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The Petitions of the Lord’s Prayer in
Light of the Lord’s Passion
Frank Gantt

* The 2006 Lenten series under the title above lkewoles with the initial sermon offered in this issue
In his sixth and final installment the writer cogdrthe last two Petitions along with the Doxologsing
the text below, Luke 22:31-34. In the interest, boer, of providing a fuller treatment of the Sevent
Petition and the Doxology, two additional sermomne here included from the writer's 2008 Sunday
series on Luther’'s Small Catechism.

AND LEAD US NOT INTO TEMPTATION
(Luke 22:31-34)

“It is the God who commanded light to shine outlafkness, who has shone in our hearts to give
the light of the knowledge of the glory of God hetface of Christ Jesus. But we have this treaisure
earthen vessels, that the excellence of the powagriya of God and not of us” (2 Cor. 4:6-7). Amen.

Dear fellow redeemed in Christ Jesus:

Tonight our series ends virtually in the same pladeere it began six weeks ago—on the
confidence of our faith in God. We began our disaus of the Lord’s Prayer with the reminder thatewh
we call God “Father,” we do so at His gracious taton. We come in boldness and confidence as dear
children ask their dear father. Tonight we takethgremaining words of the Lord’s Prayer as thei$oc
of our Lenten meditation and close it with the aptd “Amen.” Amenis surely a word of confidence, as
Luther writes:

“Amen, Amen,” that is, “Yes, indeed, it shall bd"so



Now before we get to that word of confidence, weehtb consider words that often cause fear
and doubt to arise: what Jesus says about tempttid evil. We remember that we are still in tharlhob
with the weaknesses of our flesh and with the it the devil is all too happy to continue workitsgp
how, in the face of our own weakness and the demiight, do we come to possess such confidence? The
answer comes in our text for this evening, whatidesid as written in Luke 22:31-34:

And the Lord said, “Simon, Simon! Indeed, Satan hasked for you, that he may sift you as wheat.
But | have prayed for you, that your faith shouldom fail; and when you have returned to Me,
strengthen your brethren.” But he said to Him, “Lak, | am ready to go with You, both to prison
and to death.” Then He said, “I tell you, Peter, ¢hrooster shall not crow this day before you will
deny three times that you know Me.”
These words are written that we through the pagiena comfort of the Scriptures might have hope. To
this end we pray: Sanctify us by the truth, O Lofdur Word is truth. Amen.

There is a fundamental point about our relationsbiod that we're always close to forgetting.
As we look at the relationships we have with others notice that those relationships, almost withou
exception, take effort on the part of both indivatiu It's true in the marriage relationship, thegod
child relationship, even in our business relatigmshAnd because it's such a common truth, we asil
fall into the trap of thinking that our relationphto God works the same way. We may even conchate t
when God does His part of saving me, | on my garghow Him how much | appreciate what He has
done, have to do the right things to remain in fawation. What a great danger that way of thigka

The danger is exemplified in the life of Peter, tterd’'s disciple. Peter was a proud man. He
often took it upon himself to speak for the othéscgbles. Sometimes he got the answer right, but
sometimes his answer was all wrong, as we seeiat¢bount of our text. Jesus informed Peter therSa
had asked to have his way with all the disciplasEhglish we no longer use a different word for Zinel
person singulartiiou) and plural ye) pronouns. But in the Greek the text makes cletr e plural form
that Satan had asked for all of the disciples adust Peter.

Now listen to how Jesus describes what Satan wdotéd to them: Satan has asked for you,
that he may sift you as wheatVheat back then was broken up by treading the grarich were then
put and shaken in a basket or a sieve. It doesuatidso bad at first, but imagine yourself as w kernel
of grain, bounced around violently in a giant sieBatan wanted to bring such turmoil into the lieés
the disciples that they would question, doubt, paténtially lose the promises of grace that Jesus h
delivered to their hearts. Satan was going to bheePassion of the Savior as the opportunity to eshak
them up with such turmoil that very night.

But Peter in his pride did not think it would gcetlway Jesus said. In Peter’s mind Jesus was
underestimating his loyalty and his strength ofrabter. And so he respondord, | am ready to go
with You, both to prison and to deathti Matthew’s account the firm resolve of Peter cerat in his
emphatic claim, Even if all are made to stumble because of Youl| Ineverbe made to stumblgMatt.
26:33).Well, the false bravado became quite clear onlyrfitater when Peter and the other disciples fled
from the Garden of Gethsemane, and Peter themiddlfihe prophetic word of his Lord. Three times he
denied even knowing Jesus, a denial he affirmeld waursing and swearing. How bitter his own words
must have tasted when he heard the rooster crowesus turned to look at him.

Surely Peter had a desire to be faithful to JéBs.problem is that he looked for a good outcome
in the wrong place. He looked inwardly for the sg#n to resist temptation and the strength to be
delivered from Satan’s evil schemes. In essencer Rets saying: For Thine is the kingdom, but ity m
power and glory. But basing confidence in his owilitees, Peter could not bear up under the tenmat
that he tried to face alone.

It's a hard lesson to learn, and unfortunately, tva¢ we need to learn again and again. We come
to church and hear a Word of God that addresspsafis problem or weakness in our lives. Or peghap
as we read the Bible at home, a blind spot in alkwith Christ is revealed to us. That is, somg wa
which the devil has crept into our lives through gind we rightly recognize the danger present with
sin. But how often don’'t we also think to ourselvédhave to set this right. It will require disdipe and
hard work on my part, but | will see that it's dohBut then we find that weeks, if not days lateg have



fallen back into the same path of sin. We find elwss frustrated again and again like that. Werdesir
marriages to be a better reflection of Christ amel €hurch. We want to do a better job of raisind an
disciplining our children. We desire to show ouwi8ds love for others at work, among the sick and
elderly, even here at church. In short, we wattedaithful in confessing Christ in all areas of bues.

These are all good desires, right, even as Pesgredeto be faithful to Jesus that night? The
problem is where we look for the power to do sutghgs. Too often our motto seems to be: If you want
something done right, you have to do it yourselidAhat's why we fail. We forget that we don't have
the ability to do it right. If we did, we would noteed Jesus. Peter’s fall to temptation is certeam
accurate reflection of you and me—our own failusenge look inwardly for strength to resist temptatio
and to gain our own deliverance from evil.

Now in this constant reality we see the absolusegof our Father and our Savior at work. Jesus
knew full well what Peter would do, that in relyimgp himself he would enter into temptation and fail
miserably, even to the point of denying his Lorcha/did Jesus pray for while having this knowledge?
Did He pray that His Father would bring swift justito bear and have Peter suffer for his treackerou
behavior? No, He prayed that Peter’s faith woultfad. Peter would fail his Savior, but his Savior did
not fail him.

It is the same in our lives today. Our God is natiting for us to fall so that He can quickly,
while we are yet in sin, get even with us. Godas out there putting temptation in our paths sa He
can then condemn us. If that were His objectivewdald have been done with us long ago. God has one
objective toward man, one desire for sinners: thay all come to faith in Christ Jesus, remainhatt
faith until the end, and possess forever the difeternal life with Him. But He doesn't sit backdan
merely desire it; He works to make it happen.

We keep this truth in mind as we examine the ootaSiatan had to sift the disciples as wheat
and to tempt Peter as he did. Don'’t forget thergettlesus was to go on trial for His life. As Hadh
previously informed the disciples, He was goindotohanded over to the Gentiles, then mocked, spat
upon, and crucified. Why did God permit all thattame upon Jesus? So that Satan could tempt Reter?
was rather to accomplish what He had long promibksleternal victory for all sinners. Jesus wasgoi
to that cross willingly to turn into good what Sataould try to use for evil. Jesus would suffer for
Peter’s sin—not just this sin, but all of them—ewnHe would suffer for the sins of the whole world
Jesus did not want Peter to miss out on what Hddnaie to obtain for him and for all others. AndiHe
prayed that Peter’s faith—that which rests on thwey of God—would not fail.

What Jesus did for Peter is no isolated eventsbuatething we should take to heart as our own
hope under similar circumstances. We often findselwes bombarded by temptation, and because of our
own delusions of inner strength, we fall to temiptatNow what does that show us? Our constant need
a Savior, whom we have in Christ Jesus. And thauglhave failed Him many times, He does not fail us,
nor does our Father in heaven. The good news ofGibspel continues to be the power of God to
salvation, and the faith that claims salvation owds to be the work of God. The God who took such
great steps to send His Son into the world to sw#fel die in our place, the God who has given s Hi
Word and preserved it down through the ages iregfitSatan’s raging against it, the God who poured
out His Spirit into our hearts through baptism, mgkus one of His dear children, does not turnlit a
over to Satan so that he might bring it to ruintHeg God is actively at work, giving us ways ofit o
temptation, delivering us from the evil that Satarks, and upholding us so that our faith doesfaiht
It is with this understanding that we pray in owm8ay worship: “Our help is in the name of the Lord
who made heaven and earth.”

Thus we conclude our prayer on this confident nkar Thine is the kingdom and the power
and the glory, forever and ever. Amgeitlis God’s kingdom that has been established momn hearts.
With His mighty power to save He keeps that kingdarplace and causes its influence to grow within
us. In the same powerful way He makes us fit fatydgervice in the work of His kingdom. In Peter’'s
case the Lord used him to strengthen his brothetka faith. Peter would for a time be a leadethef
Church in Jerusalem. Later in life, he would hametbher opportunity to confess his allegiance toishr
as he faced martyrdom. But in that moment, rel\snbely on the power of God, Peter would remain



faithful to His Lord and thus enjoy the fruits ohfst’s victory on the cross over Satan. For atttsu
triumphs of Christian faith we join with the psafhin exclaiming,“This is the Lord’s doing; it is
marvelous in our eyeg(Ps. 118:23 NAS).

But let us not sit back in mere amazement at wieatbrd accomplished for Peter. Let it also be
our refuge and comfort in every temptation thatfaee, namely, that the Lord’s strength is madeqoérf
in our weakness too. What we have no ability temaguish ever, our Lord can and will accomplish @ u
Of that we can be confident always, as we, likeApestle Paul, get to boast in our own weakneseds a
in the expectation that the power of Christ to sailerest upon us. In Jesus’ name it is so. Amen!

BUT DELIVER US FROM EVIL
(John 16:33)

Grace, mercy, and peace from God our Father whe dedivered us from the power of darkness
and conveyed us into the kingdom of the Son of IeN&, in whom we have redemption through His
blood, the forgiveness of sins” (Col. 1:13-14). Ame

It is amazing how much money is spent in the atteimmain security by way of insurance. A
person can buy health insurance, auto insurant®,idsurance, postal delivery insurance, dental
insurance, flood insurance, drought insuranceaorand hurricane insurance, and more. It's irdmit
we spend so much money on insurance against cgibgtrevents, even though the insurance policy and
its terms of coverage do not make anyone securgnsigany of those things. By purchasing life
insurance, for example, no one supposes that ha safeguard against death. In fact, he purchasésas
policy because he is quite certain that one dayitelie.

Wouldn't it be nice if we had insurance that adyu@kings security, that is, a guarantee against
the possibility of something bad happening to ussllWwve do. Perhaps you were not aware that such
insurance existed, but you ought to be, since yeation it every time you pray the Lord’s Prayels It
tied up with the Seventh Petition, and it is tostpint that we direct our hearts as we listenhi® t
promise of Jesus in John 16:38hese things | have spoken to you, that in Me ymay have peace. In
the world you will have tribulation; but be of goocheer, | have overcome the world.”

Let's take a moment to consider from history whaaldies as the single most catastrophic day
ever. Most of us remember 9-11. Many lost theiediwhen terrorists destroyed the buildings of the
World Trade Center. Was that the most catastrogéicin history so far? Was it the day that Hurregan
Katrina flooded the city of New Orleans and displhso many families? Was it the Battle of Gettygbur
or the Normandy Invasion on D-Day? Was it the déaemvMount Vesuvius erupted and buried an entire
city? Was it the day when the Great Flood sentttige world population minus eight to a waterywga
All of these events have something in common; dreymarked by death and destruction. But as terribl
as each of these days were in their own right, dleem can compare with the darkest day of aléti

On the most catastrophic day in history there were noerantrews or reporters on site. No
special bulletins would interrupt a regularly sahed program on TV or radio. In fact, there werst ju
two people present. The date is impossible to deter. The place cannot be found. No memorial was
built to draw attention téhe most infamous event—one that would so thoroughignge the course of
the world. The two witnesses were Adam and Evethadlace was the Garden of Eden. There Satan
tempted Eve into sin, and Adam willingly joinedtire rebellion against God. Their sin brought deatt
destruction—not just on themselves, but also omyesebsequent generation of people all the way down
to the present time! Having rebelled against Goldeaven, Satan wanted to bring evil into God’s querf
world. He wanted to bring death and destructionhencrown of God’s creation, the people He had made
in His holy image to be His holy children.

Before that day came, everything was perfect. Stheé day nothing in this world is perfect.
Before that day there was perfect fellowship andcpebetween God and man. Since that day man by
nature continues to be at enmity against God. Befoat day life was perfect and death non-existent.
Since that day everyone’s life is a march towaratlle¢hat can't be stopped. Before that day themewe



no funeral homes, hospitals, sympathy cards, ofanelprograms. Since that day those things have
become so common that people now make a livingamiging them to others.

Seeing the great evil that Satan had wrought, Goagecto the rescue. He came to Adam and Eve
to confront them with their sin and also to comfitsem with His grace and mercy. He promised to send
someone who would crush the head of Satan andededdam and Eve and all their children from eternal
wrath and destruction. That promise He kept whersétg His own Son, born of a woman, born under
the Law, to redeem us from the curse of that Lakiclvwe all have broken too many times to count. He
provided us with the ultimate deliverance by takengry act of disobedience, every thought of lust o
pride, every word of anger and hatred, and platieg all—every sin of every person—on Christ Jesus.
Then with the heaping, stinking mass of sin laiduplim, God let out the fury of His anger on Hidyon
begotten Son while He hung on the cross. The re$uktat great act of love is that God looks upaale
and every person in the world and declares eacmonguilty—of any sin! He looks upon each one of
you and says: Whatever sins you committed last, yedast week, or last night, | remember no maore;
are again at perfect peace.

Satan, meanwhile, not wanting anyone to have #a€@, makes use of sinful man to get us all to
doubt God’s gift of love, the restored peace tlwahes through Christ. He uses the corruption oftzan
is in the world to work fear and uncertainty in dwwarts and lives. And especially against those lmho
faith have tasted the sweet grace of God, Satatinc@s to wage his war through the evil works of
ungodly people. Thus we have examples like Cairdenimg Abel, the Egyptians oppressing the children
of Israel, the unbelieving Jews stoning StephenRand, and the Romans persecuting and executing the
early Christians.

So it continues in our own day. Not only are radibuslims hell-bent on destroying all
Christians in the world, but we also see greedpregsive individuals in our own nation who seekéb
themselves up against the Lord and His Christ, asdsays in Psalm 2. We see people protestinigein t
streets of California, even to the point of violenbecause they are not permitted to have legaiages
in their homosexual relationships. We witness ther-éncreasing hatred for everything and everyone
godly under the guise of rights and freedom andybt@dnment. These things are effective at strilteay
in the hearts of Christians, as we ponder whafutwge holds for us and for our children.

In this land of prosperity, in this time of abundarwe almost lose sight of what Jesus said to His
disciples in our text!ln the world you will have tribulation."The words of the Seventh Petition serve
partially as a reminder that Satan and the worédtgying to bring evil upon believers in Christ.iEs
defined as that which injures and does harm, nbt tmour bodies, but also to our souls. When we
understand evil in that way, we can see a widestyaaf harm that Satan and the world try to briogur
souls. Every negative thing that happens to the/lhad an impact on the soul. It's true with siclaass
and injuries, and it's true with temptation and. ¥hile we are in the world, there will be no slage of
ways that the devil seeks to inflict some harm upsnwith his prime goal being the damage he catodo
our spiritual life.

Even worse is the fact that we are no match fordehal and his worldly allies. There is only so
much we can do about the evil taking place arom@agsuming that we want to). And because we are
the children of Adam and Eve, we are filled witle game lusts and desires. The harsh reality isethit
is not just all around us, but also within us. Aytdwe pray in this petition that, as Luther apiplained,
“Our Father in heaven would deliver us from eveml éhat threatens body and soul, property and
reputation.”

When Jesus taught His disciples to pray, it wasenélis intention to lead them to fear and
despair. He certainly wanted them to acknowledgsr tbwn weaknesses and realize their complete
dependence on God. The Seventh Petition does atéaigavthe existence of evil, both in the world and
in our own lives. But even more, it appeals to Gad to act according to His mercy, use His almighty
power, and deliver His people from every evil ttiey face.

, we hear Jesus reminding us that as we live intbrdd, we will face tribulation. Is this some
sort of contradiction? No, not when we look at ¢jirfrom God's perspective. God promises that for
those who love God, the ones He has called acapridinHis saving purpose, all things, including



tribulations, work together for good (Rom. 8:28% #trange as it may sound, the iliness that styaakor
one of your loved ones is indeed for your goodhairtgood. We aren't always able to see what sjgecif
good God is accomplishing, but trusting in His pigerto do so, we go forward with confidence and joy
That’'s exactly what Jesus wanted to instill in Hisciples when He spoke the words of our text. dNdy
did He remind them of tribulation; He gave thenstiord of truth to cling to:But be of good cheer, |
have overcome the worfd.

Jesus died to take away the sins of the world, usecall the wickedness of the world was sealed
with His body in the tomb, because Jesus rose fltendead to prove that the old evil foe has been
defeated once and for all, the Seventh Petitiorgan a whole new meaning. “Deliver us from e\sl” i
not only our prayer for the present; it is God'smise for our future. It is our expectation fronmHihat
life will again be perfect one day, and every awitluding death and devil, will be gone forevedeliver
us from evil” finds its ultimate fulfillment in thpermanent outcome of Judgment Day, the “restoratio
all things” (Acts 3:21). Yes, Jesus’ death and mesation give us the confidence to say with Pauhas
neared the end of his life on eartf:he Lord will rescue me from every evil attack avill bring me
safely to his heavenly kingddif2 Tim. 4:18 NIV). Amen!

FOR THINE IS THE KINGDOM AND THE POWER AND
THE GLORY FOREVER AND EVER. AMEN.

* The following sermon was preached on November ZK)8, just a few weeks after the 2008
presidential election.

Having been justified by faith, we have peace w@ibd through our Lord Jesus Christ, whose
love has been poured out into our hearts by thg Bplrit who was given to us. Amen.

With the exception of a few run-offs yet to takags, the election cycle has come to an end. No
doubt, many of us are ready to hear nothing morpotifics for quite some time. But let me ask one
guestion: How many promises made by those eleategbd expect to be kept? Can we really anticipate
that the president-elect, for example, will kedpfad promises that he made on the campaign trl®
about our elected senators? They all made promigiéisall or some or none of those promises be Rept

| imagine that most of us have grown a little cadlan this regard. We are used to hearing
politicians make promises for the purpose of paditigain, only to go back on their word once thayéh
taken office. And it's not just elected officialé whom we expect such a pattern to be true. Itatamst
become a fact of our existence that people fronerottalks of life will promise something and not
deliver. | once bought a computer from a compamy fnomised a $200 cash rebate. | sent in theaebat
certificate and never received the $200. The demté# conveniently got lost along with the onlyeipt
that proved | had made the purchase.

Since this kind of disappointment is so prevalenbur world, it is very easy to become a bit
skeptical about many other things, including outhfand all that it entails. That is why our tegt today
and Luther’s explanation to the conclusion of Ler&rayer is always so timely for us. We read from 2
Corinthians 1:18-22:

But as God is faithful, our word to you was not Yasd No. For the Son of God, Jesus Christ, who
was preached among you by us—by me, Silvanus, amdothy—was not Yes and No, but in Him

was Yes. For all the promises of God in Him are Yesd in Him Amen, to the glory of God

through us. Now He who establishes us with you ihri8t and has anointed us is God, who also
has sealed us and given us the Spirit in our heaaitsa guarantee.

The word “Amen” is a rather unique word. It is asfethe few words of the English language that
comes directly from the Hebrew. In Hebrew the “e”pronounced “ay,” but other than that it remains
exactly the sameAmenmeans “truth.” What'’s interesting is that in evether language of the world,
Christians use not their own word for “truth” tase a prayer, but a simple, transliterated “Amérs"as
though this one word expresses in its own way thgy wf the Church down through the ages.

Few other words, if any, could have such a fitstatus because this one word captures the entire



Christian faith from beginning to endAmenis a word of confidencédmenis a word of trustAmenis a
word of faith. But confidence, trust, and faithvithat? In the very promises of God. But there’s more
which | want to focus your hearts today.

One of the great failures of confessing Christidogvn through the ages is that we have not
communicated to the world around us that ours religion that is, above all elspositivein both
character and promise. We have failed to disabbseworld of the appalling misconception that
Christianity is a dour, forbidding, and gloomy ggtin, a religion of No!” and ‘Don’t” rather than Yes?
and ‘Done! We do this whenever we give the outside world itthea that our religion prevents us from
doing a wide variety of things that we otherwiseuldolove to do if only we were not members of a
Christian congregation. We give the impressiorhgworld that we are unwilling slaves to an oppuess
belief system.

Our text makes short work of any such misconcepitia Christianity is primarily a religion of
prohibition and condemnation. Just listen to threetof Paul’'s inspired wordSFor the Son of God, Jesus
Christ, who was preached among you by us. . .wasyYee and No, but in Him was Yes. For all the
promises of God in Him are Yes, and in Him Amerthéoglory of God through us¥We have to work
pretty hard to get the sense of dour or forbiddingloomy out of these words, don’t we? What igifter
all, that these words are telling us? They cenaank not picturing Christianity in any sort of a¢ge
light. Far from it, for they breathe joyful assucarand confidence concerning that which now istaatl
which is to come. What is the basis of such comitgeand assurance? That these promises are all
founded on Jesus Christ, the One who never fails.

The life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Chogtgrise the single most positive thing ever to
happen both in this world and to this worl&ot God did not send His Son into the world to cemd the
world, but that the world through Him might be sdivéJohn 3:17)In fact, apart from Him everything is
truly gloomy. Think about it. If you had no connect to Christ, then you could chase after all those
things that are gratifying to the flesh, living file moment in selfish pride and unrestrained lust,all
the while you would rush headlong into an etermtysuffering in hell. Talk about gloomy. There is
nothing worse than that. That is always the rouatkthe destination where sin will take you.

Well, that is exactly what Christ came to free wsnf: our sin and the condemnation that it
brings. Jesus kept the law perfectly every moméniis life on earth, and then He gave that lifetba
cross as full payment for the sum total of all detgpsins. On the cross He paid for every last ohe
them, just as He announced shortly before His déttis finished!” That short statement was not a
foreboding and forbidding word. It was and is a @vof accomplishment and victory, not just for Chris
but for sinners. It was Christ's Amen to John 3:16.

That is the sum and substance of our Christiam.fibw consider: Is there anything negative
expressed? Anything uncertain or oppressive? Neh dlie slightest trace. It is this positive, saving
message that the Apostle Paul was called to prodiaithe people in Corinth. His ministry among them
had been a ministry of “Yes” because his ministgsvsimple: Tell people of the promises of God in
Christ. Tell them how Christ has freed all from ®iavery to sin and the sting of death. Tell themwh
God promised to send a Savior from sin and deadrhaw God indeed kept that promise. Tell them how
God promised life and salvation and how that premssruly given and fulfilled through Christ.

Personally for me this text is a wonderful remindewhat my ministry here is to be among you.
Many are the times that | get wrapped up and comecewwith all the spiritual dangers that exist te th
many souls | am called to watch out for—so focusedhe negatives—that | lose sight of the fact that
ministry is a ministry of “Amen.” In Christ God h&srgiven your sins. In Christ God has called yot 0
of the kingdom of darkness and conveyed you intokingdom of the Son of His love. In Christ God is
pleased to deliver to you the kingdom of His graod His glory. These are all promises that God has
called me to proclaim to you, and all of His proesi@reyesin Christ, and in HinrAmen

What better word can we use to close our prayems tAmen”? Luther explains that the word
means, “Yes, indeed, it shall be so.” It a worctoffidence that the God who has promised to hear ou
prayers will grant our petitions according to H@od and gracious will. But it's more than that. “Ami
takes us back to the foot of the cross where weGmegs faithfulness to everything that He promised.



There we find the Seed of the woman crushing Sata@ad. There we find the virgin’s Son bruised for
our iniquities. There we find God’s own Son giventkat everyone who believes in Him shall not geris
but have everlasting life. We conclude our prayerghat same solid ground, confident that if Godl“d
not spare His own Son, but delivered Him up foalishow shall He not with Him also freely give al$
things?” (Rom. 8:32).

Yes, in Christ Jesus we have every reason to higyeespositive about our redemption, positive
about our eternal future, and also positive inayers and in our testimony to the world. For i€t
all the promises of God are Yes and Amen. AMEN!

Journal of Theology Fifty Years Ago

Two of the reprints selected for this Decembereasaddress the impact of Ephesians 1:19 on the
doctrine of conversion. Edmund Reim wrote them uncgssive issues (1:4, Oct. 1961, and 1:5, Dec.
1961) as companion pieces, with material quotednfi®Stoeckhardt, Lenski, and the Bauer-Arndt-
Gingrich lexicon. In the reprint versions below e documentation is given parenthetically per MLA
guidelines. See page 28 for Works Cited. Reim’s fivadnotes have become endnotes on page 20.

As the final reprint from Volume 1 we offer to orgaders a sample of tdeurnals Panorama
section. Written by C. M. Gullerud, “A Tribute to Mther” (1:5, Dec. 1961, pp. 30-33) was a brief
observation article, which now seems timely in viefvthe 208' anniversary of Walther's birth.
Gullerud’s quotations of Preus have also been deoted by the same MLA guidelines and under the
same Works Cited section on page 28 of this issue.

The three reprints below conclude the Volume 5iesefJournal of TheologyFifty Years Ago.”

The Power of God, Ephesians 1:19
Edmund Reim

In an earlier issue of thiurnal (April, 1961) we presented a discussion of whattaied “The
Imperatives of Scripture.” The article was writteat of genuine concern over our inborn tendency to
read into certain terms, on the basis of their gnatical form, the idea of LAW—even though context
and use show them clearly to be purest Gospet ¢uite obvious that this can only lead to a grave
misunderstanding and eventual gross misuse oftsuets.

There is a similar tendency, also inborn, to takée af certain terms and passages a thought-
content that is clearly there, but which preseetsain difficulties to our human way of thinkingenbaps
because it is so great and rich that it defieseffarts to fit it into the mold of our human terrology and
classification. To find this tendency even in these of some outstanding theologian should not be
surprising. Nor does it, of course, imply that wasintherefore question his personal faith. Opegatith
our human methods of thought and speech, influebgealir human feelings and emotions, cramped by
our human limitations of perception and understagdiwe all fall short, again and again, of fully
comprehending what our God tells us about Hims&df.we lapse into the old failing of drawing Him
down to our level, likening Him to ourselves, tetimevitable detriment of our conception of Hisetru
greatness and glory. How easily this can happen lmageen if we take as an illustration the passage
referred to above (Eph. 1:19) and note the starthiifference between two outstanding Lutheran
commentators, Stoeckhardt and Lenski, on the subjebe power of God.

The passage is from Paul's great prayer in beHali® Ephesians, as we find it in his first
chapter [verses 17-20 KJV]: “That the God of ourd-desus Christ, the Father of glory, may give unto
you the spirit of wisdom and revelation in the kiesge of him: (18) The eyes of your understanding
being enlightened; that ye may know what is theehophis calling, and what the riches of the glofy
his inheritance in the saints, (19) And what is #xeeeding greatness of his power to us-ward who



believe, according to the working of his mighty mw(20) Which he wrought in Christ, when he raised
him from the dead. . . .”

At the critical point [verse 19] Stoeckhardt's tséation is quite parallel to the King James
Version quoted above except for one significantpwihich even Stoeckhardt’s translator, Dr. Sommer,
failed to notice. For it is not an oversight whanegkhardt, omitting the comma that most versiangeh
translates: “the exceeding greatness of his powasiward who believe according to the workinghsf t
strength of His mightvhich He wrought in Christ. . . .” It is his codsred purpose to point out the close
connection between our faith and the power of Gee (he underlined words above). For he writese“Th
very fact that we now believe, that faith now livesus, that has been wrought through the workintpe
power of God’s might” (Stoeckhardt 105). The thaughcarried even farther:

The Apostle definitely emphasizes the fact that status of faith, according to its beginning, its
progress, and its end (that is meant byrtlée toug motebovtag), rests upon the might and power of
God. The Apostle here heaps, as it were, the synsrwhich express God’s power. He wishes to
impress upon us that we owe our faith to the migid power of God, which is stronger than
everything else, the omnipotence of God, whichHaBnann correctly explains, conquers even the
most stubborn resistance. Everything in us andumnature resists faith, Christ, and the Gospel of
Christ. Faith is repugnant to the corrupt naturenain. Man resists God and His Christ with every
shred of natural power within him. This hatred, @grand resistance to Christ is the most intensive
demonstration of human energy of the natural mad Aow God, the Father of glory, glorifies His
almighty power just in this way that He conqueris tiesistance in man, makes this man obedient to
the Gospel, changes the enmity against Christleem suppresses the resisting flesh in the Chmistia
and preserves faith, as it were, against the conatad continued protest of the flesh. The produncti
and preservation of faith is the chief triumph ofie omnipotence. (Stoeckhardt 105-06)
Reminding his readers of an earlier section (osev&3) where he had stated that, however, all f@nce
compulsion are excluded from this saving activityGmd’'s omnipotence, that faith is pure willingness
but a willingness which the almighty God has crédteough the Word of truth, Stoeckhardt concludes
by saying: “The more thoroughly and the deeper Was@ians recognize our own natural depravity and
our congenital moral ruin, the better we shall hetr understand and to evaluate the sublime, superi
all-conquering might and power of God which hagoriously overcome our resistance, given us saving
faith, and still preserves us in this faith” (106).
Lenski’s translation of the verse under discussiads much the same as that of Stoeckhardt:
“So that you get to know what is. . .the exceedjneptness of his power for us believing ones i@tc
with the working of the strength of his might, wiibe wrought in the Christ” (Lenski 395). But it
carefully avoids any wording which might suggestttfaith is the result of the working of God’s pawe
It recognizes that this “greatness of God's powsrbperative “for us believing ones,” but makes the
following (what God has wrought in Christ) the meaof that power. What God does for the believer is
in keeping with (“in accord with”) the power thatthas shown in the resurrection of Christ.
While the technical points of New Testament gramithat Lenski advances in support of his
translation certainly deserve serious consideratibey still do not seem conclusive against the
naturalness and simplicity of Stoeckhardt’s versid@ut our chief concern is about Lenski’s doctrinal
objections. Writing some twenty years after thetldeaf the former, Lenski draws up a scathing
indictment of his theology. Referring to the sectiquoted above, he writes:
The cause of faith is the power of grace in thegebgo makeAllmacht Allgewalt omnipotence, the
cause is the opposite of Scripture teaching. Thisng conception is even carried to the extreme
claim that “the greatest triumph of the divine ajhtiness” is said to crush “the intensest exerofse
their (men’s) power” in resisting God. This is tineesistibility of Calvinism. Then, why does God
use this all-crushing omnipotence upon only so fé¢w?. .] To escape this plain Calvinism it is
assumed that there are two kindsAtijewalt one that may, and one that may not be resisted. T
Bible knows only the latter; the other does nosexiLenski 398-99)

A similar passage will be found in the same worle Méed quote only a few lines. Speaking of the powe

which quickens the spiritually dead and fills theith spiritual life, Lenski continues:




This is the power of God's love and grace (2, grating in the Gospel (Rom. 1, 16). Omnipotence
does not work in the spiritual domain, which is aluistic idea; love and grace operate in this
domain. These have their own “power,” which in thddmain is as great as omnipotence is in its
domain. Confounding the two, because “power” isdugdth reference to the latter, misreads the
Scripture statements. (500)

This is indeed quite a broadside. And while Lend#és not say in so many words whom he
means, his direct quotes from Stoeckhardt are éntmgdentify his target. Such a charge is certainly
not to be taken lightly, and we who hold to Stoecklt's position need to be very sure of our groural.
teach the irresistibility of Calvinism in regard ¢onversion would indeed be a most grievous kind of
error. But let us test these conclusions of Lenski.

Lenski is certainly not to be faulted for what leg/s about the greatness of the power of grace,
the power of God’s love, or for that matter the powf the Gospel. We know that the Gospel isower
(Rom. 1:16). We know that God's love, the Savido'ge, isa mighty magnet. For we love Him because
He first loved us. And it is the power that movedd3o send His only begotten Son into the world (1
John 4:9). We know and rejoice in the power of grdor it is by grace that we are saved (Eph. 2 a
8). Note how these terms enrich each other, “powelliing us something about the greatness and
effectiveness of grace and love, while “grace” dlude” express the qualities of this power that is
operating in the Gospel. These are indeed terntsatt@gaappropriate to the spiritual domain. Forsit i
God's love and grace, even as it_is Gogewer, that works in and through them. In no sefs¢hese
terms exclude each other. They simply presentreifiteaspects of the mighty working of God.

But why then exclude thgtower that we call omnipotence? Why rule this whien we are
speaking of the creatioof faith in the heart of the believer? Our GodQOse. All power is at His
command. The difference lies not in the existericeeweral different kinds of power, one of whichuhe
be right and the other wrong for a given purpoge difference lies rather in the use to which ffawer
is put. At one time it was to create heaven antheat another to cleanse that earth by meand-tdau;
once it was to deliver His people from hopelessdage while at the same time breaking the powehef t
oppressor. It was used to bring about that tendeacte of which Isaiah spoke, that a virgin should
conceive and bring forth a Son, and it was usednaigaraise that Son from the dead. It caused the
miracle of tongues on Pentecost, as well as thetgreniracle of the building and preserving of New
Testament Church. Sometimes it served the intexdsjastice, sometimes those of love and mercy;
sometimes in the realm of material things, sometithe spiritual. But it was always the same poivey,
power of the One God.

Then why not admit the use and grant the propoégpeaking of the omnipotence of God when
we discuss the doctrine of conversion? Are thetegreat and mighty foes that need to be overcomeeth
also? Foes so great that they can be overcomebgndypower that is alhighty? Is not the working of
faith a creative miracle of God? Scripture is vieee in the use of such expressions that magngfythis
thought. In addition to the Ephesians passage udideussion, Paul speaks of the quickerahghose
who were_deadn trespasses and sins (2:1 and 5), our beingdaigth Christ(v. 6), our being His
workmanship, createitd Christ Jesus unto good works (v. 10). We rdati@® God who does these things
for us as one who is “able to do exceeding abuhdaftove all that we ask or think, according to the
power that worketh in tg3:21). Or note Il Corinthians 13:4: “We shaldi with Him by the power of
Godtoward you.” Now, if Scripture uses these termdreely, without in any way ruling out the idea of
omnipotence, if it does so also in the spirituamdan of faith, then certainly no one should be diexh
with the stigma of Calvinism for speaking as didegkhardt.

When Lenski raises the specter of Calvinistic istdslity, he seems to forget one important fact,
that it is_ Godwho wields the power of which we speak. Indeedpéin had such unlimited power at their
command, there would be every reason to fear tbehey would make of it. Then unjust coercion would
be the rule and arbitrary violence would reignwhtiuld be used for selfish ends, ends that would be
ruthlessly pursued. But not so with the power tisain God’'s hands. He cacooerce indeed, when
coercion is called for. Pharaoh experienced that.ithe conversion of man He does.rtripture tells




us that. Therefore it is utterly presumptuous tk—aas Lenski rather tauntingly does—why then God
uses His omnipotence upon only so few.

The prayer of Paul quoted in the beginning of thgcussion applies also to us, that the eyes of
our understanding be enlightened, that we may Kiowaddition to the other blessings mentioned kesfor
what is the exceeding greatness of His power tevarsk. Let the power of God be magnified rather than
diminished, for our need for it is so great. Thesfahat confront us are so overpoweringly strorfge T
situation in which we find ourselves is so desper@ur strength is not only inadequate, but nosteri.
What a glorious thing, then, to know that God’'s powHis almightypower, has been and is being
employed in our behalf. No child that is sure of fbve of its father will be troubled over the grea
strength that he may have—even though to the dhilthy indeed be “irresistible.” On the contrarg h
will be very proud, sure that this impressive sgtarwill be used for his protection, not coerciGo. with
the Christian and his God. To know this is to bersjthened in our faith and in the assurance gmyen
our Savior concerning His flock: “They shall neyarish, neither shall any man pluck them out of my
hand. My father, which gave them me, is greaten g and no one is able to pluck them out of my
Father’'s hand” (John 10:28-29).

Let us in closing recall what has been quoted fRwweckhardt on an earlier page: “The more
thoroughly and the deeper we Christians recognizeown natural depravity and our congenital moral
ruin, the better we shall learn to understand aneviluate the sublime, superior, all-conqueringhmi
and power of God which has victoriously overcome opesistance, given us saving faith, and still
preserves us in this faith” (106). How can it betie said?

Endnotes

! Our original intention was to forgo any furthesdlission of this question lest this divert attenfiom the
following theological issue, which was our main cem, or obscure it by the technical nature ofdtsgeussion.
Lest too many questions be left unanswered, howevehave decided to make this particular matterstibject of
a future article.

2 Seeming differences are explained by the factifdie we are quoting the Sommer translation, Lemsis
doing his own from the German of Stoeckhardt.

Ephesians 1:19 Text and Context
Edmund Reim

In our previous issue, while discussing the shaiferénce between Stoeckhardt and Lenski in
their respective interpretations of Ephesians wi®¢confined ourselves almost entirely to the tbgichl
aspects of this difference. Only in passing didsag: “While the technical points of New Testament
grammar that Lenski advances in support of hisstedion certainly deserve serious consideratioay th
still do not seem conclusive against the natural@esl simplicity of Stoeckhardt’s version.” Then we
moved on to what was our chief concern, Lenski'stiaal objections. In a footnote we promised,
however, to make this particular matter of New @&esnt grammar the subject of a future article,t"les
too many questions be left unanswered” (JoT, Cagillp. 4).

Our readers may remember that Stoeckhardt contiexteference to “the exceeding greatness of
His power to us-ward” directly with the next wordsccording to the working of the strength of His
might which He wrought in Christ. . . .” The poine makes is that our believing _is the resilthis
“working of the strength of His might.” Lenski's mution is very terse and seems quite conclusive. |
raises two points. First he states quite catedtyit@at “the combinationriotetelv kata is never found,;
ket never modifies this verb.” And then he adds wittuagpositiveness: “The long elaboration
introduced by this preposition could not possiblpdify the incidental participle attached tpoc”
(Lenski 398).

Lenski is probably right when he says that thigipalar combination is never found. One would
not look for it in the profane literature of thedggks, for the entire concept of “believing” in Swiptural



sense of that word was foreign to them. So one avbaldly look to them for evidence that would be
relevant to our question. To the best of our kndgée Lenski is also right with reference to the New
Testament. The combination of those two terms &vélig” and “according to” is indeed an unusual one.
The example before us, if the words lielong together, may well be the only one of itedk But does
that warrant Lenski's conclusion? The New Testanhast manjhapax legomenavords that occur only
once. Though the terpepiotrc, divider, appears nowhere else in the New Testaarah only rarely in
contemporary Greek literature, it does appear énréply of Jesus to the man who wanted Him to speak
to his brother, that the brother divide the intaar@e with him (Luke 12:14). It was the fitting woiat

that occasion, so Scripture has it. Other exanydflésis kind could be cited at length.

It must be granted, of course, that this one-tise af an unusual word is not a true parallel to the
case in point, to the argument of Lenski. For is tfase it is not the word or the words that angsual,
but the connection of the one with the othesgetelv with kete. But the point should be quite obvious. It
is not enough for Lenski simply to make the sweg@asertion that our particular combination “is erev
found.” He owes his readers proof that it could pobperly have been said, that it is an impossible
combination. For otherwise there can always besatiime. It would certainly be entirely in keepingh
the literary ability and originality of Paul—the Agtle who was at the same time under the inspiratio
the Spirit—to break through the bounds of precedewtthe shackles of the conventional and to create
new way of saying something, provided it would s@rve the purpose of all speech and writing, hgme
to communicate a given thought in clearly recodoliegorm. But Lenski has done nothing more than
make a bare assertion about this particular cortibmaf two words—in a most dogmatic manner, it is
true—but without offering a shred of proof beyoh@ tmere claim that it was not said that way before.
Does that prove that it then could never be said?

We believe that, given the occasion to express auttfought, it could be said in precisely that
form. And we shall try to prove it, not indeed hydglenly producing a previously overlooked quotation
which would furnish the precedent, but by showimat tthe simple meaning of the words permits thg ver
expression to which Lenski so vigorously objects.

Let us begin with theta. One of the basic and clearly established usethisf versatile
preposition is to indicate norm, similarity, homagéy. In such cases it is translated with “acoogdio”
or similar expressions, implying a standard by Wwhsomething is governed or according to which it is
judged. But in this very connection one of the mostlern dictionaries of the New Testament goeson t
say: “Often the norm is at the same time the reasonthatin accordance withand because ofare
merged. . . . The meaning ‘in accordance with’ atso disappear entirely, so thatec means simply
because of, as a result of, on the basi5 (Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich 408). Noting particularly eth
definitions which we have underlined above, it didee clear that if the Apostle wished to assure hi
Christians at Ephesus that their faith was_theltreguhat “working of the strength of His might,“ dnat
this power of God was the causé their faith, there was certainly nothing in tbefinitions of the
preposition to prevent his combining it with “bele@ and thus putting those two words together eto
meaningful expression, even though it may neveetmeen done before. Whether that is indeed what the
Apostle wanted to say is another question, onehtioclwwe shall presently return.

But before we do that, we must face Lenski's secolm@ction, namely, that what he calls an
“incidental participle” (“the believing ones”) calilnot possibly bear the weight of what follows It
rest of that admittedly massive clause. Thatetovtog is a participle is obvious. But is it “incidental”
Let the context decide!

The first half of the first chapter in Ephesiansaimagnificent doxology to the Triune God “who
hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings invieady places in Christ* (v. 3). Beginning with ver&5
Paul then launches into a fervent prayer for hieve Ephesians: that God may give them something (
17) and that they may knaosomething (v. 18). The gifts are threefold: theeispf wisdomand revelation
in the knowledge of Him—a knowledgleat is by revelatioand which is therefore true wisdos fourth
gift sums up the previous three: “the eyes of ymaterstanding being enlightened,” literally, that iHay
give you enlightened eyes of your heart.




But Paul has a purpose in mind for these giftstiqdarly for those “enlightened eyes.” This
purpose is plainly stated, “that ye may know,” a@wain covers three major points. We believe that th
very form of the arrangement will demonstrate thatl is building toward a climax:

That ye may know

1) what is the hope of His calling,

2) and what [are] the riches of the glory of Hikenitance in the saints,

3) and what is the exceeding greatness of His pdwars-ward who believe, according to the
working of His mighty power, which He wrought in @t. . . [Eph. 1:18-20].

Stoeckhardt discusses each of these at some léihgtthescribes the glory of a hope that is based
on the fact that Godlas called us, the same God of whom it was statedrse 4 of this chapter that He
“hath chosen us in Christ before the foundationsthef world.” He describes the splendor of that
inheritancethat awaits the Christian, one which the Apostieanother letter (Col. 1:12) calls “the
inheritance of the saints in light.” He enlarges tbe wonderful comfort that the Apostle offers the
believer, namely, that the secure possession dhedle blessings that are and can be receivedbynly
faith does not depend on our own strength andtybliut is assured to us by “the exceeding greatogés
His power to us-ward who believe.” Here is the elxnAnd when Stoeckhardt then takes the next words
as an explanation of hotle believer comes to faith and is preservedith,faamely, “by the working of
His mighty power,” he is simply letting these workrve their natural and normal function of unfotgi
the full implications of that mighty climax that$ithere been reached.

Lenski is fully aware of this same progression, atakes it beautifully: “The three indirect
guestions constitute a unit, and they form a pydamirom the hopén our hearts Paul looks up to the
object of that hopehe heavenly inheritance, and then he looks illgasther, to the divine powewhich
guarantees this inheritance to us. All of this asmove fully into the range of our vision and our
knowledge” (Lenski 395, emph. Reim). But by stogpwhere he does he excludes the vital “to us-ward
who believe” from this climax, and does so in spit¢he way in which the entire trend of Paul’subbt
is built up to this very point. To treat this exgs®mn as an “incidental participle” (398), one tlst
“merely added for the purpose of elucidation” (3&7o turn a mighty climax into a feeble anti-cdir It
surely seems that by being so completely preocdupith the grammatical form of the participle Lehsk
has lost sight of the marvelous content of thatipres word which, with all its “incidental” formsi
nevertheless employed to express the weighty amdentous thought of faihsaving faith, that faith of
which the Apostle has written such wonderful thimgg a few verses back: “In whom ye also trusted,
after that ye heard the word of truth, the gospeloar salvation: in whom also after that ye bedidvye
were sealed with that holy Spirit of promise, whistthe earnest of our inheritance until the red&mnp
of the purchased possession, unto the praise gidrg’ (Eph. 1:13-14).

We therefore maintain that when the force of thisiax is recognized, it not only permits that
the next words (“according to the working of Hisgimiy power”) be directly attached to the participle
(“the believing ones”) but actually demands it. Hue flow of words can simply not be interruptedheitt
point without doing violence to the great thoudhmattthe Apostle is expressing for the comfort ¢f al
believers, namely, that we shall know that thehfalh which so much depends is not something tlsés re
on our feeble power. It is a gift that we owe efyutd the grace and to the mighty power of GodHis
infinite grace He has not only creatidis faith in the first place, but also preseritaghtil now, even as it
is He alone who also preserves it to the end—aaidith the same power by which in Christ He wrought
the great work of our redemption.

This clearly demonstrable trend of thought is teason why we also maintain that what we
treated as a hypothetical assumption on a preypags should be accepted as actual fact. Thereide sa
that if the Apostle wished to assure his Christians ateBpé that their faith was the resoft that
“working of the strength of His might,” or that hpower of God was the causktheir faith, there was
nothing in the definition of the preposition to peat that. Now we say that this is indeed what the
Apostle wanted to do and say. For the theologyhisf interpretation see our article in the previmssie
of our journal.




A Tribute to Walther
C. M. Gullerud

Before we close this year of 1961, it would ilicbene us if we were to pass over in silence the
sesquicentennial anniversary of Dr. C. F. W. Walgheirth. As we are wont to thank God for the g
gave to His Church in the person of Dr. Martin larthso we lift up our hearts in gratitude to God fo
having granted His Church the gift of a man like Dfalther. If this is to mean anything, howeveerth
we should be dedicating ourselves to the same a@othand Scripturally sound principles for which he
contended. Any student of Dr. Walther’s writingdlwnow that he did not presume to have discovered
more scholarly and contemporaneous method of stgdynie Scriptures. He did not depreciate nor did he
traditionalize the work of the Fathers, but he used cited their writings as a testimony of their
faithfulness to the Scriptures and as a remindehefvalue that their withess had and will havethe
Church of all ages. This was a man who walked enSbriptures and he expected men to follow him only
as he spoke “as an oracle of God” (I Peter 4:113.dne thing to use Dr. Walther only when we fihdt
he agrees with us, and it is quite another thinguote him because we find that he is scrupulously
faithful to the Word of God. It can be said as eeghing that Dr. Walther did not wish to be horbfer
a leadership resulting in a large organization evttile things for which he stood are being chippeaya
one by one. Dr. Walther as a Christian theologie@sdnot belong to any organization, but he beldogs
the Church and specifically to those who give H@honor his memory deserves.

It was a delight to read the article entitled “Vielt and the Scriptures,” presented by Robert D.
Preus in the November issue @bncordia Theological MonthlyThis is Walther as we have learned to
know him in his writings. It is a true picture dig man who became known as a champion of the
inspiration, the authority, and the inerrancy o 8criptures. It is a true picture of the man beeatiis
drawn from his writings, all of which breathe a Halensubmission to and acceptance of every Word of
Holy Scripture. There was no sign of compromiséhwiitose who came with their “scholarly” insistence
that the human side of Scripture must be borne indmi.e., when portions dealing with history,
geography, and science are being studied. Thereavhgsitancy in saying that the Bible presentethtr
and_facteven when it spoke of such matters which did mevlve the act®f God. He did not distinguish
between verbs and nouns in speaking of the inegyrah&cripture. Dr. Walther was not ashamed to be
aligned with a Quenstedt when he [Walther quotingidtedt] said:

The holy canonical Scriptures in their originalttexe the infallible truth and free from every erro
That is to say, in the sacred canonical Scripttirese is no lie, no deceit, no error, even thehséigt,
either in content or in words, but every single dvéianded down in the Scriptures is most true,
whether it pertains to doctrine, ethics, historizranology, topography, or onomastics; and no
ignorance, lack of understanding, forgetfulnesdapse of memory, can or should be attributed ¢o th
amanuenses of the Holy Spirit in their writing loétHoly Scriptures. [qgtd. in Preus 686]
Surely it would be dishonor to the memory of a \Waitto say that in all this insistence on the alisol
inerrancy of Scripture he failed to magnify thettrwhich God delivered through the holy men of God
who penned the Scriptures. In fact, by his inststeon the verbal inspiration of the Bible and hs@ute
inerrancy he let Scripture be Scripture and presefor the common Christian the clarity and autiyasf
Scripture and issued a declaration of independfnoethe so-called “higher scholarship” and “sciiént
exegesis.” In all of these matters the aforemeeticarticle in theC. T. M has been true to the memory of
Dr. Walther.

It would be good if we could leave the subject vttlese remarks, but honesty demands that a
further testimony be given regarding the aberratioh some who even in these days be-speak a
veneration for the man whose birthday anniversatyeing observed. Without going into great detal w
express our amazement that the writer of @el. M article (who has so well captured the spirit of
Walther) could now accept a call to be colleagueowé who has departed from Scripturally sound
principles reproduced so well in the tribute, “Wialt and the Scriptures.” It is no secret that Dartin
Scharlemann of Concordia Seminary has been qua@dyre say that the old-time understanding of the



inerrancy of Scripture must be discarded in viewisfallegation that the writers in imparting histal
and natural information did not always presentaua and_preciseeport. He holds that the writers at
times made use of folk tales and traditional stovidich were not in all instances factually corrddtis
is where he claims we must take into considerahenhuman sidef the Scriptures in order that we may
preserve and magnify the truth that comes by divawvelation. It would appear that, having foundsthe
alleged errors, he does not wish to attribute ttee@od, and so the difficulty is to be solved byessing
a “human side” of the Scriptures which allows facls errors. Walther said: “For if | believe thaeth
Bible also contains errors, then it is no longéowachstone for me, but needs a touchstone itsefhort,
it is unspeakable what the devil tries with thesfide-human Scripture™ [qtd. in Preus 674].
Dr. Preus in his article says:
The old heresies which Walther opposed in his deystll being advanced. Present neo-orthodoxy is
saying something about Scripture and revelatiotedike what those old positive theologians sand. |
a very true sense the neo-orthodox theologians/tadarepristination theologians; they are not very
original. In opposing this theology we will find Waer can be of great help to us. He faced many of
the same problems we face. And he manifested adimfidence in the God of Scripture, a confident
spirit which will serve as a mighty example to Uswhen we become confused or hesitant in
confessing the truth. Today we must speak forthiyghs he spoke. For nothing has happened,
nothing can happen, to make us change our starttieomspiration and infallibility of Scripture.
[691]
The writer of “Walther and the Scriptures” shoult/a pointed out that principles defended in thiglar
are being vitiated by Dr. Scharlemann. This wowdgéenbeen a Waltherian forthrightness called fothiey
present situation. But then, of course, the artideld not have been printed in t8e T. M But a public
statement to this effect would make it clear thatreus does not hold with the views of a Schaalem
As it now appears, such an article as “Walther #wedScriptures” is permitted to stand in the sataé s
with Scharlemann’s “The Bible as Record, Witnesd Bledium,” which has not been retracted.
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A Study of Select Passages from the NIV 2011
Mark Tiefel

2 Peter 1:20-21Above all, you must understand that no prophecysaipture came about by the
prophet’s own interpretation of things. For propletever had its origin in the human will, but prejs
though human, spoke from God as they were cari@uyaby the Holy Spiri(NIV 2011).

In 1973 Zondervan Publishing House came out with New International Version(NIV)
initially as a translation of the New Testament dth®n the Nestle-Aland text. By 1978 the NIV
translation covered the Old Testament too. Sineg time several revisions and editions have been



released. The most familiar in use today is theé@dpublished in 1984. It is the edition used byeval
of our pastors and laymen as well as many otheistidms around the globe. In recent years the Ni¥ h
surpassed the King James Version as the bestesElhiglish Bible in America.

In 2002 Zondervan produced a translation of thé idtended to succeed the 1984 edition. It was
given the titleToday’s New International VersigifNIV). The TNIV included many significant changes
from the 1984 edition, most noteworthy of which whe introduction of gender-inclusive language.
TNIV translators sought to provide an edition oé tNIV that would answer the growing and false
accusations that the Bible was a misogynistic bétdwever, as one writer put it, “The gender-neutral
approach of the TNIVToday’s New International Versipm 2002 and 2005 became such a lightning-
rod that the version never caught on with Amerieaangelicals. . . ="

Though the publishers at Zondervan tried anotiiéh/Tedition in 2005, it suffered from the
same problems and has since been discontinuede TOasglopments have led to the 2011 edition of the
NIV. It is important to remember that the NIV 20ik1most similar to the TNIV text, not the 1984 text
Therefore one must critically ask whether the rightnges and enough changes have been made to make
this a commendable edition. That being said, thieviing review is not intended to force an opinioin
translations upon our readers. Instead, it offeqgarded information and some commentary on the
translation of key passages as these occur iretieat editions of the New International Versfon.

Gender-inclusive Language

Note: The use of gender-inclusive language in recemistasions is defended in the name of making it
clear that females are not excluded in the appbinadf God’s promises. This approach has been taken
with the conviction that the majority of people &yddo not understand words like “man” or “mankirial”

a generic way. In the review of the following pagssasuch concerns are not at issue. The focus bglow
rather on the impact gender-inclusive languageccbalve on what Scripture says regarding the role of
women in the church.

* 1 Timothy 2:12
NIV 1984:1 do not permit a woman to teach or to have aithower a man; she must be silent.
TNIV 2002:1 do not permit a woman to teach or to have auhover a man; she must be quiet.
TNIV 2005: 1 do not permit a woman to teach or to assumeoaityiover a man; she must be quiet.
NIV 2011:1 do not permit a woman to teach or to assumeaaiijiover a man; she must be quiet.
Nestle-AlandsiddokeLy 6¢ yuvaikl odk émtpénw ovde adbevtely avdpdc, GAL elval év fouyle.®

According to many this is the most contested vénsene NIV 2011. The main crux is in the
change made from “have authority” to “assume aitthdmhose on the side of “assume authority” argue
thatatBevteiv should be understood in a “negative connotatfoiat is, that Paul was speaking about a
specific type of domination or usurping of authgrilUnder this assumption Paul would only be
prohibiting a woman from a certain kind of dominagror a power-grab type of teaching over men, not
necessarily a prohibition against teaching men eedlad servant of the church.

Those on the side of “have authority” state theul®s prohibiting women from teaching men and
from exercising authority over a man in all ared<lurch work. The translators of the new edition
defend their translation by stating that it allofes both interpretations. Of course, this would egiv
apparent support for those who feel that women teagh over men, so long as it is done in an orderly
fashion.

A closer look at some lexicons afbevteiv seems to show that either translation of the werd i
viable:

Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich (BDAG): To assume ans&of independent authorityive orders to,
dictate to(with gen. of persom;



Friberg: Strictly, of one who acts on his own auitiyp hencehave control over, domineer, lord it
over,
Liddell-Scott (L-S):To have full power over
Louw-Nida (L-N): To control in a domineering manneontrol, domineer
UBS: Domineer, have authority over
We know, however, that Scripture interprets Sargt Therefore when lexicon information
appears to support either side, we must look at Wiearest of God’s Word tells us. When considering
the two passages below, it seems that “have atghdasi the better choice of translation in 1 Timgth
2:12.
1 Corinthians 14:34-35The women should keep silent in the churchesili@y are not permitted to
speak, but should be in submission, as the Lawsalgs. If there is anything they desire to leagh, |
them ask their husbands at home. For it is sharf@fa woman to speak in church (ESV).
1 Corinthians 11:3But | want you to understand that the head ofyewean is Christ, the head of a
wife is her husband, and the head of Christ is (ESV)°

® 1 Corinthians 14:33-34

NIV 1984: (note paragraphing)
*For God is not a God of disorder but of peace.

As in all the congregations of the sairifsyomen should remain silent in the churches. Theynat
allowed to speak, but must be in submission, atdhesays.

TNIV 2005: (note paragraphing)
*For God is not a God of disorder but of peace—adlithe congregations of the Lord’s people.

% Women should remain silent in the churches. They rot allowed to speak, but must be in
submission, as the law says.

NIV 2011: (note paragraphing)
*For God is not a God of disorder but of peace—amlithe congregations of the Lord’s people.

% Women should remain silent in the churches. They reot allowed to speak, but must be in
submission, as the law says.

Nestle-Aland o0 yap éotw dkataotaoiog 0 Be0C GAAL elpnyng. Q¢ €V THOKLS TElC €KKANOLOLG TGV
aylwr 34 al yovolke €V Tele EKKANOLOLC OLyaTtwooy: o0 Yop EmLTpémetol alTtolc AwA€ly, GAAG
UTotaooéoBwony, kabwg kol O VOpog Aéyel.

It seems fitting to examine this passage nextesinds closely related to the previous. Through
the formatting of the translations above | hopedovey the main issue with these verses. Both Ni&/T
and the NIV of 2011 start a new paragraph aftesevéd3, thereby separating the thoughts of the two
verses. The 1984 edition separates the versesavatiimma and connects the last clause of versetB3 wi
verse 34.

The noted break in thought is disconcerting to sdreeause it opens the door to a possible
interpretation that Paul was only addressing al lssaie in the Corinthian congregation, not neadlysa
something to be followed by all congregations inaaéas. Sincéxkinoiaic is found in both verses, it
seems best to keep the two thoughts together, iafipesince it is unlikely from the context that iravas
speaking to or about two different groups.

As with the previous passage, we need to be tlest possible watering down of the Spirit's
message so as to support a feminist or egalitagenda. This was the main issue with the TNIV &l i
not changed in the first two passages consideréarso

" Romans 16:1

NIV 1984:1 commend to you our sister Phoebe, a servatteo€hurch in Cenchrea.



TNIV 2005: | commend to you our sister Phoebe, a deacoreathibrch in Cenchreae.
NIV 2011:1 commend to you our sister Phoebe, a deattime church in Cenchreae.

Nestle-Aland Zvviotnutr 8¢ Duiv @oifny thy adeAdny fHudV ovoav [kal] Sidkovov thg ékkAnolag thg év
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The translation of this passage has alarmed alewhiurches where male deacons have a
governing role in the church. To my knowledge vieny CLC churches use the tedeaconfor an office
or position of authority. Outside of our fellowshipowever, a number of Christian churches useeira t
with an authoritative sense, and so the questiost imel asked: Was Phoebe a deacon in the earlylchurc
and was this position one of authority over men@ Gneek word.akovog has a number of definitions
given in the lexicon listings below.

BDAG: 1. One who serves as an intermediary in asaation,agent, intermediary, courie2. One
who gets something done, at the behest of a supasgistant, attendant, aife

Friberg: 1. Generally of a person who renders hélpdérvice,servant, helper2. As an official in the
church,deacon both masculine and feminine;

L-S: A servant, waiting mari,at. Minister; 2. A minister of the church, a deacdam. a deaconess

L-N: A person who renders servieeservant 2. One who serves as a deacon, with responsibility to
care for the needs of believedgacon, one who helps the belieyers

UBS: Both masc. and ferservant; helper, minister; deacon; deaconess.

The historical situation of the early Christian otiumust be remembered when considering the
sense of this verse. Did the church at Paul's tiane an official position called a “deacon,” or dndy
simply recognize the individual as a servant, e lwith what the root of the word means? “Deacon”
seems to be an English word based on a transideraf the Greek wordiaxovoc. In my opinion it's
very likely that the early church’s perception ofdeacon was quite different than the usage and
understanding that certain churches have giverdayt.

In all, the NIV only translatesiaxkovoc as “deacon” four times out of 29 occurrentéswould
seem that the most likely meaning of the word sthdnd “servant” unless the context warrants otherwis
What adds more fuel to this discussion is Pauls of “deacon” in 1 Timothy 3:12: “Let deacons
(6uaxovol) each be the husband of one wife, managing theidren and their own households well”
(ESV)? Other qualifications are also listed for deacamghis section of 1 Timothy—each of which
would indicate a position to be held by a man, ametoman, as verse 12 itself clearly shows. It seems
therefore, that the translation of “deacon” in Rosa6:1 would lead to more confusion for our mersber
Caution is in order so that we do not recommendréngslation of a passage that might imply suppbrt
a false teaching. Such caution is needed when roatside of our fellowship are using questionable
translations to support their false doctrine aratpce.

" Romans 16:7

NIV 1984: Greet Andronicus and Junias, my relatives who Hhaeen in prison with me. They are
outstanding among the apostles, and they wererisiCiefore | was.

TNIV 2005: Greet Andronicus and Junia, my fellow Jews whoehbgen in prison with me. They are
outstanding among the apostles, and they wererisiCiefore | was.

NIV 2011: Greet Andronicus and Junia, my fellow Jews whoehbgen in prison with me. They are
outstanding among the apostles, and they wererisiCiefore | was.

Nestle-Aland domdonofe "Avdpovikor kol Tovvidy TOLC OLYYEVELC MOU KoL OCUVLYLEAWTOUC WOV,
olTLVéC eloLy émlonuol év Tolg AmoaToAOLE, Ol Kol TPO éuod yéyovay év XpLoTa.

ESV: Greet Andronicus and Junia, my kinsmen and myelprisoners. They are well known to the
apostles, and they were in Christ before me.



There seems to be two main issues with the triamglaf this verse. The first is the change from
“Junias” (male) in the 1984 edition to “Junia” (fala) in the TNIV and the NIV of 2011. If the namaw
in fact feminine, it would apparently support tHaim of some that there were female apostles during
Paul's time. According to those who make this claietent scholarship has shown that evidence of a
male name Junias in the first century does not.&xis

I was not able to research what was claimed incitedl source, but in the lexicons readily
available each listed the form dbuiac as masculind’ At best it seems that both sides can present
evidence for their argumeht.That being said, however, the second questioissore with this verse
appears to be more pertinent.

In addition to the debate previously mentionedsstions also arise with the worddonpoL év
tol¢ amootoroc. Do these words tell us that Andronicus and Jshiagre actually apostles, or were they
simply well known to the apostles? Since all thi¢®/ editions translate it the same (“They are
outstanding among the apostles”), | have inclutéedinglish Standard Version above (ESV) to reptesen
the difference. Regarding the usageéndbnuot, lexicons give the following information:

BDAG: Of exceptional qualitysplendid, prominent, outstanding

Friberg: In a positive sensitstanding, well-known

L-S: Having a mark ont, of money stamped, coine@, Notable, remarkable

L-N: Pertaining to being well-known or outstandingither because of positive or negative
characteristicsputstanding, famous, notorious, infampus

UBS: Well-known, outstandingotorious

One must also look at the modifying prepositiortaigse and the way that is used in this verse.
Is “among” the best way to translate, or wouldltlagic sense of “in connection with” be more sugahl
this context? Also, is the basic sense of “mess&ngerhaps more fitting for this occurrence of
amootoroc? These matters all need to be weighed in the difytite rest of Scripture.

Given the many questions with this verse, one woled to assume quite a bit about the text in
order to read the Greek word dsuviav, translate it as “Junia,” and regard this perssraafemale
apostle.

The four passages considered above representrtivang concern that many conservative
Christians have with the NIV of 2011, namely, tlitasupports feminist and egalitarian groups who
support false teachings about the roles of mensaomen in the church. Based on my brief study, fraha
the same concerns. | would hesitate to endorsamslation that includes specific changes whichrsthe
use to support false doctrine, especially wheneh#smnges have arisen in our recent era of pdlitica
correctness. That being said, other translationshef Bible suffer from poor choices made by the
translators, and each has been used and quotedskytéachers to support views that contradictrthe
Word of God. Regardless of whether or not we chdosgsupport or use the new NIV as pastors and
teachers, we recognize the need to educate our emsrob the dangers of passages such as these, which
deal with or have some bearing on gender rolesdarchurch.

Doctrinal Difficulties

= Psalm 8:4-6(Note: Underlined words below indicate a focusddference between the NIV of
2011 and previous NIV editions.)

NIV 1984: What is man that you are mindful of him, the sénman that you care for him? You made
him a little lower than the heavenly beings andaecred him with glory and honor. You made him ruler
over the works of your hands; you put everythinderrhis feet.

TNIV 2005: What are mere mortals that you are mindful of theoman beings that you care for them?
You have made thealittle lower than the heavenly beings and crowthesn with glory and honor. You
made them rulers over the works of your hands;prdueverything under their feet.



NIV 2011: What is mankind that you are mindful of them, hunteeingsthat you care for thePhYou
have made them little lower than the angels and crowned thent\giory and honor. You made them
rulers over the works of your hands; you put eveng under theifeet.

The strange thing about this passage in the NI112s that it seems to translate the same verse
in two different ways. The writer of Hebrews recorthis Old Testament passage in chapter two of his
letter, Hebrews 2:6-8:

NIV 2011: But there is a place where someone has testif@tiat is mankind that you are mindful
of them, a_son of mathat you care for_hifh You made them a little lower than the angels; you
crowned them with glory and honor and put everyghinder their feet.”

NIV 1984: But there is a place where someone has testifi#tiat is man that you are mindful of
him, the son of man that you care for him? You maidea little lower than the angels; you crowned
him with glory and honor and put everything underfbet.”

If the writer of Hebrews is actually quoting Psa&8m, which seems very likely, why translate it
differently, especially with respect to the wordefi of man™? What also adds confusion is the mexair
singular and plural pronouns to describe the sagneopm. A quick look at the Hebrew text reveals that
3" masculine singular pronoun and the 3rd masculinguar suffix are used throughout, and therefore
both passages in Psalm 8 and Hebrews 2 are rgf¢éormne individual.

Psalm 8:4:uiR-mm “What is man?” (masc. singular)
WISIN™D “that you are mindful of him” (8 masc. sg. suffix)
DI87121 “and the son of man” (both masc. sg.)
uIpen "3 “that you care for him” (8 masc. sg. suffix)

Psalm 8:5:31omm  “and You have made him lower”'fanasc. sg. suffix)
YN “You have crowned him” (8 masc. sg. suffix)

Psalm 8:6: m'?*m;xj “You have made him to rule” (8masc. sg. suffix)
1*?:@‘117313 “under his feet” (8 masc. sg. suffix)

To break up the uniform use of pronouns in thegsege as the TNIV and the NIV of 2011 do,
creates confusion in the mind of the reader. Intaxnig what is more compelling in this argumenths
context in which the writer of Hebrews places histation of Psalm 8:4-6. In verse 9 he clearly euts
the “son of man” from Psalm 8 to Jesus:

Hebrews 2:9But we see him who for a little while was madeséo than the angels, namely Jesus,
crowned with glory and honor because of the suftedf death, so that by the grace of God he might
taste death for everyone (ESV).

One cannot simply ignore the fact that through carnation Jesus humbled Himself beneath
the angels when as a man He took on human formahdlash. And since this verse comes on the heels
of the Psalm 8 quotation, it is clear that Psald+@:must be an Old Testament prophecy about the
Messiah, with specific reference to His incarnatid¥hat adds even more weight to this sense is how
nattwpévor (literally “he who has been made lower”), the mdiseusingular participle in Hebrews 2:9,
is used to describe JesdsAgain, just as the string of masculine singulanmuns connect the thoughts
of Psalm 8:4-6 together, so the masculine sindolans in Hebrews 2:9 connect Jesus to Psalm 8:4-6.

When one considers everything contained in bottices, the power of Scripture interpreting
Scripture shines forth and points the way for tligldBreader to understand what the Spirit meand An
yet it seems as if the translators of the TNIV #mel NIV of 2011 ignore that principle, as well &t
clear forms of the Hebrew, in favor of gender-isthe language. This is extremely perplexing in a
section that prophesies and speaks of Christ.

= Habakkuk 2:4
NIV 1984:“See, he is puffed up; his desires are not upsgdhit the righteous will live by his faith.”



TNIV 2005: “See, he is puffed up; his desires are not uprdhit the righteous will live by their
faithfulness.”

NIV 2011:“See, the enemy is puffed up; his desires areaipoght—but the righteous person will live by
his faithfulness.”

The danger in translating this passage with “falttess” is that it points to the individual's
strength and will. Living by faith and living byitbfulness are very different concepts. This pasdsas
long been one of the stalwarts used to supportthieran tenet ofaith alone If, however, “faith”
becomes replaced with “faithfulness,” then thergitle of this passage is significantly weakened; thed
false teaching of our cooperation in the creatiath @reservation of our faith is potentially encaed.

Although “faithfulness” is a possible translatiaccording to lexiconsir§a183), we also need to
remember that Paul quotes this passage in his tettke Romans:

Romans 1:17For in the gospel the righteousness of God isalede—a righteousness that is by faith

from first to lastjust as it is written: “The righteous will live Bgith” (NIV 2011).
In the Greek of this passage Paul usesecwc, which in this context conveys the meaning of tHdi
Furthermore, we know from Paul’s entire discussibout faith in the book of Romans that he doas
point to any power or faithfulness in the indivilu&/e must ask a similar question that was raisgd w
the previous passage. If Paul is indeed quotingakalk 2:4, why does the NIV of 2011 provide two
different translations of the same statement? Bhespecially puzzling, since the two translatiohshe
same word can be understood in very different wAgsin, a study of this passage shows the impoetanc
of using Scripture to interpret Scripture and degjchow to translate accordingly.

= Zechariah 9:9

NIV 1984: Rejoice greatly, O Daughter of Zion! Shout, Daeghif Jerusalem! See, your king comes to
you, righteous and having salvation, gentle anigidn a donkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey.

TNIV 2005: Rejoice greatly, Daughter Zion! Shout, Daughteusalem! See, your king comes to you,
righteous and having salvation, lowly and ridingaodonkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey.

NIV 2011: Rejoice greatly, Daughter Zion! Shout, Daughteusalem! See, your king comes to you,
righteous and victorious, lowly and riding on a kieyy, on a colt, the foal of a donkey.

This prophecy of Christ’'s entrance into JerusalemPalm Sunday is certainly a well-beloved
passage from the Old Testament. The question | hatre this verse is the change from “having
salvation” to “victorious.” The key Hebrew wordNaphal form ofv?, is related to the root of the name
JesusYeshuan Aramaic). On the specific form the lexicons yide the following definitions:

Brown-Driver-Briggs: In Niphal 1be liberated, savefprop.placed in freedoin. . ;2. Be savedn
battle victorious

Theological Wordbook of the Old TestameBe saved, be delivergiNiphal), save, deliver, give
victory, help; be safe; take vengeance, presémighil).

The reason why this change is disconcerting forisnéhat it seems to take away from the
meaning ofb¥?. To me the Hebrew verb form is a rich term thatoenpasses the gospel message, how
Christ has saved us from all enemies, both phyaiedlspiritual. “Victorious” seems to focus moretba
power and omnipotence of Jesus rather than Hisigdoive. As with other passages considered in this
review, | see how the updated translation catfit,| fail to understand the need to change whatl884
edition had. As pastors and teachers we must aselves: Is it better to introduce a term that rbay
more familiar to our readers, but takes away frowm tich meaning of the original language? Or is it
better to take additional strides to educate atetiers, young and old, about the meanings of wbeats
may be less familiar, but convey important images eoncepts expressed in the original languageZ2Som
words that come to mind in this category are saiwatjustification, atonement, righteousness,
reconciliation, redemption, to name a few.




=  Galatians 1:6

NIV 1984:1 am astonished that you are so quickly desettiegone who called you by the grace of Christ
and are turning to a different gospel.

TNIV 2005: | am astonished that you are so quickly desettiegone who called you by the grace of
Christ and are turning to a different gospel.

NIV 2011:1 am astonished that you are so quickly desettiegopne who called you to live in the grace of
Christ and are turning to a different gospel.

Nestle-Aland Goupdlw dtL oltwe Toyéwe petatifeabe amd tod kadéoovtog DUaC €v xapttl [Xprotod] eig
€tepov eboryyeLLOY.

Though the difference in these passages may skginh, ¢ feel that they represent a growing
trend of churches today to emphasize sanctificatveer justification. While the new NIV translation,
“called you to live in the grace of Christ,” can lbederstood correctly, it can also place or suggeste
emphasis on the call of believers to be an adt@CGhristian living in the grace of Christ. But {iv@per
focus of this verse should be the very grace ofsEhmot the believer’s action of living, espegyaith the
book of Galatians with its prominent theme of gratene through faith alone as the certainty of sne’
salvation.

It is my opinion that Paul uses the prepositiotio show the means by which the call took place,
namely, that the grace of Christ had made thetodthith effective. | feel that the new NIV transta
places, at least potentially, undue emphasis obehever’s sanctified life and downplays the wofkhe
Holy Spirit. We as believers are passive recipiemtthe call to faith, and it's only by the gradeCGhrist
and the power of the Spirit at work that our faitmes to be. It too is the free gift of God'’s loaeeality
that falls in line with the very purpose and megroh grace.

= Colossians 3:16

NIV 1984: Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly as ybeach and admonish one another with all
wisdom, and as you sing psalms, hymns and spisiads with gratitude in your hearts to God.

TNIV 2005: Let the message of Christ dwell among you ricldyyau teach and admonish one another
with all wisdom through psalms, hymns and songmftbe Spirit, singing to God with gratitude in your
hearts.

NIV 2011: Let the message of Christ dwell among you ricldyyau teach and admonish one another
with all wisdom through psalms, hymns, and songmfthe Spirit, singing to God with gratitude in you
hearts.

Nest.-Aland 6 A6yoc tod Xpiotod évowkeltw €v LUly TAOuUOLwg €V Taom ocodig SLddokovTeg Kol
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This is probably a rather minor difference, bdeél it represents a majority of the translation
changes made in the NIV of 2011. Changing the ggnof the passage to “Let the message of Christ
dwell...” may seem to convey the same idea as thetword of Christ dwell...,” but | believe that an
important nuance of the Greek is thereby left patiticularly with respect to John 1. We know Jesus
Christ as the “Word” Xoyoc). For me and many other Christians this expressiargs great comfort to
our hearts by connecting Christ to every part ot’&&ord. In fact, this connection between Christl a
His Word is an important reason why we defend titaaxity of the Bible. | see no compelling reason t
translateroyog differently, especially in this passage. Yes,ah de properly understood in the way that



the TNIV and the new NIV translate, but | fail teesthe reason for changing the translation of 8841
edition.

=  Malachi 2:16

NIV 1984: “I hate divorce,” says the LORD God of Israel, fahhate a man’s covering himself with
violence as well as with his garment,” says the DORmighty. So guard yourself in your spirit, and d
not break faith.

TNIV 2005:“I hate divorce,” says the LORD God of Israel, ddrhate it when people clothe themselves
with injustice,” says the LORD Almighty. So be oow guard, and do not be unfaithful.

NIV 2011:“The man who hates and divorces his wife,” sagsltBRD, the God of Israel, “does violence
to the one he should protect,” says the LORD AlrtyigBo be on your guardnd do not be unfaithful.

The main question in this verse centers arowl (*he hates”), which is a8 masculine
singular verb. This verb is difficult to understamecause one must determine the subject and tlkeetobj

of the hating. Almost all translations render (i’ngs) as the subject and divorce() as the object.

However, this understanding is difficult for somechuse the verb as E 8ingular should be translated,
“he hates.” But with God speaking directly hereg evould expect a®isingular verb, if indeed God is the
subject. It seems likely that divorce is the obmfdhe hating due to the word order of the verse.

While we can certainly understand why the new Nitémpts to introduce d*3erson masculine
subject into the sentence, we must admit thatrrestation goes too far in the inclusion of “wif@s the
object of the hate. One could argue that the thbogla wife comes from the context of the previous
verse (15)7 but that does not automatically place the wif¢hasdirect object in this verse. This also does
not explain the conjunction that is added in treusé: “The man who hates adidorces his wife. . . .”
There is no such conjunction in the Hebrew text.

Also unclear is how the words, “does violence te tine he should protect,” fits with the

Hebrew 11255y onm 1021, A literal translation of this phrase is: “And hevees violently upon his

garments.” Again the NIV of 2011 tries to point tbleject of this clause back to the wife, which ¢lfe
does not fit. Without question we can agree thatHlebrew of this verse is difficult to render indtish.

But the translation of the new NIV seems to hatelisupport according to both the structure of the
sentence and the context.

Since the LORD has been the main voice in thigesghapter, it seems strange that He would
now imply a new subject in this verse. Perhapstebeay to understand this verse is given in tiesvN
King James Version, which reads:

“For the LORD God of Israel says that He hates wigpfor it covers one’s garment with violence,”
says the LORD of hosts. “Therefore take heed ta gpuit, that you do not deal treacherously” (Mal.
2:16).
With this translation the LORD is kept as the sabjend divorce is kept as the direct object. The
translation also correctly renders tHe Basculine singular formi. The implications of changing the
verse as the new NIV does are clear. It waters dGad's stance on divorce, leaving a faulty viewttha
we would not want to promoté.

Grammatical Confusion

The following passages are examples of the camfusiat may result from the interchanging of
singular and plural pronouns. The reason the ihgerge has occurred is to create a more egalitarian
gender-inclusive translation—again, in the inter@shot excluding anyone in the application of God’
proclamations. The®masculine singular pronoun has been dropped ior falvcommon pronouns, most
of which are plural$’> In some places making the language more gendérahéa a good thing,



especially with respect to objective or universsdtification. However, | feel that the passagewel
provide examples where it can take away from thammg and perhaps confuse the reader.

Matthew 10:37: “Anyone who loves their father orther more than me is not worthy of me; anyone
who loves their son or daughter more than me iswoothy of me.”

Matthew 16:27: “For the Son of Man is going to coméis Father’s glory with his angels, and then he
will reward each person according to what they hioree.”

Matthew 18:6: “If anyone causes one of these ldttes—those who believe in me—to stumble, it would
be better for them to have a large millstone huogred their neck and to be drowned in the depthbef
sea.”

Mark 7:15: “Nothing outside a person can defilemthigy going into them. Rather, it is what comesaut

a person that defiles them.”

John 11:25-26: Jesus said to her, “I am the restioreand the life. The one who believes in me ik,
even though they die; and whoever lives by beligwmme will never die. Do you believe this?”

John 12:25: “Anyone who loves their life will logewhile anyone who hates their life in this worldll
keep it for eternal life.”

Romans 2:6: God “will repay each person accordinghat they have done.”

Romans 4:5: However, to the one who does not watkrbists God who justifies the ungodly, their Hait

is credited as righteousness.

Romans 14:12: So then, each of us will give anaetof ourselves to God.

1 Corinthians 6:18: Flee from sexual immorality! slher sins a person commits are outside the body,
but whoever sins sexually, sins against their owaiyb

1 Corinthians 14:4: Anyone who speaks in a tongliées themselves, but the one who prophesies
edifies the churcf?

Titus 3:10: Warn a divisive person once, and thanwvthem a second time. After that, have nothingdoto
with them.

Improvements

The following are some passages that | believe baea changed for the better. No doubt, other
examples could be given that are not included im ltsting. | have included the TNIV translatioroag
with the newer 2011 translation, which has beeembed and the notable change has been underlined.

= John 7:31

TNIV 2005: Still, many in the crowd put their faith in himh&y said, “When the Messiah comes, will he
perform more signs than this man?”

NIV 2011: Still, many in the crowd believeid him. They said, “When the Messiah comes, wal h
perform more signs than this man?”

= John 8:30
TNIV 2005: Even as he spoke, many put their faith in him.
NIV 2011: Even as he spoke, many believedim.

= John 11:45
TNIV 2005: Therefore many of the Jews who had come to visityWland had seen what Jesus did, put
their faith in him.
NIV 2011: Therefore many of the Jews who had come to visityyland had seen what Jesus did,
believedin him.

= John 12:36
TNIV 2005: Put your trust in the light while you have thehligso that you may become children of
light.” When he had finished speaking, Jesus ledt laid himself from them.



NIV 2011: Believein the light while you have the light, so that ymay become children of light.”
When he had finished speaking, Jesus left andimddif from them.

= Galatians 3:24
TNIV 2005: So the law was put in charge of us until Chrisheahat we might be justified by faith.
NIV 2011: So the law was our guardiamtil Christ came that we might be justified bittia

= 1 Timothy 2:5
TNIV 2005: For there is one God and one mediator betweena@dduman beings, Christ Jesus, himself
human.

NIV 2011: For there is one God and one mediator betweena@ddnankind, the ma@hrist Jesus.

Conclusion

It is my hope that this study will be useful foose who have questions about the NIV edition of
2011. However, this study is admittedly brief, aath pastor or teacher should look at the traoslati
differences for himself so that he may be knowledidee when approached with questions. In no way
have | intended to force my opinions on others.hBatmy intent has been to provide information on
certain passages in question, with the purposelpirig others in their own study of this new tratisin.
As always, we make it our prayer that the LORD wlotbntinue to bless us as we use and preach His
Word. May He also keep us faithful to the truthttHa has given to us in His Word.

Online sources for more information

Full NIV Translation Notes: http://www.biblegatewagm/niv/Translators-Notes.pdf.

Committee on Bible Translation (CBT): http://wwwrgbt.org.

Video from the chairman of the CBT: http://www.l@ghteway.com/niv/executive-summary/

Council of Biblical Manhood and Womanhood (CBMWitgy/www.cbmw.org.

Journal analysis of NIV 2011 from CBMW (Denny Burk)
http://www.cbmw.org/images/articles_pdf/jomw%208pf620%5C%2711%2016.burk%200nly.pdf.

Book review (B. Jeffries) fror€hristians for Biblical Equality
http://www.cbeinternational.org/files/ul/free-a@f2-NIV.pdf.

Statistical website:
http://www.slowley.com/niv2011_comparison/

Endnotes

! Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, “An Ewation of Gender Language in the 2011 Edition ef th
NIV Bible.” (cbmw.org. June 2011) 5 Jan. 2012 ghiftvww.cbmw.org/images/articles_pdf/cbomw%20
final%20analysis%200f%202011%20niv.pdf.>.

2The writer, a senior at Immanuel Lutheran Seminariginally prepared this review for a CLC pastasaidy
club that gathered in September of 2011. It isreffehere with some revisions made by the editor.

3 All quotations of Greek text are taken from Nestland 27" edition.

* Bridget Jack Jeffries, “Book Review: The 2011 NI\bIR,” Priscilla Papers25.1 (2011) 27. 5 Jan. 2012
<http://www.cbeinternational.org/files/ul/free-2QL1-NIV.pdf >.

®Lexicon information here provided conforms to thesaventions: Definitions and explanatory inforroatare
given in regular font; glosses (translation equeugd) are given in italics or quotation marks.

®Taking the Greek worguvaikée in a different way are these translations: “I wgo to understand that Christ
is the head of every man, and the man is the hieadvoman, and God is the head of Christ” (NAS)vant you to
know that the head of every man is Christ, the fegagbman isman, and the head of ChristGod” (NKJ).

" Denny Burk, “The Translation of Gender Terminoldgythe NIV 2011,”Journal of Biblical Manhood and
WomanhoodSpr. 2011) 24. 5 Jan. 2012
<http://www.cbmw.org/images/articles_pdf/jomw%208g%20%5C%2711%2016.burk%200nly.pdf>.

8NAS, NIV (1984 ed.), and NKJ also translatéxovol as “deacons” or “deacon” in 1 Timothy 3:12



°Bridget Jack Jeffries, “Book Review: The 2011 NBWble” 27.

' A variant reading occurs with this verse, one tinablves a matter of accent. If read as Nestle-dland
Majority Text have it Touviav is a masculine accusative (Junias). But if readoasiav, the form is a feminine
accusative (Junia).

1 The BDAG lexicon, for example, has listings for thdtinias(masc.) andunia (fem.). Under the latter BDAG
states: Junia compatriot or relative of Paul, one who like Psuwifered imprisonment, and distinguished among the
apostles. Ancient commentators took AndronicusJumia as a married couple.”

2The perfect participle in Hebrews 2:9 and the adndicative of Hebrews 2:7 are forms of the samebwsed
by the LXX in Psalm 8:5 (6).

13 Malachi 2:15: “Has not the one God made you? Ydorizgto him in body and spirit. And what does time o
God seek? Godly offspring. So be on your guard,damndot be unfaithful to the wife of your youthNI{ 2011).

4 Another questionable translation of a marriage agessn the NIV of 2011 is Romans 7:3:

So then, if she has sexual relations with anotreer while her husband is still alive, she is calledadulteress.
But if her husband dies, she is released froml#vatind is not an adulteress if she marries anotiaer.

5 The defense of using gender-inclusive languagebeas compiled by the “Committee on Bible Transtatio
(CBT) that prepared the NIV"—a defense summarized eted by Thomas Nass in his “NIV Revision 2011”
(Wisconsin Lutheran Quartetlyt08:2, pages 141-143), where he writes:

To their credit, the CBT conducted a major studyehder language in English using a 4.4 billion dvor
database called the Collins Bank of English, sottieir decisions could be based on actual usag@ainon
subjective opinions. They discovered, for examtblat “the gender-neutral pronoun ‘they’ (‘them’&i) is

by far the most common way that English-languageakers and writers today refer back to singular
antecedents such as ‘whoever,’ ‘anyone,” ‘somebdayerson,’ ‘no one, and the like.” In other werdt is
now considered normal to say, “Whoever wants tanlyedisciple must deny themselves and take up their
cross and follow me” (Matthew 16:24 TNIV). (142)

'8 Interestingly enough, the grammar checker of Miofio®/ord suggests changing “themselves” in thisspge
to “himself or herself.”

Two historical novels about the
Saxon emigration to Missouri

Robert J. Koenig: Except the Corn Die—A Novel of the 1839 Saxon Luthe Emigration to
America Saxon Lutheran Heritage, Inc., 1975, 1995, papeask, 474 pages.

Stella Wuerffel: Two Rivers to FreedomClayton Publishing House, Inc., 1980, hard cover,
382 pages.

The year 2011 marks the 2Danniversary of the birth of C. F. W. Walther, getllg recognized
as the Lutheran leader chiefly responsible undet'©Sllessing for a resurgence of orthodox confesdio
Lutheranism in the United States in the 19th centlihe Church of the Lutheran Confession recognized
God’s gift of Walther in a series of articles padtin the 1965 volume of theutheran Spokesman
Statements made about Walther at that time incluokesk:
Dr. Walther was an outstanding gift. His name ningsinentioned with the men since St. Paul like Atigas
Athanasius, Martin Luther and their like.
Everything you and | have learned to treasurghali was good in the Synodical Conference—its fialttess
to the Gospel, its emphasis on sound doctrindaitised for all error, its determination to estdbi@hristian day
schools, its thorough indoctrination of pastorsacteers, members—all this must be credited (humanly
speaking) to that one man, Walther.
Walther was a courageous battler for the truth.wdées always honest. Though he anxiously yearned to
establish one Lutheran church across the landviesfor God’s Word was so great that compromiseoua®f
the question for him.
He stressed above all objective justification, tBat had proclaimed an Easter pardon for everyesimmthe
world. Therein lay Walther’s greatness, his meapling success.



Yes, we have inherited much from Walther and thedgliri Synod. The entire concept of a confessional
Lutheran church in a free society, uncompromisiogplty to Christ, an appreciation of the centraitthr of
objective justification, the importance of Christiachools, sound congregational life adapted teraogratic
society, excellent organization, and a burning f@aiission work.

The quotations above appeared in lthitheran Spokesmaarticle, “The Walther Bequest” (W. Schaller,
Jr., 8:3, pages 10-12).

In view of Walther’'s significance it is importarthett we have an understanding of the Saxon
emigration to Missouri in 1839, when Walther, thbugpastor, was still a very young man. No douis, t
most detailed account of this emigration is recedrnnh Walter Forster’'s boolion on the Mississippi
Other important facts can be found in Carl Mundigybook, Government in the Missouri Synod

Recently | had the opportunity to read two his@rigovels that cover the same historical ground,
both of them written by descendants of the origBakon emigrants. Stella Wuerffel dedicated heikpoo
Two Rivers to Freedomo her maternal Saxon grandparents, the Scharad the Tirmensteins, who
arrived in St. Louis on February 19, 1839. Robeveiig, a Lutheran pastor, dedicated his b&oicept
the Corn Dig to his Saxon forefathers who settled in Perryr@puMissouri, south of St. Louis along the
Mississippi River.

Both of these novels begin the story in Germang @itme when rationalism was taking over
churches and schools that once were confessionadmall contingent of young Lutheran pastors,
theology students, and their congregations, aloitg influential lay leaders, began to understane th
consequences of this apostasy from the true Cdmigiith. They were concerned about their childred
their grandchildren. Their recognized leader walaer pastor in Dresden, Martin Stephan, who was
idolized by the young pastors as one brave leddiereaching and preaching the true, comfortings@el
of Jesus Christ.

Both books refer to Walther in his twenties as asician, scholar, and a loyal follower of
Stephan. Both stories also give more attentionastd? Heinrich Loeber and his family, relativesdan
congregation, many of whom joined the emigrati@hldy Stephan. Already in Germany Stephan had his
critics who questioned his extreme statements @&nthte night-time meetings. But his young follower
were so taken with his strong Lutheran teachind thay were not prone to suspect his leadership
gualities. He was able to convince them that he thnde who followed him were the only Christians
truly awakened in Germany and that they must ghnerica to save their souls.

After extensive preparations were made, five slsipged from Germany to America, one of
which was lost at sea. The emigrants sailed upMississippi River from New Orleans to St. Louis and
so began their new life in Missouri. But they weigually unprepared for what they would come to
experience. Most of them were not used to the hantk needed to clear forests and build homes. Even
though they brought considerable money with thetept$&an managed to spend much of it on foolish
things like expensive books and elaborate vestm@nighe journey Stephan had persuaded the group to
name him their bishop with dictatorial powers ottegir material goods, as well as being their it
head, whom all were bound to obey.

Even if Stephan had been a wise leader, the emtgym@ould have had difficulty in their new
surroundings. But as both stories point out, Stedgiecame increasingly self-important and demanding.
His dream was to establish a colony with himseli@ad, living in a bishop’s palace and having hie
young pastors and their flocks doing his bidding. déubt, the hardest blow came when several women
confessed to Pastor Loeber that they had comnattedtery with their spiritual leader, Bishop Stepha
Perhaps the group did not handle this situatiory weell, but the end result was the deposing of the
unrepentant Stephan, whom they sent across thasslgs to lllinois. There he lived to the end a$ h
life and even served as pastor to a Lutheran cgagon that had no connection with the Saxons givin
Missouri.

After Stephan’s departure the young pastors troethke his place as leaders of the group, but
many of the members began to doubt that these @ ptoper calls to serve them as their pastorsy The
had abandoned their congregations in Germany. Pertie only right thing to do would be to return
there. But this, of course, they could not affaréttempt, for they were now poverty-stricken avenein



danger of starvation and disease.

The majority of the group had followed Stephan éorf? County, south of St. Louis, where they
tried to build homes for themselves and to raisgpgrin hilly and forested country. But a sizable
contingent remained in St. Louis, where they cdirld gainful employment and strive to become more
independent. Stella Wuerffel’'s novel concentrategh® settlers in St. Louis, whereas Pastor Koenig’
novel has more to say about the Saxon Lutheranssetied in Perry County.

Both of the stories refer to the efforts of Dr. ICBduard Vehse, a well-educated lawyer who
sought to bring order to the group after Stephas mealonger in charge. He drew up theses or staisme
for study that declared on the basis of the Samgstiand the Lutheran Confessions that pastors dad n
authority to set themselves up as spiritual leagdisout a call from their fellow Christians. “Layen
have the right to judge all doctrine and to sumeall the activities of the clergy,” he wrote. fist the
pastors were not willing to go along with such gpaently radical idea. It was contrary to their
experience in Germany, where the state governneguiated the affairs of the church.

The group in St. Louis began to function more melwith Vehse's ideas and called Walther’s
brother Otto to be their pastor. As one of Stephamost loyal followers he was terribly distressgdte
fact that he had been led astray. In a short tithe Walther passed away, and the congregationcchlte
brother C. F. W. (commonly called Ferdinand) totteir next pastor. At first Walther could not accep
this call, since he was too weak physically anditsgailly. In fact, he had been almost out of consius
for a whole year with sickness and spiritual dessrbrought on by his confusion concerning God's iwil
the matter of church and ministry. Must he retwun&ermany? Was he truly a pastor? At first he too
opposed the theses of Vehse. But in his time afpetion he had opportunity to read Luther’'s wgs
on the subject and examine the Scriptures mordutigreand thus he came to the conclusion that ¥ehs
was right in his contention concerning laymen dregastor’s call.

Vehse himself had given up on the group and hadmetl to Germany, but the turmoil had
continued. Before Ferdinand could accept the odfitt Louis, he had to clarify the situation foe tPerry
County settlers. So he called for a friendly delveith the lawyer, Adolph Marbach, who had beenrtgyi
to persuade the group that the only proper coursehiem was to return to Germany. Pastor Koenig
concludes the story of his book with the famouseAliurg debate between Ferdinand Walther and
Marbach, in which Walther defended eight theses shhsequently became the basis for the Missouri
Synod’s understanding of church and ministryZion on the MississippValter Forster wrote: “If there
was any single factor which saved the colonies fommplete dissolution and from the corrosive forces
of further internal controversy, it was the AltenpuDebate” (p. 525). At this debate C. F. W. Walthe
showed that he had recovered from his own persmmdusion on the matter and emerged as the spiritua
leader of the Saxon Lutherans. But it would notrb#he hierarchical manner of Martin Stephan. Wealth
would be a pastor called by a Christian congregatd whom he became a servant under Christ, thee tr
head of His Church. For more information on thistteraand its bearing on the doctrine of church and
ministry, one can seé@ut of Necessifypages 88-106.

Interestingly, both historical novels extol Pastopeber’'s sister, Christel, who cheerfully
comforted many of the settlers in their troubled anllingly endangered her own life to take careloé
sick and the dying in their midst. She herself diesn disease at a young age and was mourned by the
entire community.

In order to round out their stories, both novelistgent a few leading characters and introduce
certain fictional elements having to do with cobipsand marriage. However, both authors did their
research well and made every effort to presental§fét was at that time. As descendants of thanalig
settlers they had access to letters written by#reons who had experienced these events firstfiduey.
also heard the recollections of their grandparemvt® had heard many true accounts from their aarest
In his preface Pastor Koenig states: “I do belithag what | have written is above serious challeimge
regard to historical accuracy. Many, perhaps nawigtie letters | have included in the text are dtations
of letters actually written by the individuals nadrees the writers ifexcept the Corn Die(p. vi). In the
foreword to Stella Wuerffel's book Dr. August Suel writes: “Because of the many years of research
Miss Wuerffel has spent on the period of the 183wl 40’s, she undoubtedly knows the events



described more intimately than any other livingsoe. She knows the people involved and has seen the
inner strengths and weaknesses” (p. i).

These two books may be somewhat difficult to obtantay. But if anyone is interested in this
period of history and the related background offessional Lutheranism in America, | certainly
recommend making a search for these books andiagjtyem both as | did.

- David Lau



