; it doesn’t cause me to 
be a sinner. But on the other hand, if I build up those things which I tore down [such as those kosher 
regulations that I lived under], then I’ll be a transgressor [2:18], “For I through the law died to the law, so 
that I might live to God. I have been crucified with Christ. It is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives 
in me. And the life I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself 
for me. I do not nullify the grace of God, for if justification were through the law, then Christ died for no 
purpose.”

The argument of independent apostleship has a list of independent arguments here. I don’t know if they 
build one on top of the other as I say; I think they’re pretty much independent. He is recognized as an 
independent apostle by the leaders of the church, that he is THE apostle to the Gentile world. Titus is 
brought in in a similar situation and he is not compelled to be circumcised. Though, on the other hand, 
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with Timothy, when he started out on the mission, he [Paul] did circumcise him. Some have argued that if 
that were true, Paul would be inconsistent. But I think Paul is extremely consistent, because circumcision 
is irrelevant unless you make it an issue. And when you make it a theological issue, he’ll fight to the death 
for it. “By grace alone…” but if it’s going to become an issue in the situation with Timothy, then why not? 
He’s free to do that.

So first his independent apostleship, and again, you can’t argue for the gospel you preach if your 
apostleship is in question, because they both came at the same time (his gospel and his apostleship). They 
are intimately related. If you attack one, you attack the other. And so he defends first his independent 
apostleship in 1:11-2:21.

In the second part, he deals with a defense of the gospel message and the theology of that. And the first 
argument is one that comes up time and time again that we’ve looked at. In 3:1, the first argument, “O 
foolish Galatians! Who has bewitched you? It was before your eyes that Jesus Christ was publicly 
portrayed as one crucified. Let me ask you one question: Did you receive the Spirit by works of the law or 
by hearing with faith?” Now notice that he doesn’t say, “Were you baptized by works of the law or through 
faith?” He doesn’t mention any other aspect of the conversion experience like repentance, confession, or 
belief. He asks, “Did you receive the Spirit?” That is the one aspect of the conversion process in which God 
is present and acting. A believer is active in these first three primarily, the church in the baptizing, and 
God in the giving of the Spirit. And so, when God gives the Spirit, that means he has acted and accepted 
the individual, and this is the first fruits of the kingdom of God. It’s the proof of salvation. It’s the clear 
proof that Cornelius had been saved apart from circumcision. It’s the clear proof that the “disciples” at 
Ephesus had now become believers, because they received the Spirit. “Are you so foolish? Having begun 
by the Spirit, are you now being perfected by the flesh?” The Spirit was given you, you were accepted, 
and now are you going to want to add something to that? “Did you experience so many things in vain 
that really it is in vain? Does he who supplies the Spirit to you and works miracles among you do so by 
works of the law, or by hearing with faith?” So the first argument is the same argument that we’ve had in 
Acts 10 and 11 and 15. Cornelius received the Spirit as a Gentile when he believed. When the church in 
Jerusalem hears that, their conclusion is that God has granted that even Gentiles can repent and believe as 
Gentiles; not that Gentiles can believe and repent and then be circumcised, because there’s no need for 
that. Now you have the argument repeated here by Paul.

The second argument involves Abraham. Now why would Paul pick out Abraham? If you’re going to talk 
about the necessity of circumcision, this first comes into existence as a sign with the covenant made with 
Abraham. And the issue is, if you want to become part of that covenant God made with Abraham, and 
become one of Abraham’s children, well then the Judaizers are arguing that you have to be circumcised, 
because the argument is that you need to be circumcised if you’re going to be part of that covenant. Then 
Paul takes that argument, and says, “Let’s look and analyze about Abraham.” Abraham “… ‘believed God 
and it was reckoned to him as righteousness.’ You see that it is men of faith who are the sons of Abraham. 
And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles by faith, preached the gospel 
beforehand to Abraham, saying, ‘In you shall all the nations be blessed.’ So then, those who are of faith 
are blessed along with Abraham who had faith.”

Now when Abraham is told that he must circumcise his family and those who follow him, that’s in 
chapter 17 of Genesis. The statement that he believed God and it was reckoned to him as righteousness is 
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found in chapter 15; so he is declared righteous in chapter 15. You can’t have something in chapter 17 as a 
requirement for something that happened in chapter 15, because chapter 15 is already an accomplished 
fact. Abraham is justified apart from his circumcision. And he believed God this way and was justified 
accordingly and therefore this is the principle. He was justified, by the way, as a Gentile. And so the 
covenant promise made to Israel that requires circumcision is something different, maybe kind of a 
nationalistic entity and promise. But as far as justification is concerned, look at Abraham. He believed 
God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness. He didn’t have to be circumcised.

Furthermore, let’s go on to the argument about the law (3:10), “All you rely on works of the law are under 
a curse; for it is written, ‘Cursed be everyone who does not abide by all things written in the Book of the 
Law, and do them.’” If you want to have your case before God based on your doing the law, please be 
aware that you must do it perfectly. What if you just miss one? The law says, “Thou shalt not ….” And if 
you “shalted” somewhere, you’re under God’s judgment. The law requires perfect obedience if you’re 
going to do it that way. And Paul says that actually what the law does is that it reveals that we are sinners 
(3:11), “It is evident that no one is justified before God by the law, for ‘The righteous shall live by faith.’” In 
other words, the Old Testament talks about being justified by faith. The law in the sense of these Judaizers 
does not rest on faith, because it argues that if you do them, you live by them. And then he says, “Christ 
redeemed us from the curse of the law,” etc., verse 14 says, “…so that in Christ Jesus the blessing of 
Abraham might come to the Gentiles, so that we might receive the promised Spirit through faith.” Why 
does he refer to the Spirit here, rather than “…that we might receive eternal life through faith”, or “…that 
we might have the forgiveness of sins through faith”? Why particularly does he talk about the Spirit, 
rather than forgiveness, eternal life, or something like that? Notice what he says in the first 5 verses also. 
Remember the point that the Spirit is the “seal of God upon you”, and the “proof of your salvation”, and 
you receive this by faith. That’s proof that you don’t need to be circumcised, and so now he brings it back 
again to that, that the promise God made to Abraham might come upon Gentiles, that we too might 
receive the Spirit. It’s the guarantee of our salvation through faith. Because here the coming of the Spirit 
represents the gift of salvation, and here he uses the sign of the spirit because we’ve already been shown 
that this is God’s doing and in 3:1-5 he has already argued that.

In verses 10-14, therefore, the law seems only to condemn. The argument in verses 15-18 is that you can’t 
nullify the covenant that God made with Abraham in Genesis 15 with the coming of the law which is 400 
years later. So if you say that to be saved like Abraham you must keep the law that only comes into 
existence 400 years later, this doesn’t make sense either. So the giving of the law 400 years later can’t be 
the absolute requirement for salvation, because Abraham was saved before. Then Paul talks in vv.19-22 as 
to the purpose of the law. Why is the law here? Well, it was added because of transgressions; in other 
words, the law came in order to show what sin really was. And in that sense, it doesn’t bring a cure, but it 
brings a knowledge of the disease. The scripture (v.22) “…consigned all things to sin, so that the promise 
by faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those who believe.” The real purpose of the law in the area of 
salvation is to reveal our sin and to drive us to Christ. The law also gives us a moral guide, and it’s very 
positive in that way. But if you talk about the law with respect to salvation, when you look at it, you see 
you’ve failed. And therefore, it’s meant to drive you to grace. The irony is that you can corrupt it and see 
it as a means not to need grace, when you’re legalist. And Paul says that that’s a complete 
misunderstanding. If you understand the law, just think for a minute. If you’re happy with the Ten 
Commandments (I never killed, I never stole, I never committed adultery), well, then, Jesus talks about 
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the law in ways that if you look upon a woman with lust you’ve committed adultery already, and broken 
the law. How many men do you know who can live up to that? So that, when you really understand the 
law and its purpose, it drives you to grace. It drives you to recognize your sin. And it was furthermore a 
temporary measure. It was meant to be in service for us until the time that Christ would come.

The period of the Old Testament is seen as a period of childhood by Paul in 3:23-29, and now that Christ 
had come, we have come to a period of maturity. It’s a kind of thing like, when you’re raising your 
children, you set for them times that they must be home and things that they should and should not do. 
But as they become mature, they have a freedom, hopefully based on the knowledge that they’ve gained 
through that experience. And now that they are mature they can be free and they don’t have to worry 
about that. So that, for instance, the whole issue of “clean and unclean” -- we’re not bound that way, but 
we should have learned the lesson that whatever we do is a religious issue. There’s nothing that we do 
that doesn’t have religious connotations — what you eat or drink, whatever you do -- it’s to be done for 
the glory of God. Kosher eating and habits like that would have trained you that way. See, when you eat, 
that’s a religious matter. It’s not just filling your stomach. The eating process should be also part of the 
discipline that we have with all things being done for the glory of God. But it’s not a matter of the right 
pots and silverware and things like this; but having the right heart-attitude so you’re always reminded of 
that. And so in 23-29, this is the purpose of the law. It was to lead us up to that time when we can mature.

I no longer set times for my married children to come home. They’ve come to a maturity in that way, and 
they live in freedom this way. And then he goes on and he says (3:27), “For as many as you have been 
baptized into Christ have put on Christ.” And in the previous verse, “For in Christ Jesus you are all sons 
of God, through faith.”
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Chapter 23

Introduction to the Corinthian Letters
We want to look today at the Corinthian correspondence, and I use that term because there are more than 
two letters that we have to talk about. During the second missionary journey, the apostle Paul according 
to Acts 18 came to the city of Corinth, and there he stayed according to Acts 18:11 [eighteen] months, 
“And, he [Paul] stayed a year and six months, teaching the word of God among them.” And then when 
we go to 18:18, after this, Paul stayed many days longer, so that we have a 2?-year, 3-year stay at the 
church at Corinth, much like the later stay at the church at Ephesus during the third missionary journey.

Now with regard to the correspondence Paul wrote to Corinth, in 1 Corinthians 5:9, he refers to a letter, “I 
wrote to you in my letter not to associate with immoral men — not at all meaning the immoral of this 
world, or the greedy and robbers, or idolaters, since then you would need to go out of the world.” Now 
that could be what we call in epistolary aorist [tense], in which he uses the past tense to refer to the letter 
he is presently writing, but when they read it, it will have been written. However, that’s not the content of 
1 Corinthians. 1 Corinthians doesn’t seem to deal with that subject. So it looks like he’s referring to a letter 
previous to what we would call 1 Corinthians. If we want to call that [previous letter] 1 Corinthians, and 
call our 1 Corinthians ‘2 Corinthians’, or our 2 Corinthians ‘4 Corinthians’, that could cause all sorts of 
confusion. So instead, we’ll refer to this first letter that he refers to in 1 Corinthians 5:9 as ? Corinthians. 
That allows us to keep 1 Corinthians, 1 Corinthians. Needless to say, there’s no “half” of the letter that he 
wrote, but we will refer to this earlier letter mentioned in 1 Corinthians 5:9, as ? Corinthians, so that we 
can leave our present letter which is called 1 Corinthians as 1 Corinthians.

In the second letter he wrote, he refers to things there, in 2 Corinthians 2:3-4, for instance, he says, “And I 
wrote [past tense again] as I did so that when I come I might not suffer pain from those who should have 
made me rejoice, for I feel sure of all of you, that my joy would be the joy of you all. For I wrote out of 
much affliction and anguish of heart and with many tears, not to cause you pain but to let you know the 
abundant love I have for you.” In verse 9 he says, “This is why I wrote, that I might test you and know 
whether you are obedient in everything.” And then in 7:8, he refers again to a letter, “For even if I made 
you sorry with my letter, I do not regret it—though I did regret it, for I see that the letter grieved you, 
though only for a while.” Now, this is a harsh painful letter that he’s written, and that doesn’t seem to be 1 
Corinthians, either. So it looks like after writing 1 Corinthians, he wrote some other harsh letter in which 
he rebuked the church, and we will call that 1? Corinthians. And then we have 2 Corinthians. So we have 
our 1 and 2 Corinthians, and then before each of those there seems to have been another letter that Paul 
had written.

The authorship of 1 and 2 Corinthians is really not disputed. Only some crazies out there might argue 
that Paul didn’t write one of these letters, or something like that. But anybody, even radical critics that are 
still living on our present planet, will acknowledge that these two letters, Paul certainly wrote, along with 
Romans and Galatians. No one would ever dispute those (although of course, we have people who have 
in the past).
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The question of the authorship of these letters is not disputed. But the question of the integrity of 2 
Corinthians is. We’re not talking about moral integrity; we’re saying, “Is 2 Corinthians as we have it now a 
letter that Paul wrote just as is, or is it an amalgam of several letters that Paul may have written to the 
Corinthians?” In other words, is 2 Corinthians made up of not only what he wrote in 2 Corinthians, but 
also parts of ? Corinthians and 1? Corinthians? For instance, some people will argue that 2 Corinthians 
6:14-7:1 was that letter where Paul said not to deal with immoral people. And that 2 Corinthians 
10:1-13:10 is that harsh letter, 1? Corinthians. And that what we call 2 Corinthians is made up of 1:1-6:13, 
7:2-9:15, 13:11-14 (that’s the original 2 Corinthians). So that according to this, everything that we have in 2 
Corinthians is Pauline — Paul wrote it. But he didn’t write it as a single letter; it’s an amalgam of three 
letters.

That would not be much of a problem for inspiration, since it’s all Pauline. But the real problem is: what 
happened to the rest of these fragmented letters? Why were these fragments saved, and not other parts? 
It’s very hard to explain why, if Paul had written ? Corinthians and 1? Corinthians, only parts of it were 
saved and put into 2 Corinthians. There are times when 2 Corinthians looks like there is a real break. For 
instance in 2 Corinthians 6:13, we have a rather sharp break between that and with verse 14. And if you 
go then to chapter 9, 9:15 seems to end, “ …thanks be to God for his inexpressible gift.” And then you 
have a rather difficult, harsh kind of letter coming in 10:1 — 13:10. And you wonder, “Why these 
changes?”

When Paul wrote these letters, did he do it at one sitting? In other words, was all of 2 Corinthians 
dictated at the same time? That would not be an easy thing to do, because you have to wait for your 
scribe to write this down. Or, are these larger letters maybe a project that took a period of time that he 
wrote through? Things came up, and that pen was laid down. The amanuensis or scribe that wrote it had 
to leave, or Paul had to do something, and there might be a time gap. And if there’s a time gap, maybe 
some additional news comes up, and something that bothers Paul and he needs to deal with a rebuke all 
of the sudden, even though the previous issue was not rebuke material. I think we have to allow for these 
letters to be written over a period of time with interruptions in them. And maybe the breaks that we see 
that seem to be clear as you read them consecutively at one sitting would not be as apparent if you were 
dictating them to a secretary at various installments. So, again, the main issue is not of authorship; it’s a 
matter of the integrity of the letter.

For the occasion of the letter (1 Corinthians), Paul is in Ephesus. He says that explicitly in the letter. In 
16:5, he starts talking about plans, “…after passing through Macedonia, for I intend to pass through 
Macedonia, and perhaps I will stay with you.” So he’s in Asia, western Turkey. He’s talking about a time 
to go over across the sea to what we call northern Greece, or Macedonia, and visit them. And in verse 8, 
he says, “But I will stay in Ephesus until Pentecost.” He’s going to stay here in Ephesus. So he’s writing 
the letter from Ephesus, and it will probably go via messenger, who may go directly by ship across the 
Aegean Sea to the Isthmus of Corinth, or they may have a longer journey by visiting the churches in 
Macedonia and working their way down. But Paul is in Ephesus as he writes the letter.

He writes the letter for a number of reasons. For one, the church has written him, and asks for 
information about certain issues. This is most clear in 7:1, “Concerning which things you wrote ….” They 
wrote a letter for advice. And so Paul is now answering that, and he says, “Concerning the things which 
you wrote ….” He’s going to keep on using that “concerning”, but not filling out “concerning which things 
you wrote”. For instance, he goes on with that issue in 7:1 (a marriage issue), and then in 7:25, “Now, 
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concerning the unmarried …,” to deal with people who are not married. Then he goes on in 8:1, “Now 
concerning food offered to idols …,” they had raised a question as to whether it’s alright to eat food that’s 
been dedicated to idols, and Paul wrestles with that issue in the church. In 12:1, another issue has come 
up that they ask him about, and he has another introduction. It tells us he’s now dealing with the matters 
that they have written to him about, “Now, concerning spiritual gifts, brethren …” and he deals with that 
issue. Then finally in 16:1, another question they have raised involved the offering that is being collected 
for the poor in Jerusalem, “Now concerning the contribution for the saints ….” So now instead of “Now, 
concerning which things you wrote me”, he then repeats “now concerning [this]”, “now concerning [that]”, 
“now concerning [this]”, “now concerning [that]”, and he deals with specific issues that the church in 
Corinth has asked him to comment on.

He also writes, however, because he has learned things. In 1 Corinthians 1:11, he’s heard a report from 
people from Corinth, “For it has been reported to me by Chloe’s people that there is quarreling among 
you, my brethren.” So, he’s heard about this--some of the messengers that have come to bring him that 
letter have added comments. Paul may ask how things are going, and they say that Chloe and others are 
having some real problems in the church — divisions in the church, etc. And so he writes that way. And 
he refers again to messengers who have brought information to him in 16:17-18, “I rejoice at the coming of 
Stephanas and Fortunatus and Achaicus, because they have made up for your absence, for they refreshed 
my spirit as well as yours. Give recognition to such men.” So Paul asks them what’s going on, and how 
things are going in Corinth. They have brought him additional information. And he has heard about 
divisions in the church (1:12 and following, we’ll deal with that). He’s heard about immorality in the 
church, and he has to deal with that issue. And he’s heard about disorder at communion. They haven’t 
written about that, but the people who have come--Chloe’s people and these others that have brought 
news have informed him. So he writes of the things he’s heard there.

And he’s also heard from them that there are some people who have come to a unique stage in the 
Christian life. They have reached a higher level, and this has caused division as well. Some of them say 
they possess a unique knowledge, and in the early chapters he talks about knowledge a great deal. And 
so the question is, are these “knowledge” people gnostics? Gnosticism seems to have come in later, 
however, than when Paul wrote 1 Corinthians. Are they people who have a special spiritual gift? They 
feel uniquely blessed with charismatic gifts and abilities, and this is causing trouble. Some people have 
reinterpreted the resurrection from the dead, and think that this has already taken place (1 Corinthians 
15:12), “Now if Christ is preached as raised from the dead, how can some of you say that there is no 
resurrection of the dead?” There’s no resurrection — it’s already happened. And they have reinterpreted 
that in some sort of a spiritual sense. So Paul, having been given a letter from the Corinthians asking to 
comment about certain issues, and having information from those who came from Corinth about the 
situation there, writes this letter.
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Chapter 24

1 Corinthians
He writes the typical apostolic greeting: “Paul called by the will of God to be an apostle of Christ Jesus, 
and our brother Sosthenes, To the church of God which is at Corinth, to those sanctified in Christ Jesus 
….” He must have a low view of sanctification for some of these people. But sanctification is a status, not 
an ethical quality here. In theology, when you talk about sanctification, it is used very differently than the 
New Testament tends to use it. The New Testament talks about saints, those who are God’s people, set 
aside for his use. Normally those who are saints have an ethical quality associated with that. But it’s the 
position of being sanctified — all the people in Corinth who are believers are sanctified. When we talk 
about sanctification in theology, we’re using that word in a different sense. It’s perfectly alright to use it; 
it’s just a little confusing — and that has to do with growth in the Christian life. But this involves who 
they are — they are the saints. They are those who are sanctified, set apart for God’s use because they are 
his children. Verse 2 continues, “…called to be saints together with all those who in every place call upon 
the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, both their lord and ours.” To be sanctified, to be a saint, means that 
you’ve called on the name of the Lord Jesus to be your savior. And v.3, “Grace to you and peace from God 
our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.”

Then he has a typical thanksgiving section here (v.4), “I give thanks to my God always for you because of 
the grace of God that was given you in Christ Jesus, that in every way you were enriched in him with all 
speech and all knowledge—even as the testimony of Christ was confirmed among you — so that you are 
not lacking in any spiritual gift, as you wait for the revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ, who will sustain 
you to the end, guiltless in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ. God is faithful, by whom you were called 
into the fellowship of his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord.” Now when you read 1 Corinthians and you see all 
the problems there, isn’t it amazing how positive he is? In your church, when you tend to get 
discouraged, look at 1 Corinthians and say, “Are these the kinds of things we’re having in our church?” 
Probably not as badly. I’m sure there’s sexual immorality and things of that nature, but this is a kind of 
sexual immorality where Paul says that even the Pagans don’t do it. A young man is sleeping with his 
step-mother; there’s drunkenness at communion, chaos in the services; and yet he still has something 
positive to say. I hope that you feel that there are some positive things that you can say about your 
church, even with all the problems in that way, because Paul does. You can follow Paul’s footsteps there.

In 1:1 to 4:21, you have the issue of disunity in the church. There are dissensions (v.11) “Chloe’s people 
told me about this.” I wonder if Chloe’s people are going to get in trouble with the Corinthians (“Why’d 
you have to tell him about that?”). He continues in v. 12, “What I mean is that each one of you says, ‘I 
belong to Paul,’ or ‘I belong to Apollos,’ or ‘I belong to Cephas [Peter],’ or [the real spiritual one] ‘I belong 
to Christ.’” So you have different groups here, and this verse became one of the keys for what we call the 
F.C. Bauer Tubingen Hypothesis. We don’t deal with a whole lot of theology here, but this you need to 
know.
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Tubingen is a city in Germany with a great university. Bauer was a professor there, and he brought forth 
this particular theological understanding of how the early church grew, and the issues that shaped the 
church. If I were to ask you to give me a name or two, what name would you give me if I said the word, 
“evolution”? Probably Darwin, but he’s really not the father of evolution. The father of evolution was a 
German philosopher named Hegel. What he argued was that in every-day life, what we have here is a 
thesis or some present situation. And this thesis will meet its antithesis, which conflicts with the thesis. 
And the result of that is an evolutionary kind of rise which gives birth to a new thesis, which also will 
encounter an antithesis, and this will give rise to a new thesis (Thesis 3), which has its antithesis, and this 
goes up and up, and continues. This is an evolutionary kind of growth, and it’s an optimistic kind of 
thing. You could say that there could be an antithesis that pulls down a thesis, making it worse. But that 
was not the mood of the time. The mood was very optimistic and evolutionary. Furthermore, Hegel said 
that behind all of this there was a world spirit, a weltgeist (‘God’ in philosophical-type language), which 
sees to this that is always upward and evolving into a higher kind. So, thesis, meeting its antithesis and 
evolving into a new thesis, having an antithesis, evolving into a new thesis, and meeting an antithesis, 
etc.

When you apply that to biology, you have a species that encounters certain kinds of things, and by 
natural selection it’ll go into a new species, and this will evolve into a higher and higher form. So Darwin 
takes this philosophy, and applies it to biology. In economics, someone takes this and applies it to 
economic theory. That was Karl Marx. And what you have here is a thesis, and the antithesis is a new 
form of production. And this forms a new form of society (thesis), which encounters another form of 
production, and you have an evolutionary growth this way. Well, F.C. Bauer applied this to the history of 
the early church. The philosophy is all there: the thesis is one form of Christianity (we can call it Jewish 
Christianity), encountering Paul and Gentile Christianity, and this leads to an early Catholic theology. 
And what you have then is Jewish Christianity represented by Peter and James and the Jerusalem church, 
encountering the antithesis of Paul and Gentile Christianity, and you have this antithesis resulting in a 
new thesis, which is represented by people like Luke, or early Catholic church.

This is the way the disunity of the church in Corinth was interpreted, that you had here a conflict 
ultimately between Paul and Peter, and they were struggling for the life of the church. Jewish Christianity 
(the early church was all Jewish), conflicted with the Gentile Christianity of Paul, and this would evolve 
later on into a synthesis, which then becomes a thesis, and that was the church like the one recorded in 
Acts. When you read Acts [according to this hypothesis], you have to realize that this is really the attempt 
by Luke to minimize all of Paul’s and Peter’s conflicts and make it readable for Theophilus so he would 
not notice these things.

That’s just not the way you can read 1 Corinthians. If this is really this kind of a struggle, and what’s 
going on in Corinth is that the Jewish Christians and the Pauline theology are conflicting with one 
another, and that’s what the division is, then why? Which group does he blame most? When you read, he 
says (1:12), “…each one of you says ‘I belong to Paul’, or ‘I belong to Apollos,’ or ‘I follow Cephas,’ or ‘I 
follow Christ.’ Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the name of Paul? I 
thank God that I baptized none of you except Crispus and Gaius, so that none of you may say that you 
were baptized in my name. (I did baptize also the household of Stephanas. Beyond that, I do not know 
whether I baptized anyone else.)” The group he criticizes the most is his own group -- not the Cephas 
group or the Apollos group, but the Paul group. That would be crazy, if this is what was going on. If this 
is a life and death struggle between Pauline Christianity and the Jewish Christianity of Peter and the 
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Jerusalem church, why in the world do you criticize your own group? You would encourage them — 
fight the good fight, don’t give in, “I wish Peter and those would castrate themselves”, etc. And F.C. Bauer 
saw this kind of struggle in four letters claiming to be Pauline: 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, 
and Romans. And those were the only ones he would accept as being Pauline, because they all reflected 
this kind of conflict.

But if you look at Galatians, what is Paul’s understanding as to the church in Jerusalem in chapter 2? In 
verses 6 and following, he says, “From those who were reputed to be something … those, I say, who 
seemed to be something added nothing to me. On the contrary, when they saw that I had been entrusted 
with the gospel to the uncircumcised, just as Peter had been entrusted with the gospel to the circumcised 
(for he who worked through Peter for his apostolic ministry to the circumcised worked also through me 
for mine to the Gentiles), when they perceived the grace that was given to me, James [from the Jerusalem 
church], Cephas [from the Jerusalem church], and John [from the Jerusalem church], who were reputed to 
be pillars, gave to me and Barnabas the right hand of fellowship, that we should go to the Gentiles, and 
they to the circumcised.” That doesn’t look like this kind of a life / death struggle between Paul and the 
Jerusalem church. They seem to have a unity there.

Also, when you look at the rest of 1 Corinthians, in 3:21 and following, he says, “So let no one boast in 
men. For all things are yours, whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death or the 
present or the future — all are yours, and you are Christ’s and Christ is God’s.” That doesn’t look like this 
kind of a struggle. And then when you get to 1 Corinthians 15:3, he talks about the resurrection 
appearances, “I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received: that Christ died for our sins in 
accordance with the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day in accordance with 
the Scriptures, and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve. Then he appeared to more than five 
hundred brethren at one time, most of whom are still alive, though some have fallen asleep. Then he 
appeared to James, then to all the apostles. Last of all, as to one untimely born, he appeared also to me. 
For I am the least of the apostles, unworthy to be called an apostle, because I persecuted the church of 
God. But by the grace of God I am what I am, and his grace toward me was not in vain. On the contrary, I 
worked harder than any of them, though it was not I, but the grace of God that is with me. Whether then 
it was I or they, so we preach, and so you believe.” Paul is not arguing against Peter and the church. He 
says, “We all preached that same resurrection message.”

But now, perhaps the strongest argument against seeing a Jerusalem/Paul conflict or fight or struggle is 
16:1, “Now, concerning the contribution for the saints: as I directed the churches of Galatia, so you also are 
to do.” Where is this offering going? To the Jerusalem church. Do you think that Paul would have ever 
been so stupid as to say, “We are collecting an offering for the Jerusalem church so that they can send out 
missionaries to trouble you, and pervert what we’re teaching here”? The very fact that he’s collecting an 
offering for the poor in Jerusalem indicates that he doesn’t see them as a contrary mission against his.

So, what has happened here is, you have in the air being breathed in the early 1800’s, not only in 
Tubingen but throughout Europe, especially in Germany, an evolutionary mentality. The philosophy of 
Hegel dominates. And so this is the way life is; this is the way it must have been in the early church. Now 
what would be the thesis and the antithesis? You have Paul and Peter, Peter being the Jerusalem church, 
and the result is that these now form your theory, and even if it doesn’t work, the theory is nice and 
people are constantly emphasizing it. There’s still a lot of F.C. Bauer attitude in the history of the early 
church, where a major conflict is seen between Paul and the Jerusalem church.
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What you have to do of course [in this way of thinking] is to discredit anything Acts says here, because 
Acts doesn’t see it that way. But you have to remember that Acts is a piece of propaganda written when 
the early church has been established, and trying to gloss over all these things. There were a lot of other 
things that came to conflict and argue against this view. J.B. Lightfoot did a very intensive investigation of 
the earliest letters that we have in the church outside of the New Testament — the letters of Clement and 
Ignatius. And he worked with great diligence dating them (early second century), and demonstrating that 
they know nothing whatsoever about this struggle. And he argued that if there was a monumental 
struggle like the one F.C. Bauer suggests, it would have shown up in the letters of Clement and Ignatius. 
So here we have a thesis which is now generally rejected, although there are remnants of that, and people 
still like to see a major struggle between the Jerusalem church and the Pauline church.

Paul then goes on and talks about the wisdom that some of these people have, that it’s a wisdom of men 
and that it does not come from God. From v. 18, Paul seems to argue against the wisdom of this world, 
and he does. Let me define two terms to you that we want to be careful to distinguish. And this gets us a 
little into what we’re going to talk about in hermeneutics. The idea that humanity through reasoning can 
arrive at the knowledge of God is known as rationalism. That through human reason we can understand 
what God is like, and arrive at an understanding of that. Rationalism: through rational thought, humanity 
can come to God. The idea that God who gave Scripture can be understood by humanity by interpreting 
the Bible is just reasoning. Paul does think that human beings can reason and understand what the Bible 
says, and know therefore what God is like. He does not think that we can by pure reason arrive at God. 
Rationalism and reason are not the same thing. Rationalism doesn’t need Scripture. It can, by reason alone 
go to God. Reason argues that God has given us a revelation which we can understand, that human 
thinking can understand the Bible, and therefore even though they are spiritually discerned as being true, 
we can understand them. Human thinking is adequate to interpret the Scripture. So when he talks in 
1:18-2:16, he’s not saying that human beings cannot understand what God has revealed in his word, in 
what God’s true revelation has revealed; but by reason we can arrive at that. And that the truthfulness of 
that can only be understood by the Spirit.

In 2:14, “The unspiritual man does not receive the gifts of the Spirit, for they are folly to him.” He’s not 
able to understand them because they are spiritually discerned. What Paul is saying here is that the 
unbeliever can understand the Bible, but it’s foolishness in his valuation. Reason can understand the 
Bible; reason cannot understand its truthfulness, apart from the Spirit. I guess I’m a little sensitive to that, 
because somebody said in my hermeneutics class that unbelievers can understand what the Bible teaches 
is rationalism. It’s not rationalism at all. Once you say that the only way you can know God is through the 
Bible, you’re no longer a rationalist. I’m simply saying that human reason can understand the Bible — not 
that it’s true, but understand what it says. And apart from the Spirit, human beings think that this is 
nonsense, foolishness; but when you have the Spirit, you know that this is the truth of God and that it is 
the reality of God.

When he gets to chapter 5, Paul deals with issues of discipline. The one that’s most apparent is this young 
man who is sleeping with his step mother, and he says, “Why haven’t you done something in this area?” 
So, he says in v. 3-4, “For though absent in body, I am present in spirit; and as if present, I have already 
pronounced judgment in the name of the Lord Jesus on the one who did such a thing. When you are 
assembled in the name of the Lord Jesus and my spirit is present, with the power of our Lord Jesus, you 
are to deliver this man to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, so that his spirit may be saved in the day 
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of the Lord Jesus.” This does not mean an inquisition, where you actually put someone to death over 
something like this. This means an excommunication of some sort, in which he is to be put outside the 
believing church community. Being outside the church community, you’re in the world of Satan, not the 
world ruled by our Lord Jesus Christ. And his hope is that this man’s spirit will be saved and he will 
repent this way. And there is apparently in 2 Corinthians a report of this man having repented. Beginning 
in 2 Corinthians 2:5, “But if anyone has caused pain, he has caused it not to me, but in some measure — 
not to put it too severely — to all of you. For such a one, this punishment by the majority is enough, so 
you should rather turn to forgive and comfort him, or he may be overwhelmed by excessive sorrow.” This 
may be very much the person who has been disciplined in 1 Corinthians chapter 5, because that’s the 
purpose of discipline, that he’s now repented and Paul now becomes his advocate, and he says, “Look, 
don’t overwhelm him now with a sense of grief and sorrow and guilt, etc. Receive him back at this time, 
for he is a brother in the Lord.” And in 2 Corinthians 7:8, he says, “For even if I made you sorry with my 
letter I do not regret it ….” It looks like once again the person may have experienced a discipline which 
causes him to react positively to the gospel and be restored. That’s the purpose of discipline, primarily.

The second purpose is the purity of the church. In 1 Corinthians 5, Paul talks about church discipline, and 
he argues, “Why didn’t you do this? Why do you have to wait for me to do something like this?” When 
the Reformation came, there was a great debate as to the signs of a church. What are the signs that 
indicate something is a true Christian church? Because here you had the reformers arguing against a 
Roman church, and the Roman church arguing against the reformers, that they’re not a true church 
because they don’t have apostolic continuation, they’re not supporters of the papacy and things of that 
nature. And the reformers are saying that the marks of a true church are generally two: 1) the correct 
preaching of the Gospel; 2) the right administration of the sacraments. Now interestingly enough, 
Zwingli was influenced by the Anabaptists, who were very strong and said that there was a third mark of 
the church, and that was church discipline. And so when Zwingli argued for the marks of the church, it 
was not only the correct preaching of the Gospel and the right administration of the sacraments; but also 
the correct discipline of the church. Southern Baptists were noted for this up till about 1900. That’s kind of 
fallen apart now. If you look at your church, is there correct discipline of the church, in any ways? 
Probably not, but here in Corinth he argues that this is a necessity; this is something they should do, and 
rebukes them for not having practiced correct discipline of the church.

Then in 7:1 and following, he begins with the questions that the church has raised. The first one has to do 
with marriage and the sexual situation. Note the level-headed approach that Paul has here, “Now 
concerning the matters about which you wrote: ‘It is good for a man not to have sexual relations with a 
woman.’ But because of the temptation to sexual immorality, each man should have his own wife and 
each woman her own husband. The husband should give to his wife her conjugal rights, and likewise the 
wife to her husband. For the wife does not have authority over her own body, but the husband does. 
Likewise the husband does not have authority over his own body, but the wife does.” Notice in v. 2-4 the 
equal-ness of all of this. The man doesn’t rule over his body alone, nor does the wife her body. They are to 
understand that they belong to one another. In v. 5, “Do not refuse one another, except perhaps by 
agreement for a season.” One person in the marriage partnership can all of the sudden say that they think 
they need to give up their sexual relationship for a period of time because they want to fast or pray or 
something like that. It has to be done jointly with one another so Satan will not have an opportunity to 
bring temptation here. He says, “…lest Satan tempt you through lack of self-control.” Then he says, “I say 
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this by way of concession, not of command. I wish that all were as I myself am. But each has his own gift 
from God, one of one kind, and one of another.” Not everyone can live this kind of life that I’m living. 
And Paul found it advantageous not to have to bring a wife with him on his mission trips. Think of what 
a miserable life it would have been for a wife of Paul walking all these 1500 miles. So in his own situation, 
he says, “Not everyone can do that.” So he has a very realistic understanding of the sexual relationship — 
the need of a man for a woman, and the woman for a man.

And he goes on and says, “If you’re unmarried, stay just as I am, but if you can’t exercise self-control, 
marry, for it is better to marry than to be aflame with passion.” Then he turns to the married people and 
he says “I’m going to tell you married people something, but it’s not me. This comes from the Lord Jesus, 
he said that.” “The wife should not separate from the husband, and the husband should not divorce his 
wife. Now to the rest, (I say, not the Lord) ….” Now what he’s saying is this: “I got this from God: don’t 
divorce each other. But I think I’ll throw in some personal advice.” That’s not the way this is to be 
understood. “To the married I give this charge (not I, but the Lord) ….” Now I’m giving you a command, 
but ultimately it doesn’t come from me; because Jesus himself said this. And then he talks about Jesus’ 
teaching on divorce. But then he says, “To the rest I say (I, not the Lord) ….” Jesus didn’t say this, but I’ll 
tell you. And it’s equal in authority. What Jesus said is the word of God; what Paul said is the word of 
God. But Jesus didn’t comment on this, so I as his ambassador, I as his apostle, I will give you this advice. 
“If a brother has a wife who is an unbeliever and she consents to live with him, he should not divorce 
her.” Jesus never talked about that situation, about mixed marriages. But let me give you advice on that. 
And then he gives his advice on that particular issue as well.

When he gets to v. 25, he says, “Now concerning the unmarried I have no command from the Lord, but I 
give my opinion once again.” And the advice given here is given in light of v. 26, the present distress, 
which probably the Corinthians would understand, because it’s a letter and they have some information 
about that. But this is one of the problems we have in a letter — we’re not sure what he means by the 
“present distress”, he simply refers to it. They’ll understand it, but we don’t, and that’s our problem. In 1 
Corinthians 15 later on, he’ll talk about baptism for the dead, and they’ll understand it, because it’s a 
letter and there’s this information that they have in common. It’s not an epistle — if it were an epistle he 
would have explained all those things. But it’s a letter, which is personal, building on a relationship and 
on teachings that they’ve been given before. Remember, for three years he’d been there teaching, and he’s 
building on what he said in those three years. And he probably said something at one time about baptism 
for the dead, and what this means, and so he can just allude to it. With regard to the “present distress”, he 
may have talked about that. Whether that refers to “the coming of the Lord”, or the time of tribulation, or 
whether it’s a present situation in Corinth, I just don’t know. If you want theories we can deal with that, 
but the fact that you have so many attempted explanations indicates that we’re really not sure of it. But 
there’s a distress situation — not a normal situation — which causes him to say it would be better in that 
situation not to marry.

I remember a missionary who was living in a country when it became communist. He sent his wife and 
children home, and he stayed. That’s not a good marital situation, but for the impending distress that 
they were in, he wanted to stay with the church, because he wasn’t worried about what they might do to 
him. But if his wife and children were there, they could apply pressure on him in ways that might cause 
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him to compromise his faith. That’s an impending distress situation. And is something like this going on 
in Corinth? It’s impossible to know. We just don’t have evidence for it.

Let’s go on and talk about the issue of meat that’s been dedicated to idols. 8:1, “Now concerning food 
offered to idols: we know that ‘all of us possess knowledge.’ This ‘knowledge’ puffs up, but love builds 
up ….” There are people in Corinth who say that idols don’t exist, that they’re not real. So, any meat that’s 
been dedicated to them is irrelevant. It’s like dedicating your meat to a telephone pole or something — it’s 
irrelevant. It’s still just meat, and you know it has no significance, and you know you can eat it. But there 
are people in Corinth who are a little more shaky. They’re not as sturdy in their faith. And if they see you 
eating this kind of meat, they may associate things with it that you don’t. And so you have to be 
concerned about how this eating of meat dedicated to idols will affect them. And some people were so 
free as to say that it doesn’t even matter if they go into the temple to eat, because in many ways one of the 
few kinds of eating places was the temple. And a lot of business was done there, so if you had a business 
you might meet with other businessmen in the temple over a meal. And you knew it was irrelevant, like 
meeting at McDonald’s, or something like that. If guys out there worship the golden arches, I don’t; I just 
eat their hamburgers. And so, that was an issue, but Paul draws a line here, and says that if somebody 
who’s in the church sees you going into that situation, don’t do it. You may have knowledge of this, but 
remember that your knowledge shouldn’t hurt other people.

And then chapter 9:19 and following, “For though I am free from all, I have made myself a servant to all, 
that I might win more of them. To the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to win Jews. To those under the 
law I became as one under the law (though not being myself under the law) that I might win those under 
the law. To those outside the law I became as one outside the law (not being outside the law of God but 
under the law of Christ) that I might win those outside the law. To the weak I became weak, that I might 
win the weak. I have become all things to all people, that by all means I might save some. I do it all for the 
sake of the gospel, that I may share in its blessings.” So, yes you’re free on this, but don’t use your 
freedom to hurt others. He says in 10:23, “All things are lawful, but not all things are helpful.” And in 
verse 14 of that same chapter, “Therefore, beloved, shun the worship of idols. I speak as to sensible men.” 
So, in general, meat that has been offered to idols is not something to worry about. Eat what’s put in front 
of you. But if someone makes an issue of it [e.g., “This meat was blessed by the great god Marmuk”], then 
for that person’s sake (since they think it’s important) don’t eat it.

Other issues include women’s dress, the Lord’s Supper, confusion at the Lord’s Supper, drunkenness 
present. Paul says the normal meal that we had together should be done away with, and worshippers 
should eat at home first. 11:17, “In the following instructions I do not commend you, because when you 
come together it is not for the better but for the worse. For, in the first place, when you come together as a 
church, I hear that there are divisions among you. And I believe it in part, for there must be factions 
among you in order that those who are genuine among you may be recognized. When you come together, 
it is not the Lord’s Supper that you eat. For in eating, each one goes ahead with his own meal. One is 
hungry, and another is drunk.” In other words, the Lord’s Supper was preceded by potluck, in which you 
brought your own potluck foods. And some people brought a lot of food, and the poor brought very little. 
Not only that, some people brought a lot of wine, and the result is chaos in the church. “For in eating, each 
one goes ahead with his own meal. One is hungry, and another is drunk. What! Do you not have houses 
to eat and drink in? Or do you despise the church of God and humiliate those who have nothing? What 
shall I say to you? Shall I commend you in this? No.” So he essentially says that when they have a Lord’s 
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Supper they shouldn’t have a potluck. Eat at home, and come celebrate the Lord’s Supper, and therefore 
the poor will not feel badly because they only have peanut butter and jelly sandwiches, while others are 
having lobster Newburg, and things like that. It’s divisive. Then he repeats the tradition of the Lord’s 
Supper.

In 12:1, “Now concerning spiritual gifts, brethren …,” and he talks here about the issue of charismatic gifts 
of one sort or another. He says in v. 12, “Now remember, just as the body is one and has many members, 
and all the members of the body, though many, are one body, so it is with Christ.” We’re one. Gifts should 
not divide us, (v. 13) “…for by one Spirit we were all [all Corinthians] baptized into one body — Jews or 
Greeks, slaves or free — and all were made to drink of one Spirit.” Those issues that divide us are not as 
great as what unites us. We have, all us, been united by being baptized by one Spirit, whether Jews, 
Greeks, slaves, free. And I remember somebody saying to me that that the Corinthian church was a very 
spiritually gifted church, and that’s why they all had this baptism of the Spirit, which not every Christian 
has. And I responded, “I don’t think you’re reading the same letter that I’m reading, because the 
Corinthian church was not that great a church, with all these problems.” But they’d all been baptized with 
one Spirit, because we all as Christians have received the Spirit, and have that commonality, so that is 
what unites us ultimately.

Questions about the resurrection come up in chapter 15 (a very strong chapter here theologically to deal 
with). There is a similarity between the resurrection body and our present body, but there also are 
differences. And the strong emphasis on the resurrection of course is biblical elsewhere. Then in Chapter 
16 he deals with the offering, “Now concerning the contribution for the saints: as I directed the churches 
of Galatia, so you are also to do.” In Galatians 2:9-10, we don’t have a direct reference to the collecting of 
an offering, but Paul writes, “… when they perceived the grace that was given to me, James, Cephas and 
John, who were reputed to be pillars, gave to Barnabas and me the right hand of fellowship, that we 
should go to the Gentiles and they to the circumcised. Only, they would have us remember the poor, 
which very thing I was eager to do.” So, 1 Corinthians talks about collecting an offering. Galatians talks 
about how the Jerusalem church wanted the Galatian church to be concerned about the poor. 2 
Corinthians 9:1, “Now it is superfluous for me to write to you about the offering for the saints, for I know 
your readiness …,” and he talks about the offering in 2 Corinthians. And then in Romans 15, he also talks 
about the offering, 15:25, “At present, however, I am going to Jerusalem with the aid for the saints. For 
Macedonia and Achaia [Achaia being where Corinth is located] have been pleased to make some 
contribution for the poor among the saints at Jerusalem.” So, one of the reasons these letters are linked 
together, is that 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans all refer to an offering Paul is collecting to bring to 
Jerusalem. Same time, same topic. Galatians doesn’t specifically refer to that, although it refers to the 
suggestion from the Jerusalem leaders that the Gentile church be concerned about the poor in Jerusalem. 
So there seems to be good reason, not only with regard to the similar theological emphases which you 
find in those letters, but also to the common theme of the offering, to say that they tended to be written 
together. So in the AD 50’s we had 1 and 2 Thessalonians; in AD 55 we have Galatians, 1 and 2 
Corinthians (and also ? and 1 ? Corinthians), and Romans. Then after that in AD 60 we have Philippians, 
Philemon, Colossians, Ephesians, the prison letters, and then in AD 65 1 and 2 Timothy and Titus as such.
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Chapter 25

2 Corinthians
After Paul wrote 1 Corinthians, the best reconstruction that I can think of is that he sent Timothy to 
Corinth. He mentions in 1 Corinthians that he’s going to send Timothy there; in 1 Corinthians 16:10, he 
writes, “When Timothy comes, see that you put him at ease among you, for he is doing the work of the 
Lord, as I am.” So Timothy is to come, and when he goes to Corinth, he comes back and brings a very 
negative report to Paul. Things are not going well, and so Paul makes an emergency visit. In 2 
Corinthians 2:1, he refers to this as a “painful” visit, “I made up my mind not to make another painful visit 
to you.” He was not well received. And then in 12:21, “I fear that when I come again [after this painful 
visit], my God may humble me before you.” And then, “This is now the third time that I am coming to 
you,” (13:1). So what happens is that this painful visit of Paul doesn’t seem to resolve the issue, and so he 
writes this harsh letter which we call 1½ Corinthians. And Titus delivers that, and he plans to meet Titus 
at Troas, which is still in northern Turkey. But he can’t wait. He’s so eager, he says he’ll go over to 
Macedonia and meet him on the way. And there, Titus brings him good news, and so the Corinthians 
have repented; the harsh letter has apparently worked, and they would like to see Paul. And so Paul, in 
his joy, writes 2 Corinthians and sends Titus and two other people to deliver that, and tells of a future 
visit.

So in 12:14, “Here for the third time I am ready to come to you.” He established the church in the second 
missionary journey. After writing 1 Corinthians he found out that things were going badly. He visited 
them a second time – that was the painful visit. He then writes 1½ Corinthians, and now he’s ready for a 
third visit. And in 2 Corinthians 13:1, “This is the third time I am coming to you.”

There’s a funny story that said when Franklin Delano Roosevelt was to be installed as the President of the 
United States for the third time, they asked him when he swore his oath of allegiance where in the Bible 
he’d like it opened to. He said 1 Corinthians 13, but by mistake it was opened to 2 Corinthians 13, which 
says “This is the third time I‘m coming to you.” Whether that’s true or not is hard to say.

The outline of the letter again begins with a salutation, and then the normal thanksgiving. Even with all 
the problems in 1 and 2 Corinthians, there is a thanksgiving section in these letters. So you must know 
then how upset he must have been in the Galatian letter. Because if he can give thanks with all these 
problems here, and you can’t do it in Galatians, Galatians must really have been a difficult situation. In 
1:8 and following, he has a passage about his being “unbearably crushed”, that he “despaired of life itself”, 
he “…received a sentence of death ….” We don’t know what that means. Some have suggested that Paul 
in Asia was forced to fight the wild beasts (because he makes a mention of fighting beasts in 1 Corinthians 
15:32). But Paul was a Roman citizen; he would never have had to fight in the arena. He could be 
beheaded, but nothing like this. So again, what this experience is, they apparently knew about it and he 
doesn’t have to explain it. It’s not an epistle like we have.

In 1:22, he makes a reference to a passage that I want to comment on, because it’s found not only there, 
but in 5:5 and then in Ephesians 1:14. He says, “It is God who establishes us with you in Christ and has 
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commissioned us. He has put his seal upon us and given us his Spirit in our hearts as a guarantee.” This is 
the RSV translation; the NIV translates this final word as “pledge”; the King James Version says “…He’s 
given us the earnest of His Spirit.” And in 5:5 that same reference is made, “He who has prepared us for 
this very thing is God who has given us the Spirit as a guarantee.” Now the word ‘earnest’, interestingly 
enough, is still used today in that old English sense of the King James Version. When you buy a house, 
what do you have to put down? Earnest money. Earnest money is both a pledge of the rest of it coming, 
but also part of the money that is to come. And it’s a very good old-fashioned term, which, as we 
understand it, fits the role of the Spirit well. The Spirit is both part of our inheritance as believers (the first 
fruits, so to speak, of our salvation), but also the guarantee that the rest will be coming. So the presence of 
the Spirit then in the life of a Gentile, apart from circumcision, indicated that they had already entered the 
Kingdom of God and were guaranteed that they would be part of the future inheritance, even though 
they were not circumcised. Therefore, circumcision can’t be a necessity for that situation (the coming of 
the Spirit that way).

Let me just read a little of what Paul says about his own experiences here. He is in chapters 10 and 1 
rather harshly rebuking the church, and then let me read chapter 12,

“I must boast. There is nothing to be gained by it, but I will go on to visions and revelations of the Lord. I 
know a man in Christ who fourteen years ago was caught up in the third heaven – whether in the body or 
out of the body I do not know, God knows. And I know that this man was caught up into paradise – 
whether in the body or out of the body I do not know, God knows – and he heard things that cannot be 
told, which man may not utter. On behalf of this man [he’s talking about himself, having experienced 
that] I will boast, but not on my own behalf I will not boast, except of my weaknesses – though if I should 
wish to boast, I shall not be a fool, for I shall be speaking the truth; but I refrain from it, so that no one 
may think more of me than he sees in me or hears from me. So to keep me from becoming too elated by 
the abundance of revelation, a thorn was given me in the flesh, a messenger of Satan to harass me, to keep 
me from being too elated.”

What is the thorn in the flesh? There are all sorts of suggestions. He didn’t have to explain it to the 
Corinthians – they knew it. We don’t. Was it malaria? Was it eye disease? Was it epilepsy? A lot of the 
critics would like the epilepsy theory, because that would explain his visions, etc. But he doesn’t explain. 
He continues in verse 8, “Three times I besought the Lord about this, that it should leave me. But he said 
to me, ‘My grace is sufficient for you, for my power is made perfect in weakness.’” Paul prayed three 
times to be healed of it, and he wasn’t. Now I’m not quite ready to say that if he really had enough faith 
he would’ve been healed. Sometimes yes, sometimes no. “I will all the more gladly boast of my 
weaknesses, that the power of Christ might rest upon me. For the sake of Christ then I am content with 
weaknesses, insults, hardships, persecutions, and calamities. For when I am weak, then I am strong.”

In chapter 11, he talks about the same thing. There apparently were people, rivals, who were boasting 
things like, “I’m better-looking than Paul”; “I’m a better preacher”; “I’m more eloquent”; “He’s really not 
much”; etc. And so in 11:7, “Did I commit a sin in abasing myself so that you might be exalted, because I 
preached God’s gospel without coast to you? I robbed other churches by accepting support from them in 
order to serve you.” There’s only one church that we know of that Paul accepted money from – the 
Philippians. He would not accept it from others, to provide an example, and also to make sure that people 
would not accuse him of being “in this for the money”. “And when I was with you and was in want, I did 
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not burden any of you, for my needs were supplied by the brethren who came from Macedonia [Philippi 
is in Macedonia]. So I refrained and will refrain from burdening you in any way. …. And why? Because I 
do not love you? God knows I do!” Verse 16:

“I repeat, let no one think me foolish. But even if you do, accept me as a fool, so that I too may boast a 
little. What I am saying I say not with the Lord’s authority, but as a fool in this boastful confidence. Since 
many boast of worldly things, I too will boast. For you gladly bear with fools, being wise yourselves! For 
you bear it if someone makes slaves of you, or devours you, or takes advantage of you, or puts on airs, or 
strikes you in the face. To my shame, I must say, we were too weak for that!

“But whatever anyone else dares to boast of – I am speaking as a fool – I also dare to boast of that. Are 
they Hebrews? So am I. Are they Israelites? So am I. Are they offspring of Abraham? So am I. Are they 
servants of Christ? I am a better one – I am talking like a madman – with far greater labors, far more 
imprisonments, with countless beatings, and often near death. Five times I received at the hands of the 
Jews the forty lashes minus one. Three times I was beaten with rods. Once I was stoned. Three times I was 
shipwrecked; a night and a day I was adrift at sea; on frequent journeys, in danger from rivers, danger 
from robbers, danger from my own people, danger from Gentiles, danger in the city, danger in the 
wilderness, danger at sea, danger from false brethren; in toil and hardship, through many a sleepless 
night, in hunger and thirst, often without food, in cold and exposure. And, apart from other things, there 
is the daily pressure on me of my anxiety for all the churches. Who is weak, and I am not weak? Who is 
made to fall, and I am not indignant?

“If I must boast, I will boast of the things that show my weakness.”

In other words, Paul is saying “You put up with these people who are boasting all these things. And I’m 
not going to forgive you for making me do this, but I’m going to boast too, then. I’m speaking like a fool.” 
And then he boasts, and all you have to do is say, “Do you think that any of the people living in Corinth 
that were trying to steal a flock away from Paul could meet these kinds of things?” And then he says that 
his greatest burden is the anxiety of the churches – his love for the church and his worries for them. Even 
worse than the beatings and all of those things is the worry about the Corinthians and the Galatians, and 
things of that nature.

The letter ends in Chapter 13 with a reference to a third visit, and then verses 11-14, “Finally, brethren, 
farewell. Mend your ways, heed my appeal, agree with one another, live in peace; and the God of love 
and peace will be with you. Greet one another with a holy kiss. All the saints greet you. The grace of the 
Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all.” And here 
you have a Trinitarian formula placed side-by-side with those three. It’s an amazing thing.

One final statement I’ll make on 2 Corinthians 5:1-5, where he talks about the state after death, in which 
he sees this as a state in which there’s a conscious existence with God after death, but where there is an 
awaiting and a looking forward to the resurrection. You can read that on your own.
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Chapter 26

Romans: Introduction
The city of Rome and its church here: the church apparently was not established by any particular apostle 
of note. In 15:20, Paul talks about making it his ambition to “… preach the gospel not where Christ has 
already been named, lest I build on another man’s foundation.” Paul’s own missionary strategy was not to 
work where other people had already established the church. And that’s reinforced in what he says in 2 
Corinthians 10:15-16, “We do not boast beyond limit in other men’s labors. But our hope is that as your 
faith increases, our field among you may be greatly enlarged, so that we may preach the gospel in lands 
beyond you, without boasting of work already done in another man’s field.” So, Paul’s policy was not to 
work in churches that had been established by others. But he does want to come to Rome. For many years 
he’s wanted to do that. And now he writes this letter to a church that he had not established.

The tradition that Peter had established the church in Rome is certainly incorrect if the idea is that Peter 
had traveled to Rome, preached in Rome, and established the church there. Paul would never have gone 
to Rome to work in the church if Peter had established the church there. There may be however a 
justification of saying that Peter established the church in Rome, if we think of what happened on the day 
of Pentecost, where Peter preaches to Jews of the dispersion. In Acts 2:9-10, we read there of “…Parthians, 
Medes, Elamites, residents of Mesopotamia, Judea, Cappadocia, Pontus, Asia, Phrygia, Pamphylia, Egypt 
and the parts of Lybia belonging to Crete, and visitors from Rome, both Jews and proselytes ….” So at 
Pentecost there are present Jews and converts to Judaism, proselytes. These are not God-fearers; they 
have gone further than that, actually having become circumcised and then converting to Judaism. They 
were there from Rome. So at Pentecost, this group of Roman Jews heard the gospel. If they were 
converted and went back, and the establishment of the church starts with this group that at Pentecost 
heard the gospel, then there is a sense in which Peter established the church in Rome. But he didn’t do it 
on a missionary journey, when he went out there and established the church as such.

After some six or seven years, the makeup of the church in Rome is once again mixed. There are Jews that 
have returned after the death of Claudius, who died in AD 54. He expelled the Jews in AD 49 and died in 
AD 54. His order of expulsion therefore ends with his death, and a couple of years later Paul writes to the 
church in Rome, and when he does so, he writes to people in the church who were Jewish. Some 
examples of this include:

• Romans 2:17, “But if you call yourself a Jew and rely on the law and boast of relationship to God …,”;

• 2:25, “ …circumcision is of value if you obey the law,”;

• 3:1, “Then what advantage has the Jew?”;

• 4:1, where he addresses this to the Jewish element, “What shall we say about Abraham our forefather 
according to the flesh?” In other words, “What shall we who are Jewish say with respect to the Abraham 
situation, our father according to the flesh, of whom we are physical descendants?”;
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• 7:1, “Once again, do you not know, brethren — for I am speaking to those who know the law -- that the 
law is binding ….” This seems to be addressed to those who are more than God-fearers -- to Jews.

• And then, chapters 9-11 talk about the Jewish people, Paul’s brethren for whom he wishes himself that 
he could be cut off in what is their future.

So there is a strong Jewish element now present when he writes this letter. Claudius has died, probably 
Jews who had to leave returned back to their home city in that regard.

But it’s also very much a Gentile congregation. With chapter 1, in his salutation, he talks about the grace 
and apostleship that he has received “…to bring about obedience of faith for the sake of his name among 
all the nations, including yourselves.” (“The nations” is a synonym for Gentiles.) In v. 13 he says, “I want 
you to know, brethren, that I have often intended to come to you (but thus far have been prevented), in 
order that I may reap some harvest among you as well as among the rest of the Gentiles.” In 9:3, “For I 
could wish that I myself were accursed and cut off from Christ for the sake of my brethren, my kinsmen 
by race.” In this passage, he’s certainly talking about the Jewish element there. But he’s contrasting his 
relationship to the Jews (“my kinsmen”) from the majority of the readers, who do not have that kind of 
relationship. And you can look up other passages as well, that indicate that what we have here is a mixed 
church.

So by the time we have here now, this letter is being written, it is about two years after the expulsion -- 
say AD 56 or so, plus or minus a year. The emperor that had expelled the Jews had died; the Jews had 
now returned. In the list of names given in chapter 16, which we’ll have to address in just a minute, there 
are a number of people here who are referred to as kinsmen:

• v. 3, “Greet Priscilla and Aquila, my fellow workers in Christ Jesus.” That seems to refer to more than 
simply joint workers. The word used refers to someone more like a kinsman in the race who are working 
with me.

• You find that more specifically in v. 7, “Greet Andronicus and Junia, my kinsmen,” (“my fellow Jews”, or 
kinsmen).

• And finally, in v. 11, “Greet my kinsman Herodion.”

So, if we accept v. 11 as part of this letter, it seems that there has been a return of Jews back to the city of 
Rome.

The date of the letter is most strongly determined by the reference in chapter 15 to the offering that’s been 
collected. In 15:25, he says, “At present, I am going to Jerusalem bringing aid to the saints. For Macedonia 
and Achaia [the main city in Achaia is Corinth] have been pleased to make some contribution for the poor 
among the saints at Jerusalem. For they were pleased to do it, and indeed they owe it to them. For if the 
Gentiles have come to share in their spiritual blessings, they ought also to be of service to them in 
material blessings. When therefore I have completed this [this relief offering of funds to Jerusalem], and 
delivered to them what has been collected, I will leave for Spain by way of you. I know that when I come 
to you I will come in the fullness of the blessing of Christ.”

Now, in 1 Corinthians 16, that offering is also referred to. It appears to be at an earlier stage of collection, 
however, because Paul is not talking about bringing it; here it’s still in the stage of being collected. 16:1, 
“Now concerning the contribution for the saints: as I directed the churches of Galatia, so you also are to 
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do. On the first day of the week [interesting reference to meeting on the first day of the week, which 
indicates that in Corinth the day of worship was no longer the Sabbath but Sunday. And if you want to 
say that the Apostle Paul made a mistake by having his churches in Corinth worship on the first day of 
the week, I’m comfortable being in a mistaken situation] each of you is to put something aside and store it 
up, as he may prosper, so that there will be no collecting when I come. And when I arrive, I will send 
those whom you accredit by letter to carry your gift to Jerusalem.”

In 2 Corinthians, after the harsh letter and the restoration of the church once again, he devotes chapters 8 
and 9 to this offering. 8:1, “We want you to know, brethren, about the grace of God that has been shown in 
the churches of Macedonia, for in a severe test of affliction, their abundance of joy and their extreme 
poverty have overflowed in a wealth of generosity on their part. For they gave according to their means, 
as I can testify, and beyond their means, of their own free will ….” And then in chapter 9, “Now it is 
superfluous for me to write to you about the offering to the saints.” So, 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans 
all refer to this offering. They must have been written at around the same time. And since Paul is talking 
about bringing the offering, and that the collection has already been made in Macedonia, which would 
mean Thessalonica and Philippi and Achaia (which would be Corinth, the main city); now the Roman 
church is at the end of this offering and is about to bring it to Jerusalem. After that, he hopes to visit Rome 
and do a mission on to Spain. So Romans is written after the offering, sometime around AD 56, probably 
just a year or so one way or the other at most. It’s pretty easy to date this; it’s a fairly distinct time.

As to the place from which it is written, in chapter 16, assuming for a minute that this is part of the letter, 
“I commend to you our sister Phoebe, a deaconess of the church at Cenchreae ….” Remember Cenchreae 
was on the eastern side of the isthmus; Corinth on the western side — a couple of miles apart from each 
other. Then he refers to Gaius in 16:23, “Gaius, who is host to me and to the whole church greets you.” So 
he’s writing to the church in Rome, and he’s saying that Gaius, by the way, greets you. Well, we read of 
Gaius in 1 Corinthians (if it’s the same Gaius), as one of the early converts in 1:14 “I’m grateful that I 
baptized none of you except Crispus and Gaius ….” So Corinth is associated with Gaius there. Erastus in 
Romans 16:23 is referred to, “Erastus the city treasurer and our brother Quartus greets you.” In 2 Timothy 
4:20, which seems to be directed in some ways to that issue, he speaks of Erastus, and he says “Erastus 
remained at Corinth.” Erastus is there associated with Corinth. And there’s one other possible reference. 
There is a reference here in 16:13 to Rufus, “Greet Rufus, eminent in the Lord; also his mother and mine.” 
In the Book of Mark, in 15:21, Mark adds a little editorial comment when he says, “They [the Romans] 
compelled a passerby, Simon of Cyrene, who was coming in from the country, the father of Alexander and 
Rufus, to carry his cross.” In other words, he’s saying that he wants his readers to know that Simon of 
Cyrene was Alexander and Rufus’s father. Alexander and Rufus must be known to the reader. And if, (as I 
believe and I think that most traditional people do with regard to Mark) Mark was written to the church 
in Rome, a reference to Rufus at Rome would then go hand in hand with the reference here in Romans 16 
to Rufus being in Rome.

So enough about the city, the makeup of the church (Jew and Gentile), date (AD 56, just after the offering 
has been collected and just before it’s been delivered to the church in Jerusalem), place of origin (Corinth 
during the 3d missionary journey) of Paul’s Letter to the Romans.
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Chapter 27

Romans: Integrity
One of the problems that this letter has involves the situation of chapter 16. Paul writes to 28 people in the 
church at Rome; but he’s never visited the church in Rome. How in the world does he know 28 people in 
a church he has never visited? Some have suggested therefore that some of these people (like Priscilla and 
Aquila) we have read of being in the city of Ephesus. You have a reference here to Epaenetus in v. 5, who 
was the first convert in Asia, which is Ephesus. What’s he doing in Rome, when it seems that he should be 
in Ephesus?

Some have suggested that perhaps two copies of this letter were made — one that went to Rome, and 
another that went to Ephesus, and chapter 16 and all these greetings were added to that [Ephesus] letter. 
It is interesting to note, however, that when Paul writes letters to churches that he’s established he doesn’t 
give personal greetings in them. On the other hand, there is one other letter that he writes to a church that 
he did not personally found. In Colossians 1:3-4, it’s evident that Paul has never been at Colossae, “We 
always thank God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, when we pray for you, because we heard of your 
faith in Christ Jesus.” You don’t hear about a person’s faith if you helped ground that faith. And then he 
says, concerning the grace of God (v. 7), that they “…learned it from Epaphras, our beloved fellow 
servant.” And he continues in v. 9, “So from the day we heard, we have not ceased to pray for you, asking 
that you may be filled with the knowledge of his will ….” Again, he says that he “has heard” these things.

So, Ephesus is a church that he established and he writes to, but he doesn’t give greetings. Corinth is a 
church he established; he doesn’t give a list of greetings like this. In the letters to Thessalonica and 
Philippi there are not long lists like this. But when you get to the end of Colossians, you do find a listing 
of names. Starting in 4:15, “Give my greetings to the brothers at Laodicea, and to Nympha and the church 
in her house. And when this letter has been read among you, have it also read in the church of the 
Laodiceans; and see that you also read the letter from Laodicea. And say to Archippus, ‘See that you fulfill 
the ministry that you have received in the Lord.’” So he writes to a church and there he specifically singles 
out people he knows, and sends greetings to them. So it may very well be, then, that Paul writes these 
additions to a church that he has not visited intentionally; whereas to a church that he has visited, it 
doesn’t seem to be his tendency to do that.

You also have to remember that Jews, for instance, that had been expelled from Rome would most likely 
have returned, especially if they owned houses and things of this nature. So Jews returning back again 
would provide opportunity for Paul (who had met Priscilla and Aquila in Corinth and Ephesus, for 
instance) to send greetings now that they’ve gone back. This would also tie his relationship to that church 
in some way.

Some have suggested that Priscilla &amp; Aquila’s greeting here seems to argue in favor of his having 
written this chapter 16 to Ephesus because in chapter 16 of 1 Corinthians that’s where they are located, (v. 
19), “The churches of Asia send you greetings. Aquila and Prisca, together with the church in their house, 
send you hearty greetings ….” So, when Paul writes 1 Corinthians from Ephesus, Aquila &amp; Priscilla 
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are there, and they send greetings because they had been there originally. When they were kicked out of 
Rome, they came first to the city of Corinth and established their relationship with the church there; but 
now they’re in Ephesus. How are they now back in Rome? Well, home was where they had been kicked 
out of — Rome was their hometown, and it would seem quite natural for them to have returned at this 
time.

Epaenetus, the first convert in Asia — what is he doing in Rome? Well, the very fact that he greets and 
singles him out as the first convert in Asia would not be necessary if he’s writing to the head church in 
Asia, Ephesus. It makes much more sense to make this point in writing to the church in Rome (“Greet 
Epaenetus, who by the way was my first convert in Ephesus”).

The doxology which we have in 16:25-27, occurs in a number of different places in manuscripts,

“Now to him who is able to strengthen you according to my gospel and the preaching of Jesus Christ, 
according to the revelation of the mystery that was kept secret for long ages but has now been disclosed 
and through the prophetic writings has been made known to all nations, according to the command of 
the eternal God, to bring about the obedience of faith — to the only wise God be glory forevermore 
through Christ Jesus! Amen.”

That is found in different places. It’s found in some manuscripts at the end of chapter 15; and in some at 
the end of chapter 14. Also, if you look at 1:7, the greeting “…to all God’s beloved in Rome”: there are a 
few manuscripts (not in any way the best manuscripts) that lack that reference to Rome, and also the 
reference to Rome in 1:15. But those are not the best manuscripts, and are in the minority.

So there have been a number of suggestions as to how all of this took place. As I said, some suggest that 
Paul wrote two letters: one to Rome, consisting of the first 15 chapters; another to Ephesus, which 
consisted of the same 15 chapters plus an addendum of chapter 16. And Marcian, who is this early 
Heretic in the church, left out chapter 15 because it had too much Jewish nature associated with it, and 
therefore they have this other variety. I think it makes more sense to say that all of this was a single letter, 
which Paul wrote to Rome. Marcian did omit chapters 15 and 16, which caused all sorts of problems. He 
put a doxology there, and some put a doxology then after 15, and so we have a little textual variation this 
way. But for me it’s much easier to see this as a unified letter. It’s not a question once again of whether 
Paul wrote all 16 chapters, but whether they are a single letter. It’s the same kind of problem of integrity 
that we have with another major letter, which is 2 Corinthians. No one denies that it’s Pauline, but is it a 
single letter?

The outline of the letter consists of a salutation, thanksgiving, the main body (which we’ll look at shortly), 
the exhortation at the end, and the conclusion. We have a very lengthy body in this letter — much more 
so than in others, where he deals with specific issues. And why and how, we’ll look at that.
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Chapter 28

Romans: Occasion
As to the occasion of the letter, I’m going to suggest a theory for this, and then we’ll look at the evidence. I 
don’t know why this is not more evident to some people who write on Romans. I believe Paul wrote 
Romans because of his unique view of his apostleship. If he was indeed THE apostle to the Gentiles, then 
here is a church out in Rome that falls under his leadership, his area of responsibility. It’s not Peter’s 
responsibility; it’s not a Jewish church. No one else is responsible for it. As THE apostle to the Gentiles, 
therefore, this is Paul’s responsibility. And so he writes as the apostle in charge of that church, even 
though he had nothing to do in founding it, nor did any of his disciples (like Erastus and others who 
worked from Ephesus, establishing churches in Laodicea, Colossae, etc.). In Galatians, he has said in 2:7-9 
that when he was there [in Jerusalem], nothing was added to him, but that the church itself saw and 
recognized the gift that was given him. Galatians 2:6,

“And from those who were reputed to be something (what they were makes no difference to me; God 
shows no partiality) — those, I say, who were of repute added nothing to me. But on the contrary, when 
they saw that I had been entrusted with the gospel to the uncircumcised, just as Peter had been entrusted 
with the gospel to the circumcised (for he who worked through Peter for the mission to the circumcised 
worked also through me also for the Gentiles), and when James and Cephas and John, who were reputed 
to be pillars, perceived the grace that was given to me [Remember that expression, “the grace that was 
given to me” — the grace of this apostleship], they gave the right hand of fellowship to Barnabas and me, 
that we should go to the Gentiles and they to the circumcised. Only, they would have us remember the 
poor, which very thing I was eager to do.”

As to remembering the poor, this is the offering that we just talked about. His mention of the grace of 
apostleship to the Gentiles refers to the fact that he was to the Gentile church what Peter was to the 
Jewish church.

If that’s true, then what we have here in Romans is a letter written by Paul to a church that he feels is 
under his apostolic authority and care. And this becomes fairly evident, even in the opening verses. The 
first seven verses are very unusual -- this is not the typical introduction. A typical letter would have been 
something like the first part of the first verse, “Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle, To 
all God’s beloved in Rome who are called to be saints: Grace and peace to you from God our Father and 
the Lord Jesus Christ.” That would be very typical, like the Corinthian correspondence, the Thessalonian 
correspondence, etc. But you have this large section in between. Why? Because he’s writing to a church in 
which he has to establish his apostleship from the beginning. These are not his converts — he hasn’t been 
there before. Why is this strange man, Paul, writing to us? Well, he establishes that from the very start.

“Paul a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle, set apart for the gospel of God which he promised 
beforehand through his prophets in the holy Scripture, concerning his Son, who was descended from 
David according to the flesh and designated Son of God in power according to the Spirit of holiness by 
his resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord ….”
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Why the reference here to the resurrection of Jesus? He doesn’t mention that in other introductions. He 
mentions it here because that’s where he gets his apostleship. It’s the risen Christ who has given him his 
apostleship. The other apostles were called during the ministry of Jesus. Paul was called by the risen 
Christ. So in this very introduction to a church, he wants to establish the risen Christ and he says in v. 5, 
“…through whom we have received grace and apostleship [same language is used in Galatians 2 
regarding his receiving grace and apostleship] to bring about the obedience of faith for the sake of his 
name among all the nations [all the Gentiles], including yourselves, who are called to belong to Jesus 
Christ.” Paul an apostle, who has received the gift of apostleship and leadership, in order that he is the 
apostle to the Gentiles, in order to bring obedience of faith among the Gentiles, which includes, you, 
because you are a Gentile church. “To all those in Rome who are loved by God and called to be saints: 
Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.”

Then in the thanksgiving section, v. 8-15, he does the same thing. He establishes his relationship with the 
church,

“First I thank my God through Jesus Christ for all of you, because your faith is proclaimed in all the 
world. For God is my witness [he’s trying to build up a relationship here] whom I serve with my spirit in 
the gospel of his Son, that without ceasing I mention you always in my prayers [I have always been 
praying for you], asking that somehow by God’s will I may now at last succeed in coming to you. For I 
long to see you, that I may impart to you some spiritual gift to strengthen you.”

You don’t say that to Peter’s church, but you say this to a Gentile church which falls under his 
authoritative leadership. And he goes on, “…that we might be mutually encouraged by each other’s faith, 
both yours and mine.” But v. 12 is not really what he’s getting at; it’s 11. He’s going to impart some 
spiritual gift “…that I may establish you….” Verse 13,

“I want you to know, brethren, that I have often intended to come to you (but thus far have been 
prevented [or as the King James Version translates it, ‘thus far have been let’]), in order that I may reap 
some harvest among you as well as among the rest of the Gentiles. I am under obligation both to Greeks 
and to barbarians, both to the wise and to the foolish. So I am eager to preach the gospel to you also who 
are in Rome.”

So in this salutation and thanksgiving, he’s building up his relationship. The reason he writes this letter is 
that he is their spiritual father, and as their apostle (“God has given me this grace of apostleship”), he 
wants to establish and help them to be sure that they’re on the right track. In essence, “I rejoice in what’s 
going on; I just want to help you in this way.” He has a unique view of his apostleship: he’s not just AN 
apostle, but THE apostle to the Gentiles.

Then, when he gets to chapter 15 he continues along these lines. Beginning at v. 14, “I myself am satisfied 
about you, brethren, that you yourselves are full of goodness, filled with all knowledge and able to 
instruct one another.” Who is he it would matter to them that he’s satisfied? It matters that he’s satisfied 
because he has the responsibility over this church; he’s the apostle.

“But on some points I have written to you very boldly by way of reminder, because of the grace given me 
by God [same expression once again, right?] to be a minister of Christ Jesus to the Gentiles in the priestly 
service of the gospel of God, so that the offering of the Gentiles may be acceptable, sanctified by the Holy 
Spirit. In Christ Jesus, then, I have reason to be proud of my work for God. For I will not venture to speak 
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of anything except what Christ has accomplished through me to win obedience among the Gentiles in 
word and deed, by the power of signs and wonders, by the power of the Holy Spirit — so that from 
Jerusalem and as far away as Illyricum [the coast of Yugoslavia, opposite Italy], I have fully preached the 
gospel of Christ; and thus I make it my ambition to preach the gospel, not where Christ has already been 
named, lest I build on another man’s foundation, [That’s why I can write you — I’m not building on 
anyone’s foundation here in Rome] but as it is written, ‘They shall see who have never been told of him, 
and that shall understand who have never heard of him.’

This is the reason [v. 22] why I have so often been hindered from coming to you. But now, since I no 
longer have any room for work in these regions, and since I have longed for many years to come to you, I 
hope to see you in passing as I go to Spain, and to be helped on my journey there by you, once I have 
enjoyed your company for a while. At present, however, I am going to Jerusalem bringing aid to the 
saints. For Macedonia [Philippi, Thessalonica]and Achaia [Corinth] have been pleased to make some 
contribution for the poor among the saints at Jerusalem. They were pleased to do it, and indeed they owe 
it to them. For if the Gentiles have come to share in their spiritual blessings, they ought also to be of 
service to them in material blessings. When therefore I have completed this and have delivered to them 
what has been collected, I will leave for Spain by way of you. I know that when I come to you I will come 
in the fullness of the blessing of Christ.”

So, why does Paul write this letter? There are a number of reasons, not just a single one. One reason is 
that he wants to be assisted by them as he goes to Spain on a mission trip. But above all, he writes as the 
apostle to the Gentiles because of the grace that has been given to them, to write to establish them, and to 
make sure things are going well at the church in Rome, because that’s his responsibility. He had a unique 
view of his apostleship. Either he’s suffering from delusions of grandeur, or else he in fact has a unique 
calling and apostleship this way, much like Peter had as well.

So, this makes this letter then an unusually wonderful letter, perhaps the best all of Paul’s letters in this 
sense: here he writes to a church that he has not preached to, that he has not taught in the purpose of 
establishing them. So Romans is more like an epistle than a letter. It does not so much build on a prior 
relationship and on prior teachings, but he explains everything as carefully as he can to them. You don’t 
want to call it a systematic theology of Paul, because there are areas that he doesn’t deal with here. There’s 
not a lot of Christology, about the pre-existence of Jesus that you find in Colossians and Philippians, etc. 
But it is the most systematic and organized of Paul’s letters, one that doesn’t build on prior teachings that 
he has given them. He can build on traditions, and he talks about baptism — he builds on that. He 
assumes they have been taught many things. But he wants to make sure, and these are the things that are 
laid out in a more systematic form than any of his letters.

So the occasion of this letter makes Romans far more of an organized, epistle-like letter than the 
occasional nature of the letters to the Philippians, Thessalonians, and Corinthians. To call it a systematic 
theology, however, would be too far. It doesn’t cover everything. But it is organized to help establish a 
church which has not received his theological teachings up to this time (at least not directly).

So that’s what I suggest as a background to the letter, and why it is such a terrific, important letter. He’s 
organized these things very carefully. After his experiences with fighting in the Galatian churches over 
issues of justification by faith, he can bring all of that, organize it after reflection even further, and present 
this to the church.
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Chapter 29

Romans: Problem
Now we’ll deal with the content of this great letter. We already talked about the opening salutation, much 
enlarged over any of the others, including materials that prepare the church for the reason of the letter. He 
deals with his apostolic authority there. In vv. 8-15 we have the thanksgiving, and then most scholars are 
pretty well convinced that when we get to v. 16, we have a kind of a summary of the theme of the letter, “I 
am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of God for salvation to everyone who has faith, to the 
Jew first and also to the Greek. For in it the righteousness of God is revealed from faith for faith, as it is 
written, ‘He who through faith is righteous shall live.’ [a quotation from Habakkuk 2:4]”

In 1:18-3:20, he presents the major problem that humanity faces. And he’s going to deal with both the 
Gentile world and the Jewish world. If I were to tell you for instance that there is a wonderful new 
surgery that has developed, very painful, that requires you to stay in a hospital bed for 2 weeks, that it 
has a slow recovery but a 100% chance of recovery — once I described it, how many of you would really 
be interested in it? How many would be interested if I said “You are all about to die of a disease. There’s 
only one cure for it,” and then I describe it? Then you’d pay attention. That’s’ what Paul does in the letter. 
He doesn’t go on and talk about the cure until he talks about the problem. And when you realize the 
problem you have, you’re much more open to the cure.

When I had major back surgery, I didn’t hear a doctor say, “You know what? We have this new kind of 
back surgery, and it really is painful, but there’s a good chance of success.” I wasn’t going to be interested 
in that. What he said instead was, “You need this surgery or you’ll probably never be able to walk again.” 
Then all of the sudden I became very interested in the cure.

And so what Paul does is to present the stark problem before the cure. In other words, he deals with the 
problem of sin and our failure before God. And he’ll divide that into two parts, since the world is divided 
into two parts. He’s going to talk about the problem of sin with regard to Jewish world, but first he’s 
going to deal with the Gentile world — the guilt of the Gentile world, the big problem. Beginning at v. 18, 
he starts right away, “The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and wickedness 
of men, who by their wickedness suppress the truth.” That’s the problem. You’re under the wrath of God 
and you have sinned. Verse 20 talks about their being without excuse. And time and time again, there is a 
constant theme that is repeated. We see it in v. 24, “Therefore God gave them up,” v. 26, “For this reason, 
God gave them up,” and v. 28, “Since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up.” These 
are terrible statements. Not only is their condition desperate and under the wrath of God, but God gave 
them up to all sorts of things. And what we have here is a description of the sins of the Gentile world.

Couldn’t the Jews also fit here? Not really. What’s being described in v. 19 is not the kind of thing that you 
would say to Jewish people. “You’re under the wrath of God because …,” and then when you get into the 
first two major divisions of sin (which I’ll describe in a minute), they would simply say that this doesn’t 
involve them.
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The first one, in vv. 19 ff. is idolatry. There is an element of natural revelation in which people can know 
not only that God exists, but the greatness of his power and deity. It’s out there in natural revelation. It’s 
not enough to reveal how we can be saved, but it’s natural enough to reveal that there is a God, and that 
God is great and glorious. The result is that they have no excuse — even a Gentile, even a person who’s 
never read or heard the Bible has enough of a witness in creation around him of God’s existence. And he 
knows enough about that, that they have some inkling about what God is like. They don’t honor God, 
and they become futile in their thinking (v. 21), claiming to be wise they became fools (v. 22). And here’s 
their first sin for which God will give them up (1:23): They “… exchanged the glory of the immortal God 
for images resembling mortal man or birds or animals or reptiles.” The first thing they’re guilty of is 
idolatry. And you don’t have to refine idolatry, and speak of idolatry as placing something else before 
God -- we’re talking about just crass idolatry. All you have to do is go to the Parthenon area, and to Mars 
Hill. Acts tells us that Paul went there, and he was crushed. They were so idolatrous they had a statue to a 
God they don’t even know about yet -- they were worried about leaving one out. So you have all this kind 
of idolatry — think about the kind of idolatry you find in Southeast Asian temples. And people would 
remark about the beauty of some of the temples, but Paul would just think about the horror of what it 
reveals about their having made the incorruptible God into the likeness of corruptible things.

A Jew would say, “You’re not talking about us, Paul.” And they would be right — Jews were not generally 
guilty of idolatry. You could argue that in the Old Testament they made idols, but when 587 BC and the 
fall of Jerusalem came, they went into exile and battle, and after that idolatry’s a dead issue — no more. 
They could play around with idolatry until they were thrown into the midst of it, and then they realized 
the absurdity of it. Idolatry is not a problem after that.

In verses 24 and following, another sin for which God gave them up,

“Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, to the dishonoring of their bodies 
among themselves, because they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the 
creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen. For this reason God gave them up [the 
second one] to dishonorable passions. Their women exchanged natural relations for those that are 
contrary to nature; and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with 
passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in themselves the due 
penalty for their error.”

Again, a Jew would say, “You’re not talking about us, Paul.” Homosexuality was not a problem in 
Judaism. It was rampant in the Greek world, very dominant in the Greek world. And Paul sees this as 
sinful, and it’s actually a punishment that God gives them up to this kind of thing. He writes them off, so 
to speak. Again, that typified the Gentile world, but it doesn’t deal with the Jew. But he’ll deal with the 
Jew later.

The third area, beginning in vv. 28-32, (the first was idolatry, the second was sexual immorality, especially 
homosexuality), “Since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up to a debased mind 
and improper conduct.” And now we have a listing of sins which are sins against society in one way or 
another, “…wickedness, evil, covetousness, malice. They are full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, malignity. 
They are gossips, slanderers, haters of God, insolent, haughty, boastful, inventors of evil, disobedient to 
parents, foolish, faithless, heartless, ruthless. Though they know God’s righteous decree that those who 
practice such things deserve to die, they not only do them but approve those who practice them.” So now 
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here you have a listing of the sins of which the Gentile world is guilty: homosexuality, and before that 
idolatry, and afterward, these various kinds of social sins.

When you read this, is it true that every Gentile was an idolater who practiced homosexuality and these 
other social sins? There were some noble Gentiles. We’re not talking so much about every individual in 
the world; we’re talking about the Gentile world as typified this way, and it’s true. This did typify the 
Gentile world. We’ll switch later on, and when he talks about the Jew. He’ll talk about Jewish failures and 
sins; and not every Jew was like this, either. But this was the kind of thing that typified the Jewish world. 
So, we’re not talking about every individual being like this; we’re talking about the Gentile world in 
general, and this is what that world represents. You’re seen as a group. Not every American may look like 
an ugly American when he goes to another country, but a lot of them do. And the result is that America is 
seen as like this. There are exceptions, and there exceptions like this in the Gentile world. But the big 
problem is that God has given them up because of their sin. They’re lost, they’re hopeless, they’re already 
under God’s wrath. God’s wrath in the future, in the final Day of Judgment will be a continuation and an 
intensification of the present wrath, but God has given them up in some ways to this.

One biblical writer, C. H. Dodd, interprets “God gave them up” as “God just forgot about them, and is 
letting them stew in their own juices.” This seems to go further than that. It looks like an act of God, in 
which he gives them over to even more sin in this regard — that the punishment for this kind of behavior 
is to be given up to even more intense forms of this kind of behavior. And so, after 1:18-31, the Gentile 
world stands condemned before God, and in need of some miraculous forgiveness and grace.

A Jew who read this (not a Jewish Christian, but just a plain Jew) would have probably said, “Right on, 
Paul! That’s exactly what those scoundrel Gentiles are like.” And so Paul now has to deal with the Jew, 
especially in light of the fact that the Jew feels that he has a unique position with God. And so he writes 
(2:1), “Therefore you have no excuse, O man, whoever you are, when you judge another. For in passing 
judgment upon them you condemn yourself, because you, the judge, are doing the same things.” Paul’s 
not saying that they do everything that we just talked about; but they do some of the same things. You’re 
not guilty of idolatry, you’re not guilty of homosexuality; but what about these other sins, all mentioned 
beginning in 1:29: wickedness, covetousness, malice, envy, murder, strife, deceit, malignity, gossip, 
slander, haters of God, insolent, haughty, boastful, inventors of evil, disobedient to parents, foolish, 
faithless, heartless, ruthless? You who condemn the Gentiles for these sins — some of you are guilty of 
this, too. So you do the same things. And I think the “same things” being referred to in 2:1 refers to the 
third kinds of sins that Paul refers to, the sins against society, because the first two, you wouldn’t 
condemn the Jew for.

Continuing with vv. 2:2-11,

“Now, we know that the judgment of God rightly falls upon those who do such things. [Yes, that’s true.] 
But do you suppose, O man — you who judge those who practice such things and yet do them yourself 
— that you will escape the judgment of God? [Well, yes, I’m a Jew; I’m part of the covenant people.] Or 
do you presume on the riches of his kindness and forbearance and patience [in other words, do you 
presume on your covenant relationship? that you are Abraham’s offspring? Do you presume on having 
been baptized into the Christian faith?] Do you not know that God’s kindness is meant to lead you to 
repentance? But because of your hard and impenitent heart you are storing up wrath for yourself on the 
day of wrath when God’s righteous judgment will be revealed.
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“For he will render to each one according to his works: [v. 7] to those who by patience in well-doing seek 
for glory and honor and immortality, he will give eternal life; [8] but for those who are factious and do 
not obey the truth, but obey wickedness, there will be wrath and fury. [9] There will be tribulation and 
distress for every human being who does evil, the Jew first and also the Greek, [10] but glory and honor 
and peace for everyone who does good, the Jew first and also the Greek. For God shows no partiality.”

There are a couple of important points in these last four verses. Verses 7, 8, 9, and 10 are what we call a 
“chiasmus”. A chiasmus is when you have a list of statements that go A, B (sometimes you have more, but 
here you have these), and then you go B, A. So the thing you’re talking about in A will be repeated at the 
very end; and what you talk about in B will be repeated again right after that. In A, you have “those who 
in patience in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, he will give eternal life.” Now if you 
jump to 10, here you have the “…glory and honor and peace for everyone who does good, the Jew first 
and also the Greek,” A and A. For theme B, v. 8, “Those who are factious and do not obey the truth, but 
obey wickedness, there will be wrath and fury,” and then in v. 9 it repeats that same thing, B, again, “There 
will be tribulation and distress for every human being who does evil, the Jew first and also the Greek.” So 
you have A, B, B, A. A is those who seek glory and immortality, eternal life; [B:] for the factious there’s 
wrath and fury; [B:] tribulation and distress to those who do evil; [A:] to those who seek good, glory and 
honor. A, B, B, A. You see that there.

The question here now, though, is: Does Paul really believe that Gentiles and Jews can, by patience and 
well-doing seek for glory and honor, and receive eternal life? He says in another passage that there’s no 
righteous — no not one -- but by grace you are saved through faith. He says that this is not your own 
doing; it’s the gift of God. Verses 7 and 10 seem to conflict with justification by faith. Verses 8 and 9 are 
not a problem, but those who seek to do good receive glory and honor? Is it by works?

Well, there are two ways of interpreting this. One is that this is entirely hypothetical. If a person truly 
sought glory, honor, immortality -- if they truly did good -- then they would obtain hypothetically eternal 
life; but since all have sinned, this is not hypothetically possible. I don’t think, however, that’s the best 
way of interpreting it. I think what he’s talking about is straightforward: those who “…in patience and 
well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality [by repentance and faith in Jesus Christ being 
understood], he will give eternal life.” The same goes for v. 10, “… glory and honor and peace to everyone 
who does good ….” Those who follow Jesus Christ and seek to keep his will, they will have glory, peace 
and honor. The assumption here is that you have to add that these good people are those who believe in 
Jesus and seek to follow him. And I would think that makes sense, because if you’re a good person, when 
you hear the gospel you believe it. And you’re truly, honestly seeking hope and immortality, then the 
good news of the gospel is something you believe and you hold on to. So, I don’t think it’s simply 
theoretical. I think he’s saying that there’s judgment coming upon Jew and Greek -- there’s no difference. 
If they do evil and abide in it, judgment and wrath comes upon them. On the other hand, for those others 
(Jew or Greek, it makes no difference), there is eternal life and glory and honor if they do good and follow 
Jesus Christ. So I think you have to assume that those who seek those things would be following Jesus. I 
don’t know how else you would look at it.

That notion I think is reinforced by a repetition of that same idea in vv. 12 ff., “All who have sinned 
without the law will also perish without the law, and all who have sinned under the law will be judged 
by the law.” All are guilty. So if you don’t have the law you’ll be judged not by the law, but you’ll be 
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judged by the knowledge you have without the law. But you’ll be condemned. If you have the law, if you 
know the commandments, you’ll be judged by that. It is not the (v. 13) “… hearers of the law who are 
righteous before God, but the doers of the law who shall be justified.” It looks very much like the writings 
of James later on. Verse 14, “ …when Gentiles who do not have the law do by nature what the law 
requires, they are a law to themselves, even though they do not have the law. They show that the work of 
the law is written on their hearts.” Verses 25 and following seem to repeat what we looked at in vv. 7-10,

“Circumcision is indeed of value if you obey the law, but if you break the law, your circumcision becomes 
uncircumcision. So, if a man who is uncircumcised keeps the precepts of the law, will not his 
uncircumcision be regarded as circumcision? Then he who is physically uncircumcised but keeps the law 
will condemn you who have the written code and circumcision but break the law. For no one is a Jew 
who is merely one outwardly, nor is circumcision outward and physical. But a Jew is one inwardly, and 
circumcision is a matter of the heart, but the Spirit, not by the letter. His praise is not from men, but from 
God.”

So those who keep the law must be those who are believers, whether they’re Jewish or not. Gentiles who 
keep the law now because they have come to faith in Christ: their uncircumcision is of no matter. It’s as if 
they are circumcised in their hearts, and that’s what really counts. People who are circumcised but do not 
obey the law and Jesus Christ: they’re essentially uncircumcised, because God looks not on the foreskin of 
one’s male sexual organ; he looks upon the condition of the heart. And real circumcision in the truest 
sense involves the heart being circumcised or not.

In 3:1-9, he then brings this to a conclusion, “What then is the advantage of the Jew?” Is there any 
advantage that a Jew has at all, if they’re both condemned and all fall short? “Of what value is 
circumcision? Much in every way. To begin with, the Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God [they 
have the Scriptures]. What if some were unfaithful? Does their faithlessness nullify the faithfulness of 
God? No, not at all. … But [on the other hand] if our wickedness serves to show the justice of God, what 
shall we say? That God is unjust? By no means!”

At the end of 3:1-8, he comes to bring a summary. One thing that keeps coming up is whether there’s any 
advantage in being a Jew. Time and time again, there’s something that breaks in, and he deals with a little 
of that, but he never completes it. He will complete it in chapter 7. In chapter 7 he’ll bring that up and 
deal with it. [But if you look at for instance the outline here, you have under 7, “(concerning the law)” on 
the next page.] So a number of times the issue has come up, and will come up again. What about the Jew? 
Verse 9: “Are Jews any better off? No, not at all.” Well isn’t there anything advantageous in being a Jew? 
Yes, but …. And then in chapter 7 he’ll finally deal with that, but he won’t deal with it until then.

In vv. 10 ff., then, we have this famous conclusion [beginning v. 9b],

“… we have already charged that all, both Jews and Greeks, are under sin, as it is written: ‘None is 
righteous, no, not one; no one understands; no one seeks for God. All have turned aside; together they 
have become worthless; no one does good, not even one. Their throat is an open grave; they use their 
tongues to deceive. The venom of asps is under their lips. Their mouth is full of curses and bitterness. 
Their feet are swift to shed blood; in their paths are ruin and misery, and the way of peace they do not 
know. There is no fear of God before them.’”
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Now, he summarizes in vv. 19 -20 the fact that, if he can prove that the Jew is guilty and in need of grace, 
then everybody is in need of grace. If the Jew’s in trouble, and needs God’s grace, the Gentile is more so. 
So he spends time now and brings this to a conclusion (v. 19), “Now we know that whatever the law says 
it speaks to those who are under the law, so that every mouth may be stopped, and the whole world may 
be held accountable to God. For by works of the law no human being will be justified in his sight, since 
through the law comes knowledge of sin.” So he concludes here that the Jewish guilt, even though they 
have the law, means that the whole world stands guilty.

So now you have the problem described in two parts; the Jew is under the wrath of God, and the Gentile 
is under the wrath of God. What then? And then in 3:21 he’ll introduce the remedy, as such.
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Chapter 30

Romans: Remedy
Law first of all in the phrase (Romans 3:21), “righteousness manifested apart from law,” is seen as a way of 
achieving salvation. Maybe you could substitute “legalism” here for the first understanding of the word 
“law”. And then, the law repeated the second time refers to the first five books of Moses, “… the Law and 
the Prophets ….” So in the norms of language, the word law can mean several things, and here in this 
same sentence Paul uses it in two different ways: 1) Law in the sense of a legalistic means of achieving 
righteousness, (the righteousness of God has been manifested apart from this legalism) although 2) the 
Law bears witness to it. So law is understood in two different ways — the norms of language permit that, 
and Paul makes that clear from the context.

Then he describes this righteousness (v. 22), “… the righteousness of God through faith in Christ Jesus to 
all who believe.” Now we have that theme that we had listed in 1:16-17, when we were talking about the 
righteousness that comes through faith. This is going to come up at this time. The righteousness of God is 
manifested, being witnessed by the Law and the Prophets -- the righteousness of God through faith in 
Jesus Christ for all who believe. The word ‘faith IN Jesus Christ’ is literally ‘faith OF Jesus Christ’, and this 
could be interpreted two ways: 1) a subjective genitive, in which we’re describing the faith that Jesus 
Christ has — we are justified and we have righteousness through Jesus Christ’s faithfulness — the way he 
lived, and his perfect life in obedience; or 2) it can be an objective genitive, in which the object of faith is 
Jesus Christ. There’s been a lot of discussion on this. The “new thing” is to see it as a subjective genitive, 
where we’re talking about Jesus Christ’s faith -- the righteousness that comes through Jesus Christ’s faith.

On the other hand, though, the whole passage here is talking about faith IN God and what he has done. It 
doesn’t talk about Jesus’s faith, but faith of which he is the object. And as we read along, this will become 
more clear. We’re talking about our faith in Jesus Christ. So the righteousness of God is through the faith 
which has as its object Jesus Christ, (continuing v. 22), “… for all who believe. For there’s no distinction: 
for all have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God, [There’s no distinction between Jew and Greek 
that way] and thus we are justified by his grace as a gift through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus, 
whom God put forward as an expiation …,” or ‘propitiation’, there’s a lot of debate over this word. At one 
time it was almost an issue of orthodoxy as to how you held this.

In the Greek world, hilasterion, the Greek word, primarily is used with the idea of propitiating the wrath 
of God. In other words, God has anger; to propitiate it means to alleviate it. And so here, if you have the 
idea of propitiation, you alleviate God’s wrath against sin and against sinners. Evangelicals tended to 
emphasize that; liberals didn’t like that so much because the idea of God being wrathful, and having to 
have his anger propitiated was offensive. And so they emphasized ‘expiation’, the covering of sin (in 
other words, the forgiving of sin). In the Old Testament, hilasterion is primarily used in that sense, with 
sacrifice that covers sin. The NIV uses that imagery of the Old Testament sacrificial covering for sin. It’s 
probably not an either / or; that God’s wrath is eliminated and propitiated is part of the biblical teaching. 
But here, it doesn’t seem to be as strong as the act of the sin which we have, and our guilt is covered 
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through the death of Jesus Christ. God “… set him as a covering for sin [hilasterion] through faith in his 
blood.” Notice the object here is not the faithfulness of Jesus, but faith IN his blood, and so when we talk 
about the faith of Jesus in v. 22, we want to talk about the faith of which he is the object. [Verse 25], “ … 
faith in his blood, in order to show God’s righteousness, because in his divine forbearance he had passed 
over former sins. It was to show his righteousness at the present time, so that he might be just and the 
justifier of the one who has faith in Jesus.” And again for faith, Jesus is the object.

There’s a sense in this passage in which God is both the one who makes righteous, and the one who is 
being “righteous-ized”. In other words, the issue is, how can God forgive sin? Most people in America 
would say, “How can he NOT forgive sin?” But if you have a holy God, the real question is not, “how can 
he not forgive sin?” but “how can he forgive sin?” How did he simply pass over the sins done in the Old 
Testament, and not bring wrath upon people who did such things? Well, he proves that he is just — he is 
being justified in the sense of being shown to be just — because sin is dealt with. He was able to pass over 
sin, because he looked forward to the coming of the Son of God who would die as a propitiation 
(hilasterion) and an expiation, a covering, for sin. And therefore he’s able to do this. And now God can be 
declared just — he hasn’t just ignored sin; he’s dealt with sin — he’s covered sin. And the reason that he 
was able to pass over those sins in the sense of forgiving them was because of the sacrifice Jesus would 
make.

So we have God’s righteousness in 3:25-26; we now can declare him righteous because he did not just 
ignore sin. The holy God — how can he ignore sin? Well, he didn’t. He was able to forgive sin because of 
what was going to happen. But he’s also a “righteous-izing” God: he makes others righteous by the gift of 
his Son, and through faith one becomes righteous in him. He himself is righteous, and he justifies. For 
“righteous” and “justifies”, this is the same Greek word here. One is a noun, and the other is a verb, but it’s 
the same root. Some have tried to show that by saying, “it was to prove at the present time that he himself 
is righteous, and that he righteous-izes those who have faith in Christ.” The word “righteous-ize” never 
caught on, however. But it’s unfortunate that when we talk about the words righteous and justification 
and justify — it seems that we’re looking at two different words, but there’s really the same Greek root in 
all of that. So, “… that he himself is just and that he justifies through faith in Jesus Christ …,” that may be 
another way of translating it. But the same word is being used. So, the death of Christ justifies God in the 
sense that it declares that he is righteous. He is able to forgive sins, because sin has been dealt with. He 
doesn’t simply ignore it, so he’s righteous. But he also is the one who makes us righteous through Jesus 
Christ in this regard.

As to boasting, it’s all gone. Paul would say that if you see a proud arrogant Christian, he doesn’t know 
much of the grace of God at all. Because once you realize that there’s nothing you can do — that you’re 
absolutely helpless in anything you could do. Even your best moment doesn’t even merit forgiveness for 
that moment. And you realize that an innocent one has to die on your behalf. How can you boast? How 
can you be proud? How can you be arrogant? True Christianity, if it’s understood correctly, makes one 
very humble. And what of boasting? It’s excluded. How? On the principle of works alone? If you have 
works to do and you can boast, well, then yes, you could boast and be arrogant. But if you have faith, it 
means that you seek the work of someone else on your behalf. And you, in mercy, seek forgiveness in 
Christ.
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[Verse 28], “For we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of the law. Or is God the God of 
Jews only? Is he not the God of Gentiles also? Yes, of Gentiles also, since God is one — who will justify 
the circumcised by faith [like the faithful Jew] and the uncircumcised through faith [like Cornelius]. Do 
we then overthrow the law by this faith? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold the law.” All of the 
sudden, the question of the law comes up again. It keeps on coming up, and finally we’ll get to chapter 7, 
and we’ll deal with that.

Having established, then, the divine remedy, he then turns to Abraham, who is the single most important 
Jew, the founder of the Jewish faith. And if he can prove for instance that Abraham entered into this 
relationship with God by grace through faith, then all his descendants have to enter in the same way. So 
he then raises the question, “What about Abraham?” What did he find out with regard to ‘our father 
according to the flesh’, or ‘the one from whom we descend? Verse 4:2 ff., “If Abraham was justified by 
works, he has something to boast of, but not before God. For what does Scripture say? ‘Abraham believed 
God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness.’” This is one of Paul’s favorite proof-texts. Abraham 
believed God, and this was reckoned to him as righteousness. He goes on to say that if you work, you get 
wages. But if you don’t work, but simply trust God who justifies your ungodliness, this faith is reckoned 
as righteousness. And then he quotes David, which is a very good rabbinic argument: you quote first 
from the law, and then you get another verse from the prophets or the rest of Scripture, and then from 
David. David pronounces a blessing “… upon the man whom God reckons righteous apart from the law, 
‘Blessed are those whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered; blessed is the man against 
whom the Lord will not reckon sin.” And he uses in this kind of argument the verse from Genesis 15:6, 
from the Law. You need another verse from the rest of the Bible, from the Law and the rest of Scripture, 
and the way you tie it together is that there’s a single word in both of those that show that tie. And the 
word he uses here is “reckoned”. Abraham was “reckoned” as righteous, and David says, “Blessed is the 
man to whom the Lord will not ‘reckon’ sin”. And so you have this double rabbinic proof, which Jewish 
scholars would be very impressed by in that way.

Again, Abraham’s justification by faith is not only demonstrated by this verse in 15:6, but in the 
relationship between his circumcision and his justification. He’s justified in chapter 15; he’s circumcised in 
chapter 17. Doesn’t that say something? Chapter 17 cannot be the cause of chapter 15; chapter 15 happens 
first. There is the sense, then, that Abraham becomes an example for Gentiles because he was justified as a 
Gentile — he was uncircumcised. So Paul points out that Abraham, the Father of the Jews, the great 
example, was a Gentile when he was saved, when he had his righteousness attributed. That’s when his 
faith was reckoned as righteousness.

Now the word “reckon” becomes a key term in this whole chapter. We haven’t really come across it at all 
yet, but now time and time again he talks about being ‘reckoned’ righteous. This indicates that 
righteousness is not a moral quality, but is a ‘reckoned’ situation. You have here the scene of a law court, 
in which you are judged, or reckoned, as such, and personal piety is something different from that. There 
was a big debate during the Reformation between justification and sanctification (sanctification being 
understood theologically in the sense of one’s progress of growth toward holiness). They are separate 
things — one is a standing, or a status (we are justified); one’s piety is something that follows and 
proceeds. [Sanctification] is not a standing as such in the normal theological use of the term, but 
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righteousness is. We are ‘reckoned’ as righteous. You have the scene of the law court, with a ‘not guilty’ 
sentence pronounced upon us. And then what’s true of Abraham would also be true of his descendants.

!124



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Chapter 31

Romans: Results
Having dealt this his argument, in chapters 5-9 Paul then deals with the results of this righteousness. 
Now that we’re righteous, what comes with it? We heard the whole debate as to righteousness as a 
standing with God. In other words, I have been attributed the sentence of being righteous; that already is 
my standing — I am justified. It will take place in the final day, but I’ve already been given the sentence; I 
already know what it is. God is faithful — he’s not going to change it all of the sudden. On the final Day 
of Judgment, when you appear before the great judge, he pronounces you righteous. You are justified. 
And that pronouncement has already been given to us in a sense now, but it awaits that final day. So now 
I have righteousness.

The next question that comes up is: if I have righteousness, does that have anything to do with the way I 
live? If I am pronounced righteous, can I then live like the devil? After all, living does not determine my 
righteousness; I already have that standing. And therefore, is this standing simply a legal kind of a 
situation, having nothing to do with life? Is that a clear question? A lot of Baptists in practice live that 
way, right? For instance,

“I got saved 48 years ago.”

“Have you been to church since?”

“No.”

“What kind of life do you live?”

“I’m going to be one of those that will be ‘saved though by fire.’”

Maybe not.

So, what’s the relationship? One of the things that you have to realize is that the metaphor of justification 
is a legal metaphor. It pronounces how we stand before God. People want to make it more than that, 
because they want to somehow say that if you’re justified you have to live a life like a truly justified 
person — a life of holiness, etc. I think what we have to realize is that there are metaphors that the Bible 
uses to describe the Christian life. This metaphor deals with our legal standing before God. There are 
passages in Romans that make that very clear. If all that happens to us when we are converted is that we 
are pronounced righteous, then there is no necessary connection between that standing and how we live.

But when we’re converted, more happens to us than simply being pronounced righteous. Besides being 
baptized and having a confession of faith and repenting and believing, something else happens that’s part 
of the conversion experience. We are born again. We are given a new nature. And the result is that, in light 
of this, it is not the metaphor ‘justified’ that deals with Christian living; it is the experience of conversion 
(which includes being justified) that deals with Christian living. And so in that experience of conversion, 
more happens. We are transformed. We are changed. We become a new creation in Christ Jesus. And 
because of that aspect of it, life now proceeds in a path of holiness. Justification has nothing directly to do 
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with that, except that justification is part of the experience of being converted. And ‘converted’ means 
something. ‘Converted’ means more than just being pronounced righteous; it means the transformation of 
life in Christ. And if a person has been justified, and shows that he’s never been born again, I would have 
to question whether he’d ever been justified. So, when we’re converted, there is more associated with that 
than simply being pronounced righteous. The metaphor is an attempt to explain an aspect of our 
salvation, but no metaphor is big enough to cover it all. And there are some people, especially some 
Lutherans who want to pack the word ‘justified’ with all sorts of things. What ‘justified’ means is to be 
declared righteous. That’s all that it means. But the experience of being declared righteous includes other 
things that cause one to have to live differently. And Paul is going to deal now with some of the results of 
righteousness, and some of these other things that take place.

In Chapter 5, he deals with the fact that if we are “… justified by faith, we have peace with God through 
our Lord Jesus Christ [v. 1b].” Now that is not the subjective experience of “feeling” at peace with God. I 
remember when I became when I became converted, I had a wonderful experience of an inner, deep 
peace with God. That’ true, but that’s not what Paul is talking about here. What he means here is that the 
war has ended — the war of God vs. Bob Stein has come to an end. There has been a peace accord. This is 
something very objective. That inner feeling of peace — the realization of all that’s taking place is 
wonderful. That’s not what he’s talking about. He’s talking about an objective thing. The war has come to 
an end. And we rejoice now in the hope of sharing in the glory of God, and he talks about some other 
things that we’re not going to look at.

Verses 12-21 hit a digression. We have the first major parenthesis, where Paul somehow has to deal with 
the issue of how Adam fits into all of this. We’ve talked about sin, etc., but where does Adam fit in all of 
this? And so he now digresses for a minute and talks about the influence of two great individuals in 
world history. One is Adam, and the other is Jesus (v. 12), “Therefore, as sin came into the world through 
one man, and death through sin, and so death spread to all men because all men sinned.” He’s talking 
about the origin of sin in the human race — it comes through one man, Adam. The latter part of v. 12 has 
frequently in reformed circles been understood this way: “Therefore as sin came into the world through 
one man, and death through sin, so death spread to all men, because all men are reckoned as being sinful.” 
All men are attributed the sin of Adam, and therefore we’re guilty, we’ve sinned, and Adam’s sin is 
imputed to us, and therefore we’re sinners that way.

I don’t think that’s the best way of understanding this verse. There’s an interesting passage in the Book of 
2 Esdras, where the writer in chapter 7 [vv. 118-119] says, “O Adam, what have you done? For though you 
alone sinned, what good is it, if being promised eternal life, we all sin?” Now there’s a tie between Adam 
and the individual, but it’s not that Adam’s sin is attributed to them. But the influence of Adam’s sin 
causes us to sin, and therefore what good is it if we’re now promised life and we’re now sinning? What 
have you done to bring this state about? And I think that fits better the understanding of Paul here: sin 
enters the world through one man, and death through sin. But it passes on to all of us because we are 
sinning. It doesn’t matter how or why — we are sinning, and we affirm one way or another what Adam 
has done, and thus it is passed upon us. And so I think we all sinned and therefore death also passed 
upon us.

Now in v. 13 you have again a digression that is going to have to be dealt with shortly, “Sin was indeed in 
the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where there is no law.” Even before there was a 
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law there was death, and so death reigns from Adam to Moses even before the law is here. You don’t need 
the law for death; death already existed here, and now he wants to go in vv. 15-21 and do the comparison,

“If many died through one man’s trespass, much more have the grace of God and the free gift by the grace 
of that one man Jesus Christ abounded for many. And the free gift is not like the result of that one man’s 
sin. For the judgment following one trespass brought condemnation, but the free gift following many 
trespasses brought justification. For, if, because of one man’s trespass, death reigned through that one 
man, much more will those who receive the abundance of grace and the free gift of righteousness reign in 
eternal life through the one man Jesus Christ.

“Therefore, as one trespass led to condemnation for all men, so one act of righteousness leads to 
justification and life for all men. For as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners, so by 
the one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous. Now the law came in to increase the trespass, 
but where sin increased, grace abounded all the more, so that, as sin reigned in death, grace also might 
reign through righteousness leading to eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.”

Now you have this kind of comparison, and in v. 19, “As by one man’s disobedience the many were made 
sinners, so by one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous.” In v. 18, these are synonymous 
parallels, the same thought being repeated, “As one man’s trespass led to condemnation for all men, so 
one man’s act of righteousness leads to acquittal and life for all men.” It looks almost universalistic here, 
except you have to realize that this is a balanced form of poetry. And the second line talks about many 
being made sinners and many being made righteous, so the “all” shouldn’t be pushed too much. But how 
do you word something that’s in poetic form? We could look at 1 Corinthians 15:22, “For as in Adam all 
die, so in Christ shall many be made alive”? That’s not balanced poetry. So you shouldn’t press the 
imagery — elsewhere it’s very clear Paul believes that not everyone will be saved. There is a judgment 
and a separation at the end of judgment.

So now he’s dealt with how that one man, Adam, brought death into the world, because somehow what 
he did brings about our sinning, and our sinning therefore brings trespass and death. But on the other 
hand, there’s another man who comes. And through that one man a greater gift is given, and that is 
acquittal, life, and righteousness. So he’s dealt with the first little parenthesis, Adam and Christ. Now he’s 
writing a theology really for the church in Rome, and that issue has to be dealt with in some way.

In chapter 6, he does deal with this issue of whether a person who is reckoned righteous can live in sin 
(6:1), “What shall we say then? Are we to continue in sin that grace may abound?” The idea here is, if God 
is really a wonderful savior, forgiving me of my sins, can I make him even more wonderful by being even 
more of a sinner? Paul says, “God forbid!” The logic may be alright, but the logic loses sight of the fact that 
when we became justified, other things took place as well. And now he deals with that (6:2-4), “How can 
we who died to sin still live in it? Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ 
Jesus were baptized into his death? We were buried therefore with him by baptism into death, in order 
that, just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might walk in newness of 
life.” He talks almost certainly about Christian baptism here when he says (v. 4), “when we were immersed 
[associated with our conversion] … we entered into a newness of life,” (elsewhere this is translated, ‘born 
again’ or ‘became a new creation’) and the result is that that new life has to manifest itself. The person 
whose life has been changed is going to live differently; that’s why we cannot abide continually in sin. We 
can walk in newness of life. There’s a new quality of life. Our old self was crucified with him. There’s a 
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sense in which the old nature was nailed to a cross when we believed in Jesus. It doesn’t mean it was 
eradicated or anything like that, but it has been dealt a mortal wound. And therefore, something has 
happened. We’ve died to sin.

How does that involve justification? It doesn’t involve justification as a metaphor; it involves what 
happens when you are justified however, because other things take place. And these other things include 
this dying to sin — this being made into a new creature in Christ, being given a new heart, a new life. If 
you were an adult when you came to know the Lord, is there not a sense in which things became 
different? Is there not a new desire that happens in a person’s life, a new longing to live differently than 
the way one did? And even if you committed the same sin, it was not the same; because the new creature 
in Christ could no longer enjoy it. Whereas once one relished those sins, now there’s a guilt, a distaste for 
it; and that leads to repentance. So something has happened — we were not the same people we once 
were. What has that got to do with justification? Nothing specifically, but when you become justified 
other things happen as well. And these other things are what Paul is talking about here in chapter 6.

Having said that we died to sin, he then says in v. 12, “Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal bodies.” 
Have you ever thought that’s kind of a silly way of wording things? How many times do you command 
dead people not to do something? If you’ve died to sin, how can you ever sin again? If you died to sin, 
why do you say “Let not sin therefore reign any more in your mortal bodies”?

What we have here, and we’ll look at it more closely in Colossians, is the relationship between the 
indicative and the imperative in Paul. 6:1-11 is the indicative (“you died to sin,” etc.); 6:12-14 is the 
imperative. Why the imperative, if the indicative is true? Notice (and this is most important), the 
imperative never precedes the indicative; it’s always the other way around; it’s the indicative which forms 
the basis of the imperative. It is never, “Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal bodies to make you obey 
their passions so that you may be buried with Christ ….” It’s never that way; it’s always the other way. 
“Having died with Christ, therefore, do not let sin reign in your mortal bodies.” The indicative is always 
the basis for the imperative. And what I’ll argue in more detail at another time is that the indicative is a 
statement about what we are in the total understanding of eternity. We have died with Christ. Sin will 
never reign over us anymore -- that’s a sure thing. In light of all that we are in Christ, that is true.

However, all of that is not yet fully realized. And therefore, in this in-between time, between what we are 
in Christ and what we will fully be, realized in Christ, the imperatives come. And the imperatives deal 
with this in-between time of not fully having realized all the things. We died with Christ, to be sure. Sin 
will not reign over us — that’s right; that’s sure. But that’s both a promise and a prediction. In light of 
eternity, all of that is true. And it’s in light of eternity that we’re told to so live. The situation is just like the 
little boy who was a prince being raised to be the king. He lived as a little boy in light of the reality that 
was to come, and his tutor would say to him, “Sire, kings do not do that.” He wasn’t the king yet, but he 
was the king in the future. And we have died with Christ; therefore sin can’t have dominion over us. It’s a 
dead issue. We’re victorious; we’re more than conquerors. But in this time between what we now are and 
what we ultimately will be, there are imperatives that follow.

Then he goes on and says, if the first hypothetical question was to increase God’s grace by sinning more, 
the second would be, “Well, if we’re not under the law any more, but under grace, why don’t we sin? Let’s 
enjoy it.” Paul argues, no, you have a new slavery. The slavery to sin is over; you are slaves of God, and 
therefore you are committed to him and you must live accordingly. And in chapter 6 you deal with that 
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moral kind of tension that he deals with. Justification involves more than a pronouncement of 
righteousness. There’s associated with that act of being justified (even though the metaphor doesn’t deal 
with any of this) other things that take place.

Now in chapter 7 he finally wrestles with the issue concerning the law. He deals with another kind of 
argument in 7:1-5, but we’ll skip that for a minute. Verse 7, “What then shall we say? That the law is sin? 
By no means!” We’ve talked about the law; it’s come up time and time again. How do we deal with it? 
Let’s look through Romans and see how this issue keeps coming up:

• 2:12-13, here he’ll deal with the law, “All who have sinned without the law will also perish without the 
law, and all who have sinned under the law will be judged by the law. For it is not the hearers of the law 
who are righteous before God, but the doers of the law who will be justified.”

• Then when you get to 2:25, “Circumcision is indeed is of value if you obey the law, but if you break the 
law, your circumcision becomes uncircumcision. So, if a man who is uncircumcised keeps the precepts of 
the law, will not his uncircumcision ….”

• 3:20, “For by works of the law no human being will be justified in his sight, since through the law comes 
knowledge of sin.”

• 3:21, “… the righteousness of God has been manifested apart from the law.”

• 3:31, “Do we overthrow the law by this faith? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold the law.”

• 4:13-15, “The promise to Abraham and his offspring that he would be heir of the world did not come 
through the law but through the righteousness of faith. For if it is the adherents of the law who are to be 
the heirs, faith is null and the promise is void. For the law brings wrath, but there is no transgression 
where there is no knowledge of sin.”

• 5:13, “Therefore sin came into the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where there is 
no law.”

• 7:5-6, “While we were living in the flesh, our sinful passions, aroused by the law, were at work in our 
members to bear fruit for death. But now we are released from the law, having died to that which held us 
captive, so that we serve not under the old written code but in the new life of the Spirit ….”

Alright, now, we’ve had enough of this. What are we going to say about the law? And we have here 
another parenthesis. And the parenthesis means that we’re dealing with an issue, not necessarily that this 
is the logical place where we’re talking about sanctification, etc., in the Christian life. I think he simply at 
this point is going to deal with the law, and where this is located doesn’t really deal with the main 
question of who this person is, that he describes. In 7:14 ff.,

“We know the law is spiritual, but I am of the flesh, sold under sin. For I do not understand my own 
actions. For I do not do what I want, but I do the very thing I hate. Now if I do what I do not want, I agree 
with the law, that it is good. So now, it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells within me. For I know 
that nothing good dwells in me, that is, in my flesh, For I have the desire to do what is right, but not the 
ability to carry it out. For I do not do the good I want, but the evil I do not want is what I keep on doing. 
Now if I do what I do not want [Who is the “I” here?], ….
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So I find it to be a law that when I want to do right, evil lies close at hand. For I delight in the law of God, 
in my inner being, but I see in my members another law waging war against the law of my mind and 
making me captive to the law of sin that dwells in my members. Wretched man that I am! Who will 
deliver me from this body of death?”

Now, the main question of chapter 7 is: Are we talking about Paul himself (very unlikely)? Is Paul talking 
hypothetically about humanity under the law, and that humanity is not Christian? Is this a non-Christian 
or a Christian approach in 7:7-25? There’s lots and lots of debate on that. I remember one time in Holland, 
if you said that this was the non-Christian experience, this was heresy. It’s interesting how theologians 
like to call anybody who disagrees with them a heretic.

Or, in 7:7-25, is it a Christian who’s going through this? And the arguments are numerous in that regard. 
Some argue that this can’t be an unbeliever, because he wants to do what is right. On the other hand, you 
do have to admit that after reading chapter 6 about how “sin will no longer have dominion over you,” and 
you read chapter 7, it doesn’t seem like the same person. What’s happened? Has he lost his salvation 
somewhere in between? It’s a real struggle. My own view is, I think what Paul is talking about is the 
idealized unbeliever. This is not Paul himself; he’s not talking about an individual; he’s talking about the 
Law. And what’s the problem with the Law? The problem is that humans can want to keep the law, but 
they can’t do it. The law: I want to do what it says, there is in me a desire to do what it says, but I simply 
can’t do it. I need some help; I need rescue, and that rescue will come in Jesus Christ. And so he inserts 
here not a Christian experience, even though we’re starting from 3:21 on, talking about the Christian and 
his relationship to God, here he says, “Let’s talk about the law. Let’s pause for a minute, and let’s talk 
about the law.”

There’s no real problem with the law. The law is good. The problem is not the law; it’s that I cannot keep 
the law. So the question is, what about the law — it seems that the law doesn’t make a Jew any better off 
than a Gentile. It really doesn’t mean much. No, the law is very special. But what’s the problem with the 
law? Is the law sinful? No. If you have a series of MRI’s on your back, and the doctor looks at these and 
says that you have some degenerative disks and you need back surgery, is there anything wrong with the 
MRI? Do you curse the MRI? Do you curse the x-ray, or do you say to the x-ray, “Heal me!” The law does 
that. It is the x-ray of our lives, and it reveals our sin. There’s nothing wrong with that; but you can’t have 
the law heal you. It is not able to; it is weak, Paul says. It cannot perform that function. And therefore, 
there’s nothing wrong with it. The trouble is me. I can look at that x-ray of the law, and it tells me what I 
should do. And in fact, in my best moments I really want to do it. But the problem is that I have a 
problem. It’s within me. I can will to do it, but I can’t be helped. And the cry out (v. 24), “Wretched man 
that I am, who will deliver me from this body of death?” -- I find that very hard to associate with a 
Christian; it’s much more of an unbeliever’s cry, that he needs some sort of help. And the help will come 
in chapter 8 for the Christian, because what the law cannot do, God now will give provision for.

Why don’t we simply say that the “I” here represents Paul? When we look here at what Paul says about 
his pre-conversion life, it doesn’t square with it. He thought himself righteous. He thought he was very 
comfortable with the law. And so, this does not really portray Paul’s pre-conversion experience, because 
he says, “…with regard to the law I was blameless ….” When he met Christ on the Road to Damascus, he 
wasn’t suffering from all this inner guilt and sense of sin and saying “I was expecting something like this 
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might happen one of these days; I’ve been fighting it.” He’s totally taken by surprise. And so, it doesn’t 
seem to fit. He’s a very satisfied, self-righteous Pharisee.

On the other hand, if you wanted to use some other way of describing it, it would become very 
cumbersome. You’d say, well a person can want to do this or that; or a person can will to do this. But I 
think he’s looking back at this as the kind of experience that an unbeliever ought to have. At the best 
moments this is what an unbeliever should experience, the desire to keep the law, but the inability to do 
it.

In Galatians, Paul talks about the Spirit lusting against the flesh [Galatians 5:17]. But in this chapter, there 
is no Spirit. And the question you have to ask is, “Can you describe the Christian struggle in living apart 
from the Spirit?” The next chapter is going to talk about the Spirit, and so it seems that chapter 8 is really 
about somebody else. But the lack of the Spirit in this struggle also argues against it being a Christian 
struggling. I think he’s simply saying, “Let’s talk about the law, and a person’s relationship with the law. 
What can the law do? What can’t they do? Actually, the best thing the law does for me is, it’s an x-ray and 
shows that I have sinned and I need grace. But it can’t help me.”

I think if we continue the “I” in chapter 9, he says in his best moments he serves the will of God this way, 
but the flesh causes him to sin. In the best moment, the unbeliever can want to keep the law, but they 
can’t do it. But chapter 8 is going to change that. Chapter 8 reads this way (8:1), “There is therefore no 
condemnation now for those who are in Christ Jesus.” Now the reason for that, in the next verse, “For, the 
law of the Spirit of life has set you free in Christ Jesus from the law of sin and death,” and the law here 
means not the written code, but rule of the Spirit of Life in Christ Jesus, which has set me from the rule of 
sin and death. The Spirit now has changed my life. He continues in vv. 3-4, “For God has done what the 
law, weakened by the flesh [chapter 7] could not do. By sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh 
and for sin, he condemned sin in the flesh, in order that the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled 
in us, who walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit.” Many people have said in v. 4 that 
“the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us” refers to a positional status, so that we are 
reckoned through Jesus Christ as having fulfilled the law. I don’t think chapter 8 really deals with that. I 
think chapter 8 says that the reason why we’re no longer under this condemnation is because now 
through the Spirit of God we are enabled in a way to keep the law that we never had before. And we live 
differently. And the things we once were in bondage to, we are no longer in bondage to.

I think for instance of the drug addict who comes to know Christ and is remarkably delivered. All during 
that time, he could want to keep what he knew what was right, and to avoid drugs, but he couldn’t. But 
now through the Spirit, there’s no more of that condemnation. For he walks the life he can because the 
Spirit has enabled him to do this. Again, it’s far from perfectionism or something like that. But on the 
other hand, I think we have to realize that chapter 8 is talking about the way the Christian life is to be 
lived, even though Paul is fully aware that he’s writing from a church where that’s really not that often 
experienced. Think of his writing this while he’s in Corinth. You almost expect him all the time to say, 
“Well, you’re not living in Corinth here. I know there are exceptions,” and keep on qualifying it in some 
way. But he’s not going to qualify it; he’s going to deal with the general principle. Don’t we have to in 
some way say that Jesus Christ changes lives, and that the life that we once lived, we no longer live? We 
live now a different kind of life. Isn’t there some sense in which you and I have to look at our lives and at 
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least be able to say, “By the grace of God I’m at least less worse than I once was.” That’s what Paul is 
talking about here.

But what kind of comfort does that give to a person who’s living in continual sin? I don’t think Paul 
wants to give comfort to that person. I think he wants to say that this is the way life should be lived. And 
Paul goes on and says (v. 5), “Those who live according to the flesh set their minds on the things of the 
flesh, but those who live according to the Spirit set their minds on the things of the Spirit. For to set the 
mind on the flesh is death, but to set the mind on the Spirit is life and peace. For the mind that is set on 
the flesh is hostile to God, for it does not submit to God’s law; indeed, it cannot. Those who are in the 
flesh cannot please God. But you are not in the flesh; you are in the Spirit.” Now it’s pretty apparent that 
the words “flesh” here and “Spirit” don’t simply mean the physical body and the soul. Because Paul can’t 
say, “You are not in the physical body any longer.” The word “flesh” here is a theological term. It’s not a 
physical term, it doesn’t denote anatomy; it denotes a person who has fallen, and under the domination 
of Adam and his sin. And he says that that’s not what we are any more. We are in the Spirit; there’s been a 
change. As in Adam, the life in the flesh, all die; in Christ shall all be made alive. We’re in the Spirit and 
there’s no condemnation because the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has freed us from that rule of 
sin and death that way. Verses 12-13, “So then, brethren, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live according 
to the flesh. For if you live according to the flesh you will die, but if by the Spirit you put to death the 
deeds of the body, you will live.”

Again, we see what we saw in Galatians, where you have this struggle between the flesh and the Spirit. 
It’s very distinctly a Christian struggle between flesh and Spirit. In chapter 8, the Spirit’s present — it’s a 
Christian struggle. I think chapter 7 is not, because the Spirit is not there.

Now, this section ends in a kind of doxology, beginning at v. 31,

“What shall we say to this [all that we’ve covered so far]? If God is for us, who can be against us? He who 
did not spare his own Son but gave him up for us all, how will he not also with him graciously give us all 
things? Who shall bring any charge against God’s elect? It is God who justifies. Who is to condemn? 
Christ Jesus is the one who died — more than that, who was raised — who is at the right hand of God, 
who indeed is interceding for us. Who shall separate us from the love of Christ? Shall tribulation, or 
distress, or persecution, or famine, or nakedness, or danger, or sword? As it is written, ‘For your sake we 
are being killed all the day long; we are regarded as sheep to be slaughtered.” No, in all these things we 
are more than conquerors through him who loved us. For I am sure that neither death nor life, nor angels 
nor rulers, nor things present nor things to come, nor powers, nor height nor depth, nor anything else in 
all creation, will be able to separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus, our Lord.”

And that ends, then, this section here. And Paul then goes on again in another kind of parenthesis in 
chapters 9, 10, and 11, about Israel and its future. What about Israel? His last chapter addressed “What 
about the law?”; these chapters address “What about Israel?”. And then in chapter 12 he will come to his 
moral exhortations and proceed as follows (vv. 1-2), “I bid you brethren by the mercies of God to present 
your bodies as a living sacrifice, holy and acceptable to God, which is your spiritual worship. Do not be 
conformed to this world, but be transformed by the renewal of your mind, that by testing you may 
discern what is the will of God, what is good, acceptable, and perfect.”
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In chapter 13 there is a parenthesis on the relationship of believers to the state. It’s the only place in Paul’s 
writings where he deals with this. Does he do it because of what happened in AD 49, when Jewish 
Christians and Jews who are not Christians got involved in a riot, and the Jews were expelled from 
Rome? Is that partly why he deals with this issue of how the Christian should relate to the state? This is 
only in Romans, interestingly enough — not in Corinthians or any of the other letters. And here he has a 
very strong positive view towards the state. Essentially he’s saying they are not a terror to good conduct, 
but to bad. If you don’t want to worry about them, do what’s good and you’ll receive approval. A major 
issue comes up of course which Paul was not concerned about. When Paul wrote about Rome, it was a 
reasonably good government. Nero had not lost his mind and begun his persecution of the church. Time 
and time again, Paul was rescued from dangers (from beatings and from persecution) by the Roman 
government because he was a Roman citizen. It was very positive in his mind. And so, he sees the Roman 
government here as being positive, an instrument of God with God’s authority behind it; and therefore 
you should obey your government. It rewards good; it punishes evil.

Now, the issue arose among Christians in Germany during and before World War II of what their 
relationship to the government should be. And government propaganda, which was a “Christian” 
government emphasized this passage, and said essentially, “Government’s authority comes from God; 
obey your government.” Is this a universal acceptance of every government in the world — that 
government is of God and Christians ought to obey it? Well, look carefully at how he describes this 
government in chapter 13: it rewards good, and it punishes evil. That’s the government he’s talking about. 
If you have a government that rewards evil and punishes good, we’re not talking about that government 
here in chapter 13. And therefore it’s not a true government; it’s an illegal government, and therefore you 
should not obey it. Of course you always have that you should obey God rather than man. So the struggle 
you have here is, if you look at the government described, that is the kind of government we should obey.

I remember when I began my teaching career during the Viet Nam demonstrations, and they were talking 
about resistance to the government, holding demonstrations of civil disobedience, etc., and I was 
wrestling with that — should I pay taxes to my government knowing much of this is going to war, etc.? I 
thought of this passage, and I thought to myself, “What was the Roman government like that Paul said 
we should obey?” It collected taxes. And what did it collect taxes for? Very little of Roman taxes went to 
social welfare. It went to supporting the legions, to military domination, to building roads so that the 
army could move quickly, etc. And I concluded that my government was less bad than that government. 
Therefore, if Paul said we should obey that government, then I should obey mine even more. So that 
helped me work through that particular aspect of chapter 13.

There are other things, and we don’t have time for them all. We flew through many parts of this great 
book, but I hope this gives you a feel for this great letter of Paul.
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Chapter 32

Romans: Arrest
We want to pick up with Paul on the end of the third missionary journey and let’s start with a short 
review. Paul began the missionary journey from Antioch, again walking all the way across the Turkish 
peninsula, and having his main time (some 3 years or so) in Ephesus. We looked at his correspondence to 
the church at Corinth (the 4 letters he wrote there — ?, 1, 1?, and 2 Corinthians). Also, as he comes later 
and visits the church, he writes the letter to the Romans from there. We have to estimate that Galatians is 
written somewhere in that time, because there’s a similarity in the material. He then revisits the churches, 
comes back, and crosses over to Troas. He does not stop again at Ephesus, but he stops at Miletus and has 
the Ephesian leaders come to meet him at Miletus. The reason for that is not clear — it may well be that if 
he stopped at Ephesus he would not get out of there again. So he did not want to delay, because he had 
several other things to do which we’ll look at. (One was to bring an offering, in other words to arrive in 
time for the feast days.) And then we have this ferry-hop in various ways to come back to Jerusalem, 
which is the end of every missionary journey.

We’ll pick it up here with Paul leaving, and to take notice of a few things. We notice that in the Corinthian 
letters and also in Romans, he speaks about the offering. We have Paul writing the letter to the Romans 
and leaving for Jerusalem. In the Book of Acts, Luke does not highlight this offering to nearly the extent 
that Paul does. But we do have hints of this in Acts 20, where we read that, as he set sail, hoping to get to 
Syria (Antioch), he takes with him (20:4) “Sopater of Berea, the son of Pyrrhus accompanied him; and of 
the Thessalonians, Aristarchus and Secundus; and Gaius of Derbe, and Timothy; and the Asians, Tychicus 
and Trophimus. These went on ahead and were waiting for us at Troas.” So he brings with him a large 
group. (This fits very well if he’s bringing an offering because there’s the weight of the offering if it’s 
coinage [you don’t have travelers’ checks or anything like that].) Also, later on in Acts he makes reference 
to this in his defense. When he has been arrested he says that he came to give alms to the poor. That’s the 
only reference that we have.

But he carries on from Corinth to Cenchreae, he visits the north (Macedonia, where Philippi is), crosses 
over to Troas, and then he takes this ferry boat from Assos, to Mitylene, to Chios, to Samos, and to 
Miletus, where he meets with the Ephesian elders. He has some things to say to them. It’s kind of a 
parting, a farewell, and there’s sort of a sense of tragedy lurking here. He says that he doesn’t know 
what’s going to befall him (Acts 20:22) “And now, behold, I am going to Jerusalem, bound by the Spirit, 
not knowing what shall befall me there, except that the Holy Spirit testifies to me in every city that 
imprisonment and afflictions await me.” So he has premonitions that something is not going to go well in 
Jerusalem. Later as he gets there [to Caesarea], two prophetesses (Philip’s daughters) advise him not to go 
— they tell him that he’ll be bound and imprisoned there. But Paul says that this is God’s will and he’s 
going. And Luke has prepared us for that, because when Paul was called to be a follower of Jesus Christ, 
Ananias was told that he would be God’s witness before kings and emperors (Acts 9:15). We haven’t come 
across that yet. And the only way that’s going to take place is through the imprisonment that awaits him 
there. Then we have a little more ferry-hopping from Miletus, to Cos, Rhodes, Patara, Tyre, Ptolemais, 

!134



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Caesarea, and then Jerusalem. Again, every missionary journey ends at that point. And that brings us to 
the end of the third missionary journey.

In Jerusalem, Paul comes and brings his report, and there’s a lot of debate about the fact that he takes a 
vow in Jerusalem. Some have suggested that Paul would certainly never have taken a Jewish vow. But the 
background for this is, when he comes to give the report of what’s going on, the church in Jerusalem in 
chapter 21 are delighted by this. We read that after greeting them (21:19), “… he related one by one the 
things that God had done among the Gentiles through his ministry. And when the heard it, they glorified 
God. And they said to him, ‘You see, brother, how many thousands there are among the Jews of those 
who have believed. They are all zealous for the law ….’” So there are also many Jews that are coming to 
know the Lord, and in v. 21 a problem has developed. They have heard that “… you teach all the Jews 
who are among the Gentiles to forsake Moses, telling them not to circumcise their children or observe 
their customs.” Now, there could be misunderstandings of what Paul said. Remember when Paul wrote to 
the Galatians, he said that if you receive circumcision, you have fallen from grace. He’s speaking to the 
Gentiles about that, but it could’ve been misunderstood. Furthermore, in his own lifestyle, he lives 
according to 1 Corinthians 9:19, ff., very freely,

“For though I am free from all men, I have made myself a servant to all, that I might win more of them. To 
the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to win Jews. To those under the law I became as one under the law 
(though not being myself under the law) that I might win those under the law. To those outside the law I 
became as one outside the law (not being outside the law of God but under the law of Christ) that I might 
win those outside the law. To the weak I became weak, that I might win the weak. I have become all 
things to all people, that by all means I might save some. I do it all for the sake of the gospel, that I might 
share in its blessings.”

So Paul’s style and freedom may have been misunderstood. And when he comes to Jerusalem, there are 
Jewish believers there who have heard that he’s been telling Jews not to keep the law any more. And 
they’re recommendation in 21:22, “What then is to be done? They will certainly hear that you have come. 
Do therefore what we tell you. We have four men who are under a vow; take these men and purify 
yourself along with them and pay their expenses, so that they may shave their heads. Thus all will know 
that there is nothing in what they have been told about you, but that you yourself also line in observance 
of the law.” So Paul decides to take this vow — he has no problems with it. Some have said that Paul 
would never take a Jewish vow, because he’s too free. If he’s really free, though, then he can take a Jewish 
vow — that’s the whole point. For Paul, none of these things are forbidden if treated properly, so why not 
take a Jewish vow? He lives as a Jew among the Jews, and so he takes this Jewish vow, and troubles occur 
as a result.

During the time that he’s taking this vow, he is in the temple, and a riot starts (v. 28), “’Men of Israel, help! 
This is the man who is teaching everyone everywhere against the people and the law and this place. 
Moreover, he even brought Greeks into the temple and has defiled this holy place. For they had 
previously seen Trophimus the Ephesian with him in the city, and they supposed that Paul had brought 
him into the temple.” Well let’s look at some maps here. Here’s kind of an overview of a model of the 
temple. Just on the east is the Kidron Valley, with the Mt. of Olives just opposite the temple. On the 
temple complex itself, just around the temple proper, is a balustrade, or fence. In this fenced area, only 
Jews could go. Gentiles could enter anywhere else in the temple, but they could not enter into this part 
itself. It was forbidden. There was a sign there that said “No foreigner is to enter within the forecourt and 
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the balustrade around the Sanctuary. Whoever is caught will have himself to blame for his subsequent 
death,” which caused most Gentiles to decide that they weren’t that interested in seeing what was beyond 
there anyhow. And Paul will be found in this side of the Temple, and they assume because he has come 
with certain Gentiles into the city, that he brought them and therefore profaned the Temple area.

Now let’s look at this in a little more of a diagrammatic form. Here we have the temple again. The Kidron 
Valley is on the east; the old city of Jerusalem is to the south; and the Hinnom Valley comes along the 
west side. This was the largest temple grounds (not the edifice itself, but the grounds) of the world in that 
day. It was massively re-built by Herod the Great, who was a remarkable builder. It could certainly have 
been one of the Seven Wonders of the World, except that the Seven Wonders of the World were written up 
several centuries before. There are walls around the perimeter, and colonnades. When Jesus entered the 
temple, it was probably in this area, because people in the colonnades would be selling the animals and 
taking tax money, and the like. The balustrade or fence which prohibited Gentiles from entering goes just 
next to the main temple edifice. The Court of the Gentiles included anywhere beyond this fence. The 
Fortress Antonia, the Roman garrison is located in the northwest of the complex. They had direct access 
to the temple. If there was ever to be a revolt against Rome, it was expected to begin in the heart of the 
nationalistic center of Judaism, which is the temple. So they had this fortress overlooking the area.

And Paul has entered the temple, and when he leaves the temple (the en-fenced area), they arrest him and 
a riot starts in this area of the Court of the Gentiles. “Outside the temple” means outside the fenced area, 
because the temple proper is within the fence. And this itself [the fenced area] was a huge area, that 
included a court for the women, and then a court for the men of Israel, and the area further inside was the 
temple proper. When it says that they had seen him “in the temple”, and accuse him of bringing Greeks 
“into the temple” who defiled that temple, that means inside this fenced area. When he’s outside the 
temple, he’s still on the temple grounds, but not in the fenced area or in the temple proper. It’s a massive 
area.

At this time, this riot begins to take place because they thought he had defiled the temple, one of the truly 
sacred places in the world. And we read in v. 30, “Then all the city was stirred up, and the people ran 
together. They seized Paul and dragged him out of the temple, and at once the gates were shut.” That was 
the fenced area there, still in the temple grounds. And the Romans see this mob going on, and they can’t 
just stand by at this. And, “… as they [the people] were about to kill him, word came to the tribune of the 
cohort that all Jerusalem was in confusion. He at once took soldiers and centurions and ran down to 
them. And when they saw the tribune and the soldiers, they stopped beating Paul.” This seems very 
polite, but in fact they know that the Romans may well end the riot by killing Paul themselves. “Then the 
tribune came up and arrested him and ordered him to be bound with two chains. He inquired who he 
was and what he had done. Some in the crowd were shouting one thing, some another. And as he could 
not learn the facts because of the uproar, he ordered him to be brought into the barracks [the Fortress of 
Antonia, at the northwest of the Temple area]. And when he came to the steps, he was actually carried by 
the soldiers because of the violence of the crowd ….”

When he got to the barracks, Paul asked the tribune (21:37), “’May I say something to you?’ And he said, 
‘Do you know Greek?’… Paul replied, ‘I am a Jew from Tarsus of Cilicia, a citizen of no mean city. Let me, 
I pray, speak to the people.’” And this [tribune] is an educated man, and allows him to do so. Paul makes 
his defense, and gives his testimony, and then leading up to v. 21, he says, that God showed him what 
would happen if he came there, and that this might happen — that God said to him (v. 21), “Depart, for I 
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will send you to the Gentiles.” And when they hear that, the riot starts again. And the tribune grabs Paul 
and brings him back into the barracks, likely thinking something like “Why did they send me to this part 
of the world?”

As he enters the barracks, the tribune wants to have him questioned. And they had a unique way of 
doing that. What they first did was not to ask you questions, but to give you a beating, to put you in the 
proper mood to answer questions. So we read here (22:24-25), “The tribune commanded that he be 
examined by flogging, to find out why they were shouting against him like this. But when they had 
stretched him out for the whips, Paul said to the centurion [n.b., the tribune is the captain of the guard, 
the whole group; the centurion is the lieutenant of over 100 men or corresponding kind of things] ‘Is it 
lawful for you to flog a man who is a Roman citizen and uncondemned?’”

Paul knew it was unlawful. Somebody of the time named Cicero, a very famous Roman writer, wrote in 
one of his works, “To bind a Roman citizen is a crime; to flog him an abomination; to slay him is an almost 
act of murder.” And therefore, when the centurion finds this out, he “…went to the tribune and said to 
him, ‘What are you about to do? For this man is a Roman citizen.’ So the tribune came and said to him, 
‘Tell me, are you a Roman citizen?’ and he said, ‘Yes.’ The tribune answered, ‘I bought this citizenship for 
a large sum.’” In essence, he’s asking how Paul became a citizen, and there are several ways. You could 
buy it; you could do a great act of service for the empire and be awarded citizenship; if you had been 
enslaved as a people that had been defeated, and you were later liberated, that involves Roman 
citizenship; but another way was Paul’s way, and he replies (v. 28), “I was born a Roman citizen.” Now 
that doesn’t tell us how his father became a Roman citizen (Luke doesn’t seem interested in that, and Paul 
doesn’t comment on it). Verse 29, “So those who were about to examine him withdrew from him 
immediately, and the tribune also was afraid, for he realized that Paul was a Roman citizen and that he 
had bound him.” In other words, if he was binding him, he’d goofed — he’d get in trouble if he’d bound a 
Roman citizen.

The question has come up over why the tribune would believe Paul’s statement that he’s a Roman citizen. 
Well, first of all, you don’t say that you’re a Roman citizen if you’re not. And the other thing is, there were 
apparently either small wooden diptychs or little scrolls that you would obtain from the place of your 
birth that would say that you were a Roman citizen — a kind of a passport. It may be the kind of thing 
that Paul would have brought with him on his missionary journeys. Whether he had it at that exact time 
with him, or whether it was in his hotel room somewhere, or something like that we don’t know. But it 
was the kind of thing that his demeanor, his intelligence, the fact that he said he came from a different city 
and could speak Greek well -- all of these things must also have contributed to the tribune’s believing this 
statement about his citizenship. And immediately they refrained from doing anything to him.

This places the tribune in a very difficult situation. What is he going to do? There’s a riot in the city over 
the man, and so the result is that he is brought before the council, the Sanhedrin. And Paul is brought 
under the protection of the tribune and the guard to the meeting place, and is asked to speak to the 
council. And so he starts speaking out of turn, and the high priest (the head of the Sanhedrin) orders him 
to be struck on the mouth for impropriety. Paul responds (v. 3), “God shall strike you, you whitewashed 
wall! Are you sitting to judge me according to the law, and yet contrary to the law you order me to be 
struck?” Those who stood by said, ‘Would you revile God’s high priest?’” And then Paul says something 
— whether it’s sincere or sarcastic, it’s hard to be definitive on. But to me it looks like he’s being sincere: “I 
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did not know, brethren, that he was the high priest, for it is written, ‘You shall not speak evil of a ruler of 
your own people.’” He has a respect for authority that, even when authority is wrong, is very different 
from most of our attitudes as Americans. But he has respect for civil authority.

The result of all of this is interesting, because what he does is to notice there are Pharisees and Sadducees 
that make up the Sanhedrin. He didn’t perceive this at the outset, but when he realized that there were 
these two groups, he words his defense in a way that will divide his enemies. He says that the real issue 
that’s at stake here is the issue of the resurrection. And that’s true — he’s not mis-telling anything, 
because if there is no such thing as the resurrection, then you can’t talk about the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ. So he brings it in the larger overall picture, quite intentionally, and says that the basic issue that 
he’s being attacked on involves the issue of the resurrection of the dead. Well, immediately, the Sadducees 
are opposed by the Pharisees, because the Pharisees think to themselves, “No problem here”. What Paul 
does is to revive an animosity that’s 2 centuries old, between Pharisees and Sadducees. [n.b., Saduccees 
do not believe in the resurrection of the dead.] And what happens, is that all of the sudden they go at it 
with one another, and they leave Paul alone.

I had an interesting experience when I went through my doctoral dissertation at Princeton Theological 
Seminary. I made a statement, and there were about fifteen faculty for that dissertation. And the faculty 
all of the sudden started to go at it with each other. There were two sides of the argument, and they were 
going after it all the time. For me, it was a delight — they could leave me alone and argue among 
themselves. And finally the chairman said that this was an interesting question that they could deal with, 
but the real reason they were here was to discuss this dissertation, etc. And he brought them back to order 
in that way. In this instance (with Paul), there is no order; there’s chaos, and the tribune has to bring Paul 
out of the situation under guard once again, and realize that there’s even more of a problem. Now he can’t 
even have the Sanhedrin make some decision as to helping him out.

While Paul is under guard in the Fortress Antonia, a plot develops, and his nephew hears about it and 
tells Paul. Paul advises his nephew to tell the tribune about what he’s heard. The tribune hears that there 
is a plot against Paul, and this is what he does (23:23, ff.):

“He called two of the centurions and said ‘Get ready two hundred soldiers, with seventy horsemen and 
two hundred spearmen to go as far as Caesarea [Caesarea is the port city — the center of the Roman 
government of that area. The Roman governor is located at Caesarea.] at the third hour of the night [late 
at night]. Also provide mounts for Paul to ride and bring him safely to Felix the governor.’ [And then he 
writes this letter — a typical letter of that time]

“‘Claudius Lysias, [from A] to his Excellency, the governor Felix [to B]: greetings. [A Christian letter 
tended to use the word ‘grace’; the Jewish greeting would be ‘peace’ or ‘shalom’.] This man was seized by 
the Jews and was about to be killed by them when I came upon them with the soldiers and rescued him, 
having learned that he was a Roman citizen. And desiring to know the charge for which they were 
accusing him, I brought him down to their council. I found that he was being accused about questions of 
their law, but charged with nothing deserving death or imprisonment. And when it was disclosed to me 
that there would be a plot against the man, I sent him to you at once, ordering his accusers also to state 
before you what they had against him.’”

So, Paul is led by 450 troops to Caesarea. With Roman attitudes toward Jews being what they were at the 
time, you might wonder why in the world the tribune would take such pains with Paul. The reason is 
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that he’s not a Jew, as far as they’re concerned; he is a Roman citizen. Is it maybe because of things like 
this (although Paul wrote Romans before this incident) that he writes so strongly in Romans 13 about 
government being ordained of God, and that if you do what is right, government will not punish you, but 
will reward you; if you do evil they will punish you? Therefore, give to Caesar the things that are 
Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s.

Eventually he is brought to Caesarea, and after five days (chapter 24), charges come down and Paul is 
further accused of crime, and this places the Roman Governor in somewhat of a bind. He can’t just take a 
Roman citizen and throw him to the wolves. He has to listen to Paul’s defense, which is quite interesting 
and well done. The charges are in 24:5-8, “We have found this man a pestilence, one who stirs up riots 
among all the Jews throughout the world and is a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes. He even tried to 
profane the temple, but we seized him. By examining him yourself you will be able to find out from him 
about all of which we accuse him.” And so now the governor asks Paul to speak, and Paul makes a very 
well-prepared defense (v. 11-12), “It is more than 12 days since I went up to worship in Jerusalem, and 
they did not find me disputing with anyone or stirring up a crowd, either in the temple or in the 
synagogues or in the city.” In other words, they never heard me speaking in the city. If I’m an agitator, 
why did they never find me speaking or stirring up anybody in any way? The fact is I’ve been silent all 
the time there. And they can’t prove anything that they’re charging me with. Now on the other hand (v. 
14), “I admit, according to the Way, which they call a sect, I worship the God of our fathers, believing 
everything laid down by the Law and written in the Prophets, having a hope in God, which these men 
themselves accept, that there will be a resurrection of the dead.”

Do you remember when Paul was brought before Gallio in Corinth (Acts 18:12)? Gallio makes the 
decision that this is an intra-Jewish squabble — an issue among themselves. And Paul brings that up. I’m 
a Jew; this is a Jewish issue. I’m dealing with what our fathers promised in the Scriptures (again bringing 
this tie that this is not a new religion; this is a Jewish fulfillment that I preach). Continuing with his 
defense, v. 17 has the only clear reference to the offering in the Book of Acts, which is so prominent in 1 
and 2 Corinthians and Romans (vv. 17-21):

“Now after some years I came to bring alms to my nation and to present offerings.” That’s why I came. I 
came to bring to the poor. “As I was doing this they found me purified in the temple, without any crowd 
or tumult. But some Jews from Asia — they ought to be here before you and to make an accusation, 
should they have anything against me. Or else let these men themselves say what wrongdoing they 
found when I stood before the council, other than this one thing that I cried out while standing among 
them: ‘It is with respect to the resurrection of the dead that I am on trial before you this day.’”

So that he talks about The Way [i.e., the name they used for Christianity in its early days] being the 
fulfillment of Jewish hopes, and that his accusers are absent.

If Paul were not a Roman citizen, I’m sure that the governor would have thrown him to the wolves. He’s 
not going to worry about this kind of ‘nonsense’. He might feel that one less Jew in the area would make 
them all better off anyhow, or something like that. But he’s not — he happens to be a Roman citizen. So, 
what Felix does is nothing. He procrastinates. He says “I’m not going to be here forever; my term is up in 
two years. I’ll be out, and I’ll leave to the next governor this problem.”
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A new governor does come, Festus, and there’s still a seething animosity towards Paul of some leaders in 
Jerusalem. They immediately come down and say that there is a man there who needs to be tried in 
Jerusalem because that’s where his crime was committed. What they don’t say is that they have plotted 
against him, and they plan for him to be assassinated on the way. Paul, however, is aware of the plot, and 
he plays his trump card. He says (25:8, 11),

“Neither against the law of the Jews, nor against the temple, nor against Caesar have I committed any 
offense. But Festus, wishing to do the Jews a favor, said to Paul, ‘Do you wish to go up to Jerusalem and 
there be tried on these charges before me?’ But Paul said, ‘I am standing before Caesar’s tribunal, where I 
ought to be tried. To the Jews I have done no wrong, as you yourself know very well. If then I am a 
wrongdoer and have committed anything for which I deserve to die, I do not seek to escape death. But if 
there is nothing to their charges against me, no one can give me up to them. I appeal to Caesar.’”

Every Roman had the right that his case would be heard by the Emperor, and ultimately the Emperor 
himself would pass judgment. That doesn’t mean that the Emperor would personally hear it necessarily, 
but one of his representatives would hear the case, bring a recommendation to the Emperor, and when 
the person was brought before the Emperor he would know very quickly what the issue was, and pass 
judgment. Verse 12, “Then Festus, when he had conferred with his council, answered, ‘To Caesar you have 
appealed; to Caesar you will go.”

And Luke goes out of his way to tell us about when Agrippa, a king, comes to hear Paul’s case. And 
Festus says “I have to send this guy to Rome”, and the ending verse of chapter 25 (v. 27), “It seems 
unreasonable, in sending a prisoner, not to indicate the charges against him.” He’s appealed to Caesar; 
there’s a riot going on here; what am I going to write to the Emperor? And so Paul is permitted to speak; 
he gives his testimony (this is the third account of his testimony); and after it’s all over, Festus says to him 
(26:24), “You’re out of your mind!” But Paul responds that he’s speaking the truth. And then Agrippa 
responds at the end of chapter 26 to Festus (v. 32), “This man could have been set free if he had not 
appealed to Caesar.” Agrippa sees nothing wrong with his crazy beliefs, etc. He could have let him go, 
but since he’s appealed to Caesar, and to Caesar he must go.

Luke’s emphasis is to point out that the Roman authorities (the governor and King Agrippa) see the 
innocence of Paul. If you’ve followed Luke, it’s very important to note that Jesus’ charges are all found as 
not worthy of having done any crime, and here he does the same with Paul and Peter and others. Luke 
has an apologetic to emphasize the innocence of the Christians.

And so Paul is going to be tried by Caesar, and then you have this sea voyage that goes from Caesarea to 
Sidon, Cyprus, Myra, etc., and you have here very much the kind of account that looks historical. As they 
go, you read 27:1-3,

“And when it was decided that we should sail for Italy, they delivered Paul and some other prisoners to a 
centurion of the Augustan Cohort named Julius. And embarking in a ship of Adramyttium, which was 
about to sail to the ports along the coast of Asia, we put to sea, accompanied by Aristarchus, a 
Macedonian from Thessalonica. The next day we put in at Sidon. And Julius treated Paul kindly and gave 
him leave to….”

That looks very historical. I can’t imagine this is fiction. It just looks like the kind of thing that historical 
accounts are made of. It looks very historical that way. You have a fantastic account of a voyage, and in 
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fact Acts 27 is probably the best account of sailing that we have in the first century. You see the trouble of 
how they tried to rescue the ship when it’s beginning to break up (they lower the cables over the side to 
give extra strength to the planking); they pour oil to try to calm the sea so the sailors that are trying to 
leave can get into the spare boat and go; etc. It’s a fascinating account (but not that important 
theologically).

Paul is left in the Book of Acts, in the last verses (28:30-31), “And he lived there [in Rome] two whole years 
at his own expense, and welcomed all who came to him, proclaiming the kingdom of God and teaching 
about the Lord Jesus Christ with all boldness and unhindered.” He’s under house arrest, but there’s 
freedom to receive visitors. He’s not in an inner prison, or anything like that. And, interestingly, we have 
this little comment about Paul, living in Rome at his own expense. He must have had some access to 
money — some funding also from the churches, although he tended not to accept money, except from the 
church in Philippi.

So that then brings us to the end of the Book of Acts as such, and, except for Paul’s letters, we don’t know 
anything more about what happens at the end of this missionary journey. We have after this what we call 
the prison epistles that will be coming up in later lectures.
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Chapter 33

Philippians
Philippians is one of the prison epistles. And if you turn with me in your Bibles, you’ll find that there are 
several places here where Paul mentions his bonds or his imprisonment:

• 1:7, “It is right for me to feel this way about you all, because I hold you in my heart, for you are all 
partakers with me of grace, both in my imprisonment and in the defense and confirmation of the gospel.”

• 1:13, “What has happened to me has served to advance the gospel so that it has become known 
throughout the whole Praetorian Guard and to all the rest that my imprisonment is for Christ.”

• 1:17, “The former proclaim Christ out of partisanship, not sincerely but thinking to afflict me in my 
imprisonment.”

• Colossians 4:18, “I, Paul, write this greeting with my own hand. Remember my bonds. Grace be with 
you.”

• Ephesians 3:1, “For this reason I, Paul, a prisoner for Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles ….”

• Ephesians 4:1, “I therefore, a prisoner for the Lord, beg you ….”

• Ephesians 6:20, “For which I am an ambassador in chains, that I may declare it boldly, as I ought to 
speak.”

• Philemon v. 1, “Paul, a prisoner for Christ Jesus ….”

• Philemon v. 9, “Yet for love’s sake I prefer to appeal to you — I, Paul, an ambassador now also a prisoner 
for Christ Jesus.”

All of these refer to Paul being a prisoner. The question is: where was Paul during this imprisonment? 
There essentially have been three suggestions to answer this question.

• One is Caesarea. Remember, Acts tells us that Paul was imprisoned in Caesarea for two years. If you’re 
looking for a place where Paul was imprisoned, this would be a good possibility — Paul was in prison 
Caesarea — we know that for sure.

• Some have suggested Ephesus, although there is no distinct, clear reference to Paul having been 
imprisoned in Ephesus. There are some statements, like in 1 Corinthians 15:32, “What do I gain if, 
humanly speaking, I fought with beasts at Ephesus? If the dead are not raised ….” Some have suggested 
that Paul was forced to fight as a gladiator against the wild animals at Ephesus. The problem with this, 
though, is that no Roman citizen would ever be forced to do that. And he also uses the phrase “humanly 
speaking” -- he’s using figurative language here, not literal language. Something did happen in Ephesus 
that was serious, 2 Corinthians 1:8, “We do not want you to be unaware, brethren, of the affliction we 
experienced in Asia. For we were so utterly burdened beyond our strength that we despaired of life 
itself.” Now, some have concluded from this statement that he was imprisoned. In 2 Corinthians 6:5 he 
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refers to “frequent imprisonments”, and in 11:23, that he’s had “far more imprisonments”, etc. But none of 
these specifically say that he was imprisoned in Ephesus. So it seems strange to me in some ways that 
Ephesus has received such a strong hearing.

• The Book of Acts ends with Paul being imprisoned in Rome. And he’s there at least some two years. In 
favor of the Rome theory are a couple of statements he makes. In Philippians 1:13 he refers to his 
imprisonment “… being made known to the Praetorian Guard ….” There was a sense in which the guards 
in any of the governor’s areas could be titled as “the Praetorian Guard”, but the first place you think of 
when you hear of the Praetorian Guard is Rome, where you had the emperor’s guards there. In 
Philippians also he talks about the possibility of dying. In 1:22-23, “If it is to be life in the flesh, that means 
fruitful labor for me. Yet which I shall choose I cannot tell. I am hard pressed between the two. My desire 
is to depart and be with Christ, for that is far better. But to remain in the flesh on your account is more 
necessary.” If he could always appeal to the emperor, to Caesar, the ultimate time when he would have to 
worry about questions of life and death would be his time in Rome; not in sub-imprisonment in 
someplace like Caesarea. In 2:17, he talks about himself being “… poured out as a drink offering upon the 
sacrificial offering of your faith.” That also looks like it talks about the possibility of death. And then, in 
4:22, “All the saints greet you, especially those of Caesar’s household.” You could use that in a broader 
sense, but in the norms of language, Caesar’s household would most commonly refer to Caesar’s 
household in Rome. So I don’t see any real reason why one should question that the prison epistles are 
written from imprisonment in Rome, as opposed to some hypothetical imprisonment in Ephesus or the 
imprisonment in Caesarea that we know very little about.

The greatest argument against this being written from his imprisonment in Rome is supposedly the great 
distance between Philippi and Rome. There is a good distance between them, and this letter has to 
envision several journeys back and forth. For instance, they [i.e., the church in Philippi] have to find out 
that Paul is in Rome. Someone from Rome would have to be in Philippi, and tell them that Paul is in 
Rome. The Philippians have to send Epaphroditus to Rome, where he gets ill. Then, word has to go back 
to Philippi that Epaphroditus is almost dying. And then, they have to get word in Rome from Philippi 
that the Philippians have heard about this, and they’re grieving a great deal. But Paul’s stay in Rome was 
at least two years, and sea journeys are much more rapid than we imagine. A journey from Philippi via 
Corinth to Rome would probably not take more than two weeks if you went by ship. And I don’t think 
the problem of distance is that great, especially since we’re talking about two years of time. Would it be 
even less time, for instance, from Caesarea, when Paul was about to go to Rome? It’s possible that 
somebody left Caesarea and immediately went to the churches, and before Paul even went to Rome, the 
churches knew that he was being brought to Rome to be imprisoned there. They could have sent 
somebody ahead to meet him, or to meet him very shortly thereafter. So, to me, this looks like this letter 
was written from Rome. I see no reason to argue against that.

Its format is very straightforward: a salutation, thanksgiving, a normal body, some exhortations, 
concluding thank you and conclusion. If you want to know what Philippians is, it is essentially a 
missionary newsletter. It’s a very good missionary newsletter, both as a pattern, and in its content. There’s 
a normal salutation, “Paul and Timothy, servants of Christ Jesus, To all the saints in Christ Jesus who are 
at Philippi, with the overseers and deacons: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ.”
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He has this thank you for them, “I thank my God in all my remembrance of you, [I think he can do that to 
Philippi a lot more easily than he can to Corinth, and note that he even can thank God for the 
Corinthians!] always in every prayer of mine for you all making my prayer with joy, because of your 
partnership with me in the gospel from the first day until now.” They have been partners with him. And 
then he talks about that partnership further if you go to 4:10, ff.,

“I rejoiced in the Lord greatly that now at length you have revived your concern for me. You were indeed 
concerned for me, but you had no opportunity. Not that I am speaking of being in need, for I have 
learned in whatever situation I am to be content. I know how to be brought low, and I know how to 
abound. In any and every circumstance, I have learned the secret of facing plenty and hunger, abundance 
and need. I can do all things through him who strengthens me.”

In this context, that statement, “I can do all things through Christ who strengthens me,” means “I can 
abound, or I can go hungry. I can do all these things through Christ who gives me strength.” It doesn’t 
mean “Anything I ever want to do I can do.” It doesn’t mean that we could go to the weight room and 
bench 300 pounds, because we “can do all things through Christ who strengthens me”. We might find that 
this crushes our chest. It doesn’t mean that we can do all things, but rather that regardless of what state 
we might be in, we can live with it. We can learn to adjust. But he says in v. 14,

“Yet it was kind of you to share my trouble. And you Philippians yourselves know that in the beginning 
of the gospel, when I left Macedonia, no church entered into partnership with me in giving and receiving, 
except you only. Even in Thessalonica you sent me help for my needs once and again. Not that I seek a 
gift, but I seek the fruit that increases to your credit. I have received full payment, and more. I am well 
supplied, having received from Epaphroditus the gifts you sent, a fragrant offering, a sacrifice acceptable 
and pleasing to God.”

Now in contrast, remember what Paul says in 2 Corinthians 11, where he talks about not having accepted 
anything from the Corinthians. So he has a love affair with the Philippians -- it’s the one church that he 
accepts support from.

He goes on in v. 12 to talk about the news, “What has happened to me has served to advance the gospel.” 
He’s saying that what has happened to him is better, because he has a great opportunity to preach there in 
Rome. To continue in v. 12, “So that it has become known throughout the whole Praetorian Guard and to 
all the rest that my imprisonment is for Christ. And most of the brothers, having become confident in the 
Lord by my imprisonment, are much more boldly speaking about the Lord.” It’s been an opportunity to 
witness, and they do so without fear.

Now in v. 15 he says that some speak of Christ “…from envy and rivalry, but some from good will. The 
latter do it out of love, knowing that I am put here for the defense of the gospel. The former proclaim 
Christ out of selfish ambition, not sincerely but thinking to afflict me in my imprisonment. What then? 
Only that in every way, whether in pretense or in truth, Christ is proclaimed, and in that I rejoice.” This is 
not the same as what happens in Galatia. These people are not preaching false doctrine — they’re just 
preaching out of bad motives. The result is that, some preaching is going on perhaps to usurp Paul’s place 
of leadership or something like that. Whatever it is, Paul basically says, “They’re preaching Christ, so 
that’s great.” But there’s not a heretical issue. If there’s a doctrinal, heretical issue, Paul’s not like this. In 
Galatians, he doesn’t have the same attitude at all — he doesn’t say, “At any rate, Christ is proclaimed, 
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and therefore I rejoice.” No, he doesn’t quite say that; he says in that case that the other preachers are 
anathema. He doesn’t say that here, because it’s the motive issue, not the content that’s being referred to.

He tells the Philippians to rejoice. Needless to say, whenever he tells them to rejoice (which he does often 
in this letter), you have to keep in mind where Paul is. He’s saying this in prison, on trial for his life. And 
he’s trying to encourage the Philippians to rejoice in the Lord. It’s very interesting.

After giving various news of what’s going on there, he starts giving some instructions in chapter 2. He 
wants them to be (v. 2) of one spirit, “… complete my joy by being of the same mind, having the same 
love, being in full accord and of one mind. Do nothing from selfish ambition or conceit, but in humility 
count others more significant than yourselves. Let each of you look not only to his own interests, but also 
to the interests of others.” Sometimes people say that doctrine is sterile, and doesn’t have much to do with 
life. But you have this great Christological section in 2:6, ff., and that section is here not to teach 
Christology, but to teach humility. In other words, he teaches ethics through his theology. He tells us 
about Jesus in order to teach us about humility.

So he sees doctrine as being very practical in that regard, and he says (v. 5), “Have this mind among 
yourselves, which is yours in Christ Jesus.” And now you have beginning in vv. 6-11, probably an early 
confession or hymn. I don’t think there’s any English translation that marks this off as poetry. The Greek 
texts, though set this up in poetic form, in stanzas. And we’re going to look at Colossians after our break, 
which does the same. So, again at v. 5 we start with “Have this mind among yourselves, which is yours in 
Christ Jesus, who, being in the form of God, did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped ….” In 
v. 6, he thought equality with God was not something that needed to be grasped. And ‘grasped’ is a great 
word to use in this translation, because the Greek, like that English word, can be understood in two ways. 
Is equality with God something Jesus thought didn’t have to be “grasped after” — he didn’t have to long 
for it, or try to grab it? Or, it could mean equality with God was something that didn’t have to be grasped 
in a sense of “held on to”. I think it means the latter — that he already has equality with God and he 
doesn’t have to hold on to it. But on the contrary, he “… emptied himself [and if you ever hear of the 
kenosis understanding of Christology, it comes from this word], by taking the form of a servant.”

Think of the Christology here. Paul, by the way, has often been called the Great Perverter of Christianity. 
He changed the religion about God to a religion about Jesus. But here, and in Colossians 1:15-20, Paul 
seems not to have made this up, but is quoting something — something that he inherited. So that, before 
Paul, this high Christology exists, in which Jesus exists in the form of God. And Jesus thinks not that this 
form of God was something that he had to hold on to at all costs, but he emptied himself. He didn’t think 
his equality with God a thing to be grasped, but he emptied himself and took on the form of a servant — 
the incarnation. To continue, v. 7b,

“… being found in the form of men. And being found in human form, he humbled himself by becoming 
obedient to the point of death, even death on a cross. Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed 
on him the name that is above every name, so that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven 
and on earth and under the earth, and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God 
the Father.”

Equality with God was not something he had to maintain or hold on to. He emptied himself, and in that 
emptying of himself, the question is: what did he empty himself of? Theologians talk about that, but Paul 
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just goes on, and doesn’t say anything in that regard. As a biblical theologian, you could certainly say that 
one of the things of which he emptied himself was omniscience (Mark 13:32) “… of that day … no one 
knows, not even the Son.” So that, when he was asked the question about the end of history, he says, in 
essence, “Even I don’t know.” Understand that he emptied himself also of omnipresence, and those divine 
qualities, etc. But what’s so fascinating about this, is that Paul is quoting a creed not that he made up, but 
that he inherited, and is sharing with them. And it is used incidentally to teach Christology. It’s meant to 
teach humility, and an ethical stance on how to live.

In 3:1, ff. he has some warnings, “Finally, my brethren, rejoice in the Lord. To write the same things to you 
is no trouble to me and is safe for you. Look out for the dogs, look out for the evildoers, look out for those 
who mutilate the flesh. For we are the circumcision, who worship God in spirit ….” One of the questions 
that always comes up is, when you have warnings like this, should we practice a “mirror-reading” of that? 
It’s always a question as to whether we should assume when we read this that it indicates a problem that 
the Philippians were facing. Alternatively, it could be that Paul is not dealing with a present problem, but 
providing a prophylactic to head off any future problems along these lines. Paul has had a great deal of 
contact with people like this — he’s written of them in Galatians, 1 &amp; 2 Corinthians, Romans; he’s 
met them in Jerusalem, in the Galatian churches, etc. Perhaps he’s just telling the Philippians to prevent 
this — watch out for this problem. Is it a mirror-reading, or is it a future problem? It’s not easy to make 
decisions on that. If you attend a church that you’ve never visited this coming Sunday, and the preacher is 
preaching on “thou shalt not commit adultery”, should you practice a mirror-reading and deduce that 
adultery must be a real problem in this church? It’s hard to know. Now if, in the sermon, he might as an 
aside say something like, “If we we’d been practicing this teaching, we wouldn’t be going through some 
of the problems that we’re going through”, then you know it’s a present problem for that church. But 
there’s nothing like this statement here in Philippians, so we don’t know if it’s a mirror-reading or not. It 
may just be a command to prevent that kind of problem.

Then he goes on in his exhortations to Euodia and Syntyche, to agree with one another (women who had 
been working with him). Rejoice again given as a command in v. 4, “Rejoice! …have no anxiety about 
anything.” It’s interesting to note again that he writes this in prison. He says again in v. 10, “I rejoiced in 
the Lord greatly that you have revived your concern in me.” In contrast look at 1 Corinthians 11:7-11.

Then he brings his letter to a conclusion in v. 21-23: “Greet every saint in Christ Jesus. The brethren who 
are with me greet you. All the saints greet you, especially those of Caesar’s household. The grace of the 
Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit.” The purpose of the letter is again, as I suggest, somewhat like a 
missionary newsletter that brings them up to date as to Paul’s situation. The main theological emphasis is 
probably this incidental reference to Christology in 2:6-11, a very crucial, important, and widely-
discussed Christological section. That’s all we’re going to go over with Philippians. We’ll spend a little 
more time on Colossians because there’s an authorship problem associated with it. If you’re ever 
missionaries and you need to write news back home, read Philippians before you do it. It’s a great 
newsletter.
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Chapter 34

Colossians
Let’s deal now with some of the problems with regard to authorship issues concerning Colossians. There 
are in the Book of Colossians an unusual number of what are called “hapax legomenon”: words found only 
once. We have, for instance, 34 words in Colossians that are not found anywhere else in the whole New 
Testament, and in addition there are 28 further words that are not found anywhere else in Paul. So there 
are 62 words in Colossians not found elsewhere in Paul’s letters. Now that is a large number. An 
inordinate proportion of those words are found in Colossians 1:15-20, which is this Christological 
confession that we will look at shortly. One of the things that you always have to remember is that 
sometimes you’re dealing with unique situations, and unique situations involve unique vocabularies. But 
these unique words are the basis for a major argument against Paul having written this letter (the number 
of words not found elsewhere in Paul). This is partly because of the problem being dealt with -- Paul does 
not deal with that issue elsewhere (the issue of Gnosticism, which we’ll cover shortly).

There are also style issues. There is an unusual number of pairings of synonyms, where the same thought 
is being repeated. In v. 5 we have hope, truth, and gospel placed next to each other; in v. 9 praying and 
asking are placed side by side; in v. 11 strengthen with power and might, endurance and faith. There are a 
lot of synonyms placed side by side here. In addition, you have some rather long sentences, and some 
have simply argued that the Greek is too good for Paul. Paul didn’t write bad Greek, though.

Theological issues have also been raised. Some have suggested that the Christology is too developed for 
Paul. It’s interesting, sometimes Paul is seen as the one who creates the theology about Christ in the early 
church, and changes Christianity from a religion about God to a religion about Jesus; and now others 
argue that the Christology is too developed for Paul here. There are present certain kinds of thoughts that 
he raises. For instance, in 1:19, “…for in him all the fullness of God was pleased to dwell,” the term 
“fullness” is a very technical term in second century Gnosticism — the idea of Christ as the head of the 
church. And the church here is not the individual church, like the church at Corinth, but the universal 
church; and that’s not the normal Pauline emphasis.

What’s interesting of course is that no one denies that Paul wrote Philippians, and yet, the Christology we 
just looked at of Philippians 2:6-11 is very developed. And in 1 Corinthians 8:6, we also see a very 
developed Christology. Here you have this high Christology in Paul, but this is too high for some of the 
critics. How high does it have to be to be too high? A lot of the normal themes that you usually find in 
Paul, like justification apart from the law and the emphasis on salvation -- those are not found in 
Colossians. So the absence of some of those themes also plays a part in this authorship discussion.

In favor of Pauline authorship is the fact that it claims to be Pauline. I know for some that doesn’t mean 
anything, but the letter starts out, “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God ….” You have in 1:23 
again a reference to Paul. He talks about the gospel preached “… to every creature under heaven, of 
which I, Paul, became a minister.” And then in 4:18 he refers to the fact that he (Paul) has written the 
greeting with his own hand, “I, Paul, write this greeting by my own hand.” He does the same thing in 1 
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Corinthians 16:21, and in Galatians 6:11, and everybody accepts those. In Philemon 19, he also makes this 
statement: “I, Paul, write this with my own hand.” So you have a number of letters, like 1 Corinthians, 
Galatians, and Philemon that everybody accepts as Pauline where he writes this greeting. But here (in 
Colossians), this is supposedly now a counterfeit. And in 2 Thessalonians 3:17, we looked at that. To me 
it’s very hard to argue that a false letter is one claiming to have been one that Paul writes in his own 
handwriting, and a real letter is one where he writes in his own handwriting; yet we find that one critic 
argues against it being Pauline, and the other argues for it being Pauline. Some of those kinds of 
arguments are very strange to me.

There are also stylistic features in this letter that are very Pauline — that are found only in Paul. For 
instance (1:9), “on account of this also” “Dia touto kai” is found only in Paul. And it’s found 4 other times in 
Paul’s letters, but it’s only in Paul’s letters that we find it. His saints “hagiois autou” is only found in Paul -- 
here and 3 other times in his letters. The use of the term “charizomai” for “to forgive” is found twice in this 
letter, and it’s only found elsewhere in this particular sense (in Paul) in 3 other places. “Every good work” 
is found only here and elsewhere in Paul. So you have certain words and phrases that are only Pauline 
kinds of stylistic features.

There are furthermore very typical theological emphases here. The reference to being “in Christ” (that 
particular expression); the indicative and the imperative (we’ll look at that shortly); and the reference to 
being “buried with Christ in baptism” are all very Pauline sorts of theological issues. We also find a typical 
format here of salutation, thanksgiving, conclusion, and close ties with the Philemon letter. There are 
references in Colossians to people (Onesimus, Tychicus, Epaphras) referred to in the Philemon letter as 
well. Unlike the pastoral letters, there are critical scholars who will accept Pauline authorship of 
Colossians.

The church at Colossae was not founded by Paul himself. It was one of the missions that probably 
extended from his main time at the city of Ephesus. But in 1:7, he refers to the gospel that they received as 
having been learned from “… Epaphras, our beloved fellow-servant.” And he goes on, “And so from the 
day we heard of it ….” I, Paul heard of this successful mission in Colossae, indicating once again that he 
did not establish it. And then in 2:1 he says, “For I want you to know how great a struggle I strive for you, 
and for those in Laodicea, and for all those who have not seen my face.” In 4:12-13 he again mentions 
Epaphras, “Epaphras who is one of you and slave of Christ, greets you. He is always struggling in prayer 
on your behalf, so that you may stand mature and fully assured in all the will of God. For I can testify that 
he has worked hard for you and for those in Laodicea and in Hierapolis.” So during Paul’s third 
missionary journey, while he was at Ephesus, this church was established. He now hears word while he is 
in Rome imprisoned (we looked at the prison references in Colossians earlier).

The occasion of the letter, the reason why he writes this, is that Epaphras has arrived, and informed him 
of the situation in Colossae. He therefore writes this letter in response to the problems he’s heard, and 
Tychicus will be the one who brings this letter with him. Not having official mail service as a possibility, (I 
think Roman officials could send mail through couriers) the only way that mail could be delivered is if 
you had someone going that way, or if you had a friend going that way and you could give him letters to 
bring, etc.

Paul warns against a “dangerous false teaching” in 2:4, “I say this so that no one may delude you with 
beguiling speech.” And in 2:8, “See to it that you do not allow anyone to captivate you through an empty, 
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deceitful philosophy that is according to human tradition and not according to Christ.” And in 2:20, he 
gives the impression that this is more than a prophylactic message, and that we should apply a mirror-
reading, because this is a real problem, “If with Christ you died to the elemental spirits of the world, why, 
as if you were still alive in the world, do you submit to regulations?” This is not hypothetical; this is a real 
problem, as revealed by this text. It’s not just hypothetical; a real mirror-reading should take place here. 
These are problems that exist there. The kinds of dangers he refers to are things that we haven’t 
encountered in the other letters. In 2:8, we see some sort of worship of the elemental spirits of the 
universe (that was not the kind of thing we read about in Galatians or Romans). Also, we see the 
worshiping of angels (2:18), “Let no one disqualify you, insisting on asceticism and worship of angels.” 
2:16, “Let no one pass judgment on you in questions of food and drink, or with regard to a festival or a 
new moon or a Sabbath.” (This reference could possibly be a problem of the sort that we saw in Galatians, 
but not the other two.) There’s a kind of ascetic behavior in 2:20,

“If with Christ you died to the elemental spirits of the world, why, as if you were still alive in the world, 
do you submit to regulations — ‘Do not handle, Do not taste, Do not touch” (referring to things that all 
perish as they are used) — according to human precepts and teachings? These have indeed an 
appearance of wisdom in promoting self-made religion and asceticism and severity to the body, but they 
are of no value in stopping the indulgence of the flesh.”

There’s something to do with philosophy in 2:8, “See to it that no one takes you captive by philosophy 
and empty deceit, according to human tradition.” So the kinds of things that we’re encountering here do 
not seem to be anything like the issues that we have encountered in any other letters up to this time.

There’s a particular vocabulary he uses in this letter. There are references to wisdom (in 1:9 he asks them 
to have spiritual wisdom in contrast to this other kind of wisdom, “…we prayed for you, asking that you 
may be filled with the knowledge of his will in all spiritual wisdom and understanding.” He makes an 
emphasis on understanding, and he uses the words gnosis and epignosis, and above all the term pleroma.

This sort of word choice has caused people to say that this letter had to have been written sometime in the 
early or middle part of the second century, when Gnosticism was a heresy that the church had to 
encounter and deal with. Since Gnosticism in the sense of the second century Gnosticism did not exist in 
that form in Paul’s day, this letter then was not written by Paul; it had to be written by someone else. The 
Gnosticism of the second and third centuries tended to include the following kinds of aspects.

It tended to be dualistic, and dualism borrows from Platonic philosophy: matter is evil; spirit is good. 
Being a combination of those two things, you and I are in a dilemma. And this matter, however, was 
created (since it’s bad and evil) not by a good god (the God of the Bible, for instance); but by lesser deities 
whose main hope is that our spirit will never be able to be freed from our body. This prison-house of the 
body incorporates the spirit, and if the spirit is ever freed from this body, then these evil demons have 
lost. So the problem becomes: how do you escape this dilemma? Death will not solve it because when 
your spirit escapes, these demons will bring it back and have you reincarnated again in a different body. 
And there will be a continual cycle of living in this prison-house of the flesh: this evil body. The only way 
of escaping this will be if you possess certain knowledge (which we’ll get to in a while). So the God of the 
Old Testament who created the world was seen by Gnostics as being essentially evil. And this dualism 
incorporates everything that you have. If our soul escaped the body once and for all, then we’d have life. 
The idea of a resurrection makes no sense at all, because you’re saying that the spirit is finally liberated 
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from this cursed body, and now you’re going to put it back into a body. What kind of hope is that? That 
only continues this imprisonment. And if you try to make the argument that the new body is a perfect, 
sinless body, that’s a contradiction in terms, because matter is, in and of itself, evil. So you can’t have good 
matter, and therefore you can’t have a resurrection as our hope.

Furthermore, this system will also deny the incarnation. That becomes very explicit in 1 John, where the 
real test of heresy (if you wanted to know whether someone was a heretic or not) was to ask if they 
believe Jesus Christ has come in the flesh. If they were a Gnostic, they’d say that no, the Son of God 
would never have taken upon himself a body — and you’d know they were Gnostic .But if they said yes, 
you would know they are not Gnostics. So here you have an anthropology where everything is based on a 
free spirit. The body is basically evil. There cannot be an incarnation. There can only be an “appearing like 
Jesus had a body”, and that was to disguise his mission. And a particular term came up and developed 
out of this, and that term is “Docetism”, an early Christological heresy which said that Jesus, the Son of 
God only looked like a person — it only seemed like he had a body. So Docetism denies the true 
humanity of Jesus Christ. You’ll hear that in theology — it’s a Docetic heresy that denies the true bodily 
existence of the Son of God.

For salvation, the doctrine of soteriology, you need to escape this body if you are Gnostic. How do you do 
that? When you die, your soul seeks to go back to God, the ultimate God, the pleroma, the fullness of God. 
But these evil spirits don’t want you to do that, and they have things like walls hindering you from 
getting up there. When you come to the wall, there’s only one gate; and when you come to the gate they’ll 
stop you. And if you have knowledge or “gnosis” (the Greek word for knowledge), you can give a 
password which keeps them from hindering you from going through. So imagine coming to this wall and 
having the evil spirits say, “Halt, who goes there?” If you have the right knowledge, you can say “Things 
go better with Coke,” and all of the sudden they’re powerless and you get through. But there are seven of 
these gates (or a number of them), and every time you get to one and you’re stopped. You would have to 
have the password (e.g., “Open sesame”), and then the demons are powerless to let you go through. And 
when the Son of God came in what appeared to be a human body (not a real body, but one that looked 
like one), he came to present this knowledge. And if you join our sect, we’ll show you this knowledge. So 
this was the kind of Gnosticism that existed in the second century.

The consequences of this ethically went to two extremes. One extreme was an extreme asceticism: In 
order to keep the body from corrupting the inner spirit, you would beat your body, and live a strong and 
disciplined life of one sort or another. The other extreme was a complete libertarianism which said that 
the body ultimately would be destroyed and the spirit is the only good thing, so we shouldn’t worry at all 
about what the body does. For instance, when you fornicate, keep clean thoughts in your head so that the 
mind is good while the body is bad. But it doesn’t matter what the body does. So you had these extremes 
in Gnosticism of either asceticism or not caring what the body does at all since it would be destroyed (as 
long as the mind remained pure).

That form of Gnosticism that I just described here did not exist in Paul’s day. If you read that the problem 
in Colossae was exactly this form of Gnosticism, then the letter had to be written later (second century). 
However, there may have been a proto-Gnosticism, a sort of a fore-runner to full-blown Gnosticism. 
There may have been these kinds of thoughts in the air. There was not a complete system, and we should 
not read into this that the full-blown heresy was in full swing by this time, but it is very likely that there 
may have been elements like this that existed in the world. And Paul seems to be arguing against some 
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parts of these proto-gnostic things. By the time of 1 John, we clearly have various kinds of proto-gnostic 
things being dealt with. This letter, though, most likely addresses not the developed Gnosticism of the 
second century, but a proto-gnosticism, an early-developing form of this thing that had not fully 
developed and taken place. Proto-gnosticism, not the fully-developed Gnosticism, existed in Paul’s day.

And the way Paul seeks to refute this Gnosticism is to state that Jesus Christ is all-sufficient. We’ll look at 
this Christological hymn in just a minute. But if you have him, (2:3), “… in whom all the treasures of 
wisdom and knowledge are hid,” if you know (2:9) “… him in whom all the fullness of deity dwells 
bodily,” if you have (v. 19) “the head from whom the whole body, supported and knit together through its 
ligaments and sinews, grows with a growth that is from God,” if you have him you don’t have to worry 
about something more. If you have a big enough Christ, you don’t need anything else. When you start 
adding things (and this is true not just for this Gnosticism), you minimize Christ. When you have people 
saying that your salvation is not complete unless …, they just don’t have a big enough Christ. If your 
Christ is big enough, you don’t have to start adding anything. YOU want to add something to Christ’s 
work? If you have a big enough appreciation of what Christ has done, and you realize his greatness, you 
don’t ever worry about lacking something — he’s all-sufficient.

And so he emphasizes the greatness of Christ, and that Christ has defeated these elemental spirits. If he 
had a gospel he could talk about the exorcisms and how Christ has bound Satan and things of that nature, 
but he doesn’t write that in this letter. In Christ they lack nothing. In 2:10, “You have come to fullness of 
life in him.” You already have fullness of life. And again in 2:3, “In him all the treasures of wisdom and 
knowledge are hid.” In Christ you lack nothing. So his main argument against all this is the greatness of 
Christ. He’s all-sufficient.

The outline is again pretty straightforward. You have the salutation, the thanksgiving, the body which 
emphasizes the all-sufficiency of Christ, ethical exhortation, and a closing.

Let me share with you something of the hymn, and let me point out the balanced materials we have here. 
[Refer to the passage in the figure below].

1:15 He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation,

1:16 for by him all things were created that are in heaven and on earth visible and invisible, whether 
thrones or dominions or rulers or authorities — all things were created through him and for him.

1:17 And he is before all things and in him, all things hold together.

1:18 He is the head of the body, the church, who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead, so that he 
himself may become first in all things.

1:19 For in him all the fullness of God was pleased to dwell

1:20 and through him God was pleased to reconcile unto himself all things whether on earth or in heaven 
by making peace through the blood of his cross.

Beginning at v. 15, you have “He is the image of the invisible God …” The second stanza has a similar 
phrase with v. 18 (in the middle), “who is the beginning”. I’m underlining the exact phrases so you see the 
parallel [this transcription highlights it in blue]. Then you have in v. 15 (the latter part), “the first-born of 
all creation”. If you go to v. 18, you have “the first-born from out of the dead” in the second stanza 
[highlighted in green]. You have (v. 16) “for in him all things were created”; then you have in v. 19 “for in 
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him all the fullness of God was pleased to dwell” [in pink]. Then you have in v. 16, “All things were 
created through him and for him” matches with “through him to reconcile all things unto him.” I hope 
that this exercise will help you at least get a poetic understanding of it.

You see more of it in the outline I give you [below]. ”He’s the image of the invisible God” matched by the 
“he’s the head of the body, the church. He is the beginning ….” “The firstborn of all creation” is matched by 
“the first born of the dead so that he might come to have first place in everything.” “For in him all things 
were created in heaven and on earth, all things visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or 
rulers or powers,” matches up with “For in him all the fullness of God was pleased to dwell.” And finally, 
“All things were created in him and through him and for him,” matches up with, “And through him God 
was pleased to reconcile to himself all things whether on earth or in heaven, making peace through the 
blood of his cross.”

Verse Phrase

15a He is the image of the invisible God 18a He is the head of the body, the church, who is the beginning 
15b …the firstborn of all creation 18b …the firstborn from the dead, so that he himself may become first in 
all things 16a For by him all things were created in heaven and on earth, all things visible and invisible, 
whether thrones or dominions or rulers or authorities 19 For in him all the fullness of God was pleased to 
dwell 16b All things were created for him and through him. 20 And through him God was pleased to 
reconcile to himself all things whether on earth or in heaven by making peace through the blood of his 
cross.

So you have here this Christological hymn, which contributes a lot of the unique vocabulary of 
Colossians, probably because Paul did not create this hymn — it was something that he inherited and 
passed on at this time to the church in Colossae. So you have this poetic balance, and you have this high 
Christological emphasis on Jesus Christ being the fulfillment of all these things; you don’t therefore need 
anything else.
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Chapter 35

Colossians: Indicative
One other thing that we have in Colossians is the indicative and the imperative, and this is as good a 
place as any to deal with this aspect of this very strong Pauline passage. There are matched in Paul 
statements that are indicative (a declarative statement) and imperative (commands).

• In 3:1, we have “If then you have been raised with Christ, [that’s an indicative; now you have the 
imperative] seek the things therefore that are above.”

• In 3:3, “You have died; your life is hid with Christ” [indicative], and in 3:2, “Set your mind on things that 
are above, not on things that are below” and then, 3:5, “Put to death what is earthly in you” [imperatives].

• In 3:9a, you have the imperative, “Do not lie to one another”, and then you have the indicative following 
it in this instance, “…seeing that you have put off the old nature with its practices and put on the new 
nature.”

When you get to Romans, you have a number of those indicative / imperatives side by side again.

• In Romans 6:11, you have the statement, “So you must consider yourselves dead to sin and alive to God 
in Christ Jesus” [indicative]. You also have an indicative in v. 14, “For sin will have no dominion, since you 
are not under the law but under grace.” In between, you have the imperative (vv. 12-13), “Let not sin reign 
in your mortal bodies to make you obey your passions. Do not yield yourselves to sin as instruments of 
wickedness, but yield yourselves to God as men who have been brought from death to life, and your 
members to God as instruments of righteousness.”

• In 6:17-18, “Thanks be to God that you who were once slaves to sin have become obedient from the heart 
to the standard of teaching to which you were committed, and, having been set free from sin you have 
become slaves of righteousness” [indicative]. But then he goes on in v. 19, “But just as you once yielded 
your members to impurity and to greater iniquity, so now, yield your members to righteousness for 
sanctification” [imperative].

• 8:12-13, “So then, brethren, we are debtors not to the flesh, who live according to the flesh, for if you live 
according to the flesh you will die.” Alright, but in vv. 9 and 11 he had said that you are not in the flesh, 
but in the spirit; and in v. 12, “Therefore you are not debtors to the flesh who live according to the flesh.”

But that raises the question of how one can possibly live in the flesh if they are not in the flesh. If I died to 
sin, why tell me not to sin? Why would a person go to a cemetery and give a command to a person who’s 
dead? If you died to sin, why are you commanded not to sin?

1 Corinthians 5:7, the indicative comes in the latter part of the verse, “Cleanse out the old leaven that you 
may be a new lump, as you really are unleavened.” If I really am unleavened, how can I get rid of old 
leaven? And we’ll look at one more, Galatians 5:25, “If we live by the Spirit, let us walk by the Spirit.” If 
we live by the Spirit, why tell me to walk by the Spirit? If the statement is true, why tell me to walk by the 
Spirit? What you have here is the classic problem of the indicative/imperative — it’s a very important 
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aspect of Pauline theology. You have statements such as “You’ve been buried with Christ” or “you’ve died 
to sin”; and then you have the imperative, “therefore do not sin.” But if you died to sin, how can you sin? 
Why the imperative, if the indicative is true? Now there’s something important to remember, and that is 
that one is never given the imperative in order to bring about the indicative. The indicative is a fact; the 
imperative is based on the indicative. The indicative is never based on the imperative. It’s never, “Do not 
sin in order that you will die to sin.” But instead, “You have died to sin [the statement], therefore do not 
sin.” The imperative is always based on the indicative.

How do you make any sense out of this? Why tell somebody not to sin if he’s died to sin? Why tell 
somebody “You’re not in the flesh, you’re in the spirit,” and then say, “… therefore, don’t yield to the 
flesh”? If you’re in the Spirit and not in the flesh anymore, how can you yield to the flesh? It raises the 
question of why the imperative, if the indicative is true. Let me emphasize one more time: the indicative 
is not based on the imperative; the ethical command is not the basis of the indicative. It’s the reverse: the 
statement, “You have died to sin,” is the basis for “therefore, do not sin.” It’s not the other way around. It’s 
not, “Do not sin in order that you die to sin.” “You’ve died to sin,” -- that’s a statement; it’s indicative. 
“Therefore, do not sin,” the imperative, follows. How do you make sense of that?

It’s not just once that he says this. Time and time again, he says that you’ve died to sin; therefore do not 
sin. You’re not in the flesh but in the Spirit, therefore do not walk in the flesh. If he said, “You’ve been 
saved or forgiven for your fleshly deeds, therefore do not do them any longer”, that’s not the same as 
saying, “You’ve died to the flesh, therefore do not do them any longer.” Have you died to sin or not? 
Supposing he had said something like “Ultimately, you will have died to sin when Jesus comes. Therefore 
don’t sin.” The ethical imperative, “Do not sin” is based on some indicative fact, “You have died to sin”. But 
when I read the imperative, it gives me the impression that the indicative is not fully established — not 
“you’ve died to sin”, but “you’ve kind of died to sin, therefore do not sin.” Is that the way we should read 
it? You don’t like that? I don’t like it either, but I’m trying to make logical sense of what the text says. If 
you say that you’re a Christian and therefore you don’t associate with sin any longer, I think most people 
would understand that. But if you use the words that Paul used, “You’ve died to sin, therefore do not sin 
any longer”, that’s a little stronger — a lot stronger.

Let me give a suggestion. When we talk about Bob Stein, there are two Bob Steins — the old Bob Stein 
who became old at conversion is one (put in your own name here). That old Bob Stein is described as 
being an “Adam” — as being in the flesh. Now the Bob Stein that begins from conversion and the next 
major event, the resurrection, is the new Bob Stein. He’s described as being “in Christ”; he’s not in the 
flesh; he’s in the Spirit. When the Bible talks about the new Bob Stein, it refers to him in these passages 
(the indicative) not from the perspective of what’s only realized now, between the conversion and the 
resurrection, but also in what’s not yet realized. When God looks at us, he doesn’t see us as schizophrenic 
people, and say that this is the present Bob Stein and at the resurrection it’s the other Bob Stein; but Bob 
Stein in Christ is understood as an individual who has died to sin. He’s died to sin, and he’s in the Spirit. 
Some of that has been realized. Already now we have the first fruits of the Spirit. You’ve been raised in 
newness of life. They’re still awaiting the resurrection — the great hope -- the resurrection of the body to 
be clothed upon.

!154



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

I don’t know how many imperatives we’re going to have on the other side of the resurrection, but there 
are a lot of them on this side. And all these imperatives are addressed to the “realized now” new Bob 
Stein; not the “not yet fully realized” aspect of it. But the indicatives refer to me as a total person. And 
when God speaks of Bob Stein as having died to sin, he means Bob Stein through the lens of eternity. This 
Bob Stein is not in the flesh any longer; he’s not associated with Adam. He’s in Christ; he’s in the Spirit. 
And thus, the indicative describes me as what I am in light of all that I am in Christ. These are not yet 
realized, but it’s just a matter of time — it’s guaranteed. There are no “ifs” about this; nothing I have to do 
to arrive at anything; all of this is already accomplished in the mind of God. For us, though, it’s future.

There’s a difference for Christians between hope and people wishing. We Christians don’t wish for the 
resurrection (that means it might not come); we hope for it — we look forward to it; we long for it; it’s 
guaranteed to us. And so, in Christ all of these things are true — all of those indicatives. You’ve died to 
sin — when you believed in Christ in the way God sees us, we’ve died to sin and been raised to newness 
of life. Sin is no longer in dominion over us. Death has been conquered. All of these are true. In light of 
the present “in this world” living, the imperatives are directed. But the indicatives see beyond the present, 
and see us from this total perspective. The imperatives are directed to this now. I don’t think for instance 
in glory that there’ll be any command not to sin any longer. Those are impossibilities. But here, it’s still a 
possibility — but the indicative sees beyond that. And God looks at us from the perspective of eternity, 
and all that we are in Christ. And that’s the way Paul addresses us in his writings. This is the Bob Stein 
that he’s talking about; this is who the imperatives are addressed to — the one on this side of the 
resurrection. I think it refers to us from the total of what we are; and that’s why you can have this glorious 
imagery. That’s why we’re saints — sin no longer has dominion over us. The evil one has lost its power 
over us ultimately. He can play with us here, but in light of all of this, no.

So I think the indicative and the imperative, for me, that solution came to be helpful because now I can 
say, “Yes, I can see why Paul makes those indicative statements, because that’s what we are in Christ.” But 
in light of where we are in the present time, these imperatives have meaning and make sense. It doesn’t 
deny the indicative. You don’t have to weaken the indicative. The indicatives can be taken very literally. 
You’ve died to sin, you’ve been raised in newness of life; you live in the Spirit, not in the flesh; sin will 
have no dominion over you — all of those are true. You don’t have to minimize those. You can rejoice in 
that. But during this temporary intervening time, the imperatives are directed. In light of all of this, 
during this intervening time, the imperatives are directed.
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Chapter 36

Ephesians: Introduction
From The History of Primitive Christianity, by Hans Conzelmann: “In addition to the genuine epistles of 
Paul, [Romans, 1 &amp; 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, and Philemon and 1 Thessalonians] 
primitive Christian literature includes all the other writings of the New Testament. Some of these even 
stand already on the outermost border of primitive Christianity. Epistles which were composed under 
Paul’s name and are consciously committed to this legacy, namely the epistles to the Colossians and 
Ephesians, the second epistle to Thessalonica, and the pastorals ….” So the disputed letters of Paul are 
Colossians, Ephesians, 2 Thessalonians, and the pastorals.

Some of the arguments against the authorship of Ephesians go as follows:

• The language is supposedly un-Pauline. If you compare for instance the number of hapax legomenon, 
words found only once in Paul, there are a great many more in Ephesians than you would find in Romans 
or 1 and 2 Corinthians. But it’s also interesting to note that there is a greater percentage of these kinds of 
words found only once in Paul in Philippians than in Ephesians, and everybody acknowledges 
Philippians as Pauline. And there are more in 2 Corinthians than in Ephesians, and everybody 
acknowledges 2 Corinthians as Pauline. One way of determining this number is to find out how many 
words there are per Greek page in the Greek texts, which are hapax legomenon, found only once. In 
Ephesians there are 4.6 of these found on every Greek page, and when you look at 2 Corinthians, there are 
5.6. But everybody acknowledges that Paul wrote 2 Corinthians, so if you go by hapax legomenon , words 
found only once, in this letter and nowhere else in Paul, then you’d have to say that 2 Corinthians on this 
basis is not Pauline. And everybody acknowledges that 2 Corinthians IS Pauline. And when you get to 
Philippians (which everybody acknowledges as Pauline), the number rises to 6.2, as compared again to 
4.6 in Ephesians. So it becomes rather interesting.

• And there are some people who have argued that the vocabulary of Ephesians is too Pauline to have 
been written by Paul. It seems that there are some critics charging that it’s “not Pauline enough” to have 
been written by Paul [using the hapax legomenon as a basis]; and others arguing that it’s too similar to Paul 
to have been written by Paul. How is any letter determined as authentically Pauline in this regard? The 
vocabulary argument is somewhat strange that way.

• Some suggest the style is un-Pauline.

• Look at 1:3-14 — these verses comprise a single sentence in the Greek text. No English translation would 
dare make it into a single sentence, because people would go bonkers trying to read it that way. And 
sometimes you wonder if Paul’s Greek readers also went bonkers trying to find the end of that sentence. 
Germans are very enamored with long sentences, and it becomes even more frustrating in German, 
because the verb always comes at the end of the sentence, so you have to keep everything in your mind 
as you go along waiting for that verb to come at the end. There’s even a joke that one person wrote an 
article in German, and it was so long that it came out in two editions, with the verb in the second month 

!156



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

of the journal. Also, if you look at 1:15-23, this also is a single sentence in the original Greek text. 3:14-19 is 
a single sentence in the Greek text, as is 4:11-16. So this is true, and it’s not normal.

But there are places elsewhere that Paul writes long sentences. For instance, Romans 1:28-32 is a single 
sentence (that’s a long sentence). In Colossians, 1:3-8 is a single sentence, and vv. 9-20. In Philemon (which 
all attribute to Paul), vv. 8-14 are a single sentence. So that, whereas it may be that Paul doesn’t usually 
write long sentences, this doesn’t mean that in epistles widely acknowledged to be Pauline we don’t find 
sentences that are lengthy.

• Some have argued that Ephesians is too much like Colossians; and if you accept Colossians as Pauline, 
there must have been someone who read Colossians, and then wrote Ephesians (but not Paul himself). If 
you look for instance at Ephesians 4:16, “from whom the whole body, joined and knit together at every 
joint with which it is supplied, when each part is working properly makes bodily growth and upbuilds 
itself in love.” Compare that with Colossians 2:19, “and not holding fast to the Head, through whom the 
whole body, nourished and knit together through its joints and ligaments grows with a growth that is 
from God.” Supposedly, when you’re too much like a previous letter, this suggests that some later copyist, 
some pseudo author is using an established epistle for the basis of that. You get in Ephesians 4:22-24, “Put 
off your old self, which belongs to your former manner of life and is corrupt through deceitful desires, 
and to be renewed in the spirit of your minds, and to put on the new self, created after the likeness of God 
in true righteousness and holiness.” If you compare that to Colossians 3:9-10, they look quite similar, “Do 
not lie to one another, seeing that you have put off the old self with its practices and have put on the new 
nature, which is being renewed in knowledge after the image of its creator.” You can look at others. If you 
follow closely, you’ll see that the Ephesians and Colossians parallels are close to one another.

Note that both of these letters (Colossians and Ephesians) are written during Paul’s imprisonment. So 
according to a traditional understanding, they’re written at the same time, probably since they’re heading 
into the same area (western Turkey). They would have been written at the same time so that they could be 
sent by the same messenger. So there might be similarities that would carry over, because Paul is thinking 
in a particular direction, and the similarities might be there simply because they’re written at the same 
time to a similar kind of audience in Asia Minor.

• Some suggest that the theology is un-Pauline.

• In Colossians 2:6-7, Paul emphasizes the uniqueness of Christ as the only foundation, “As therefore you 
received Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk in him, rooted and built up in him and established in the faith, just 
as you were taught, abounding in thanksgiving.” In Ephesians 2:19-20, we have a somewhat different 
emphasis, “So then you are no longer strangers and aliens, but you are fellow citizens with the saints and 
members of the household of God, built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Christ Jesus himself 
being the cornerstone.” And here supposedly there’s a conflict because Christ is the only foundation in 
Colossians and in Corinthians 3:11; while here in Ephesians, you have him being the chief cornerstone, 
and the other foundations being the apostles and prophets. To me, you just have a different emphasis 
each time. There’s no question that Christ is the chief cornerstone in Ephesians, and he mentions the 
apostles and prophets perhaps to consolidate his own relationship and his own authority in the church. 
Whether you see a conflict here or just a different emphasis depends upon how critically you look at that. 
You have another supposed difference in 3:5 and Colossians 1:26. I won’t read those — you can look at 
them on your own.
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• There is a major difference in the emphasis on the church in the Book of Ephesians. Elsewhere, as in 
Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philippians, “the church” is understood as the local 
church. The emphasis in Ephesians is on the church universal. In 1:22-23, “He has put all things under his 
feet and gave him as head over all things to the church, which is his body, the fullness of him who fills all 
in all.” Here, we’re not talking about the Ephesian church, but the church universal. When you go to 3:10, 
you have this emphasis again: “that through the church the manifold wisdom of God might now be made 
known to the rulers and authorities in the heavenly places.” In 3:21, “To him be glory in the church and in 
Christ Jesus throughout all generations, forever and ever.” Here we’re talking again about the church 
universal. In 5:23-25, you have again this emphasis on not the local church, but the church universal, “For 
the husband is the head of the wife even as Christ is the head of the church, his body, and is himself its 
savior.” Here we’re not talking about church in a local city, but the church universal. You can also look up 
5:27, 5:29, and 5:32. So there is a difference in the understanding of the church in the Ephesian letter. It is 
the church universal being addressed, not the local church.

That brings up the real issue of whether the letter to the Ephesians was written to the church in Ephesus. 
It looks very doubtful. It seems that it was written to a broader area, and that it was therefore not so much 
a letter to a church, but more like an epistle to the Pauline churches in that area. And that makes this as 
good a time as any to look up 1:1 in your translation. The RSV reads, “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by 
the will of God, To the saints who are also faithful [and then there’s a note, which says “some authorities 
read ‘who are at Ephesus and faithful”’] in Christ Jesus.” The NIV reads, “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus 
by the will of God, To God’s holy people in Ephesus, the faithful in Christ Jesus,” with a note that states 
that some authorities omit “in Ephesus”. NASB says “in Ephesus”, with a note that some manuscripts omit 
the phrase. The majority of Greek manuscripts include “in Ephesus”. But if you were to pick out the three 
best Greek manuscripts in the world, Codex Vaticanus (Codex B), Codex Sinaiticus (Aleph), and the 
Papyrii 46 (the Chester Beatty Paryrii). These are probably the three best manuscripts of all, and in these, 
the phrase “in Ephesus” is not found. So it does raise the question as to whether the original letter said “… 
to the saints who are also faithful in Ephesus in Christ Jesus”, or whether “in Ephesus” was not found in 
the original manuscript. I see no reason why it would have been omitted if it was there. But I could see 
why, if it was not there, someone would have added it. So, my understanding is that “in Ephesus” is not 
part of the original text, but was later added to it. And this letter furthermore does not seem to have been 
written to the Pauline church (we’ll look at that later on), because the way he addresses the audience, 
makes it seems that they’ve never met him before. He was in Ephesus for three years, so surely they knew 
him. It does not seem to be a letter to a church where he had ministered for three years. But we’ll hold off 
and look at that more specifically later.

• There are some unusual “in Christ” formulas in Ephesians. “In Christ” is a very common formula used in 
Paul, but in 3:11 for instance, this is not the way that he usually uses that formula, “This was according to 
the eternal purpose that he has realized in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Normally, you’d just have “in Christ”, 
but here you have “in Christ Jesus our Lord.” That’s somewhat unusual.

• Some have suggested that the understanding of marriage here in Ephesians is too positive, because Paul 
had a more negative view of marriage in 1 Corinthians 7. I don’t agree, though, that 1 Corinthians 7 is a 
negative view of marriage. Why does Paul give the advice hi gives on marriage and not marrying in 
chapter 7? Do you remember what the issue was? Because of “the present distress”. We don’t know what 
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that was, but there was something there that gave a particular emphasis on marriage and not marrying 
because of “the present distress”, not because of marriage itself.

• The author supposedly himself, in 2:3 admits to certain kinds of sins that only the Gentiles were guilty 
of (beginning 2:1), “And you were dead in the trespasses and sins in which you once walked, following 
the course of this world, following the prince of the power of the air, the spirit that is now at work in the 
sons of disobedience — among whom we all once lived in the passions of our flesh, carrying out the 
desires of the body and mind, and were by nature children of wrath, like the rest of mankind.” But is this 
“we” here an admission that the author was guilty of the same kind of sins that these Gentiles were guilty 
of, or is it an editorial “we”? Later on, it seems quite clear that it’s an editorial “we”. Look at vv. 11, ff. 
where he makes a clear distinction, “Therefore remember that you Gentiles in the flesh, called “the 
uncircumcision” by what is called the circumcision, which is made in the flesh by hands — remember that 
you were at that time separated from Christ, alienated from the commonwealth of Israel.” It seems here 
that the writer at this point is referring to himself as a Jew, so that the usage in vv. 2-3 is an editorial kind 
of “we”.

When you preach, and you start talking about sins, etc., how do you address the congregation? Do you 
say sin is amongst US? YOU do no tithe? YOU do not love one another, and YOU hide animosity in your 
hearts? Or, do you say WE don’t tithe; WE harbor animosity in our hearts towards one another; WE don’t 
love one another, even if you’re not particularly guilty of that? I hope you don’t use “you”. I hope you’ll 
always use an editorial “we” in your preaching. And many times the “we” is editorial — you’re not guilty 
of that sin yourself. And that to me is good writing, and I think that’s what Paul has done here. The rest of 
the letter makes clear that he is not guilty of the things the Gentiles do in that particular instance, because 
he’s simply using this editorial “we”.

• Sometimes there’s an unusual emphasis in realized eschatology, and there is present a rather cosmic 
Christology. In 2:6, for instance he says, “He raised us up with him and seated us with him in the 
heavenly places in Christ Jesus,” where we see Christ in these heavenly places. And then he goes on 3:11, 
“This was according to the eternal purpose that he has realized in Christ Jesus our Lord,” and supposedly 
the Christology is too exalted here. But wait a minute. In Philippians, do we have a high Christology 
anywhere? Remember 2:6-11, “Though he is in the form of God, he did not count equality with God a 
thing to be grasped, but emptied himself ….” And in Colossians 1:15-20 you have another very high 
Christology (and Colossians may very well be Pauline, even by some of the critics’ understanding). So the 
presence of a cosmic Christology here does not conflict with what we find in Philippians, certainly.

• Some also argue that Paul usually doesn’t write letters to churches in general, but to specific churches. 
That’s true, although even Galatians is not written to a specific church, but a group of churches.

• And, finally there’s no specific reference to the second coming, or the Parousia of the Lord in Ephesians, 
whereas in some letters that’s a very strong emphasis. But if you look at 1:14, 4:30, and 6:8, there are 
references that would be in harmony with an understanding of (though not direct, specific references to) 
the Parousia.

One scholar, a man by the name of Goodspeed, has argued that a follower of Paul wrote this letter -- a 
man by the name of Onesimus (and we’re going to look at the letter to Philemon, which deals with 
Onesimus), sometime around AD 90. And he wrote the Book of Ephesians as a preface to all of Paul’s 
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letters — that he brought a collection of these together, and Ephesians was a kind of an introduction to 
Paul’s letters which he himself wrote. We do read of an Onesimus who is a leader in the church later on, 
in the second century, but that was a fairly common name, and it’s dangerous to say that it was the very 
Onesimus that is referred to in the Book of Philemon.

So those are some of the arguments used against the Pauline authorship of the Book of Ephesians. In 
favor of Pauline authorship is:

• It claims to be Pauline. Some people don’t think this is any argument at all, but to me it is. The burden of 
proof to me is always on whoever is saying that it’s not what it says it is. It’s not the other way around — 
the burden of proof falls upon those who would argue it’s not Pauline. But in 1:1, “Paul, an apostle of 
Christ Jesus by the will of God …” It claims to be Pauline. And if you look at 3:1, he refers to himself 
again, “For this reason I, Paul, a prisoner for Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles — assuming that you 
have heard of ….” So the letter claims to be written by Paul. The burden of proof is for those who say Paul 
did not write it.

• Furthermore, tradition — the early church — was unanimous. And we have material going back to 110 
AD with Ignatius, Polycarp (156), Marcion (140), Irenaeus, etc. And you may ask why there are no earlier 
ones, but there are hardly any writings at all earlier than these in the Christian literature. 1 Clement 
doesn’t refer to Ephesians especially, but that’s AD 96. But it’s hard to get much earlier than this, because 
we simply do not have any extant writings of the early church outside the New Testament essentially 
before these dates.

• The writer clearly is a Jew. In 2:11-14 that becomes very apparent,

“Therefore remember that at one time you Gentiles in the flesh, called ‘the uncircumcision’ by what is 
called the circumcision, which is made in the flesh by hands — remember that you were at that time 
separated from Christ, alienated from the commonwealth of Israel and strangers to the covenants of 
promise, having no hope and without God in the world. But now in Christ Jesus you who once were far 
off have been brought near by the blood of Christ. For he himself is our peace, who has made us both one 
and has broken down in his flesh the dividing wall of hostility.”

• This writer furthermore claims to know Tychicus. In 6:21, “Now that you also may know how I am and 
what I am doing, Tychicus the beloved brother and faithful minister in the Lord will tell you everything.” 
And Tychicus’s name will appear in Colossians and 2 Timothy and Titus as well. So this person, who is a 
Jewish leader, writing to Gentiles, knows Tychicus, who is a known follower of Paul. When you put just 
that together, who do you know who was a Jewish leader, who tended to write letters to Gentiles? Aside 
from Paul, we don’t know of too many others — we don’t know of any others, really, in that regard. These 
are strong arguments in favor of Pauline authorship.

• Some of the language is un-Pauline. You will always find un-Pauline language in every letter, even those 
that everybody admits are Pauline. And the argument is whether it’s easier to see Paul writing a letter in 
which maybe 5-10% of the vocabulary and style is not Paul’s and 90-95% is; or is it easier to think of 
somebody who’s not Paul, writing a pseudonymous letter and claiming to be Paul, in which somehow he 
happens to have 90-95% of the Pauline vocabulary and style, and only 5-10% that’s not? It’s much easier 
to think of Paul being un-Pauline in 5-10% of the time than it is to imagine someone who’s amazingly 
90-95% of the time like Paul. If you’ve traveled with Paul a great deal, you could say that one might pick 
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up his style and vocabulary, but we know of somebody who’s traveled with Paul, and whose style and 
vocabulary is not very Pauline at all — Luke.

• If this is written as an epistle, an encyclical letter, one would expect to find more emphasis on the church 
universal than on a local church. In other words, if this is not written to a specific, well-known church 
which he himself had founded, but to a group of churches, many of which had never seen Paul 
personally, then you would find this kind of a letter, and I think you’d find this kind of an emphasis. If 
you look at the letter, there are lots of parts that look very Pauline, very personal. I’m not going to read all 
of those, but I’ll read some:

• 3:1, “For this reason I, Paul, a prisoner of Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles — assuming that you 
have heard of the stewardship of God’s grace that was given to me for you ….” That’s an emphasis that 
we looked at in Romans — that Paul has a unique apostleship as THE apostle to the Gentiles, and here 
this is emphasized. I don’t know if this would have been so strongly emphasized by someone writing in 
Paul’s name, but Paul himself would do that. “… how the mystery was made known to me by revelation, 
as I have written briefly. When you read this, you can perceive my insight into the mystery of Christ.”

• 3:7-10, “Of this gospel I was made a minister according to the gift of God’s grace, which was given me by 
the working of his power. To me, though I am the very least of all the saints, this grace was given, to 
preach to the Gentiles the unsearchable riches of Christ ...” I don’t know if an admirer of Paul would have 
called him “the least of all the saints”. This looks autobiographical. It’s something that Paul might say of 
himself, but not something that somebody who thinks highly of Paul would write. “… and to bring to 
light what is the plan of the mystery hidden for ages in God who created all things, so that through the 
church the manifold wisdom of God might now be made known.”

• v. 13, “So I ask you not to lose heart over what I am suffering for you, which is your glory.” That looks 
like something that would be difficult to write 30 years after Paul’s death, or something like that. It seems 
very much like a contemporary kind of thing that Paul is writing.

• 3:14, “For this reason I bow my knees before the Father.”

• 4:1, “I therefore, a prisoner for the Lord ….”

• 6:18-20, “To that end keep alert with all perseverance, making supplication for all the saints, and also for 
me, that words may be given to me in opening my mouth boldly to proclaim the mystery of the gospel, 
for which I am an ambassador in chains, that I may declare it boldly, as I ought to speak it.”

• 6:21-22, “So that you also may know how I am and what I am doing, Tychicus the beloved brother and 
faithful minister in the Lord will tell you everything. I have sent him to you for this very purpose, that 
you may now how we are, and that he may encourage your hearts.” How would this ever be read for the 
first time in a church, if Tychicus is bringing a letter that does not come from Paul? It’s just strange to try 
to put this together, and it’s difficult to assume that any pseudonymous writer has somehow adapted the 
persona of Paul in such a way that he can write in this manner.

There has been a great deal of debate as to whether pseudonymous authors and authorship of books was 
a legitimate literary genre. Some were. For instance, if you look at books such as the Book of Enoch, the 
Psalms of Solomon, Baruch (the secretary of Jeremiah), everybody knew from the beginning that these 
were pseudonymous books. But pseudonymity tends to be a legitimate genre when there can’t be any 
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confusion that the alleged author really wrote this book. For instance, when Enoch comes on the scene, no 
one thinks Enoch wrote it because Enoch died 2000 years earlier. There’s no real confusion as to whether 
he could have written this book. This is also true of the Psalms of Solomon — Solomon’s been dead for 
800 years, so there’s no confusion.

But here you have a letter which is so close to Paul that there’s confusion from the very beginning as to 
whether he wrote it or not. Is this a literary genre, or is this a deception? The issue of the morality of this 
comes up here. If a writer wrote this and was not Paul, this is deceiving; whereas, as a genre, 
pseudonymity would assume that everybody knows that Paul didn’t write this. But from the very 
beginning, everybody assumed that Paul DID write it. But no one assumed Enoch wrote the Book of 
Enoch, or that Solomon wrote the Psalms of Solomon, etc. Furthermore, there was a bishop in the church 
(a presbyter, I should say), who wrote a book called The Acts of Paul and Thecla in 82 AD, which was 
pseudonymous. And when it was discovered, he was essentially de-frocked from his church position. 
This would indicate that pseudonymity was not something that everybody accepted as such. It was also 
argued (I think Don Carson from Trinity has argued) that pseudonymity in certain kinds of books and 
works were accepted, but not in letters. The letter was not the normal form of pseudonymity, because it 
could be confused as being a real letter; whereas books like the gospel or something like that could be 
known as a pseudonymous form of one sort or another.

So, to put it all together, the burden of proof is to disprove that Paul wrote Ephesians, and I don’t think 
the arguments are sufficient to overcome that burden of proof. I must admit, though, that in preparation 
for this class, on the flight home last week, I read Ephesians. And there are a lot of things there that just 
don’t look like the normal kind of emphasis Paul has. It’s not the kind of thing that you generally find in 
Romans or 1 and 2 Corinthians. But it’s written at a different time than Romans and 1 and 2 Corinthians, 
it’s written while Paul’s imprisoned, and it’s written to a broad group of churches; and therefore the 
differences may be in light of that particular situation. So I would argue for Pauline authorship.

The occasion of the letter: I think he’s trying to emphasize clearly the universal nature of the church, that 
Gentile and Jew now are together, and I’ve listed some of these things to show that one-ness of argument. 
If you’re writing to a group of churches, I think one of the things that you always want to do is emphasize 
the unity of the church. That would be much more of an issue than if you write to a specific church. But 
here he’s writing to a group of churches, and that’s the occasion of it. The outline is pretty 
straightforward: salutation, thanksgiving, body, ethical exhortation, and the closing as such.
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Chapter 37

Ephesians: Comments
Let’s go on to look at some specific comments. As we go to the opening verse, we spoke of the phrase “in 
Ephesus”, and whether it’s present or lacking. We should note again that in Codex B (or the Codex 
Vaticanus), the Aleph (Codex Sinaiticus), (the two best Greek codices we have of the New Testament), and 
P-46 (the Chester Beatty Papyrii) this phrase “in Ephesus” is missing. Some have even suggested that 
originally when it was written, there was a space at that point in which each church was to, as they would 
read this letter, insert their own church name. Some have also suggested that Ephesians is a letter which 
was thought to be missing (which we do not have), specifically the one mentioned in Colossians 4:15-16. 
There, Paul writes, “Give my greeting to the brethren at Laodicea, and to Nympha and the church in her 
house. And when this letter has been read among you [‘this letter’ being Colossians], have it read also in 
the church of the Laodiceans; and see that you read also the letter from Laodicea.” But we have no letter 
extant from Laodicea — we have Romans, Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Ephesians, etc., but no letter to 
the Laodiceans. Is the letter that’s referred to in Colossians 4:16 possibly the Ephesian letter? It’s 
impossible to make decisions on that. Marcion, who writes in AD 140, titled this letter to the Ephesians as 
the Letter to the Laodiceans, but that’s all hypothetical. We have the normal introduction and benediction 
(v. 2), “Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ,” is there.

We see an emphasis on grace found throughout the letter. I’ve shown you that, and by the way, Paul 
seems to have that as a normal emphasis in his ministry and in his writing. In 1:9 a term comes up, the 
term “mystery”, “For God has made known to us in all wisdom and insight the mystery of his will, 
according to his purpose, which he set forth in Christ Jesus.” In 3:3, that term comes up again (3:2-3), “… 
assuming that you have heard of the stewardship of God’s grace that was given to me for you, how the 
mystery was made known to me by revelation, as I have written briefly. When you read this, you can 
perceive my insight into the mystery of Christ ….” And then when you get to v. 9, “to make all men see 
what is the plan of the mystery hidden for ages in God who created all things ….”

At the turn of the twentieth century, the History of Religions School found in their research of ancient 
religions a group of religions called the “mystery” religions. In the mystery religions, they all had 
something in common in that one would be initiated into them and learn certain secrets of mysteries. 
These mysteries are not very well known because they were mysteries — they were told to be secret. We 
have in fact an instance of one person in his hometown, after becoming initiated into a mystery, telling 
people what that mystery and secret was. He was promptly booted out of town, and told to never come 
back — that was said to be irreligious. It’s like being initiated into the Masons — there’s a secret rite, etc., 
that’s not supposed to be disclosed. Some have suggested that the Book of Ephesians was written in light 
of the mystery religions, and it betrays an origin of the mystery religions. There’s a mystery here. 
However, there’s a huge difference between Paul’s use of this term “mystery” and the way it’s commonly 
understood today, and how it was used in the mystery religions back then.
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“Mystery” in Paul has nothing to do with a secret that only certain people know. What he means is that 
this which was at one time a mystery is now openly being made known to everyone. So, what was a 
secret and unclear in the past is now revealed to the whole world, and is being shouted from the 
housetops by Christian preachers. It’s not some sort of a secret that is being shared that only Christians 
have in common. This is being shared with all people. And the content of the mystery that is being made 
known is found in v. 6, that is, how “… the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, members of the same body, and 
partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through the gospel.” What was unclear and not revealed in the 
Old Testament, but is now openly being made known, is how Jew and now Gentile are being made into 
one group. Gentiles are being reconciled to God, and they’re becoming united in a common faith with the 
Jewish people. So, mystery is not at all like the mystery religions. This is not a secret, but something 
everybody is being told about and learning.

In vv. 13-14, he says, “And you also, when you heard the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation, and 
believed in him, were sealed with the promised Holy Spirit, who is the guarantee of our inheritance until 
we acquire possession of it, to the praise of his glory.” We already talked about the reference to the Spirit 
as the guarantee, or ‘earnest’ of our inheritance. We find that in 2 Corinthians 1:22, and we don’t have to 
dealt with it now, just to be reminded that the earnest is the down payment or guarantee of what’s to 
follow. But here is another term, “… we are sealed by the promised Holy Spirit”; that we “are sealed” is 
also found in 4:30 of this same book, “And do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were 
sealed for the day of redemption.” Romans 4:11 refers to our being sealed, and 2 Corinthians 1:22 as well. 
The Holy Spirit is not only the guarantee, but that which will surely keep us as God’s people. We are 
sealed; we have his mark upon us. His mark is the Spirit of God. This is a unique gift that we have. 
Sometimes I get a little uneasy about some of our charismatic friends, who seem to go overboard with the 
Holy Spirit. Perhaps we as Baptists don’t emphasize it enough — this gift of the Spirit as the seal and 
mark that marks us off from the whole world as God’s people. We are his children because we have been 
sealed by the Spirit of God. And the first fruits, we’ve looked at and talked about already.

Now 1:15, “For this reason, because I have heard of your faith in the Lord Jesus and your love towards all 
the saints ….” This would be a very strange statement if Paul were writing to the Ephesians. After three 
years of being with them, he’s heard of their faith? I think he would probably have termed it “seeing your 
faith”, or something like that if it were the Ephesians that he was writing to. But here, it seems rather clear 
that he’s writing to people that he has not personally met. He’s heard about their faith, and he’s 
responding accordingly, just like in Colossians, where he’s heard about their faith, and writes accordingly. 
I think this suggests that we have a more general kind of a letter, an epistle, rather than a specific letter to 
a specific church that he founded.

In 1:15-23, we have this lengthy sentence, which is a prayer. “For this reason, because I have heard of your 
faith in the Lord Jesus and your love toward all the saints, I do not cease to give thanks for you, 
remembering you in my prayers.” There may be a little hyperbole there. He never ceases to remember 
and pray for them, yet if the man sleeps at all, there has to be some time that he’s not praying for them. 
But he’s trying to emphasize his commitment to their spiritual well-being, and it would be awkward to 
word it in other ways. He wants them to know that he’s always praying for them. I’ve had wonderful 
Christian people say to me, “Bob, I always pray for you.” I don’t think they’re praying for me 24 hours a 
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day, but I know that they pray for me whenever they pray, and I’m grateful for that. The content of this 
prayer is that they may understand all that they possess in Christ.

After that, in 2:1, ff. he describes the rather desperate situation that the recipients of this letter, as Gentiles, 
once were. If you read this, it brings to mind Romans 1:18-32, where he describes the Gentile situation, 
“You he made alive, who were dead in trespasses and sins in which you once walked, following the 
course of this world, following the prince of the power of the air, the spirit that is now at work in the sons 
of disobedience — among whom we all once lived in the passions of our flesh, carrying out the desires of 
the body and the mind ….” Now it’s clear that Christianity is not platonic philosophy. It’s not that 
somehow our bodies are inclined to sin, and that causes our inner being to be corrupted by it. Christianity 
teaches a total depravity — not that we are as bad as we possibly can be (if we work on it, we can get 
worse, believe it or not), but it means that there is no part of our existence that is not totally affected by 
sin. So it’s not that the mind is alright but the body is evil; body and mind are both corrupted and tainted 
by sin. Even the conscience, which we usually say is the nearest thing to being true to God, is also 
corrupted. Total depravity doesn’t mean that we’re as bad as we absolutely can be; but it means that there 
is no aspect of life that has not been corrupted by sin, and that’s what Paul is saying here. This is unlike 
the Greek philosophers (2:3), we “… were following the desires of the body and the mind, and were by 
nature children of wrath, like the rest of mankind.” We were totally depraved in all of this regard. And 
therefore we were under the divine wrath. But despite this, he has this wonderful section (vv. 4-7), “But 
God, who is rich in mercy, because of the great love with which he loved us, even when we were dead in 
our trespasses, made us alive together with Christ — by grace you have been saved — and raised us up 
with him and seated us with him in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus, that in the coming ages he might 
show the immeasurable riches towards us in Christ Jesus.”

And then, some of the earliest verses that many of us ever memorized (v. 8), “For by grace you have been 
saved through faith. And this is not your own doing.” The “this” here does not refer to faith; it refers to the 
whole preceding sentence, “By grace you have been saved through faith”, “this” — by grace, saved 
through faith — is not your own doing. The word “this” can’t refer to faith here because “this” in the Greek 
text is the neuter “touto”. Faith is the feminine “pisteos”, so the antecedent of “this” can’t be faith. Now the 
whole argument over whether faith is a gift of God — that theological debate — I’m not concerned about 
that. I’m just saying that in this text “this” is not referring to faith, but the whole idea that you’ve been 
saved by grace through faith. This whole thing comes from God, not faith itself. If faith is a gift of God, 
that may well be. But in this verse, that’s not what’s being said. I’ve heard too many people argue on the 
basis of this verse that faith is a gift of God, and that’s not what this verse is saying at this point. It’s 
because grace, through faith, is the means of our salvation. Grace is the means of our salvation — the 
death of Christ on our behalf; through faith, the means through which this is appropriated.

And this grace leads us to good works in v. 10, “We are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for good 
works, which God prepared us beforehand ….” Galatians 5:6, “Faith that works through love is what 
saves us,” is a close Pauline emphasis. In 3:1 he introduces a second prayer, “For this reason, I, Paul, a 
prisoner for Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles ….” and then he goes on until he comes to the prayer 
itself in vv. 14-19. At the end of v. 3, I have a kind of dash, which indicates that we have an aside from that 
point on. Because if you go from 3:1, “For this reason, I, Paul, a prisoner for Christ Jesus on behalf of you 
Gentiles …,” It seems to continue in v. 14, “… for this reason I bow my knees before the Father from 
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whom….” That picks it up, but there’s this parenthesis in between. We often see places where it seems 
Paul is distracted. One of the greatest parentheses that we know of is 1 Corinthians 13. If you lift out 
chapter 13 from 1 Corinthians, 14:1 follows the preceding verse at the end of chapter 12 very nicely. Paul 
just has an idea come into his mind, and he pursues it, and then he comes back to it. I’m always amazed 
that he can remember, after 12 verses or so, to come back the way he does in that way. But this is an 
example of a parenthesis in Paul. The prayer is that they may be strengthened in their inner man.

The section on exhortations begins with 4:1-3, “I, therefore a prisoner for the Lord, urge you to walk in a 
manner worthy of the calling to which you have been called, with all humility and gentleness, with 
patience, bearing with one another in love, eager to maintain the unity of the Spirit and the bond of 
peace.” When you think of famous Christian leaders, do you associate them with 4:1-3 — with lowliness, 
meekness, patience, forbearing one another in love, eager to maintain the unity of the Spirit and the bond 
of peace? Maybe in that great day when we appear before God, if we’re all going to be judged on the basis 
of things like this, some who may be great in this life will not be so great before God; and some who do 
not have greatness in the eyes of the world may be truly great. We’ll see then who best displayed 
lowliness, meekness, patience, forbearing one another in love, eager to maintain the unity of the Spirit 
and the bond of peace. It’s an interesting combination.

Then in vv. 4-6 he talks about the unity of the church, and he talks about there being one body, one Spirit, 
one hope that belongs to our calling, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one god and Father of us all. Count 
them — there are seven. That’s a good number. Accidental? Not likely. When you think about today, 
however, some of these things that unite us according to Paul are some of the things now that cause the 
greatest division — especially when you get to “one baptism”. That which was a unifying factor in the 
early church is such a divisive thing today, tragically.

In 4:11, he goes on and talks about gifts that God has given to his church, and his gifts are that some 
should be “… apostles, some prophets, some evangelists, some pastors and teachers to equip the saints for 
the work of the ministry, for building up the body of Christ.” Someone has asked me whether I still think 
there are apostles, and the answer is no, but the gift of the apostles still remains ours. We’re built on the 
writings of the apostles, on the work of the apostles, so that gift is still very much active in our very 
existence as believers. I don’t know if it’s quite the issue that it was a few years ago. There were all sorts of 
seminars on learning your spiritual gift, on knowing your gift and developing your gift. Is this still pretty 
popular today? A lot of people are interested in finding out what gift they have, and everybody would 
love the miraculous kinds of gifts of all sorts. But Paul doesn’t see gifts as something God gives to 
individuals. He gives them to the church via individuals. The purpose of the gifts are not for the 
individual. These gifts are for the work of the ministry (v. 12), “to equip the saints for the work of 
ministry, for building up the body of Christ ….” So that gifted-ness is never meant to be something that is 
a personal privilege or gift; it’s something given to the church through you. And if you have a gift of some 
sort, that gift is for the church; not for you. If I have a gift of teaching, it’s for the gift of the church; it’s not 
for my own personal sake. As we look at gifts that way, it becomes much more of a concern that God use 
that gift for the good of the others, not for one’s own individual joy or walk.

[Question from a class member: You commented that there are no apostles?] No, I think there continues to 
be prophets through the church, but it’s all in the way you define “apostles”. If you define apostles not the 
way Luke defines them, which is a broader term; but the way Paul understands apostles, they had to be 
those who had seen the risen Lord. My understanding would be that ends with Paul. Some people who 
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call themselves apostles are not using that term in the sense that Paul would understand it, but are using 
a different understanding — which is legitimate, but it confuses things. Luke defines apostles more 
broadly. There are some who were not eyewitnesses who were listed as apostles, but they were church 
leaders. But Luke’s definition can’t be brought into what Paul means here [in Ephesians], because we 
want to know what the biblical author means by these words. How does Paul use “apostle”? His 
understanding would be as those who had seen the risen Lord.

In 4:30, he then goes on and talks about not grieving the Sprit “… in whom you were sealed for the day of 
redemption” and we talked about that sealing. As far as “grieving the Holy Spirit”, in 1 Thessalonians 5:19 
it says, “Quench not the Spirit,” so it’s another emphasis in that regard. That “grieving the Holy Spirit” is 
what I understand as being the negative side of what we have in Ephesians 5:18, being “filled with the 
Spirit,” and there’s a sense in which I think they are two sides of the same coin. If you don’t grieve the 
Spirit, you will be filled with the Spirit. And the reverse is true: if you are filled with the Spirit, you will 
not be grieving the Spirit. So one is the negative, and one is the positive. I might suggest that we 
emphasize more our desire to be filled with the Spirit, and I think sometimes that gives us a kind of a 
warped understanding. It’s almost as if you pray hard enough, if you wrestle with God, if you pray to the 
Spirit and twist his arm, he will eventually bless you in some ways. And I don’t know if that’s the general 
understanding we ought to have. My understanding is that the Spirit is eager, and God is eager to work 
in our lives, and he will, and all we have to do is stop hindering him, if we want to be filled with the 
Spirit. To me, that gives a better understanding of my getting in the way, and a better understanding of 
God’s desire, and the Spirit’s desire to fill our lives. I think sometimes we have this idea that somehow 
you have to do something unusual, and eventually the Spirit of God will say, “Alright, I give up, I’ll do 
something.” And that is, to me, very detrimental theologically. I think if we don’t quench the Spirit, we’ll 
be filled with the Spirit.

Now, there are a number of things I want to comment about this, and one is about the tense of “being 
filled with the Spirit”, which is a present imperative. A present imperative indicates that the command 
should be continually carried out. Be continually filled with the Spirit. It doesn’t refer to a once-for-all 
experience. A number of people have argued, especially in charismatic kinds of theologies, that this is a 
second experience that you should seek -- being filled with the spirit -- and therefore when you have that 
singular experience, you arrive at a second level of what some call sanctification. This is also sometimes 
called the baptism of the Spirit. But this cannot be understood as a single experience. Be continually filled 
with the Spirit. It’s a present imperative, urging that this be continually done. Therefore this is as I say not 
a second-level kind of experience, but it is continually to be done in the Christian life. We are never, by 
the way, commanded to be baptized by the Spirit. That’s always a statement of fact as to our being 
Christians. We’ve been baptized by the Spirit, for by one Spirit we’ve all been baptized into one body, 
Jews or Greeks, slaves or free (1 Corinthians 12:13). But there is this command to be continually filled 
with the Spirit.

Now that also is able to be misunderstood. The reason the language “be filled with the Holy Spirit” is as it 
is, is because of the preceding statement, “Be not drunk with wine”. You take wine, and if you are filled 
with wine you will be drunk. And so the analogy says, instead of that, be filled with the Spirit. But you 
have to realize: how can you be more or less filled with a person? You can be more or less filled with 
wine, but you can’t be more or less filled with the Spirit. He is either present in your life or not. And what 
we have is a metaphorical way of expressing the degree to which the Spirit is in control of our lives. But 
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the Spirit is present — it’s not like saying about someone, “He’s a really spiritual person. He not only has 
two arms and two legs, but also the torso of the Spirit dwelling in him. But this other person isn’t really 
filled at all — he probably has a toe or two.” We’re dealing with a person. The reason “being filled” is used, 
is that he’s caught up with the metaphor that precedes — being filled with wine. Instead of being filled 
with wine, we should be filled with the Spirit. But we’re talking here about a person, and so you can’t 
have a person in degree in your life, but that person can be in degree in control of your life. So the Spirit is 
present in all of our lives. “Be filled” with it is the way he is talking about how the Spirit should dominate 
your life and be in control of your life.

When he says “be filled with the Spirit”, it’s in the plural. You and I, typical Americans, westerners, we’re 
thinking he’s referring to us as individuals. And our view would be: if each one of us in our church were 
individually filled with the Spirit, then the church would be filled with the Spirit. That’s not the way Paul 
is thinking. Paul is thinking about the church. And if the church is filled with the Spirit, then we as 
individuals will be filled with the Spirit. Again, I think our individualism is so dominant in our thinking 
that we see things through different glasses. Paul thinks of this corporately; we think individually. But he 
says, “be filled with the Spirit”, plural, “you all be filled with the Spirit”.

And then in vv. 19-21, he has a list of participles related to that command, which indicate the means by 
which you will be filled with the Spirit. How will you filled with the Spirit? Well, if you address one 
another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs; if you sing and make melody to the Lord with all your 
heart; if you are always and for everything giving thanks in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, to God the 
Father, and if you’re subject to one another, then you as a church, you as a believing body, will be filled 
with the Spirit. I’ve preached enough in churches to know after the first hymn if I’m in trouble or not. You 
just have to listen to a congregation, and the first hymn will tell you whether they are with you, and 
whether the Spirit of God is present. If it’s a hymn that sounds like a funeral dirge, you don’t know 
whether this is a committal service (“Ashes to ashes”, etc.), or whether they’re behind you and eager to 
hear a word of God from you. And the congregation, the whole body, is responsible for the Spirit’s 
presence by the way they sing, the way they make melody, the way they give thanks together, and 
whether they are subject to one another. If they are willing to work with one another, if the church doesn’t 
care who gets the credit for this act that’s being done, just so it gets done, it’ll be amazing how that church 
will be filled with God’s Spirit present.

In a lot of translations, v. 21 begins a paragraph that talks about wives and husbands in v. 22. Sometimes 
it’s separated out as a separate paragraph altogether, sometimes together with the rest of the preceding 
paragraph. There are all sorts of questions about that. My understanding is that what we have in v. 19, “… 
speaking to one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs,” that’s a participle; “singing and 
making melody to Lord with your heart”, those are participles; “being thankful” is a participle; “always 
and for everything to God the Father in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, being subject [another 
participle] to one another out of fear of the Lord.” That’s a string of participles, and I assume it all goes 
with the command to be filled continually with the Sprit. And those participles follow [being subject to 
one another], and then the new paragraph begins (5:22), “Wives, submit to your husbands as to the Lord,” 
and it’s a change of subject in v. 22. For some people this has become a major theological issue of debate 
as to men and women’s relationships. It’s terrible that all of the sudden egalitarian or complementary 
theological viewpoints are going to determine where this first belongs. I think it belongs with what 
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precedes simply because it’s a participle, and all the others are participles, and they make a string of 
participles, one after the other; and then he changes his subject at v. 22, ff.

Then, in 5:22-6:9, we have what is called a “household code”. There exist in ancient society codes that talk 
about relationships that should exist between parents and children, husbands and wives, slaves and 
masters, etc.

That’s about all we have then with regard to Ephesians that I want to comment on. Again, with v. 21, this 
verse goes along with what precedes, because it matches the literary form that was begun in that 
paragraph. Verse 22 begins a new literary form, and v. 21 follows with the same form from vv. 20 and 19.
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Chapter 38

Philemon
When we talk about the difference between epistles and letters, we see that this is clearly a letter, written 
to a personal friend, Philemon. As to the authorship, this is not an issue with regard to Philemon. 
Everyone assumes that it’s one of the authentic Pauline letters, so one doesn’t have to worry about 
whether Paul wrote this letter — it’s quite clearly his.

When was it written? It seems that is must have been sent along with the letter to the Colossians from 
Paul in Rome. There are several things here, but for now let me draw some similarities with regard to 
people. In Philemon [there are no chapters] v. 2, Paul says, “To Philemon our beloved fellow worker and 
Apphia our sister and Archippus our fellow soldier, and the church in your house.” So this letter is 
written not only to Philemon but to Archippus. And if you look at Colossians 4:17, there we have a 
reference to him as well, “And say to Archippus, ‘See that you fulfill the ministry that you have received 
in the Lord.’” Philemon is addressed in part to Archippus in v. 2, and the letter addressed to the Colossian 
church has a reference to Archippus in 4:17. You have a reference to Onesimus in the Philemon letter 
(which we’ll talk about shortly), but in Colossians there’s also a reference to Onesimus in 4:7-9, “Tychicus 
will tell you about all my affairs. He is a beloved brother and faithful minister and fellow servant in the 
Lord. I have sent him to you for this very purpose, that you may know how we are and that he may 
encourage your hearts, and with him Onesimus, our faithful and beloved brother, who is one of 
yourselves.” So, in Colossians, Tychicus is one of the bearers of the letter, and Onesimus is along with 
him. And in Philemon, we see that this is also addressed to Onesimus as well.

There are other people in Philemon v. 23, “Epaphras, my fellow prisoner in Christ Jesus, sends greetings 
to you.” In Colossians 4:12, “Epaphras, who is one of you, a servant of Christ Jesus, greets you ….” So 
when Paul sends the letter to the Colossians, Epaphras is with him, and Epaphras sends greetings. When 
Paul sends the letter to Philemon, Epaphras is with him. And finally in v. 23, Epaphras sends greetings. In 
v. 24, “Mark, Aristarchus, Demas and Luke, my fellow workers”, also send greetings in Philemon; and we 
learn of Mark also in Colossians 4:10, “Aristarchus, my fellow prisoner greets you, and Mark the cousin of 
Barnabas ….” And then Demas and Luke are mentioned in v. 14, “Luke, the beloved physician, and 
Demas greet you.” So that, you have greetings sent to the Colossians from people like Epaphras, Mark, 
Luke, Demas, Archippus, and you have greetings being sent to Archippus as well. And then you have 
greetings being sent to Philemon from Epaphras, Mark, Luke, Demas, and greetings being sent to 
Archippus in Philemon v. 2. So they must have been written at the same time. If they’re both Pauline, Paul 
wrote both letters during his imprisonment in Rome, and they were being sent by Tychicus, who is the 
messenger bringing the letter, along with Onesimus, and both letters go to Colossae and to Philemon. 
And the question is whether Philemon was a member of the Colossian church, and he got a special letter 
because of the special issue that was involved. This is quite likely.

The occasion of the letter is that Paul sends Onesimus, Philemon’s runaway slave, who has been 
converted under Paul’s ministry and now he is returning back to Philemon. It raises some very interesting 
questions about all of this, because in this letter Paul says nothing about slavery — he doesn’t oppose it in 
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any way, he doesn’t condemn it. Why doesn’t he just tell Philemon that this is a terrible thing? You should 
not have a slave in Onesimus — you should free him and all the others. What’s going on here? Some have 
suggested that Paul thought the end of the world, the Second Coming, was so close at hand that he didn’t 
think you should start meddling in social evils of one sort or another, because before you could get any 
real momentum going that way, the Lord will have returned.

For instance in 1 Corinthians 7:17, Paul says, “Only let everyone lead the life that the Lord has assigned to 
him, and to which God has called him. This is my rule in all my churches.” In other words, keep the status 
quo. And then in 7:21,

“Were you a slave when called? Do not be concerned about it (But if you can gain your freedom, avail 
yourself of the opportunity.) For he who was called in 6the Lord as a slave is a freedman of the Lord. 
Likewise he who was free when called is a slave of Christ. You were bought with a price; do not become 
slaves of men. So, brethren, in whatever condition each was called, there let him remain with God.”

So, that question has come up. Now Paul is sending a runaway slave back to Philemon. My goodness — 
does Paul understand what can happen to him? Well, if you look at the letter, Paul doesn’t have any 
doubt at all as to what’s going to happen to Onesimus. He seems to have great confidence that all will go 
well with regard to this fellow believer, Onesimus, the slave of Philemon. It’s such a short letter, it might 
be good to just read it from beginning to end. We haven’t done any other letter like that, but because it’s 
short enough, we can do it, and talk about some of these issues.

“Paul, a prisoner for Christ Jesus, and Timothy our brother, To Philemon our beloved fellow worker and 
Apphia our sister and Archippus our fellow soldier, and the church in your house: Grace to you and 
peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ [a very typical introduction to the letter].

I thank my God always when I remember you in my prayers, because I hear of your love and of the faith 
that you have toward the Lord Jesus and for all the saints, and I pray that the sharing of your faith may 
become effective for the full knowledge of every good thing that is in us for the sake of Christ. For I have 
derived much joy and comfort from your love, my brother, because the hearts of the saints have been 
refreshed through you.

Accordingly, though I am bold enough in Christ to command you to do what is required, yet for love’s 
sake I prefer to appeal to you — I, Paul, an ambassador and now a prisoner also for Christ Jesus — I 
appeal to you for my child, Onesimus, whose father I became in my imprisonment. (Formerly he was 
useless to you, but now he is indeed useful to you and to me.) [The meaning of the name “Onesimus” is 
“useful”. And there’s a pun here: ‘Formerly, Onesimus (Useful) was useless to you, but now he is really 
useful because he has become a believer.’] I am sending him back to you, sending my very heart. I would 
have been glad to keep him with me, in order that he might serve me on your behalf during my 
imprisonment for the gospel, but I preferred to do nothing without your consent in order that your 
goodness might not be by compulsion but of your own free will. For this perhaps is why he was parted 
from you for a while, that you might have him back forever, no longer as a slave but more than a slave, as 
a beloved brother — especially to me, but how much more to you, both in the flesh and in the Lord. [So, 
in v. 8, he starts saying that he wants to ask something, but he doesn’t get to the question until v. 17. But 
all of this in between is to prepare the mood of Philemon for what’s coming up in v. 17.]
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So, if you consider me your partner, receive him as you would receive me. If he has wronged you at all, or 
owes you anything, charge that to my account. I, Paul, write this with my own hand: I will repay it — to 
say nothing of your owing me your very self. [In other words, you owe me your very soul, because I led 
you to the Lord.] Yes, brother, I want some benefit from you in the Lord. Refresh my heart in Christ.

Confident of your obedience, I write to you, knowing that you will do even more than I say. At the same 
time, prepare a guest room for me, for I am hoping that through your prayers I will be granted to you. 
[Verse 22 indicates that Paul is going to come and check out what has happened.]

Epaphras, my fellow prisoner in Christ Jesus, sends greetings to you, and so do Mark, Aristarchus, 
Demas, and Luke, my fellow workers. The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit.”

Paul has no doubt that Onesimus has nothing to worry about. The whole letter is a letter to Philemon 
asking a favor from Paul (he says that he could command him, but that he really doesn’t want to). He 
appeals to Philemon as a prisoner for the Lord’s sake and for Onesimus’s sake because Paul led him to 
Christ. At one time he was useless to you and now he’s useful — I’m sending you back my very heart. 
And this word “heart” has been used in v. 7, “For I have derived much joy and comfort from your love, my 
brother, because the hearts of the saints have been refreshed through you.” You have refreshed the hearts 
of the saints — an idiomatic way of saying that you’ve helped so many people and now I’m sending you 
my heart, so you can refresh him as well — refresh MY heart through him. Verse 13, “I would have been 
glad to keep him with me, in order that he might serve me on your behalf during my imprisonment for 
the gospel, but I preferred to do nothing without your consent in order that your goodness might not be 
by compulsion but of your own free will.” He says that maybe that’s why he was parted, “… so you could 
receive him back not as a slave but as a partner. I write this with my own hand, and am confident that 
you will be obedient [v. 21].” So there’s no question at all that Paul is confident Onesimus will be received 
and will be given the status of a brother in the Lord.

The question that has been raised, though, is “Why doesn’t Paul simply condemn slavery?” Did any of 
you read anything interesting on the dictionary article on slavery in the Dictionary of Paul? You ought to 
be reading that. There’s a statement there that’s very unusual, two of them actually. One is, “Under 
Roman Law, persons in slavery could expect to be set free at least by the time they reached age 30.” Cicero 
said that after 7 years a slave could be expected to be freed. During the time of slavery they could earn 
money and put it aside. Different slaves from different areas were treated somewhat differently -- slaves 
in the Roman Empire that came from the east (from Israel and places like that) tended to be treated well 
and became household slaves. They could earn money, could purchase their freedom and usually were 
freed afterward, etc. Slaves from Germany and Gaul tended to be more rebellious in that sense, and were 
treated much more harshly. They were frequently used in the mines and had very harsh treatment. But 
the household slaves, many of those would be primarily associated with the east, and tended to be 
treated quite differently.

So, when we think of slavery in the New Testament, we have to separate that from the kind of slavery we 
had in America. Slavery in America was much, much more evil. It was racial, whereas in the Roman 
world it was economic. Because of that, in the Roman world, slaves could purchase their freedom quite 
readily and easily. If the statement is correct, then by the time one was 30, they could almost surely have 
become free, and if they were enslaved as adults, then in about 7 years or so, Cicero said, they would 
have been freed. If that’s true, that was totally different than what we had in our own country. So the 
slavery that Paul is dealing with is not the slavery that we had to deal with in our own country. Ours was 
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much more evil, much more demeaning, and had nothing to do so much with economics as it had to do 
with feelings that these people were inferior racially. That was not true with household slaves in the 
Roman Empire. Many of them were more educated than their masters, and would teach their children. So 
you didn’t think then of a slave as someone who was somehow inferior; in economic terms, they were 
worse off, and someday they would be able to purchase their freedom. And many times, those who were 
household slaves when they were freed entered into a business relationship with their former masters, 
etc. So Paul’s attitude toward slavery in the New Testament was a different kind of slavery.

Furthermore, why was it that, by the second century, Christians were known for always freeing their 
slaves? There must be something with regard to what we find in the New Testament that leads to that. 
AND, what leads to that is the fact that Paul says Onesimus as a believer is to be treated as a brother. 
How can you have a brother who is a slave? And, in the American situation, in our own country, there 
were all sorts of theological attempts to justify this. And in our own country questions were raised as to 
whether slaves had souls. Can you imagine that? And the reason is evident, because if you once say “yes” 
and they’re believers, the evil of what’s going on becomes so much more apparent. That’s not a question 
in the first century.

So don’t equate the general kinds of household slavery that we’re dealing with in Philemon and the New 
Testament and the fact that the early church tended to liberate their slaves and become known for that, 
with American slavery. It only indicates that Philemon is understood as a liberating, not an enslaving 
kind of teaching in that regard. You have to always be careful that we compare like with like, and 
American slavery is not like that of what we find in the New Testament era and what we find in the Book 
of Philemon. So Paul, rather than simply commanding Philemon, gets at a much more deep theological 
basis, in saying, “This person is your brother in Christ. Treat him as a brother in Christ. You don’t treat 
brothers and sisters in the Lord as slaves any longer.” And quickly slavery became a dead issue as far as 
the Christian church was concerned in the New Testament.
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Chapter 39

Prison Epistles: Conclusion
Let’s look now at what happens at the end of Paul. Tradition tells us that after a period of at least two 
years, (Acts ends with Paul being imprisoned in Rome for two years), he was released from his 
imprisonment, and he ultimately went and held a mission in Spain, that he was then later re-arrested, and 
a second time imprisoned in Rome, and this time he is martyred. That’s the tradition. What does the New 
Testament say? It says nothing. Why doesn’t Luke tell us what happened? If Luke wrote his gospel in 
about AD 5, and Acts was written after that, he knew what happened to Paul. Why doesn’t he tell us at 
the end of Acts what really happened?

One view is that all this dating is wrong, and that when Luke wrote his Book of Acts, he wrote it up to the 
exact minute. In other words, Paul was in Rome, he’d been there two years, and he signed off and 
finished at that time. The letter is over. And he can’t write any more because he doesn’t know what’s 
going to happen. Everything else is future, but he’s brought us right up to date. The biggest problem with 
that is the dating of the gospels. Tradition has Mark being written after Peter’s death, and if Luke used 
Mark, it has to be after that, and so Luke could’ve added more.

Some have suggested that the Book of Acts was written after Paul’s martyrdom, and that Luke had 
planned to write a third work. Luke, Acts, and Acts Part 2, in which he recalls Paul’s release from 
imprisonment, his going to Spain, his mission there, his other mission work when he returns to Crete and 
places like that, and then his ultimate martyrdom. This would have been a part of Luke’s hypothetical 3d 
work, according to this theory. But there’s nothing that we have that proves or deals with that at all.

Others suggest that at AD 63, after those two years, Paul was beheaded, and that Luke didn’t want to end 
his Book of Acts in such a negative way. Who wants to read that a great hero of Christendom was in 
Rome for two years at his own expense, and then had his head cut off? That’s not a good way of ending 
the book. So he didn’t want to end it negatively.

My own understanding of the Book of Acts is that it’s not a biography of Paul, any more than it’s a 
biography of Peter. Remember how, in the early chapters of Acts, we read of Peter at Pentecost, and Peter 
going to the Temple and healing a man, and Peter bringing the message of the gospel to Cornelius? Well, 
why does all of the sudden Peter drop out of the picture? He comes up in Acts 15 again, but it’s 
essentially just a small reference to that. Well, what’s the purpose of the Book of Acts? The purpose of the 
Book of Acts is Acts 1:8, “Jesus tells his followers, ‘And you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has 
come upon you, and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem and Judea, [and Peter’s very important in the 
bringing of the gospel to Jerusalem (Pentecost), Judea (the other stories there)], Samaria, and to the ends 
of the earth.’” Well, after the story of the gospel being spread to Jerusalem and Judea, where Peter is 
central, and then Samaria, now you have the gospel being spread to the ends of the earth, which is where 
Paul’s part of the story comes in. But what happened to Peter after that? We don’t know; Luke doesn’t tell 
us. Why doesn’t Luke tell us? Couldn’t he tell us more? He could’ve told us more, but he’s not interested 
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in it, because it doesn’t fit into the theme of the Book of Acts, Acts 1:8. He’s done his job, you can forget 
about him.

But Paul is God’s messenger now to bring the gospel to the ends of the earth. He will bring the gospel 
before kings and emperors, and the Book of Acts ends with the gospel being spread in Rome and that the 
emperor is hearing it. So, to me, that fulfills the purpose of Luke, and so he ends the Book of Acts at that 
point. He doesn’t need any more. The gospel’s being spread to the ends of the earth and the emperor is 
hearing it as well. So, I think Acts ends where it does, despite the fact that Luke could’ve written more -- 
there was no need to. He had fulfilled his purpose in Acts 1:8. It would’ve been nice to have a little 
footnote. It’s a bit like watching a Super Bowl game at a crucial point in the game when the power goes 
off. Acts kind of leaves us that way, but it may be because we’re interested in Paul, whereas Luke is 
interested in the spread of the gospel to the ends of the earth. And that’s been done. So I think Luke 
could’ve told us more, he simply does not.

Well then, where do we get information about what happened to Paul? There are four sources which 
provide us some sort of information. The first is 1 Clement 5:7. 1 Clement is a work written around 96 
AD. Clement was the leader of the church in Rome. 1 Clement was written by him to the church in 
Corinth. In 1 Clement 5:7, Clement writes, “After reaching the confines (the limits) of the west, and having 
given testimony before rulers, Paul passed from the world.” When you think from the perspective of the 
writer here, if he was writing from Jerusalem, you might consider Rome to be the confines of the west. It’s 
not likely, but you could. But if you’re writing from Rome, this would not be true; the confines of the west 
would more likely be Spain. So, 1 Clement 5:7 seems to be referring to Paul having been released, having 
a mission to Spain, and then upon his return being martyred. And of course Romans 15:28 expresses 
Paul’s desire to the Roman church that he go to Spain, and be helped by the church on his way.

The Muratorian Canon is a scrap of manuscript dating from about 180-200 AD, discovered by a man 
named Muratorian. It dates at the end of the second century, and in the Muratorian Canon, lines 36-38, he 
writes, “Luke includes one by one the things which were done in his own presence, as he shows plainly 
by omitting the Passion of Peter, and also Paul’s departure, when he was setting out from the city for 
Spain.” So that it’s well-known tradition here that Luke does not refer to this, but the writer here explains 
that Luke only wanted to refer to those things of which he was an eye-witness, and so he doesn’t refer to 
Paul’s or Peter’s martyrdom, or Paul having been released from Rome and going to Spain. But the 
Muratorian Canon refers to a Spain mission. And you can’t fit that in anywhere in Acts; it would have to 
be after Acts, after the imprisonment.

Eusebius, the great church historian, writes around 400. But he has amassed all of this information as he 
writes. And in his work Ecclesiastical History, 2.22.2 [Volume 2, Book 22, Chapter 2], “Tradition has it that 
after defending himself, the apostle was again set on the ministry of preaching, and coming a second time 
to the same city, suffered martyrdom under Nero.” So according to Eusebius’s research, Paul was released, 
and came back a second time to Rome, where he suffered martyrdom under Nero. That’s the third 
argument. It’s as late as 400, but Eusebius is a very good church historian, and gathered all sorts of 
information, and that’s what he’s referring to. So we have 1 Clement, the Muratorian Canon, and 
Eusebius.

The fourth argument as to what happened to Paul is bundled into the Pastoral Epistles, 1 and 2 Timothy 
and Titus. There is no time in what we have in Acts for the things that Paul mentions in 1 and 2 Timothy 
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and Titus to take place. If this material comes from Paul, or if there are genuine fragments in these letters 
that come from Paul, that can only be explained by his having been released from imprisonment. He’d 
have had to be released so that those letters could be written. One of the arguments against Pauline 
authorship is that he was martyred in 63 AD, so he couldn’t have written those letters. And one of the 
supports then for his not having been released is that these letters are not Pauline, but are pseudonymous 
letters. So that’s the main evidence. For tradition, we have 1 Clement, the Muratorian Canon, Eusebius, 
and then the Pastoral Epistles.

There are a lot of people who are critical scholars who are very uneasy in arguing that 1 and 2 Timothy 
and Titus are completely pseudonymous, fictional accounts. There are too many references in it to Paul. 
And one of the leaders who argued against Pauline authorship in the 20’s and 30’s did a heavy statistical 
analysis, and said “However, they contain genuine fragments from Pauline letters.” He could not escape 
the fact that when you read them (and we’ll look at this in the coming lessons), there are statements found 
in these letters that sure look like Paul writing them. I mean, “I have fought the good fight”; “I have kept 
the faith”; “Bring with you the cloak and the manuscripts I left, Timothy”. Timothy was asked to bring 
these incidentals along with him — if the guy writing was just a fictional writer, he’s really great at 
writing historical narrative in a way that no one for 1900 years knew how to do because he writes and 
incorporates so much material here.

So, it seems that if there are genuine fragments there, Paul had to be released from his first Roman 
imprisonment and as tradition says, was martyred under Nero along with Peter, although Peter would 
have been crucified; Paul would have been beheaded since he was a Roman citizen and would not have 
had to endure the shame that non-citizens had to in their capital punishment.
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Chapter 40

Pastoral Epistles: Authorship
Very few of the critics think that the writer of 1 Timothy is different from the writer of 2 Timothy, and also 
different from the writer of Titus; but if you look at the words that are found only in 1 Timothy, it seems 
very different from 2 Timothy. It must have been a different writer from 2 Timothy, who must have been a 
different writer from Titus. So you can get too rigid in this kind of thing, and we’ll talk about some other 
objections shortly. As to the style, there are 112 particles or prepositions, pronouns, things like that, that 
are not found in other letters that Paul writes (but are now found in the Pastorals).

Some say also that we don’t have any time that we know of in the life of Paul when he could have written 
these letters. Well that’s true if his life ends at the end of Acts. But if it doesn’t end at the end of Acts, then 
you have a different opportunity. Furthermore, the question of the particular heresy that’s being dealt 
with — some suggest that it’s a second century heresy, but there are a lot of things that look very Jewish 
about this heresy. In 1 Timothy 1:7, he talks about people “… desiring to be teachers of the law that have 
no understanding”, and then he says (1:8-9) “we know that the law is good if one uses it lawfully, 
understanding this, that the law is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and the disobedient, and 
[he follows with other examples]....” Some say that doesn’t look very Pauline, but to me it looks very 
Pauline. In Romans 7, he says that the purpose of the law is to reveal our sin; and everybody he mentions 
in 1 Timothy 1 is pretty sinful. The law is for these people, to show that they need to repent, and that they 
need the grace of God. So what some people find as being un-Pauline, others can look at and see a good 
fit.

One of the main topics of 1 Timothy and Titus involves the naming or election of various people like 
bishops, elders, and deacons. And it’s been suggested that this is getting too organized for Paul’s 
situation. When Paul was a preacher and going around and establishing churches, these were much more 
charismatically organized churches, than so officially carefully organized [as in 1 Timothy and Titus]. 
Well, if you look at the Qumran community, which was 15 miles from Jerusalem, they were very 
organized. It’s a very Jewish situation, as well. And when Paul talks about a bishop, he’s not talking about 
the bishop of the second century (what we call the monarchical bishop), where you have an absolute 
bishop in a region of churches. That’s not the kind of bishop he seems to be talking about. He’s talking 
about something that is very locally organized.

Some suggest that the situation here is un-Pauline theologically, and there are things that come up here 
that look un-Pauline, especially to some people. For instance, if you look at 1 Timothy 6:14, he tells 
Timothy to “… keep the commandment unstained and free from reproach until the appearing of our Lord 
Jesus Christ,” and for some people Paul would never urge anybody to keep a commandment. But Paul is 
not a libertine — he’s not opposed to the commandments. He’s opposed to legalism, and there’s a 
difference between those. And I think that some of the critics can’t distinguish between the rejection of a 
legalistic mentality and an attitude of wanting to keep the commandments because this is the way God 
has shown us we can please him. And out of a desire to please him, we keep the commandments.

!177



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Some also argue that pseudonymous letters are such a common thing that we shouldn’t be surprised 
therefore that we have pseudonymous letters in the name of Paul. Pseudonymity was a legitimate genre. 
We have books supposedly written by Enoch (everybody knew that Enoch did not write that); books by 
Ezra (also known as 3 Ezra and 4 Ezra, or 1 and 2 Esdras in the Protestant definition); the Psalms of 
Solomon; the Wisdom of Solomon; the Book of Baruch. No one thought they were written as their titles 
would suggest. There were pseudonymous authors, using that name. But we don’t have much in regard 
to pseudonymous letters. Pseudonymity was used in narrative kinds of things, where it was clear that the 
person was using a pseudonymous kind of approach; but with regard to written letters, that does not 
seem to have been a genre generally used. So while we can say that everybody was writing 
pseudonymous works at this time, letters don’t seem to have been this way.

Another argument: the Pastorals are not found in the Canon of Marcion. Marcion was a heretic of around 
140 AD. He established a Bible which had 10 letters of Paul and the Gospel of Luke. And he doesn’t have 
the Pastoral Epistles, so some say that he knew they were not Pauline. Well, Marcion, being a Gnostic, 
was very much opposed to the Old Testament and to the law. And the very fact that we have references to 
that in the Pastorals would have caused him to reject the Pastorals, I’m sure. They’re also not found in 
P-46. In World War 2, that was a fighter plane, but for our purposes P-46 is Papyrus number 46. And in 
that papyrus, the Pastoral Epistles are missing. However, this papyrus (which dates at around AD 200) 
has 6 pages missing at its end. And so, the Pastorals could very well have been there; we just don’t have 
the complete papyrus. So how do we make a conclusion that they were not there originally, because 
there’s so much missing at the end?

In favor of Pauline authorship, we should note that all of these letters claim to have been written by Paul. 
1 Timothy 1:1-2, “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by command of God our Savior and of Christ Jesus our 
hope, To Timothy, my true child in the faith: Grace, mercy and peace from God the Father and Christ 
Jesus our Lord.” 2 Timothy begins, “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God according to the 
promise of the life that is in Christ Jesus, To Timothy, my beloved child: Grace, mercy, and peace from 
God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” Titus begins,

“Paul, a servant of God and an apostle of Jesus Christ, for the sake of the faith of God’s elect and their 
knowledge of the truth, which accords with godliness, in hope of eternal life, which God, who never lies, 
promised before the ages began and at the proper time manifested in his word through the preaching 
with which I have been entrusted by the command of God our Savior; To Titus, my true child in a 
common faith: Grace and peace from God the Father and Christ Jesus our Lord.”

So, they claim to be Pauline. When you start with that, the burden of proof is not to prove that they ARE 
Pauline, but that they are NOT Pauline. I think that’s the only fair way of dealing with literature like that. 
Now you might find arguments strong enough to say that they that these claims of authorship are false, 
but the burden of proof is upon those who claim the statements are false.

These letters are also known quite early. For instance, Clement of Rome wrote the letter that we call 1 
Clement to the church in Corinth in 95 or 96 AD. And he has quotations in his letter from the Pastorals. It 
looks like he’s quoting Titus in 1 Clement 2:7, and 1 Timothy in 29:1, and 2 Timothy in 45:7. So, here, 
Clement is attributing quotes to Paul from these letters as early as 95 AD. That’s 30 years after the death 
of Paul, by the leader of the church in Rome. That these letters could have entered the church 
pseudonymously so soon would be quite amazing. And we have to realize that they were not still wet 
and handed to Clement so that he could quote them.
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Polycarp knows these Pastorals, and he writes sometime between 110 and 135 AD. He wrote a letter to 
the Philippians, which is not to be confused with the New Testament Philippians, but a letter he wrote to 
the Philippians, called “Philippians”, in 9:2, he attributes quotes to Paul from 1 and 2 Timothy.

If you look at the letters themselves, there appear to be in them reminiscences of Paul that are very 
personal. And I think the greatest point of persuasion in Pauline authorship of those letters is when you 
read those. I’ll go through them here, just to have you consider this question: “Could somebody other 
than Paul have written these things, and created a letter with these kinds of things in them?”

• 1 Timothy 1:3, “As I urged you when I was going to Macedonia, remain at Ephesus so that you may 
charge certain persons not to teach any different doctrine ….”

• 1:12-16, “I thank him who has given me strength, Christ Jesus our Lord, because he judged me faithful, 
appointing me to his service, though formerly I was a blasphemer, persecutor, and insolent opponent. But 
I received mercy because I had acted ignorantly in unbelief, and the grace of our Lord overflowed for me 
with the faith and love that are in Christ Jesus. The saying is trustworthy and deserving of full 
acceptance, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners, and I am the foremost of sinners. [I 
don’t think anybody writing a letter in Paul’s name would say that, because Paul’s a hero to them. I think 
only the person himself would say something like ‘I am the chief of all sinners in the world.’] But I 
received mercy for this reason, that in me, as the foremost, Jesus Christ might display his perfect patience 
as an example to those who were to believe in him for eternal life.”

• 1:18, “This charge I entrust to you, Timothy, my child, in accordance with the prophecies previously 
made about you, that by them you may wage the good warfare, holding faith and a good conscience. By 
rejecting this, some have made shipwreck of their faith, among whom are Hymenaeus and Alexander, 
whom I have handed over to Satan that they may learn not to blaspheme.”

• 2:7, “For this I was appointed a preacher and an apostle (I am telling the truth, I am not lying), a teacher 
of the Gentiles in faith and truth.”

• 3:14: “I hope to come to you soon, but I am writing these things to you so that, if I delay, you may know 
how one ought to behave in the household of God, which is the church of the living God, a pillar and 
bulwark of truth.”

• 4:13, “Until I come, attend to the public reading of Scripture, to preaching, to teaching.”

• 2 Timothy 1:3-5, “I thank God whom I serve, as did my ancestors, with a clear conscience, as I remember 
you constantly in my prayers night and day. As I remember your tears, I long to see you, that I may be 
filled with joy. I am reminded of your sincere faith, a faith that dwelt first in your grandmother Lois and 
your mother Eunice and now, I am sure, dwells in you.”

• 1:8, “Do not be ashamed of the testimony about our Lord, nor of me his prisoner ….”

• 1:11-13, “For this gospel for which I was appointed a preacher and apostle and teacher, which is why I 
suffer as I do. But I am not ashamed, for I know whom I have believed, and I am convinced that he is able 
to guard until that Day what has been entrusted to me. Follow the pattern of the sound words that you 
have heard from me, in the faith and love which are in Christ Jesus.”
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• 1:15-18, “You are aware that all who are in Asia turned away from me, among whom are Phygelus and 
Hermogenes. May the Lord grant mercy to the household of Onesiphorus, for he often refreshed me and 
was not ashamed of my chains, but when he arrived in Rome he searched for me earnestly and found me 
— may the Lord grant him to find mercy from the Lord on that Day! — and you well know all the service 
he rendered at Ephesus.”

• 2:9-10, “The gospel for which I am suffering, bound with chains as a criminal. But the word of God is not 
bound! Therefore, I endure everything for the sake of the elect ….”

• 3:10-11, “Now you have observed my teaching, my conduct, my aim in life, my faith, my patience, my 
love, my steadfastness, my persecutions and sufferings that happened to me at Antioch, at Iconium, and 
at Lystra — which persecutions I endured; yet from them all the Lord rescued me.”

• 4:6-8, “For I am already on the point of being sacrificed. The time of my departure has come. I have 
fought the good fight, I have finished the race, I have kept the faith. Henceforth there is laid up for me the 
crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, will award to me on that Day, and not only 
to me but also to those who love his appearing.”

• 4:9-14, “Do your best to come to me soon. For Demas, in love with this present world, has deserted me 
and gone to Thessalonica. Crescens has gone to Galatia, Titus to Damatia. Luke alone is with me. [I can’t 
imagine this being a fraudulent letter!] Get Mark and bring him with you, for he is very useful to me for 
ministry. Tychicus I have sent to Ephesus. When you come, bring the cloak that I left with Carpus at 
Troas, also the books, and above all the parchments. Alexander the coppersmith did me great harm; the 
Lord will requite him for his deeds.”

• 4:16, “At my first defense no one took my side, but all deserted me. May it not be charged to them.”

• 4:19, “Greet Prisca and Aquila, and the household of Onesiphorus. Erastus remained at Corinth, and I 
left Trophimus, who was ill, at Miletus. Do your best to come before winter. Eubulus sends greetings to 
you, as do Pudens and Linus and Claudia and all the brethren.” [Now remember, this is supposed to be 
written by somebody totally different than Paul. It’s very difficult to buy that.]

• Titus 1:5, “This is why I left you in Crete, so that you might put what remained into order, and appoint 
elders in every town ....”

• Titus 3:12, “When I sent Artemas or Tychicus to you, do your best to come to me at Nicopolis, for I have 
decided to spend the winter there. Do your best to speed Zenas the lawyer and Apollos on their way; see 
that they lack nothing. … All who are with me send greetings ….”

If you argue that Paul did not write this letter, these statements become a real problem. They look very 
much like the kind of thing that a person writes — not creates as a fiction. That art of writing historical 
materials in a false way is really something that doesn’t come into existence until the nineteenth century. 
Here, you’d have somebody who did it remarkably well, and no one ever really learned about it for 
another 1800 years, or something like that. It’s just amazing.

With regard to comparison of words and style, a great specialist in these kinds of things, G.U. Yule argued 
that you can’t do that reliably unless you have at least 10,000 words to compare, and then you can carry 
out that sort of a statistical analysis. And we just don’t have that much. There’s nowhere near that 
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amount. The result of all this is that there have been various suggestions concerning the authorship of this 
book.

One is that they were simply written by Paul. Another is that they were written by Paul, but in this 
particular instance, he gave to his secretary (some suggest Luke) more freedom than he for instance gave 
Tertius, when he dictated to him the letter to the Romans (Remember at Romans 16, “I Tertius, who wrote 
this letter, greet you in the Lord.”). He just pops in to mention that he’s the one writing all this down, and 
wants to say hello. So, what we then have would be Pauline letters whose style might be affected by 
greater freedom given to the secretary.

A third is that the Pastorals were really not written by Paul, but they contain genuine fragments in the 
letters that come from Paul. The segments that I read earlier would have come from those fragments. A 
man by the name of P.N. Harrison was probably the most influential person arguing that statistically the 
vocabulary and style of the Pastoral Epistles is not Pauline. So he argued that Paul did not write the 
Pastorals. But then he said, “There are, however, genuine reminiscences in them that go back to Paul.” The 
materials that I read just before — those reminiscences are genuine Pauline fragments. But, how do you 
get those fragments? What happened to the rest of the material where these fragments were contained? 
Did somebody have a bunch of letters, and he just pulled out those historical reminiscences and rejected 
everything else? It’s very difficult to argue that these all go back to actual fragments from letters that Paul 
wrote, and nothing else does.

The other possibility is that the letters are completely pseudonymous. Nothing in them goes back to Paul 
himself. Well, I will admit there are some real difficulties with regard to theological emphases that we 
find there, and when I read the opening salutation in Titus, it doesn’t look like the normal salutation that 
Paul writes. But sometimes people differ, and use different words and have different emphases at times. I 
remember reading a few years ago something that I wrote back in the 60’s. And I looked at it, and I 
wondered where that vocabulary came from. Was I going through a “word-a-day” course to improve my 
vocabulary? What in the world was going on here? I knew I had written it, but that’s not my present 
vocabulary. Well, sometimes you get the impression that Paul in one week wrote all these letters, and 
therefore they have to have identical interests, identical emphases, identical style, identical grammar, and 
identical vocabulary. But they’re written over a period of two decades. And therefore he encountered 
different emphases, and when you write about those different emphases, you use a different vocabulary 
to do so. So I recognize some of the problems, but I don’t want to make it a major issue. I think that Paul 
could have written this, and whether he perhaps gave to the secretary more freedom in penning some of 
this, that might explain some of the differences in style.
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Chapter 41

1 Timothy
Let’s move forward with some comments on this letter in general. It’s interesting that Paul talks about 
Timothy as his true child in the faith. Timothy is probably 35-40 years old. And later on, he’ll say (4:12), 
“Let no one despise your youth”. The older you get, the larger is the age permitted for being “young”. So, 
he’s not talking to someone who’s just graduated from high school or college or seminary, at 21 years of 
age, but Timothy will always be his child in the faith.

In vv. 9-10, he talks about the law being good if anyone uses it lawfully. And he says that you have to 
understand that the law “… is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and disobedient, for the 
ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane ….” Those three pairs of adjectives seem to allude to 
what we would call the ‘vow commandments’ or the ‘God commandments’ in the Law (the first four of 
the Ten Commandments, “Thou shalt have no other god before me”, etc.). After that, we have specific 
commandments that deal with the second table of the Law, and we have “for murders of fathers and 
murderers of mothers” (the fifth commandment is about honoring your father and mother). Then he goes 
on and says “for manslayers” (the sixth commandment is “Thou shalt not kill”). Then he goes on to 
“immoral persons and sodomites” (the seventh commandment is “Thou shalt not commit adultery”). Then 
he talks about “kidnappers, liars, perjurers”. As far as kidnapping, which could be equated with taking 
something that doesn’t belong to you, we have the eighth commandment: “Thou shalt not steal”. The liars 
and perjurers of the latter part of that segment line up with the ninth commandment “Thou shalt not bear 
false witness.” So he has a listing here of sins, and we might not see them along these lines, but a Jewish 
man would think very much that way. Of course, Paul is a Jew.

He goes on and remarks about his blasphemy and persecution of the church (v. 13), and how he received 
mercy because he acted ignorantly. The Bible doesn’t make a distinction here about sinning deliberately 
and sinning not-deliberately (in other words, in ignorance). And Paul seems to be saying here that it was 
not that he was resisting the truth. Some people when try to explain Paul’s conversion say that he had all 
sorts of doubts, but he was really in ignorance of all this. And when he met the Lord on the Road to 
Damascus, he was totally amazed by this experience, because he was so completely ignorant of what he 
was doing. And that was why God was able to forgive him, because he didn’t consciously resist the truth 
in that regard.

Then he goes on, and in 2:4, he says, “This is good and acceptable in the sight of God our Savior ….” My 
translation is the RSV, which continues, “… who desires all men to be saved and come to the knowledge 
of the truth.” The NIV reads “… who desires all men to be saved ….” The ESV reads “… who desires all 
people to be saved ….” The word here is “men” in Greek, but the word is being used generically, for 
“people” in general, or “humans”. When you translate, what do you do? It’s an interesting problem. If you 
translate it “men”, you’re doing a literal word-for-word translation, but words are not always identical. 
You can’t find exact English words that always correspond to the exact Greek word. There are a range of 
possibilities for the English word, and there are a range of possibilities for the Greek word, and they’re 
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not perfectly identical. They overlap, otherwise you couldn’t use them. But they’re not identical. Now, do 
you translate the word “men” as “men” here in this instance, or is the sense of the word “people”, so that 
you would translate it “people”? That’s the debate that’s going on today. Why can’t you just translate it 
“men” in the understanding that everyone will know that it’s being used generically? I don’t know if 
everybody DOES understand that it’s being used generically any longer. The word “man” had a much 
more understandable generic range in 1611, with the King James Version. But now we come to this verse 
here, and some people might question whether women are included. So the ESV translates it “all people”, 
and I’m sure that the new NIV when it comes out will also have “all people”, which is what the meaning 
is. The question is: “What is the best term that we have available to translate that meaning?” I know that 
there’s a lot of debate on those kinds of issues, but you need to make your own decision on that, and not 
just read some popular writings that express a single opinion.

The section in 2:5-6, in my Greek New Testament, is broken down into a poetic rendering, “There is one 
God and there is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a 
ransom for all, which is the testimony given in the proper time.” This looks like a confession that was 
memorized and passed on — a kind of a creedal formula. And we’ll find some more like this later on.

In 2:8, “I desire that in every place the men should pray, lifting holy hands without anger or quarreling.” 
What is permanent in that, and what is cultural? What’s the universal, and what’s the cultural aspect of 
that sentence? If you look at Ephesians 3:14, Paul says, “For this reason, I bow my knees before the Father, 
from whom every family in heaven and on earth is named, that according to the riches of his glory he 
may grant you ….” In other words, he bows his knees before God that he may pray; but in 1 Timothy, he 
lifts hands to pray. What is the cultural, and what is the permanent? I think what is universal is that he 
desires everywhere that everybody should pray without anger or quarreling. The custom of how to do 
that may vary. Lifting hands is popular, and something that the psalmist talks about (Psalms 141:2, “lifting 
up of hands as an evening sacrifice”), but you don’t want to make the cultural aspect what is binding on 
us, but the universal.

And in the next verse, you have the same kind of thing again, “… women should adorn themselves in 
respectable apparel, modestly and sensibly, not with braided hair and gold or pearls or costly attire ….” 
Well, my assumption is that “modestly and sensibly” is what is the universal here, and that in Paul’s day 
because pearls and gold and braided hair were a particular kind of lavish display of wealth, he argues 
against that. But it could be in some cultures that braided hair is very modest, and unbraided hair would 
be immodest. But what’s universal is what’s important.

Now when you get to 2:11-15, here’s where a lot of discussion is going on today, “Let a woman learn in 
silence with all submissiveness …” By the way, that is not a put-down of women in Paul’s day, because in 
rabbinic understanding, women shouldn’t learn anything. You don’t bother teaching them. But here, 
women are to learn, which is an advance (needless to say). Then he says, though, “I permit no women to 
teach or to exercise authority over a man; rather, she is to remain quiet. For Adam was formed first, then 
Eve; and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became a transgressor.” And then he 
has this very difficult verse in v. 15, “Yet women shall be saved through bearing children — if they 
continue in faith and love and holiness, and modesty.” Does v. 15 say that women are only saved if they 
have children? That’s strange. I don’t think anybody would argue that. Does it refer to the fact that 
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women will be saved through the “birth of a child” (in other words, the birth of the Son of God)? There’s 
some allusion to that.

But in the preceding verses, the one thing that I’m impressed with in v. 13 is that the argument for v. 12 
seems to be based on something that is not cultural, but universal. In some ways, it seems that a teaching 
ministry is not permitted by Paul in that situation. The argument in v. 13 doesn’t seem cultural; it looks 
like it’s based on creation in some ways. And therefore, my own understanding is that there’s one position 
which I cannot see women holding, and that is the head pastor of a church. I have no problems with 
ordaining women, and I know that with Southern Baptists ordination has a different understanding, but 
my background and my understanding is that ordination is something in which you recognize in some 
way that God has chosen this person for this task, and you recognize this in the ordination service. And 
we recognize people who are ordained to work with young people, when there’s no way in the world that 
you’d ordain them to be the head pastor of a church. Well, certainly there are women who are called to do 
certain tasks that I would accept for ordination. But again, in the Southern Baptist Convention, I think 
ordination of any sort means that you’re ordained for anything from youth pastor to pope, or something 
like that. It doesn’t make any difference. I just have a different understanding. So when you talk about 
ordination, you have to define what you mean by that. And certainly, there’s something like that when we 
send out missionaries and we recognize the calling of the husband and the wife in that regard. So, if the 
question is raised as to whether women should be ordained, it always depends on how the person asking 
defines ordination. Don’t answer questions without clear definitions, or you’ll get into debates. I have no 
problems in that regard at all.

Furthermore, there’s this area of teaching. Among the Presbyterians, there’s a distinction often made 
between teaching and ruling (in other words, administratively). I must confess that there are some really 
wonderful women teachers that I’ve learned from. I think that’s a difference also in being the leader of a 
church in the sense of a head pastor. Paul seems to combine the notion of teaching and having authority, 
and my understanding of those is that it’s that teaching, authoritative position that Paul is talking about 
— not whether a woman can teach Greek, or something like that. Why not? Because they have authority 
over men? I’ve never sensed a fear that if a woman was my Greek teacher and graded my exam that my 
manhood was at stake in some way. It’s a matter of whether I knew my Greek, that’s all. So I think that in 
this particular instance teaching and ruling ministry is what’s at stake, and they go together.

Now that I’ve got everybody angry at me, I’ll go on.

In 3:1 Paul talks about the office of bishop, and in Titus 1, he says things that help us to understand how 
they defined the position in that day. In Titus 1:5, he talks about having left Titus in Crete to appoint 
elders. Now the word “elder” here is the word “presbyter”, from which we get “Presbyterian”, which has to 
do with an “elder” kind of leadership. But then, after he says (v. 6) “a man must be blameless …”, he says 
in v. 7, “for a bishop must be blameless”. Now if they are two different kinds of offices, that’s a really 
strange kind of switch. I think he’s still talking about this elder, but the word “elder” is the Jewish 
background term, and the word “bishop” is the Greek equivalent. And so they seem to be the same here. 
He has Titus appoint elders, and states that a bishop must be blameless, and it seems that they’re used 
synonymously. Also in 1 Timothy, in 3:5, when he talks about a bishop, he says “He must be able to 
manage his own household.” Then in 5:17, he says, “Let the elders who rule ….” And he uses the same 
word there again, with reference to managing God’s people. It seems that he uses the same word 
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interchangeably here as well. So if we talk about elders and bishops, in the Pastorals they seem to be the 
same office that’s being referred to in that regard.

Now the question is, in practice, how did the bishop/elder function? Again, the word “bishop” as used 
here doesn’t mean “bishop” as it is now used in certain churches. It has nothing to do with that kind of an 
understanding. You have to go back and say that this was a term that was used, but in this way [i.e., 
synonymous with “elder”], not in the way we use the term “bishop” today. A closer equivalent would 
probably be a pastor in that respect.

In describing this person, a bishop must be (3:2) “above reproach, the husband of one wife ….” That 
phrase is also referred to in Titus 1:7, having one wife. Does this mean that he can’t have several wives? Is 
it a statement against polygamy? Does it mean that he could not have re-married if his wife died? Does it 
mean that he has to be married / that he has to have a wife? Does it mean that he can’t be a divorced man 
who re-married? And the answer is, we’re not sure. Is Paul arguing against polygamy? I can’t imagine 
that this would be an issue that he’d have to deal with. But that seems to be too bland. It’s like saying you 
don’t want a bishop to be a murderer, or something like that. You wouldn’t necessarily write that down. 
You’d expect it, but you wouldn’t write it down. So polygamy seems to be too bland a specific issue that 
he’s dealing with. He’s talking about a leadership role, and therefore is he saying that they must be 
married? Remember, Paul’s writing this, and he’s not married. Does it mean that he could not have 
divorced and re-married? Or, does it mean that if he had a wife who died that he has to remain single 
after that? It’s not easy to know, and I don’t think we can be dogmatic. When it’s come up in my 
experience, I’ve just laid out what the possible interpretations are, without making a decision on it, 
because I don’t think we can. Notice some of the other requirements, “Temperate, sensible, dignified, 
hospitable, an apt teacher,….” When he goes down to deacons, they don’t have to be apt teachers. It seems 
that the bishop has more of a teaching role than the deacon. We see in v. 3, “no drunkard” — again, we 
have to remember that maybe the early church was not as sanctified as we want to make it, and that was 
all downhill from that time on. There was probably a problem in the church and when you talk about a 
bishop, you say, “not addicted to much wine” in v 8.

“Not violent but gentle, not quarrelsome, no lover of money, he must manage his own household well, 
keeping his children submissive and respectful in every way, for if someone does not know how to 
manage his own household, how will he care for God’s church? He must not be a recent convert, or he 
may become puffed up with conceit and fall into the condemnation of the devil [very good advice in 
many ways]. Moreover, he must be well thought of by outsiders, so that he may not fall into disgrace, into 
a snare of the devil.”

Now, which of these are most important? Sometimes we’ll argue for what we think is most important, but 
in some ways, the one about managing his own household seems to get more emphasis than the others. 
And think carefully about how you raise your children. If there’s one group of people in the world that 
we need to win to the Lord, it has to be our own children. Make sure that you do everything you can to 
win them to the Lord. And I know sometimes we get very busy in the church, and I remember when I 
was in seminary years ago, a professor who was in Pastoral Theology told about an experience in his life. 
He had always reserved Tuesday night to play with his son. And several Tuesday nights in a row, he had 
to break that date with his son and do something the church required — some church business that came 
in. And on another Tuesday night after that, he said to his son, “I can’t play with you tonight. I have to do 
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something at church.” And his son replied, “That damn church!” His behavior was causing his son to have 
this antagonism toward the church. And I never forgot that. You can, if you’re not careful, cause an 
animosity towards the church if they see that the church is taking their father away from them.

In 3:16, Paul ends that chapter with a creedal formula, “He was manifest in the flesh [and there’s an 
aeorist passive, and then you have the participle with the preposition ‘in’] was justified in the Spirit [the 
same kind of thing], was seen by angels [all aeorist passive verbs. Here you don’t have an ‘in’; you just 
have the instrumental ‘by angels’], was preached in the nations [again, same kind of verbal form with the 
preposition ‘in’], was believed on in the world [again you have aeorist with the preposition ‘in’] and was 
taken up [aeorist passive] in glory.” So it seems quite clearly that this was a formulated creed: “He was 
manifested in the flesh, vindicated by the Spirit, seen by angels, preached among the nations, believed on 
in this world, and taken up in glory.” There are a lot of these creedal formulas scattered throughout the 
various letters of Paul. It indicates that many of these formulas were not written by Paul, but were quoted 
by him. And that, before Paul ever wrote his letters, there was already a very high Christology. And these 
kinds of creedal formulas indicate that the church was developing them and that it was not Paul who was 
the “great one” who makes religion of Jesus into a religion about Jesus (the old liberal approach).

There are a few other things. In 5:8, notice something that we in America are especially lax to, “If anyone 
does not provide for his relatives, and especially for members of his household, he has denied the faith 
and is worse than an unbeliever.” Other cultures have much to teach us on this. In America we’re not 
good at that at all, I’m afraid.

In 5:18, Paul writes, “For Scripture says you shall not muzzle an ox when it treads out the grain,’ [that 
comes from Deuteronomy 25:4; he also quotes it in 1 Corinthians 9:9], and, ‘The laborer deserves his 
wages.’” That is an exact quote of Luke 10:7. And in Matthew 10:10, it’s a very close quotation, “The 
laborer deserves his food [instead of ‘wages’].” That raises very interesting questions. Does Paul know the 
Gospel of Luke? It illustrates the problem of dating these letters. If you date Paul’s letter to Timothy in the 
AD 60’s, and you date Luke at AD 75-85, that’s not very probable. It is also placed next to the phrase, 
“Scripture says … [and you have the Old Testament quoted], and [then you have the Luke quotation]”. 
This second quotation seems to be covered by the scriptural allusion and seems to be seen as Scripture. 
Does that mean that Luke is very early, and that it was already understood as being part of the 
Scriptures? It’s impossible to be definitive on that, and so much of what you say depends on your 
understanding of how the gospels originated. My own understanding is that what he is quoting here, like 
he quotes in 1 Corinthians 7 about Jesus’ saying on divorce, is the oral tradition about Jesus, just as he 
quotes (1 Corinthians 11:23), “For I have received from the lord what I also delivered to you …” and he 
delivers the tradition of the Lord’s Supper. Paul knows some of these traditions, and he quotes the saying 
of Jesus here, as gospel tradition. I don’t think he had a Gospel of Luke in front of him, but I think he 
knew this tradition. But, that does mean that he sees the traditions of Jesus as being Scripture. So that, this 
would be a very early understanding where the sayings of Jesus are definitive, and defined as Scripture.

Earlier, however, in 1 Corinthians 7:10, when Paul says, “Now say I, yet not I but the Lord…” and he 
quotes Jesus’s saying on divorce, he thinks that’s pretty definitive too. He doesn’t say “This is Scripture,” 
but he says “This is what the Lord says, and you are to do it,” which essentially means that you treat it just 
as you do any other Scripture. It’s the word of God to be kept. But here, the placing of this, what I think is 
an oral tradition, next to the quote from the Old Testament, speaks to how highly the Jesus traditions 
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were understood by the early church. I have a hard time thinking that he’s referring specifically to a 
written gospel.

Those who have been arguing that these are pseudonymous letters written later, they would not have that 
trouble; because they would have 1 Timothy being written after the Gospel of Luke, and being able to 
know the Gospel of Luke and quote it. But if you assume Paul wrote this and that Luke was written later, 
this looks like it’s an oral tradition, which is being defined as being authoritative just like the Old 
Testament Scriptures.

Then you have in 6:6 and 8, the concern for contentment, which is a very stoic kind of teaching. Many 
people talk about Paul having been raised as a youth in the city of Tarsus, which had a great stoic 
university. Therefore, he was influenced by that. However, if we say that he was raised in Jerusalem, his 
influence in that might have been far less. I think he could very well have seen some teaching this way 
that would have been very useful. “I’ve learned in whatever state I am to be content,” (Philippians 4:11). 
The emphasis on some stoic kinds of teachings are found elsewhere as well.

Finally, just to get straight in 4:10, please note that it is not money that’s the root of all evil, but the love of 
money. The danger of money is there, but it’s what you do with it and your love for it that becomes the 
great danger and the root of all kinds of evils.
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Chapter 42

Titus
Titus is written between 1 and 2 Timothy, and I am arguing for Pauline authorship. Paul probably writes 
from the city of Nicopolis, where he in 3:12 says “When I send Artemas or Tychicus to you, do your best 
to come to me at Nicopolis, for I have decided to spend the winter there.” So, here we probably have the 
designation of the place where Paul is writing from. The salutation of this letter is somewhat unique,

“Paul, a servant of God and an apostle of Jesus Christ, for the sake of the faith of God’s elect and their 
knowledge of the truth, which accords with godliness, in hope of eternal life [that’s not the same as 
wishing — it means in the expectation that is surely ours of eternal life], which God, who never lies, 
promised before the ages began and at the proper time manifested in his word through the preaching 
with which I have been entrusted by the command of God our Savior; To Titus, my true child in a 
common faith: Grace and peace from God the Father and Christ Jesus our Savior.”

The first three verses have materials that we don’t usually tend to find elsewhere. But if you look at v. 3, 
and his reference to the faith with which he has been entrusted, this fits very well with our understanding 
of such things as his letter to the Romans, which he writes because of the faith and responsibility with 
which he has been entrusted.

We pointed out that in v. 5 and 7, we have a pretty good idea that the words “elders” (which he is 
supposed to appoint in v. 5) and “bishops” in v. 7 (where he says “…a bishop must be…”) are synonyms, 
“elder” being the Hebrew term and episkopon or “bishop” the Greek term. The requirements for elders are 
essentially the same that we see in 1 Timothy 3:1-7 (Titus 1:6), and include being a husband of one wife, 
not a drunkard, having a teaching ability, and a warning in v. 10 that a bishop should also be able to 
contradict bad doctrine and be able to teach those who are (v. 10) “… insubordinate, empty talkers and 
deceivers, especially those of the circumcision party.” It seems that this element continued for a long time 
in the church. You start to wonder when they’re going to quit and give up on this issue. The world is 
passing them by, but there were those who continued this kind of doctrinal teaching.

There are various exhortations in 2:1, ff. You then have in 2:11 a place that I want to strongly focus our 
attention, “For the grace of God has appeared, bringing salvation for all men.” You have here realized 
eschatology — the kingdom of God has come.

“The grace of God has appeared, bringing salvation for all people, training us [since the kingdom of God 
has come] to renounce ungodliness and worldly passions, and to live self-controlled, upright, and godly 
lives in this world. [Then you have a consistent eschatology, the ‘now’ of v. 11 (‘the grace of God has 
appeared’) accompanied by the ‘not yet’ that follows here], waiting for our blessed hope, the appearing of 
the glory of our great God and Savior Jesus Christ, who gave himself for us to redeem us form all 
lawlessness and to purify for himself a people for his own possession who are zealous for good deeds.”

The next event that the church is to be looking for as they train themselves to renounce irreligion, etc., is 
the awaiting of the blessed hope. I think that means that those kinds of heretical sects that talk about 
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something happening between the ‘now/already’ and the ‘not yet’ are clearly wrong here. There’s 
nothing here saying that we should await some gold tablets to come to us. The next event is the arrival of 
the blessed hope. There’s nothing here about having the Lord come in the middle of the heavens that no 
one else sees except the person who made the prediction, and even he denied that, but his followers said 
that no, he really did come in 1918, etc. The next event is the coming of the Lord. We may save ourselves 
from a lot of heretical nonsense if we train our people to say that the next event is not some kind of a 
secret coming — it’s “… the blessed hope of the glorious appearing of our great God and Savior, Jesus 
Christ.” Again, the next event that the church looks for is the event of the blessed hope.

As far as the expression, “the blessed hope, the appearing of the glory of our great God and Savior…” 
translations often make the “appearing of our great God” what we call an appositive. For instance, the 
RSV has, “the blessed hope [comma], the glorious appearing of our great God and savior”; the NIV has 
“the blessed hope [dash] — the appearing of our great God and Savior” because it refers to the same 
event. And some people refer to the kai, the “and” that connects “hope” and “appearing” as an exegetical 
kai, which means what follows is not another event, but is describing what is previous. And that seems 
clear, because we’re talking about one event, “THE blessed hope … and appearing ….” If one talks about 
two separate events in the Greek language, they then have to put an article before each of them: “THE 
blessed hope … and THE appearing ….” But when there is one article that connects the two nouns in a 
kai, it means that what follows, these two nouns, are seen as an entity. Let’s say for instance in the gospels, 
that we can refer to “THE Pharisees and THE scribes”. Now we’ve emphasized two independent groups 
— the Pharisee group and the scribe group. However, if there is only one article there, “THE Pharisees 
and scribes”, this indicates that they function as a single group — the ‘Pharisee and scribe’ group. And the 
unity that they have in this action is being emphasized. So, when we have THE blessed hope AND 
appearing, this refers to a single event. In Greek some of you may have heard of the “Granville Sharp 
Rule” — that’s what it is. If there are two words connected by a kai, and there is one article, it means that 
they are assumed to be intimately related to one another — identical in a sense. If you want to refer to 
two separate nouns, you have “the” with the first noun, and “the” with the other noun. We don’t have that 
with regard to the blessed hope. The blessed hope is, in fact, the glorious appearing of our great God and 
savior.

That also brings in the appearing of the glory of [2 nouns] “our great God and our Savior”. There’s only 
one article connecting those two. We have “THE great God and our Savior, Jesus Christ,” [not THE great 
God and THE Savior of ours, Jesus Christ]. We have one article, which indicates that Paul is keeping them 
together as a unity, so that what we have is THE great God and Savior, who is one. So here is a strong 
passage, which the normal rules of grammar argue that Paul is talking about Jesus Christ, who is our 
great God and Savior. And then you have the word “theos” being used with respect to Jesus here. And 
there are some additional reasons to support that. The term “appearing” is not used with respect to God in 
Paul’s letters. In 2 Thessalonians 2:8, for instance, we have, “And then the lawless one will be revealed, 
whom the Lord Jesus will kill with the breath of his mouth and bring to nothing by his appearing and his 
coming.” It’s the Lord Jesus who comes. In 1 Timothy [Sic.] 6:14, “I charge you to keep this commandment 
unstained and free from reproach until the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Once again, it is Jesus 
appearing there. In 2 Timothy 1:10, it’s used again there, “For this has now been manifested through the 
appearing of our Savior Jesus Christ.” Here it refers to a past event, but again an “appearing” is referred to 
with regard to Jesus. And in 4:1, “I charge you in the presence of God, and of Christ Jesus, who is to judge 
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the living and the dead, and by his appearing and his kingdom.” Again that’s Jesus appearing 4:8 in the 
future, “henceforth there is laid up for me the crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous 
judge, will award to me on the Day, and not only to me but also to all who love his appearing.” So in all 
these other passage, the word “appearing” is always used with Jesus Christ. It’s not God’s appearing; it’s 
Jesus’s appearing. So you put that together here, and you have stronger evidence that Paul is referring to 
Jesus at this point as “our great God and Savior”.

Added to that, is that in the Greek world, God and Savior were frequently associated together to refer to a 
single person. “The emperor is our god and savior”, or something like that. And you have a single person 
referred to, so that the readers would have been familiar with this as a single title, “god and savior”, 
referred to as the individual.

If what we said is true, and Paul is referring to the blessed hope, which is the appearing of the glory of 
Jesus Christ, our great God and Savior, we have another very strong indication in the New Testament that 
teaches the deity of Christ. And you could add that to other passages we have in John 1:1, “In the 
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God …”; 17:3, where you have 
“they know thee the only true God”; 20:28, where Thomas says “my Lord and my God”; and these other 
passages, Hebrews 1:8, 2 Peter 1:1, all of them clearly teach the deity of Jesus.

The result is, Christians have this unique dilemma of having a strong doctrine of monotheism (there is 
only one God), and you have these references to the deity of Christ made by people who are Jewish. So 
that, when you look at the doctrine of the Trinity simply from the viewpoint of an established saying (in 
the Nicene Creed, etc.), it is a problematic kind of thing. How can you understand this? If, on the other 
hand, you try to put together the biblical materials, in other words, you try to formulate how you have all 
these emphases on Jesus’ deity (like we have here and in the other passages I mentioned), and then you 
put together the unity of God, the oneness of God; then all of a sudden the trinity becomes much more 
understandable, and our attitude is much more sympathetic. If you put this material together, you can see 
where they’re coming from, and maybe there is some better way of formulating it, but for the last 16 
centuries no one has come up with it. If you have something better, let me know. But remember, you have 
to put together how there is one God, and yet how Jesus can be deity.

The nice thing as a Biblical Theologian is that I don’t have to formulate how it all works out. Biblical 
Theologians express the biblical materials in biblical terminology. Then, the systematicians, the 
Systematic Theologians take that biblical evidence and put it together using non-biblical or philosophical 
terminology for the present time and day. That’s where it gets all fouled up usually, but that’s their 
responsibility. What I can point out is the strong emphasis on Jesus as divine. And remember, you’re 
reading this from a Jew who every day was taught to begin the day with (Deuteronomy 6:4) “Hear O 
Israel, the Lord your God, the Lord is one.” And he never renounced that. It’s very interesting.

There’s one additional comment that I’ll call your attention to in 3:5. In my Greek text, this is laid out in a 
creedal formula, “He saved us not because of works done by us in righteousness, but according to his 
own mercy ….” This is a very Pauline restatement of ‘by grace you have been saved by faith’. Then he has 
“… by the washing of regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit.” Those do not refer to two separate 
things, because you have one preposition, “through the washing of regeneration and renewal of the Holy 
Spirit.” He doesn’t say “through the washing of regeneration and through the renewal of the Holy Spirit,” 
so I think you have to say the washing of regeneration and the renewal of the Holy Spirit are to be seen as 
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involving the same experience. This is in line with what we talked about at the beginning of the semester 
-- we see the conversion experience being one in which the believer repents, believes, and confesses 
Christ, and the church baptizes, and God gives the Spirit in regeneration. That’s not a major problem, 
because the washing to regeneration would refer to that baptism, associated in the early church with 
conversion, and with the baptism experience.

Now that’s not a problem if all of these events are seen as being intimately associated in time. 
Unfortunately, it doesn’t illustrate my experience very well. And this is probably true for most of us who 
were converted and born again -- that we had a baptism at some different time. We look at this passage 
and we have problems, and all of a sudden we start seeing a kind of Roman Catholic doctrine in which 
you have baptism associated magically with receiving the Holy Spirit, but there’s no repentance, no faith 
in a confession of Christ associated with it. Don’t understand these words in light of a present Roman 
Catholic doctrine, or of present Baptist experience. Understand it in light of the Philippian jailer, and the 
Ethiopian eunuch, who upon faith were immediately baptized. And then the problem just doesn’t seem to 
be there anymore. And it’s their experience that Paul is commenting on, where adult baptism was 
associated very intimately with the experience of conversion, not our own. I’ve have correspondence with 
people in the Disciples of Christ denomination who preach baptism of regeneration, and people from the 
Christian Church who teach that as well. And a lot of them have read my materials, and they say, “You’re 
right on, you just don’t go far enough.” And what I have generally said to them is that they are trying to 
equate their experience (which is not typical of the first-century experience) as being the norm. If you 
were baptized the day you were converted, like the Philippian jailer, that makes good sense. And if you 
were baptized like the Ethiopian eunuch, the minute you believed, I have no problems with that. On the 
other hand, when you separate these things in time, then the whole pattern is broken. And I remember 
pointing out that ultimately, if it is not possible for baptism, like in the case of the thief on the cross, that’s 
not necessary. And I remember getting a letter pointing out that this was fine for the thief on the cross, but 
after Pentecost, he could have never been saved. I wrote back and asked if they realized what a horrible 
thing they just said — that, in essence, a prisoner in a Russian prison camp could not be saved. They can’t 
believe in Jesus because they can’t be baptized? Do you really believe that?

It’s interesting to note that there is an addition to the ending of Mark, Mark 16:9-20, called “the longer 
ending”. It’s in our KJV, but it’s not in the earliest manuscripts, and it’s not written by Mark, because its 
vocabulary is very different. But it does reveal the understanding of the early church. And it says in that 
section, “He who believes and is baptized will be saved.” But then it goes on and says, “But he who does 
not believe will not be saved.” In other words, believing and baptism are intimately associated together. 
But what damns is the lack of faith, not the lack of water. I would simply say that what you are doing is 
losing track of the people that this is being said of, who are being baptized right upon conversion. And 
that, as the early church understood it, it was not the act of not being baptized that would damn a person, 
but the refusal to be baptized along with that faith that would. Because that was an acknowledgement 
that you weren’t really ready to take up the cross, deny yourself, and risk what Jesus does in Mark 8:34. 
That’s how they would look at it. So I think what they’re doing it misappropriating the experience of the 
early church, where all of these were together, and now you have these elements which are no longer 
unified in a whole, but are scattered, and saying that you have to accept that. And the fact is, that many 
people like myself know we received the Spirit upon our faith in Christ, and it was before we were 
baptized. You can’t deny that.
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Having said that, maybe we don’t take baptism seriously enough. I know churches that say they don’t 
need to do it anymore. It’s too confusing; people are offended by it, etc. But Jesus commanded it, and if 
that’s not enough to make you want to do it, then what other commands do you want to get rid of?

There’s one other addition that I want to comment on: no one in the first century refused to be immersed 
as a believer because they were Presbyterians. There’s not confusion in the early church about different 
views of baptism. So the rejection of baptism by some people today has perhaps nothing to do 
whatsoever with their heart and their love of God; it has to do with misunderstanding. In the early 
church, if you refused baptism it wasn’t because you’d heard different views of baptism. Paul didn’t say 
to those hearing the gospel for the first time, “Now, you know there are various views about baptism.” He 
just said, “You must be baptized”, and the believer said, “OK, I believe”, and was baptized. That’s it. But 
today there is great confusion about it, and some people much more godly than we, who are here and are 
calling ourselves Baptists maybe, simply are wrong on that issue, and they’ll have that revealed to them. 
But you don’t want to make salvation dependent on perfect theology, because if that were the case, I don’t 
know anyone aside from myself who would qualify. So, our salvation is dependent on our submitting 
ourselves to the grace of God, and believing that in Jesus Christ God has made salvation possible, and 
trusting completely in him and him alone. And it is dependent on our being obedient to the best of our 
ability, but not being perfect theologians. And I think they don’t understand that many of the people who 
might not be “accepting their baptism” have theological problems with it. There are sincere differences. 
They’re not saying “I don’t want to be baptized because that offends me”; but they’re saying “I don’t think 
this is a true teaching of baptism.” And that’s unfortunate; they may be wrong; but we don’t want to make 
salvation dependent on perfect theology, otherwise that excludes everybody.
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Chapter 43

2 Timothy
2 Timothy, unlike 1 Timothy and Titus, is really not a pastoral letter, in that there’s nothing in this letter 
about deacons or elders, nothing about family relationships, etc. It’s more like an older pastor giving 
advice to this younger colleague of his. He refers to Timothy, his young colleague in v. 2 as, “my beloved 
child”. The salutation is somewhat unique. He says, “To Timothy, my beloved child: Grace, mercy and 
peace from God the Father and Christ Jesus our Lord.” The addition of “mercy” here is unusual, and it’s 
found also in 1 Timothy 1:2. But if you look in all the other letters (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, 
Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Titus, and Philemon), you won’t see 
“mercy”; it’s just “grace and peace”. Does that mean Paul could not have written it? No, he just decided 
one day to add “mercy”. Furthermore, there are other letters from those listed above where Paul used the 
usual “grace and peace”, and the critics don’t accept those either (Ephesians, Colossians, 2 Thessalonians 
are a few of those). So you can’t make that the concluding factor.

He talks about the faith of Timothy in v. 5, “I’m reminded of your sincere faith, a faith that dwelt first in 
your grandmother Lois and your mother Eunice and now, I am sure, dwells in you.” His father is not 
mentioned. In Acts 16, we have Paul about to start on his missionary journey, not with Barnabas this time, 
but with Silas. And he comes in Acts 16:1 to Derbe and to Lystra, and there’s a disciple there “… named 
Timothy, the son of a Jewish woman who was a believer, but his father was a Greek.” So here we have 
reference to his mother being a believer, his father being a Gentile, and the impression here is that he 
[Timothy’s father] is not a believer, and that’s even more evident in the fact that Timothy is not 
circumcised. And so it looks like Timothy did not have a believing father, and this may be why Paul felt 
especially close to him — that he was his spiritual father. His natural father did not provide spiritual 
guidance for him, but Paul, in accepting him as a co-worker, takes him on as his own child.

In 2:1-7, Paul emphasizes (throughout the whole letter he emphasizes this issue) the issue of suffering 
with Christ. And talks about singleness of focus, vv. 3-4, “Share in suffering as a good soldier of Christ 
Jesus. No soldier gets entangled in civilian pursuits, since his aim is to satisfy the one who enlisted him.” 
And then he uses a different kind of illustration to follow (v.5) “An athlete is not crowned unless he 
competes according to the rules.” And then he uses the illustration of a farmer (v.6), “It is the hard-
working farmer who ought to have the first share of the crops.” So he has these three illustrations -- a 
soldier, an athlete, and a farmer -- to demonstrate how to be a good Christian. It’s interesting that in 1 
Corinthians 9:7, 24-27, he uses those same three illustrations (farmer, soldier, and athlete). If Paul wrote 
both 1 Corinthians and 2 Timothy, that makes good sense, because he probably had these as his favorite 
illustrations of commitment to service. But if 2 Timothy were written by someone completely different, it 
is amazing that those same three illustrations show up to demonstrate faithful service. It might be just a 
little incident here that suggests that the same author wrote both works.

In 2:11-13, we have a confessional creedal formula. In my Greek text, it’s in this format, though most 
English translations do not have it that way. It reads, “The saying is sure, for if we have died with him, we 
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will also life with him; is we endure, we will also reign with him [so you have two statements that talk 
about faithfulness in following Christ — if we have died we will live with him; if we endure we will reign 
with him. Then you have a third statement]; if we deny him [which is the opposite now], he also will 
deny us; if we are faithless [then we have], he remains faithful, for he cannot deny himself.” And the 
fourth of those passages doesn’t follow the way one might expect. We would expect two positive actions 
with positive responses (if we die we will live; if we endure we will reign); and then we have a negative 
action with a negative response (if we deny him he will deny us); and then we have another negative 
action (if we are faithless), but this time with a positive response (then he remains faithful, for he cannot 
deny himself). The real issue is what is being meant here by the word “faithful”. Does it mean that he is 
faithful to us despite anything we may do, and he will continue to forgive us and overlook our sins? OR 
does it mean, if we are faithless he remains faithful and because he is just and holy, he will deny us and 
mete out punishment? I remember the first time I came to the second possibility (which has the 
probability of being the better interpretation), and I was surprised. Most people just like to read it the 
other way around. But, remember that the fourth “if” follows the third, and the third action/response 
corresponds to one another. It doesn’t work out so nicely with the fourth pairing. We can see an obvious 
match with “If we deny him, he will deny us.” But we can’t say “If we are faithless, he will be faithless.” 
You can’t say that about God, because he will be faithful, but he will be faithful to his character and deny 
us and punish us. To me, that seems to be the more likely interpretation, because then you’d have two 
positives and two negatives that match each other. Why doesn’t he simply say that in v. 13? Well, it’s the 
choice of the word “faithless”. You can’t use that equivalent word with regard to God. He is always 
faithful, but he is faithful to the promise that, if we deny him, he’ll deny us. And then he would mete out 
judgment and punishment accordingly. That’s the way I would tend to understand that.

In 2:22 he goes on and says to Timothy, “Shun youthful passions….” We usually think of a young person 
in his 20’s, or maybe a teenager working in the church when we read this. But remember that already in 
Acts 16:1 he’s referred to as a disciple — probably not the kind of word that you would use for a teenager 
— and that incident is some 16 years before this, at least. So whatever his age was there (if he was 20 or 
so), he’s now at least 16 years older, which means that he’s 36 or so. But he’s still Paul’s “child”. I find it 
interesting how people’s “youth” keeps on getting older as I get older. Children remain children for a 
much longer time than I realized when I was 30 or 20. You realize how young 30 is when you’re older. So 
the command to this “young man” is really not to a teenager or a young adult, but to someone who could 
be a middle-aged adult.

In 3:16 we have this famous passage about Scripture, “All Scripture is God-breathed [or given by the 
inspiration of God in the KJV].” The word “theopneustos”, “theo” meaning God and “pnesutos” meaning 
breathed — God-breathed or spirit-breathed — all Scripture is inspired by God. There have been some 
who have tried to interpret that to say, “All inspired by God’s Scripture is profitable.” But this seems 
strange, because if it’s Scripture, it’s inspired by God by definition, and the way this words it, all God’s 
inspired Scripture seems to indicate that it’s non-inspired Scripture. And I don’t think that’s what Paul 
was thinking about.

Now, the Scriptures that are inspired are the ones that he has been taught from childhood (v. 15), “… from 
childhood you have been acquainted with the sacred writings, which are able to make you wise for 
salvation through faith in Christ Jesus. All Scripture is inspired by God.” I think these sacred writings are 

!194



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

the Scripture that’s being referred to, and these would have been taught to him; he would have been 
instructed in them in two areas. One would be the synagogue, and the other would be in the home, by his 
mother. This phrase must refer then to the Jewish Scriptures. Now, this is going to raise an interesting 
question. What did that Scripture consist of? We have the issue of what we call the Canon of Scripture, 
and the Books of the Apocrypha. Are they part of those sacred writings? In our very last session together, 
we’ll discuss that. I think the tendency would probably be to say that the Jewish Scriptures of that day did 
not tend to have the Apocrypha. And therefore what we’re probably talking about is what would come to 
be called the Old Testament. And we might say that, along with the Old Testament, there were other 
additional “Scriptures”, which would be the Jesus traditions. You remember that we just looked in 1 
Timothy, where he refers to Scripture including the phrase from Deuteronomy 25:4 (“You shall not muzzle 
an ox when it treads out the grain”) AND “The workman deserves his wages”, which is a Jesus tradition. 
So, you already have those, but the Apocrypha as such would probably not have been understood by 
Paul at this point as Scripture.

In 4:6, he then looks back at his life and begins to evaluate it, and says, “I am already on the point of being 
sacrificed, and the time of my departure has come.” Compare this with his time in Philippians, as he is in 
prison -- what’s his expectation? That he’ll be released. Here, he has no such thought. Verse 7 continues, “I 
have fought the good fight, I have finished the race, I have kept the faith. Henceforth there is laid up for 
me the crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, will award to me on that Day, and 
not only to me but also to all who have loved his appearing.” His appearing is that Day that we just 
referred to. I trust that you will, in your ministries and in your life, seek to be able to live so that, as you 
look back at the end of your life, you’ll be able to say something like this. It’d be wonderful — that you’ve 
fought the good fight and kept the faith.

There is additional news that he talks about in vv. 9-18, and then when he comes to v. 13, ff. “When you 
come, bring the cloak that I left with Carpus at Troas, also the books, and above all the parchments.” 
Again, I can’t imagine somebody who’s a pseudonymous author writing things like that. They’re just too 
personal. And I don’t think that was the art of pseudonymity in those days, especially with regard to 
letters, to forge that kind of thing. That looks awfully personal, and when we talked about the pastorals, 
these kinds of passages have caused those who argue that Paul did not write the Pastorals add “but there 
are genuine fragments in these”. This would be one of those “genuine fragments”. They cannot think of 
this as not being something Paul wrote. The problem with all of that is, where do these fragments come 
from? What happened to the letters from which these fragments originally came? That makes the whole 
“fragmentary hypothesis” rather difficult. But he says, “… bring also the books ….” This word is biblia, 
referring primarily to papyrus kinds of things. Papyrus was the main material used; it was quite cheap, 
“…and above all, the parchments ….” Parchments would be scrolls that came from animal membranes 
(that’s the word — membranas), and they would be much more expensive. It would be delightful to know 
what these were. He’s asking that Timothy bring his own personal library of the Scriptures — the Books 
of Moses, etc. It’s doubtful that he had his own personal library that he brought with him. It’s not as if he 
could just take a Bible like you have and bring it with him. He’d have all these different scrolls that he’d 
have to have of the Old Testament books, etc. Some say maybe the parchments were those kinds of things 
that were selected books. Others have suggested that when Paul wrote letters, he probably had copies 
made, and he retained those copies. Maybe these are what he’s referring to here — the copies of the letters 
he had written. We just don’t know. But it’s interesting that even in prison, awaiting a sentence which he 
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believes will be death, he still wants those for some reason. There’s no TV here, so I think I’ll keep 
studying, and do something of that nature.

This then ends again with greetings (v. 19), “Greet Prisca and Aquila, and the household of Onesiphorus. 
Erastus remained at Corinth, and I left Trophimus, who was ill, at Miletus. Do your best to come before 
winter. Eubulus sends greetings to you, as do Pudens and Linus and Claudia and all the brethren. The 
Lord be with your spirit. Grace be with you.” Even in the midst of his imprisonment there is a certain 
amount of freedom, that he can entertain guests, and the like. Why? What allows him this? He’s a Roman 
citizen, so he’s not an “average prisoner”, so even up to his death he’ll be treated with special privileges.

!196



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Chapter 44

Hebrews: Introduction
The Book of Hebrews is an anonymous book. It makes no claim of authorship. Therefore, please note, 
orthodoxy can’t be based on our presuming an author for a book with no claims on who wrote it. It’s not 
like 1 Timothy, where you have Paul actually claiming the letter. And if deny that Paul wrote this (1 
Timothy), you’re going against something explicitly said in the text. That’s different. Here (in Hebrews), 
there’s no claim of authorship. And, very early, the church fathers (Clement of Alexandria, Origen, 
Tertullian, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and the Muratorian Canon) denied that Paul had written this. They said 
this is not Pauline. In general, the western church (from Rome to Spain) denied Pauline authorship; the 
eastern church (Greece, Syria) affirmed that it was Pauline. Now, in the fourth century, the Pauline view 
wins out. In the counter-reformation council (The Council of Trent), the Roman Catholics were now 
commenting in light of what was going on in the Reformation. They argued that there were 14 Pauline 
letters in the New Testament (which indicates that they understood Hebrews as being Pauline). 
Melanchthon, Calvin, and Beza denied that it was Pauline, however. The last really major attempt to 
argue for Pauline authorship was in 1828, by a man named Bleck. And I think the arguments against Paul 
being the author of this book are really quite convincing.

First of all, there is no normal Pauline salutation. You don’t have “Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ, To the 
church of so-and-so, Grace and peace to you from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” Instead, we 
have, “In many and various ways, God spoke of old to our fathers by the prophets, but in these last days 
he has spoken to us by his Son, whom he appointed the heir of all things, through whom also he created 
the world.” This is very, very unlike the normal Pauline salutation. It doesn’t claim, as I said, to be Paul. 
The arrangement of the work tends to be very un-Pauline. Usually, he had a salutation, a word of 
blessing, and the body of the letter, followed by exhortations. In the Book of Hebrews, there are 
exhortations scattered throughout the letter. We go back in forth in this letter from doctrine to 
exhortation, to doctrine, to exhortation. It’s very unlike the normal organization of Paul.

The style and vocabulary is not Pauline. This is the best Greek that we find in the New Testament. Paul 
wrote good Greek, but it doesn’t match the literary quality of this book. And it’s interesting for instance 
that in the opening 2 verses, “In many and various ways, God of old spoke to the Fathers by the 
prophets….” In v. 1 you have alliteration. “Many” begins with a pi or p in Greek; “various” begins with a 
pi; “of old” starts with a pi; “fathers” begins with a pi; and “prophets” begins with a pi. These all begin 
with the letter pi, or p, so we have alliteration here that as it was read out loud, people would be 
impressed with. It shows great style.

The theological emphasis of this book is also quite different than Paul. There are similarities — the pre-
existence of Christ, his death for sins, the importance of faith, and the use of Old Testament quotations. 
But I’ve also listed here some very significant differences. Hebrews emphasizes mostly the exaltation of 
Christ at the right hand; Paul tends to emphasize the resurrection. Hebrews emphasizes that Christ brings 
purification and perfection and sanctification; Paul talks about Christ bringing justification and 
reconciliation. The key emphasis in Christology is the High Priest-hood of Jesus in Hebrews; whereas in 

!197



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Paul, it is ant Lordship of Jesus Christ. There’s little emphasis about justification in this book. The 
expression “in Christ” is not found much. The dichotomy between flesh and spirit is lacking. And when 
you look at Paul, Paul doesn’t talk about Mechizidek anywhere (nobody talks about Melchizidek in the 
New Testament, except the writer of the Book of Hebrews).

I think the strongest argument against Pauline authorship is found in 2:3, (starting with v. 1) “Therefore 
we must pay much closer attention to what we have heard, lest we drift away from it. For since the 
message declared by angels proved to be reliable, and every transgression or disobedience received a just 
retribution, how shall we escape if we neglect such a great salvation? It was declared at first by the Lord, 
and it was attested to us by those who heard him ….” Notice where the author of this book places himself. 
We have Christ, those who met the Lord and preached, and “we” now, a generation after that. So you have 
Jesus, the eyewitnesses, and us. And, the author places himself not with the eyewitnesses, but in the “us” 
category. Paul would never do that. In Galatians 1:12, “For I did not receive it from any men, nor was I 
taught it, but I received it through a revelation of Jesus Christ.” I was not taught this; it came through a 
revelation directly from Christ Jesus. The writer of Hebrews says, “How shall we escape if we neglect 
such a great salvation? It was declared first by the Lord, and it was attested to us [we were taught it] by 
those who heard him.” Paul says, on the other hand, that he did not receive it from men, but directly from 
Christ. And in 1 Corinthians 9:1, you have another statement that just doesn’t seem that Paul could’ve 
said, “Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Christ Jesus our Lord?” He’s seen Jesus, he’s an 
eyewitness, and the whole defense of Paul’s apostleship in the Book of Galatians is that he did not receive 
his teaching from men; he was not commissioned through men; but he had a direct revelation. He met the 
Lord on the Road to Damascus; he has seen the risen Lord; therefore he is a true apostle. This writer 
denies that. I can’t believe that Paul would ever have said that. Therefore, I believe that the Book of 
Hebrews was not written by Paul.

Who, then, wrote it? There have been all sorts of suggestions. Luke has been suggested by some. In fact, 
there was a doctoral dissertation given not too long ago here at Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. A 
Ph. D. student tried to argue for Lucan authorship because there are some similarities in the vocabulary 
and terminology used in those two books. Origen said it was Clement of Alexandria who was the first 
person to quote from this book. Luther, Zahn, and others say it might have been Apollos, since Apollos 
came from Alexandria, and he would have good Greek (he was an “intellectual” mentioned in 1 
Corinthians.) It could have been Barnabas, according to Tertullian; Priscilla and Aquila (Henry Alford); 
Priscilla (Adolf von Harnack), etc. I think Origen is more correct when he says that only God knows who 
wrote it. I think that’s true. It’s an anonymous book, and speculation as to who wrote it is legitimate, but I 
don’t know how profitable it ultimately is.

So, here we have a book, part of the Bible, and we’re going to look at it, talk about it. On authorship, the 
only real thing I know for sure about the author is that it’s not Paul. We have a lot of books in the Old 
Testament whose authors are unknown (Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings, 1 and 2 
Chronicles, etc.). We have all sorts of books whose authorship we do not know. When we come and talk 
about the Canon of Scripture we’ll discuss that. Make sure you’re there. Briefly, I should say that, not only 
was apostolic authorship one of the main issues that determined whether the books were accepted and 
recognized as canonical, but you had the guidance of the Holy Spirit. But we’ll talk more about that.
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Now with regard to authorship, we’ve been trying to argue that Paul is not the author of this book, and 
that this is not a matter of orthodoxy or lack of orthodoxy; it’s simply a statement that the author makes 
no claim as to who wrote the book. As to dating the book, this book is quoted in 1 Clement 36. This is the 
letter that Clement of Rome wrote to the church in Corinth in AD 96. So the earliest reference that we 
have to the Book of Hebrews is in AD 96, which means it could not have been written after AD 96. 
Hebrews 13:23 also refers to Timothy as being alive, “You should understand that our brother Timothy 
has been released, with whom I shall see you if he comes soon.” So, Timothy is still alive and ministering, 
but he may have lived to a very old age, so this doesn’t narrow down our timeline. He might have been 
only 20 in AD 49, so he could still be alive up until the time of 1 Clement easily. So that doesn’t help us a 
great deal. Some have argued that the persecution referred to in the letter (the letter does speak of 
persecution) suggests a time either when Nero was the Emperor or when Domitian was the Emperor, 
because at the end of their lives (Nero AD 64; Domitian AD 81-96), we do have periods of persecution 
that the church notably went under and went through. And therefore, this would be a suggestion for 
either AD 81-96 or in the time of Nero. I think the clearest suggestion as to a date in this letter has to do 
with the various Jewish rituals being described here.

The main argument of the book seeks to show the superiority of Christianity over Judaism. And therefore 
Jewish Christians should not go back to something that was inferior, and give up their Christian faith. 
When he describes this, he describes for instance the superiority of the Christian sacrifice over the Jewish 
sacrifices. In 9:7, ff., we read,

“… into the second tent only the high priest goes, and he but once a year, and not without taking blood, 
which he offers for himself and for the unintentional sins of the people. By this the Holy Spirit indicates 
that the way into the holy places is not yet opened as long as the first section is still standing (which is 
symbolic of the present age). According to this arrangement, gifts and sacrifices are offered that cannot 
perfect the conscience of the worshiper, but deal only with food and drink and various washings, 
regulations for the body imposed until the time of reformation. [We’ll continue with v. 13.] For if the 
blood of goats and bulls, and the sprinkling of defiled persons with the ashes of a heifer, sanctify us for 
the purification of the flesh, how much more …?”

What tense are these sacrifices in the temple being described in? They’re present tense. Now, what does 
that suggest? That the temple is still going on. Let’s look at another example of that in 10:1-4,

“Since the law was but a shadow of the good things to come instead of the true form of these realities, it 
can never, by the same sacrifices that are continually offered every year, make perfect those who draw 
near. Otherwise, would they not have ceased to be offered [and they still are being offered, you see], since 
the worshipers, having once been cleansed, would no longer have any consciousness of sins? But in these 
sacrifices there is a reminder of sins every year. For it is impossible for the blood of bulls and goats should 
be taken away.”

Now, that again looks like it is referring to a present sacrificial system. If you look quickly at the second 
main argument (“Jesus is a better sacrifice”), it seems incredible to me it would be written after AD 70, 
which was when the temple was destroyed, which meant that there were no more priestly sacrifices, there 
was no more Holy of Holies to enter. If all of that is gone, and you’re trying to show the superiority of the 
Christian sacrifice in Jesus Christ over that of the Old Testament, think how much your argument could 
have been advanced if you’d simply said, “Oh, and by the way, you don’t have any more sacrifices at all 
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anymore. You don’t have any more temple. You don’t have any more high priests.” Nothing like that ever 
comes up. And in a whole argument that Jesus is superior to the Old Testament sacrifices, it doesn’t make 
sense if they were written after AD 70, because you could argue so much more strongly that now you lack 
a sacrifice. Now you have no High Priest. Now you have no Holy of Holies to go into anymore. And ours 
did it once and for all. But the argument instead is that, these sacrifices are inferior for various reasons. 
And therefore, the fact that the end of the sacrificial system in AD 70 is never referred to, suggests to me 
that the book couldn’t have been written after AD 70. It’s incredible, if he wrote after AD 70, not to refer to 
the destruction of the Temple, and the end of the sacrificial system completely. It’s strange. I know that 
some people have a late date for this book, and this fact causes some real problems for their theory. But I 
don’t know how else to deal with it.

As to the audience, they look like they are Christian believers who are wavering in some way or other, 
3:1, “Therefore, holy brethren, you who share in a heavenly calling, consider Jesus, the apostle and high 
priest of our confession …”; 6:9-12, “Though we speak thus, yet in your case, beloved, we feel sure of 
better things — things that belong to salvation. For God is not so unjust so as to overlook your work and 
the love that you have shown for his name in serving the saints, as you still do. And we desire each one of 
you to show the same earnestness to have the full assurance of hope until the end, so that you may not be 
sluggish, but imitators of those who through faith and patience inherit the promises.” It seems that they 
are believers, and they really have to have been Jewish believers. I can’t imagine that Gentiles, even if 
they had become Proselytes, would have been as familiar as Jewish Christians to the Old Testament 
imagery and to the arguments on the superiority of the new order over the old. And as to the audience 
that is being addressed, the strongest suggestion as to whom the letter is addressed (since there’s no 
salutation) is 13:24, where you have the writer saying “Greet all your leaders and all the saints. Those who 
come from Italy send you greetings. ”Most likely, you’d make a reference as to the Italians who are with 
the writer if it were addressed to the people who were in Italy, so you’d say, “Some of you who are here 
from your own country (from Italy) send greetings.” So it looks like it’s addressed written to a church in 
Italy. And that would make sense, that Clement, the Bishop of Rome, where this letter would have gone, 
would have been the first one to quote the letter.

As to the letter itself, it may very well have been written as a kind of sermon. In 13:22, he refers to it that 
way, “Therefore I beg of you, brethren, bear with my word of exhortation.” In 2:1, he says, “Therefore we 
must pay much closer attention to what we have heard.” In 2:5, “For it was not to angels that God 
subjected the world to come, of which we are speaking.” In 5:11, “About this we have much to say, and it 
is hard to explain, since you have become dull of hearing.” And in 6:9, “though we speak thus ….” 
Sometimes Paul in his letters talks about what he “writes” in this particular way, “… though he has 
written this …”; here, however, the writer is using the word “speaking”. We see another one in 9:5, “Above 
it were the cherubim of glory overshadowing the mercy seat. Of these things we cannot now speak [not 
write, but speak] in detail.” And 11:32, “What more shall I say?” It may very well have been that this was 
intended to be understood as a sermon. Clearly, it was understood as something to be read aloud. But on 
the other hand, every book of the New Testament assumes that. But there are enough references here to 
think that it was particularly shaped as a kind of sermon to be read to the congregation.
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Chapter 45

Hebrews: Content
As to the outline of the book, I think you can divide it essentially into three main parts, with a conclusion. 
The first one (1:1-4:13) seeks to show the superiority of Jesus Christ as being greater than the prophets, the 
angels and Moses (his person-hood is greater than those); the second section (4:14-10:18) focuses on how 
he is a better high priest and sacrifice; then (thirdly), we have this exhortation in 10:19-13:17 to hold on to 
Jesus as the pioneer and perfecter of the faith; and then you have the conclusion (13:18-25).

Let me break down 1:1-4:13 a little more clearly here. Jesus is greater is greater than the prophets in 1:1-3,

“In many and various ways, God spoke to our fathers by the prophets, but in these last days he has 
spoken to us through his Son [in contrast to the prophets, we now have one who is the Son], whom he 
appointed the heir of all things, through whom also he created the world. He is the radiance of the glory 
of God and the exact imprint of his nature, and he upholds the universe by the word of his power. After 
making purification for sins, he sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high, having become as 
much superior to angels as the name he has inherited is more excellent than theirs.”

Now, he provides a greater revelation as the Son, and when you look at the prophets, they don’t compare, 
because Jesus is the heir of all things. You can’t say that of any prophet. You can’t say that of Elijah or 
Elisha, or Isaiah, or Jeremiah; but you can say it of Jesus. So why would anyone be tempted to go back to 
those inferior prophets and their teachings, instead of to the one who is their fulfillment? Not only that, 
he is the creator of all things. He created the world. As to Jesus, he reflects the very glory of God — he is 
the shekinah glory of God on earth. And you can’t say that about the prophets. He possesses the essence of 
God’s nature, and who he is corresponds exactly to what God is. If you want to know what God is like, he 
reflects the glory of God — bears the very stamp of his nature. He upholds the universe by his will. By his 
sacrifice he brought about purification from sin. There are no prophets that did that. And now he is seated 
at the very right hand of God. He is God’s “right-hand man”. Therefore, he is much greater than the 
prophets, and the revelation he brings is that much greater as well.

So we have then here the argument against going back to Judaism, and leaving the Christian faith, by 
going back to the teachings of the prophets. God has revealed something much greater, because he has 
sent his Son. And we have this greater revelation by the Son, who is heir of all things, who is the creator 
of all things, who reflects the shekinah glory of God, whose very essence is that of God’s nature, who 
upholds the universe by his will, who is the one sacrifice that brought about purification for all things, 
and who is now seated at God’s right hand. Why would anyone ever want to switch from this Jesus back 
to that revealed through the law and the prophets? We see an emphasis here on the greatness of Jesus. 
Some of this we’ve come across. In Colossians 1:15, Jesus is the creator and heir of all things, and in 
Philippians 2:6, he reflects the very glory of God, “… who being in the form of God” is the essence of God, 
and reflects his nature. Therefore, God has highly exalted him and given him a name above every name, 
much like this statement here in Hebrews. So this is a common understanding of the church as to Jesus 
and his deity.
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He is not only greater than the prophets; he’s greater than the angels. Here, you have Jesus, unlike the 
angels, as God’s Son. He is worshiped by the angels; he has the rights and authority of the firstborn in a 
family; and here you have in 1:8 another very powerful Christological statement as to the deity of Christ, 
“But of the Son he says, ‘Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever.’” Some have tried to translate this as “God 
is thy throne forever and ever.” But, “Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever,” is an address. “Thy throne is 
God forever and ever” is a statement. And nowhere in the Jewish literature, the Talmud or the Targum, is 
that passage ever interpreted as a statement about God; it’s always understood as an address to God. So we 
have to translate this, “Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever.” The last comment here is against critics 
who want to interpret it in the form of “God is thy throne forever and ever.” It’s not a statement; it’s 
always understood as an address. So he is greater than the angels.

In chapter 3, he is greater than Moses (vv. 1-6),

“Therefore, holy brethren, you who share in a heavenly calling, consider Jesus, the apostle and high priest 
of our confession, who was faithful to him who appointed him, just as Moses also was faithful in all 
God’s house. For Jesus has been counted worthy of more glory than Moses — as much more glory as the 
builder of a house has more honor than the house itself. (For every house is built by someone, but the 
builder of all things is God.) Now Moses was faithful in all God’s house as a servant, to testify to the 
things that were to be spoken later, but Christ is faithful over God’s house as a son. And we are his house 
if indeed we hold fast our confidence and pride in our hope.”

So, we have here then the emphasis on the superiority of Jesus over the prophets, over the angels, and 
over Moses as well. He is not a servant; he is a son.

In 4:14-7:28, you have the emphasis on Jesus as a better high priest and sacrifice. For instance, 5:1-3, 
“Every high priest chosen from among men is appointed to act on behalf of men in relation to God, to 
offer gifts and sacrifices for sins. He can deal gently with the ignorant and wayward, since he himself is 
beset with weakness. Because of this he is obligated to offer sacrifice for his own sins just as he does for 
those of the people.” So, when you look at our high priest, you have this compared to the high priest of 
Israel. They, first of all, have to offer sacrifices for their own sins. We have a high priest who is without sin 
and doesn’t have to do that. In 7:23, ff., there is the fact that there are many of these different high priests,

“The former priests were many in number, because they were prevented by death from continuing in 
office, but he [Jesus] holds his priesthood permanently, because he continues forever. Consequently, he is 
able to save to the uttermost those who draw near to God through him, since he always lives to make 
intercession for them. For it was indeed fitting that we should have such a high priest, holy, innocent, 
unstained, separated from sinners, and exalted above the heavens. He has no need, like those high priests 
to offer sacrifices daily, first for his own sins and then for those of the people, since he did this once for all 
when he offered up himself. For the law appoints men in their weakness as high priests, but the word of 
the oath, which came later than the law, appoints a Son who has been made perfect forever.”

So, the quality of our priest is so much better. And, we don’t have many sacrifices, we have one, once, for 
all.

And finally, there is that “once for all” emphasis, in 10:11-14, “And every priest stands daily at his service, 
offering repeatedly the same sacrifices, which can never take away sins. But when Christ had offered for 
all time a single sacrifice for sins, he sat down at the right hand of God, waiting from that time until his 
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enemies should be made a footstool for his feet. For by a single offering he has perfected for all time those 
who are sanctified.” Here, we have again the “once, for all-ness” of Jesus’s sacrifice. And when you think 
about it, there’s no sacrifice that could compare to it, so how could anyone think of an additional 
sacrifice? And, when you think from the perspective of the believer, what would you want to add to the 
sinless, spotless sacrifice of Jesus, which is done once for all, for your salvation? You want to add 
something to this? How utterly pitiful anything you might add could be! So we accept it as such, by 
grace, through faith, and leave it that way.

Then, we have these exhortations to hold fast to Christ the pioneer and perfecter of faith. I’ll read a few of 
those: 10:26-31,

“For if we deliberately go on sinning after receiving the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a 
sacrifice for sins, but a fearful expectation of judgment, and a fury of fire that will consume the 
adversaries. Anyone who has set aside the law of Moses dies without mercy on the evidence of two or 
three witnesses. How much worse punishment, do you think, will be deserved by the one who has 
trampled underfoot the Son of God, and has profaned the blood of the covenant by which he was 
sanctified, and has outraged the Spirit of grace? For we know him who said, ‘Vengeance is mine; I will 
repay.’ And again, ‘The Lord will judge his people.’ It is a fearful thing to fall in the hands of an angry 
God.”

Now, let me comment about the various warnings in the Book of Hebrews. There are numerous warnings 
about drifting away.

• In 2:1-3, “Therefore, we must pay much closer attention to what we have heard, lest we drift away from 
it. For since the message declared by angels proved to be reliable, and every transgression or 
disobedience received a just retribution, how shall we escape if we neglect so great a salvation?” This is a 
strong warning.

• 3:6b, “And we are of his house if indeed we hold fast our confidence and our pride in our hope.”

• 3:7-19, “Therefore the Holy Spirit says, ‘Today, if you hear his voice, do not harden your hearts as in the 
rebellion, on the day of testing in the wilderness, where your fathers put me to the test and saw my works 
for forty years. Therefore I was provoked with that generation, and said, ‘They always go astray in their 
heart; they have not known my ways.’ As I swore in my wrath, ‘They shall not enter my rest.’’ Take care, 
brothers, lest there be in any of you an evil, unbelieving heart, leading you to fall away from the living 
God. But exhort one another every day, as long as it is called ‘today,’ that none of you may be hardened 
by the deceitfulness of sin. For we have come to share in Christ, if indeed we hold our original confidence 
firm to the end. As it is said, ‘Today, if you hear his voice, do not harden your hearts as in the rebellion.’ 
For who were those who heard and yet rebelled? Was it not all those who left Egypt led by Moses? And 
with whom was he provoked for forty years? Was it not with those who sinned, whose bodies fell in the 
wilderness? And to whom did he swear that they would not enter his rest, but to those who were 
disobedient? So we see that they were unable to enter because of unbelief.”

• 4:1-13 [We’ll just read v. 1 for now], “Therefore, while the promise of entering the rest remains, let us fear, 
lest any of you are judged to have failed to reach it.” I might point out that these do not tend to be favorite 
Baptist texts. I remind you, though, that they’re in the Bible. I don’t care if you’re a lapsed Calvinist, you 
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need to preach and explain these texts. You can’t just read them and hope that the Spirit of God will work 
in people’s hearts.

• This next passage is really an interesting one, 6:4-9, “For it is impossible, in the case of those who have 
once been enlightened, who have tasted the heavenly gift, and have shared in the Holy Spirit, and have 
tasted the goodness of the word of God and the powers of the age to come, and then have fallen away, to 
restore them again to repentance, since they are crucifying once again the Son of God to their own harm 
and holding him up to contempt. For land that has drunk the rain that often falls on it, and produces a 
crop useful to those for whose sake it is cultivated, receives a blessing from God. But if it bears thorns and 
thistles, it is worthless and near to being cursed, and its end is to be burned. Though we speak in this 
way, yet in your case, beloved, we feel sure of better things — things that belong to salvation.”

Notice the description of these people who fall short. They have repented; the issue is to restore them to 
repentance. They have been enlightened. Paul makes some reference to that kind of thing in Ephesians 
5:8, “For once you were darkness, but now you are light in the Lord. Walk as children of the light.” They 
have tasted the heavenly gift. In the early church, this was often referred to as having been baptized. 
(Again, I’m talking about the early church’s interpretation.) Tasting of the heavenly gift, they were 
partaking of the Lord’s Supper. They became partakers of the Holy Spirit. They tasted the goodness of 
God’s word. 1 Peter 2:1, “So put away all malice and all guile and insincerity and envy and all slander. 
Like newborn babes, long for the pure spiritual milk, that by it you may grow up to salvation; for you 
have tasted the kindness of the Lord.” And they have tasted the powers of the age to come.

I don’t want to be sarcastic, but I think some of these who are lost seem to have experienced a lot more 
than some of the eternally saved in our churches. And, as teachers and preachers of the word, I think that, 
if you’re a true Calvinist like Calvin was, part of the way they will endure and persevere in their faith is 
when you preach text like this as warnings. And God takes those warnings to assure them of their calling 
and salvation. I think that’s the way a good Calvinist should interpret these verses. These are means by 
which the church has helped to persevere. And I don’t know if you’re going to do be faithful to the word 
of God if you simply say, “By the way, these are all hypotheticals.” Be careful not to give false assurance to 
people who may have experienced those things and are not really part of the kingdom of God. Part of the 
warnings of Hebrews, if you’re a Calvinist, is to help them persevere by those very warnings. These are 
instruments of God to help them in that way.

And if you might say of the Arminians that they had experienced the salvation and then drifted away 
and became apostate, and were lost. Please note, though, that if you’re a Calvinist or an Arminian, you’re 
not really that far apart. Because what you say is, “If they were once saved and lost it [like an Arminian]”, 
or “They were never saved to start with [like a Calvinist]”, you both agree that their eternal fate is the 
same. And that, I think is the important issue that you want to emphasize. The writer of Hebrews 
encourages us to make sure there is not in us a heart of unbelief that will keep us from these things; and 
that should be part of our preaching, too. Not just assurance, but also warnings against falling away, 
which are in the scriptures as well. And then you have some other passages that you can look at on your 
own there.

There is a great old hymn, written by Bernard of Clairvaux. He was the leader of a monastic order, 
around the middle of the twelfth century. He wrote,

“O sacred Head, now wounded, with grief and shame weighed down,
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Now scornfully surrounded with thorns, Thine only crown.
How pale Thou art with anguish; with sore abuse and scorn!
How does that visage languish, which once was bright as morn!
What Thou, my Lord, has suffered, was all for sinners’ gain;
Mine, mine was the transgression, but Thine the deadly pain.
Lo, here I fall, my Savior! ‘Tis I deserve Thy place.
Look on me with thy favor, vouchsafe to me Thy grace.
Men mock and taunt and jeer Thee, Thou noble countenance.
Though mighty worlds shall fear thee and flee before thy glance.
How art thou pale with anguish, with sore abuse and scorn!
How does that visage languish that once was bright as morn!
Now from Thy cheeks has vanished their color once so fair;
From Thy red lips is banished the splendor that was there.
Grim death, with cruel rigor, has robbed Thee of Thy life;
Thus, Thou hast lost Thy vigor, Thy strength in this sad strife.
My burden in Thy Passion, Lord, Thou hast borne for me,
For it was my transgression which brought this woe on thee.
I cast me down before thee, wrath were my rightful lot;
Have mercy, I implore thee; Redeemer, spurn me not!
What language shall I borrow to thank Thee, dearest Friend,
For this, Thy dying sorrow, Thy pity without end?
O make me Thine forever, and should I fainting be,

Lord, let me never, never outlive my love for thee. ”

May God grant that we will never outlive our love for Jesus, and that the warnings of the Book of 
Hebrews may help us to continue to pray that prayer that before denial will come death -- that God will 
be merciful in that way.
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Chapter 46

James
The writer of the Book of James simply introduces himself as (1:1),”James a servant of God and of the 
Lord Jesus Christ”. Well, there are a lot of James’s that we know of in the New Testament, for instance, we 
have James who is the father of Judas, one of the apostles; we have James the son of Alphaeus, who 
himself was one of the apostles; we have James the son of Zebedee and the brother of John; and we have 
James the brother of Jesus. With regard to the first two, we really know nothing about them. It would be 
almost impossible for such an anonymous James to write a letter and just say “I’m James”, expecting 
people to know who he was. The other two James’s are well-known. James the son of Zebedee, however, 
was martyred very early in the church under Herod Antipas, in about AD 44. I don’t know of anybody 
who would argue that James the son of Zebedee wrote this letter — it’s just too early in that respect.

This leaves only one other James, and that is James the brother of Jesus, as a possibility. We also know that 
James (Jesus’s brother) played a very significant role in the church — that he was the leader of the church 
in Jerusalem. It’s interesting that Peter has a leadership role in the church in Judea (as we see in Pentecost 
and the things that follow), but he doesn’t seem to have been “the leader of the church in Jerusalem”; that 
seemed to have been James, who apparently after the resurrection of Jesus became a believer. That James 
(the brother of Jesus) was martyred in AD 62. What happened there was that, during the absence of a 
Roman governor, the Sanhedrin and the high priest conspired and brought about the execution of James 
the brother of Jesus in AD 62. They did not, however, have the right to carry out capital punishment (we 
see this in the case of Jesus, where they had to bring him to Pontius Pilate to have him executed). When 
the Roman governor came back, he immediately deposed the high priest from his duties and placed a 
new one in his stead, because what he’d done was illegal. Of course, for James it didn’t matter (he was 
dead by then), but if he died in 62, and if this book was written by that James, the book had to be written 
before 62, making it one of the earlier books of the New Testament.

There have been problems, however, with this, and that is that James was not immediately received with 
overwhelming support, like we saw that Paul’s letters or the gospels were, when the Canon of Scripture 
was being recognized. It was what we call one of the “Antilegomena” (books that some people had 
reservations about). And those who argue against the authorship of James for this book say that if James 
the brother of Jesus had written this book, then the church would have immediately received it. Some 
also say that the Greek of the Book of James is too good for someone like the brother of Jesus to have 
written. Also, there are not an awful lot of historical quotations of Jesus in this book, or references to 
Jesus, and supposedly you would expect more of that from the brother or half-brother of Jesus (if you 
believe in the virgin birth, like I do). You would expect more references to him.

Having said that, against such a view, you have the fact that the book claims to have been written by 
James, and there’s only one James that it could fit, and that’s James the brother of our Lord. And when 
you look at the book, there are not direct quotations, but numerous allusions to the teachings of Jesus. 
Turn with me to 1:5, “If any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask God, who gives generously to all without 
reproach, and it will be given him.” You may also remember (Matthew 7:7), “Ask and it will be given you, 

!206



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

seek and you will find; knock and it will be opened to you.” Go to 5:2-3, “Your riches have rotted and your 
garments are moth-eaten. Your gold and silver have corroded, and their corrosion will be evidence 
against you and will eat your flesh like fire.” Compare that with Matthew 6:19-20, “Do not lay up for 
yourselves treasures on earth, where moth and rust destroy and where thieves break in and steal, but lay 
up for yourselves treasures in heaven ….” In 5:12, “But above all, my brethren, do not swear, either by 
heaven or by earth or by any other oath, but let your ‘yes’ be yes and your ‘no’ be no, so that you may not 
fall under condemnation.” Let me read Matthew 5:33-37 in the Sermon on the Mount, because the parallel 
there is very close, “Again, you have heard that it was said to those of old, ‘You shall not swear falsely, but 
shall perform to the Lord what you have sworn.’ But I say to you, Do not take an oath at all, either by 
heaven, for it is the throne of God, or by the earth, for it is his footstool, or by Jerusalem, for it is the city of 
the great King. And do not take an oath by your head, for you cannot make one hair white or black. Let 
what you say be simply ‘Yes’ or ‘no’; anything more than this comes from evil.” So you do have some 
close similarities like this.

The letter has an unusual introduction. You would expect from a Jewish Christian something like grace or 
peace included. But it has simply, “Greeting”, which is sort of the secular way that they had of introducing 
letters. And we have that in the letter that the Jerusalem Church, written under the auspices of James 
himself, sends to the churches in the Gentile world in Acts 15:22-23, “They sent Judas called Barsabbas, 
and Silas, leading men among the brethren, with the following letter: ‘The brethren, both the apostles and 
the elders, to the brethren who are of the Gentiles in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, Greetings.’” There’s a 
similarity there in that respect. It’s very hard to say what the brother of Jesus would have written. How 
do you climb into the minds of people like that? This is a letter that is very Jewish in orientation, that fits 
very well the situation of James, and also claims to be James. So I think the burden of proof is to deny that 
he wrote it. I don’t have those particular problems.

As to the date of it, I mentioned that James was martyred in AD 62, and if that’s so, the letter has to have 
been written before then. When you try to organize the Book of James, it’s like trying to organize the Book 
of Proverbs. It’s very difficult; you don’t have lengthy areas where arguments follow. Many times, you 
have proverbial sayings thrown in here and there. Generally something like what I have here [i.e., the 
outline https://www.biblicaltraining.org/content/new-testament-survey-acts-revelation] is useful if you 
need an outline in some way or other. But notice when you get to 4:13-5:20 “miscellaneous exhortation”. 
That’s a good, helpful outline of the argument.

We noted the typical Hellenistic greeting in the letter (instead of “peace” or “grace” it begins with 
“greetings”). He speaks of trials in v. 2 “Count it all joy, my brethren, when you meet trials of various 
kinds, for you know that the testing of your faith produces steadfastness.” James is telling his readers that 
there’s a sense that trials have a positive purpose. What happens in times of trial is that they establish 
your character. I remember talking to a good friend of mine, Mack Nettleton. We were talking about our 
youth, and how we worked hard in our youth, and some of the experiences we went through when we 
were young men. And we both agreed that we wanted it to be better for our children. We didn’t want 
them to have to go through that. And then, I realized that these are the experiences that made us the 
people that we are. In other words, the hard times that we went through helped develop our character. 
And if you want to prevent people from going through those kinds of things, you might be preventing in 
some ways the kinds of experiences that help develop character, steadfastness, etc. That doesn’t mean that 
you want to persecute your children so that their character develops, or anything like that. But it was 
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simply a reflection in that way. And James looks at going through trials in a positive sense here — that it 
helps develop our character.

When you get to v. 13, however, that exact same word in the Greek text is used, but here it is very 
negative, “Let no one say when he is tempted [or going through trials], ‘I am being tempted by God,’ for 
God cannot be tempted with evil, and he himself tempts no one.” This is a good example as to how you 
arrive at the meaning of words. It’s the exact same Greek word in root. But it’s used differently, because 
that word can be used in different ways. It can mean trials in a positive sense, in that in which it builds 
character; or it could be temptations that seek to destroy — it’s the same word. It’s the context that tells 
you that, and James makes that clear for us. In the first sentence it’s positive because it develops character; 
in the second sense it’s negative because it doesn’t come from God; it’s a temptation to do evil. It’s the 
same word, but the context tells us how it is used. It’s very important. Concordances are wonderful tools, 
but they can be very misleading if you think that all you have to do is look up the same word elsewhere, 
and it always means the same thing. In hermeneutics, we talk about words having a “pattern of meaning”, 
or a “range of meaning”. We talk about “norms of language”, so that there are possibilities. It’s the context 
that makes the specific meaning of the word clear for you. This is a good example, where we have within 
the same chapter, the same author using the same word in two different ways.

There’s an interesting statement here about v. 9, “Let the lowly brother boast in his exaltation, and the rich 
in his humiliation, because like a flower of the grass, he will pass away.” We see another parallel when we 
think about Matthew 5:5, “Blessed are the meek, for they will inherit the earth.” Rejoice in the exaltation 
that awaits you, and that is ours. The rich person (if it’s the rich believer), is to rejoice in his having 
humbled himself, having repented, and become a believer and possessing eternal wealth. If it’s a rich 
unbeliever, let him rejoice in now humbling himself and entering into eternal life. We’re not sure as to 
whether a believer or un-believer is meant here with regard to the rich person. But if it’s a rich believer, 
it’s because in having humbled himself, he inherits the earth. He becomes a follower of Jesus. If it’s an 
unbeliever, let him rejoice in humbling himself and taking faith in Christ.

The man who’s blessed in his going through trials, hopefully develops through that character and 
becomes more like Christ. There are other kinds of temptations, and the one thing that James says here is 
not to think that they come from God. God does not send temptation. He may allow trials to develop our 
character, but he never sends temptation in order to destroy and to cause us to fall. The Bible is interesting 
as to when it talks about the sources of temptation. I don’t know if any of you have ever seen re-runs of 
Flip Wilson’s comedy sketches of a woman named Geraldine. Whenever Geraldine did something wrong, 
her response was, “The devil made me do it.” She blamed the devil for everything that she would do. 
There is a sense in which temptation has as one of its possible sources, the devil. But Christian theology 
has always said that temptation comes from the world, the flesh, and the devil. And if you remove the 
devil from the scene, it doesn’t change the fact that we still can be tempted. And if you remove the world 
from us, we can still be tempted, because I can see that within me, I can will to do what is right, but to do 
it is not possible. And Paul talks strongly about the flesh and its weakness, and the temptations that the 
flesh brings. So, when you look at all of the possibilities that face us, it’s not only the devil, but the world, 
and the flesh itself.

As we come to the end of that chapter, he gives an example of what true piety and religion is like (v. 26), 
“If anyone thinks he is religious and does not bridle his tongue but deceives his heart, this person’s 
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religion is vain. [James will talk more about the tongue later on.] Religion that is pure and undefiled, 
before God and the Father, is this: to visit orphans and widows in their affliction, and to keep oneself 
unstained from the world.” I trust that orphans and widows, the poor, will always be an aspect of your 
ministry. James thinks pretty highly that, that’s what pure religion is all about. And if you don’t have time 
for that in your ministry, you don’t have time for ministry. It’s very important — I know that we 
emphasize missions, evangelism, and winning the lost, and I’m not saying that you shouldn’t do those 
things. But if you don’t have room for the poor and the orphans, there’s something basically wrong. I 
have a good friend named Clarence Bass who taught theology at Bethel Theological Seminary, and every 
now and then we’d talk about politics, and about what’s going on in government; and he always came up 
with a reply of “But how do the poor come out in all of this?” I got tired of that, and then after a while I 
realized that there’s something wrong with me, not with Clarence. He had it right, with his concern for 
the poor. Religion that is pure and undefiled before God and the Father is to visit orphans and widows in 
their affliction. Be concerned for the poor.

The problem of James that most people have comes up in 2:14, ff. When Luther was wrestling with the 
defense of the doctrine of justification by faith, the section that his opponents would always quote back to 
him was in James, because James emphasizes works, “What does it profit, my brethren, if someone says 
he has faith but does not have works? Can faith save him? … faith by itself, if it does not have works is 
dead.” And Luther didn’t like James, and called it a “straw epistle”. And in his German translation of the 
Bible, in the New Testament, James is further back, much nearer to the end than it is even now. It reveals 
that Luther would have probably preferred for James to be so far back as to be outside of the New 
Testament, but he couldn’t and wouldn’t do that. The church’s canon tradition was too strong for him to 
do that.

One of the things that we emphasize in the hermeneutics class is, again, the importance of making sure 
that you know what writers mean by the words they use. And, faith has a number of possible meanings. 
The meaning that this kind of faith James is talking about has associated with it, is very different than the 
meaning that Paul associates with it. In v. 14, he says it is a faith that has no works. And in v. 19, he refers 
to a faith that believes that God is one, like the demons do. And so it’s a faith that in v. 16 can see a brother 
or sister, a fellow Christian, ill-clad, hungry, and simply say platitudes (“May the Lord bless you”), 
without doing anything to take care of that person. That’s the kind of faith that James is talking about. 
That is not the kind of faith Paul talks about. Paul is talking about a whole-hearted trust, a complete trust 
that God in his mercy and in his grace has provided a way in which we can be forgiven. And we throw 
ourselves at the feet of Jesus and ask him in his mercy to present us before the father. And it’s something 
that is not simply an intellectual acknowledgment that god is one.

When he describes works, on the other hand, it’s the works of clothing people, giving them something to 
wear (v. 15-16). In v. 21, it’s the kind of works that Abraham did in offering his son upon the altar. It’s the 
kind of works that (v. 25) Rahab carried out when she protected God’s messengers at the risk of her own 
life. Those are the kinds of works being referred to. You have to turn to the question now of what Paul is 
referring to when he refers to faith -- the kind of trust that Abraham had, that he even believed that God 
could raise his son from the dead when he was about to offer him as a sacrifice. And the works he’s 
talking about are very different. The works that Paul talks about don’t mean clothing the naked and 
feeding the hungry; they mean submitting to circumcision, doing various rituals of the law, doing what 
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some people now call the boundary markers of Israel, those things that were unique to Israel, such as 
circumcision, the Sabbath, various rituals of eating, and the like.

The words here don’t mean the same thing, so you can’t equate Paul’s meaning with what James is talking 
about when he talks about faith; and you ascribe James’s meaning when Paul talks about faith. The same 
goes with works. I have noted here v. 14b, “What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith?” 
This is the KJV translation, but note that it does NOT say, “What does it profit, my brethren, if a man has 
faith?” James would not accept this as faith, any more than Paul would. This is simply someone claiming 
they have faith. And in the next part of that verse, he says, “Can [and then the article] that faith [what we 
just talked about, referring to the previous faith] save a person?” And the answer is no. Doesn’t faith 
always save? No — even demons have faith .We need to differentiate between the kinds of faith we’re 
referring to when we talk about saving faith. The intellectual assent of demons that acknowledge 
existence of God doesn’t save people. The kind of faith that saves is the kind that trusts in God like 
Abraham did, and Rahab did, and others like that. So I think much of the problem here is that the terms 
are being used differently. They don’t mean the same as what Paul means. And therefore, the conflict is 
not as great as some people might like to make it.

Having said that, there’s a difference in emphasis. And you will always find that in your counseling of 
people, this one gospel you believe in, you might want to emphasize different things to different people. 
There are people that you need to emphasize the need of repentance to, if they’re thinking about 
becoming a Christian. You want to emphasize that they need to repent and turn from their sin. There are 
other people for whom you don’t have to say that at all, because they’re heart-broken, and they know the 
need for repentance. They have a supreme sorrow over their sin and they want to leave it — they just 
want to know what they can do. If they repent, can God save them? Yes, if they believe in Jesus. Then you 
go into an emphasis on faith. It’s by grace -- there’s nothing they need to do if their heart is right; just trust 
in Jesus. For others you emphasize perhaps what this involves — that one must turn from their sin. And 
if you know perhaps which particular sins are plaguing them, you might want to single them out, like 
Jesus does to the rich young ruler.

At the end, I just want to call your attention to the fact that what James is talking about in these verses, 
Paul talks about in Galatians 5:6, “For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision counts for 
anything, but only faith, [and then he adds] that works through love ….” You almost would think that 
this came from James, but Paul said it. It’s a faith that works through love. And Jesus’s words in Matthew 
7:21 are similar, “Not everyone who says to me ‘Lord, Lord,’ will enter the kingdom of heaven, but the one 
who does the will of my Father who is in heaven.” So both of them you could say that this simple verbal 
assent that even demons can do doesn’t save; but it has to be a faith that brings about and works through 
love.

In chapter 3:1-12, we have various sayings about proverbial kinds of wisdom, talking about the tongue, 
something that ministers should especially be careful to read and work their way through carefully. There 
are some people who never get in trouble with their tongue because you don’t know they can speak. They 
never say anything at any time. Those who are going to be leaders in the church have to speak. And when 
you think of all the times you can speak, you need to pray that God will guard your tongue. I’ve often 
been amazed at how God has kept Billy Graham over the years. Think of all the times he’s talked, over 50-
plus years of ministry — and of the possibilities. And when you have someone all of a sudden stick a 
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microphone in your nose, and you have to say something that you haven’t worked out carefully and 
thought out, it’s a call to be careful. And on Sundays when you preach, you can have the most wonderful 
25-minute sermon the world has ever heard, but five seconds later say something that destroys it all if 
you’re not careful. So, read over 3:1-12 constantly in your ministry, and make sure you do it in class as 
well.

In 5:1-6 he says something that may seem a little harsh for us,

“Come now, you rich, weep and howl for the miseries that are coming upon you. Your riches have rotted 
and your garments are moth-eaten. Your gold and silver have corroded, and their corrosion will be 
evidence against you and will eat your flesh like fire. You have laid up treasure in the last days. Behold, 
the wages of the laborers who mowed your fields, which you kept back by fraud, are crying out against 
you, and the cries of the harvesters have reached the ears of the Lord of hosts. You have lived on the earth 
in luxury and in self-indulgence. You have fattened your hearts in a day of slaughter. You have 
condemned and murdered the righteous person. He does not resist you.”

Is this a condemnation for everybody who’s rich? First of all, before we answer that, don’t interpret this as 
being said in an American middle-class society. In the society James is talking about, there are two kinds 
of people: poor people and rich people. And the rich people are rich because they keep the people in the 
other class poor. They’re an oppressing group. It could be that not every rich person of James’s time was 
oppressive, but in general that’s true. And when you have that inordinate kind of separation between the 
poor and rich, this great divide, the poor, if they rise up, treat the rich as a group, a unity that have been 
oppressing them in some ways. So, when James talks this way, he’s talking about the general rich person 
who’s part of the oppressing group who, for instance, can oppress the poor, not pay them their wages and 
get away with it because they have influence and authority, that can see people who are poor who are 
troublemakers beaten up or killed. It’s this understanding of the rich of that time that’s being understood.

Having said that, the danger of riches is very clear in the New Testament. The story of the rich young 
ruler, who seemed to be a wonderful man — the kind of person you’d have as an elder in your church, 
was confronted by Jesus with the god he held other than the real God. And he was so much in love with 
his riches, that when he was told he has to sell it all and get rid of it, he couldn’t do it. Maybe some of us 
can be thankful that we’ve never been rich and have never had to go through that temptation. Better to 
have never been rich, and not having been lost over the challenges of those riches. If you don’t have a lot 
of riches, it’s a lot easier to repent in that regard.

Verse 5:8 is a concluding look as to the future. James points us ahead and says, “Be patient. Establish your 
hearts, for the coming of the Lord is at hand.” You’ll find in the next letters as well that hope, that looking 
forward to the return of the Lord, where we pray “Thy kingdom come, thy will be done on earth as it is in 
heaven ….” And the cry of “Maranatha!” is an integral part of the faith and hope of the early church. 
James is a book of proverbs worth reading. It’s hard to organize in many ways, but I hopefully gave you a 
few helps as to this particular book today.
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Chapter 47

1 Peter: Introduction
The author of this book begins, “Peter, an apostle of Jesus Christ.” There’s no doubt at all as to who this 
author claims that he is. He is Peter. How many great Peters do you know in the early church? One. Also, 
he in 5:1 refers to himself, “… as a fellow elder and a witness of the sufferings of Christ …” one who was 
present at the sufferings of Jesus, an eyewitness.

Objections to Peter having written this:

• Like James, some claim that the Greek is too good for Peter to have written it. We’ll talk about that in 
just a minute.

• Some say that there’s a little too much Pauline theology here. I don’t know if Pauline theology is just 
Paul’s theology. I think this may be the theology of the Christian church that both Paul and Peter share.

• Some suggest that what we have in 1 Peter is a persecution by the state, which is an event that didn’t 
take place until after the death of Peter.

Let’s look at these three objections more closely. For the first one, it’s likely that Peter used an amanuensis 
(in other words, he dictated to a secretary). A secretary is mentioned in 5:12, “By Silvanus, a faithful 
brother as I regard him, I have written briefly to you.” He’s written using Silvanus, who perhaps touched 
up what Peter was saying, and made it into better Greek. Also, I don’t think you should say that either 
Peter or James were extremely uneducated people. There is a kind of education that people have through 
experience, and after 30 years or so of being a leader in the church, it’s amazing how much Greek you can 
learn. I think the idea that Peter is too uneducated to write this loses sight of the fact that people do grow 
in their writing ability and their speaking ability. I hope that 30 years after you’ve begun your preaching, 
you’ve become a better preacher. I trust that you’ll be writing better 30 years on than you do now. And I 
think that we can attribute the same possibility to Peter.

As to its Pauline theology, you have to remember that Silvanus was closely associated with Paul. And if 
he is acting as the secretary at this point, it’s doubtful that Peter had such a totally opposed theology that 
they couldn’t get along.

As to the alleged persecution, there is persecution in the church. But you have to remember that Paul 
experienced lots and lots of persecution, of which none of it was official until the very end. In 2 
Corinthians 11:23-28, where Paul talks about all his beatings, imprisonments, etc., there was nothing there 
that was official, coming from Rome. Sometimes he went into a city and the officials took a hand in this; 
but it was not an organized, official persecution. And most of it was instigated by other opponents, 
coming from the synagogue. Paul’s understanding of civil authority seems to be too positive for him to 
have undergone an official kind of persecution. Look at 3:13-14, “Now who is there to harm you if you are 
zealous for what is good? But even if you should suffer for righteousness’ sake, you will be blessed. Have 
no fear of them, nor be troubled.” This does not look like the kind of persecution that the writer of the 
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Book of Revelation is talking about, in which the state is actively seeking to take the role of Satan in trying 
to do away with the church. This is not the kind of persecution that we find established later on.

The letter is addressed to the exiles of the dispersion. Here, they seem to refer to Gentiles, whereas in 
James, they seem to refer to Jews. In James 1:1, we have “… to the twelve tribes in the dispersion ….” 
Here, we have the twelve tribes being primarily Gentile in nature. In James 2:1-3, he makes this comment, 
“My brethren, show no partiality as you hold the faith of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Lord of glory. For if a 
man wearing a gold ring and fine clothing comes into your assembly, and a poor man in shabby clothing 
also comes in, and if you pay attention to the one who wears the fine clothing ….” Now, “assembly” in this 
verse is the Greek word “sunagogen”, and it probably refers to what we would call a “synagogue”. At the 
time when James wrote, the church was still meeting regularly in the synagogue. It is only afterwards, 
after the fall of Jerusalem and later on towards the end of the first century, that Jewish Christians were 
essentially kicked out of the synagogues, because there came to be a Jewish prayer of judgment upon the 
Christian community, the followers of “The Way”. And you couldn’t go to the same synagogue regularly 
when that started, and pray with the congregation a request to bring judgment upon the Christian 
community. So eventually, that drove Jewish Christians out of the synagogue. But here, this doesn’t seem 
to be true yet. They’re still part of the synagogue in that regard.

For Peter, however, they are clearly Gentiles, who are through faith Abraham’s children, and thus part of 
the dispersed people of God. In 2:10, for instance, “Once you were no people, but now you are God’s 
people; once you had not received mercy, but now you have received mercy.” That makes no sense if it’s 
addressed to Jews, but it makes good sense if it’s addressed to Gentiles. And if we look at 4:3, “Let the 
time that has passed suffice for doing what the Gentiles want to do, living in sensuality, passions, 
drunkenness, orgies, drinking parties, and lawless idolatry. With respect to this they are surprised when 
no longer join them ….” In other words, let the past be sufficient for having done the Gentile sins you 
were once involved in.

The place of origin is mentioned in 5:13, and it’s labeled as Babylon, “She who is at Babylon, who is 
likewise chosen, sends you greetings, and so does my son Mark.” Could that literally mean Babylon, the 
great city on the Tigris/Euphrates River, in what we call Iraq today? The city of Babylon existed in the 
time of the first century. In fact, when we talk about the Jewish oral traditions being written down in the 
Mishnah (which, together with its commentary the Gemara, makes up the Talmud), we have to point out 
that there were actually two Talmuds. One originated in Jerusalem, and is called the Jerusalem Talmud. The 
second is the Babylonian Talmud, which originated with Jews who were still living in Babylon. So this 
could, then, refer to Babylon, the city on the Tigris/Euphrates River. However, it looks more like it would 
refer to the city of Rome, because Rome is the new center of the world, the new “Babylon”. And, in the 
Book of Revelation, Babylon is clearly a code word referring to the city of Rome. We’ll look at that in a 
few weeks, where Babylon is portrayed as this great harlot sitting on seven hills. I don’t know if the 
writer of Revelation didn’t think that everybody in the world would immediately know he’s talking about 
Rome, because Rome was built on seven hills. The other thing about 5:13 is that Mark is with him. 
Tradition is very strong that Mark is associated with Rome, and that he wrote his gospel after Peter died 
in Rome, in order that the Jesus traditions that he taught would not be lost. So, I think 1 Peter is written 
from Rome to the Gentile Christians in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia (in other words, 
to the Christians further to the east).
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The outline has a normal salutation, the identity of God’s people being emphasized, responsibilities for 
the people and for the church, and a conclusion.
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Chapter 48

1 Peter
This is an interesting book, and it’s a very strong and pregnant theological work. God is constantly being 
referred to time and time again. Isn’t God always referred to in the Bible? Yes, but the name isn’t given as 
often as in this book, where, in every 43 words, it comes up again. There’s also a strong emphasis on what 
we would call the Doctrine of the Atonement, the sacrificial nature. As early as the second verse, in the 
salutation “… we are chosen and destined by God the Father, and sanctified by the Spirit for obedience to 
Jesus Christ and for sprinkling with his blood ….” We see the sacrificial nature of Jesus being referred to 
there. We have reference to the sufferings of Christ in v. 18, and I want point out a word used, “… you 
have been ransomed … not with corruptible things such as silver or gold ….” Here, we see the idea of a 
metaphor which we’ve seen in earlier texts of being purchased out of slavery. We once were slaves to sin, 
and we were ransomed through the death of Jesus Christ. Jesus paid it all, in other words.

The interesting thing, though, is that the New Testament never pushes that metaphor of ransom any 
further. When you use a metaphor, you use it to express one basic point. You liken something to 
something else. If you ask, “What is God like?” You could respond that he’s like a loving father. That’s a 
perfectly good metaphor. And it conjures up in people’s minds the way a father loves his children and 
cares for his children, and this is the way God loves his people and cares for them. You never go the next 
step, and say, “OK, well, who’s his wife?” You never go the next step in the New Testament when it talks 
about being ransomed, by asking to whom the ransom was paid. The early church, especially Origen, 
wrestled with the metaphor and pressed it further than it should be. The idea of being purchased through 
the death of Jesus Christ from our slavery is a wonderful metaphor. But that’s all the New Testament says. 
Later on, theologians began to speculate over the recipient of the ransom. Was it paid to Satan? Is it such 
that Satan had bound all of us, and Jesus gave his life to Satan to pay him off for us, and then he escaped 
his clutches by rising from the dead? The New Testament doesn’t do this. It recognizes that a metaphor is 
good to get a basic point across, but don’t press it further than that. So the ransom idea is a wonderful 
idea — the notion of our being slaves to our sin, and being freed and liberated by Jesus’s death, who is 
our ransom. But it doesn’t go on to the next step.

We have reference as we continue (1:19) to the precious blood of Jesus Christ as the Lamb without spot or 
blemish. In 3:13, he suffered for you once, for all. In 2:24, he bore our sins on the tree, and we’re healed 
with his wounds. In 3:14 he died for the just and the unjust, etc. There are lots of references in 1 Peter to 
the death of Jesus on our behalf.

In other terminology, in 1:3 we have something that looks almost like he’s reading John 3:3, “Blessed be 
the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ! According to his great mercy, he has caused us to be born 
again [or born anew] to a living hope through the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead.” So we have 
that “born again” terminology that we usually associate with John coming up here in the Book of 1 Peter.

In 1:4, the looked-for hope, “our imperishable inheritance, undefiled, and unfading, kept in heaven.” In 
1:10 we have this emphasis on the continuity between the old and the new, “The prophets who 
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prophesied about the grace that was to be yours searched and inquired about this salvation.” So you have 
tie-ins with the Old Testament. Again, this is not a new religion. This is the fulfillment; the prophets 
looked forward to this. Now the time has come. So you have that emphasis. In 1:13, you have essentially 
the exhortation, “Therefore gird up your minds for action, and being sober-minded, set your hope fully on 
the grace that will be brought to you at the revelation of Jesus Christ.” I get very frustrated with some of 
the ads that we have on television. The Nike ad says, “Just do it,” but I want to add, “Think!” We’re the 
‘now generation’; nothing is to be put off — just do it. Perish the thought that you should put it off, 
because you may come up with reasons not to do it. But here, Peter says if you focus on the future, it will 
affect the way you live in the present. He says to be sober, to gird up your minds for action, and set your 
hope on the grace that will be brought in the future; not the immediate, not the now, not the transitory.

In 1:17, we have the idea of our living at a time of exile, of our being essentially pilgrims in this present 
life. And then he goes on in chapter 2 and talks about Christ as a stone (2:4-8),

“Come to that living stone, rejected by men but in the sight of God chosen and precious, you yourselves 
like living stones are being built up as a spiritual house, to be a holy priesthood, to offer spiritual 
sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ. For it stands in Scripture: ‘Behold, I am laying in Zion a 
stone, a cornerstone chosen and precious, and whoever believes in him will not be put to shame.’ So the 
honor is for you who believe, but for those who do not believe, ‘The stone that the builders rejected has 
become the cornerstone,’ and ‘A stone of stumbling, and a rock of offense.’ They stumble because they 
disobey the word, as they were destined to do.”

We have here three Old Testament quotations: one from Isaiah 28:16; one from Psalms 118:22 [in the 
Septuagint, this is in Psalms 117]; and Isaiah 8:14 — all of which refer to a stone. You have these same 
references in Matthew 21:42 (where the Psalm quotation is referred to); and Luke 20:17 and Acts 4:11 also 
refer to the Psalms quotation. Romans 9:32-33 refers to the two Isaiah quotations. So, interestingly 
enough, you have not only the same quotation, but Paul in Romans 9:32-33 puts two of them together 
(two of the three that Peter has). What it looks like is this: As the early church studied the Old Testament, 
they began to see in it passages that uniquely referred to the coming of Jesus and the kind of savior he 
would be. And these may very well have been written down and recorded in a kind of collection of what 
they called “The Testimonia”. This would be a listing of prophecies that Jesus fulfilled. And the fact that 
various writers have the same “rock” passages, indicates that it’s not just Peter who’s thinking this way, 
but Paul also placed two of them right next to each other. Does this indicate a possibility that the early 
church began to group some of these testimonies, or prophecies that were fulfilled by Christ together? It’s 
quite possible that there was a “testimony book” (not a printed book that was circulated in volumes), and 
that early church leaders, as they brought these together, associated them, and they became part of a 
collection of prophecies. And these “stone” prophecies would be listed together because of the common 
word, “stone”, just as we have here these three associated because they all have a reference to “stone” in 
them.

Beginning at 2:18, he then has a set of household rules. We’ve seen that earlier in Ephesians and 
Colossians — rules together in various ways as to how servants should submit to one another, and wives, 
etc. In v. 21, that text became the basis for one of the most famous books of the Christian church, “For to 
this you have been called, because Christ also suffered for you, leaving you as an example, so that you 
might follow in his steps.” Charles Monroe Sheldon in the latter part of the nineteenth century wrote a 
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book entitled In His Steps, in which Christians came and decided that they would seek to follow and 
walk in the steps that Jesus would walk if he lived today. And years ago, I remember reading that some 
30 million of them had been translated and sold. Going on to 4:1, we have that same kind of teaching, 
“Since therefore Christ suffered in the flesh, arm yourselves with the same way of thinking ….” Follow 
Jesus; walk in his steps. It’s a very popular saying today, “What would Jesus do?” I’ve always been a little 
troubled by that. There are some times when it’s not really appropriate, because we can’t follow in his 
steps. He died once as a sacrifice for all the world, as much more than any of us can aspire. But the 
uniqueness of Jesus’s ministry makes that somewhat difficult. I think you might want to say, “What 
would Jesus have me do?” That would be fine, but if you simply say, “What would Jesus do”, that 
becomes difficult. You who are married, when the pastor said, “Do you take this woman to be your 
lawfully wedded wife?” (or “… this man to be your lawfully wedded husband?”), did you ask yourself 
what Jesus would do? It was not part of his ministry to be married. That’s not a fitting question at that 
point. In general, in terms of meekness, humility, etc., that’s fine. But I think it’s a little too simplistic to 
just say “what would Jesus do”, because there might be a unique aspect of his life that just doesn’t fit our 
particular life and what we’re planning.

We looked at 3:13-14 already. When we get to 3:18, ff. we have this very strong atonement teaching, 
“Christ also died for sins once for all….” In Hebrews we had that same term, “once, for all” in 7:27, 9:12, 
9:26, 10:10, etc. He died for sins — that is strong sacramental terminology .You can find that also in 
Hebrews 5:3 and 10:26, “For if we sin deliberately after receiving the knowledge of the truth, there no 
longer remains a sacrifice for sins.” This phrase “for sins” is very strong sacrificial terminology. Jesus’s 
death is being viewed as a sacrifice — a strong emphasis in the New Testament, a strong emphasis here in 
1 Peter, and in Hebrews especially. Continuing in 1 Peter 3:18, “… the just for the unjust …” or “… the 
righteous for the unrighteous…” in some translations. Here, this is even more pointedly referred to in the 
sense of the just in the place of the unjust, like in Mark 10:45. And we have the doctrine of the 
substitutionary atonement as well.

I remember on sabbatical in Germany I talked to the leader of a doctoral seminar who was doing 
something that was very courageous and unusual for a professor in a German university when he 
referred to the death of Jesus in the New Testament as a sacrifice. That was just looked down upon by 
most of the German theologians. They didn’t want anything to do with sacrifice — it’s primitive, it’s 
certainly uncultural, etc. And he was arguing, and several others at Tubingen were also arguing that it 
wasn’t sacrifice. The question then came up, “Was it a sacrifice as a substitute?” And he replied, “No, I 
never said that.” It was a sacrificial death, yes, but not substitutionary. And he had the hardest time with 
that, and at the end of the doctoral seminar that day, he ended in a way that it was hanging in the air. The 
next time we met was two weeks later, and he spent the whole hour trying to argue for sacrifice — yes; 
substitutionary — no. And another colleague who was there and I both agreed that the more he was 
trying to argue against substitutionary, the more it became apparent that it was substitutionary. It was 
very difficult for him, and Peter here I think says that it’s not only sacrificial, but the “just for the unjust” 
looks very substitutionary: the righteous for the unrighteous, or in the place of them, “… that he might 
bring us to God ….”

The purpose of all of this is in order that he might bring us to God. He doesn’t develop that. In other 
words, somehow, through the sacrifice of Jesus on our behalf, he brings us to God. That’s part of the raw 
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material that you use in developing a theology of the atonement. But he doesn’t go further than that. He 
doesn’t explain specifically how this sacrifice brings us to God. And what systematic theology does now 
is to take this raw material and bring other raw materials together and bring a systemized understanding 
of the New Testament with regard to that. And it takes other ideas into consideration, such as the idea of 
a “ransom”, the idea of “reconciliation”, of “propitiation”, and you have all of these various metaphors 
used to describe Jesus’s death, and now you systematize that into a system of theology. That’s what 
systematic theology does.

At this point, I think all we could say is that Peter tells us that through Jesus’s sacrificial death, he brings 
about our being accepted by God. Other materials, when you add to that, enable us to go further and 
become more specific in that respect. And I think I believe in a substitutionary atonement. I don’t think I 
would be able to say that that’s what he’s specifically trying to say here — I think that goes a little further 
than what Peter is saying in that regard.

Then he goes on in saying that he was “put to death in the flesh and made alive in the Spirit”, and then in 
v. 19 “in which he went and proclaimed to the spirits in prison, because they formerly did not obey, when 
God’s patience waited in the days of Noah, while the ark was being prepared, in which a few, that is, 
eight persons, were saved through water.” And then we see also in 4:6, “For this is why the gospel was 
preached even to those who are dead, that though judged in the flesh the way people are, they might live 
in the spirit like God.” These passages (3:19-20 and 4:6) have been interpreted in two ways. One 
interpretation is seen in the last statement that became part of the Apostles’ Creed.

The Apostles’ Creed is an early church creed. It was not developed by “the apostles”. It was called the 
Apostles’ Creed because it encapsulated in the mind of the early church the basic teachings of the 
apostles. But the last statement of the creed to be agreed upon as part of it was, “He descended into hell.” 
That is based on a particular understanding that, when Jesus died, he went and “preached to the spirits in 
prison” immediately after his death, and these who were there from Noah’s day, and so forth. And in 4:6, 
“preaching to the dead”, right after his death he descended to hell and preached that way. I think it’s a 
more popular way of interpreting it to understand that 1 Peter 3:19-20 refer not after the resurrection but 
that the spirit and Jesus worked through Noah, and in Noah’s day preached to those who at that time did 
not obey, and who now are dead. And that, instead of saying that right after the resurrection he 
descended to hell and did these things, it was rather that, in the time of Noah, the Spirit of Christ working 
through Noah and others preached to people to repent back then, to those who today, now, are dead. 
That’s why it was preached to those who now are dead, but were alive when they heard that preaching 
back then. As I say, I think that is the weakest part of the Apostles’ Creed, and I don’t think it’s based on 
good exegesis of this.

Then he draws an analogy to baptism which corresponds to their having been saved through water that 
“now saves you”. If you accept what I’ve argued earlier in the semester, that baptism is part of the 
conversion process, intimately associated with repentance, faith, confession, and being born again, that 
verse is not a major problem. If we separate baptism from the conversion experience, and make it 
something subsequent, an act of obedience after conversion, which corresponds to our experience but not 
the early church’s, then somehow baptism saving you has to be translated as something other than 
baptism as such. It has to be some sort of other experience, or to say “baptism symbolizes this”, but it 
doesn’t’ carry it out specifically.
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One other comment that I should have made earlier: When we talked about the possibility that 3:19-20 
and 4:6 refer to Jesus after his resurrection preaching to those in prison, that too has been interpreted by 
those who hold this in one of two ways. One is that it was a victorious proclamation vindicating him and 
also bringing a message of condemnation upon them, or the other is that it was a redemptive message, 
giving a second chance to those at that time. It gets more confusing as you get into this preaching to the 
dead, if you interpret it in that way, but those are the possibilities there.

Verse 5:12, once again, as it comes to the end, brings a concluding exhortation summary, “By Silvanus, a 
faithful brother as I regard him, I have written briefly to you, exhorting and declaring that this is the true 
grace of God. Stand fast in it.” Hang in there, in Jesus Christ. We have now our really very brief overview 
of 1 Peter.
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Chapter 49

2 Peter: Authorship
Very, very few people today would argue for Petrine authorship of this book. The Word Biblical 
Commentary, which is a conservative commentary series, argues against Petrine authorship. Of all of the 
books of the Bible, this is the one that is most difficult to defend in regard to authorship. 1 and 2 Timothy 
and Titus are denied by many as being Pauline, and I can handle that. But for 2 Peter, I must admit that 
there are questions that come up that I don’t know how to answer.

As to 1 Peter and 2 Peter, their style and vocabulary are very different. And the writer of 2 Peter has a 
unique vocabulary. There are 50 words in 2 Peter that are not found anywhere else in the New Testament. 
That’s a large number for such a small book like this. In 3:15-16, he states, “And count the forbearance of 
our Lord as salvation, just as our beloved brother Paul also wrote to you according to the wisdom given 
him, as he does in all his letters when he speaks in them of these matters. There are some things in them 
that are hard to understand [I have no problem with that statement at all — there are things in Paul that 
are hard to understand], which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction [I hope I’m not 
one of those, however], as they do the other Scriptures.” In other words, Paul’s letters here are equated as 
Scripture. Now, remember, the critics say it would have taken some time for all of Paul’s letters to have 
been gathered together into a single corpus or entity, and to then be acknowledged as equal to the Old 
Testament as Scripture. Therefore, this kind of a statement had to have been written much later than AD 
64 or 65, when Peter was martyred. 2 Peter is also related to the Book of Jude in a number of ways. And if 
he actually used Jude and some of the similarities are due to his having used Jude, then that also suggests 
a late date for 2 Peter.

Bauckham, in his commentary on Jude and 2 Peter, which is in the Word Biblical Commentary series, 
argues that this was a transparent fiction that everyone would have acknowledged. In other words, it’s 
not deceitful; it’s a legitimate literary genre of pseudepigrapha, just as you do not say that the writer of 
the Book of Enoch was deceitful. You would not argue that the writer of the Psalms of Solomon was 
deceitful, because they were trying to deceive as to who wrote it; this was a known genre of 
pseudepigraphy. So he’s arguing that 2 Peter is a pseudepigraphic work; it’s not deceitful, however, 
because it was transparent to everybody that Peter had not written it. It was written by someone saying 
in essence that if Peter were alive this is what he would write. So it’s a transparent fiction as such.

Another problem with this is that if Peter wrote it, why did the book have such a hard time being 
recognized as Scripture? Why was it part of the antilegomena (in other words, part of those books that 
were debated)? Some people thought it should not be included in the New Testament, whereas the 
homologoumena everybody acknowledged. Everybody acknowledged 1 Peter; some people argued against 
2 Peter. Well, let’s note the opening verse, where it claims to be Peter, “Simon Peter, an apostle of Jesus 
Christ ….” When we go on to vv. 16-18, “For we did not follow cleverly devised myths when we made 
known to you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but we were eyewitnesses of his majesty 
[He’s an eyewitness!]. For when he received honor and glory from God the Father, and the voice was 
borne to him by the Majestic Glory, ‘This is my beloved Son, with whom I am well pleased,’ we ourselves 
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heard this very voice borne from heaven, for we were with him on the holy mountain.” So he claims to be 
an eyewitness, and present at the transfiguration. And in 3:1 once again you have “This is now the second 
letter that I am writing to you, beloved. In both of them I am stirring up your sincere mind by way of 
reminder.” So 2 Peter claims clearly to have been written by the apostle.

As to style issues, this is a very small book, and it’s hard sometimes to say how much a small book can 
vary from larger books by the same author, and still be written by the same person. And this is especially 
true if you use a secretary. We know that in the first letter, Silvanus was actually the writer of the letter — 
it was dictated to him. When you ask who wrote Romans, your natural explanation is Paul, and that’s 
right — he’s the author of the book. But the person who technically wrote it down was a man named 
Tertius, who in 16:22 says “I Tertius, the writer of this letter, greet you in the Lord.” And so if you want to 
be technical, the one who had pen in hand, and dipped ink and wrote it on the papyrus was Tertius, not 
Paul. And if you allow freedom to your secretary (sometimes you may; sometimes you may not), maybe 
that allows for the various differences in style.

As to Bauckham’s argument in Jude and his commentary on 2 Peter, that this was a transparent fiction 
that everybody would have recognized, the fact is that it was NOT transparent, because no one 
recognized it. The argument was not whether this was a transparent fiction; it was, whether this was a 
fraud or Peter wrote it. Those were the only alternatives. So it was not a transparent literary genre that 
everybody recognized. The early church, when it was discussing the question of whether this book 
should be recognized as part of the Canon of Scripture, argued whether Peter wrote it or not. If Peter 
wrote it, it should be included in the Canon; if he didn’t write it, it should not be included, because it was 
fraudulent. It was not recognized at all as an open, transparent fiction. For 1500 years, plus, it was never 
recognized as pseuepigraphic, and if that’s true it’s not very transparent at all in that regard.

Pseudepigrapha is a good genre and works real well when there has been sufficient time that no one in 
the world can confuse you who are writing this, and the person’s name under which you’re writing it 
because the person’s been dead for a great number of years. In the case of the Book of Enoch, it’s not a 
problem; the guy’s been dead for thousands of years. So no one thinks Enoch is still writing this. In the 
case of the Psalms of Solomon, he’s been dead 900 years, so no one is really questioning that. This is not at 
all the case with regard to 2 Peter.

As to its canonical status, it’s true that it was debated. It was part of the antilegomena, not the 
homologoumena — not part of the group that everyone agrees to, but part of those which are debated. Yet, 
there was a third classification, and we’ll talk more about this on the last day of class, of books that 
everybody recognized were not part of the canon — the Notha. This book was never part of the Notha. It 
was always part of the disputed books, and it had far better argumentation for it than any of the other 
books that never were recognized, like the Shepherd of Hermas or 1 Clement, or something like that. So 
when you compare how the early church talked of 2 Peter, it had far better attestation and argumentation 
in favor of it than any book that was not accepted. The books that were not accepted were never as 
strongly supported as 2 Peter.

As to the reference to Paul’s letters being Scriptures, that is something of a problem. But does that mean 
that the writer had all of Paul’s books bound up in front of him, or does he know of individual letters, like 
Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, and he refers to them in that sense? When Paul wrote these books, 
to say that he wrote Scripture, or he had an insight into it, that does look rather early in some ways, but 
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it’s not impossible. As to the similarities between 2 Peter and Jude, there are all sorts of ways of 
explaining that. It could be that Jude used 2 Peter, not the other way around. They could both have been 
using a common source. It’s hard to argue that.

The lack of any clear ecclesiastical system of government in 2 Peter suggests that it’s not real late either. 
Later on, when you get into the early decades of the second century, you have the development of the 
monarchical bishop — a strong bishop ruling over a series of churches. Nothing like that comes up in 2 
Peter at all. Finally, the latest possible date for 2 Peter is AD 135, because it is referred to in the 
Apocalypse of Peter v. 5. The Apocalypse of Peter, the Apocalypse of Paul, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of 
Paul and Thecla, the Gospel of Thomas — there were a lot of what we call apocryphal books. This one, 
written around AD 135, alludes to 2 Peter, so that’s the latest that 2 Peter could have been written.

I just don’t really know enough about 2 Peter to be dogmatic about that. I’m just of the opinion that the 
author’s claim is as Peter, and until someone forces me to believe otherwise, I’ll maintain Petrine 
authorship in some way, having had a secretary perhaps write some of this material for him.
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Chapter 50

2 Peter
The opening verse is a very important Christological verse, “Simon Peter, a servant and apostle of Jesus 
Christ, To those who have obtained a faith of equal standing with ours by righteousness of our God and 
Savior Jesus Christ.” Does this refer to our God and also his Son, our Savior Jesus Christ, so that we’re 
referring to both God and to Jesus Christ, or are we referring to one person, who is both God and Savior, 
that is, Jesus Christ? We’ve talked about the same kind of grammatical situation in the Pauline letters. 
Here, you have one article “the” for both God and Savior, and that, in the normal way of understanding 
Greek grammar, refers to the same person; in other words, the “righteousness of [the one] our God and 
Savior, Jesus Christ.” We’re referring therefore to Jesus here as God. It’s a very explicit reference to Jesus as 
God here.

In 1:11, you have the same grammatical construction, where you have, “So there will be richly provided 
for you an entrance into the eternal kingdom of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.” We have one article, 
and there’s no question at all here that we’re referring to one person, who is our Lord and Savior, Jesus 
Christ. And in 3:18, we have, “… in the grace and knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ,” where 
again we have one article, meaning “the Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ”. So we have these three examples 
of one article that has two titles associated. In the 3:18 and 1:11 it’s very clear that we’re referring to the 
same person — the one that is Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. No one argues other than that, as to those 
two verses. It would seem, therefore, that the only way you could understand 1:1 is the same way: “the 
one, who is God and Savior, Jesus Christ.”

In 1:2, we have “May grace and peace be multiplied to you in the knowledge of [and now we have 2 
articles] THE God and THE Lord Jesus [our Lord].” So we have in 1:2, two articles that distinguish God at 
that point from the Lord Jesus, so it looks like it’s an intentional difference here to talk about he who is 
God, and the other person about whom we want to talk, he who is the Lord Jesus. In 1:1 we don’t have 
that; we have one article combining the two, so it looks to me like a very strong case that Jesus is being 
defined here explicitly with the title of God. And “God and Savior” as a combination term to describe 
someone is very common in the ancient world. It’s very common to pair up the two words, “the God and 
Savior” with an individual (maybe the Emperor or someone like that) in the ancient world. So you have 
this very strong teaching here about the deity of Christ.

And when we get to 3:18, we have a doxology given to Jesus, “To him [the only thing that this pronoun 
can refer to is the preceding ‘our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ’] be the glory both now and to the day of 
eternity.” There’s only one other place where you have a doxology given to Jesus, and that’s in Revelation 
1:4-6,

“Grace to you and peace from him who is and who was and who is to come, and from the seven spirits 
who are before his throne, and from Jesus Christ the faithful witness, the firstborn of the dead, and the 
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ruler of kings on earth. To him who loves us and has freed us from our sins by his blood and made us a 
kingdom, priests to his God and Father, to him be glory and dominion forever.”

Again, this is a doxology, and it has to refer to Jesus, because in a doxology it refers to God and Father, 
separate and distinct from Jesus. Except for those two incidents, all the doxologies in the New Testament 
are to God. God is the object of the doxology in all of these examples: Romans 16:27, 2 Timothy 4:18, 1 
Timothy 1:17, 1 Timothy 6:16, Philippians 4:20, Ephesians 3:21, Galatians 1:5, Jude 25, 1 Peter 4:11. There 
are two instances in which you have doxologies both to God and to Jesus, and they’re in Revelation 5:13 
and Revelation 7:10, where you have both Jesus and God in “… to Him who sits on the throne and to the 
Lamb”. But doxologies are given to God. So if there are two now that are directed to Jesus, what does that 
imply, Christologically? I don’t know how you get around the issue that in some ways, the writer of the 
Book of 2 Peter attributes deity to Jesus. I’ve mentioned several times that when you start putting these 
things together, and you try to treat the biblical material as not contradictory, but as teaching a unified 
doctrine, how do you put together that God is one (as we saw in James that even the demons believe), 
and then you have here references to Jesus’s deity? How do you maintain the deity of Jesus and not have 
a pantheon, so that you really have three gods — God who is the Father, God who is the Son, and God 
who is the Spirit? These three have a committee role together, but the early church couldn’t do that 
because of the one-ness of God, and they’ve come up with what we call the Doctrine of the Trinity. As I 
said before, if you can work it out better and stay true to the biblical material, I’m eager to hear it. Over 
the centuries, though, this doctrine seems to have been the best way of dealing with that. Again, 2 Peter 
has very strong doctrinal teaching of the deity of Jesus.

In 1:20-21, we have reference to Scripture, “You must understand this, that no prophecy of Scripture is a 
matter of one’s own interpretation.” This is the RSV translation, but another phrases this to say, “… no 
prophecy of Scripture derives from the prophets’ own interpretation.” NIV emphasizes more clearly that 
what is at issue here, is not that a prophecy of Scripture is up to us as individuals to interpret (that would 
be the New American Standard Bible), but rather that no prophecy of Scripture came simply by the 
prophet’s own ingenuity, or something like that. And I think the translation that points out that it does 
not come from the impulse of the individual is emphasized because in the next verse, I think it 
emphasizes that concept, “For no prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men moved by the 
Holy Spirit spoke from God.” I would argue that it’s better to interpret it, “No prophecy of Scripture 
derives from the prophets’ own interpretation.” Here, it’s dealt with as something that’s in the past. But 
the new RSV, in its seeking inclusive language, translates v. 21, “No prophecy ever came by human will, 
but men and women moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.” That translation I’d have problems with, 
because I don’t know of any Old Testament book of prophecy that alludes to having been written by a 
woman. And here’s an instance where historically, the Old Testament prophets were men. I’m not saying 
there were not prophetesses, but he’s talking about Scriptures, and here I think the word “men” would be 
more appropriate, because I think it corresponds to Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Hosea, Joel, Amos, etc., all 
being men in that respect.

In 2:20-22, we’re reminded of last week’s emphasis in Hebrews,

“For if after they escape the defilements of the world through the knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus 
Christ, they are again entangled in them and overcome, the last state has become worse for them than the 
first. For it would have been better for them never to have known the way of righteousness than after 
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knowing it to turn back from the holy commandment delivered to them. What the true proverb says has 
happened to them: ‘The dog returns to its own vomit, and the sow, after washing herself, returns to 
wallow in the mire.’”

This is a harsh statement, to say the least. But in some ways, like the writer of Hebrews, he’s saying that if 
you once came and made this commitment, and turned your back to the gospel, it seems impossible to be 
restored. I don’t know if it means falling away from the faith, but denouncing the faith and turning away 
from it. That may be something different, and I think that’s what’s meant here. They’ve gone further than 
just falling into sin of some sort, as in the example of the alcoholic who was converted and went on a 
binge again. I don’t think it means that kind of thing, but more like a situation where you’re asked to 
denounce Jesus or die, and you turn your back on Jesus. The question is, if a person truly repented after 
that, would they be saved? Yes, if there was true repentance. Another question is, when you make that 
commitment, can you get back to that place of repenting, etc.? And it brings in the whole issue of the elect 
in Calvinism, etc. But I think if you’re a Calvinist, you preach from these verses so that you make sure, 
like Hebrews says, that there is no heart of unbelief present in you. And such preaching becomes then an 
aid to assist in the persevering of the saints. You can’t simply say, “I don’t believe this; I’m a Calvinist.” If 
you’re going to do that, you’re going to have to give up Calvinism. But if you fit it into a Calvinist system, 
this would be a means of aiding the elect from not falling away by preaching this warning.

When we get to 3:8-10, we have a problem which begins in v. 4, which leads some to suggest that the time 
is later than Peter (3:3-4), “First of all you must understand this, that scoffers will come in the last days 
with scoffing, following their own sinful desires. For ever since the fathers fell asleep, all things are 
continuing as they were from the beginning of creation.” And the writer is telling us not to be ignorant (v. 
8), “that with the Lord one day is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day. The Lord is not 
slow to fulfill his promise as some count slowness, but is patient toward you, not wishing that any should 
perish, but that all should reach repentance.” The argument of Peter for the delay of the parousia is the 
mercy of God allowing time for people to repent.

In v. 11, ff. he talks about that day, and he makes a statement, “Since all these things are thus to be 
dissolved, what sort of people ought you to be in lives of holiness and godliness, waiting for and 
hastening the coming of the day of the Lord.” Other translations read “waiting for”, or “looking forward 
to”, etc. The word can be translated two different ways, “hastening the day”, or “earnestly desiring” (like 
the NIV has). I think the more common approach is to understand it as hastening the day of the Lord, and 
the problem with that of course is: how do you do that? In the early church the issue was debated. For 
instance, the rabbis thought they could hasten the day of the Messiah’s coming if they repented and 
showed true repentance and love towards one another. And one of the early church fathers, St. Clement, 
said that if Christians would achieve sexual purity, which was apparently a problem in his day), that 
would bring about the Lord’s return. And you have people saying that if each of the unreached people 
groups were to be reached, that would bring the return. I have no problem with unreached people 
groups, but if we’re talking about something written back in the first century, that sociological concept is 
stretching things a bit for their time. But if we reach every people group so they’ve heard the gospel, this 
would hasten the Lord’s return, and the answer is that I haven’t the faintest idea of (if it means 
hastening), how that would come about. It’s frustrating if it means that. On the other hand, of it means 
“earnestly desiring”, then we have once again the longing for, or looking forward to, ‘maranatha’, “Even so, 

!225



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

come quickly, Lord Jesus”. So the delay of the parousia was a problem for the early church, and it’s been a 
problem for the Christian church ever since.

I still remember being a young minister, when someone from my congregation came up to me and said 
that they realized in reading their Scripture that the Lord’s return is very, very close. And I read a verse 
that said (Romans 13:11), “Salvation is nearer to us now that when we first believed,” and so I think the 
Lord’s return is real close. And I hope I was more gracious than I might have been, but I said that it was 
even closer today than it was when Paul wrote that, indicating that this verse was written 1900 years ago, 
and I wanted him to realize that. So that same hope that they had, we should have, and we’re at least 1900 
years closer to the Lord’s return, but that doesn’t mean that we should panic over it.
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Chapter 51

1 John: Introduction
The Book of 1 John, like the Book of Hebrews, is anonymous. It does not have an authorship title 
associated with it, so that when we look at the books of the New Testament we have Hebrews and 1 John 
as letters that are not indicated as having a particular author, just as we have in the four gospels. 
Testimony as to its having been written by John (and here, the John we’re referring to is the Apostle John, 
the brother of James, one of the sons of Zebedee), we find allusions to this possibly in 1 Clement from AD 
96, in the Didache (no later than AD 125), and the Epistle of Barnabas sometime between AD 125-150. It is 
expressly stated as such beginning at the middle of the second century by Papias, and at the end of the 
second century by Irenaeus. There’s a great similarity to the Gospel of John, which is also anonymous, but 
associated with the beloved disciple, an eyewitness.

1 John claims to have been written by an eyewitness. In the opening verses, he says (1:1-3),

“That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we 
looked upon and have touched with our hands, concerning the word of life — the life was made 
manifest, and we have seen it, and testify to it and proclaim to you the eternal life, which was with the 
Father and was made manifest to us — that which we have seen and heard we proclaim also to you, so 
that you too may have fellowship with us; and indeed our fellowship is with the Father and with his Son 
Jesus Christ.”

In 4:14, we have another allusion, “And we have seen and testify that the Father has sent his Son to be the 
Savior of the world.” So the author does claim to be an eyewitness involved in the ministry of the life of 
Jesus. There are lots of similarities between 1 John and John. The easiest way to check that out is to just 
read quickly through the gospel of John, and then read 1 John, and you’ll see terminology coming up, 
vocabulary, expressions, theological emphases, etc. Carson, Moo and Morris, on p. 477 in their 
Introduction to the New Testament deal with that and you can look up some of them. They’re very easy 
to find.

There are some people who have argued that 1 John and the gospel of John were not written by the same 
author, but that the letter was written by the followers or “schools” established by the writer of the gospel. 
So there would be John, who writes the gospel of John, and John’s school of followers, who write 1 John. I 
personally think that it would be very difficult to distinguish between the author John and his followers, 
who are steeped in his theology, and write a book trying to use his vocabulary and style. It may be true, 
but you’d never be able to distinguish between them. I don’t think our ability of cutting and doing 
surgery with manuscripts is good enough to say that one was written by the school of John, and another 
written by John himself. I think that the very fact that it was written by the Johannine School indicates 
that they’re so much alike that they can’t be separated in some way. And if they can’t be separated, I don’t 
know how one could distinguish between John and his school.

There is a similarity in the purpose of each book. John 20:31 says, “… these are written that you may 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that by believing you may have life in his name.” 1 
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John 5:13, “I write these things to you who believe in the name of the Son of God that you may know that 
you have eternal life.” We have very similar purposes and vocabulary here. Dating this book involves 
what you would think of when considering the dating of the gospel of John. Tradition says that these 
were written late, in the AD 90’s, when John is an old man, probably written from Ephesus, where 
tradition associates him. I see no reason to deny this. The denial of John having written 1 John is not as 
fraught with presuppositions as the denial that he wrote the gospel, because the gospel of John 
[supposedly] could not have been written by an eyewitness, because it has so little content with history, 
supposedly, etc. So the denial of Johannine authorship of the gospel is due to the high Christology there, 
and the critics say that a real eyewitness couldn’t have written those kinds of things. So you have 
presuppositions involved with regard to one’s understanding of it. 1 John, then, has its dating and 
authorship issues raised because it is associated with John, and the questions with regard to Johannine 
authorship of John carry over to 1 John.

The normal form of biblical letters has an “A to B” salutation, followed by a greeting. There is no such 
normal introduction either in Hebrews or in 1 John. And some have suggested that therefore, they’re not 
letters written so much to individual churches, but are rather more like epistles, written broadly to the 
entire Christian church. There does seem to be, however, in 1 John 2:18-19, a kind of relationship existing 
between John and his readers that make it, not just a broad general epistle to the world out there, but 
more like a letter written to individuals that he knows, “Children, it is the last hour, and as you have 
heard that antichrist is coming, so now many antichrists have come. Therefore we know that it is the last 
hour. They went out from us, but they were not of us; for if they had been of us, they would have 
continued with us. But they went out, that it might become plain that they are not of us.” That looks like 
it’s not a broad, general kind of epistle, but much more of a letter expressing things that happened with 
regard to the church. People have left the church, and that only indicates that they were never really part 
of the church. And this brings to mind the theology of the church, where there is the visible and the 
invisible church. They were once part of the visible church, but they went out from us to indicate that 
they were really not part of the true church, or the invisible church.

The letter, as I’ve just pointed out, is written because of problems. There are people out there, and he calls 
them “antichrists” (plural — not THE Antichrist, but antichrists, plural). And in 4:1, ff. he again talks 
about this, “Beloved, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they are from God, for 
many false prophets have gone out into the world. [These people who are false prophets, but he goes 
further than that]. By this you know the Spirit of God: every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ has 
come in the flesh is from God, and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God. This is the 
spirit of the antichrist, which you heard was coming and now is in the world already.” There is an 
Antichrist that you’ve heard about who is coming; but already, little antichrists are around who carry out 
that ministry. They are not THE Antichrist, but they are antichrists as such because they are carrying out 
the ministry of the Antichrist. These particular antichrists are almost certainly Gnostic or proto-Gnostic 
individuals.

The tradition associates them with a man by the name of Cerinthus, who was an early Gnostic in the 
second century. And the teachings that they have seem to affect Christological as well as ethical areas. The 
Christological areas involve a denial of Jesus as the Christ, and as the Son of God. In 1 John 2:22-23, “Who 
is the liar but he who denies that Jesus is the Christ? This is the antichrist, he who denies the Father and 
the Son. No one who denies the Son has the Father. Whoever confesses the Son has the Father also.” Then 
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in 4:2-3, which we read before, “By this you know the Spirit of God: every spirit that confesses that Jesus 
Christ has come in the flesh is from God, and every spirit that does not confess Jesus [as having come in 
the flesh] is not from God. This is the spirit of the antichrist, which you heard was coming.” We’ve talked 
enough about Gnosticism that we can understand its dualism in regard to its understanding of reality. 
Spirit is good; matter is bad. It picks up on a lot of the philosophy of Plato. This being so, the Son of God 
would never have become truly incarnate. And, this spirit of antichrist in proto-Gnosticism here, denies 
that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh. It denies the incarnation, for that would have corrupted him. And 
usually, they associated the coming of the Son of God upon Jesus at his baptism in some way, and then 
parting before his death on the cross. There are other religions that also hold that belief (In Islam, they 
don’t believe that Jesus died on the cross — this is a very old kind of approach that way). Therefore, since 
there was no true incarnation, it only seemed or looked like the Word had become flesh. And Docetism is 
this particular heresy, which denies the incarnation, (the word becoming flesh). And it comes from the 
Greek word dokeo, which means “to seem”. It only seems like that, but it really wasn’t. And so you have 
the early church, working out its creedal formula with regard to both Jesus and the being of God, dealing 
with this docetic heresy (which says that it only looks like he was truly human). In its original sense, it 
involved this heresy of proto-Gnosticism, which has a dualism which argues that the word of God would 
have become contaminated if he had become flesh.

We use that word “Docetism” today as well, but in a more loose understanding. For instance, I know of 
people who so emphasize the deity of Christ, that his humanity is minimized. And they are essentially 
committing a docetic heresy. They’re denying the true humanity of Jesus, and they so overwhelm him 
with his divine attributes that he’s no longer the real human Jesus who said “Of that day and hour no one 
knows”, who said to the request of James and John to sit at his right hand, that “is not mine to give,” it’s 
only the Father who can do that. There are limitations that are present in the humanity of Jesus, and if 
you begin to minimize them, you start having a kind of a docetic heresy, which denies his true humanity. 
But here, it was based on a moral dualism that said that just having a physical form would have 
corrupted Jesus. When we use it today, we’re not following it in that particular area.

There’s also an ethical error that was associated with that dualism, and we see it in the opening verses, 
(1:6-10), where there is apparently an immorality associated with this particular group,

“If we say we have fellowship with him while we walk in darkness, we lie and do not practice the truth. 
But if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have fellowship with one another, and the blood of 
Jesus his Son cleanses us from all sin. If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not 
in us. If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins and to cleanse us from all 
unrighteousness. If we say we have not sinned, we make him a liar, and his word is not in us.”

So there’s apparently some kind of an attitude which is very common with Gnosticism, where you can 
take one of two extremes, one in which you are so concerned about the flesh you don’t want it to 
contaminate your true being, your spirit, and so you subdue the flesh to all sorts of strict disciplines. Or 
the other is the mindset that the spirit really can’t be contaminated by the flesh, so why struggle with the 
flesh? Just concentrate on keeping your thoughts and mind clean and pure. And therefore, immorality 
results, and you don’t worry about it one way or the other. And this seems to be a problem that John is 
dealing with. He is concerned with Christians who claim to be Christian but are living in sin, and we’ll 
look at that in just a minute.
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As to trying to outline John, there’s very little consensus. If you look at various commentaries on 1 John, 
you’ll find that their outlines don’t look very much like each other at all. It’s very different than when you 
look in commentaries on Romans, where people have very specifically and consistently laid out the 
verses which deal with the universality of sin, God’s remedy for sin, ethical areas, etc. Stephen Smalley in 
his Word Biblical Commentary divides it into four areas, but I. Howard Marshall divides it (when you 
look at all the small sections in Howard) in a much different way, so it doesn’t lend itself to easy 
organization.
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Chapter 52

1 John: 1 – 3
With regard to the book itself, right away as we begin at v. 1, it immediately brings to mind all sorts of 
thoughts that come from the gospel of John, “That which was from the beginning….” The gospel of John 
begins, “In the beginning ….” So you have a very similar kind of understanding, and it goes on, “… which 
we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we looked upon and have touched with our 
hands, concerning the word of life ….” In comparison, we have in John 1:4, “In him was life, and the life 
was the light of men.” So you have in both the word of life (or a better translation may be “the life-giving 
word”, or the word that gives life). In vv. 1-3, he clearly claims to be an eyewitness. And already, if we’re 
correct in understanding that the proto-Gnosticism that we talked about in 4:2-3 (which denies that Jesus 
Christ has come in the flesh), was a major problem, right in the opening verses, John takes that thought 
on,

“That which … we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we looked upon and have 
touched with our hands, concerning the word of life — the life was made manifest, and we have seen it, 
and testify to it and proclaim to you that eternal life, which was with the Father and was made manifest 
to us — that which we have seen and heard we proclaim also to you ….”

Notice the various senses referred to. John is saying that he’s seen him with his own eyes, he’s heard him 
with his own ears, and he’s touched him with his hands. How can there be people out there who are 
saying that the Son of God was a phantom, that he really didn’t have a human body? They weren’t there; 
John was there. He’d seen him, heard him, and held him with his hands. That’s a pretty powerful 
testimony. We have people who were not there talking about Jesus, and John writes to say, essentially, 
“Well, I’ve seen Jesus, and let me tell you that I’ve seen him and heard him, and touched him.” So the idea 
that it was a docetic Christ, that he only appeared this way, but did not become flesh, is nonsense. From 
the opening verses here, we have this attack on proto-Gnosticism, which in 4:2 then becomes more 
doctrinally organized. What he’s saying in these opening verses is essentially, “I who write this letter am 
in a much better position to tell you whether the word became flesh than those people who were never 
there.” It’s a powerful argument — I think it would be very persuasive to the people there.

Then in v. 2, “… the life was made manifest, and we have seen it, and testify to it and proclaim to you the 
eternal life, which was with the Father ….” Compare that with the gospel of John (1:1), “In the beginning 
was the Word, and the Word was with God …”, as opposed to 1 John’s opening statement that the Word is 
with the Father. So you have another tie-in with 1:1. The only difference between the two statements is the 
word “Father” and “God”. Real fellowship, he says, involves being in fellowship with us, and that is 
fellowship with the Father and with his Son, Jesus Christ. You can fellowship with those other people, but 
that’s not the real fellowship with the Father and with the Son. That comes through the fellowship that we 
have with him.

We have the contrast between light and darkness in 1:5, “This is the message we have heard from him and 
proclaim to you, that God is light and in him is no darkness at all.” And again you have in John 1:5 the 
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same terms used, “In him was life and the life was the light of men. And the light shines in the darkness, 
and the darkness has not overcome it.” So we have the light and darkness theme right at the beginning 
there. There are great similarities, so you’d have to say that if John didn’t write this letter, it would have to 
be his “school”, which would be so filled with his theology in his gospel that this terminology comes out.

In 1:8-10, he deals with a criticism and the application today is very apparent. This is no longer really a 
major issue as it used to be, but there used to be a very strong perfectionist kind of theological emphasis 
by some groups in America (it comes from a Wesleyan sanctification mode), “If we say we have no sin we 
deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us. [The idea of ever having come to perfection is simply wiped 
out that way.] But if we confess our sins there is forgiveness ….”

There is a concept in 2:1 that we have to look at here (because it will come up again in chapters 3 and 4 
when he says, “He that is of God does not sin”). And we have to look at what that means, “My children, I 
am writing these things to you so that you may not sin. But if anyone does sin, we have an advocate with 
the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous.” For those of you who have any access to Greek, you should note 
that the tense of all of these verbs is aeorist in 2:1. And they’re dealing not with the continuing practice of 
sin, but individual acts of sin. “My children, I write to you so that you may not sin,” not that you may not 
continually abide in sin, but that you do not commit sins. And if you do commit an act of sin, “we have an 
advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous.” Later, he’ll say that you can’t sin, but he’ll not be 
referring to acts of sin (as he has here), because we say that if we have no sin we deceive ourselves. And 
he talks about committing sin, and that if we commit a sin we have an advocate in the Father. So, 
somehow, what he is saying here assumes that we as Christians sin, “Our Father, who art in heaven, 
hallowed be Thy name. Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day 
our daily bread, and forgive us our debts as we forgive our debtors.” This is something that Jesus taught 
his disciples in their prayer to pray, with the assumption of acts of sin that we will be committing. In 
chapters 3 and 4, it is not so much the act of sin that’s dealt with, but the practice of sin, but I wanted to 
prepare you for that here in 2:1.

In 2:2 again we have the use of the term ‘hilasmos’, “He is the [hilasmos, or the expiation or the] propitiation 
for our sins,” and again the great debate is, whether this is primarily the idea of propitiating God’s wrath 
or the covering of sin. I don’t think it’s an either/or; I think it’s not a matter of orthodoxy as to which idea 
you hold — it’s an exegetical decision you have to make. In 1 John, he gives a number of signs as to what 
it means, and how you can test if you are a Christian. The first is found in 2:3, and it continues in vv. 5-6, 
“By this we may be sure that we know him, if we keep his commandments.” One of the ways that a 
believer has assurance that he truly knows God is because he keeps his commandments. Continuing, “He 
who says ‘I know him’ but disobeys his commandments is a liar, and the truth is not in him, but he who 
keeps his word, in him truly the love of God is perfected. By this we may know that we are in him: he 
who says he abides in him ought to walk in the same way in which he walked.”

So, the first sign of true Christian faith given in 1 John is the fact that true Christians keep God’s 
commandments. But where would they have found these commandments? These Christians in AD 90 or 
100 would know that they’re truly Christian if they keep the commandments, but where would they 
arrive at the knowledge of these commandments? They did have the synagogue, and the teaching of the 
Old Testament. The Gnostics, by the way, tended to be very negative towards the teachings of the Old 
Testament, but the early church didn’t see the Old Testament as an anti-Christian document. That was 
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their Bible. There are some that say Paul was anti-Old Testament, but we have to be careful about such 
statements. He was not anti-law or anti-Old Testament; he quotes it an awful lot. If you’re really opposed 
to something, it’s hard to use it as a proof for your arguments. What else would they have? There was 
oral tradition (much of which came from John) — apostolic teaching that John had taught the church. 
There was also the letter, so that the commandments that were given (e.g., v. 7, “Beloved I am writing you 
no new commandment, but an old commandment that you had from the beginning. The old 
commandment is the word that you have heard,” and that is that you love one another). I think that 
would be a commandment that certainly would fit with 2:3. So, the commandments that would be 
available to them would be the Old Testament teaching, Scriptures, the gospel traditions that had come 
from Jesus, and the apostolic teaching. How much of that would be available in this community? It’s hard 
to know .Would they have had the Book of James, or any of Paul’s letters? That, we don’t know. But they 
had apostolic teaching, to be sure. You can’t believe that by 60 years after the death of Jesus the only thing 
they still had was the Old Testament. They had all sorts of apostolic teaching from God’s messengers.

In vv. 9-10, you have the second true sign of the Christian faith, “He who says he is in the light and hates 
his brother is still in darkness. He who loves his brother abides in the light, and in him there is no cause 
for stumbling.” Then we have that picked up in 3:14 and other places, “We know that we have passed out 
of death into life, because we love the brethren. He who does not love abides in death.” The love of fellow 
Christians is a mark that we have passed from death unto life. Again, I think that would be much more 
specific and clear in John’s day, where you have this large community of paganism and this small group 
of Christian believers. And the love you have, and concern you have for one another, for those who name 
the name of Christ, is a sign that you are one of God’s children, and that you have true Christian faith. We 
looked at 2:19 and pointed out the difference here between the visible and the invisible church in that 
regard — that people could be among us, and yet never really part of us. And later on in history, that 
theological terminology of the visible and invisible church comes from passages like this.

In 3:4, we pick up this theme of committing sin, “Anyone who does sin does lawlessness, for sin is 
lawlessness.” And then you have in 3:6, “Anyone who abides in him is not sinning, and the one who is 
sinning has not seen him, nor has known him.” If you look at the tenses in vv. 4, and the participle 
“doing”, it’s a present tense. It’s a habitual present tense, a durative present tense. And I think we could 
translate it this way: “Everyone who continually does sin, is continually doing lawlessness.” We could 
translate v. 6 as such: “Everyone who is continually abiding in him is not continually sinning. Everyone 
who is continually sinning has not seen him or known him.” And the difference here is in the tenses. In 
2:1, we have the aeorist tense, and in Greek the aeorist tense does not emphasize any continuation, of 
sorts. The present tense, however, indicates the continuation of something. So, (especially when you get a 
participle or into a subjunctive mood, or something like that), if you have a present tense, you are 
emphasizing the continual nature of the verb. The aeorist tense, on the other hand, would not refer to it 
being continual.

So I think the easiest way I know of to understand these commands is not that if you were born of God 
you never sin after that; but that you do not continually abide in sin -- you don’t continually practice sin. 
Acts of sin, yes, but we have the promise that if we confess our sins he is faithful and just to forgive us 
our sins because we have an advocate with the Father, who is on our side and appeals on our behalf. But 
continually sinning is different. So the difference here is not to say that if a Christian sins he’s really not 
part of God’s family; those who continually practice sin are not of God. But for those of us who are not 
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continually practicing sin, (but do sin now and then), if we confess our sins, God is faithful and just to 
forgive us, and cleanse us from all unrighteousness. He doesn’t for instance say, “If you do it x times a 
day, rather than y times a day …” He doesn’t get into that; he expects that Christians will sin, and he says 
that if we confess them, he will be faithful to forgive us, and we have an advocate with the Father. He 
does not expect Christians to continually live in sin. As another example, I think that one of the 
commands that we’ve looked at in some of Paul’s letters, “Be not drunk with wine”, indicates that 
Christians at times could be drunk with wine. But there’s a difference between continually being drunk 
with wine, and getting drunk in the one-off incident. And we could say this of other kinds of things — 
Christians may lose their temper at times, but it’s not one continual attitude of anger with others. You 
may say something at times for which you’re very sorry afterwards, but you’re not continually talking 
like that. Sometimes the “old man” comes up, and you might find that you say something, a kind of 
profanity that you haven’t said for years, and you wonder what in the world happened there. But that’s 
different than continually having a foul mouth. And I think that’s the difference we’re talking about. And 
the author doesn’t describe the degree of this, and he will at the end of chapter 5 talk about an 
unpardonable kind of sin, which goes back to the Old Testament, but these are not that kind of apostasy.

I fear that sometimes we don’t have room for Christians who are sincerely struggling with the lifestyle 
that we’re part of. As an example, let’s take this alcoholic that became a Christian, and for two years he’s 
never touched anything. But then he goes on a binge, and we jump to the conclusion that he never was 
truly converted. If we were to consider his life before conversion (where he may have never had binges 
because he was never sober at all), we could praise the Lord for the progress that he had made. So that 
kind of thing is I think what we’re talking about as “acts of sin”. But there has been a change. You have 
some people who are caught in an immoral lifestyle and they can’t get out of it. They struggle with it. But 
they are not like they once were, where they were always involved in immorality. I think we need to be 
very mindful of the fact that we’re saved by grace. And even in the best of our moments, we are sinning. 
Yet, that’s not the same as wallowing in your sin, and delighting in it all the time, etc.

You also have to realize that there are some of us who may have been raised all our lives in a Christian 
home, and were taught things; we may have never become a Christian, but the atmosphere of a Christian 
life — the bloom, so to speak, has affected us, and we live a pretty nice lifestyle. We have some people 
whose lives were totally overwhelmed with sin; and they were part of a horrific lifestyle, and they had 
horrific tempers. And actually, the outward bloom of niceties is something they may never have to the 
extent of this unbeliever who was raised in a different environment. In other words, this person who 
never became a Christian is someone that you never saw lose their temper. But this new Christian still has 
moments of explosion. And I think that we have to compare him not with this non-Christian who has this 
refined lifestyle, but compare him with what he once was. And, yes, he might lose his temper now and 
again, but do you know what he once was like? Sometimes all we may be able to say is that we’re less 
worse than we once were. But something has indeed happened; there’s been a change. I think we always 
have to judge a person’s conversion (if we have to judge it all) from what that person was like before they 
were converted. That’s the starting point, and some people start so much further back than others, they 
never get up to where some people even were before their conversion.

But the difference here, and I think we need to maintain it, is the continual practice of sin, marking people 
off as not true believers. Where, continuing acts of sin is typical of the Christian life. And that’s why each 
day we have to ask for forgiveness, because even in our best moments we fall short. And what’s ironic of 
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course is that the more you and I become like Jesus, the greater is our sense of failure and sin. So there’s a 
sense that, the more you grow in your Christian life, the more you are aware of how much of a sinner you 
are. And that realization is greater towards the end of your life than at the beginning. And if it isn’t, then 
something is wrong in that process. But here, what is being said is that you have to make a difference 
between the present tense of the participle and verbs, and the aorist tense in the earlier passage. The 
continual practicing of these things means that you don’t know him. Continual acts occasionally of doing 
these things — that’s different.

The third sign is found in 3:10, which combines the first two, “By this it may be evident who are the 
children of God, and who are the children of the devil: he who does not practice righteousness is not of 
God [in other words, if you don’t obey the commandments, as the first sign noted in 2:3], nor he who does 
not love his brother [which is the second one that we had in 2:9-10].”

In 3:17-18, I just call this to your attention because it sounds very much like the book of James, “But if 
anyone has the world’s goods and sees his brother in need, yet closes his heart against him, how does 
God’s love abide in him? Little children, let us not love in word or talk but in deed or in truth.” That’s as 
close as I think you can get to James 2:14-26.

In 3:24, you then have the fourth sign of the believers’ situation with God. We’ve seen keeping the 
commandments and loving fellow believers, and now we have, “And by this we know that he abides in 
us, by the Spirit which he has given us.” So along with obeying his commandments and the love of the 
brethren, there is the witness of the Spirit in one’s life that we are truly God’s children.
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Chapter 53

1 John: 4 – 5
In 4:2-4, John gives this test concerning Christological heresy, “By this you know the Spirit of God: every 
spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God, and every spirit that does not 
confess Jesus [has come in the flesh] is not from God. This is the spirit of antichrist.” So, he gives us an 
indication, a kind of a test. If you wanted to know in AD 90 if someone had a true Christian 
understanding, just ask them whether they believe that Jesus Christ, the Son of God came in the flesh. If 
they said no, then you would know that they were part of the Gnostic heresy. It was kind of an interesting 
test -- you could ask this question, and you’d know where they stand theologically. Unfortunately, that 
doesn’t necessarily apply to the twentieth century; that was a first century test. There were various ways 
back then by which one could understand this other group and find out this theological viewpoint. One 
was this very question: “Has Jesus Christ come in the flesh.” And then we see another test in 4:6, 
“Whoever knows God listens to us; whoever is not from God does not listen to us. By this we know the 
Spirit of truth and the spirit of error.” So you could ask whether they listen to John and his teaching. If 
they don’t, then you also know that they are not of God. It would sure be nice to have in the Bible all the 
questions you could ask today to test “orthodoxy”, but we don’t have anything like that.

What do we have? How today do we make such judgments? John gives a very practical means for his day 
— asking whether Jesus Christ has come in the flesh. I think the true humanity of Jesus is a question that 
not many people today argue against. That’s not the issue — it’s the other issue, his deity that is the issue. 
What today forms the basis of our understanding of heresy vs. truth? If you’re Baptist, you would say 
that it’s the Bible (not so much creeds, but the Bible). We supposedly judge creeds by the Bible. That 
doesn’t mean that creeds are wrong, but they are expressions of the Bible. To that extent, that they are true 
expressions, they are helpful. And I would say that you have not only the Bible, but you have the 
tradition of the Christian church over 1900 years. When something comes up that seems to conflict over 
1900 years with the church, I think you should be suspicious. For instance, the “Open-ness of God” debate 
doesn’t seem to fit 1900 years of Christian theology. It seems to be outside of that. It makes me 
uncomfortable. Another thing that I think you need to take into consideration today is (this is not 
absolute) the life and character of the teacher, as witness to the truth or the error. I’d be very uneasy about 
following somebody who I knew was an outright profligate with regard to his Christian life. I think I find 
it easier to listen to and to take seriously the teachings of a humble person who has lived a Godly life. 
Arrogant people I have problems with, and people who are immoral. You have to realize, however, that a 
person can be orthodox, and still be immoral. A person can also be moral and unorthodox, so it’s not 
perfect that way. But today, we have our Bible, and we have the tradition of the church over these 2000 
years. The creeds are helpful, but as Baptists we have to always remember that the Bible judges the 
creeds, not the other way around. In 4:13, we talked about the fourth sign again that came up earlier in 
3:24, “By this we know that we abide in him and he in us, because he has given us of his Spirit,” so the 
witness of the Spirit.
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In 5:6, ff. we have a number of problems. One is that v. 7 in modern translations reads differently than it 
does in the King James Version. Reading vv. 6-8, “This is he who came by water and blood — Jesus Christ; 
not by the water only but by the water and the blood. And the Spirit is the one who testifies, because the 
Spirit is the truth. For there are three that testify: the Spirit and the water and the blood; and these three 
agree.” In the King James Version, you had in v. 7-8, “But there are three that bear record in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one. And there are three that bear witness in 
earth, the Spirit, and the water, and the blood: and these three agree in one.” That’s a notorious textual 
problem. No modern translation I know, other than the New King James Version has this phrase in it. In 
the hermeneutics class, I go into this somewhat in detail, but let me make just a few comments here. The 
King James Version (the New Testament part) was based on a printed Greek text by a man by the name of 
Robert Estienne. It was printed by him, and in 1526, when Tyndale translated 1 John 5, that printed text 
had in it these Greek words which are translated, “For there are three that bear record in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these three are one.” That printed Greek text came into 
existence in 1500. The original 1 John was written 1400 years earlier. The question is: Is the printed text 
exactly like the first 1 John that John wrote in the first century? And the answer is, that I don’t think 
there’s any printed text that’s exactly like any New Testament book. That is not to say that there are 
errors. But, for instance, every Greek text of a gospel probably has spelling differences when it comes to 
Jerusalem. Jerusalem is spelled all sorts of different ways. It’s not spelled LOUISVILLE, but it sometimes 
is spelled with — OUM or -EM, or things of that nature. So, Jerusalem is spelled very differently in 
various places. So, I don’t think any printed text has exactly the same spellings of Jerusalem that John or 
Mark wrote in their gospels. I think sometimes they may have spelled it differently. I’m not going to lose 
my faith over that.

Here, you have a verse, however, in the King James Version (KJV) that was printed in that early Greek 
text. So you have to ask: When that text was printed (edited by a man named Erasmus), why was it 
included? When Erasmus was writing out a text to be printed, he had four Greek manuscripts available to 
him that came from the University of Basel. The earliest was from about the eleventh century, and the 
latest came from the fourteenth century. Since that time, when we print up Greek texts like the one I have 
here, we have over 5000 more manuscripts available to us that have been discovered and used, many of 
which are 1000 years older than what Erasmus had available. When Erasmus looked at this text, none of 
the Greek manuscripts that he had included the words “for there are three that bear record, the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these three are one.” None of them had that. And, he was not going to 
include the verse, but some people protested, insisting that it was in the Latin Vulgate translation. 
Erasmus stood firm and said that he would not include that phrase unless a Greek manuscript with this 
phrase was found. After a time, a Greek manuscript of 1 John showed up, and was given to Erasmus, and 
the contentious phrase was present in 1 John of this manuscript. That manuscript dates from the sixteenth 
century (in other words, it’s pretty clear somebody had a Greek copy of John made up to hand to him, in 
which they included that phrase so that he would include it). There are only three other manuscripts in 
the world that have that verse in it, and they’re all in the margin of the text, not the text itself. So it looks 
like someone added to the margin of the original first century 1 John in three other manuscripts of this 
text. So there’s only one Greek text in the world in which it’s found in the body of the text, and that’s 
written in the sixteenth century, probably so that it could be handed to Erasmus for inclusion in his 
translation. Every Greek manuscript that we have of 1 John, other than that sixteenth century one, does 
not have that verse in the body of the text. And, the Latin Vulgate (any of the manuscripts before the 
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eighth century) does not have it in the text. So when you look at that, you conclude that all the early 
manuscripts did not have it. Therefore, we shouldn’t include it, I assume.

There is Scripture that alludes to God’s curse upon people who take things out of Scripture; but all of 
these allusions include the same curse upon people who add things to Scripture. So if you add it and it 
shouldn’t be there, you’re under a curse. The clearest argument for me that this was never part of the 
biblical text is the fact that, in the second, third, and fourth century, the church struggled with its 
understanding of God. And you have the Chalcedonian creed, the Nicene creed, etc., and in all of those, 
where the church argued as to what God was like and that God is ultimately a trinity, Father Son, and 
Holy Spirit, no one ever quoted this verse. I can’t believe that those who were arguing and searching 
Scripture to defend their doctrine and understanding of God as the Trinity never read that verse, if it was 
there. I can’t believe that they decided that it wasn’t really important for their argument if it was there. I 
think it just was not there, and they didn’t have access to a verse like that. And so they hammered out the 
Doctrine of the Trinity without that verse. Some might suggest that if you remove this verse from 
Scripture, the whole Doctrine of the Trinity falls apart. But the Doctrine of the Trinity was formulated, 
and no one ever quoted anything like this. So, most translations might just have a footnote as to this 
verse.

In fact, when the New King James Version (NKJV) came out, one of the editors of the text came to Bethel 
Theological Seminary where he was teaching, and he spoke in the chapel, and gave everyone present a 
copy of the NKJV New Testament. There was a little time for questions, and before he even finished the 
invitation for questions, a colleague of mine had his hand up. He asked why they included 1 John 5:7 in 
the text. And the editor was rather sheepish, and answered that everybody on the editorial staff really 
wanted to remove it, and make it into a footnote at best. But the editor said that it had to stay in, 
otherwise the translation wouldn’t sell. I’m not sure this is a noble reason for including things in the Bible, 
but the Doctrine of the Trinity is nowhere dependent on this, because it was formulated without anyone 
knowing anything about this verse. That verse is simply not part of our Bible.

As pastors, I hope your first sermon will not be in 1 John 5:7. Be aware that people don’t want to know 
how smart you are on all these difficult problems, but how you can help them with their faith in Jesus 
Christ. So, when you’re preaching, I assume that you’ll be preaching from text. And long before you come 
to a difficult text, your congregation will know that you have a great love for Jesus Christ, a great 
reverence for the word of God, that you believe it’s the inerrant word of God, just like they do. And as 
they have confidence in you, they’ll be more willing to listen to you with regard to some of these more 
difficult passages. But you have to build up a rapport before you deal with that.

One issue that arises is that if v. 7 is removed from the biblical text, who would have written 5:6 and then 
skipped to 5:8? Versification of the New Testament came around 1550, when the editor of the Greek 
printed text added verse numbers for the first time. And in the Greek text that Erasmus was using, 5:7 
was there. So you have that verse in there, but before that, there was never versification. At best, there 
were chapters. And, if you look up Luther’s writings, he talks about points “in the middle of chapter 3 of 
Romans”, or “earlier in Galatians 3, Paul says,” or something like that — he doesn’t refer to verses.

What most modern translations do, as a result, is to split up v. 6, which in the KJV is now longer than our 
normal v. 6, so that second part of v. 6 is v. 7 in our texts. So v. 7 was really part of v. 6. Part of v. 6 was, 
“This is he who came by water and blood — Jesus Christ; not by the water only but by the water and the 
blood.” The following sentence, “And the Spirit is witness because the Spirit is truth” was originally part 
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of v. 6. It’s now been made v. 7 so that you don’t just skip over v. 7. And the part of v. 7 that was originally 
there in the KJV was, “There are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word and the Holy 
Ghost, and these three are one.” That part is rightfully omitted. This is not a class in textual criticism or 
something like that, but sometimes when you get to 1 John, that is a key issue that comes up. It’s 
unfortunate — it shouldn’t have ever been a major issue, and it wouldn’t be if Erasmus had stuck to his 
guns and not put it in.

In 5:6, we have this reference that Jesus Christ came by water and blood, “… not by water only but by 
water and the blood.” This probably again is an attack on this proto-Gnostic error, which believed that the 
Spirit of the Son descended lightly not incarnate on the person Jesus in his baptism, and then left before 
his death. And John says no, Jesus Christ came not only by water, but also by blood. In other words, he 
continued through death, and this went against the Spirit departing Jesus before his death in this Gnostic 
sense. He came by water and blood.

In v. 8, “There are three that bear witness: the Spirit and the water and the blood; and these three agree”, 
that is a verse that has been very much debated with regard to interpretation. One way of understanding 
this is that our Christian conversion bears witness to the fact that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. 
Because when we were baptized in water and partook of communion with the blood of God, which refers 
to the Lord’s Supper, and the Spirit came upon us, he gave us this conviction that Jesus Christ came not 
only by water but by water and blood, etc. But that’s a rather difficult text to deal with.

In 5:16, we have a reference here to mortal sin and sin that is not mortal. The Old Testament reference to 
sin with a high hand is referred to in that regard. Can God forgive any sin? Yes, except that there are sins 
that we could commit that would put us in a position where we are not able ourselves to repent, ever. 
That’s why they become unpardonable. We have that reference to attributing the works of Jesus to the 
works of Satan, which is unforgivable. And it’s unforgivable because if you attribute what God is doing in 
your heart to evil, in trying to lead you to Christ, you can never repent and believe. And it’s unforgivable 
in that sense, that sense of hardness will not allow you to repent. If a person can repent sincerely, then 
they’re always going to be forgiven. But these sins don’t allow people any longer to repent in that way. 
Then we have (5:18), “We know that anyone born of God does not sin”, and again we have to interpret 
that as “… does not continually abide in sin”.

Then, when we get to v. 20, “And we know that the Son of God has come and has given us understanding, 
to know him who is true; and we are in him who is true, in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God and 
eternal life.” We looked at a number of verses that talk about the deity of Jesus Christ, where God, the 
term “theos”, is used of him. We’ve looked at them in Titus 2, in 2 Peter, and other places; and here’s 
another one. It is true that in this sentence, “This is the true God and eternal life,” that “this” can refer back 
to God in v. 19, “We know that we are of God and the whole world is in the power of the evil one … This 
is the true God and eternal life.” However, the nearest antecedent that this seems to refer to is Jesus Christ, 
right before it. So I would think the normal way of referring to and interpreting this sentence would be, 
“We are in him who is true in his son Jesus Christ. This [referring back to Jesus Christ, rather than all the 
way back to God in v. 19] is the true God and eternal life.” And that also is supported by the fact that in 
1:2, “eternal life” is a characteristic of the Son of God, “The life was made manifest, we saw it and testify to 
it and proclaim to you the eternal life which was with the Father.” And here, you have “This is the true 
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God and eternal life.” Jesus is referred to as eternal life in 1:2, so this supports the understanding of Jesus 
referred to as “theos”.

And then, not only do you have the idea that Jesus is referred to explicitly as theos in the New Testament, 
but then you go on and say there are other references in which Jesus is referred to as eternally pre-existent 
(“that which was in the beginning”, “in the beginning was the word”, etc.). These examples are all 
Johannine, but in Colossians you have references to his eternality. We have the idea in the New Testament 
that Jesus is the creator -- all things were made through him and by him. Here, you have Jesus as the 
creator, and you’re reading this to people who are Jewish in orientation. And then you have some other 
attributes for Jesus that only God could do, and we’ll look at that more fully. But again here, you have 
“This is the true God and eternal life.

The Christian belief in the deity of Jesus is not based on a single text, but there are so many of these texts 
that occur that keep this up, and it’s always in the context of God being one, and the only way that 
Christians felt they could handle that was in putting it together in what we call the Doctrine of the Trinity.
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Chapter 54

Revelation: Introduction
I have not given lots of commercials for books, or anything. There is a brilliant little book on the Book of 
Revelation, though, that I want to call to your attention. It is by Bruce M. Metzger, entitled, Breaking the 
Code: Understanding the Book of Revelation. It’s put out by Abingdon Press. It’s just over 100 pages (I 
like short books — I hate 700-page commentaries). It’s the first thing I would read on the Book of 
Revelation. Is it the infallible interpretation of the Book of Revelation? No, and he would be the very first 
person to say that. But it is simple and sensible. And there are not a lot of books on Revelation that are 
simple, and even less that are sensible. So it’s a great little book. I think you’ll appreciate it. I had the 
privilege of studying in my doctoral work under Bruce Metzger, a very humble man, a giant, and one of 
the really great New Testament theologians in the latter half of the twentieth century.

The author of the Book of Revelation claims to be John, and he doesn’t qualify his name in any significant 
way. That usually means that he must be a pretty well-known John. You remember that we dealt with this 
issue in the Book of James, where the author just claims to be James, with the assumption that the readers 
know who he is. Tradition that begins in the middle of the second century states that the author was John 
the brother of James who was martyred (not the author of the Book of James) -- in other words, one of the 
twelve disciples, one of the sons of Zebedee. There are also references in Justin Martyr, Eusebius, etc., as 
to that authorship. Melito, who mentions James as the author, came from one of the churches addressed 
in Revelation, and so does Irenaeus. They may have had additional info that John had written this, 
because there are letters in this book addressed to their churches.

In the third century, a bishop of Alexandria, Dionysius, argued that it was not the apostle John, but a 
different John, John the Elder. The theological ideas and emphasis and vocabulary are very different. If 
you read the gospel of John and the Book of Revelation or the Apocalypse of John, the style and 
vocabulary is quite different, and the emphases, as such.

As to the dating of it, it’s a work that’s written during a time of persecution. We see in 1:9, “I, John, who 
share with you in Jesus the tribulation and the kingdom and the patient endurance, was on the island 
called Patmos on account of the word of God and the testimony of Jesus.” He was a prisoner on Patmos. 
In 2:10, “Do not fear what you are about to suffer. Behold, the devil is about to throw some of you into 
prison, that you may be tested, and for ten days you will have tribulation. Be faithful unto death, and I 
will give you the crown of life.” In 2:13, we have another message to a different church, “I know where 
you dwell, where Satan’s throne is. Yet you hold fast my name, and you did not deny even in the days of 
Antipas my faithful witness, who was killed among you.” This is a book that’s being written to people 
who are facing martyrdom and death. It’s a book that is meant to encourage Christians to endure to the 
end, even though for many it may mean martyrdom. It’s something that a lot of Christians through the 
centuries and a lot of our brothers and sisters in Christ today are experiencing. We should not take our 
freedom and lack of fear of this kind of persecution as something we merit. It’s a gift. We should be 
thankful for it, but it has not been so for many, and it was not so for the original readers of this.
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Sometimes when we think of the first century, we think of the persecution under Nero, where according 
to good tradition, Peter and Paul are martyred in Rome, and where Christians were thrown to the beasts 
in the arena. But that was not really a very broad persecution. This persecution in Revelation exists over 
in Asia, not in Rome. Apparently, Nero’s persecution never went much beyond Rome itself; and the next 
major time of persecution came under the reign of Domitian. Domitian demanded that his subjects 
throughout the empire refer to him as Lord and God. And there seem to be allusions to this, with the 
mark of the beast accepting that kind of a designation, where the evil emperor demands this kind of 
thing. So it may very well be that the persecution, if you look at a time, fits best the middle of the AD 90’s. 
There’s some other evidence for this. The city of Laodicea is described as being prosperous in the Book of 
Revelation, and we know that a devastating earthquake happened in AD 61, and if that’s true you 
probably need some time for it to regain its prosperity, so the middle of the 90’s would be a fine time for 
that. As to the church in Smyrna, a bishop there named Polycarp who later is martyred in Rome, 
mentions that there is no church in Smyrna until after the time of Paul, which would be the late 60’s. So, 
dating-wise, with its heavy emphasis on the state persecuting people, it looks like the best time for the 
Book of Revelation to have been written would be the middle-90’s.

The Book of Revelation has a very unusual literary form or literary genre. It’s known as apocalyptic 
literature. We have in the Old Testament books that are like that. Daniel is most like that, but there are 
parts of books like Isaiah 24-27, Ezekiel 38-39, Zechariah 9-14; and from the Apocrypha, the Book of 
Enoch, the Apocalypse of Baruch, 2 Esdras, Jubilees, The Testament of the 12 Patriarchs — these are all 
apocalyptic works.

Apocalyptic literature has various kinds of characteristics. Not all of them are present in every 
apocalyptic work, but there’s a whole listing of things that indicate a work is essentially apocalyptic:

• The idea that the whole world is divided into two camps, good and evil (God rules the good / Satan the 
evil);

• sometimes you have pseudepigraphic authorship (that’s not true with Revelation, but it’s true with 
books like Enoch and 2 Esdras, etc.);

• the idea that we’re living in the end times, and the end of ages is come;

• there’s a great persecution beginning to take place and this is written to help people in persecution 
(sometimes this kind of literature has been called “Tracts for Hard Times”, something to read in this 
difficult time);

• there is a moral dualism between God and Satan or good and evil. It is not a metaphysical dualism 
between flesh or body and spirit — not that philosophical kind of dualism, but a moral dualism; there are 
lots of cosmic events taking place; symbolism is fantastic (there are angels that intervene, predictions as to 
when all of this will take place).

There is a close relationship between prophecy and apocalyptic literature. There’s no real sharp difference 
between them, but a general thing that is associated with one and not the other is that prophecy tends to 
talk more about this-worldly events, political events. Apocalyptic literature talks more about other-
worldly events (the end of history, the end of this planet, etc.). So prophecy many times can talk about 
Syria, Babylon, or places like that; here, you’re not talking about nations so much. You’re talking about 
Satan and his evil. You have lots of imagery here that’s very metaphorical. If you’re a literalist and you 
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come to the Book of Revelation, you’re dead. It really has lots and lots of metaphorical imagery, for 
instance:

• stars falling,

• altars speaking,

• locusts as large as horses with scorpion tails ….

I remember when I was a brand new Christian. I just came to know the Lord, and Johnny Ray was our 
Sunday School teacher. He was teaching from the Book of Revelation, and when he came to this 
description of these horses with scorpion-like tails, he said, “Boy, it’s going to be a tough world to live in 
in those days, when these scorpion-like horses come around and start stinging you.” He took it all very 
literally. Johnny was a literalist, and a better Christian than I’ll ever be — a wonderful, loving man. But he 
was the wrong man to teach the Book of Revelation to us, because he didn’t see any of the metaphorical 
dimension of this. He probably would think that if you saw these as metaphorical you no longer believed 
the Bible being true, because he was very literalistic this way. But, again, he was a wonderful Christian.

Continuing with our list:

• a lamb here with 7 horns,

• a monster with 10 horns and 7 heads,

• smoke coming out of the mouths of horses with serpent-like tails, etc.

I mentioned that there’s a difference between apocalyptic literature and prophecy. And yet, there’s no real 
sharp dividing line, and it should be remembered that the writer of this apocalyptic work refers to it as a 
book of prophecy. He says (1:3), “Blessed is he who reads aloud the words of the prophecy.” And then in 
chapter 22, when he comes to the end of the book, he again refers back to this as a word of prophecy. And 
it’s hard to make clear dividing lines. We see in 22:7, “Blessed is he who keeps the words of the prophecy 
of this book.” And then in 22:10, “Do not seal up the words of the prophecy of this book, for the time is 
near ….” So you don’t want to make them absolute different genres. I think there’s a dimension in which 
prophecy in a traditional sense deals more with this edge of the line (dealing with this-worldly events), 
and other-worldly events would be apocalyptic literature. Please note that the examples of apocalyptic 
literature I mentioned earlier like Isaiah 24-27, and in Zechariah, and in Ezekiel, all are found in books of 
prophecy. So there is no absolute, sharp break between them. There are differences in emphases, but 
there’s no absolute break between them.

There is also a difference between the apocalyptic literature in Judaism (Book of Enoch, 2 Esdras, etc.), 
where they tend to focus on the far-distant past — the time of Enoch, etc. Revelation doesn’t look back to 
the far-distant past, but to the near-past, because Jesus is the center of history. And so you’re not looking 
back thousands of years earlier, but to 60 years or so earlier. And there’s no pseudepigrapha used in this 
book.

We have heavy use in the symbolism of numbers. The word “seven” is found 54 times in the book. It’s 
amazing — it seems that the author just came back from Las Vegas, and had been playing dice out there 
or something. We have seven spirits, seven thunders, seven angels, seven plagues, seven horns, seven 
eyes, seven trumpets, seven stars, seven lampstands, seven seals, seven bowls, etc. And even when a 
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number is not there, you find seven being used. Look with me at 5:12, “Worthy is the lamb who was slain, 
to receive power and wealth and wisdom and might and honor and glory and blessing.” There are seven 
things in this list. So, the use of numbers is frequently given there. The number “twelve” occurs 23 times; 
the number “four” 16 times; and the numbers “six” and three-and-a-half” appear frequently. Use of colors 
— purple and black and white — which have certain symbolism associated with them are used, and there 
are other figures, like a woman referring to a city; horns, to the idea of power; wings, referring to mobility 
; eyes for knowledge; a sword for the word of God, etc.

If you are going to ask where all this metaphorical terminology comes from, this is a book that is heavily 
borrowing terminology from the Old Testament. The book that I remember from years ago, an early work 
— one published before 1910, by R.H. Charles, was a 2-volume commentary on Revelation for the 
International Critical Commentary series. And I was just amazed, because he spent lots of time showing 
every Old Testament analogy or example being used in the Book of Revelation. It was absolutely amazing 
to see how this material comes from the Old Testament. It doesn’t come from other Greek literature; it’s 
Old Testament material, heavily influenced by that.

The outline is pretty straightforward. You have after the prologue a message to the seven churches, 
followed by seven seals (with an interlude); then you have seven trumpets (then an interlude); then there 
is a major section as to a dragon and two beasts; then the seven bowls; the final victory; and the last 
judgment; the heavenly Jerusalem; and the epilogue. And how they all fit together, we’ll talk about next.
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Chapter 55

Revelation: Key Issues
Now we’ll look at a number of keys in interpreting the Book of Revelation. There are a number of schools 
of interpretation of the Book of Revelation.

• One was the Church Historical School, which sought to say that the Book of Revelation teaches us a 
continual history of the church from the beginning to the end, and that these churches symbolize different 
periods in church history. And then after that, you generally have references to the very end of history. All 
of the Church Historical interpretations, though, if you look at and compare them together, each have a 
different understanding of what period of history this church stands for, and that church stands for, and 
there’s total lack of any commonality between them. That should tell us something (that this is all very 
speculative), and I don’t think this is a real option in interpreting the Book of Revelation. There was a day 
when this was popular, and the Scofield Bible used it, but the church historical method is not a valid one 
in my opinion.

• The Spiritual School interpreted the Book of Revelation as essentially a work of fiction to show that 
good will triumph over evil at the end. I don’t think this is a real valid option, either. There are some 
specific refs to Rome, and probably to Nero as well.

• The third school is the Futuristic School, which says that after chapters 1 and 3, everything that follows 
refers to future events which have not yet occurred. In other words, on the very last day, chapters 4-22 
will take place, but none of that has occurred yet.

• The Preterist School sees the Book of Revelation as referring to things that were happening at the time of 
the writer, and in the immediate future of the writer.

I think something like option 3 or 4 is more acceptable. I tend to think that the Preterist School has a lot to 
offer the interpretation, because he’s talking (in my opinion) about events in his day, but also about the 
very end as well. I think 3 and 4 are the real options left for us.

Another key for understanding this is the relationship between the seven seals, seven trumpets, and 
seven bowls. Are they consecutive, so that you have seven seals, and then you have seven trumpets, and 
then you have seven bowls that follow (so that you have essentially 21 events in consecutive order)? Or, 
do we have six seals, and then the seventh seal is really identical to the seven trumpets, which are 
repeated in the seven bowls? Or, do we have a repetition, where the seven seals are repeated by the seven 
trumpets, and then these events are repeated again by the seven bowls? There are some real similarities 
between them. I’m not going to spend time on them this morning, but if you look at the second trumpet 
and the second bowl, they’re very much alike; as are the third trumpet and the third bowl, the fourth 
trumpet and the fourth bowl, etc.

Another thing that happens is that, after the sixth seal, the seventh trumpet, and the seventh bowl, it 
seems like the end of history has taken place. It seems that it’s the end. Let’s read about the sixth seal from 
6:12,
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“When he opened the sixth seal, I looked, and behold, there was a great earthquake, and the sun became 
black as sackcloth, the full moon became like blood, and the stars of the sky fell to the earth as the fig tree 
sheds its winter fruit when shaken by a gale. The sky vanished like a scroll that is being rolled up, and 
every mountain and island was removed from its place. Then the kings of the earth and the great ones 
and the generals and the rich and the powerful, and everyone, slave and free, hid themselves in the caves 
and among the rocks of the mountains, calling to the mountains and rocks, ‘Fall on us and hide us from 
the face of him who is seated on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb, for the great day of their 
wrath has come, and who can stand before it?’”

That looks like it’s the end. What more can go on after that? But when you get to the seventh trumpet 
(11:15-18),

“Then the seventh angel blew his trumpet, and there were loud voices in heaven, saying, ‘The kingdom of 
the world has become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ, and he shall reign forever and ever.’ 
And the twenty-four elders who sit on their thrones before God fell on their faces and worshiped God, 
saying, ‘We give thanks to you, Lord God Almighty, who is and who was, for you have taken your great 
power and begun to reign. The nations raged, but your wrath came, and the time for the dead to be 
judged, and for rewarding your servants, the prophets and saints, and those who fear your name, both 
small and great, and for destroying the destroyers of the earth.”

It looks like this is the end — the Final Day of Judgment. And then, when you get to the seventh bowl in 
16:17-21,

“The seventh angel poured out his bowl into the air, and a loud voice came out of the temple, from the 
throne, saying, ‘It is done!’ And there were flashes of lightning, rumblings, peals of thunder, and a great 
earthquake such as there had never been since man was on the earth, so great was that earthquake. The 
great city was split into three parts, and the cities of the nations fell, and God remembered Babylon the 
great, to make her drain the cup of the wine of the fury of his wrath. And every island fled away, and no 
mountains were to be found. And great hailstones, about one hundred pounds each, fell from heaven on 
people; and they cursed God for the plague of the hail, so fearful was that plague.”

In all these instances, it looks like we’ve come to the end, and all of a sudden it starts over again.

Interestingly enough, when you hear people who are “experts on Revelation”, some of them don’t even 
know whether these incidents are consecutive or repetitive. We tend to think linearly. But is this a cyclical 
understanding, where the writer is telling the story of the judgment of the end, and then he starts over 
and tells it all again? It could be that we have repetition of the same theme over and over. Most of us are 
taught to preach linearly. But there’s a lot of great preaching in the world that doesn’t do that. “I have a 
dream”, and then you come back, “I have a dream” -- Martin Luther King’s great sermon has this 
repetition. And people in other parts of the world don’t always argue in a linear perspective like we do, 
so it may be that the writer of Revelation is repeating this three-fold to get the same thing over and over 
again, and to emphasize in so doing God’s victory. So that is another serious issue as to how to interpret 
this text.

Let me point out one more thing at least, and that has to do with the letters to the churches. In chapters 2 
and 3, we have letters written to seven churches. It’s interesting — why seven, and not eight? Well, he 
likes the number seven and that’s why he had seven. Why that particular order of churches? This is due 
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essentially to their geography. They start out with Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamum, Thyatira, Sardis, 
Philadelphia, and Laodicea, (so in other words, you’re basically making a circle of the churches in Asia -- 
that’s why he doesn’t cross backwards). I see no reason why you should deny that he intended them to be 
real letters to real churches that had real problems of one sort or another, and he deals with them. In AD 
96, all of the issues raised were true with regard to these particular churches. It is suggested of course, 
though, that there are a lot more than seven churches in that area. Why did he not add others? Well, he 
liked seven, and the roundness and completeness of seven probably indicates what he’s writing to these 
seven churches extends to other churches as well.

But now, in each of these churches, he writes in ways that are very interesting, because he starts off with a 
word and a description of the person saying this.

• In 2:1, to Ephesus, “To the angel of the church in Ephesus write: ‘The words of him who holds the seven 
stars in his right hand, who walks among the seven golden lampstands ….’”

• This is a reference to a description of Jesus found earlier in 1:16, where we have “… in his right hand he 
held seven stars ….” He has seven stars here, and so the description of Christ that has just preceded is 
followed up here in 2:1.

• In 2:8, “To the angel of the church in Smyrna, write: ‘The words of the first and the last, who died and 
came to life.’”

• In 1:5, we have, “And from Jesus Christ the faithful witness, the firstborn of the dead [the one who came 
to life].” And then in 1:17-18, “Fear not, I am the first and the last, and the living one. I died, and behold I 
am alive forevermore, and I have the keys of Death and Hades.” So you have a reference to the Christ 
referred earlier.

• In 2:12, “To the angel of the church in Pergamum, write: ‘The words of him who has the sharp two-
edged sword …”

• And in 1:16 we had the description, “In his right hand he held seven stars, from his mouth came a sharp 
two-edged sword….”

• In 2:18, “And to the angel of the church in Thyatira write: ‘The words of the Son of God, who has eyes 
like a flame of fire, and whose feet are like burnished bronze.’”

• In 1:14-15, we have “The hairs of his head were white, like white wool, like snow. His eyes were like a 
flame of fire, his feet were like burnished bronze.”

• When you get to 3:1 “And to the angel of the church of Sardis write: ‘The words of him who has the 
seven spirits of God and the seven stars.’”

• In 1:4 we have reference to the seven sprits that are before the throne.

• In 3:7, “And to the angel of the church in Philadelphia write: ‘The words of the holy one, the true one, 
who has the key of David, who opens and no one will shut, who shuts and no one opens.’”

• And in 1:18 we have the description of him who is “the living one” who has “the keys of death and of 
Hades”.
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• And in3:14, “To the angel of the church in Laodicea write: ‘The words of the Amen, the faithful and true 
witness, the beginning of God’s creation.”

• And in 1:5, we have “From Jesus Christ the faithful witness, the firstborn of the dead, and the ruler of 
kings on earth.”

So you have in all of these, the one who speaks is being referred back to the vision found in the first 
chapter.

Not only that, in all of these you have a reference to conquering.

• In 2:7, in the first church, “He who has an ear, let him hear what the Spirit says to the churches. To him 
who conquers [and then there’s a promise], I will grant to eat of the tree of life, which is in the paradise of 
God.”

• In 2:11, “He who has an ear, let him hear what the Spirit says to the churches. He who conquers [and 
then you have the promise] shall not be hurt by the second death.”

• In the third one, in v. 17, “To him who conquers I will give some of the hidden manna, and I will give 
him a white stone, with a new name written on the stone that no one knows except him who receives it.”

• In the next one, 2:26, “He who conquers and who keeps my works until the end, to him I will give 
authority over the nations, and he will rule them with a rod of iron, as when earthen pots are broken in 
pieces, even as I myself have received authority from my Father. And I will give him the morning star.”

• When we come to the next one, 3:5, “He who conquers shall be clad thus in white garments, and I will 
never blot his name out of the book of life. I will confess his name before my Father and before his 
angels.”

• In 3:12, “He who conquers, I will make a pillar in the temple of my God. Never shall he go out of it, and 
I will write on him the name of my God, and the name of the city of my God, the new Jerusalem, which 
comes down from my God out of heaven ….”

• Then he goes on into the last one, 3:21, “He who conquers I will grant him to sit with me on my throne, 
as I also conquered and sat down with my Father on the throne.”

And all of them have a phrase at the end of them, “He who has ears to hear, let him hear!” (or something 
like that).

All of the letters, then, begin with a word of this glorious Christ, and there is a promise for those who 
hold on and conquer through Christ that it will be worth it. And so you have this holding on, and this 
idea of being a conqueror through Jesus Christ, and inheriting reward, eternal life, or something like that. 
But, how does one conquer for many of these people? They die for their faith. It’s not usually what we 
think of as conquering, but this is the great victory over the enemy — that you conquer him by remaining 
faithful, even unto death itself. And so the Book of Revelation is a book that is really written to people, 
helping to prepare them for death itself.

It therefore seems very strange to think that the way you read this book and identify with it is by sitting 
at a desk with large sheets of paper to diagram all these things when the next events take place. This is 
being read to people who are lining up at the gas chambers at Auschwitz, about to be martyred for their 
faith. And if you are about to die for your faith, when you read this book, what are you wanting to get 
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from it? Surely, it’s not a chart of the end times, but something that will help you to overcome and 
conquer. And that’s the way we have to read the book.
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Chapter 56

Revelation: 1 – 12
With regard to the outline of the Book of Revelation, if you look at vv. 1-8 you have the prologue, and 
then at 22:6-21, the epilogue (in other words, the introduction and the final concluding comments to the 
readers as such). Some interesting things happen as you read the prologue. For instance in v. 4,

“Grace to you and peace from him who is and who was and who is to come [in other words, to God the 
Father], and from the seven spirits who are before his throne [here we have the reference to the Holy 
Spirit described as the seven Spirits — probably borrowing that from Hosea, the Spirit of wisdom, the 
Spirit of power, etc.], and from Jesus Christ the faithful witness, the firstborn of the dead.”

It is interesting that these three, the Father, the Spirit, and the Son are often placed together in this 
Trinitarian-like combination. You have that in Matthew 28:19, “baptizing them in the name [singular, 
interestingly enough] of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit”; and you have that in 2 
Corinthians 13:14, this three-fold putting-together. And right away, you know there’s something about 
Jesus that in these formulas makes him different from normal human beings. We never see something like 
“in the name of the Father, [and then put any preacher’s name in there, like Billy Graham], and the Holy 
Spirit”, or the like. That would be blasphemous. And the New Testament does that — it does it 
coincidentally. It does that because it’s the natural thing to do, which indicates that there’s something 
about Jesus that is extremely unique once again.

In 1:9-3:33, we have references to these seven churches that are present. And we commented about the 
similarity in presentation, with kind of a set formula. We have a message from Jesus who is described in 
light of one of the attributes mentioned the earlier Chapter 1 description of Jesus. Then you have 
something like “I know …”, indicating that Jesus understands the struggles that are going on in each of 
the churches. Then there is a promise along the lines of “to him who overcomes there will be granted….” 
and you have something like eating from the tree of life or their name being written in the book of life — 
something of that nature.

In 3:5 there is this reference to the book of life, and there are many references to this in Scripture. Once 
again, I think you have to start asking yourself what this book of life is. Is there some huge Library of 
Congress in heaven where there’s a book of some sort, or is this all a metaphor? In other words, there isn’t 
any book. Don’t misunderstand me -- what the book signifies exists, but there’s not a literal book, as such. 
And, this is a fairly easy notion to accept, and we get this kind of thought time and time again in the Book 
of Revelation. The reality that is being described by the metaphor exists -- there is a record of those who 
are God’s people. It is in the mind of God; it’s not written in a book of any sort, but it’s described 
metaphorically as the book of life. And some may ask if your name is “written down”, but “written down” 
in this sense is really referring to whether your name is in God’s mind as one of his children. And that’s 
described metaphorically as being “written in the book”.
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After that, the various churches are described (and my understanding of this is that these are real 
churches in real places, with real problems being discussed). Keep in mind that when this letter was 
written, it was brought to the church in Laodicea or Ephesus or Philadelphia — these are real live letters 
at that time. On the other hand, they’re a part of a larger letter: this whole book, which is being read to the 
church. But it had something specific for each of these various churches. These churches are not just 
“symbolic, made-up” ideas of churches. These churches are real, and these problems existed in that day.

In chapter 4, we have the vision of God, and please note that there is no description or likeness of God 
being described here, because we aren’t to make any graven image unto God. So we have him being 
described in light of a gem, a jasper stone in its purity and brilliance; you have him being described as 
having a throne which is overshadowed by a rainbow (a rainbow of grace is a sign of God’s kindness and 
care, etc.); but there is nothing that’s describing God himself, because that would be idolatrous and we 
can’t do that.

When we get down to v. 7, we have these living creatures described in various ways. If you try to 
visualize them, it just doesn’t work out. They have six wings, eyes all around, etc., and they’re essentially 
cheerleaders, leading the congregation in praise to God (or maybe you could say that they are music 
directors of some sort). Along with God in this vision, you then see a vision of Jesus. In 5:5, after weeping 
because no one is present who is qualified to open the scroll, an elder says, “Weep no more; behold. The 
Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David, has conquered, so that he can open the scroll and its seven 
seals.” So the Lion of Judah has conquered. And then when you expect this lion to be described, in the 
very next verse he’s described as a lamb, because the lion conquers not by his ability to slay others, but 
because of his sacrificial death. And the lamb is there, and again he’s described as having seven horns, 
great power, seven eyes that can see and understand, etc. And he’s given the scroll to open it.

Now in reading this, you realize that there are metaphors being used here. And we never ask the question 
as to how a lamb with hooves can open a scroll, because that would press the metaphor too far. We have 
to just press on and go with the flow of these things. If the lamb can do this, the Lamb of God who takes 
away the sin of the world, then you realize that the lamb itself is a sort of a metaphorical understanding, 
just as the Lion of Judah is. And the imagery is impressive, and it’s helpful, but if you try to press it too 
far, you simply get into a world of impossibilities of sorts. I’ve seen pictures of someone trying to describe 
literally the beloved in the Song of Solomon. Have any of you seen that? It’s just kind of a grotesque 
nonsense, because these are all metaphors. There is a huge neck, and things like that — it’s impossible, 
because metaphors aren’t meant to be taken literally in that way.

Beginning with chapter 6, we start with the first of the three-fold seven series. Here we have the seven 
seals, and if you look at the first, it involves conquering and to conquer; the second is that peace is 
removed from the earth, and there is the slaying of one another; in the third there is now famine in the 
land (the first two seem to deal with war, and famine is a natural consequence of war); and in v. 7 we 
have the fourth seal, and again we have war being described. So there are four seals here, and they seem 
to describe war and the various consequences of war that affect the earth. There are horrible times coming 
in this way. We have never gone through a war. But when people in biblical times would go through 
wars, and cities were destroyed, and plagues would come, all sorts of horrors would be associated with it. 
You have to understand it from that perspective — of the horrors that war, which are partly due to the sin 
of humanity and the experiences of this.
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But now when we get to the fifth and sixth seal, there is a shift in scene. This scene is in heaven, and here 
in the fifth seal, there is a cry from God’s people for justice (6:10), “O Sovereign Lord, holy and true, how 
long before you will judge and avenge our blood on those who dwell on the earth?” So you have here 
now a scene of the martyred in heaven, who cry out for justice that God will bring justice upon the earth. 
And then, in the sixth seal, we see that justice coming. Judgment is coming, and those who are 
responsible (v. 15-16), “… the great men and generals …calling to the mountains and rocks, ‘Fall on us and 
hide us from the face of him who is seated on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb.’” So, we have 
the first four seals showing war and its consequences on earth, and then a change in scene. We’re now 
transported to heaven, where the people of God who have suffered martyrdom cry out for justice, and in 
v.6 we see a justice that’s going to be forthcoming, and God brings that upon the rulers and kings of the 
world.

Now, you expect the seventh seal to start, but there’s an interlude here, which will heighten the 
anticipation to get to the seventh seal. But in the interlude here, we have in the midst of all of this a 
couple of scenes of comfort. The first is the sealing of the elect in vv. 1, ff. They are sealed so that no 
judgment will fall upon them, and they’re numbered 144,000 (12 times 12 — there are 12 tribes, 12 times, 
making 144,000). The symbolism has to be understood here. There was an offshoot denomination that 
was trying to reach the number of 144,000, but when they reached that number and began to exceed it, 
they weren’t sure what they would do. You have to understand this as symbolic — the complete number 
of God’s people.

In 7:9 you have a glimpse of the saved in heaven. I don’t think we’re talking about a different group, but 
the same group is described in a different manner here, and they’re enjoying the bliss of heaven. Verses 
13-14, “’Who are these, clothed in white robes, and from where have they come?’ I said to him, ‘Sir, you 
know.’ And he said to me, ‘These are the ones coming out of the great tribulation. They have washed their 
robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.’” So with all the tragedy taking place on earth, we 
are transported to heaven in the interlude, to see the bliss of the elect of God. And they have “… washed 
their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.” Now if you press that, you’d say that white 
robes, when they get bloody, don’t get clean; they get dirty. But it’s a whole different metaphor. Here in 
this sense, they’ve been cleaned because they’ve been forgiven of their sins, etc. And they will no longer 
hunger; they will thirst no more; the sun shall not strike them, nor any scorching heat; and the Lamb is 
sitting there; and God will wipe away their tears. So there is this interlude expressing the bliss of those 
who have suffered for God, and are now in heaven (or, who are about to suffer and will go to heaven). 
Don’t try to get a single timeline as to what’s going on; we’re flying back and forth here. And for the 
church that is reading this letter -- they are the ones that will soon experience some of this persecution, 
and now they know by this interlude and scene, that if they die for the Lord, this will be the bliss that 
they will have in heaven.

After that interlude, we finally get to the seventh seal, and there’s excitement about this. The trouble with 
this is that, when the seal opens, you don’t have something like what we had in the first six seals, but now 
you have seven trumpets being introduced. Does that mean that the seventh seal equals these seven 
trumpets? Probably. That’s the way I’m inclined — that the seventh seal is opened and these seven 
trumpets are part of the seventh seal. And once again, you have a grouping. The first four of these deal 
with natural kinds of disaster — nature gone wild, with hail, etc. In 8:8, “The second angel blew his 
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trumpet, and something like a great mountain, burning with fire, was thrown into the sea.” This is 
probably a reference to the blowing up of Vesuvius in AD 79

(the volcano that blew apart and destroyed Pompeii and other cities around it). This looks very much like 
the kind of thing that you would write to people and describe to people living on this side (historically) of 
Mt. St. Helens or something like that. I had the privilege of visiting Pompeii and walking thru the city 
and still seeing that volcano up there, and remembering that it was not just a sleeping volcano, but is still 
quite active. I was thinking that the people living there presently must be crazy. Vesuvius destroyed a 
very immoral city. When you walk through that, it looked like a huge Hugh Hefner playroom — there 
was great immorality in Pompeii. There was a port city, etc., that was also that way. Then there are the 
other kinds of things being described here, but it looks like these are metaphorical descriptions of natural 
disasters of one sort or another.

After that, you have then again a difference in the fifth and sixth trumpets that take place. These don’t 
look so much like natural disasters, but demonic kinds of plagues that happen. They (9:2) come out of 
“the bottomless pit”; and in v. 4, they are not to harm the land, “only those of mankind who do not have 
the seal of God on their foreheads”. In other words, the unbelieving world is the recipient of this, and it’s 
to bring torment upon them. And then, there are these descriptions of horse-like locusts, monstrous in 
size with scorpion tails that do excessive pain for five months, etc. Then you have the sixth trumpet, and 
this is, believe it or not, even greater in that regard. You have (9:16) “The number of the cavalry was twice 
ten thousand times ten thousand.” And these also destroy and torment, and they too don’t torment the 
believing world. But in vv. 20-21,

“The rest of mankind, who were not killed by these plagues, did not repent of the works of their hands 
nor give up worshiping demons and idols of gold and silver and bronze and stone and wood, which 
cannot see or hear or walk, nor did they repent of their murders or their sorceries or their sexual 
immorality or their thefts.”

So apparently this is portrayed as coming upon the wicked, and the writer of Revelation is pointing out 
that, even with this happening to them, they still do not repent. And there’s a sense in which this is 
permitted by God as a possibility for them to repent and turn, while there’s yet time; and even in the 
midst of all this tragedy they do not repent.

Then we have another interlude to build up the suspense for the seventh trumpet. And here you have the 
eating of the scroll which is given to John to eat, and this scroll is the knowledge of things that are about 
to take place. When he eats it, he finds in 10:9 that it is sweet in one sense, in the mouth, because he now 
knows what the future is, which he always wanted to; but it’s bitter because it talks about judgment that’s 
about to take place.

Then after that, in chapter 11, we have the measuring of the temple. This is all taking place after there is 
no more Jewish temple. We’re not talking about a real temple. We’re talking about a temple that is a 
metaphor for the people of God. And so you have the people of God being measured here, and you have, 
probably not so much two specific witnesses, but they represent the church as a whole, these two olive 
trees and lampstands, and they are witnessing to the truth, just as John’s churches (that he’s writing to) 
are witnessing to the truth. The measuring of this is a metaphorical way of saying that you measure this 
out, and this is protected territory. But, their deliverance is a deliverance not FROM tribulation and 
persecution, but THROUGH tribulation and persecution. For they are not spared; they are killed (the 
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witnesses), but they rise from the dead. So there is this protection upon God’s people. They’re getting 
killed, but that’s not the issue, because that can only destroy the body. And if they do die, the fact is that 
they will rise from the dead anyhow. So the church is seen as protected in one sense, and yet they can still 
be killed in it. So the idea of God saving us — he saves us from wrath, but not necessarily from 
martyrdom.

We have in America especially this very strong emphasis in certain churches (in evangelicalism 
especially), of escape from tribulation — pre-tribulation rapture and all of this kind of thing. And if you 
think for a minute, when has the church ever thought that it would escape tribulation? The invitation is to 
take up a cross and follow Jesus, and the writer of the Book of Revelation is preparing martyrs. So what 
they escape is the wrath of God that could destroy them forever. They’ll never experience that, but they 
can experience the wrath of the enemy and death and persecution and martyrdom. But they rise from the 
dead, and that’s the hope of these churches as they read v. 11, and they can say, “What can people do to 
us? If they put us to death, we go to be with God.” Paul tells us that nothing can separate us from the love 
of God (Romans 8:38-39), “… neither death nor life nor angels nor principalities …” nor persecution, nor 
troubles nor toils, etc. So, v. 11 is a word of comfort.

And then it comes finally to the seventh trumpet in 11:15-19, and this becomes the brief snapshot of the 
final consummation of all things,

“Then the seventh angel blew his trumpet, and there were loud voices in heaven, saying, ‘The kingdom of 
the world has become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ, and he shall reign forever and ever.’ 
And the twenty-four elders who sit on their thrones before God fell on their faces and worshiped God, 
saying, ‘We give thanks to you, Lord God Almighty, who is and who was, for you have taken your great 
power and begun to reign. The nations raged, but your wrath came, and the time for the dead to be 
judged, and for rewarding your servants, the prophets and saints, and those who fear your name, both 
small and great, and for destroying the destroyers of the earth.”

So what we have here is a brief snapshot of the end of all things, but we’re going to go over things again. 
One very important aspect of Revelation is that if you try to read it on a linear dimension, one thing 
following another, it becomes all fouled up. You have to see this as cyclical, repeating time and time 
again, because this end will be described further on, several other times. It is a repetition. People need to 
hear it time and time again.

In 12:1-12, then we have the Christian story. We’ve had the end of all things just now, and now we’re 
going to go back to a story about the birth of Jesus. Now, please note that I list here the Christian message 
told in the form of a “myth”. I put it in quotation marks. I’m scared to use that word because it can be so 
badly misunderstood. When people talk about myths in the gospels I really get upset, because this is 
different. The gospels are historical narrative-type materials, things that all happened in normal life. But 
this kind of writing isn’t normal life; it’s The Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe kinds of stories. And, I 
don’t know what other word to use. I was going to use the word “metaphor”, but it’s really an other-
worldly story used to describe the reality of the birth of Jesus. And it’s described this way:

“A great portent appeared in heaven [a great vision]: a woman clothed with the sun, with the moon under 
her feet, and on her head a crown of twelve stars. She was pregnant and was crying out in birth pains and 
the agony of giving birth. And another sign appeared in heaven: behold, a great red dragon, with seven 
heads and ten horns, and on his heads seven diadems. His tail swept down a third of the stars of heaven 
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and cast them to the earth. And the dragon stood before the woman who was about to give birth, so that 
when she bore her child he might devour it. She gave birth to a male child, one who is to rule all the 
nations with a rod of iron [It’s Jesus; it’s the son of God. The woman is either Mary or the church (the 
people of God of whom Mary is the representative, who gives birth to the Son of God).], but her child was 
caught up to God and to his throne [he ascended into heaven], and the woman fled into the wilderness 
[here you have the allusion must be more than Mary -- the church] where she was in a place prepared by 
God, in which she was nourished for 1,260 days.”

So what we have here is the coming of the birth of the Son of God, the Ascension, and the attempt to 
destroy the child, which was unsuccessful.

Then we have a switch in scene, and we have Satan in heaven, fighting Michael and his angels. And they 
were defeated (Satan and the dragon), and (vv. 8-12)

“… there was no longer a place for them in heaven. And the great dragon was thrown down, that ancient 
serpent, who is called the devil and Satan, the deceiver of the whole world — he was thrown down to the 
earth, and his angels were thrown down with him. And I heard a loud voice in heaven saying, ‘Now the 
salvation and the power and the kingdom of our God and the authority of his Christ have come, for the 
accuser of our brothers has been thrown down, who accuses them day and night before our God. And 
they have conquered him by the blood of the Lamb and by the word of their testimony, for they loved not 
their lives even unto death. Therefore, rejoice, O heavens and you who dwell in them! But woe to you, O 
earth and sea, for the devil has come down to you in great wrath, because he knows that his time is 
short!”

The way I look at this, is that this shows the defeat of Satan in his role as the accuser before God. He 
accuses God’s people, and his accusations about our sin and our deserving judgment are done away with 
because we have conquered through the blood of the Lamb. And that battle with Michael and his 
archangels is just a way of saying that here’s a new battle, where Satan comes to God and accuses the 
people of God, but his accusations are rejected, and he’s cast aside because all of those who’ve been 
accused have been saved by the blood of the Lamb. And so, his defeat up in heaven in his role of accusing 
us of things has come to an end, and now he comes to earth once again, and he seeks to persecute the 
church.

In v. 13, “He pursued the woman who bore the male child ….” The woman is preserved by going into the 
wilderness; the serpent tries to drown her with a flood of water, but the earth rescues the woman. The 
church will not be destroyed, but will be triumphant -- not in a sense that it will dominate the world 
population-wise, but that in all of Satan’s attempts to defeat it, the church will not be overcome. God will 
build his church; he will be victorious. And even in the midst of persecution by the enemy, the church 
grows. It’s remarkable that, as the early church fathers were being persecuted and even put to death, it 
was proven, “The blood of the martyrs is the seed of the church,” (Tertullian). It grows, and Satan cannot 
overcome it. It will be victorious.

I remember that there were times that we did certain kinds of testing at Bethel Seminary, where seminary 
students were asked questions like, “Do you think that the church will survive in the future?”, or “What 
do you think of some aspect of the church in the future?” And every time I looked at that question, it was 
interesting to see how students would answer it, because that’s the one thing I’m sure of. Whatever may 
happen on earth, the church will remain until Jesus comes. He will see to it in the midst of all that.
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Chapter 57

Revelation: 13 – 22
After we’ve had this “mythical” message, you now have it continued with a beast rising out of the sea 
with ten horns, etc. We have here a description of what is probably the Roman Empire. There is no Roman 
Empire any more of course, but we’re talking about people in the time of AD 90, when Rome is now an 
ally of Satan — the hand servant of Satan, carrying out his work. And this evil beast is seeking to 
persecute the world and humanity. We have in 13:18 a number that is given to this beast, and there has 
been all sorts of speculation about this number. However, the easiest way to understand this is, I think, as 
a cryptogram for Nero Caesar. If you add the letters together of Nero Caesar, and give numerical value to 
them [as per the Hebrew practice of Gematria], the N in Nero is worth 50; the E is a vowel so isn’t counted; 
the R is worth 200; the W (or the O at the end — an omega in Greek) is worth 6; the final N (in Greek, 
there is a final N on Nero’s name) is another 50; K is 100 points; S is 60 points; R is again 200 points; and 
this comes to 666.

There was a well-known myth that existed at the time of Revelation’s writing, that Nero really had not 
killed himself, but that he was alive. He had gone into the east to Persia, and would be leading the 
Parthian army against Rome, and that the wound he had received was not mortal and had not really 
killed him. It seems that the writer of Revelation is alluding to this myth, and is talking about this one 
who is Nero Caesar as 666. Why not just name Nero instead of referring to him as a cryptogram? The 
same reason he refers to Rome as Babylon. If you’re a persecuted group, chances are that this group who 
is persecuting you doesn’t want you to say nasty things about them, so you avoid if possible offending 
them unnecessarily. And later on, he’ll use the word Babylon, which clearly is Rome, even though there is 
a city of Babylon. The city of Babylon did not sit on seven hills; and the seven hills or mountains which 
this great city sits on means that it has to be Rome. So we have this symbolism being used here. So here, 
you have this ally of the Romans and in 13:18 another beast coming, a second beast, which looks like it’s 
an ally. Whereas one is the Empire, the other may be the Emperors as such. And you have all this ugliness 
that takes place.

And then, we have another change in scene. We go to heaven, and look at all of this from a heavenly 
perspective, and we see things very differently. We see the 144,000 who are united with God; we have 
God’s glory being proclaimed; and we know that in v. 8 Babylon is going to be destroyed. So, lifted up 
from the persecution and the animosity taking place on earth, now we go to heaven and see things from 
the divine perspective, and we see his elect, the 144,000, and nothing can happen to them. And you see 
that those who are persecuting, those who are the allies of this evil empire, that they will receive 
judgment. And the judgment is portrayed a couple of times, especially in vv. 17, ff.

In 15:1, ff. now we get to the last, or the third of the three-fold events. We’ve had the seals and trumpets, 
and now we have the bowls. In 15:1-16:21 we have a repetition of the kinds of things that happened 
earlier, only in the form of bowls being poured out.
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And then in chapter 17, after that, we have a description of the fall of the great harlot or beast. The harlot 
is described here as making the world drunk — she’s drunk, not with wine, but with the blood of the 
martyrs. In 17:9, there is a call for wisdom, and reference to the seven heads or seven mountains on which 
the woman is seated (it has to be a description of Rome here). And those who are part of the harlot’s 
lineage (v. 13) are of one mind, and they make war on the Lamb, but the Lamb will conquer them, for he 
is Lord of lords and King of kings, and those who are called and chosen are faithful. Babylon is described 
further in chapter 18, and all the world mourns with her because this brings economic collapse to the 
whole world.

After that, beginning at chapter 19, we have the final victory. We’ve seen this already a couple of times. 
But now he deals with it once again (19:1-10),

“After this I heard what seemed to be the loud voice of a great multitude in heaven, crying out, 
‘Hallelujah! Salvation and glory and power belong to our God, for his judgments are true and just; for he 
has judged the great prostitute who corrupted the earth with her immorality, and has avenged on her the 
blood of his servants.’ Once more they cried out, ‘Hallelujah! The smoke from her goes up forever and 
ever.’ And the twenty-four elders and the four living creatures fell down and worshiped God who was 
seated on the throne, saying, ‘Amen. Hallelujah!’ And from the throne came a voice saying, ‘Praise our 
God, all you his servants, you who fear him, small and great.’ Then I heard what seemed to be the voice 
of a great multitude, like the roar of many waters and like the sound of mighty peals of thunder, crying 
out, ‘Hallelujah! For the Lord our God the Almighty reigns. Let us rejoice and exult and give him the 
glory, for the marriage of the Lamb has come, and his Bride has made herself ready; it was granted her to 
clothe herself with fine linen, bright and pure’ — for the fine linen is the righteous deeds of the saints. 
And the angel said to me, ‘Write this: Blessed are those who are invited to the marriage supper of the 
Lamb.’ And he said to me, ‘These are the true words of God.’ Then I fell down at his feet to worship him, 
but he said to me, ‘You must not do that! I am a fellow servant with you and your brothers who hold to 
the testimony of Jesus. Worship God.’ For the testimony of Jesus is the Spirit of prophecy.”

Then you have the final judgment being portrayed again (v. 11-16),

“Then I saw heaven opened, and behold, a white horse! The one sitting on it is called Faithful and True, 
and in righteousness he judges and makes war. His eyes are like a flame of fire, and on his head are many 
diadems, and he has a name written that no one knows but himself. He is clothed in a robe dipped in 
blood [not the blood of his enemies, but his own. He’s the savior of the world], and the name by which he 
is called is The Word of God. And the armies of heaven, arrayed in fine linen, white and pure, were 
following him on white horses. From his mouth comes a sharp sword with which to strike down the 
nations, and he will rule them with a rod of iron. He will tread the winepress of the fury of the wrath of 
God the Almighty. On his robe and on his thigh he has a name written, King of Kings and Lord of Lords.”

And we have Jesus in the final judgment, but the judgment is by his word. He speaks, and the judgment 
takes place, because the sharp sword which smites the enemies comes from his mouth.

Then we have the description of that judgment, and then in chapter 20, we have the description of the 
millennial kingdom (20:1-2), “Then I saw an angel coming down from heaven, holding in his hand the key 
to the bottomless pit and a great chain. And he seized the dragon, that ancient serpent, who is the devil 
and Satan, and bound him for a thousand years.”

!257



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

Much is said about the millennium. In the New Testament, this is really the only passage that refers to a 
thousand-year reign. Everything about millennialism comes from Revelation 20 --that’s where the 
thousand years is found, and it is a major issue in various theological circles. In fact, in some, the 
particular view you have of the millennium will allow you to be a member of that church, or exclude you 
from membership in that church. And, there are essentially three main views about the millennium. I’ll go 
over them briefly, but you’ll hear more about them in your theology class. There’s post-millennialism, pre-
millennialism, and a-millennialism.

• Post-millennialism saw what happens here in chapter 20 as taking place after the gospel has spread 
throughout the world, and the world has repented and become essentially believing. This may seem like 
a strange view, but it’s interesting how many evangelicals in the nineteenth century held this view. In the 
nineteenth century, there was a mood in the air of evolutionary optimism -- not only with regard to 
biology (Darwin); not only with regard to economics (Marx); but also a social kind of evolution. A lot of 
evangelicals had gathered together and formed Christian groups that fought for better conditions on 
earth. Child labor laws were enacted, and other social things that were helpful, and people became very 
optimistic about this. They thought they would bring about the millennial kingdom upon earth. So you 
had this optimism, and post-millennialism teaches that after, through Christian influence, the world 
essentially responds positively and welcomes Jesus so that he can return, and he will come and reign for a 
thousand years. That’s post-millennialism, and it was very popular in the 1900’s. The twentieth century 
torpedoed all of that. Once World War I came, it became very difficult to be optimistic. The cannons and 
slaughter of World War I made it clear that it wouldn’t work. The other two alternatives are (I think) the 
only viable options, one or the other.

• Pre-millennialism is the view that Jesus will, at the end of history, return personally, and he will bring 
about a reign on earth for 1000 years. During that year, justice will be done, and you have an aspect of this 
now that dispensationalism adds to it, and this will bring about a new vibrant Israel -- a new temple will 
be built, and in many ways the sacrificial system will be re-instituted. And this pre-millennialism is very 
popular among dispensationalists. Non-dispensationalists who are pre-millennialists also argue for this 
1000 years when Jesus will reign.

• With the a-millennialists, this term is somewhat misleading. The prefix a- here means non-, e.g., a theist 
is one who believes in God, while an A-theist doesn’t believe in God; a Gnostic believes he has knowledge 
of God in some unique way, while an A-gnostic doesn’t have that knowledge. If you’re a millennialist you 
believe in a millennial reign; so you would think that an a-millennialist doesn’t believe in the millennial. 
But this doesn’t work well, because they DO believe in a millennial. But, they understand Revelation 20 
as indicating that with the coming of Jesus and his death and resurrection, that reign of the kingdom of 
God, that millennium, has begun already. They believe that we are living in the millennium now, because 
through his Spirit God is at work, and the Kingdom of God is a present reality. So, a-millennialism is a 
misnomer, I think, but we’re not going the change the name of it. But for a-millennialism, the kingdom of 
God has already started with the coming of Jesus Christ.

This view also holds that you should understand these things symbolically, that Satan has been bound in 
the sense that he’s been defeated, and he doesn’t dominate because Jesus is here through the church. The 
slaves and those oppressed by Satan can be delivered, and this is referred to as a “spiritual resurrection” of 
some sort. The whole thing would be that the spiritual resurrection here in the millennium (if you’re an a-
millennialist) means the dying to sin and being raised to newness of life. So it’s not an actual, physical 
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resurrection. If you are a pre-milllennialist, then you talk about whether those who also share in this 
millennium will be those who are martyred as such. And I doubt very much that the Book of Revelation 
wants to make a distinction between faithful Christians who are and aren’t martyred, where one group 
gets something that the others don’t. I don’t think that would be my understanding at all.

My own understanding of the millennial issue is, it’s found once in the New Testament. I usually don’t 
make a once-occurrence in the New Testament (or in the Bible as a whole) a key issue in my theology. The 
second thing is, it’s found not in Paul’s writings, like in Romans, but in Revelation. Of all the books, this is 
the most difficult one to take literally. It uses all sorts of figurative terminology, and it’s in the midst of all 
sorts of things that are hard to understand. When Bruce Metzger talks about the millennial system, he 
adds an interesting comment here. I’m sure it’s not going to satisfy a lot of people, but after describing it, 
he says, “Each of these interpretations involves serious difficulties [I agree]. But the central truth of all 
three is clear and direct affirmation: Christ will return, as he has promised, and will destroy the forces of 
evil and establish God’s eternal kingdom.” That’s what the millennial is about. I believe it.

All of these existed in the third and fourth century. Pre-millennialists led by the Montanists (that were a 
particular group in Rome), were really eschatological extremists. And they went to excess in this, and 
brought embarrassment to the church. The result of this was that there was a tendency for those who 
opposed the pre-millennial excesses of the Montanists to become a-millennialists. And I think that 
Augustine became an a-millennialist in that regard. We have to always be careful that our theology is not 
primarily shaped by a reaction to somebody else. So a-millennialism became quite popular. Among a lot 
of Reformed scholars, a-millennialism became pretty popular.

The church that I came to know Christ through had a pre-tribulation, pre-millennial stance. And as a 
young Christian in college, I was reading my Scofield Bible, and I began to have questions on pre-
tribulation rapture issues. I could not join the church that I was saved in, that I was baptized in, over an 
issue of whether at the end of history, Jesus comes seven years before or after another event. Now I look 
back and see how stupid that was. At the time it wasn’t — I wasn’t mature enough to do that. At that 
time, I was wondering whether I was losing my faith. If you meet somebody who believes and longs for 
Jesus’s return, they are brothers and sisters in the Lord. And if you have little chart differences, that’s 
trivial compared to what you have in common. Because the whole world out there thinks we’re all crazy, 
right? And we crazies need to stay together a little, and rejoice and have that as a living hope. It’s 
interesting — I have in my theology become more and more aware of the importance of the hope of the 
second coming — that it’s essential. It’s part of the gospel, not that Jesus died for our sins; not that Jesus 
died for our sins and rose from the dead; it’s not even that Jesus died for our sins and rose from the dead 
and appeared to the disciples. But it’s that Jesus died for our sins, he rose from the dead, he appeared to 
the disciples, and he’s coming again. That’s the message of the church, and if you lose that, something big 
is missing. And if you minimize it, it may mean that you and I are more in love with this world than we 
realize. Because this world should make us want to long for the second coming. But I’ve become less and 
less interested in the debates of when and how long, etc. (the pre-, the post-, etc.). I’m not into that any 
more. The living hope has to be there. (The pre-tribulation pre-millennial meant that before the tribulation 
came, Jesus came and we’re raptured out .After that, there’s a terrible tribulation, and after that is the 
second, second coming (something like that), and the millennium is established.)

Virgil Olson was the Dean who hired me to my first teaching position. He was the Dean of Bethel College, 
and he’ll always be my Dean. I saw him just two weeks ago, and I still call him “Dean”. He’ll never be 
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“Virgil”, but will always be “Dean Olson” to me. After he left Bethel as Dean, he became the Executive 
Secretary of the Foreign Mission Board of the Baptist General Conference. I think it was around 1990 or so 
when I saw him in the cafeteria, and we had lunch. He had just returned from Ethiopia, which was a 
Communist country at that time. Christians there were experiencing severe persecution, and he shared 
things that were going on there. He asked me to guess what the two favorite books of the church in 
Ethiopia were. I speculated on Romans (because they needed a good systematic work), and John (because 
they need a gospel). But he told me that they weren’t Romans and John, but Daniel and Revelation. I 
gulped. If someone in America had told me that these were their favorite books, I’d gulp even more now. 
But he told me that this was also his reaction, so he asked them why these were the favorites. And they 
told him, “These are our favorite books because God wins in the end.” They know these books. God wins 
in the end, and that’s what Revelation is about. God wins in the end. And so you have time and time 
again, over and over, the judgment of evil, the bliss of the righteous, and you go through this scene over 
and over in repetition: God wins in the end. He who endures to the end will be victorious, and they will 
share in the glory that is to come. And that’s what they needed to know. And those uneducated Ethiopian 
Christians had a much better understanding of the Book of Revelation than some of these television 
evangelists who talk about Revelation.

It’s not about reading newspapers and trying to find out charts as to what’s going on in the world; it’s not 
a matter of listing the events of the end times. If you and I were arrested today, and we were going to 
lined up to be shot tomorrow, and we’re given the Book of Revelation, how many of you are going to 
want to say, “Could I have some pencil and paper so I can chart out the time and the events and the order 
of these things?” Or, do you want to know that he who endures to the end will eat of the tree of life, and 
he who suffers and conquers by the blood of the Lamb will see God? Isn’t it that? So when you read the 
Book of Revelation, this is what the author is trying to get through. And the doxologies that come from it, 
the Hallelujah Chorus that comes from it, the “Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God Almighty!” that comes from it 
— those are capturing the flavor of the writer of the Book of Revelation. But charting out events I don’t 
think is anywhere near where he’s at. Is it legitimate? There are lots of things you can do when you read 
the Bible. You can count the word “the” in the Bible if you want, or you can count the number of times the 
letter alpha appears if you want. I don’t know if that’s really profitable. I think you want to know what 
the Biblical author is trying to share with his readers. And in this constant repetition over and over, he’s 
repeating God’s judgment. God’s judgment will come upon evil, because he is a holy God. And those who 
remain faithful and endure to the end will see God.

The last judgment again is portrayed in several ways. After the millennium is described, in 20:12-15 the 
last judgment takes place,

“I saw the dead great and small, standing before the throne, and books were opened. Then another book 
was opened, which is the book of life. And the dead were judged by what was written in the books, 
according to what they had done. And the sea gave up the dead who were in it, Death and Hades gave 
up the dead who were in them, and they were judged, each one of them, according to what they had 
done. Then Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fire. This is the second death, the lake of fire. 
And if anyone’s name was not found written in the book of life, he was thrown into the lake of fire.”

Then in chapter 21, he describes the final resting place, “Then I saw a new heaven and a new earth, for the 
first heaven and the first earth had passed away, and the sea was no more.” You may like sailing on the 
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ocean, but the sea was a frightening place for people in the first century. It was a scary place, because it 
was not a safe place with the kinds of ships you had in those days. So those who worked on the sea or 
traveled on the sea were always in danger. There will be no sea in heaven — none of that kind of danger. 
Continuing, 21:3, ff. “And I heard a loud voice from the throne saying, ‘Behold, the dwelling place of God 
is with man. He will dwell with them .…” And you have this glorious scene here of the new Jerusalem 
described in various ways, beginning with v. 16, the city lies foursquare, the length is 12,000 stadia [12 
again], the wall is 144 cubits [12 times 12], built of jasper, like pure gold, clear as glass, the walls of the city 
are adorned with various kinds of jewels, the gates are 12 pearls, etc.

I remember my daughter when she was about ten asking me what heaven was like. How would you 
answer a 10-year-old girl as to what heaven is like? Would you say that the walls are all these kinds of 
jewels, and the streets are like pure gold, etc.? What the writer is trying to do is talk about the precious-
ness of heaven, and the only thing he has to go with are “this-worldly” kinds of analogies. So it’s precious 
because the streets are made of gold. That would mean that they’d get rutted pretty quickly, because gold 
is pretty soft stuff. Are there paving crews that re-pave the gold all the time? What he’s trying to say is 
that people struggle for a few gold coins, but in heaven, we pave our streets with that stuff. Wow!

And then chapter 22 continues that description, and then in v. 6, ff. we have the epilogue,

“These words are trustworthy and true. And the Lord, the God of the spirits of the prophets, has sent his 
angel to show his servants what must soon take place. And behold, I am coming soon. Blessed is the one 
who keeps the words of the prophecy of this book.’ I, John, am the one who heard and saw these things. 
And when I heard and saw them, I fell down to worship at the feet of the angel who showed them to me, 
but he said to me, ‘You must not do that!’ [You don’t worship anyone, even the emperor.] Worship God.’ 
… and he said to me, ‘Do not seal up the words of prophecy of this book, for the time is near. Let the 
evildoer still do evil, and the filthy still be filthy, and the righteous still do right, and the holy still be holy. 
Behold, I am coming soon, bringing my recompense with me, to repay each one for what he has done. I 
am the Alpha and the Omega [God is referred to that way in 1:8, but Jesus is also referred to as the Alpha 
and the Omega, interestingly enough]…. Blessed are those who wash their robes, so that they may have 
the right to the tree of life and that they may enter the city by the gates. Outside are the dogs and 
sorcerers and the sexually immoral and murderers and idolaters, and everyone who loves and practices 
falsehood. I, Jesus, have sent my angel to testify to you about these things for the churches. I am the root 
and the descendant of David, the bright morning star.’ The Spirit and the Bride say, ‘Come.’ And let the 
one who hears say, ‘Come.’ And let the one who is thirsty come; let the one who desires take the water of 
life without price. I warn everyone who hears the words of the prophecy of this book: if anyone adds to 
them, God will add to him the plagues described in this book, and if anyone takes away from the words 
of the book of this prophecy, God will take away his share in the tree of life and in the holy city, which are 
described in this book. He who testifies to these things says, ‘Surely I am coming soon.’ Amen. Come, 
Lord Jesus! [This is the Greek translation of what we have at the end of 2 Corinthians 13, Maranatha!, 
which is part of the early church creed, “Come, Lord Jesus”.] The grace of the Lord Jesus be with all of his 
saints. Amen.”

And the book comes to an end at that point.
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Chapter 58

NT Canon: Dating, Need, Collection
Probably some of the earliest materials in the New Testament are the letters of Paul: 1 and 2 Thessalonians 
from around AD 50; in around 55 we have Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans. Notice that some 
date Galatians earlier. 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans are easy to date together, because they all refer to 
the offering that is being collected for the church in Jerusalem. Galatians has no such material in it, and 
there all sorts of debates over how to date that letter. The prison epistles are thought to have been written 
in the 60’s (Philippians, Colossians, Philemon, and Ephesians), and AD 65 for 1 Timothy, Titus, and 2 
Timothy. I trust that you’ll note that it is unlikely that Paul simply decided every 5 years he’d do some 
writing — there might be a little play in these dates. But it’s easy to remember them date-wise in these 5-
year segments.

For the gospels, I believe in the tradition being very accurate with regard to the association of the Mark’s 
gospel with the death of Peter; and if that is true, this would be some time around AD 65-70, probably 
before the Fall of Jerusalem, but after the death of Peter. If Mark is the main source used by Matthew and 
Luke, they would have to be after that, about AD 75-90 (or perhaps even 75-85), but it’s hard to know. 
John, according to tradition wrote when he was old, in AD 90 or 95. And then for the rest of the New 
Testament, James must be from some time before 62 when he is martyred; Hebrews before 70 AD 
(because his whole argument is to prove the superiority of Christianity over Judaism and the lack of 
mention of the destruction of the temple is really very difficult to explain otherwise). And then, the rest of 
the New Testament is thought to have been written by AD 95 or so. So, in the second half of the first 
century, between AD 50-95, the New Testament books are written. A lot of the dates are hard to be 
dogmatic about. As to Paul’s letters, if you deny Pauline authorship of some of these books, then they 
come much later, and you throw them into the second century.

Concerning the establishment or recognition of the New Testament canon, there are a number of factors 
that cause the church to become interested in the question of delineating what books were really part of 
their canon of Scripture. One factor that raised that kind of interest was first of all the rise of Marcion’s 
heresy. Marcion, the son of a leading bishop in northern Turkey, comes to Rome, identifies himself with 
the church, gives a sum of money to it, and then is discovered to be a heretic. He is excommunicated from 
the church, and his money is returned (which is interesting — I think that most churches in America 
would not do that). Then he establishes his gnostic sect and they have a “Bible” which consists of ten of 
Paul’s letters and the Gospel of Luke. The date for Marcion’s canon is probably about AD 140. If, then, we 
have this heretical group out there that is not part of mainline Christianity but is a Gnosticizing of it, and 
they have a Bible, it raises the question of what mainline Christianity’s Bible should be. Mainline 
Christians by this time have more than Luke (they also have Matthew, Mark, and John), so the issue of 
delineating the New Testament arises comes out of that, as something they would need in defense of 
Marcion, to have a clear understanding of what our Scriptures are.

Another thing that comes into play is that a new technological invention takes place, and that’s the 
invention of a codex, a book, in contrast to a scroll. Scrolls by their very nature have to be limited. They 
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get to be very unwieldy after a while, and the average scroll was somewhere around 25-30 feet long. The 
books in our New Testament that could fit into a single scroll would be books like Acts, Matthew, Luke, or 
John -- those would make up a whole scroll. But, just the size of trying to make two books of that size in 
one scroll would make the scroll unwieldy. With a codex, one could open it very easily, and also add more 
and more pages. When a codex is made, there are large individual pages, and they are folded in half, and 
then these are folded in half, and then folded in half again, and they are lined up against a spine, and the 
edges are cut. These are then sewn into a codex, and you have these 16 leaves. Then, one can place a lot of 
16-leaf segments side by side, and get a big fat book (which can eventually become unwieldy), but before 
that happens, there is room for lots and lots and lots of pages. So it’s easier now to decide that Matthew 
should be part of this book, with also Mark and Luke and John and Paul’s letters. What about the 
Shepherd of Hermas? What about the Didache? What about 1 Clement? What about these other books? 
And the debate begins as to which books should go right next to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Are we 
going to put Matthew, Mark, Luke, and a basic guide for interpreting the Bible, and then John? You might 
have a very poor understanding of Scripture if you do that. So, what we would want to do is to keep 
close to each other those books which are recognized as being of divine authority, not any other books 
that might be interesting, etc.

I have problems basically with a lot of study Bibles, because they do have things like, not my basic guide, 
but there are notes in them, and these notes are no more infallible than a basic guide is infallible. Some of 
them are worse yet, if you can believe that or not. And people baptize that with divine authority, and 
that’s kind of scary to me. I would never have a study Bible in a church pew. Whether a person should 
have one for their own home study Bible, etc., is a debatable issue.

But now that we have this codex, which books do we want to sew together? Because if we sew them 
together, the common authority that Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, and Paul’s letters have is going to be 
attributed to the other books that are sewn next to them as well. So that becomes an issue.

Another issue that comes up is that, as time goes on, the church begins to be persecuted, and any group 
that wants to eliminate a religious entity wants to get rid of their sacred books. So they try to destroy 
them. And what a church in a persecuted situation might do, is to assign a book to an individual for 
safekeeping (you are given Matthew; you are given John; you are given Romans; you are given 1 
Corinthians; you are given Revelation; you are given Hebrews; I’m given 1 Clement). When the 
persecutors come and say “Hand over Luke or die!” will you hand it over if you have the only copy of it? 
That’s a sacred Word of God. That’s the only Scripture you have in your church community. Or, will you 
die and save the scroll of Scripture for the church? Now when they come to me and say, “Hand over 1 
Clement or die,” I’ll say, “OK, would you also like Barnabas, or 1 Maccabees?” There’s a difference. So, 
what books we are willing to die for also makes us think again about which are the Scriptures of our 
church. So, there are a lot of these factors.

These factors give rise to the issue of which books belong and which do not. They don’t answer it, but 
they are an occasion for reflecting heavily on the issue. So, they give rise to the concern for Scripture. Very 
early, we have the beginnings of the collections of works, and we find things like this already in the New 
Testament. At the end of Colossians, for instance, Paul writes the following (4:16), “And when this letter 
has been read among you, have it also read in the church of the Laodiceans [in other words, see that this 
other church also reads this letter]; and see that you also read the letter from Laodicea.” Now, we don’t 
have any book in the New Testament called Laodiceans, and this could be a lost letter or it may be the 
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letter that was written to churches in that area that we call Ephesians. It’s impossible to know. In 1 
Thessalonians 5:27, we have the same kind of injunction here, “I adjure you by oath before the Lord to 
have this letter read to all the brethren.” Everybody should read this letter. In 2 Peter 3:15-16, we have an 
understanding of Paul’s letters already being kind of a collection of them, “So also our beloved brother 
Paul wrote to you according to the wisdom given him, as he does in all his letters when he speaks in them 
of these matters. There are some things in them that are hard to understand, which the ignorant and 
unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other Scriptures.” Here, Paul’s letters are equated 
with the Old Testament Scriptures. And how many of Paul’s letters is the author referring to here — is he 
referring to all of our 13? Does he know all of them? Does he know maybe ten of them, and he’s referring 
to those? There are all sorts of questions like that. In 1 Timothy there is a passage that seems to be quoting 
a gospel (5:17-18), “Let the elders who rule well be considered worthy of double honor, especially those 
who labor in preaching and teaching. For the Scripture says, ‘You shall not muzzle an ox when it is 
treading out the grain,’ [that’s Deuteronomy 25:4], and, ‘The laborer deserves his wages.” There’s nothing 
in the Old Testament that says “the laborer deserves his wages”, but if you look in the New Testament, 
you will find reference to that both in Matthew (10:10, “the laborer deserves his food”) and in Luke (10:7, 
almost identical, “the laborer deserves his wages”). Now, is Paul quoting from the Gospel of Luke or is he 
quoting from the oral traditions of Jesus, and how would you know? From a simple statement like this, I 
don’t think you could ever know. If you look at my dating of these, I would say that Luke has not yet 
been written, but I could be wrong. But to say that this is a quotation of a written Scripture is something 
that we can’t say — that’d be much too dogmatic. We do have quotations of Jesus in 1 Corinthians “For I 
deliver to you that which I also received, that the Lord Jesus on the night when he was betrayed took 
bread ….” and we have the tradition of the Lord’s Supper in 1 Corinthians 11. I think this is an oral 
tradition at this time. I don’t think it’s written; I don’t think he’s quoting from Luke’s gospel at this point. 
Also 1 Corinthians 7:10, “to the married I give charge (not I, but the Lord): the wife should not separate 
from her husband.” I think here, this is a quotation of Jesus’s teaching on divorce, not from a written 
gospel, but from oral tradition. So 1 Timothy 5:18 shows that Jesus’s words are placed on the same level of 
Scripture. But it’s going too far to say that this refers to the Gospel of Luke. I think it’s an oral tradition, 
but Jesus’s teachings are scripture as far as the early church is concerned.

The Didache has three references to the gospels; Papias quotes two (maybe three) gospels. We referred to 
Marcion’s canon already. Marcion, by the way, edited some of this material so that things that were 
unfavorable to his sectarian view, like a positive view of the Old Testament, he eliminated (and that’s 
probably why he eliminated the Pastoral Epistles). In 2 Clement, we have a clear reference to Matthew as 
Scripture, (2 Clement 2:4), “And another scripture says, ‘I have not come to call the righteous, but 
sinners,’” where, he’s quoting Matthew 9:13. But notice that the writer of 2 Clement quotes Matthew as 
Scripture. Also, the Epistle of Barnabas, whose dates are anywhere from 70 — 150, likewise quotes 
Matthew as Scripture (4:14), “Moreover, consider this as well, my brothers, when you see that after such 
extraordinary signs and wonders were done in Israel, even then they were abandoned. Let us be on our 
guard, lest we should be found, as it is written, ‘Many are called, but few chosen,’” and that is a quotation 
from Matthew 22:14. So, both of these works are quoting the Gospel of Matthew as Scripture already.

By the time of AD 170, a man by the name of Tatian writes a work called the Diatessaron, “Through the 
Four Gospels”, and he combines the four gospels into one continual story of Jesus’s life. I remember a 
student coming up to me with great excitement that they had found the greatest book, something new, 
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where someone had combined all four gospels into one running story. I responded that this was first done 
in 170 AD by a man named Tatian. But the fact that he did this indicates that he viewed these four gospels 
as authoritative.

At the end of the second century we have a fragment which has been called the Muratorian Canon. Let 
me explain that to you. In 1740, a Roman Catholic cardinal by the name of Muratori was browsing 
through a diary of an eighth century monk. He found a fragment in that eighth century diary which was 
much older. Most people date the fragment around the end of the second century — before AD 200. And 
in that fragment, there is a listing of Scriptures. I’ll read it to you, but understand that it’s a fragment, and 
the first part is missing. It starts (v. 2), “The third book of the gospel according to Luke”. Well, you know 
that two things must be missing, since it references two items before it, and is anyone going to argue that 
it’s not Matthew and Mark? He goes on (v. 9), “The fourth gospel is by John [and he has comments about 
it] …. [vv. 34-36], The Acts of all the apostles have been written in one book. Addressed to the most 
excellent Theophilus, Luke includes one by one things that were done in his own presence.” The acts of all 
the apostles have all been written in one book — in other words, there were apocryphal books like the 
Acts of Peter, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of John, and Andrew, and Thomas, etc., but this fragment says that 
there’s one Acts that been written and that’s the Acts of the Apostles by Luke. In vv. 40, ff., “As for the 
letters of Paul, … first of all he wrote to the Corinthians … then to the Galatians …,” and Romans is 
mentioned. And there are seven churches in order: Corinthians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 
Galatians, Thessalonians, and Romans. He also wrote a letter to Philemon, to Titus, and two to Timothy. 
Verses 63-71, “There is said to be another letter to the Laodiceans, and another to the Alexandrians, both 
of which are forged in Paul’s name. The letter of Jude and the two superscribed with the name of John are 
accepted in the catholic [or universal] church. …The Wisdom of Solomon also the Apocalypse of John and 
that of Peter.” So you have here, at the end of the second century, the gospels, Acts, Paul’s letters, Jude, 2 
Johannine letters, Revelation, the Wisdom of Solomon which is in the Apocrypha, and the Apocalypse of 
Peter, which is a New Testament pseudepigraphic work. That’s not our Bible, but look for a minute .It’s 
the heart of our Bible. And if this were the Bible that you had, I don’t think you’d go greatly wrong, to say 
the least.

By AD 200, books were usually referred to by the classifications homologoumena (those universally 
confessed: the gospels, Acts, Paul’s letters, 1 John, 1 Peter); the antilegomena (which were spoken against: 
James, Jude, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, Hebrews, Revelation); other books sometimes discussed included the 
Shepherd of Hermas, the Didache, 1 Clement, the Epistle of Barnabas. So by AD 200, the heart of the New 
Testament is there, but it’s far from our clear canon of Scripture at this time.

When we speak of antilegomena, the disputed books, books that are spoken against, you should not think 
that the majority of people argued against them. It means that, though most people accept these books, 
some argue against them. The antilegomena don’t mean that these are rejected universally; on the contrary, 
most people accept them, but there are some who argue against them; whereas, in the former (in the 
homologoumena), no one argues against them. But there is a small group of people that have questions 
about these antilegomena.

Now the great historian of the early church was a man by the name of Eusebius. He wrote a work called 
Ecclesiastical History. Let me read to you from Book 3, chapter 25,
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“At this point it seems reasonable to surmise the writings of the New Testament which have been quoted. 
In the first place should be put the holy tetrad of the gospels [the four gospels]. To them follows the 
writing of the Acts of the Apostles. After this should be reckoned the Epistles of Paul [since he does not 
mention Hebrews anywhere in this discussion, he must be assuming Hebrews is Pauline at that point. 
That would have been the general thinking at this time]. Following them, the Epistle of John called the 
First, and in the same way should be recognized the Epistle of Peter. In addition to these should be put if 
it seems desirable the Revelation of John, the arguments concerning which we will expound at the proper 
time.”

These belong to the recognized books — the homologoumena.

“Of the disputed books [the antilegomena], which are nevertheless known to most [in other words, though 
they’re disputed, most recognize them], are the Epistle called of James, that of Jude, the Second Epistle of 
Peter, and the so-called Second and Third Epistles of John which may be the works of the evangelist or of 
some other with the same name. Among the books which are not genuine [the notha, these are books that 
are not accepted] must be reckoned the Acts of Paul, the work entitled The Shepherd [The Shepherd of 
Hermas was a work that at one time was very popular, but was like a comet — it lit up the sky in certain 
parts of the church and just kind of disappeared], the Apocalypse of Peter, and in addition the letter 
called of Barnabas and the so-called teachings of the apostles [the Didache]. And in addition, as I said, the 
Revelation of John of this view prevail, for as I said, some rejected, but others counted among the 
recognized books.”

It’s interesting that Revelation is universally acknowledged or universally rejected. No one was lukewarm 
about that book. They were either hot or cold towards it. And Revelation got into trouble in the church 
because in around AD 200 there were some second-coming fanatics, Montanists, who used the Book of 
Revelation to identify their particular kind of bias and end-of-the-world kinds of emphases, and in 
reaction to them many people in the church reacted against the book that they were emphasizing so 
much. It’s a fairly natural approach. If the Roman Catholic opposition were not using James as much for 
their argument, maybe Luther would not have been so anti-James, and react against the book that they 
were supporting. So, in AD 325 then, the gospels, Acts, Paul’s letters, 1 Peter, 1 John, Revelation — 
everybody accepts those. And some have questions about James, Jude, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter; but most 
accept those as well. The spurious books — none of the books of our present New Testament were 
thought of as being non-canonical or spurious. They were either all recognized, or some had a few 
questions on them. But if you look at the universally confessed books by AD 325, the gospels, Acts, Paul’s 
letters, Hebrews, 1 John, 1 Peter, Revelation — that’s essentially the heart of the New Testament. Later on 
the others, James, Jude, 2 and 3 John, and 2 Peter were recognized more fully. They tended to be 
recognized but there were a few people who had questions on them. Jerome in AD 400, Augustine around 
the same time, and the Councils of Hippo (AD 393) and Carthage (AD 397) recognized our present 27 
books, so that by AD 400 our New Testament is pretty much recognized by everyone as we now have it.
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Chapter 59

NT Canon: Criteria, Arrangement, 
Authority

What are some of the factors that were involved in the process that guided the church in recognizing 
which books are canonical or not?

• One of those factors tended to be the attribution of apostolic authorship. Does this book claim to have 
been written by an apostle? Matthew, John, Paul’s letters [including Hebrews at that time], 1 John, 1 Peter, 
Revelation, and others [2 and 3 John, 2 Peter] all claim apostolic authorship. Mark, Luke and Acts do not 
claim apostolic authorship, but Mark is very closely associated with Peter. In fact, tradition says that what 
he writes were the memoirs of Peter — it comes from the Petrine tradition. Luke is similarly associated 
very closely with the apostle Paul. So, in that regard, you have close relationships in all the New 
Testament books with the original apostles.

• Another aspect that was important was whether these works had found continual usage in the life of the 
church. Were these books that the church always acknowledged from the beginning, or were some of 
these Johnny-come-lately’s that just came upon the scene? And in a similar way, the point was not only 
continual usage, but continual usage geographically. Some books might have been very popular in one 
area of the Mediterranean, so that maybe something was especially important and valued in the church in 
Egypt, but not in Greece. And those factors played a role. The books that are in our Bible were recognized 
throughout the church and throughout the whole period of the second, third, and fourth centuries.

• Another factor involved unity and agreement with the rest of the Bible. If we for instance have a core 
understanding of the New Testament, and the books that are commonly accepted as Scripture (the 
gospels, Acts, Paul’s letters, 1 John, 1 Peter, Revelation), any other book would have to be in agreement 
with them. We couldn’t accept a book with a contrary theological doctrine. This fact I think indicates that 
whatever our problems are between Paul’s letters and the Book of James, the early church didn’t have that 
problem. Somehow, they were able to put them side by side in the same book. They somehow saw 
harmony in this. And maybe it was not that they didn’t have such good insight or couldn’t see things 
clearly, but maybe they had a clearer insight than we have, and we may see issues that they didn’t 
between them. So it had to have a unity here.

• And the fourth one is something that I add here, and that’s the superintendence of the Holy Spirit in the 
whole process. Again, if you’ve had hermeneutics, I apologize for repeating it. If, as I do, you believe that 
Jesus Christ is in reality God’s son, and God sent his son into the world to die for the sins of the world, to 
conquer death, rise triumphantly from the grave, to appear to the disciples, and to ascend to heaven, and 
that he’s one day coming again — if you believe that, I think there are consequences that flow out of that. 
They’re not proofs, but I can’t escape logically thinking that, at that point, God didn’t say, “I sure hope 
somebody writes about these things.” But in his providence and rule of creation, he would have seen to it 
that these things were recorded. And then, if you go there, I think there are other consequences. I don’t 
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think that God in his providence would simply say, “I hope they’re not lost,” but that they would have 
been preserved and copied carefully, and that the church would also recognize them. And that, through 
all the discussions, through all the councils, through all the debates, through all the reasoning (sometimes 
the reasoning may not be perfect), God through his Spirit was guiding the church, so that what they did 
was in reality to recognize God’s will in this issue. I don’t want to go so far as to say that I believe 
therefore every individual book of the New Testament was perfectly guided by the Holy Spirit in this 
regard. Maybe there’s a book that shouldn’t be there — I don’t know. But 26 out of 27 isn’t bad. In the 
main, I think you can argue this way, without being specific about every book. I think in general the 
canon of the New Testament has to be of the Lord. And then you put these others together, and I have 
confidence in our present New Testament.

Those I think are the areas which guided the church, and led it to recognize the canon. Why they were 
interested in it — well, you had the Marcion heresy and his “Bible”, you had the invention of the codex, 
and you had persecutions over Scriptures, and that would cause you to be concerned about the issue. But 
the way it was defined and argued were the factors I just gave.

Now if you look at our Bible, and you look at the dates I gave of the books, you’ll see that our Bible was 
not recorded in the order in which the books were written, according to the dates, because the gospels are 
some of the latest of the books. The New Testament that we have is arranged logically. The gospels are 
first — where else are you going to start? And if Matthew Mark and Luke look alike, then you’d put them 
together, because John doesn’t look like the others. So, the three that look alike are together. It wouldn’t 
make sense to have Matthew, and then John, and then Mark and Luke — it wouldn’t make sense that 
way.

And then, if you’re going to talk about what happened after this, at the end of the gospel, Jesus ascends 
into heaven, and that logically brings on the Book of Acts, which in turn provides the basis now for the 
letters of Paul that we have. So, you’d put Paul’s letters together, which are also not arranged 
chronologically. But if you arrange them according to size, you have Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and 
Galatians (the largest), followed by the smaller books. Hebrews is placed next because it’s associated with 
Paul (whether written by Paul or not, somebody from the Pauline school had to be responsible for it). But 
I think it was probably placed here because they thought Paul wrote it. So then you have after that the 
next letters, which are catholic in the sense that they are universal letters (not written to specific churches, 
but to a broad area of churches): James, 1 and 2 Peter, 1 and 2 and 3 John, and Jude; and then you end of 
course with Book of Revelation, which is the end of all things.

Among the reformers in the Roman Catholic church, there was a great debate over the issue of whether 
the Bible has authority over the church, or the church has authority over the Bible. The Roman Catholic 
position was that it was the latter. It doesn’t seem to make sense to us now, but think about it. Which 
came first, the Bible or the church? The church. Where does the Bible come from? The church. Who gave 
authority to the books of the Bible? The church. So there’s a strong argument this way. The reformers, 
however, argued this way: the church did not make the Bible authoritative; it recognized the Bible as 
authoritative. So, our canon of Scripture is not an authoritative collection of books; it is a collection of 
authoritative books. And the difference there is the difference between the Protestant and Catholic 
understanding. The books of the New Testament are authoritative [in Catholic theology] because they are 
an authoritative collection by the church of books. That means that their authority is given to them by the 
church. The reformers said no, not at all -- the church never gave its authority to the books, but simply 
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recognized which books were already authoritative. So it’s a collection of authoritative books, whose 
authority comes not from the church, but from God. And most of the creeds that you look up, when they 
talk about inspiration, in the Protestant tradition will talk about the 66 books of the Bible, or our final 
authority, and mention what the 39 in the Old Testament consist of, and what the 27 of the New 
Testament consist of. Which books are not authoritative because of man may be worded very differently, 
but they are authoritative because of God. No human being can give authority to what God has already 
given authority to. And I can’t help but think that the Protestant tradition has to have it right here. When 
was Romans inspired, when the church decided to give it authority, or when Paul wrote? When Paul 
wrote, he was inspired by the Holy Spirit. In other words, God, through his Spirit, guided Paul in writing 
the Word of God, and therefore, at its very inception, that Word is authoritative, because it’s inspired, and 
that inspiration comes from God. All we can do is recognize it — we’re not going to add to it. Are you 
going to say that you’ll give the “Steinerian imprimatur of the New Testament” to it? So, what the church 
did was to recognize the authoritative books. It did not make them authoritative books. So, an 
authoritative collection of books — no. A collection of authoritative books — yes. There’s a major 
difference there.

Now another issue comes up. I can well imagine in a secular campus somebody raising the question as to 
whet her Christians really believe that Paul, when he was alive, thought that in 2003 his letters would be 
understood as being divinely inspired Scripture and equal in authority to the Old Testament. Well, the 
way that’s worded, you can’t answer yes or no. There are questions like that — trick questions. Imagine 
someone asking you if you’re still cheating on your exams — answer yes or no! You can’t answer that. So, 
what you have to ask yourself, is (whether Paul thought there would be a 2003 is irrelevant) what Paul 
thought of his letters; and, is our recognizing them as Scripture in harmony with that view? And if you 
look at some of the things he writes in his letters, I think so. We saw already in 1 Thessalonians 5:27 and 
Colossians 4:16, that the letters were to be exchanged among the churches and read among them. When I 
say this is Scripture, I mean that these letters should be read in all the churches, just like Paul said they 
would. So I’m in very close affirmation with what Paul himself thought about his letters. In 1 Corinthians 
14:37, he says this about his letters, “If anyone thinks that he is a prophet, or spiritual, he should 
acknowledge that the things I am writing to you are a command of the Lord.” So in recognizing 1 
Corinthians and the New Testament books as Scripture, I think they are commands from the Lord, and 
therefore they are to be obeyed. So I have a similar view of Paul in that regard. In 2 Thessalonians 3:14, he 
believes that his letters are to be obeyed in the church. These are not suggestions that are to be brought 
forward at the next church annual meeting, “If anyone refuses to obey what we say in this letter, take note 
of that person, and have nothing to do with him, that he may be ashamed.” I believe that the letters of 
Paul are to be obeyed. And therefore, when you say, “Did Paul think that his letters would be understood 
as Scripture in 2003?” that’s not the issue. The issue is: are Paul’s view of his letters and my understanding 
of them as Scripture in harmony with one another? And I think they are — they are to be obeyed; they are 
to be read in all the churches; and they are to be recognized as a command of the Lord. And in that sense, 
I believe that our understanding is in harmony with the writers of Scripture in that regard.

A couple of other questions: Is the canon of Scripture that we have open or closed? If we were to discover 
the letter that Paul wrote to Laodicea, or ? Corinthians and 1? Corinthians, what would we do? Would we 
recognize them as Scripture? They’re apostolic, they’re written by an apostle. Are they in harmony with 
the other things he wrote? There’s a possibility that they’re not, but it’s more likely that they would tend 
to be. But who knows? Maybe he had a bad hair day and one day went bonkers when he wrote. But the 

!269



New Testament Survey II Dr.  Robert Stein

continual usage of the church, the guidance of the Holy Spirit that for 2000 years has just never come up, 
that troubles me. There was a time that I thought that if it was apostolic it would have to be Scripture. But 
I no longer accept that. I think the lack of continual usage in the church is a strong argument against 
including them. Let me just point out, though, that you shouldn’t lose any sleep at night — you’re never 
going to find the Laodicean letter, or ? or 1? Corinthians. They’re gone. Some things you’ll find, but we’re 
not going to find that. There are some writers today that want to put in almost any early church literature, 
like 1 Clement and others, as part of our Scripture. But that’s because they have no sense of the divine 
authority of the Bible to start with. They’re just essentially naturalists or early historians, and anything 
you want to know about the early church — sure, let’s take some of the early second century literature, 
that’d help us to understand the church more. But they have no sense that the present books are 
authoritative, and if they’re not authoritative, then it’s no big deal to get other non-authoritative books 
added to it. But for us, our canon is, for all intents and purposes, closed. Theoretically, there may be more, 
but I doubt it.

As to when the canon was completed, the first tendency is to say that in about AD 400 it was recognized 
by everybody. But when it was completed, was when the last book was written. When it was recognized 
as a whole was later. If you say in about AD 400 everybody recognized it, that’s fine, but it was completed 
with the last book, in the first century, probably in the AD 90’s sometime.
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