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When Should | Repent?
Matthew 26:69-75 and Acts 17:30-31
Frank Gantt

Grace and peace to you from God our Father angtClasus, our Lord and Savior. Amen.

In 1541 Muslim invaders, who had already conquenedt of the Middle East, all the northern
parts of Africa, and a sizeable portion of easteunope, were threatening the borders of Germang. Th
leader, Suleiman the Great, had led his army irgtia Minor the previous year and was showing nossign
of being stopped. The threat that Islam was poamjnst Germany in the f&entury was far greater
than any threat posed against America in tiec2htury so far.

Martin Luther was certainly no pacifist. He sugpdr Germany’s right to defend itself, and in a
pamphlet entitled “Appeal for Prayer Against thaka)” he even encouraged the various feudal lavds t
send troops to protect the towns and cities ofeeagbermany. Yet most of that pamphlet was deviied
another subject; it was the matter of repentanctherpart of the Germans. Even though the enemy was
known to be cruel and ruthless, regarding neitherlife of men or women who confessed the Christian
God, Luther called on his own countrymen to repklaetwas very pointed in the kinds of sins that $thou
be confessed and turned from, both public and f@ivde knew the history of nations and found that
God’s judgments have consistently fallen on thastgons who abandon His Word, even to the point of
using pagan nations to bring about those judgments.

Luther understood what many Christians today steehave forgotten: We adwaysin need of
repentance. We cannot point the finger of blamanather direction, for we all daily sin much and do
deserve God's temporal and eternal judgment. Teatity leads us to the next question in our sesies
repentance, and that question is thighen should | repent®/e begin to form an answer by considering
the first text, recorded in Matthew 26:69:-75

Now Peter was sitting outside in the courtyard. Aadservant girl came up to him and said, “You
also were with Jesus the Galilean.” But he denig¢defore them all, saying, “I do not know what
you mean.” And when he went out to the entrance otimer servant girl saw him, and she said to
the bystanders, “This man was with Jesus of NazhréAnd again he denied it with an oath: “I
do not know the man.” After a little while the bymtders came up and said to Peter, “Certainly
you too are one of them, for your accent betraysiyorhen he began to invoke a curse on himself
and to swear, “I do not know the man.” And immed&y the rooster crowed. And Peter
remembered the saying of Jesus, “Before the roostierws, you will deny me three times.” And he
went out and wept bitterl(ESV)

Poor PeterPeteris the Greek form of the Aramaic narf@ephasthat Jesus gave to him when
they first met (John 1:42). At a later time Jesddrassed him both as Simon and as Peter when he had
made that great confession about Jesus being thestCthe Son of the Living God” (Matt. 16:16-18).
Now Peter's name means “rock.” Perhaps Peter hHathdecommendation of Jesus go to his head, as
though Jesus referred to him as being a rock. Jéigusot, and Peter was not. He was bold, but often
impulsive, even arrogant, quick to trust, but ajsick to doubt. So when Jesus told Peter that hddvo
deny Him that very night, Peter avowed that he @wali¢ before doing so.

Peter must have still believed the lie he hadteean his mind, for he went right into the camp of
the enemy, right to the courtyard of the high pisebouse, where Jesus was being questioned. How
courageous, one might say, but oh how foolish!

Then came that servant girl who saifptl also were with Jesus the GalildaReter denied it.

His cowardice now became evident. This was justlavgth no weapon in hand by which to threates hi
life. No doubt, Peter was considering what it wouhgan to be linked to Jesus. He saw what was
happening to Jesus Himself, and he didn’t wanstree to happen to him.

Two more times Peter was questioned about hisoethip with Jesus, and two more times Peter
denied any personal association to the Lord Jé&sten to the point of calling curses upon himsedteP
disavowed his discipleship.



But then a rooster crowed for the second timethat moment Peter remembered the words that
Jesus had spoken to him only hours befoBefbre the rooster crows twice, you will deny Me=¢h
times” Then, according to Luke’s account, Peter noticedeyes of Jesus focused on him. How that look
must have pierced his heart, as Jesus’ words a&nown bravado echoed in his ears, for we are tat t
as soon as he saw Jesus, he went out and weplybitte

Everything Peter said and did up to this point ¢heening is a warning for all of us here today, as
he displays the path of pride, arrogance, selfssin@nd faithlessness. But in a turn of God’'s maroy
grace Peter also becomes an example to every @hrisho falls to temptation, and so he gives us the
answer to the question we are considering thisiegelivhen should | repent? The timensw

Right now, while being aware of your sin, is wheru should repent. Right now while the guilt
of your sin is weighing on your conscience. Rightwneven in the midst of your fear that God will no
longer accept you because of your sin. Now isithe to repent. Alwaysow

In Psalm 32 King David addresses the sorrows dditg onto sin, waiting and refusing to
confess it and repent of it. He had committed &dwyltvith Bathsheba and attempted to cover it up by
having her husband, Uriah, killed in battle. We 'd&now how long he had “kept silent,” but it appea
to have been some time before the Lord sent Hiph@ibNathan with the pointed accusatiovioti are
the man. Later, after the Lord had brought him to repentabzesid described his miserable, unrepentant
state in these wordsFbr when | kept silent, my bones wasted away thrtaug groaning all day long.
For day and night your hand was heavy upon me; tmgngth was dried up as by the heat of sunimer
(Ps. 32:3-4 ESV).

David foolishly held on to his guilt, and becawsehis impenitence he burdened himself with
enmity against his God. It is understandable tlgatvbuld do this. After all, he had sinned agaihst t
holy God, who threatens and carries out punishmentnsigail who sin. But enmity against God is
foolish, for God is the only one who can do anyhabout sin. God is the only one who can provide
reconciliation for it. Peter's repentance came immately upon his recognition of guilt. There was no
good reason to put it off. He had sinned; he krteamd Jesus knew it and he knew that Jesus knew it.

This brings us to our second text, found in AcIs30-31, the account of what the Apostle Paul
said to the men of Athens:
“The times of ignorance God overlooked, but now lemnands all people everywhere to repent,
because he has fixed a day on which he will judbe world in righteousness by a man whom he
has appointed; and of this he has given assuranegall by raising him from the dead.{(ESV)

When should | repent? Paul too says: Now! But wdpent now if there are so many others not
repenting? | mean, look at the world around usndgun all manner of sins, and they don’t seeméeo b
suffering any consequences for it. They get to laem their greed and lust and pride and covetessn
and in many cases, it would seem, increase in happiand pleasure as they do.

| suppose that's true. But then again, recall et that what makes for happiness in this world
and this life is often at odds with what makes tiappiness in the next life. What many people is thi
world perceive to be happiness is really just sapar from God. In terms of eternity that's a pyett
accurate description of hell—separation from Gothiclwv will happen in the chosen place of God's
eternal judgment against those who reject His fangigrace.

When you think about it, that's what Peter wasradtdirst, wasn't it? Something in his mind and
heart told him that at the moment he was questiafedt his relationship with Jesus, he would belmuc
happier if he could be separated from Jesus.

That is ultimately what Satan hopes that we caumnés well. It's the thought that | can abandon
Jesus and be happy in this sin or that sin. | cdrapittle distance between God and myself fordake
of a little pleasure or comfort or relief right noiwhe longer we hold on to this foolish attitudes tmore
it weakens our faith, for it is essentially the opjpe of what faith is. Faith doesn’t seek to bpasate
from God, but relies on forgiving grace from Godths foundation for a continuing relationship with
God. Faith doesn't seek happiness apart from Jésusknows that ultimately one’s happiness is tied



intimately and inseparably to Jesus. This is whysWweuld repent now, right now, every day right now.
Repentance is an ongoing, daily turning from sid baing reunited with God by the merits of Christ's
suffering and death.

The day is coming when the foolishness of livinlif@apart from God will be revealed openly.
Those who sought happiness in a life of sin—whihoi say they sought happiness in a life of enmity
against God—will stand before the judgment seatCofist and be called to account for their
unrighteousness. That day will reveal not only sleeiousness of sin, but also the seriousness of not
believing in the One whom God sent into the woddéconcile sinners to Himself. That day will also
reveal the wisdom of living a life of ongoing repeemce, as it becomes quite clear to all that thdse so
lived by God’s grace will enter into the glory ofeglasting life.

Forgiveness of sins was won by Christ’s suffering death for us. At the same time that Jesus
was being denied by His disciples, He was gainangiveness for all of us. Though forgiveness igliye
given, it is by no means cheap. It was purchasex grieat price. The price of forgiveness was net th
bitter tears of Peter. It was the holy blood of iGthoffered in Peter’s place, and in your place fboe
sorrow of a sinner never took away a single sinth&ait was the holy sorrow of the Sin-bearer tobak
away the sin of the whole world on the cross oiv@agl.

For Jesus’ sake God never fails to forgive the sinanyone. That fact gives us the confidence of
John who wrote: If we confess our sins, He is faithful and jusfdmive us our sins and to cleanse us
from all unrighteousnessThus we should repent now, and keep on repentangjdily we sin much and
indeed deserve nothing but God’s judgment, as lruiigltly said. We should repent now and keep on
repenting also because God always is faithful tgif@ us all of our sins for Jesus’ sake. Amen!

Where Do | Obtain Repentance?
Luke 23:32-43 and Acts 10:44

Grace and peace to you from God our Father amd fhe Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

During our Wednesday Lenten services this yeathawe listened to what the Bible tells us
about repentance. We have considered this impostarject by asking basic questions and finding the
answers to those questions in the teachings osJedhe Gospels and also by the practice of the¢h
revealed in the book of Acts. Admittedly, some bk tmeditations have been somewhat difficult,
inasmuch as repentance itself is a difficult subjRepentance is an activity, but it's a spiritaafivity. It
would be much simpler if repentance were more ghygsical activity like kneeling, or speaking, or
making a list. In fact, that is what some churchase turned repentance into, but it's not repergars
determined by God and revealed to us in the Bible.

Tonight our meditation becomes so much more malcand, hopefully, will be more easily
apprehended. We consider the next questtdhere do | obtain repentanc&®ur first text is found in
Luke 23:32-43

Two others, who were criminals, were led away topoe to death with him. And when they came to
the place that is called The Skull, there they cified him, and the criminals, one on his right and
one on his left. And Jesus said, “Father, forgiveem, for they know not what they do.” And they
cast lots to divide his garments. And the peopleost by, watching, but the rulers scoffed at him,
saying, “He saved others; let him save himselfh# is the Christ of God, his Chosen One!” The
soldiers also mocked him, coming up and offeringrhsour wine and saying, “If you are the King
of the Jews, save yourself!” There was also an ingtion over him, “This is the King of the Jews.”
One of the criminals who were hanged railed at hisaying, “Are you not the Christ? Save
yourself and us!” But the other rebuked him, sayingDo you not fear God, since you are under
the same sentence of condemnation? And we indeastlyjufor we are receiving the due reward of
our deeds; but this man has done nothing wrong.” de said, “Jesus, remember me when you
come into your kingdom.” And he said to him, “Trujyl say to you, today you will be with me in
Paradise.”(ESV)



In asking the questionWhere do | obtain repentance® don't mean to ask: Where am |
supposed to be when | repent? We are so self-eehterour thinking that we tend to think of repemea
in such narrow terms. Instead, we ought to think éfom God’s perspective and realize where God is
with His forgiving grace when | repent. Where isHorgiveness to be found? Since true repentange is
combination of godly sorrow for sin and faith irsde Christ for forgiveness of sins, and since lpoitily
sorrow and faith in Jesus can only be worked ibyu&od the Holy Spirit, it is of utmost importanitet
we go to where the Holy Spirit is.

So where do we go? Since true repentance is tigsadleabout obtaining the forgiveness of sins,
we must distinguish between forgiveness gainedfargiveness given. God must be the one to forgive
our sins, but before He grants that forgivenessyust be gained for us. This is what Jesus did wihen
suffered and died on the cross. He became ourisubstHe took our place—and God punished Him in
our stead. Because of that sacrifice God has cereidche payment for sins to be complete. Jesus has
taken away the sins of the world. So forgivenessig has already been gained for us over therea—on
cross on a hill outside of Jerusalem.

Now it seems we have another problem. Our prolitemot getting God to forgive our sins.
That's a fool's game, the most blasphemous andsfogursuit in which a sinner can be engaged. Think
about it! What do people typically do in an effastget God to forgive them? They pray harder artth wi
more frequency; or they make more promises to diefeerhaps they give more money. These are the
kinds of things people do in the vain attempt tb @Ged to forgive them. But can such things actually
cancel out the sin that has been committed? Hdlgomething from a business owner, can | makierup
it by going in the next day and buying somethingnirhim? Does the drunk who wakes up in the
morning with a hangover suddenly not have a hangbeeause he promises that he will never drink
another drop? Does the murderer bring back thenkféook when he pleads with the jury for leniency?
God does forgive sins, but not because sinners forédim or make promises to Him or even because
they try to do some good things for Him. God fomgivsins because Jesus gained that forgiveness by
taking the full guilt and all the punishment foreey sin ever committed.

God also gives what Jesus has gained. But thé&dacaf His giving and our receiving is not the
place where Jesus gained it, not in the geograpecse. While we rightly rejoice in the cross ¢irist,
that cross is no more. Christ’s suffering for thes f the world is finished, complete. The bloodiet
He poured out cannot be scooped up and purchaseshydee. We simply cannot go back to the actual
cross for forgiveness. The cross is where Christeghforgiveness, but it is not where God gived ite
sins of those who crucified Jesus and of those w#re crucified with Jesus were certainly forgivieat
not because they were so near to the cross. They fagiven because of what Jesus accomplished on
the cross. So also, repentance leading to etefeakhs obtained by one of those two criminals, fit
because he was so close to the cross of JesugrRattjust the same place where we obtain repeatian
where he obtained it too. It is at this point thet consider our second text, what is written insAtd:43-

44:
“To him [Jesus]all the prophets bear witness that everyone whoidxas in him receives
forgiveness of sins through his name.” While Peteas still saying these things, the Holy Spirit fell
on all who heard the word(ESV)

Let's go back to the question that we consideradiez. In the questionWhere do we obtain
repentance?this is what | mean: Where is the Holy Spirit atrlkvavhen we repent? Only the Holy Spirit
can work repentance in the sinner’s heart. Sovttéd for us to know where the Holy Spirit is whete
works that repentance. These words tell us spatifithat the Holy Spirit falls on those who heaod3
Word. The Holy Spirit is where God’s Word is, peularly the Gospel. The Gospel is the vehicle tgou
which God gives to us the forgiveness of sins @taist gained for us on the cross.

Think of it this way. On the hill on the northwestrner of town stands a water tank. This is
where water is gathered and kept for the whole t&dumps pump and fill the tank with water. The wate
in the tank is for everyone. No one climbs up #uekthill, though, to get the water. In fact, | douifb



there’s even a spigot on the side of the tank t@aggass of water. No, the water that is in thaktcomes
to us through the pipes that run from the tankuo lmmes and to the faucets in our homes. When we
want a drink, we simply walk to the faucet, ture #mob, and the water flows.

So it is with the forgiveness of sins. The pigest toring to us the forgiveness that God gives and
that Christ gained are the preaching of the Gogpédlthe right administration of the Sacraments. M/he
do we obtain repentance? We obtain repentance wherkloly Spirit is, for only the Holy Spirit can
work true repentance in our hearts. Thus we olypentance at the baptismal font because that'sevhe
God pours out upon us the forgiveness Jesus gémneds on the cross. We obtain repentance where we
hear the Gospel preached, because faith, the séatindf repentance, comes by hearing and heanng b
the Word of God. We obtain repentance where Godsgus Christ's body and blood which were given
and shed for us for the forgiveness of sins. Thoaugltannot return to Calvary, God brings Calvarygo
in His Word and Sacraments.

There is no other place, then, to obtain repertasied obtain it we must. For as we have heard in
a meditation a few weeks ago, unless we repentwil@ll perish. This is why our gathering together
here at church is so important for all of us. hi the building that is important. It's the actwiaking
place within the building, the preaching of the Warf God and the administration of the Sacramdtts.
is in them and through them that we obtain trueenéggnce because it is in and through them that God
seals to us the forgiveness Christ gained for uhercross. Thus we take with us from here theace
of the forgiveness of our sins, which keeps usijvin a state of repentance in order that we mamgysd
possess the full and free forgiveness that is ioughrist.

Thanks be to the Father for planning our salvaséiod to the Son for purchasing our redemption
and to the Holy Spirit for working repentance amesgrving saving faith in our hearts. Amen!

The Importance of Christian Education
(A sermon at the ground-breaking of North Hallratrianuel Lutheran College in Eau Claire, WI)
Paul F. Larsen

* The following is a reprint offered here in men®r. Rev. Paul Larsen, acting on behalf of the IL.dar8
of Regents, preached this address at the consinugite of the men’s dormitory that was about tdbit
that year. The sermon was then printed in the 1986 issue of thdournal (20:2, pgs. 26-30), the title of
which has been changed above to be the theme eéth®n. Scripture quotations are from the Kingelam
Version.

The Text: Psalm 78:1-7

Give ear, Omy people, tany law: incline your ears tdhe words of my mouth. I will open
my mouth ina parable: | will utter dark sayings obld: Which we have heard and known, and our
fathers have told us. We will not hide them frometih children, showing to the generation tmome
the praises otthe Lord, and His strength, and His wonderful workbat He hath done. For He
established destimony in Jacob, and appointediaw in Israel, which He commanded our fathers,
that they should make them known their children: That the generation tawome might know
them, even the children which should be born; whbosild arise and declare them to their
children: That they might set their hope in God, drforget not the works of Godyut keep His
commandments.

Greetings to each and every one of you in the nafroar risen and living Lord and Savior, Jesus
Christ!

In a few short minutes we are going to do somettiag is, in itself, not very great or of any
important consequence. We are going to put a ssmaVel into the ground and with it turn over an
equally small amount of dirt. We are going to witee¢he groundbreaking for the beginning constractio



of a new dormitory for men on this campus. | sagigln itself it is not a very great or importahtng
we do.

Why do it then? Why all the fuss and ado about sutiing as turning over a bit of ground? It is
because of the opportunity connected with it! Weeha God-given moment today to reflect on the
purpose of this building to be erected, and whatpitesence of all the buildings here on the ILCmasn
should mean to us.

We are children of God—of that we are sure. Weadse children of the Reformation, in honor
of which we celebrate the publication of our bobkanfessionsg§ook of Concorfithis anniversary year
[of 1980]. From the era of the Reformation we sew IGod has restored to each and every one of us a
special blessing through education—such educat®ois alescribed in our text. What was at one time
denied to the common folk for hundreds of years fwzelly given back to them when God raised up
Martin Luther to educate once again in the knowtedfthe mighty works of God. We are now the heirs
of that education which came to light again throtiyh Reformation. We are now the children who have
heard the mighty works of God as He guided theohysof Israel and the world to bring about the full
completion of His plan of salvation.

It is in the interest of this vital education ofr@ouls that we remember what our God has done
for us. Because of this we also want to educatecbildren; because of this we turn over a bit of di
today and initiate the building of a dormitory. Téteovel and the dirt are nothing—but the opporjutat
educate and learn from the Word of God is evergthin

This afternoon, then, let us lend our ears andhmarts to the Holy Spirit, who speaks to us
through the mouth of His prophet Asaph, telling smmething aboufTHE IMPORTANCE OF
CHRISTIAN EDUCATION.

I. In the first place, if our God thinks it impornaenough to tell us His intentions through the
history of Israel, we should be concerned thatisten with hearing ears.

The psalmist prophet says to u&ive ear, O my people, to my law: incline your etrshe
words of my mouth. | will open my mouth in a paeablwill utter dark sayings of oltl These words
were addressed to the older generation, firstlpbat were also for the sake of the children, st the
praise of God might be impressed upon each newggme What Asaph said to the children of Israel i
his time, we now remind ourselves of today.

All education is beneficial if we receive it in thigght attitude. Every secular interest that is
needed by us to live peacefully and successfultpis life is to be received with all seriousne3st we
are reminded again that we are Christians, childfédod, and our peace and success as such pettiple w
be sadly lacking if we do not educate ourselvesamdchildren in the importance of God’s activitias
history. For all that God has done does indeedctfber daily lives; it gives us divine and eternal
direction. Our goal is heaven.

What we hear and learn from the Word of God ise@dl us to praise God our Lord for His
strength and wonderful works. It is certainly pantl parcel of our Christian education here thatnuae
hear of what God has done for us, we express thernmost thoughts of our hearts by glorifying and
praising Him.

God tells us that it is important that we be taufetthings He did in the history of Israel. What
He did was to be a terror to His foes—and a condod consolation to His people. These mighty works
of God begin with creation and the preservatiothef world. It continues on with the manner in which
God dealt with sin when that entered into our lmist®ur own fathers and mothers have educated us in
the same facts of history: how God promised a $dwviche world, repeated that promise to individual
such as Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The comingrSaemo sin, Jesus Christ, is portrayed in prophecy
throughout all the record of God’'s dealing with Hisosen nation of Israel. The salvation which God
brought about in the work of redemption by His Samg the work of the Holy Spirit by which our heart
are sanctified, all of these are certainly wondenfarks of God by which He wants to educate ushim t
way of salvation. He thus wants us to take thistenaeriously.

As the Psalmist points out to us these things “ihie have heard and known and our fathers



have told us,” he implies at the same time thatafwithhold from our children these wonderful words
God, irreparable harm will come to them. This falsbuld fill us all with the zeal of spiritual comoe
When God tells us how He made a covenant with idapfe in which He promised to be their God, and
the God of their children, He then placed uponlba aolemn responsibility to train the next getiera

in the knowledge of God, in the knowledge of His@am, and in the knowledge of the truth that leads
salvation. This concern is expressed also by thes# Paul in Ephesians 6: “ye fathers . . . btivgm
(your children) up in the nurture and admonitiortle# Lord.” What else is this but to teach our dtgh

the whole Word of God, both Law and Gospel, in ortthat they might be keenly aware of the deadly
nature of sin, and also keenly aware of the mamwahich God has saved us through the redemption in
His Son Jesus Christ.

To assist Christian parents in carrying out thie®snm duty, the Church comes to their aid. For
we, of the Church, have received the same command dur Lord to “teach them to observe all things,”
and to “feed My sheep, feed My lambs.” If God watat®ducate us in these things, you can rest assure
that He also wants us to pay attention to His Word.

II. In the second plac&hristian education is importaftecause its goal is to lead to eternal life.

Our text says, That the generation to come might know them, éverhildren which should be
born.” How shall the generation to come know thesehswgxcept they be taught? This question is the
same one Paul asked when he wrote to the Romaisv SHall they believe in Him of whom they have
not heard?” It is the same question Philip askethefEthiopian in the desert: “Do you understanétwh
you are reading?” And the African answered withthapquestion in kind: “How can |, except some man
should guide me?” Therefore we ask ourselves &lsw could you and | know the history of God’s plan
of salvation if the former generation of Christidral not taught us? What would become of the Géanist
Church if we today neglected to continue that etianawith our own children? This goal of educating
our children is our God-given duty and joyful regpibility—and we see it being acted out in the gibu
breaking today.

The whole purpose is seen in these wordisidt they might set their hope in God, and notdbrg
the works of God, but keep His commandmeéifitse Lord's way of continuing the Church hereearth
is by consistently bringing into the picture of edtion more confessors and teachers of “the faltichv
was once delivered unto the saints.” Paul also:s#ypleased God by the foolishness of preachimg t
save them that believe.”

We cannot take lightly what we do today, and if dee we ought to take stock of our concern. It
is certain that our own Church of the Lutheran @esion will not endure long if we do not give our
children the opportunity to a thorough Christiameation so that they in turn will be able to telunto
theirs. To teach our children to “set their hop&iod” simply means that they should learn to knovd G
as their Creator, their Redeemer, their Sanctibed that through faith in Him they will finally aeh
their goal of eternal life. For this temporal lifeno goal at all; like the grass and flowers ithers and
fades away. But the life which is to come is thpéabeld out to us by a loving God—and it cannot be
ours without knowing our Lord and Savior Jesus §thiho said to us: “No man cometh unto the Father
except by Me.”

Let none of us forget the works of God which He ididsrael, and which He has continued to do
in the New Testament Church down to our day. Letenof us forget that every little thing we do ireth
interest of Christian education, the erecting blidding, the turning over of a shovel full of dir$ not so
great in itself, but the greatness is seen in #@membering of the mighty works of God. For by His
mighty work He has saved us. Amen.

The Holy Spirit and Christmas: A Series for Advent



Paul Tiefel, Jr.

Any worthwhile Advent series will prepare the peoplf God to worship the new-born King at
Christmas. Most series have a theme centering surs Jperhaps to stress various aspects of His gpmin
or to point to His three-fold office as ProphetjeBt, and King, or to focus on the Old Testament
prophecies that light the way to Bethlehem.

This series takes a different approach in puttimgfocus on the Holy Spirit, who works behind
the scenes to glorify Jesus by taking what is Hig making it known to us (John 16:14). In its own
unigue way, then, this series also prepares thelpe&b God for Christmas worship and celebratiomyM
the Spirit of God so bless and use it to the gldrgur Savior and the edification of His people.

The Holy Spirit works sight unseen to make Christsnpossible

The overall theme above covers the series. EacthefAdvent sermon themes below is a
variation of the series theme, with some distinttitade as determined by the sermon text.

I. Sermon ThemeThe Holy Spirit works sight unseen to make_theé Grgistmas possible
The content of this sermon will focus on the inedion of Jesusn this way: TheHoly Spirit
conceives the Christ-Child in the virgin Mary’s wanThe text and other details of the service are as
follows:
Sermon Text_uke 1:26-27, 30-32a, 34-35 (see below);
Scripture ReadingJohn 1:1-14 (The Word who is God became
flesh);
Psalm of the DayPsalm 8 (The promised Christ is true God);
this can be sung from tWgorshipSupplementpage 27;
Sermon HymnTLH 98 “Of the Father’s Love Begotten”; see the
first two stanzas below.
The LORD God countered mankind’s problem of origisia with the virgin birth of His Son,
Jesus the Messiah. The conception by the HolytSyakie Jesus the birth without sin so that He wbeld
the Savior for all born with sin. We find thesethsirecorded in these verses from Luke 1:
Now in the sixth month the angel Gabriel was sentypGod to a city of Galilee named Nazareth,
to a virgin betrothed to a man whose name was Josepof the house of David. The virgin's
name was Mary. . . . Then the angel said to her, “Do not be afraid, Mary for you have found
favor with God. And behold, you will conceive in yar womb and bring forth a Son, and shall
call His name Jesus. He will be great, and will bealled the Son of the Highest. . . Then Mary
said to the angel, “How can this be, since | do ndnow a man?”And the angel answered and
said to her, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, ad the power of the Highest will overshadow
you; therefore, also, that Holy One who is to be ya will be called the Son of God (Luke 1:26-
27, 30-32a, 34-35)

Of the Father’s love begotten
Ere the worlds began to be
He is Alpha and Omega,
He the Source, the Ending He,
Of the things that are, that have been,
And that future years shall see Evermore and evermo

Oh, that birth forever blessed
When the Virgin full of grace,
By the Holy Ghost conceiving,
Bare the Savior of our race,
And the Babe, the world’s Redeemer,
First revealed His sacred face Evermore and everificuH 98:1-2).



II. Sermon ThemeThe Holy Spirit works sight unseen to make e@hgistmas possible

The second sermon highlights the verbal inspiratbthe Biblein this way:The Holy Spirit
accurately records and preserves the details abdwChrist-Child
Sermon Tex® Peter 1:19-21 (below);
Scripture ReadingMatthew 1:18-2:14 (The Word of God leads to
the new-born King);
Psalm of the DayPsalm 84 (God's House—God's Word—God's
Blessings); se&/orship Supplemenpage 38;
Sermon HymnTLH 285 “How Precious Is the Book Divine” (see  thstftwo stanzas below).

Without the Biblical record we would have no knogde of the virgin birth of Christ. The Spirit
has carefully recorded and preserved the truthsiperg to the birth of Jesus so that the Bible lddae
able to guide, as a star, the seekers from thedfakinform anyone reading the Bible (the chietsts
and scribes back then, you and me today). In tlistnoif all the man-made stories and tall tales ¢bate
up at Christmas time, the Spirit of God is respiolesior the true-for-all-time account of Christmas,we
learn from the text of 2 Peter 1:

And so we have the prophetic word confirmed, whiclyou do well to heed as a light that shines
in a dark place, until the day dawns and the mornig star rises in your hearts; knowing this

first, that no prophecy of Scripture is of any private interpretation, for prophecy never came by

the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as thewere moved by the Holy Spirit (2 Pet. 1:19-

21)

How precious is the Book Divine,
By inspiration giv'n!
Bright as a lamp its doctrines shine
To guide our souls to heav'n.

Its light, descending from above
Our gloomy world to cheer,
Displays a Savior’s boundless love
And brings His glories neafl[(H 285:1-2).

[ll. Sermon ThemeThe Holy Spirit works sight unseen to makeGhyistmas possible

The final sermon in the series has as its cerapt the conversion of unbelieveaiad does so in
this regard: Théloly Spirit uses the Gospel to place the Christechi my heart
Sermon TextJohn 14:16-17, 26; 15:26; 16:13-14 (below);
Scripture ReadingLuke 2:1-20 (The Savior’s birth announced by
angels to shepherds and told by shepherds taspther
Psalm of the DayPsalm 146 (I will praise the LORD); sééorship
Supplementpage 41,
Sermon HymnTLH 234 “Holy Ghost, with Light Divine” (see the
first two stanzas below).

The birth of Jesus without sin would have occuraed the record written by the Holy Spirit
would have remained pure, but it all would havespdsus by—except that the Holy Spirit has entered
our hearts and replaced the darkness of unbeltéffaith in the Light and in the way that Jesusefold
to His disciples in these verses from the Gospédbbh:

“And | will pray the Father, and He will give you another Helper, that He may abide with you
forever—the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees Him nor
knows Him; but you know Him, for He dwells with youand will be in you . . .But the Helper,




the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all things, and bring
to your remembrance all things that | said to you(John 14:16-17, 26)

But when the Helper comes, whom | shall send to yduom the Father, the Spirit of truth who
proceeds from the Father, He will testify of Me(John 15:26)

However, when He, the Spirit of truth, has come, Hevill guide you into all truth; for He will
not speak on His own authority, but whatever He hea He will speak; and He will tell you
things to come. He will glorify Me, for He will take of what is Mine and declare it to you.(John
16:13-14)

Holy Ghost, with light divine
Shine upon this heart of mine;
Chase those shades of night away,
Turn the darkness into day.

Let me see my Savior's face,
Let me all His beauties trace;
Show those glorious truths to me
Which are only known to The@I(H 234:1-2).

* This series was preached at Messiah Lutherand®hrEau Claire, Wisconsin, during the Advent
season of 2012.

The Relation of Christ’s Incarnation to His Humiliation
David Baker

* Pastor Baker presented his assigned essay irb@ct 2012 to the Minnesota Pastoral Conference
of the CLC. The title of it was a question: “Is T@&criptural Support for the Catechism Teachirag th
Jesus ‘Becoming Human'’ Is in Itself Not Part of Hiamiliation?” What is offered below is a revisioh
the essay to conform to MLA citation guidelinese 3®orks Cited on pages 36-37 for full documentation
of quoted material. Some of the lexical notes,ghmgraph on Philippians 2:8, and Addendum B have
been added by the editor.

Introduction

The intent of the assignment given is probably sbimg like the following: An examination of
the Scriptural support, if any, for the CatechiSydow Edition) teaching that Jesus “becoming human”
is in itself not part of His humiliation. Notice dhthe essayist has inserted in parentheses th#gswor
“Sydow Edition” for this reason: Though Luther’s &lihnCatechism in various editions does not have thi
question, the Sydow Edition of Luther's Small Chism does. It is also noteworthy that of all the
editions of Luther's Small Catechism that | checkiénd Sydow Edition is the ONLY one that directly
touches upon whether or not the humanity of Jesosis not part of His state of humiliation.

The question asked in the assignment of my paptrefen its original form or as amended by
the presenter) focuses on question #153 in the ®8\Ettition that is now calletfartin Luther’'s Small
Catechism: A Handbook of Christian Doctringé reads: “153. What is the ‘state of humiliati®@hA
series of six Bible narratives then follows. Theg huke 1:26-38, Luke 2:1-21, Matthew 26:57-68, Kar
15:1-20, John 19:17-37, and John 19:38-42, aloly lwvief comments about each narrative. Then comes
the answer to the question:

Jesus was “conceived by the Holy Spirit, born & tirgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate,
was crucified, dead, and buried.”
Since He retains His humanity also in His exaltatidis humanity is in itself not part of the



humiliation His humiliation is the lowly manner in which Haroe as well as His lowly manner of
living. It consisted of His not using His divinewger fully. (Sydow 125, ital. added)

In the explanation of question #153 the humanityCafist is excluded from His humiliation.
According to the answer given to this question, Risniliation consists of the “lowly manner” of His
coming and the “lowly manner” of His living. | supge that if insisted upon, one could squeeze the
incarnation of Christ into the “manner in which ldeme” into this world, but that is certainly noeth
intent of the author of this edition of the Smadit€chism.

The second paragraph in the answer to question glth@& crux—in particular, the clause that |
put in italics: ‘His humanity is in itselfiot part of the humiliatiofi The reader should note that there are
no Scripture passages listed to support the comdemnbhe second paragraph. All the Bible narrative
passages listed for this question seem to suppbyttbe first paragraph of the answer to questibs3#
To wit, we can trace the following:

1. Luke 1:26-38 — Jesus was conceived by the Hpigt&nd born of the Virgin Mary;

2. Luke 2:1-21 — Jesus was conceived by the HoigtSiporn of the Virgin Mary, and circumcised
on the eighth day;

3. Matthew 26:57-68 — Jesus suffered under PoRtilase;

4. Mark 15:1-20 — Jesus suffered under PontiugePila

5. John 19:17-37 — Jesus was crucified and dead;

6. John 19:38-42 — Jesus was buried.

It would seem that none of the passages listedruauaestion #153 support the contention that
His humanity is in itselfiot part of the humiliationthey merely state, either directly or indirectlyat the
Son of God took on humanity.

So the question remains: What, if any, is the $erg support for this statement in the Sydow
Edition of the Small Catechism?

Theological Considerations

The second paragraph in the answer to question #1i58s a fine theological point. It is one
which, most likely, is studied only at the semin&yel for our pastoral candidates, and is probaioly
even touched upon at all in some seminaries artheavorld. That point pertains to these questidis:
what extent did Christ humble Himself? In what anchow much did His humiliation consist? These
guestions can be touchy theological issues for some

In addition to the fine theological point raisedthg issue in question, there is also a theological
dilemma involved. The author states the dilemmé whe words “Since He retains His humanity also in
His exaltation. . . .” If the humiliation of Chrisbnsisted (in whole or in any part) in thet itselfof His
taking on humanity, then since He was exalted is kliman nature and not just in His divine nature,
Christ would remain in humiliation after having ergd into the state of exaltation. The exaltation
consists of these five steps as stated in the AgsosEreed: (1) He descended into hell, (2) He fose
the dead, (3) He ascended into heaven, (4) Hasfstitge right hand of God the Father Almighty, aig (
He will come to judge both the living and the deBdt since all five steps in His exaltation inclutie
complete Jesus (both His divine and human natuses)not just His divine nature alone, it seemise@
contradiction to maintain that the taking on of lamflesh by Jesus i#) itself, part of the humiliation,
for He would then have entered into the state aftaon while still in the state of humiliation.oGld it
be that to avoid a possible theological dilemma, $iydow Edition of the Small Catechism has wording
that excludes from the humiliation the act of Chiédking on human flesh?

Other Considerations

Aside from the theological accuracy of the statamenthe Sydow Edition of the Small
Catechism, there is a secondary issue: the wordinthe question, answer, and comment itself. To
review: Question #153 asks “What is the ‘state omHiation'?” The answer given is: “Jesus was
‘conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the virginayy, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucifoehd,



and buried.”” By the sheer weight of the answeelitthe Sydow Edition of the Small Catechism (along
with all other editions) seems to imply that theamation of Chrisis part of His “state of humiliation”;
otherwise, the words “Jesus was ‘conceived by thly Spirit, born of the virgin Mary™ would not be
included in the definition of the “state of humil@n.” The question and answer seem to be selfadieig

to the comment under scrutiny that “His humanitynigtself not part of the humiliation. His humilian

is the lowly manner in which He came as well aslblidy manner of living. It consisted of His noting

His divine power fully” (Sydow 125). If Christ's ate of humiliation is limited to His “lowly mannén
which He came as well as His lowly manner of liVimgnd to “His not using His divine power fully,”
then there seems to be a contradiction to inclodevords “Jesus was ‘conceived by the Holy Sphotn

of the virgin Mary™ as part of the answer to theegtion “What is the ‘state of humiliation’?”

Some Analysis

The Lutheran Confessions

Concerning the relationship of the incarnation dfri€t to His humiliation, the Formula of
Concord has this to say in the Epitome, Articlel VIOf the Person of Christ™

Hence we believe, teach, and confess that the Sdfan is realiter, that is, in deed and truth,
exalted according to His human nature to the rigirid of the almighty majesty and power of God,
because He [that man] was assumed into God whewddeconceived of the Holy Ghost in His
mother's womb, and His human nature was persomalited with the Son of the Highestr{glot
821 110)

This majesty He [Christ] always had according ® prersonal union, and yet He abstained from it
in the state of His humiliation, and on this acdaumaly increased in all wisdom and favor with God
and men; therefore He exercised this majesty, Im@ys, but when [as often as] it pleased Him, until
after His resurrection He entirely laid aside tbenf of a servant, but not the [human] nature, aad w
established in the full use, manifestation, andatation of the divine majesty, and thus entered in
His glory, Phil. 2, 6 ff., so that now not only @®d, but also as man He knows all things, can Ho al
things, is present with all creatures, and has mhtie feet and in His hands everything that is in
heaven and on earth and under the earth, as HesHitastifies Matt. 28, 18; John 13, 8l power is
given unto Me in heaven and in eartind St. Paul says Eph. 4, 18e ascended up far above all
heavens, that He might fill all thingsAnd this His power, He, being present, can exserci
everywhere, and to Him everything is possible aretyghing is known. Triglot 821 11)

The statement of paragraph 11 that Christ “aftarndsurrection entirely laid aside the form of a
servant, but not the [human] nature, and was eastedal in the full use, manifestation, and declaratf
the divine majesty, and thus entered into His dlongkes it rather clear that the authors of thenttda
of Concord believed that the incarnation, in ands#lf, is not part of the humiliation of Chridtr they
state that “after His resurrection,” when Chrishtieely laid aside the form of a servant” (that g
longer in the state of humiliation), He did notaalay aside “the [human] nature.” He still has thenan
nature, even as He fills all things in all ways.t&that the Formula of Concord at this point refers
Philippians 2:6 as the proof passage, a passageitt we invariably will return in this discussion.

Dogmaticians of More Recent Times

Noted dogmaticians of more recent times have adddethis matter as well. We consider the
following quotations from John T. Mueller, John 8itér, A. L. Graebner, and also Edward Koehler.
Mueller states in hisChristian Dogmaticsunder the heading “Erroneous Views Regarding
Christ's Humiliation™:
The humiliation must not be regarded as identidti e incarnation, for in that case the humibati
would pertain to the divine nature inasmuch ass#umed the human naturerifooic), and the
glorification would consist in the putting asidetbé human nature. It is true, Christ’s incarnatiah
imply a most wonderful condescension, and sometthisdruth has been expressed even in orthodox



circles by the term “humiliation”eiinanitio sensu ecclesiastice accgptdowever, when Scripture
speaks of the humiliation of Christ in its propense €xinanitio sensu biblico acceptan which it
stands in contrast to the exaltation, it means @aist became man in poverty and wretchedness, or
that He assumed the form of a servanpgn doviov), though He possessed the form of Gaghdn
BeoDd), as Phil. 2, 6. 7 attests. Strong rightly say¥e“may dismiss as unworthy of serious notice that
view, that it [the humiliation] consisted essenyiah the union of the.oyog with human nature; for
this union with human nature continues in the stitexaltation.” 8yst. Theo] p. 701.) (Mueller
289)

John Schallem his bookBiblical Christologystates in part 1.2 (The Two States of Christ)emd

819, Note 3, the following:

It follows [from a discussion that “the divine negucould not suffer humiliation or exinanition” —
DB] that theincarnation as suclvas not part of the exinanition. Beingact of the Logasit was not
humiliation, but a demonstration of supreme powé&ough the human nature of Christ entered upon
the state of exinanition at the first moment ofdtsstence, logically the beginning of its existenc
precededts humiliation, or exinanition. Surely it was retdisgrace for the Son of God to become
man, nor was he made inferior to the two other gesf the divine essence by his incarnation; for
the union took place without any change in themsslecharacter of either nature (after Kromayer).

The objection from Philippians 2 that Jesus Chaek upon himself théorm of a servantis quite
irrelevant, since Jesus Christ is the name of thgokincarnate nor should it be forgotten that Christ
subsequentlgeposedhe servant’s form, butot his human nature.

Nor does John 17:5 (“O Father, glorify thou me with the glory which | had with thee before the
world was”) indicate an exinanition of the Logosnc® theman Jesus speaks these words, they
would rather provepre-existenceof his human nature (with implied denial of thality of the
incarnation!) than a humiliation of the Logos. @ other hand, thisian could truthfully, by virtue
of the personal union, call the divine glory of thegos his own; and since he prays for glorificatio
these very words declare the exinanition of his &umature! (84, emph. orig.)

Schaller’'s assertion that “thmcarnation as suchwas not part of the exinanition” is not
contradicted by subsequent statemengiltical Christologysuch as these:

The state of exinanition began with the moment lofisE’'s conception and continued to hisurial
(88).

The conceptionof Christ has been commented upon before (81% 208). Exinanitiorbegan at
the momentvhen Christ's human nature became united withditi@e nature and was endowed with
the “form of God,” i.e.in primo instanti conceptionidn that same momenthe human nature of
Christ took upon itself the “form of a servant”y fatherwise it could not have conceived in the body
of Mary. . . . Conception is a phase of Christ’snexition, since his human nature was not, like
Adam'’s, produced fully developed by a mere act oG volition, but began to exist and grew in the
womb of the Virgin like that of any other humanIdhiln this manner, he took upon himself the
infirmities of our human nature, and sanctified our sinfulogmtion (Ps 51:5). (90, ital. orig.)

Both statements above merely define the time pearfdte state of humiliation—not the content,
extent, degree, or substance of the humiliation.
A. L. Graebneiin hisOutlines of Doctrinal Theologgefines the “States of Christ” and the “State
of Humiliation” as follows [the superscript numesdlelow do not refer to endnotes in this article]:
Though the human nature of Christ was at all tiss=entially the same, Christ was not at all times i
the same state, but to a certain period of tima gtate of humiliation, and from a certain timeain
state of exaltation, according to His human nat{ir&3 §107)

The state of humiliatiorwas that state in which Christ, according to Hisnain naturé,personally
united with His divine nature, voluntarifyand in a measure which was requisite for the pexdoce
of the work of redemptiofy,abstained from the full and constamse of the divine perfection
communicated to His human natdrg 13 §108)

In direct correlation with the six notes used i®§1Graebner quotes several proof passages. Of
significance to our present study are the pasgagsented in the first two (which are printed asop.



113 in the KJV). These are: #1: Philippians 2:8bitdgvs 5:7, 2 Corinthians 5:16; #2: Hebrews 2:61 9,
Peter 3:18, Luke 2:52, Malachi 3:6.

We consider these passages from the New King Jantebow they relate to the phrase or words
to which they are linked. #1) That Christ was imgde during His humiliation is, according to Graghn
taught by:

Philippians 2:8 And being found in appearance as a man, He humHienself and became
obedient to the point of death, even the deathettoss.

Hebrews 5:7 Who, in the days of His flesh, when He had offieup prayers and supplications,
with vehement cries and tears to Him who was abkatve Him from death, and was heard because
of His godly fear.

2 Corinthians 5:16Therefore, from now on, we regard no one accaorttinthe flesh. Even though
we have known Christ according to the flesh, yat m@ know Him thus no longer.

#2) That the state of humiliation took place acoaydo the human nature is taught by:
Hebrews 2:6 But one testified in a certain place, saying: ‘AIs man that You are mindful of
him, or the son of man that You take care of him?”
Hebrews 2:9But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower tha angels, for the suffering of
death crowned with glory and honor, that He, bygtrece of God, might taste death for everyone.
1 Peter 3:18For Christ also suffered once for sins, the fosthe unjust, that He might bring us to
God, being put to death in the flesh but made divéhe Spirit.
Luke 2:52:And Jesus increased in wisdom and stature, afsovan with God and men.
Malachi 3:68 “For | am the LORD, | do not change; thereforaiyare not consumed, O sons of
Jacob.”
Now in the text of paragraph 108 Graebner indigateteast obliquely, that the incarnation of Chwias
an integral part of His humiliation; but none oéthassages he has listed speak to this precise poin
In his annotated.uther's Small CatechisrBdward Koehleisays under the heading “The Savior
in the State of Humiliation™:
Christ’'s humiliation did not consist in this thaeHhecame man, for the humiliation came to an end
with the burial of Christ, but He did not then ceas be man (Luke 24:39). Incarnation is not
identical with humiliation. — Humiliation is a s&br condition in which a person of high degree and
position humbles himself and becomes lowly, as waéang, who has great power, refrains from
using this power, and acts and lives like a poasspat. (151)
The consensus of these more recent Lutheran dagamstiappears to be that the incarnation of
Christ is not, in itself, an essential part of thimiliation of Christ.

Exegesis of passages that support
the statement of the Sydow Catechism

Invariably, the discussion returns to Philippiars-, the famou&enosispassage as the primary
proof text to support the view that Jesus beconhingan is in itself not part of His humiliation. The
passage reads in the New King James Version: Higtrhind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus,
who, being in the form of God, did not consideribbery to be equal with God, but made Himself @f n
reputation, taking the form of a bondservant, aadhiag in the likeness of men. And being found in
appearance as a man, He humbled Himself and besheakent to the point of death, even the death of
the cross.” Years ago | memorized the passageeirKihg James Version: “Let this mind be in you,
which was also in Christ Jesus: who, being in thvenfof God, thought it not robbery to be equal with
God: but made himself of no reputation, and too&rupim the form of a servant, and was made in the
likeness of men: and being found in fashion as a,rha humbled himself, and became obedient unto
death, even the death of the cross.” A respectgdda pointed out to me his misgivings about the WKJ
rendering of verse 8, “And being foumdappearanceas a man,” thinking that this wording implies that
theappearancas different from theeality. He may have something.



Another passage that has been advanced by sont@asrhians 8:9, which reads in the NKJV:
“For you know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christt though He was rich, yet for your sakes He becam
poor, that you through His poverty might becomaé.fic

Brief Exegesis of Philippians 2:6-8
The lexicon information given under the heading t& has definitions in regular font, suggested
glossedn italics, and is keyed as follows:
BDAG = Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich lexicon (3rd Ed.
Fri. = Friberg lexicon available on BibleWorks 5.0;
L-N = Louw-Nida lexicon available on BibleWorks 5.0

Verse 66¢ év popdi) Beod dmapywy ody dpmaypdy fynoato 1o elval too 0@

Notes

wopdn fic m form, outward appearanceshape(BDAG); “of the nature of something, used of Ctisis
contrasting modes of being in his preexistent amehdn statesorm, naturé (Fri.); “the nature or
character of something, with emphasis upon bothrteenal and external form — ‘nature, character™
(L-N).

LTepywy pres. act. ptc. m. nom. sing. efepyw (1) “to really be thereexist, be present, be at one’s
disposal (2) to be in a state or circumstanbe;, (BDAG).

apmaypog od 6 (1) “a violent seizure of propertypbbery [a sense deemed to be impossible in this
verse], (2) “as equal tepmoypx, something to which one can claim or assert bitegripping or
grasping, something claimed; booty, (a) grab; a piece of gdodune, windfall, prize, gain”
(BDAG); used “figuratively . . . of Jesus’ equalityith Godovy apmayuér . . . as not forcefully
retaining something for one’s own advantagenething not to be held onto, not a piece of good
fortune (Fri.); “that which is to be held on to forcibly:semething to hold by force, something to be
forcibly retained™ (L-N).

fyéopat lead, guide;think consider, regardBDAG).

too. neut. pl. of adjiooc; “the neut. pl. ... functions as an adverb. . . witltiek” (BDAG); “being
equivalent in number, size, qualiggual (BDAG).
Translation

KJV: “Who, being in the form of God, thought it natbbery to be equal with God”
NKJV: “who, being in the form of God, did not codser it robbery to be equal with God”
RSV: “who, though he was in the form of God, did wount equality with God a thing to be
grasped”
ESV: “who, though he was in the form of God, did wount equality with God a thing to be
grasped”
NIV: “Who, being in very nature God, did not corsicequality with God something to be grasped”
D. Baker:Who, being in the form of God, thought it not rafylte be equal with Gad
Commentary
The relative pronoub (“Who”) refers to “Christ Jesus” in verse 5. Fronetbeginning He was
év popdf Beod. Rationalists and all others who deny the deity bfi€ do whatever is deemed necessary
to divest these words of their meaning. In poinfaaft the words themselves, as they stand andein th
simple meaning, teach that the Christ Jesus refdody the relative pronoun is true God! Plain and
simple [For more ob¢ ¢év popdf Beod Vmapywy and its relation to verse 5, see Addendum B, dart 1
The formapmaypov is a descriptive and somewhat challenging word. KO¥ translates it
“robbery.” NKJV has “robbery” with the marginal motor something to be held onto.” The RSV has “a
thing to be grasped.” The ESV, which is an updaghthe language of the RSV, has the same thing. Th
NIV follows in line with the RSV, as it usually deeand renders it “something to be grasped” [Foremo
on the sense apmaypov, see Addendum B, part 2].
As | understand the meaning of the wagehayuov, none of these renderings fully grasp its



meaning. All are subject to possible misunderstamdror instance, tgraspmay mean: to reach out and
take something which one does not possess; oryitm&an: to reach out and take something which one
has no right to possess. It certainly cannot be St Jesus initially was not “equal to Gdtu 6eq)

and that He must therefore grab or rob from Gedoyuov) and seek to have what He does not (did not)
have by nature, namelyp eivar Toe 6e@. Regarding the translation of the word as “robbepng can
sense that from a modern perspective this worddvbaVe a certain negative connotation. thieughtit

not robbery could be construed to mean or imply that Jesusadly did commit robbery in making
Himself “equal” with God, but in His own mind Heddnot see it that way, i.e., He did not see Higact

as constituting robbery. Such a thought, howe\an, lee ruled out in view of the rest of Scripture am
view of the context.

In effect St. Paul is saying that Jesus need np¢ sguality with Godapmoypov. . . 1o elvar low
Be) because in and of Himself Hédready isiox 6e¢. There is no need to strive to possess or achiate th
which one already possesses. His “being in the f@ir@od” qualified Him to “be equal with God” [For
more oo elvat toe B, see Addendum B, part 3].

Note the interesting contrast with the double usafgepdr in verses 6 and Tiopdfy 6eod and
wopdmy Sovrov. If the usage ofiopdm with 6eod in verse 6 means that Christ Jesusasething less than
Beoc, then onemustsee Him likewise as something less thaiitoc in verse 7! But such an interpretation
would defeat the whole purpose of St. Paul in wgitthese words, for he attempts to enlighten the
Christian regarding the exhortation @foveite that he or she is to have, which is thatsefiov, in
imitation of Christ!

In addition, note that the worgdsp¢ny ovAou are not a reference to the incarnation. Philippians
2:6 does not reagbpdny avdpuwmov or popdny oapkoc. This is precisely where the verses of Philippians
2:6-7 fit appropriately into this discussion. Wdereagain to what Mueller says, that “when Scriptur
speaks of the humiliation of Christ in its propense €xinanitio sensu biblico acceptain which it
stands in contrast to the exaltation, it means @aist became man in poverty and wretchedneshabr
He assumed the form of a servanip¢n dodiov), though He possessed the form of Gaghdn 6eod), as
Phil. 2, 6. 7 attests” (289). Assuming the form afservant(uopdn 6Sovrov) is not identical with
“conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the Virginavly.” Remember that the purpose of the passage is t
encourage Christians to have the same mir(dpeteite) as Christ. How does a Christian do that? Verse
7 gives the answer: bigking the form of a servarfoppny dodiov Aafuwv). This certainly can not be
achieved by means of our own incarnation, sinceakgealready incarnate. It must mean something else
than incarnation, which brings us to verse seven.

Verse 7air €xvtdv ékévwoer popdty 500A0v AaPuy, €V OUOLWUATL GVOPWTWY YEVOUEVOS Kol GYTUaTL
evpedelc w¢ &vBpwTOC
Notes
ecévwoer 1% aor. act. indic. 3 sgeevdw; “1. to make emptyempty of divestiture of position or
prestige; 2. to cause to be without result or éffdestroy, render voi@r of no effect”(BDAG);
according to BDAG Rom. 4:14, 1 Cor. 1:17, 1 Cod5):2 Cor. 9:3 convey the second kind of
meaning; “to completely remove or eliminate elemseoit high status or rank by eliminating all
privileges or prerogatives associated with suctustar rank — ‘to empty oneself, to divest oneself
of position™ (L-N).
aBcsy 2" aor. act. part. nom. m. sgqpdvw; take receive[see also Addendum B, part 4].
opoLwpaty neut. dat. sing.; “the state of being similar ppearancelikeness image copy, form,
appearancé(BDAG).
vevduevog 2" aor. depon. part. nom. m. sdvope be, become; be borbe made; come&ome about,
happen be dondsee Addendum B, part 5].
Translation
KJV: “But made himself of no reputation, and togdon him the form of a servant, and was made



in the likeness of men.”
NKJV: “but made Himself of no reputation, takingetform of a bondservant, and coming in the
likeness of men.”
RSV: “but emptied himself, taking the form of asant, being born in the likeness of men.”
ESV: “but made himself nothing, taking the formao$ervant, being born in the likeness of men.”
NIV: “but made himself nothing, taking the very una of a servant, being made in human
likeness.”
D. Baker:but emptied Himself, taking the form of a servaotning in the likeness of men.
Commentary
cavtov ékévwoer From the interpretation of these words we get tifamouskenosisdebate.
Upon examination of the structure of this clauséorl one firmly believe it is a mistake to ask the
guestion: Of what did Christ empty Himself? Theswds do not demand the answer to a question; they
are a statement of fact. Christ “emptied Hims@lfitov écévwoer)—we are not told that it was of this or
of that or of anything. It is not a matter of wh#t emptied Himself, but rathliow! In what manner did
Christ empty Himself? To that an answer is givethemwordsiop¢ny doviov Aefuv—He took “the form
of a servant.” This iflow Christ emptied Himself. At first glance it is pdss to conclude that the form
of a servant means becoming incarnate, until wécedhe next clause in the verse, opolwpatt
avfpwTwy yevopevog. This latter clause is the incarnation, and by itsspnce we sense the distinction
between the incarnation of Christ and the humdiatof Christ. Paul is not repeating himself by vady
different words in sayingoutov ékévwoer popdtiy So0Aov AaPuv, &v OpoLWuaTL AVvBpWTwWY Yerduevoc.
The two clauses in boldface, each with its own stoparticiple, are parallel thoughts with some
distinction from each other. It can be argued thatsecond clause has a relation to the first.tBeit
second clause (the words oOpoiwpatt avfpwmwy yevduevog) does not define how Christ emptied
Himself. At most they explain in what manner orvitat outward way He took on “the form of a
servant.”

Also pertinent is the input oferse 8 “And being found in appearance as a man, He hednbl
Himself and became obedient to the pahtdeath, even the death of the cross.” When Pesitribes
Jesus as “being found in appearance as a Ifeafflatt e€dpebelc ¢ avbpwmog), he is not denying or
guestioning the reality of Christ being human. Ratlthe focus is put on what the people saw when th
encountered Him. A feature of the Lord's incarmatimack then was that His humanity was plainly
visible, which is not the case anymore. We cané 8ee human Jesus. Well, during the time of His
incarnation in plain view of others, “He humbledhsielf” (étatelvwoer €xvtov). This is surely parallel to
“He emptied Himself” in verse 7. And thanks to tparticiple that modifies the main thought of
etamelvwoer €qvtov, we know what it means that Jesus “humbled Himsélfe’ did so by becoming
“obedient to the point of deatlyevduerog vmmkoog péxpr Bavatou). That is, He submitted to the will of
His Father in all things, obeying Him at every taluring His time on earth, even when it requiree th
sacrifice of Himself on the cross. That, Paul n@iethe end of verse 8, was the pinnacle (or stekay
the deepest depth) of the humiliation. In takingenaof that, one must conclude that the incarnadiot
the humiliation of Christ are simultaneous but ideintical.

Such a conclusion has been drawn not only by Lathéogmaticians, but known exegetes too.
Lenski, for one, states: “Paul clearly distinguishgot to be in men’s likeness’ (the Incarnatiorgnh
‘took slave’s form’ (the Humiliation). Both are sitbtaneous, but the two are not identical. Christis
incarnate, but no longer in the form of a slavechtonce he took for his redemptive work. The slave’
form he dropped, not his human nature, to which @ade a glorified form. ‘He got to be in men’s
likeness’ does not define ‘he took slave’s formgtr does the former state purpose: ‘he took slafeeis
in order to appear in human likenes$hflippians786).

A Brief Consideration of 2 Corinthians 8:9



2 Corinthians 8:9 is sometimes used as a proofagas® assert that the incarnation of Christ is
part of His humiliation. In the NKJV the passagad® “For you know the grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ, that though He was rich, yet for your saldesbecame poor, that you through His poverty might
become rich.” We examine this passage on the bags Greek text:

YLWokete yop Thy XapLy tod kupiov HuAY 'Incod Xpiotod, dti 81 budg émtwyevoer mAoloLog v,
v Dpelg T €kelvov TTwyelq mAouTonTE.
Notes
entixevoer 1% aor. act. indic. 3 sgirwyebw; “to be or become poor as a begdae,(extremely) podr
(BDAG).
mtwyele fem. dat. sg. “prim.: ‘beggarliness’. poverty (BDAG).
mhovtionte 1% aor. act. subj. 2 phiovtéw; be rich
Commentary

As far as the scope of this essay is concernedgrilre of this verse is the understanding and
interpretation of the wordntwyecvoev. Does the “poverty” which the Lord Jesus willinglyok upon
Himself consist in His incarnation, or was it imsgthing else? If it consists in His incarnation same
contend, then this verse is viewed as a proof gas$iaat the incarnation of Christ is part of His
humiliation. If the “poverty” that Jesus willinghpok upon Himself does not consist in His incamrati
but rather in something else, then this verse wowldrule out an affirmative answer to the question
raised in this essay.

Quite often the cognates oftwyevoer (Ttwydg, Ttwyeln) are used in the New Testament with
reference to having a lack of this world's goodse #ark 12:42—the “poor widow” who gave two mites
to the Temple treasury. In hiord PicturesA. T. Robertson says of the noun in 2 Corinthi8ri
“Ptocheiais old word fromptocheug to be a beggar, as of Jesus in 8:9 (fpiothos cowering in fear
and poverty, as in Luke 14:13, but ennobled by €las in Matt. 5:3; 1l Cor. 8:9). Poverty down déep
(243). In his treatment of the same word in refeeeto Christ, we note Lenski: “It was not the
Incarnation by which Christ became poor, althoughk idea is often offered. He is incarnate now, and
certainly not poor in his incarnate glorified state® became poor by entering the state of hunalatHe
entered this state simultaneously with his Incaonatbut the two dare not be confounded or made
identical. Christ entered the state of humiliation order to be able to work out our redemption”
(Corinthians1173).

| believe the next to last sentence of Lenski sitap: “He entered this state simultaneously with
his Incarnation, but the two dare not be confoungiechade identical.” The “povertyitwyeie) which
Christ endured while incarnate is not identicaHis incarnation. The “poverty” which He endured was
His “taking the form of a servarfiopdny Sovdou AeBuv) in Philippians 2:7. 2 Corinthians 8:9 is not a
proof passage that the state of humiliation cossisiChrist’'s becoming incarnate. It is a proof gz
for the fact that Christ did endure the state ohitiation and for the reason why He did this.

Concluding Observations

In view of all of the above, a straight, plain, ple answer to the question referred to at the
beginning is, yes, there is Scriptural support e Sydow Edition Catechism teaching that Jesus
“becoming human” is in itself not part of His huration. The proof passage is Philippians 2:6-8. In
addition, the Formula of Concord and the Lutheragndaticians of more recent times concur with this
assessment. 2 Corinthians 8:9 is not a proof paseaghis assessment, but one that merely teablees
fact that Christ endured the state of humiliatiod ahows the reason why He did this.

One might justifiably ask the question: Why was tkiatement put into the Sydow Edition of the
Small Catechism in the first place? What is gaibgdts presence? What is lacking if this commenteve
not included? It is my firm belief that this edii@f the Small Catechism could be improved by daiet
the first sentence of the second paragraph in xpéaeation of question #153: “Since He retains His
humanity also in His exaltation, His humanity istgelf not part of the humiliatiorHis humiliation is the
lowly manner in which He came as well as His lomlgnner of living. It consisted of His not using His



divine power fully (125, ital. added). Such a deletion of the fisgntence above would leave the
italicized words as the doctrinal definition of tietate of humiliation” referred to in question L5

Although the wording as we now have it in the Sydeaition of the Catechism is theologically
accurate, it can be somewhat confusing and is rikdlyy above the comprehension level of most
confirmands. The shorter wording would be an imprognt in my opinion, since almost all child
confirmands have not yet reached a degree of dattmaturity to understand the many facets of the
humiliation of Christ as it relates to His incaroat

Addendum A

It seems to this observer that the wording of tipodiles’ Creed lends apparent support to the
view that the humiliation of Christ woulshclude the incarnation, although it is true that the $eto
Article of the Apostles’ Creed does not claim tosbgtatement on the two states of Christ. The Oistsd
(if the humanity of Christ is understood as parth@ humiliation) these six steps in the Lord sestaf
humiliation. They are: (1) Conceived by the Holyir8p(2) Born of the Virgin Mary, (3) Suffered ued
Pontius Pilate, (4) Crucified, (5) Dead, and (6)iBd. This is the same wording used in the Sydow
Edition of the Small Catechism as part of the amdwehe question “What is the state of humilia@tdn
The second point above, that He was “born of thgiWiMary,” seems to state or at least imply thnet t
humanity of Christ was part of His humiliation.niiay be further observed that there would have been
suffering and He would not have been “crucifiedadleand buried” apart from His first being concelive
by the Holy Spirit and born of the Virgin Mary. Thecarnation of Christ, though not constituting His
humiliation, was a necessary step in having theilfation of Christ take place for our salvation.

Addendum B

The content of this addendum has been added bediter. It contains additional exegetical
information compiled from a few other sources. Eacimbered section below is meant to be self-
contained and does not relate directly to the otlbenbered sections. Each relates directly to a ijgap
off point indicated in brackets within the bodytbé essay.

1) Clearly the antecedent of the relative pronouwerse 6 is “Christ Jesus” in verse 5. Some have
debated whether the description “being in the fasfnGod” refers to the pre-incarnate Word or
specifically to the Word made flesh. Arguing foreteecond view is the thorough exegesis of F. W.
Wenzel in his commentary on Philippians. His treaimof Philippians 2:5 lays out five reasons for
thinking of “Christ Jesus” as the historical Chridte incarnate Word, thus making the description i
verse 6, “being in the form of God,” pertain priihato the God-marduring His state of humiliation (64-
5). His interpretation afv popdfi 6eod vmapywv includes the following observations:

The present tense usethdpywvr] would exclude the thought of beirggiginally. He still is ev
wopdfy 6eod. Most commentators ignore this durative presensdesmd explain it as a preterite, as
something which Jesus once upon a time had. @5prig.)

“Mop¢dn here means that expression of being which is ifledtiwith the essential nature and
character of God and which reveals it” (Vincent).. .Essence or nature is the being itselfdr is
the form wherein it appears, as e.g., fire is #serce, and the light and heat it gives, the fandeu
which it appears. . . . The form of God is His mamaf acting, or revealing Himself, the outward
expression of an inner nature. (65)

Since the early times of Church History this clawsesting in the form of Golas been interpreted
of the preexistent, the eternal Logos, meaningaipthat before His incarnation, He existed in the
form of God, and when He became incarnate, He tidelimself of the original form of God in
order to take upon Himself the form of a servantug the incarnation is identified with the
humiliation; the very act of incarnation was loweriof Himself. There are, however, some serious
objections to this view. . . . Can it really bedsthiat Christ as the eternal Son viagv) the form of



God? . . . The peculiar phrase, to eksthe form of Godhardly is an appropriate phrase to be used of
the pre-incarnate Christ, wi®God from eternity, and therefore self-evidentlynipossession of the
form of God. . . . However, if this phrase is ursdeod of the incarnate Christ, of the Word made
flesh, it is a very fitting expression of a mosusnal fact, namely, that the man Christ Jesus had a
existencan the form of God; that when He became man, He diday aside His divine nature or
leave it in heaven apart from the human naturethmit when the eternal Logos became flesh, the
divine nature was intimately united with the humaature that it assumed. Themannature thus
wasér popdfi 8eod. The human nature was not the form of God itdif,it wasin the form of God.
(65, ital. orig.)

In his commentary on Philippians Lenski holds ailsimview that the description “being in the

form of God” applies to the human nature of themate ChristRhilippians781-2).

2) Part of the challenge in renderifigmayuov into English is that it's dapax This is the only
occurrence in the Greek New Testament. And thene issage to compare in the LXX. There appears to
be good evidence to support what BDAG and othergecm, that in the Koine periathmoyuog can
express the same sense as the co@paigue, which is passive in meaning: something robbedgearesl
forcibly, or plundered in battle. According to Wehzthe Latin Church Fathers favored this idea,that
Greek Church Fathers interpreted the word in aexdfit way: something already won that is to be
retained, or “ostentatiously displayed” (Wenzel.66hankfully for us, knowing for sure the intended
meaning ofpmaypov is not crucial in understanding Paul’'s flow of tighti or the doctrine he teaches in
this passage.

3) While év popdf 6eod Umapywr andto elval toa 6eq are certainly parallel, are they identical? It
would seem from verse 7 that when Jesus “emptiedsklf, taking the form of a slave,” He was
relinquishing the rights of His “being equal witto” while continuing to be “in the form of God.'h&
difference, it should be noted, would be a mattestatus— not a matter of identity, or nature, or
capability. In taking the form of a slave, He wouldt be in the role of boss. And so He would be the
Law-keeper rather than the Law-giver (even thoughwas the Law-giver). He would be the one giving
(and being) the sacrifice, not the one receivinglé would submit to and obey His Father’s willeevto
the point of death by crucifixion. A similar positi is taken in Wallace’&reek Grammar Beyond the
Basics page 635, footnote 56.

4) There may be something of a paradox here, oraat ke play on words: JesusfiptiedHimself”
by “taking” Grammatically, the aorist participkepwr has the markings of participle of meansi.e., it
comes after the controlling verbxévwoev) and explains it, answering the question How. Ashsiie
action of the participle is simultaneous with tleé@n of the main verb (Wallace 629-30).

5) Wenzel and others see the participdgoucroc as subordinate thxuwv: “Jesus emptied Himself
by taking upon Him the form of a servant, and thisurn is defined as having been made in the Bksn
of men” (Wenzel 68).
Wenzel also offers the following in regard to thegsev opoLwpatt avdpdnwy yevouevog:
levéuevog states what Jesumecamelt is contrasted toémapywv. While always being in the form of
God, He in time became man and entered a new 8atd?aul does not state this just that way. He
says that Christ becarmethe likeness of men. . He was in the form of a servant, anppr) cannot
be thought of without the essence which the forpresses. And yet he here speaks only of the
likenessof men, for though Jesus was truly man, He wasertiman man; He was the God-man. The
expression likeness “leaves room for the other siddis nature, the divine, in the likeness of whic
He did not appear. His likeness to men was realitlolid not express His whole self” (Vincent). $hi
way of speaking of the humanity of Jesus is evigiattiosen to express the fact that when the Word
was made flesh, He did not assumgeason but anature The eternal Son of God always was the



Son of God and remained so when He became mane Ex#sts onlyone Logos. The incarnate
Logos is onlyoneperson, but in this person there are two natdres.human nature alone is not the
Logos. And therefore Paul very properly says thatddcame in thikkeness of merbecause He still
was true God. (Wenzel 68, ital. orig.)
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“Blest” or “Blesséd™?
A Study of the Use of7ux and pakdprog
John Pfeiffer

Considering the Question

One could point to numerous passages as we cortsidegquestion before us. We begin with
Psalm 1:1in an interlinear format:
DTUYY REYI 72T ND TR RIS
wicked ones / in the counsel of / walks / not / yvie man / blessed
2y 8D b 2wingy My XS owen T
sits / not / mocking ones / and in the seat cdridss / not / sinners / and

Our guestion, which has a focus on the mattersoti bnderstanding and translation, is this: Is
the psalmist saying that the man described isabipient of a blessinghtaving been bless&lOr is the
Lord here describing the condition, status, anggintual standing of this man? This matter invelo®th
Testaments, as we see in the next sample verse.

Matthew 5:4
pokaploL ol mevBodrteg 6t adtol TapakAnéroovtal.



Blessed the mourning ones; because they, theylshmatbmforted.

Is Christ saying that those who mourn are the recip of a blessing? Or is He here describing
the condition, status, and/or spiritual standinghef mourning ones?

Is the translation “b-l-e-s-s-e-d” in either of $leepassages describing what a person has received,
or is it describing what a person is? It will be thurpose of this article to examine the concepisd in
the wordsaUx or paxdaprog and attempt to arrive at an acceptable translédioaither or both.

The Issue

The English word Blesséd (accent intentional) seems to be quickly disapipgafrom the
vocabulary of American people. Its usage is larggdated to the Bible and the subject of religiBmen
in the oral reading of Scripture, fewer and fewepple are actually enunciating the final syllak#d
Many make no distinction between the past tengbeoterbbless(i.e., blessedbles), and the adjective
(blessédl They enunciate both as if they were spelled-&bstt.”

In the Greek New Testament the wopdsapLoc andedroyntog are commonly translated with the
letters “b-lI-e-s-s-e-d.” Nevertheless, these Grmgekns are not synonyms. The concepts represented by
each are distinct from one another. The same caaideof the Hebrew ternmi® and9112; these also
express different concepts. When no distinctiomade in translating or enunciating these terms, the
English reader is deprived of a portion of diviegealation: How, then, can we help our hearers note the
distinction and gain the full flavor of these wottat the Spirit uses? What are the distinctions?

*Does Uy (MWR) mean the same thing 3%127?

* Doespakapiog mean the same thing @g.oyntoc?

* Does “bless-éd” mean the same thing as “bles@ads)?

Lexical Information
In the lexical information below the sources refiered are not documented per MLA guidelines and
the Works Cited page at the end. A few of thesecesuare keyed as follows:
BDB = Brown-Driver-Briggs
KB = Koehler/Baumgartner
TW =Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament

The verbal rootUR

- Geseniusto be 6r go) straight, be right be successfuprosper
in Piel:guideor lead straight pronounce fortunater happy
- BDB: go straight, go on, advancén Piel go straight on, advance; lead on, set right, righte
pronounce happy, call blessed
- KB: walk straight (ahead)pronounce happy, call blessed.
- Othersto congratulate
The cognate ternMUR UK

- The plural construct{uy) is the only form ofitik used in the Old Testament.

- There is a bit of a dispute over whether it igan or an adjective.

- This is astate declaredby God,; it is descriptive of the situation in whia man may find himself.
Regardless of how he mdgel at the moment, histatus is a good one, a desirable one, the best of
circumstances. It is lined up straightly with thi#l wf God.

BDB: happiness, blessedness of

Davidson:7ux happiness, blessednessund only in the construct plurah@®) “in the character of
an interj.O the happiness of . .”. .

Fuerst: fortune, happinesdience as an interjection in the construct staad! happy! before the

nounsy*® orw Wi Ps. 1,1;112,;B78 32, 2 . ..




Geseniushappinesshas the force of an interjectio®:the happiness of . .

Holladay: introduction to word of blessinprtunate, blessed is (he who), are (they who).

KB: introductory word of blessingslessed, happy is who. . . .

Vine: blessed, happyn hisExpository Dictionary of Biblical Wordthis author goes on to state:
Basically, this word connotes the state of “progpéior “happiness” that comes when a superior
bestows his favor (blessing) on one. . . . Theedtadt the blessed one enjoys does not always appea
to be “happy”. . . . One’s status before God (bélrigssed”) is not always expressed in terms of the
individual or social conditions that bring what neods normally consider to be “happiness.” So
although it is appropriate to rendeng®] as “blessed,” the rendering of “happiness” doasatways
convey its emphasis to modern readers. (Vine 19)

Similar term 32

Holladay: 1.blessedfilled w. power, 2. (Godpe praised

Geseniusto bend the knees; to kneel down; to invoke Godskdor a blessing, to bless.

BDB: Qal: kneel, blessNiph.: 1. blessGod, adore with bended knees; 2. Qudssesa. men b.
things; 3. merblessmen; 4.salute, greetb. bless with the antithetical meaning curse.

TW: to kneel, bless, praise, salutd evercurse(used euphemistically).

BibleWorks recognizes 83 verses usmgz. In these verses 45 haven 5132. The remainder
refer to God blessing man or man blessing man.

When the action ofj22 originates with God, it is an effective blessimdyen it originates with
man, it cannot effect that which is spoken, but @aly express his thoughts and desires.

Consider a small sample of passages usiig

Gen. 1:22God blesses animals, enabling them to reproduce

Gen. 1:28G0d blesses Adam and Eve, enabling them to repeq@isn Gen. 9:1).
Gen. 2:3 God blesses a day and sets it af&nt. 20:11).

Gen. 9:26Noah blesses Jehovah™ 5172 (in praise, as the expression of his faith).
Gen. 12:X50d promises to bless Abrguivine enabling).

Gen. 17:16God promises to bless Sarah with descendaigmé enabling).

Gen. 18:18God promises to bless all nations in Abrah@liwine enabling).

Gen. 22:18God promises to bless all nations in the Seed odl#dm (divine enabling).
Gen. 39:5Potiphar’s property is blessed by God for Josealke(divine enabling).
Ex. 23:25God blesses bread and watéivine enabling).

Deut. 7:13 God blesses the fruit of the womb and of the [@ndne enabling).

Note that according to the lexicons the veiR expresses the action bfessing while Uy
expresses the act of pronouncing or declaring étessss. Even if one translateg® with the concept of
happinessit still remains a pronouncement or declaratiegarding the circumstances of an individual or
a group and not an evaluation of the person’s ematistate.

Some Passages for Consideration

Before choosing a translation forx, we should consider the usage found in certaiiptce
passages.

Deuteronomy 33:29Happy are you ™R lit. “your blessedness”)Q Israel! Who is like you, a people
saved by the LORD, the shield of your help andstherd of your majesty! Your enemies shall submit to
you, and you shall tread down their high placésKJ).
- The NKJ and ESV translate this occurrenceng® with “happy.” NAS and NIV use “blessed.”
- Note that after pronouncing themshrey Moses continues by explaining what it is that matkesn
ashrey The Lord is their Savior, their Shield, and th8word. Having the Lord be as such is their
state of being. This is the set of circumstancesraaing Israel.




1 Kings 10:8 “Happy ("wR) are your men and happfiur) are these your servants, who stand
continually before you and hear your wisdo(NKJ).
When the Queen of Sheba heard all the wisdom afrsah and saw the beauty of his handiwork, she
pronouncedashreythose who spent time in his presence. Was shagdlyat they were filled with
feelings of happiness? Perhaps they were, butaisvthat she was saying? Or was she saying that
their situation was a happy or favorable one, thay were in a state of blessédness? | believast w
the latter.

Psalm 32:1-Blessed™UR) is he whose transgression is forgiven, whosesstovered. Blessgehuy)
is the man to whom the LORD does not impute irygaitd in whose spirit there is no dec@iKJ)

- Is God describing the emotional state of the qersvho is forgiven? Or is He making a
pronouncement regarding the God-given status ofoson?

- When Paul refers to this passage in Romans £6yrites: ‘David also describes the blessedness
(nakapiopor) of the man to whom God imputes righteousness dpart works’ Thayer defines
uakeplopog as a “@claration of blessedness . Aéyew tév pakaplopov tivog, to utter a declaration
of blessedness upon orgfuller way of sayinguxepilewy tive, to pronounce one blesse@pm.
4:6.” Thus David is not describing the feelings of theespn justified, but is speaking of a divine
declaration regarding the status of this person.

Psalm 94:1Blessed™WR) is the man whom you disciplie72),0 LORD, and whom you teach out

of your law.(ESV)
Can it be said that the man whom Jehovah proceedsstipline (Piel Impf.) is happy? Consider
what the Spirit states in Hebrews 12:1Notw no chastening seems to be joyjupac] for the
present, but painfylommg - sorrowful,as contrasted witjepac]; nevertheless, afterward it yields the
peaceable fruit of righteousness to those who Haeen trained by it.In this light the question
should be answerelo. For those who think thatitx is speaking of a happiness that lies in the
future, coming about as a result of discipline, tfa@slation “happy” would be appropriate. However,
Psalm 94 and other passages are speaking of anpaegknot a future blessédness.

Psalm 72:1'His name shall endure forever; His name shall cargias long as the sun. And men shall be
blessed’>12nM) in Him; all nations shall call Him blesseuwy?).
Is this passage telling us that the concepts expdeby= 12 and=UR are synonymous? Or do they
express two different thoughts? In the former aatie King (Christ, Son of David and of Solomon)
is the source of blessings for all. In the latlause He Himself is pronounced blesséd.

There are passages in which the concepitapipy may seem to fit, but is this what the Lord is
truly saying? Is He making an evaluation of theeobg inner emotions, or is He making a
pronouncement regarding the status of the object?

We turn next to what various commentaries haveyarsregard toaus in Psalm 1:1.

Various Commentators on Psalm 1:1

DTDYY RSP 727 ND TR URTTIUN
wicked ones / in the counsel of / walks / not / yvie man / blessed
2y 8D b 2winDy My XS owen T
sits / not / mocking ones / and in the seat cdridss / not / sinners / and



Barnes “Blessed is the maithat is, his condition is a happy or desirable.drhe word here used,
TUNR aishair, means properlyappinessor blessedness.. . All who have the character here described
come under the general description of tlepy man—the man whose condition is a happy and a
desirable one” (2).

Brug: “The word™Ux is a plural construct noun, ‘the happinesses bfrittoduces a beatitude, not
a benediction, that is, it is used to congratutameone for the happiness which he has rathertthan
wish or pray for his happiness” (114).

Clarke “The Word which we translatielessedis properly in the plural form, ‘blessednesses’; o
may be considered as an exclamation produced hgmmtating the state of the man who has taken God
for his Portion; ‘Oh, the blessedness of the ma&md the wordhaishis emphatic: ‘that man’; that one
among a thousand who lives for the accomplishmetiieoend for which God created him” (461).

Gill: “Blessed is the man. . . . This psalm beginske imanner as Christ's Sermon on the Mount,
Mat 5:3; setting forth the praises and expresdieghappiness of the man who is described in thiseve
and Psalm 1:2. The words may be rendered, ‘O, l#ssédnesses of the man,’ or ‘of this man’ (l)jishe
doubly blessed, a thrice happy and blessed magsdadein things temporal and spiritual; happy is thi
world, and in that to come. He is to be praised emehmended as a good man, so the Targum: ‘the
goodness, or, Oh, the goodness of the man;’ ortteeysy ‘Oh, the right goings or happy progress, or
prosperous success of the man (m),” who answeteetollowing characters; which right walking ofhi
is next observed, and his prosperity in Psalm3dne have interpreted this psalm of Christ, anuktiti
is properly spoken of him (n).”

Notice the reference to the Targum. The Jewish viwthe term-IUX appears to be
“praiseworthy,” which can be observed on severdbsites. This would make blessedness be something
rooted in the actions of men. | contend that rosted in the actions of God and manifested iraitt®ns
of men. Such a blessedness, however, can comehwolygh faith in Jesus Christ (John 15:4, Rom.&:7-
Rom. 14:23, Heb. 11:6).

Keil-Delitzsch “O the blessedness of so and so. The man whbaracterised as blessed is first
described according to the things he does not lten (which is the chief thought of the whole Ps.)
according to what he actually does: he is not apaomon of the unrighteous, but he abides by the
revealed word of God” (84).

Leupold “For the plural (ashrey) literally means the foieasure of happy circumstances” (34).

Luther. “Ps. 1:1Wohl dem(beatus vir) der nicht wandelfabiit) im Rat der Gottlosen, noch tritt auf
den Weg der Suender, noch sitzt, da die Spotamsit

“Der Hebrarer sagt in der MehrhethUX, selige Leute oder selige Verhaltnisse, als, ingseli
Verhaltnissen ist der Mann, welcher nicht wandals, ob er sagen wollte: In allem steht es wohl um
den Mann, welcher.u (222). “The Hebrew says in the majorityjtx, blessed people or blessed
circumstances, as, in blessed circumstances imdme who does not walk; as if it were said: In all
things it is [stands] well for the man, who etc.”

Spurgeon“The original word is plural, and it is a contested matter whether it is an adjective or a
substantive. Hence we may learn the multiplicitytteé blessings which shall rest upon the man whom
God hath justified, and the perfection and greatrdéshe blessedness he shall enjoy. We might itead
‘Oh, the blessednesses!'. . .” (1).

Stoeckhardt“O the blessedness of the man! Or, O what hagggncomes to that man who’ etc.,
says the Psalmist. ‘Beatus vir!” (12).

Trapp “Oh the blessedness, the heaped up happineds,obdhis life and a better, fitter to be
believed than possibly could be discoursed. Theréleltomes from a root that signifieth to go right
forward, sc in the way that is called holy, havi@culum ad metajran eye upon the mark, viz. true and
real happiness, such as all men pretend to, banlyeattaineth to who is here described.”




Before choosing a translation fonux, we should consider the parallel term in the New
Testament.

MAKAPIOX
Sincepakdptrog is the usual Septuagint (LXX) translation fory, it is fitting that we consider

this term also. In higxegetical Noteavailable online Brian Stoffregen states the felfgy in regard to
the non-biblical usage of the word, which he sags ¥mostly taken from th&heological Dictionary of
the New Testameént

In ancient Greek timesnakariosreferred to the gods. The blessed ones were tts. gdhey had

achieved a state of happiness and contentmenteirinat was beyond all cares, labors, and even

death. The blessed ones were beings who lived mesother world away from the cares and
problems and worries of ordinary people. To bed#dsyou had to be a god.

Makariostook on a second meaning. It referred to the “deBlde blessed ones were humans, who,
through death, had reached the other world of s g. . .

Finally, in Greek usagenakarioscame to refer to the elite, the upper crust ofetpcthe wealthy
people. It referred to people whose riches and p@uethem above the normal cares and problems
and worries of the lesser folk—the peons, who @it struggle and worry and labor in life. To be
blessed, you had to be very rich and powerful.f{&gen)

Thuspakaproc conceptualizes a status or set of circumstancestmb® desired. The “gods” and
the wealthy were considered by the ancients agbeithis most desired state. Of course, the weiddy
at work here believes that the desired state isilmnghich a person has no lack of wealth or power.
However, when the Spirit took hold of this word, td@nsformed it from the concerns of the physicel a
material world to those of the spiritual world. Tdhesired set of circumstances appears to be thesipp
of that desired by the worlgoor in spirit, those who mourn, the meek, the garsed etc.

How well do the New Testament lexicons bear thi$ ioulisting glosses (in italics) and
definitions forpakaproc? Compare what is given below from Bauer-Dankere#@ingrich (BDAG),
Louw-Nida (L-N), Moulton-Milligan (M-M), Friberg (F.), and Thayer (Th.).

BDAG: 1. pertaining to being fortunate or happy dexe of circumstancegortunate, happy,
privileged, blessed?. pertaining to being esp. favorddessed, fortunate, happy, privilegérbm a
transcendent perspective, the more usual sense@étieral Gr.-Rom. perspective: one on whom
fortune smiles) a. of humapsivileged recipients of divine favor

L-N: pertaining to being happy, with the implicatiof enjoying favorable circumstances - ‘happy.’

M-M: is used in the LXX foraur (Ps. 1:1, al.), “Oh, the happiness of ...!", andHiebrew thought
denotes a state of true well-being.

Fri.: of persons characterized by transcendentihapp or religious joplessed, happy

Th.:blessed, happy. . . the reason why one is to be pronounceskbtéis expressed by a noun or by
a participle taking the place of the subject.

To the above we add a few pointed observations Kdtel's Theological Dictionary of the New
Testamenthat are given under the heading “The Word Groufhé New Testament”:

The special feature of the growpgkapiog, pakapilewy, pakepionds in the NT is that it refers

overwhelmingly to the distinctive religious joy wehi accrues to man from his share in the salvation

of the kingdom of God. . . . The nouscepiopdg is found . . . at [Galatians] 4:15 for the blessess

of receiving the message of salvation, and at [R®nd:6, 9 with reference to the remission of sins.

(Hauck 367)

As in Gk.macarisms, there is often contrast with a falsenesion as to who is truly blessed. . . . A
clear difference from the Gk. beatitudes is thatsatular goods and values are now completely
subsidiary to the one supreme good, the kingdo®aul, whether it be that the righteous man may
hope for this, is certain of it, has a title toat,already has a part in it. The predominatingresion
of the kingdom of God carries with it a reversabtifcustomary evaluations. Thus the NT beatitudes
often contain sacred paradoxes. (Hauck 368)



In all these verses [Matt. 16:17, John 20:29, LLke8, et af] the light of future glory shines over
the sorry present position of the righteous. Thhes NT beatitudes are not just intimations of the
future or consolations in relation to it. They see present in the light of the future. (Hauck 369)

Just like its Hebrew counterparti®, the New Testament wordikaprog and its cognates are
part of the vocabulary of the Gospel of Christ &mals worthy of closer inspection. The study of what
these words express and how best to translatewhiéoontinue in the next installment.

(To be continued)

Endnotes

! This is true whether the terms are translatedsdgd” or “blesséd.” Examples péxdpioc and edioyntog
being translated “blessed” (NKJ) are found in tieofving:

Luke 6:20Keat adtoc émapag tobg 6pBaipobe adtod eig tole pabntic aldtod édeyev, pekdpiol ol mtwyol, OtL

Uuetépo éotiv 1) Baoidela Tod Beod. “Bless-éd are the poor ... ."

Ephesians 1:&dAoyntog 6 Bedg kal mathp 10D kupiov M@V Incod Xpiotod, 6 ebloynoog fubg év Tdon

ebAoyly Tveupatikf) &v tolg émovpaviolg v Xpuotd. “Bless-éd (be) the Godand . . . ."
Examples usingnux and=ma:

Psalm 1:1Blessed("uy) is the man who walks not in the counsel of the diygmor stands in the path of

sinners, nor sits in the seat of the scornful.

Psalm 18:4@'he LORD lives! Blessdg2) be my Rock! Let the God of my salvation be exalted.

% The Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich lexicon (BDAG) hasmething similar: “pronouncement of being in
receipt of special favohlessing’

% Matt. 16:15-17He said to them, “But who do you say that | am?h8n Peter answered and said, “You are
the Christ, the Son of the living God.” Jesus ans@eand said to him, “Blessegre you, Simon Bar-Jonah, for
flesh and blood has not revealed this to you, bytHsither who is in heaven.”

John 20:28-2And Thomas answered and said to Him, “My Lord and@oed!” Jesus said to him, “Thomas,
because you have seen Me, you have believed. B8lrgsthose who have not seen and yet have belfeved.

Luke 11:28But He said, “More than that, blessege those who hear the word of God and keep it!”
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Book Review

D. A. Carson: The Intolerance of ToleranceWilliam B. Eerdmans Publishing; 2013; soft
cover, 196 pages.

About twenty years ago a professor of mine sharedhoughts with the class on the concept of
tolerance, especially the tolerance of religio@héengs. He explained that, historically, to tolerather
religious beliefs in a society meant to allow thienstand even if you did not agree with them. (Wehn
think of Jesus’ parable of the weeds and the whsat classic example of the historic understanding
tolerance in which the unrighteous are allowedtémd beside the righteous until the judgment.) ifet
the last decades this historic view of toleranceagically becoming fast forgotten. Today the ceptoof
religious tolerance in most circles means not myetelallow that someone else may hold a different
religious view, but it further demands tteateryone agree that the religious beliefs of eveeyelse are
equally valid Under this new definition of tolerance any whaiwl that their views have more merit or
are more acceptable than the views of anothernamgediately labeled as intolerant. Christ Himseff, o
course, is labeled by the “new tolerance” as tleatgst Intolerant of all, for He had the nerveltone
that the way to heaven was only through Him andvdeld accept no other ways as valid.

D. A. Carson’'s booK he Intolerance of Toleranagnravels and exposes the shallow foolishness
of those who claim that to be a tolerant personmai@me must agree with and accept everyone’s belief
equally and without question. He reveals with stogrclarity that those who claim to be the most
tolerant (often, but not limited to, the media, thedern university system, and the government)adigtu
end up being the least tolerant of all, not allaywews contrary to theirs even to be heard.

In the early chapters Carson sharpens the differéetween the old definition of tolerance and
the new. He rightly observes:

This shift from “accepting the existence of diffietreiews” to “acceptance of different views,” from
recognizing other people’s right to have differbatiefs or practices to accepting the differingnse

of other people, is subtle in form, but massivesitbstance. To accept that a different or opposing
position exists and deserves the right to exishis thing; to accept the position itself means ¢imet

is no longer opposing it. The new tolerance suggistt actually accepting another’s position means
believing that position to be true, or at leastras as your own. We move from allowing the free
expression of contrary opinions to the acceptaricalloopinions; we leap from permitting the
articulation of beliefs and claims with which we dot agree to asserting that all beliefs and claims
are equally valid. Thus we slide from the old talere to the new. (3-4)

It is easy to see how this change in society’'snd&in of tolerance can have an effect on a
Christian’s faith and life. Going forward, Chrisig are not going to be attacked, persecuted, and
marginalized only on account of the content ofrtibeaching, but now also because they deign to“say,
do not agree.” Carson continues by presenting aealyf situations in the domain of education, the
media, and sexuality in which contrary ideas (ngmhiose that are Christian) are not even discyszaed
are simply branded as intolerant and brushed aside.

Now if the purpose of Carson’s work were only touge about how badly Christians have it in
the world, there would be little of interest infibr Jesus has already told us that Christians haille it
badly. The author, however, adds value to the dson of tolerance because He has a good
understanding of such crucial teachings of Screpas law, gospel, and the atonement. Thus he nitakes
one of his primary purposes to show that the “nelerance” is a real threat to the very gospel ngessd
the Lord. It might be said that it is as much ae#itras evolution, false teachings concerning the
sacraments, or any other threat. The new tolerasicéen fact, finding its way today into mainline



churches. It even finds it way, dare it be saidp ithe minds of conservative Lutherans and caneshak
their faith in the one and only Savior. Carson nsakesimilar observation: “Nowhere is this conflict
deeper than in the competing views of religionemgral and of Christianity in particular” (98).

The charge of intolerance so frequently levelethyoundermines Christian truth claims, the right
understanding of sin, matters of church disciplizeg the forgiveness of sins itself. These aspa@s
covered in a chapter entitled “The Church and @hnsTruth Claims.” Consider the author’s measured,
gospel-centered response to the oft-heard claitJisus is infinitely tolerant of sin and impenden
accepting such as an alternative to godly living:

Another central myth of our time is that God isinitely tolerant, that Jesus is infinitely tolerant
Despite his unlimited power and untarnished hoBneke tolerance of God is displayed in his
forbearance with sinners (Romans 3:25; Acts 17:d@)might be expected to provide instant justice,
but instead he is long-suffering (to resurrect adabat has largely gone out of use), longing far o
repentance (Romans 2:1-4). Scripture repeatedly Isays “slow to anger” (e.g., Exodus 34:6). He is
so much more forbearing than his own people are gbmetimes they are driven to question his
justice (Habakkuk 1:2-4, 13). Nevertheless Godibéarance is not infinite. Scripture also declares
that “he does not leave the guilty unpunished” @@034:7). The Bible anticipates the coming of a
day of wrath “when God judges people’s secretsuthinalesus Christ” (Romans 2:16; cf. Acts 17:31;
Revelation 14:18; 19:1-3; 21:8). More important: y@bd is better than tolerant. He does not merely
put up with our sin and anarchy; rather, he is @wgmably kind and loving, demonstrated most
overwhelmingly in the fact that he has sent his ®opay the price of our sinfulness and restorous
himself. To talk about the tolerance of God apeoirf this richer biblical portrayal of God is to do
him an injustice. His love is better than tolergriue wrath guarantees justice that mere toleranoe
never imagine. (102-103)

The new tolerance puts pressure on the Christiumb down, dilute, and minimize the gospel
in order to make it acceptable and more palatablthése who do not believe it. The new tolerance
threatens anyone who suggests that there are atmsalutes, that there is sin, and that there iavao8
from it. For if you believe that there is sin an&avior, you are saying that man’s ways and idaashe
wrong—and that is blatantly intolerant by the newlinted definition!

Because the new tolerance cannot speak of sirge#, there has arisen a philosophy termed
“Moralistic Therapeutic Deism” (MTD), which Carsamtes is largely dominating the religious life of
American young people. MTD’s core theology includesh statements as “(3) The central goal of $fe i
to be happy and to feel good about oneself. (4) Gt not need to be particularly involved in origés
except when God is needed to resolve a problenG@®d people go to heaven when they die” (114).

The author responds:

By contrast, the truth of the Bible, as we havenséacuses on our rebellion and need as God sees
them, and on God as the ruler, sovereign, judge,gaacious Savior who alone can rescue us from
our sin and reconcile us to himself. These thires loe tested by the systematic study of Scripture.
Those who hold, for instance, to MTD, or to theeedml equivalence of all religions, simply cannot
make their case out of any holistic reading ofBiige, but only by the most egregious and subjectiv
proof-texting. (114)

Besides his spot-on evaluations of the trouble ‘thew tolerance” causes in American churches,
schools, society, and government (among all mapditigal parties), we can also appreciate the atgho
balanced criticism of those Christians who reacthe charge of intolerance leveled against therh wit
over-the-top moral outrage and harshly unlovingoast rather than with a calm, clear presentation of
God’s Word. In the last chapter he sums up theghtsuhe has discussed in detail earlier and gises t
suggestions as to how thoughtful Christians migispond to the new tolerance. We consider briefly a
number of these below (underlining added):

Expose the New Tolerance’s Moral and Epistemolddiankruptcy While acknowledging the
small amounts of good that the new tolerance hesmaglished, we must constantly expose its moral




and epistemological bankruptcy, arguing insteadafoeturn to the older understanding of tolerance.
(161)

Insist That the New Tolerance Is Not “Progress”. . We always end up thinking that no one
understands anything substantial as well as wevddalk ourselves into thinking that our stances ar
the most mature, the most balanced, the most irddriwe lose any penetrating grasp of the doctrine
of sin and its effect in all of us. So part of dask . . . is to call into question this delusional
supposition that ours is the best society becausdecoming the most tolerant society. (166-7)

Distinguish between Empirical Diversity and thedndnt Goodness of All Diversityor what we
must see is that there is no logical connectiomftibe observation of the undisputed diversity #® th
entirely disputable dogma that every axis of digiis equally good. (168)

Practice and Encourage Civilit€hristians ought to encourage and practice giviBuch civility is
not to be confused with a weakening of Christianvictions or a distinct lack of courage that simply
ducks all the hard questions. It means, rathemtesy, respect, winsomenes®st leastwhen we are
affirming that another’s position is indefensik&72, ital. orig.)

Evangelize [O]penly declaring the gospel to others in anoeffto win them to Jesus Christ
constitutes a reminder, both for ourselves anaftbers, that the gospel is supremely important. One
of the dangers of a book like this is that its autind readers may begin to think that forging aemo
responsible track toward older or classic toleraiscene of the most important activities, if nbe
most important activity, in which we could be engdglt is not. If we treat it as if it were, we lireg
to act like functional atheists ourselves. (173)

A refreshing aspect of this book in contrast tmeoothers that also point to man’s degenerate

society and empty philosophy is that Carson undedst it is only the gospel that can truly turn ghgp
around. We know that too. For as much as it mayenalconcerned Christian’s blood boil to see the
examples here of our Savior being mocked by thesana us, our faith and hope are in God. “Our
ultimate confidence is not in any government otypastill less in our ability to mold the culture which

we live” (176). American Christians may have mouffering ahead of them, but it is not more than our
Savior suffered. And should open persecution ofigedisciples ever increase in our land, may we be
glad to bear it for our Lord. As Carson writes wath obvious smile, we would “learn a little betbew

to do evangelism in our prisons” (176).

- David Schaller



