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Christmas For a Small Crowd
David Schaller

* Preached on December 25, 2013, at Sister Lakehighn, the following Christmas Day sermon
has Luke 2:1-20 as its text. Verses quoted bel@taken from th&lew International Versian

It happens in a similar way every year. The evermigdecember 24th arrives with great
excitement. Parents help their children find sgedrasses or outfits. Cards are prepared; preseets
wrapped. Everyone gets in the car and goes to kliarahe special service. Young boys and girlsifjio
God and praise the birth of Jesus in song and,saoy for some of them it is the first time theyé&aver
stood up in front of so many people. And thare so many people, aren’t there? There always seems to
be a good crowd on Christmas Eve. In fact, somesyibare is hardly a place to sit.

Then comes the next morning. The day of the dresttval itself; in fact, the first day of the
Christmas season. The altar is draped in white.Atmést candle on the Advent wreath is lit for firet
time. The lights are aglow, and perhaps some mgraimshine is reflecting off the snow. But in the
church pews?—there are often only a few comparedgmight before. And it is that way not just here
but everywhere else | have been, as families tendotd their Christmas celebrations on the 25th at
home.

But even though just a small group of us are gathéere on Christmas Day, we will not let it
dampen the excitement or appreciation we have fFat\Wod has done—becauShkristmas can be for a
small crowd tooln fact, that is how it was on that first ChristsnDay.

We are so familiar with the account in Luke 2winich the angel comes to the shepherds out in
the fields near Bethlehem, who are “keeping watedr ¢their flocks by night.” Suddenly the glory dfet
Lord shines all around, and the angel sély$iring you good news of great joy that will be fa all
people. Today in the town of David a Savior has baéborn to you; he is Christ the Lord” (2:10-11).

It is the most amazing news that the earth hasteseard! It is news for “all people”—and yet how rgan
actually heard it that night? It was a relativahyadl crowd, wasn't it?

In a Christmas sermon Martin Luther has suggeastadthere were only two shepherds out there
in that field. The Bible does not state exactly hoany there were, but surely it was fewer than aih
church last night, and most likely even less thealeere today. That famous announcement of Jesus’
birth was said tonly a few people

Then*“a great company of the heavenly host appeared witthe angel, praising God and
saying, ‘Glory to God in the highest, and on eartlpeace to men on whom his favor rests’(2:13-14).
And there too—anultitudeof angels shouting glory and brightening the skiywhe astounding news of
the birth of the Son of God, the Savior of the wontho had come—yes, snanyangels, but what a
small Christmas crowd there was to hear the amaeng!

Do you think the angel messengers were disapmini¥hen God the Father sent them to
proclaim the birth of the newborn King and theyhgaied together, filling the sky, a whole company of
heavenly beings rejoicing at the salvation that veaappear to mankind—did they look down on that
field and think: “What? God sent so many of usjist a few shepherds? Is this really all thereisstich
a great event? Doesn't this news deserve a bigghkerce? Isn't it better than this?” They did rfahk
that way at all. Instead, the heavens rang witlremtgsloria in excelsis Dee-Glory to God in the
highest!

That first Christmas, wherever it was made knokat the Son of God had come to earth, there
were only a few on hand to celebrate the newdis' will be a sign to you: You will find a baby
wrapped in cloths and lying in a manger.”And when the shepherds went, that is just what thegd.
Mary and Joseph huddled around a manger becausevtag no room in the inn. That was it. That was
the whole group: several shepherds and a youndeauih their baby.

It wasChristmas for a small crowdBut notice how that crowd rejoiced to see the day

Sometimes the number of people at our own Christgaherings is less than what we wish it



would be. Perhaps family members, with whom we wdale to share the holiday, cannot travel the
distance to be with us. Or maybe some of those wggal to join us around the Christmas tree are not
there anymore, since the Lord has taken them teselim

Yet even so, how we still rejoice to see the dayesus’ birth! This good news is announced,
even if it is just two or three gathered togetHé&or to us a child is born, to us a son is given, drthe
government will be on his shoulders. And he will becalled Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God,
Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace{lsa. 9:6).

You do not need to be part of a large crowd toeghristmas. Really all it takes is you and one
other: the Christ-Child in the manger. This daydéenesto you

He comes, as the angel said to Joseph, to savEgrawour sins—from that fearful burden that
would otherwise ruin you. He comes to save you fittbe many times you have broken God’s holy
commandments. At those times when you have weptwhat you have done and have thought, “How
can | make this right with God? Can He ever lov&@@an He ever want me?"—then Christ comes and
says: It is not you butwho will make it right! And He does—by His bitterass, by taking your burden
on Himself, by suffering for it all. This day thhild, theSavior, Christ the Lord, comd®s you

No, we do not need to be part of a large crowdppreciate the personal peace of sins forgiven,
which Christmas Day truly means for each one of us.

| am pure, in Thee believing, From Thy store Evamsno
Righteous robes receiving. In my heart | will edfdlhee,
Treasure rare, Let me there, Loving, ever hold Tihé#l 77:14).

For the angels, for the shepherds, for Mary arsd@dio, this message concerning the Child was
the thing that gave them joy. It did not mattethem if there were a hundred or fifty or five toahet
with them. What mattered was that Jesus had corsauve them from their sins and in the end to “take
them to heaven to live with Him there.”

God the Father could’ve surely announced at firstbirth of Christ to a much larger crowd. On
the night that the Savior came, He could havevetymne in Bethlehem know right away, or everyane i
Judea, or even everyone in the world. What mighelitus about our God that He put such emphatic
effort—an angel chorus in the sky, no less—into imgkhe news known to so few?

It shows us how much He cares about even one @+@tbout just you or me—that He is not
beneath putting forth His best effort, even if yane the only one who will hear. How great is Higdan
reaching out to the individual!

It shows us that God sent His Son fit, that even the smallest towns and the remotest
circumstances are not too small or insignificamt Hdm. Whether it's a handful in Michigan or a few
gathered under a tree in eastern Africa, Jesuzrisfbr us and for them.

It shows us that God tredtse message concerning the Chalslthe main thing, that the word of
Christ can dwell richly among a few just as it eanong many.

It also shows us that the message is mieabé sharedFor even though it was a small crowd on
that first Christmas, having so few in number dod hinder in the least God’s ability to get the sevut
far and wide of the Savior’s birth.

From just a few shepherds the word went out thatbrd had come. From just a few shepherds who
“spread the word concerning what had been told themabout this child,” the message traveled from
the manger to the rest of Bethlehem, then outedih country, into Judea, and beyond. It was pdsm
to the evangelist Luke, who gave it permanent ikaothe Gospel that he wrote. It was learned byl Pa
and preached by him, the apostle who rejoiced“thiaén the fullness of time had come, God sent forth
His Son” (Gal. 4:4 NKJ). In due time the word wentt to your grandparents and your parents and
others—people whom the Holy Spirit then used tagdpri to you.

The angels announced the birth of Jesus to asreall group on Christmas night, but news like
that could not be stopped. The saving truth thad &ud man areeconciledis too great not to spread to
more, and more, and more.

That firstChristmas for a small crowtas turned into millions and millions of voices@ss the



centuries praising God and saying, “Glory in thghest!” Starting with only a handful of humble
shepherds, these praises are now heard through®wvdrld. Starting with the few we have here this
morning, who knows how large a crowd will eventydikear the Christmas story?—but it will be many.
You tell your children, and they tell theirs, amy tell theirs. And so when we tell just one parsee
are telling many more than one. And even where omty or three are gathered together, the word that
Jesus has come to save sinners goes out from theté-finally there will be gathered in the heawenl
Jerusalem an innumerable company of angels andsGutiple singing thaBloria once again in the
largest of all Christmas crowtis
My heart for very joy doth leap,

My lips no more can silence keep;

I, too, must sing with joyful tongue

That sweetest ancient cradle-song:

Glory to God in highest heaven,
Who unto us His Son hath given!
While angels sing with pious mirth
A glad new year to all the earth.
Amen.

How Do | Repent?
Luke 18:10-14 and Acts 26:19-20

Frank Gantt

Grace and peace to you from God the Father andtClasus, our Savior. Amen.

For the past five weeks of the Lenten season we bawmsidered the topic of repentance. Tonight
we will conclude our focused review of this verypiontant subject. To do so, we need to answer & fina
guestion. So far we have examined what repentancghio should repent, why should we repent, when
should we repent, and where to obtain true repeeta@ne question we have yet to answer is Hao®
do | repen®

That’s an important question too. When parentstbeir children to do a certain task, it is often
necessary that they first explain how the task iset performed. Failure to do so could result wbpgms,
even injury, depending on what the task is. Sirggentance is such an important part of the Chnistia
life, it can also lead to spiritual injury if we o understand how to repent, as we learn fromfiosir text
this evening, what Christ said in Luke 18:10-14:

“Two men went up into the temple to pray, one a Pilsae and the other a tax collector. The
Pharisee, standing by himself, prayed thus: ‘GodtHank you that I am not like other men,
extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or even like thiax collector. | fast twice a week; | give tithes all
that | get.” But the tax collector, standing far §fwould not even lift up his eyes to heaven, begb
his breast, saying, ‘God, be merciful to me, a sénh | tell you, this man went down to his house
justified, rather than the other. For everyone wlexalts himself will be humbled, but the one who
humbles himself will be exalted (ESV)

This account is often referred to as the ParablaefPharisee and the Publican. The title seems
adequate enough, and the story told is certaiplgrable, as the context of verse 9 makes cléta:dlso
spoke this parable to some who trusted in themsehat they were righteous, and treated others with
contempt (ESV). As such it doesn't matter whether Jesisted an actual occurrence or simply used the
hypocrisy of the Pharisees as a model for the gtdy His point, His lesson remains our main conce
which offers a contrast between going about repean a wrong way and obtaining repentance in the
proper and beneficial way. In a sense we couldtbfrthis parable as a much needed tutorial orhtve-
to of Christian repentance.



But before teaching us how to repent, Jesus teduhesnot to repent. This first lesson is to be
found in the attitude of the Pharisee. In ordeunderstand it, we must recall again what repent#ice
and why it is so necessary. Repentance, rememtmaprses only two things: sorrow for sin and farith
Jesus for the forgiveness of sins. Well, as wereadily see, there isn’t the least bit of sorrowha so-
called prayer of the Pharisee. In fact, he seemise quieased with himself. He boasts of his
accomplishments. He compares himself with othedsliaes whathe sees iimself

And maybe as far as outward appearances were c@u;dre was better than the tax collector.
So what? Repentance does not begin with a subgestandard that is measured against what other
people are like. Repentance begins with the highlaly standard of God’s Law, which includes as a
very key ingredient that we be holy just as God $&ihis holy. Part of true repentance, then, is
comparing yourself to the proper standard. Think ke the tasting of an apple. Who cares if aaie
kind of apple tastes better than a chunk of barkat® person wants to know is whether it tastesdik
apple should taste—sweet, mildly tart, crisp. Swmatepentance begins with the only standard tahvhi
we are held accountable and that standard is Gutiisess.

Since there was no sorrow for sin expressed byPtigisee, his prayer naturally expressed no
faith in Jesus for the forgiveness of sins. No goes to a doctor unless he thinks he is sick area. So
also, this Pharisee did not approach God in priyyevhat God could provide him, but rather for what
thought he could provide God, which in his ownrestion was far more than the no-good tax collector
standing in the back of the temple court.

Now to demonstrate the great injury that comes feomrong approach to repentance, we skip
ahead to what Jesus concludes about the Pharideleisaapproach in the temple. Jesus tells us that h
was not the one who went home justified, or forgivé his sins. Of course, it's not that forgiveness
wasn'’t available to the man. Rather, it's that pareed it; he cast it away in favor of somethingreno
appetizing to his spiritual palate, namely, his oughteousness. Without that forgiveness of sind an
without proper repentance to take hold of it, fisrisee was going to perish in hell. That, let&ize, is
truly what's at stake: not a person’s standindhmeyes of others, but a person’s eternal destimati

Now we consider the right way to repent. It is destmated in the attitude and prayer of the tax
collector who said;God, be merciful to me, a sinnerWe hear a deep sorrow in his prayer. There’'s no
“I've done this and that good deed.” There’s no¢rewa claim of “I promise to do better in the futlire
The only comparison he could make between himselfthe Pharisee would be an admission that he’s
the greater sinner, because the sins he knowssheohamitted are far worse and far more than thetsin
knows the Pharisee has committed. That's why inGheek he doesn’t call himself “a sinner,” btié
sinner.” He had only himself in view, with no exessto offer, no comparisons to make—only the
realization of guilt and condemnation deservedaibthe sins he had committed against the holy God.

So what hope did that awareness of his sin anddhew for his sin leave him? It left only one
hope—that God would atone for the man’s sins baseHis mercy and His plan of redemption. In that
same temple where he had confessed his sin, hihdatsual reminder of what God would do with those
sins. It was there in the animal sacrifices thattield see God’s intent to lay the blame and pumesit
of his sins to the account of a substitute whahasprophecies of Christ surely foretold, would malke
atoning payment necessary to secure the sure méGypd's forgiveness. Surely the tax collector also
had the Gospel in mind when he prayed, “God, beifiodto me (lit. propitiatedto me), the sinner.”

On what basis, then, could such a scoundrel appeéhé mercy of the holy God? What gave this
sinful tax collector boldness in seeking such mevdyen at the same time he admits his own
unworthiness? Only one thing would provide suchdbess; it is found in the words and promises of
God. This leads us to consider our second texicts 26:19-20These words were spoken by the apostle
Paul as he stood on trial before King Agrippa,ial that happened after the Jews had accused him of
committing crimes against the Jewish nation and a¢minst the Roman Empire. Having this opportunity
before him, Paul gave a brief yet clear and saditbdse of the Gospel. In his words to King Agrippa
hear how he had become both a believer in Christaamissionary for Christ:



“Therefore, O King Agrippa, | was not disobediend tthe heavenly vision, but declared first to
those in Damascus, then in Jerusalem and throughalt the region of Judea, and also to the
Gentiles, that they should repent and turn to Gopgerforming deeds in keeping with their
repentance.”(ESV)

Many hear these words and, like the Pharisee ifimirtext, take from them a wrong approach
to repentance. Repentance, they believe, is daogd geeds. But that is not what Paul says. He eguat
repentance as a turning to God; and as we heayarifirst reading, the only turning to God thatdedo
justification is that of having sorrow for sin amdist in God’s mercy that comes through Jesus Chris
That's not to say that good deeds have no pladethieir place always comester repentance, as the
demonstration of the sincerity of it—never befdras the cause of God’s justification.

In this regard we consider two of the Lord’s disegpas pointed examples. First there was Judas.
Judas was at least sorry for his sin, which is ntba@ one can say for the Pharisee. But in thehénd
faulty version of repentance caused him to rejemt’&mercy and forgiveness too. He, like the Pleatis
decided his fate would better be left in his ownds So he went out, returned the betrayal mondyeo
religious leaders, and then killed himself. Frorme thiorks-centered perspective of his unbelief, it wa
what he could do—the only thing he could do. Foloag as one is hell-bent on doing something toato
for his sins, that's about as good as anythingttiafPharisee had to offer, because nothing we dove
up or sacrifice, including ourselves, can makearmir sins.

By a miracle of God's grace Peter's course woulddifterent. He took the path of the tax
collector. Oh, we suspect that he was just as s®mrjudas for his pitiful performance in the coantyof
the high priest. Those bitter tears he shed wedouistedly real and honest. No one in that courtyard
could possibly have been so wicked as he. In theomof God’'s Law Peter knew himself to be a
scoundrel. He heard the accusations of his owncoemse, in right agreement with God’s holy Law, and
all he could muster was a bitter, tearful Amen.

The miracle in Peter's case, however, wasn't theogoover his sin, but especially the faith,
though weak it might have been, to trust that Jegudd still receive him. Peter had heard Him foggi
so many others for the past three years, and newrly hope he had was to rely on this same mércifu
Lord forgiving him too. Ultimately Peter’'s faith idesus proved valid, for Jesus Himself was the
Substitute God sent to atone for his sins anditieedaf all people. This He did hours later on tharaof
the cross, offering His holy blood as the “LamiGaid who takes away the sin of the world.”

Just like Peter and Paul and the penitent taxaoliethat is how we repent. With contrite hearts
we confess our sins and say Amen to the indictroéi@od’s Law that condemns us. And in faith we
listen to the Gospel that declares all our sinsddorgiven for Jesus’ sake. By God’s grace we/sagn
once more and go home justified, declared rightdguthe Judge who accepts the sacrifice of Chsst a
the full payment of our debt. Then with the peac€od’s forgiveness as our own, we live our livesas
to bring forth the fruits of that repentance, astwa from our former sins, strive to glorify Gadall that
we think, say, and do, and even forgive as we haea forgiven. It will be the grace of our merci&bd
that makes it so. Amen!

Blestor Blessé@®
A Study of the Use oftiR and paxaprog
John Pfeiffer

* The following is the conclusion to the egslat appeared in the previous isslieufnal 53:3, pages
37-47). Part | has focused on the study of tharpat Hebrew terms. Part Il below will resume wtitie
study of the main Greek tenmkeapLroc. For the sake of retaining some continuity, twetieas from Part
| are repeated below. Material quoted from soursesited per MLA guidelines. See Works Cited on
page 24.



In the Greek New Testament the wardscpioc andevroyntoc are commonly translated with the
letters b-l-e-s-s-e-d Nevertheless, these terms are not synonyms. ®heepts expressed by each are
distinct from one another. Likewise, the Hebrewrtendx and=12 have different concepts. When no
distinction is made in translating or enunciatingge terms, the English reader is deprived of agooof
divine revelationHow, then, can we help our hearers note the digdim@and gain the full flavor of words
that the Spirit uses? What are the distinctions?

* Does wR mean the same thing 3%127?
* Doespexaplog mean the same thing @s.oyntoc?
* Does “bless-éd” mean the same thing as “blesédds)?

MokopLog

Sincepoxdpiog is the usual Septuagint (LXX) translation fory, it is fitting that we consider
this term also. In his “Exegetical Notes” availabidine Brian Stoffregen states the following abtie
non-biblical usage of the word, which by his owmmégbkion was “mostly taken from thEheological
Dictionary of the New Testamént

In ancient Greek timesnakariosreferred to the gods. The blessed ones were ttie ey had

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

death. The blessed ones were beings who lived nme sather world away from the cares and
problems and worries of ordinary people. To bedsdsyou 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 wortdefods. . . .

Finally, in Greek usaganakarioscame to refer to the elite, the upper crust ofietpcthe
wealthy people. It referred to people whose richied power put them above the normal cares
and problems and worries of the lesser folk—thenpewho constantly struggle and worry and
labor in life. To be blessed, you had to be veti eand powerful. (Stoffregen)

Thusuakaproc conceptualizes a status or set of circumstances tmae desired. The “gods” and
also the wealthy are considered by the ancientseeng in this most desired state. Of course, thddao
view at work here believes that the desired statdhat in which one has no lack of wealth or power.
However, when the Spirit took hold of this word, td@nsformed it from the concerns of the physical a
material world to those of the spiritual world. Téhesired set of circumstances appears to be thesipp
of that desired by the world, as one can see pdatig in the Beatitudegoor in spirit, those who mourn,
the meek, the persecuted.

How well do the New Testament lexicons bear tlusin their listing of definitions and glosses
(in italics) for uakaproc? Compare what is offered below from Bauer-Dankerei&Gingrich (BDAG),
Louw-Nida (L-N), Moulton-Milligan (M-M), Friberg (F.), and Thayer (Th.).

BDAG: 1. pertaining to being fortunate or happy dexe of circumstancesortunate, 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 foraux (Ps. 1:1, al.), “Oh, the happiness of ...!", and iebirew 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.

We can add to the above a few pointed observatrons Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the
New Testamerwhich are found under the heading “The Word Grioujhne New Testament”:

The special feature of the groupkapiog, pexapilerr, pakapiopdg 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 neuRrepLopdg is found . . . at [Galatians] 4:15 for the



On

blessedness of receiving the message of salvatimhat [Romans] 4:6, 9 with reference to the
remission of sins. (Hauck 367)

As in Gk. macarisms, there is often contrast witalse estimation as to who is truly blessed. . .
. A clear difference from the Gk. beatitudes istth#l secular goods and values are now
completely subsidiary to the one supreme good,kihngdom of God, whether it be that the
righteous man may hope for this, is certain oh#s a title to it, or already has a part in it. The
predominating estimation of the kingdom of God emrrwith it a reversal of all customary
evaluations. Thus the NT beatitudes often containes! paradoxes. (Hauck 368)

In all these verses [Matt. 16:17, John 20:29, LLke?8, et al] the light of future glory shines
over the sorry present position of the righteousisTthe NT beatitudes are not just intimations of
the future or consolations in relation to it. Tie®e the present in the light of the future. (Hauck
369)

Moxkaprog VS. EdbAoyntdg

Edroyntoc refers to“good speech,that is, good words spoken about someqraig¢e. When
coming from the mouth of God, the words are effestivith actual power effecting or granting theyer
matters that they express. When in the mouth of, nienwords express his thoughts, but have noeénnat
power. At best such words can only acknowledge whalready understood to be true.

The English verb “to bless” is an acceptable tetim for edioyéw. Whereas b-l-e-s-s-e-8 is
the usual translation famioynrog, it would seem thatpraised or “praiseworthy would express the
Greek concept in a better way. If the worifogizé was not used primarily in the setting of funerals
this would be an excellent translation édkoyntoc.

As for the word blessétias an adjective, this should be distinguishednftbe past tense of the
verb “to bless,” i.e., “bléssedbles). The latter refers to the fact that a blessing len extended in the
past. The former refers to that status in whichees@n finds himself in the present. Expressing the
distinction is the main issue in determining thetheay to translate the pertinent word. Thus weaukho
ask: Does the word “bléssedil€s) as a translation farkaproc relay the correct concept to the English-
speaking reader? Does this word express what Csaling?

Maoxkaprog in usage

In Luke 6 we hear Christ contrasiaproc with odel (Louw-Nida: “a state of intense hardship or
distress — ‘disaster, horror™):
Verse 20:Then He lifted up His eyes toward His disciplesqd aaid:"Blessed(uckdpioL) are you
poor, for yours is the kingdom of God.”
Verse 24: But woe(odat) to you who are rich, for you have received yoursaation”
Both of these words are pronouncements by whiclisCtieclares the state of the persons describesl. Th
latter are in a state of woe; the former are inadesof blessedness. Both are in that state rigiv ©Of
course, these states do have an effect on theirefutternal destinies, but the blessedness andabdeare
present realities nevertheless.
How should one translagexcpLog in the following passage? In
Luke 1:42 and 1:45 it is Elizabeth speaking:
Then she spoke out with a loud voice and said, S8#d(e0roynuévn) are you among women, and
blessedevroynuévoc) is the fruit of your womb! . . .Bless@dkoapice) is she who believed, for there
will be a fulfillment of those things which werédtber from the Lord.”
the one hand, Mary is worthy of a eulogirgynuévn well-spoken-of; praiséd because the Lord had
chosen her for this highest of honors (cf. her Mfégat). On the other hand, she is declared
blessédlexapia) because of her status as the mother of the pedhiessiah.
Modern translators seem to prefer the word “happy’a translation fotexkaproc. There are
problems connected with this term, however. As usedimerica especially, this word can be shallaw. |




is often equated with an emotional feeling of gkeghough it may produce feelings, the stat@wfipioc
in itself is not a feeling. In fact, one who isarstate ofiexaprog may not be feeling happy at all.

The word “happy” would not fit the use joikaproc in certain passages. Consider the following,
in which the underlined Greek term is rendered Vhdppy”:

Matt. 5:4:Makdapior ol mevBodvteg: 0TL adtol Tapakindoovtal (“Blesséd are those who mourn, for
they shall be comfortedl”

— “Happy are those who are sad. . . .”

Luke 11:27 Eyéveto 6¢ év t¢) Aéyely adtov tadte €mapaot Ti¢ Guuny yuun €k Tod OxAov elmev

a0T®, Mokople 1) KOLALe T) BroTdoood O€ Kol peoTol ov¢ EBnAnoec.
— “Happy is the womb. . . .”

Luke 23:29067tL 160V €épyovtal muépal €v alc épodoly, MakdpLal ol oTelpol kel ol KolAlol ol odk
eyévvnoar kol paotol ol obk éBpefav. — “Happy are the barren and the wombs which neverebor
and the breasts which never nursed.”

Acts 20:35: . . pmuovedewy te t@r Adywy Tod kuplov ‘Inood dtL adtog elmer, Mokaploy €otLy
uaAlov didovaer f AepPaverr. — “And to remember the words of the Lord Jesus, thatHimself
said,’It is more happy to give than to receive.”

| Timothy 1:11:kate t0 edayyértov Thg 60ENG oD pakaplov Beod O emoteldny éyw. — “according
to the Gospel of the glory of the happy God, witlictv | was entrusted.”

| Timothy 6:15: 1 kaipoic ibloig Setfel 0 pokaplLog kol WOVog Suvaotng, O Paoliels TOV
BaoLAcvovtwr kol kipLog TV KupLevovtwy — “. . . the happy and only Ruler. . .."

For translators the preferred way seems to beiskeof one English word in one context and a
different English word in another, but is that tight thing to do? The Spirit has inspired the @nstto
use the same word in each instandekdapioc conveys a single concept. So the question foronses
back to this: Is there an effective English wor@onvey that single concept?

We might consider the adjective “blesséd” or tlbem“blessedness.” However, since the word
“bless-éd” is not a common part of American vocabyl is there another expression that may be used
more effectively? We think of biblical terms thaanmot be understood properly without the biblical
background connected to them (e. g., “grace”). §dree holds true for the word “bless-éd”; pastoesine
to instruct the people as to its meaning in theleBilrhis is true even if one translajeswproc with
“happy.” The commonly accepted understanding opfhé does not properly convey the significance of
wekapLog as it is used in Scripture.

What are the possible translations? We condiddthew 5:3:

MokdpLor ol TTwyol @ Treduatt, 0Tl alT@Y €0TLY 1 PaoLAclo TOV 0VPOVAV.
“Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is thegdom of heaveh.
Since the common translations faapLroc are “blessed” and “happy,” we could consider symas for
these words, mentally inserting them into the pgessa determine their suitability.
Synonyms forhappy cheerful, entertained, carefree, pleased, felisii better off, gladdened,
triumphant, well-chosen.
Synonyms forblessed favored, fortunate, highly favored, favored wibhessings, hallowed,
consecrated, beatified, saved, endued with, warthyorship, blissful.

Commentators onpakaptog (Matthew 5:3)

Barnes “Blessedarethe poor in spirit.The wordblessedmeanshappy referring to that which produces
felicity, from whatever quarter it may come” (43).

Clarke “Blessed are the poor in spirit, etc. - Or, hapmykapror from pe or un, not, andknp, fate, or
death: intimating, that such persons were enduéd iwimortality, and consequently were not liable to
the caprices of fate. Homer, lliad i, 330, calle Supreme god®lewv poxkapwr, the ever happy and
Immortal gods, and opposes thenditgrwr avbpwnwyr, mortal men. . . ."



“From this definition we may learn, that the persshom Christ terms happy is one who is not
under the influence of fate or chance, but is goserby an all-wise providence, having every step
directed to the attainment of immortal glory, betngnsformed by the power into the likeness of the
ever-blessed God. Though some of the persons, wdtates are mentioned in these verses, cannot be
said to be as yet blessed or happy, in being madekers of the Divine nature; yet they are termed
happy by our Lord, because they are on the straightto this blessedness” (Clarke).
deSilva “The literary form known as the beatitude, or kadgsm,” also relates directly to the delineation
of who is honorable and what qualities or behavéweshonorable. K. C. Hanson has helpfully defitined
makarism as ‘the public validation of an individgabr group’s experience, behavior, or attitude as
honorable.” He proposes that the opening of a toeltishould be translated not ‘blessed’ or ‘happy’
‘enviable’ but ‘how honorable.” We should extendtliranslation to include ‘how honored’ or evenwho
favored’ since makarisms usually also express timeept of having been specially endowed by God with
some gift that bestows honor” (287).

Thomas“The title ‘Beatitudes’ is derived from the Latmord beatusThis adjective is the equivalent of
the Hebrew ashereyt describes a state of happy and successfuppribg. It is not so much a state of
inner feeling on the part of those to whom appliadt, rather of blessedness from an ideal pointi@ivv

in the judgment of others. It should be distingetsfrom_eulogetoand its cognates which always render
barukin the O. T. (Allen, p. 39; M'Neile, p. 50; Broaslypp. 87-88). This latter word looks more at what
is bestowed or attributed from an external sourdalewmakariosappeals to the absolute state
(‘ Preliminary Exegetical Digest of Matthew 5-7,13;29. 14)” (gtd. in Heck).

Heck [quoting Carson] “Attempts to make makariasean “happy” and eulogetdblessed”
(Broadus) are therefore futile; though both appeany times, both can apply to either God or mars It
difficult not to conclude that their common facteapproval, man “blesses” God, approving and prgis
him; God “blesses” man, approving him in gracioaadescension™ [D. A. Carsoithe Expositors Bible
Commentary: MatthewGrand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1978, p. 131]nlerdnote Heck goes on to
state: “If Carson is correct, then makarthses not refer to simple ‘happiness.’” Zodhiatesild@gree:
‘This book will point up the basic difference betmethe two words “blessed” (makarioi in Greek) and
“happy.” To put it briefly here, “blessed” refeis the one whose sufficiency is within him, whileafipy”
refers to the one whose sufficiency comes fromidatsources. . . . ‘Happy comes from the word “hap,
meaning “chance.” It is therefore incorrect to slate the word makarioi (which we find repeatediyhe
Beatitudes) as “happy.” It means something faregdht, in its real sense; it means “blessed.” €Th
Pursuit of Happiness,” Chattanooga: AMG Press, 186&ace) John MacArthur, Jr., however, suggests
that makariosloes mean ‘happy,’ stating: ‘Makariaseans happy, fortunate, blissful. Horner [sic]dise
the word to describe a wealthy man, and Plato usadone who is successful in business. Both Homer
and Hesiod spoke of the Greek gods as being happkafio3 within themselves, because they were
unaffected by the world of men—who were subjegbawerty, disease, weakness, misfortune and death .

. an inward contentedness that is not affecteccibgumstances.’ The MacArthur New Testament
Commentary: Matthew 1-Thicago: Moody Press, 1985, pg. 142)” (Heck).
France “Macarisms’ are essentially commendations, catgations, statements to the effect that a
person is in a good situation, sometimes even sgpes of envy. The Hebrew equivalentmadkariosis
‘aSré rather than the more theologically loade@ 0k, ‘blessed (by God).” The traditional English
rendering ‘blessed’ thus also has too theologicabanotation in modern usage; the Greek term for
‘blessed (by God)' i®ulogetos, not makarios The sense of congratulation and commendatioerisgps
better conveyed by ‘happy,’ but this term gener&ls too psychological a connotatiomakariosdoes
not state that a persdeels happy (‘Happy are those who mourn’ is a partidulanappropriate
translation if the word is understood in that wat that they are in a ‘happy’ situation, one vhather
people ought also to wish to share. ‘Fortunates gétser to the sense, but has inappropriate cations
of luck. ‘Congratulations to. . .” would convey nfuof the impact of a ‘macarism,” but perhaps sounds
too colloquial. The Australian idiom ‘Good on yés’ perhaps as close as any to the sense, but wotild
communicate in the rest of the English-speakingldvay favorite translation ofmakariosis the
traditional Welsh rendering of the Beatitud€syyn eu bydliterally ‘White is their world,” an evocative



idiom for those for whom everything is good. Beati#s are descriptions, and commendations, of the
good life” (160-61).

Lenski (on Matt. 5:3)“The Beatitudes read like a Psalmkapror at once recalls theshreof Ps. 1:1.
‘Blessed!” intoned again and again, sounds likésbafl heaven, ringing down into this unblessed dorl
from the cathedral spires of the kingdom invititignaen to enter. The word, like its oppositet, ‘woe,’

is neither a wish regarding a coming condition, aatescription of a present condition, but a judgime
pronounced upon the persons indicatgdting that they must be considered fortunate. form is almost
exclamatory: ‘O the blessedness of those who,! éfd it is Jesus who renders this judgment, wihsch
therefore, absolutely true although all the worlaydisagree” (183; emph. JP).

Peoples New TestameMatt. 5:3): ‘BlessedThere follow nine beatitudes, each of which promas a
blessing upon those who have certain characteyistibe word ‘blessed’ is first applied to God, and
means more than ‘happy,’” as it has sometimes bemslated. Happiness comes from earthly things;
blessedness comes from God. It is not bestowettanilyi; a reason follows each beatitude.”

Williams: “Blessed ((akapior); Vulgate, beati hence ‘Beatitudes.” The word describes ‘the pwor
spirit,” etc., not as recipients of blessirgipynuévor) from God, or even from men, but as possessors of
‘happiness’ (cf. the Authorized Version of John.xli7, and frequently). It describes them in refeesto
their inherent state, not to the gifts or the reisathat they receive. It thus answers in thoughthto

common™uR of the Old Testameng.g 1 Kings x. 8; Psa. i. 1; xxxii. 1; Ixxxiv. 5" (B47).

Choosing a Translation
Although the etymology ofixkdpiog is not the same as that ofiX, since paxdpiog is

consistently the Septuagint translation fornix and since the New Testament writers seem to
acknowledge this translation as appropriate, wetiegat the two words as synonymous.

For the moment let us forget about the Engisimsblessédandblestandhappy We will set
aside both the words and the concepts that accomipese words. Having removed them from our
minds, we assemble the English lettgrs-h-r-e-yas a transliteration of the Hebrew wortli®. And the
same can be done fakapLoc: makarios

Next we shall attempt to formulate a concept ffiis hew word. Beginning with the basic concept
for the verb=ux (to be or go straighy and formulating it into a noun, we come up with thaun
“straightness.” With this sense in mind, we conaapte our new word as expressing some thing oresom
state of being that is straight or in right aligmineith . . . with what? Let us state: In rightdimith what
it is meant to be. The context would determine what is. If God is the one making the declaratiben
it is in perfect line with what God meant it to be.

One thing that we have not accounted for is tloe theat>2wx is plural in form. For this reason
some have quite literally translated: “O the blds®sses of the man. . . .” Using the concept of
“straightness,” we find it difficult to convey ayshl—"straightnesses”? Perhaps it is sufficient thoe
present simply to think in terms of straightnes®eisg something that runs from point A to poinaizd
covers much territory in so doing. Thus “straiglssiecould conform in sense to a plural. It is not
straightness at only one point, but could includdtiple points along the way.

Note The Greek ternuakapioc appears to be derived from the rqok-, supposedly meaning
“become long or large,” although this is hard tafye It is not my intent to trace the developmeit
this term and thereby to attempt to resolve aniBngtanslation. | believe the biblical conceptridu

in "WR has a bearing on the Spirit’s choiceuakdpioc as the parallel Greek term. Therefore the
meaning of the Old Testament word should affect understanding of the New Testament term,
while at the same time not forcing an artificiayrablogical foundation fopakapioc. The older
(Hebrew) term provides a concept, which is expréésethe more recent (Greek) term, as well as the
modern (English) term. The newer terms should lmthé concept of the older term.



So we now have a new English woeglirey with an accompanying concept. When we use the
word, our minds can form a picture of sothéng or somestate extending straight and true, in perfect
alignment with the way it is meant to be.

Now how would this concept be applied to the imdiral texts that contain the Hebrew word
"UR? We consider again Psalm 1:1:

WX WNRTTIUR ashrey-the-man who

D'pyn nEya 751 X5 not walks in the counsel of wicked ones

my NP D21 77721 and in the pathway of sinners not stands

2y KD p'gb 2wina and in the seat to (of) mocking ones not sits.
With the new English wordshreywe envision a man who is a state of being straight and true to the
way God meant him to be.

However, we are still left with a difficulty. Sieat defies imagination to find a way to implant a
new word in the minds of all English-speaking peolow are we going to translate the word? We are
left with the difficulty of choosing an existing Bish word, but which one?

Happy?

The use ofux in the Old Testament indicates a condition orestétbeing. Most of the time it
appears to be a spiritual condition. Some tramsiatiuse the word “happy.” In the modern American
mind, however, “happy” expresses an emotional sehp&asure, delight, even euphoria; in other wprd
a feeling

An online source provides the following definiteofor “happy” with examples of usage:

1. delighted, pleased, or glad, as over a partit¢hiag: to behappyto see a person.
2. characterized by or indicative of pleasure, entthent, or joy: dappy mood; ahappyframe of
mind.
3. favored by fortune; fortunate or luckyhappy fruitful land.
4. apt or felicitous, as actions, utterances, easd
5. obsessed by or quick to use the item indicatesdiglly used in combination): a triggesppy
gangster. Everybody is gadgkeppythese days.
Thus happiness, as it is understood today, is s@ojective. Moreover, imbedded in the word itselfhe
concept of good luck, since the word “happinesstigsived from the OIld Norse “happ” (cf. Middle
English “hap”), which meanshanceor good luck

When God says that a maraghrey it is clear that this is objective—an objectivats of being.
Although the particular state or condition ashreymay produce feelings of happiness, that state or
condition is not in and of itself a feelingshreyis not a state of mindut a state of being

When a person wonders if his situation in life d¢@ncharacterized bgshrey he should not
examine his inner emotions, but his outward andano\wcircumstances. Psalm 1 describes a godly
person’s circumstances. He refrains from walkingha counsel of the wicked, from standing in the
pathway of sinners, from sitting in the seat ofstnavho mock God'’s truth. Rather, he delights in the
instruction of Jehovah. He meditates on God's Wadag and night. This is describing internal and
external circumstances. This person is in the sfedshrey

If for lack of a better word the translator chaoSeappy,” it should be understood that this is not
a feeling of happiness, but rather that the word “happy’cdbss the circumstances—the spiritual
surroundings that affect one’s life, faith, and &@&br—in which a person finds himself. Regardlets o
how the person feels at the moment, his situasoa happy one because of a reason that the Seriptur
clearly states. It is not a state of mind, butadesof being.

It should be noted that several commentators vegotiie word “happy” make the point that this
happiness is something to be gained in the futewen the distant future of heavenly glory. However,
ashreyapplies to the person at the moment of God's datitan. This one has becorashreyby virtue of
the characteristics or benefits indicated in thetext.

Consider the input of one Jim Forrest in a Decer@b@4 article posted online:



“Happy’ isn't good enough,” Rabbi Steven Schwatrktonce told me. “The biblical translator who
uses such a word should change jobs, maybe writecdidedies with nice happy endings. The
problem is that, if you decide you don't like ‘béesl,” there isn’t a single English word that cateta
its place. You might use a phrase like ‘on thetrighck’ or ‘going in the right direction.” Sin, the
way, means being off the track, missing the tafetng ‘blessed’ means you aren’t lost—you’re on
the path the Creator intends you to be on. But wiatrecognize as a blessing may look like an
affliction to an outsider. Exchanging ‘blessed’ foappy’ trivializes the biblical word. You mighsa
well sum up the Bible with a slogan like, ‘Haveiaenday' (Forrest).

Blesse@

Blesséds a word that is potentially open to re-concefitiray. Most people do not have a clear
idea of what the word means. Therefore we can tiem to understand the Spirit's use of this word,
even as we do with other biblical words like “graoe*“justify.” The word “blesséd” describes thevifie
declaration of the desirable status of the persloose life is in perfect line with what God has nieato
be. The context will provide that aspect of lifestate that is being so described. Such appedrs tohe
case in the examples below.

Psalm 1:1-Blesséds the man who does not walk in the counsel of wickext and in the pathway
of sinners does not stand and in the seat of mgakies does not sBut rather in the instruction of
the LORD is his desire, and in His instruction kpeatedly meditates day and nidinans. JP).

* The man who is so characterized (v. 1) and whieducts his daily life in this manner (v. 2) is
declared by God as having the status that is ifepeline with what God means it to be. He
avoids that which is contrary to the will of Godjtlembraces that which proclaims the will of
God.

Matthew 5:3 Blesséd are the poor in spirit, for theirs is thiegdom of heaven.

* Those who are poor in spirit are declared lsudeo have a desirable status, one that is irgerf
line with what God means it to be. Their statusne of being spiritually poverty-stricken. Such
persons recognize that they have nothing of vaiue sight of God. God means for all of us to
have such a status, to know it, and to receive fttim what is needed for entrance into and
citizenship in His heavenly kingdom.

Acts 20:35"It is more blesséd to give than to receive.”

* The status of giving is such that it is in pEmtfline with what God wants.

1 Kings 10:8"“Blessédare your men and blessed are these your servarfits, stand continually
before you and hear your wisdom!”

* This is a_humarevaluation. The queen of Sheba believes that & and servants of Solomon
hold a blessed status, one in which they are govgolomon’s wisdom. According to the queen
of Sheba, this is a desirable status, one in pdifecwith her estimation of what it ought to be.

1 Timothy 1:11“According to the Gospel of the glory of the bles&mH, with which | was
entrusted.”

* The status of God is in perfect line with whaisitmeant to be.

Summary

MokdpLog and " UR are terms that describe the status or standing méraon, a thing, or an
activity. The character of this status is annoumsgn determined to be so by the one who declaees t
blessédness. Likewise, the desirability of theustds dependent on the opinion and authority of the
declarer. If the declarer is human, the charadténeostatus is as good or bad as his own knowledge
opinion. If the declarer is God, then the statusiétermined by the objectivity of faultless, divine
knowledge and wisdom and the authority of all tHatdecrees to be so.

As for the words “blessedbles) and “happy,” these convey certain concepts ajresmbedded
in the minds of people. Such concepts from an Bhghoint of view do not necessarily convey the
concepts expressed jinkaprog and R, Therefore we should avoid the use of these aslaons or
enunciations. '



The preferred translation (and pronunciation)bikesséd.” Since few people have an embedded
definition for this term, it will have to be defiddor God's people, just like a number of other IBib
terms. The preferred definition for “blesséd” slibbe something like this:

The pronouncement of a favorable status; a dedlamahat the object is in a condition that receives
the approval of the speaker.
Now when God is the speaker, then the approval ast rdesirable. Moreover, when God makes the
declaration, we may also be sure that God is tleevdmo has granted and certified this status tooli® s
the blesséd ones.

According to the book of Psalms a person has erédle status in God's sight when that person

is one. . .
« Who avoids wickedness and meditates on God’s Word
(Ps. 1:1-2).
¢ Who puts his trust in God (Ps. 2:12).
+ Whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is aaler
(Ps. 32:1).
Who considers the poor (Ps. 41:1).
Whom the Lord chooses (Ps. 65:4).
Who dwells in the Lord’s house (Ps. 84:4).
Whose strength is in the Lord (Ps. 84:5).
Whom the Lord instructs and teaches (Ps. 94:12).
Who keeps justice and does righteousness at a&btim
(Ps. 106:3).
¢ Who fears the Lord and delights greatly in His canaments (Ps. 112:1).
« Who keeps the Lord’s testimonies and seeks Him thighwhole heart (Ps. 119:2).
« Who has God for his help and whose hope is in tre L
(Ps. 146:5).
And these describe all believers in Jesus Christ.

According to the Gospel recorded by Matthew, t{veg) are in a favorable standing before God .

Who are poor in spirit.
Who mourn.
Who are meek.
Who hunger and thirst for righteousness.
Who are merciful.
Who are pure in heart.
Who are peacemakers.
Who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake.
¢ Who are reviled and persecuted and blasphemedomumaicof Jesus.
And these characteristics likewise refer to alldyadrs in Jesus Christ.

BLESSED IS HE WHOSE GOD IS THE LORD
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Handling Repentance of Public Sin in Our Modern Day
John Hein

Introduction

My wife and | recently obtained new cell phones.pFotect our investment, we purchased Otter
Box cell phone cases over the Internet. She chogey case; | decided on yellow. Our purchases,
however, were coming from two different sourcesnaat different prices. She received hers in a feysda
and it functioned as it should. Mine was a few al@icheaper, arrived a few days later, and dichawoe
the proper fit with the phone. While | had ordereshe from a business in Florida, | later discoveted
was shipped from China. My guess is that it mayeHasen an imitation.

There’s a reason why we like things to be genulmeimitation doesn’'t measure up to the quality
of the real thing. It potentially has defects, doekinction as it should, doesn'’t last as longj @o forth.

An imitation can easily let us down.

From Scripture we know that Christian love is torpeate congregational life. Jesus told His
disciples on the night before He die& fiew commandment | give to you, that you loveao¢her; as |
have loved you, that you also love one andtii@ohn 13:34). This Christian love is expected to be
genuine, based upon the love Christ has shown tiorasgh His atoning death on the cross.

One would expect love within a Christian congrematio be real. Even the world perceives that
this should be the case. | think back to a childhexperience attending a heterodox church. Dutieg t
service the pastor suddenly announced that it ina@es b express Christian love. The person nextép m
whom | didn’'t know, had a fake smile on his facéhagyrabbed my hand to shake it. Caught off-guard,
later stared at him and noticed that he had retltméeing somber. It seemed to me even as a ylooyg
that this practice was very shallow, although d niake me think about what constituted genuine.love



God’s Word tells us in Romans 12:9-1&et love be without hypocrisy. Abhor what is e@ling
to what is good. Be kindly affectionate to one haotwith brotherly love, in honor giving preferente
one another; not lagging in diligence, fervent pirs, serving the Lord; rejoicing in hope, patiet
tribulation, continuing steadfastly in prayer; difiuting to the needs of the saints, given to he$py.
Bless those who persecute you; bless and do neecuRrejoice with those who rejoice, and weep with
those who weep. Be of the same mind toward on&é@mnot .”

It is clear that we are directed to have our lawsard one another be genuine. But this is also
tied up with the intimate bond we have togethebraghers and sisters in Christ. The bond of Chikst-
love is tighter than even blood ties. We are bondggther by our almighty Triune God Himself, with
the gift of forgiveness of sins from Him as ourretd treasure. As we hear in 1 John 1But'if we walk
in the light as He is in the light, we have fellbygswith one another, and the blood of Jesus Cltlist
Son cleanses us from all sin

With this fellowship established on something tridgting and genuine, we should expect our
love to be demonstrated at a deeper level than r@ mmendshake. Since it is a love founded on the
cleansing power of the blood of Jesus Christ, @mmncern for one another extends to those things that
pertain to salvation. Obviously at the core of shoitherly concern are sin and grace! Dealing witse
issues within a congregation should and does dematesa Christian love that is genuine, not
hypocritical.

When the sin of a particular member becomes knoitlirwa congregation, many reactions can
take place. Perhaps some may wonder how the pagtdrandle it. Others may consider it a piece of
juicy news to discuss at the next council meetiigmaybe some begin to dread that the person @ n
have to be shamed in front of everyone at churehth@ other hand, by the congregation not addrgssin
such cases of public sin, the matter may also beddw so-called “elephant in the room”—something
secret behind the scenes that causes tensiondb B one may be talking about it, but everyone is
thinking about it. As time goes on, there may lEséhwho believe that if such a sin is acceptablerhe
person, then why not for another? How about evemfgself?

An atmosphere like this, with any of these scemsanocurring in the congregation, is never
healthy. It puts members on edge. Obviously thesdhe wrong ways to look at such an issue. Genuine
Christian love is based upon the forgiveness eécis dias received in Christ Jesus. As such thie isv
to prevail in handling all such cases.

How different this approach is from the way the Mdrandles public wrongdoing. More often
than not, the perceived effectiveness of one’s rees measured by a public opinion poll. Constter
way the public reacted to the marital indiscretiafisTiger Woods, or even to the Monica Lewinski
scandal involving President Clinton. While the wdodlearly does not understand the importance of
genuine repentance, it apparently has an understatitht things ought to be rectified publicly ionse
manner. Yet without basing the rectifying on thedof Christ, it becomes a very subjective opinidth
regard to what constitutes an adequate resolufidmeanatter.

The apostle Paul reminded the Christian congregatithe city of Ephesus:

Now, therefore, you are no longer strangers anckifpmers, but fellow citizens with the saints and
members of the household of God, having been diithe foundation of the apostles and prophets,
Jesus Christ Himself being the chief cornerstonayvihom the whole building, being fitted together,
grows into a holy temple in the Lor(Eph. 2:19-21)

This means that our handling of public sin as Giams is going to be different. We look to the
Word of God, which directs hearts and minds todaenfled always upon our Savior, Jesus Christ. With
that as our focus the Gospel can lead us all tm lupiest of the same thing for ourselves and fohea
other—that we are sinners brought to repentancesapdriencing the healing power of His forgiveness
bestowed to us in Christ. As God’s Word says inddhil 4:2: ‘But to you who fear My name the Sun of
Righteousness shall arise with healing in His wings .” Great joy can be shared by all who are
reconciled to God, as the tension is resolved batwsinners and their Savior. Romans 5:14nd not
only that, but we also rejoice in God through owrd Jesus Christ, through whom we have now received
the reconciliation” This isn’t an imitation; it's the real thing! I what our triune God desires to exist for



all within our congregations.

Handling repentance ofpublic sinin our modern day

In the pastoral theology book callétie Shepherd under Chridte authors define public sins as
“sins which have been committed in the presendbetongregation or are a matter of public knowéedg
and an offense to the congregatiéi©he brother offers this distinction in a self-podd tract:

There are “private sins” of which each of us islitguevery day, sins unknown to anyone perhaps but
ourselves and God, or our closest family membeds@od, and so on. And then there are “public
sins”—sins manifest or known to others besidesealues and God.

In our circles much has been written on the tapipublic sin. Perhaps the word most often used
to discuss and treat the issue of public sin ideftfe,” which is a translation for the Greek word
okdvdorov.* One writer defines it this way:

When we look at the Greek word used for “offerisif the New Testament, the expression
“occasion of stumbling” is today closer to the re@aning of the original. The word “offense” has
come to mean as little as simply hurting anothferédings. So the Greek word is “stumbling-block”
or “death trap.” It refers to any behavior on oartpyhich might cause another to fall into sin and
eventually lose his faith.

A number of passages use the word “offense” inghagper sense, which include the following:

Matthew 18:7: Woe to the world because of offendesr offenseamust come, but woe to that man
by whom the offenssme¥’

Romans 14:13Therefore let us not judge one another anymore rétiner resolve this, not to put a
stumbling blocKmpookoppe] or a cause to falfokavdeiov]in our brother's way

1 Corinthians 10:32-33Give no_offens@mpookomol], either to the Jews or to the Greeks or to the
church of God, just as | also please all men irtlathgs, not seeking my own profit, but the praofit
many, that they may be saved.

1 John 2:10He who loves his brother abides in the light, amere is no cause for stumblinghim

Over the years confusion has occurred over howtd is used in Scripture in relation to how it
is often used in everyday life. To “be offended”dsferent from the Scriptural concept of “causing
offense.” Someone may be offended if one merely looks atihimhat he considers to be the wrong
way. Just because one has offended someone elseéneryday sense doesn’t necessarily mean tieat on
has sinned. There is no need for an apology orkardy of repentance after such a claim when sirots n
involved. This is probably why many of us are trieabby those who actually flaunt their sin as being
acceptable in our society, and then make the ermsptytimonious claim: “I'm sorry that | offendedwb
In a bulletin article for his congregation a bratpastor has observed:

Such a manner of speech basically says, “I said Wsaid and | meant what | said, but | am sorry
you are offended.” Such an apology is not only amtacknowledgment of a wrong, but is rather a
veiled suggestion that the real sin is not thathef perpetrator of the word or deed, but of the one
who was offended. It's as if the offended one stiowt have been so sensitive. It's as if his being
offended becomes the gin.

Giving offense is different. From God’s Word we shibconclude that it is dangerous for a
Christian brother to cause any fellow Christiarstiomble into sin. What each of us does in the mese
of others does impact them positively or negativ€lge article defines offense as “anything wherngy
cast doubt upon your Christianity or cause anothaeach the dangerous conclusion: If he can do it,
can do it, too.® A Christian in a congregation, therefore, is tacbascientious of how public knowledge
of his sin could lead others to think it would lmeeptable for them to do the same thing.

Clearly there are varying degrees to which a sidccbecome public. If knowledge of one’s sin
is limited to a small group of three or four pegplen that's as public as it has become. If sorsasin
has been broadcasted on the local television stétien that situation becomes public knowledgédiwit
the viewing area. If something gets published am ltiternet, it becomes public as well. Perhaps not
everyone in a congregation will hear about it, futh matters do get shared easily within a communit




large or small. The reality is that it has becorablig in that anyone could potentially have hedaodu
it.

The extensiveness of how public a sin has becontieinvihe congregation may need to be
evaluated by its elders. A pastor should be wiltmgeceive counsel from others properly involvedhe
congregation’s soul care. It is also wise to ree@iounsel from fellow brothers in the ministry. 38 not
an indication of weakness or incompetence, buteraghstep toward gaining additional perspectivé tha
proves to be helpful.

An example of a public sin within a small group Wwbibe when Peter discredited the Savior’s
prophecy regarding His sufferings, death, and restion, exclaiming, “Far be it from You, Lord; $hi
shall not happen to You!” While it might have seeni&e a private statement, it was necessary fer th
Lord to rebuke Peter in front of the others as &id ;1 Matthew 16:23: Get behind Me, Satan! You are
an offense to Me, for you are not mindful of thaghk of God, but the things of mémhis open rebuke
would not only benefit Peter, but also help theeadhto understand better the purpose of His redeenpt
work. Peter again needed a public confrontatiois ttme by Paul, when he was two-faced in the
assembly of the Antioch congregation—first eatinthwgentiles, then later separating himself fromrth
in order to please the Jews who had come from dleas(Gal. 2:11-16). Since Peter did this out & th
open, it required Paul to respond in kind, in kmgh what he wrote in 1 Timothy 5:20Those who are
sinning rebuke in the presence of all, that the a¢so may feal

Did Peter shy away from these public reprimandsfiialn fact, at the very beginning of his
discipleship we hear him confess publicly to Jeaube presence of otherdépart from me, for | am a
sinful man, O Lord!(Luke 5:8). Then in the presence of the same graesus said,o not be afraid.
From now on you will catch mei5:10). As people in need of constant repentamaselves, we should
be mindful of the helpful encouragement for anyifeen sinner who has committed any sin, be it gava
or public, to serve the Lord with gladness—a gaaieved only by an evangelical restoration.

Handling repentanceof public sin in our modern day

During my days as an engineer | heard a story ablsomeone who drafted by hand a crucial
blueprint for a transmission. As he began the ptpjee casually asked one of his colleagues foetien
conversion factor. Not understanding what was altestthe coworker jokingly gave him an incorrect
number. For two weeks the drafter painstakingly kedron his drawing, using the wrong scale, until
someone had pointed out that something seemed wWdnide the drawing by all appearances looked like
a correct representation of the transmission,dttbebe redone.

In Mark 2:17 Jesus saidThose who are well have no need of a physicianttmge who are
sick. | did not come to call the righteous, butngrs, to repentancé With the world impacted and
corrupted by sin, Jesus came to address it. Dltiggninistry Jesus continually preached the messége
repentance for sinners. As the physician of sodschime to heal the sin illness which had spreadl to
humankind. He drew sinners to Himself as He broubbthealing medication of the Gospel, the Good
News that in Him we have redemption through His blood, thgifeness of sins, according to the riches
of His gracé (Eph. 1:7).

Repentance is always to be at the heart of allathdiscipline. God’s Word says in James 5:19-
20: “Brethren, if anyone among you wanders from thehfrabd someone turns him back, let him know
that he who turns a sinner from the error of higywall save a soul from death and cover a multitofle
sins” This saving goal for the sinner is quite evidambur Savior’s steps of church discipline outtiria
Matthew 18, where we hear that he hears you, you have gained your broth&he apostle Paul had
this goal clearly in mind when he addressed thenfloan congregation about a case that had remained
unaddressed in their midst. He wrote in 1 Corim#i&:4-5: fn the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when
you are gathered together, along with my spirithvihe power of our Lord Jesus Christ, deliver sach
one to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, thatspirit may be saved in the day of the Lorcudés
Paul was calling this congregation to act on soingtknown to be public in their mid$t.But the goal
was to save the sinner. This is why we are instlat pastoral theology: “Brotherly admonition outgh



have only one purpose, that of reclaiming a sinbirmgher for his own spiritual good and for therglof the
Lord and his churcht*

Unless repentance is the real purpose of how wdumdrour ministries and how we handle public
sin, the result will be incorrect. One cannot measbe result merely by what appears to be theooutc
of an exemplary life or an improvement in behavilbrwe are not focused on leading the sinner to
repentance, we will meander around the real issue the critical outcome—what happens in the heart—
could be gravely wrong. If our goal is only to reipébehavior, then the sinner’s heart is unchangeg.
behavioral change that may occur will not be Gaghping when the love of Christ is not impelling the
individual to follow his Lord Jesus with the propmiotivation. Also, if our goal is at least to hate
sinner make some sort of public amends with thegigation, then the result will be the same.
Predicated on acceptance by the congregation, dreop may merely do what is necessary in order to
please the pastor or others. We, in fact, wouldrdmrte in the process to a spirit of hypocrisytlire
congregation instead of prompting genuine Chriditwe and the true recovery of a straying brother.

Genuine Christian love is to be concerned abowgnigmce. As this becomes the focus, resolving
the matter will bring true joy, both on the parttibé penitent sinner and on the part of the othembrers
in the congregation. After telling the parable bétlost sheep who was found by the shepherd, Jesus
claimed in Luke 15:7:1"say to you that likewise there will be more joyheaven over one sinner who
repents than over ninety-nine just persons who neegpentancé The chorus of angels rejoiced as they
announced the Savior’s birth to the shepherds. Mawwderful their strains in heaven must be as they
rejoice at the repentance of merely one sinnerCAsstian congregations we will desire to refldast
even as we pray, “Thy will be done on earth as ihiheaven.” As we would rejoice in a family membe
surviving a terrible car accident, so it would beected for a fellow Christian to rejoice in a et
being saved from hell.

In one of its bulletins from years gone by, a CL@hgregation discussed public sin with the
emphasis of Scripture on the resultant joy foungepentance. The bulletin article stated in conalus

After reviewing previous attempts in answering thigestion, namely from the angle of “offense,”
and then from the angle of “brotherly love,” thesfmax approached the question from a third angle,
namely the angle of spontaneous joyhe hearts of true brethren over the sincgpemanceof one

of their group, who had for a time manifested impace, but was then brought to sincere
repentance by the Holy Spirit. . . . It was pointed that this joyshould be encouraged by somehow
informing the congregation that such sincere regpese had manifestly been achieved by the grace
of Go?lj,lzand that the serious threat to that pessetérnal welfare had thereby been graciously
averted:

We may ask: Why is there such personal joy foundepentance? Consider David before his
confrontation by the prophet Nathan regarding imis ef adultery and murder. He wrote in Psalm 32:3-
“When | kept silent, my bones grew old through neaming all the day long. For day and night Your
hand was heavy upon me; my vitality was turned tinéodrought of summérThe burden of his troubled
conscience and his realization that he had singathst God had caused severe agony within his soul.
The weight of God’'s wrath against his unrighteogsnbrought such anguish that he groaned with
bitterness. What a great contrast we note in lasti@n, once he had been led to repent of hisasirhe
also wrote in Psalm 32:10-11Many sorrows shall be to the wicked; but he whatsun the LORD,
mercy shall surround him. Be glad in the LORD aapbice, you righteous; and shout for joy, all you
upright in heart?

All Christians have experienced this joy from th8avior God! They understand the great joy
found in the forgiveness of Christ. It is the Spwbrked result of the healing power of that forgiess.
Repeatedly the Scriptures speak of this healing:

Isaiah 57:14b-18'Heap it up! Heap it up! Prepare the way, take stembling block out of the way
of My people.” For thus says the High and Lofty Qvie inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy: “I
dwell in the high and holy place, with him who [@asontrite and humble spirit, to revive the spirit
of the humble, and to revive the heart of the dmones. For | will not contend forever, nor will
always be angry; for the spirit would fail beforeeMand the souls which | have made.For the




iniquity of his covetousness | was angry and stroick; | hid and was angry, and he went on
backsliding in the way of his heart. | have seenvimys, and will heal him; | will also lead him,can
restore comforts to him and to his mourners.
Hosea 6:1“Come, and let us return to the Lord; for He hasntoput He will heal us; He has
stricken, but He will bind us up
Isaiah 55:7"Let the wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteoas his thoughts; let him return to the
LORD, and He will have mercy on him; and to our GodHe will abundantly pardah
All Christians find healing and thus have joy thgbuthe Lord leading them to repentance.
Having been overwhelmed with guilt and grief ovier, # comes as a great comfort to them that by the
atoning work of Christ things are fully resolvedhviheir merciful God. To apprehend that we havenbe
reconciled to Him makes us truly appreciate the deos of His grace—for ourselves and for each other!

Handling repentance of public sin in our modern day

Growing up on a farm, | recall a certain part quiece of equipment that was quite challenging to
repair. Because a bolt was located in an areecdiffio reach, my father welded a rod to a wrerch.
learned to use patiently that wrench in the tigtaice, slowly but gradually making progress in remmgv
or installing the bolt as needed.

With repentance as the goal leading us in our mniegs we can be grateful that the Lord has
given us a special tool, something to use withtgpeéience. Following His resurrection, as thet firsm
on His agenda with His disciples, Jesus gave tharMinistry of the Keys, speaking in John 20:21-23:
“Peace to you! As the Father has sent Me, | alsagsyou.” And when He had said this, He breathed on
them, and said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spirigoli forgive the sins of any, they are forgiveenthif
you retain the sins of any, they are retaified.

What a privilege we have to use the Ministry of Keys today! But with this privilege comes a
great responsibility. If a teenager has the keysisoparents’ home, he also has a responsibilityhig
own whim he should not lock his siblings out of tirse. And he should lock out those who want & us
the house for a purpose that his parents wouldeonit, like a sin-ridden party. Similarly, our S$av
intends us to use the Keys He has given to His €hur the way that He desires them to be used. Thus
we confess iuther's Small Catechism

A Christian congregation, with its pastor, useskiys according to Christ's command, either byitang

those who repent of their sins and are willingharge, or by excluding those who are obviously mitpet
from the Christian congregation. These actionsarealid and certain in heaven also as if Christdear
Lord were dealing with us Himself.. (Sydow Edit006)

Jesus had previously in His ministry prepared Hgsigdles for use of the Keys when He said in
Matthew 16:19: I' will give you the keys of the Kingdom of heaveamd the door you lock here on earth
will already be locked in heaven, and the door ymlock here on earth will already be unlocked in
heaven (trans. Julian Anderson). It’'s vital for us toderstand that using the Keys means that we in our
congregations are only validating or declaring watl Himself has done for the sinner, either andei
penitent or as being impenitent.

Many, if not all, of our congregations have a mership clause in their constitutions. Such a
clause will include what this one does from thestibution of Grace, where | presently serve:

Only such may become and remain members and eh@yright and privileges of communicant
membership in this congregation who: ... Permit tfedwes to be admonished in a brotherly way when
they have erred in doctrine or life (Matthew 18185-Galatians 6:1Y.

It is important for us to be upfront about thisaar confirmation and instruction classes. The
membership clause reflects and applies what Scepkaches regarding the function of the Ministry o
the Keys. While this doesn’'t spell out the entiregedure of how a congregation will handle an issue
involving public sin, the steps of church discigliare clearly implied as referenced in Matthew 18.

| recently heard a radio broadcast on the effodoohe to enact federal education requirements. A
number of educators have attempted to demonsthatiea one-size-fits-all approach will not work



everywhere. The culture is different in Louisiamanpared to Minnesota. Linguistic foundational leyel
learning styles, and other key factors can varynfane location to the next. This is why local sdhoo
boards need to be empowered to fashion the edunehtapproach that best fits the students in their
districts.

In a similar way a sweeping method or procedurehfordling repentance of public sin will not
work the same for all of our congregations. Theilebe differences in how we handle such matteosrir
one congregation to another. Factors affecting approach may include size of the congregation, its
location, cultural differences, the approach histdly used by the congregation, and so on. Thes th
approach taken at Ascension Lutheran Church infacdVashington, may vary from the approach used
at Messiah Lutheran Church in Eau Claire, Wiscanisiraddition, each case of public sin will uniquel
present its own challenges. People will even redpordifferent ways to a similar type of sin. Feuif
repentance will vary among God's people.

That said, with Scripture as our guide the apprea@mong us will likely have many similarities.
In fact, tried and tested methods that have beed hsstorically in confessional Lutheran circleswsld
not be discredited, but seriously considered farume today. It seems that more and more our gosiet
prone to question traditions and easily discaranthi¢ is wise for us to give respectful consideyatto
the guidance of our theological fathers.

For instance, C. F. W. Walther writes in Rigstoral Theology

A manifest fall into sin is at the same time aagjainst the whole congregation. So a public retiation is
necessary. . . .

This reconciliation with the whole congregationpaiblic church repentance is necessary, not beeause
person must pay for his sins in the church asarstite by suffering a corresponding punishmenpdutly
to restore the trusting relationship to his brathemich has been disturbed by the fall into gid, gartly to
do away as much as possible with the offense wWigistbeen given publicly.

Consider also Franz Pieper:
[E]veryone who has made his Christianity doubtfulthe congregation must, before he communes again.
enable the congregation to become convinced th&days grace he has risen from his fall. Scripture
therefore expressly prohibits us to treat as bretihethe faith those who live in gross, offensires, that is,
to act toward them as though nothing had occurredf the grave offense of a person has becamerk
to the congregation, also his repentance must He kmown to the congregation. .*>.”
In a well-written paper on this subject Waldemahn&tze comments:
A penitent who is truly sorry for his sin and so,the privacy of his own heart and with a believing
heart, has asked for God's forgiveness, then aeckthas received forgiveness from God. God’s
forgiveness is not contingent upon any congregalimsolution or absolution. Rather, congregational
absolution is contingent upon divine absolution. If an offender, having committed a public datt
is of the nature that it stands as a stumblingkblmefore the congregation, is truly penitent, hé wi
then also want to right things with the congregatiwith those whom he has so sorely grieved and
who are justly disturbed. He will want to remove tiffense. He will seek reconciliation. He will kee
congregational absolutidf.
From the same article quoted earlidre Lutheran Spokesmamesented an approach based on
Matthew 5:23-24 (“Therefore if you bring your gi@ the altar, and there remember that your brdther
something against you, leave your gift there befbeealtar, and go your way. First be reconcilegidor
brother, and then come and offer your gift”):
The thought is that true repentance before Godiatdodes that we ask forgiveness of our fellow-
men if we have offended them. We cannot truthfatinfess our sins to God if, at the same time, we
fail to remove any stumbling-blocks we may havecpthin our neighbor’s path. Christ teaches that
we cannot properly approach God in worship as &sge are not reconciled to our neighbor.

From another article iithe Lutheran Spokesmar read:
But it [removing the offense] is necessary alsotfa peace of mind and conscience of the one who
has given the offense. Unless the offender hasveththe same as far as he is able to do so, the
accusation will always arise in him, as often anabrother falls into the same sin. . . . Furtheeno



if he has done what he can to remove the offendebajiven, he need no longer wonder what sort
of thoughts his fellow-believers in the congregataye thinking about him. They in turn can show
their loving concern for him by freely assuring hifh\God'’s forgiveness and their own, making his
lot that much easier to bedr.
From such counsel it makes sense that if a paatigih has become public knowledge and the
sinner has been led to repent of that sin, therebom the repentance is to be communicated puldsly
well. Christians are not to live or worship in igbbn from each other. Christian love binds a
congregation together. As such there is to be genoare and concern for all involved—for the sinner
and for all those who may know about the sin. Reshmaost importantly, as the penitent sinner hasdou
healing through the Savior’s atoning work, so thsrieealing found among those with whom he is jdine
together in Christ Jesus. They are not there taghfdrther shame to the sinner, for they also zealat
Jesus has redeemed them from their own sins. Asnt@pce has brought about resolution and
reconciliation in the relationship one has with Biavior, so there can and should be resolution and
reconciliation in the relationships one has with fellow brothers and sisters in Christ. The coggtien
can move forward together in genuine Christian love
Consideration should also be given as to how ektelyspublic the sin has become. A good
adage to go by is: “As far as the sin is knownfasorepentance should also be knowhOr as it has
also been expressedihe Lutheran Spokesman
The fact of repentance must become known at leasetones who have been affected by the sin: if
God alone, then to Him; if one neighbor only, therim; if a group of brethren, then to them; if an
entire congregation, then to the congregation. f&hejoy in the presence of the angels of God over
one sinner that repenteth.” (Luke 15%0)

Various approaches are possible as a way to gra@addquate announcement of such repentance:

The person (or a representative) reading a laitBont of the congregation after worship;

The pastor making an oral announcement or readietges following worship;

A written announcement in the bulletin to the caugtion;

Pastor and elders filing away a letter in caseéumson becomes more public;

An oral report or letter brought to the elders andhurch council and/or voters;

An announcement in a meeting among only those whawaare of the sin.

Considering notice given to another impacted @ t@arby fellow congregation if necessary;
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Perhaps of more importance than the announcens=it is the way the pastor prepares for it.
First of all, counseling the penitent sinner it done evangelically and very carefully. The periseing
counseled should never get the idea that he isriéess publicly in order to rectify his sin. Thadwid
create the errant idea that this is a work-rightedeed to get settled with God and the congregétion
Remind the person how he has found great healamg the Lord Jesus and how comforting it is to know
that things are settled between him and his Lordrin him that he can also be comforted by hisfell
brothers and sisters in the congregation. Sincg éine already aware of the sin, it would be wisd an
beneficial also to gain healing from them. Reminel person that they do not stand as judges to camde
him further, but by being public with his repentanbe is taking away any tension in the congregatio
that exists as a result of the sin. Having daméugedeputation due to the public nature of his sistruct
him that the Lord seeks to protect it in the EigBthmmandment and that in announcing repentance to
them, a congregation in Christian love will lookdaably on anyone with a repentant heart. Sinceinla
repented, the member can now live before God witsbame, he may also now do the same before his
fellow sinner-saints in the congregation. Share’'&&dord, particularly what is written in James 5:16
“Confess your trespasses to one another, and praynfanother, that you may be heated
Just as the penitent sinner is so counseled, ildvibe very wise that a few points be made

publicly to the congregation as well, serving ggeface to any announcement:

» This announcement is not made to shame the pesitergr publicly.

* None of us should gloat or think we are holier riiy avay.

» This is not done as some sort of penance or wasatisfy God or the church for having done



wrong.

 This is a vivid reminder of the repentance we ialta have over all sins in our lives, whether ubt
private.

* There is great joy in heaven among the angels of @&er such repentance.

» Our joy in the congregation would naturally follow.

* While the person has found healing, resolution, es@bnciliation with God, he desires healing,
resolution, and reconciliation with his fellow Cétrans also.

» We now have an opportunity to show our Christiareland encouragement to the person.

Handling repentance of public sinin our modern day

In the early 1970s one of our pastors wrote: “8ihether private or public, has not gone out of
style, nor will it.”>2 Around the same time another brother said: “Wenottet the calloused indifference
of the age influence us into taking sin lightly, mnoring it completely, lest we, too, become
castaways?

Public sins happen today as they did years agogh&fet, in addition, that today more sin has
become public due to what is publicized on therhe Many think they can hide behind online
anonymity, and thus they become quite bold in bivegs they say and do online compared to what they
might do in someone else’s presence. Even whentthiey a clear online identity, it seems that maey a
not hesitant to express their displeasure with somelse or to slander others openly. It can be ki
getting up to the microphone at the CLC Convenéind broadcasting a statement about someone in front
of the entire group. There is no denying how puttiis is, and yet it has one big difference. Youwsay
something in the microphone at Convention, busrttilikely to be stored forever on a computer serv
someplace. Not unless someone with a smartphorezdsding you at the moment and does something
with the recording. What is typed or stated didytéd stored digitally.

Some years ago my oldest daughter asked permigsimren a Facebook account. | really didn’t
know what it was, but had heard of MySpace atithe.tl took a leisurely Sunday afternoon strolltbe
Internet to see what it was all about. One link neel to another. Pretty soon | had found severaluof
young people’s MySpace accounts and was appalleehy | found: sexual innuendos, cursing, raunchy
pictures, etc. Furthermore, many of the accoumtsnhe across were young people | held in high regard
Some were pastors’ children, and some my own mesttber

While some of us in the ministry may not be invalve social media, it is still something we
need to address with our youth in catecheticatuesbn. Social media is not sinful in and of itsdlhere
is much good one can do with it, such as keepingvitip friends who live at a distance, or staying in
touch with your family. But what can be a blessiing devil turns into his turf. It is clear that danedia
has also become a playground for public sin. Itldidne wise for us to be acquainted with the trends
emerging in social media, how people use thesenfsyuand which ones are popular: Facebook,
MySpace’® Twitter, Instragram, Vine, Pinterest, Google+, KedIn, SnapChat, etc. Our young people
need to be aware that what they put on the Intewiktbe there for the long-term. They need to
understand that their presence on the Internet vgt@ess of who and what they are as Christians,
especially in consideration of our Savior’s instroic in Matthew 5:16: Eet your light so shine before
men, that they may see your good works and glgofty Father in heaveh To do otherwise has the
potential of becoming a sin of public knowledged drarming their reputation before their friends th
world, their family, their church, and their Savid¥ith access to the Internet and its social wadd in
the palm of their hands by way of smartphonespthwer that today’'s young people have is considerabl
This is something parents need to weigh cautiobsfpre allowing their children to be “connected.”
Children need to understand that it's a privileg@se their phones, but along with that privilegenes a
great responsibility to use them in a God-pleasnagner.

In September a 12-year-old girl committed suicilé-lorida after falling prey to cyber-bullying
through online social media. She had left one skti@year prior, but somehow the trend followed he
and continued at her new schobhe New York Timegports:



. . . Rebecca became one of the youngest membargrofving list of children and teenagers apparentl
driven to suicide, at least in part, after beindigned, threatened and taunted online, mostly tinca
new collection of texting and photo-sharing celiplaapplications. Her suicide raises new questions
about the proliferation and popularity of theseliappons and Web sites among children and thétyabil
of parents to keep up with their children’s onliefationships.

For more than a year, Rebecca, pretty and smastcyaerbullied by a coterie of 15 middle-school

children who urged her to kill herself, her motbaid. . . .

Rebecca was “absolutely terrorized on social mieSiaeriff Grady Judd of Polk County said at a news

conference this week.

These disturbing trends with smartphones and ah soobile devices apply to people of all ages.
With the technology available today public sin cacur quite easily and quite rapidly. As a society all
need to realize that anything we email, text, tywpet on Facebook, etc., can so easily “go vifarrhis
can include not merely what is typed, but alsoup&sd and video. So even if one isn't in possessian
mobile device, a bystander can capture what otheiend then share it, the activity thus becomingjipu
knowledge even if unintended.

Another consideration about the Internet is hown#y impact things we publish as a church.
Doing a Google search for the name of one of my beem | discovered that one of my bulletins had
been searchable. This means that what we publsidie recognized as being out there for the world
to see. Since repentance of public sin is realljnimate matter within the congregation, we needte
mindful of public videotaping and publicizing of Iltins and/or congregational minutes on the Intern
Names of individuals could easily be found on thiernet in such cases. A congregational matter need
not be used against an individual in the domaithefworld—for example, in a job interview or on a
college application.

With the changing world in which we live, perhapwarning is in order from pastors to members
that congregational affairs other than those ingdnim be public, like the worship service, shoubtl lIme
accessible to online social media. With the adwdrgmartphones equipped with video cameras, nearly
everything we do nowadays in a church service nae lthe potential of being broadcast worldwide. |
am confident that most of our people are awarénefsensitivities regarding such matters. But tlieere
always the potential that a visitor at church matunderstand this.

Conclusion:

In the sci-fi storyBlade Runnethumanoid replicants appeared like ordinary humahg plot
revealed how such imitations may seem real, bw #i#l have their disingenuous features. Even as
genetic engineers manipulate the human genomepashof improving medical care, debate has raised
guestions as to where this may lead us, with piaigntittle being real anymore. There is no questas
to how important it is for genuine Christian lowelde prevalent in our congregations. But if we dvoi
implementing church discipline and addressing pusil, then the result will be a disingenuous grotip
people who are not any different from many othertemporary churches.

In Christ Jesus we have received the ministry odmeiliation. We have the opportunity to direct
penitent sinners to a reconciled relationship witéir Savior God and with their fellow Christiana.
doing so, the Gospel message produces spirituéihgeand great joy. With sound Christian judgment
and wisdom being applied, let this be the basiewfhandling repentance of public sin our modern
day.

2 Corinthians 5:18-2Now all things are of God, who has reconciled uddtmself through Jesus
Christ, and has given us the ministry of recontitia, that is, that God was in Christ reconcilirtget
world to Himself, not imputing their trespassestbem, and has committed to us the word of
reconciliation. Now then, we are ambassadors forsthas though God were pleading through us: we
implore you on Christ's behalf, be reconciled todGBor He made Him who knew no sin to be sin for
us, that we might become the righteousness of iGBiam.
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Use and Misuse of the Term “In God’s Eyes”
Especially as It Pertains to Marriage and Divorce
Michael Roehl

Introduction

One of the great benefits of our Christian felloipsts peer review. Brothers who share our
Christian faith and confession sift through our e@grand gently offer both encouragement and
criticism—both of which are immensely valuable. Mdhan that, every such review represents a great
gift from our God and a vital process for any syiiwat hopes to remain orthodox. God has richlydeds
His servants with a variety of different gifts—whieneans, in part, that each reads doctrinal wsting
from a unique perspective and with a variety ofjuei insights, background, and experience. Thetrissul
often that what is unseen by one is recognizediojter. It can also identify unintended consequ&nce

We recall from the December 2012 issue of dbarnal an article written by the undersigned
(Journal 52:12, pp. 24-40), which had the title “The Propkrderstanding of Matthew 5:32, Matthew
19:9, and Luke 16:18 in Their Relation to MarriaDejorce, and Remarriage.” At the time of publicati
the writer and the editorial staff of tdeurnal of Theologyvere not aware of some reservation expressed
in certain circles of our fellowship regarding e of the terrstill married in God’s eyes."Given the
guestions and concerns raised, it became appduaEna tmore thorough exploration of that term agd it
use among us would be in order.

Certainly it must be granted that language anditeilogy are capable of evolving. Words and
phrases routinely used in the past can and dodaka different connotation as usage and meaning go
through change. The challenge, of course, is toemgptheological truth in the clearest possiblenser
without disallowing that the same truth can be esped in other ways. In Christian love we seek to
“speak the truth in love” (Eph. 4:15), always ie tmanner that best communicates that truth toghear
or listener. Sanctified Christian judgment will leato play a role here, as will the individual's ¢éwf
understanding of the ever-shifting nature of thglsh language.

What this means, on the one hand, is that it idhaesafe nor wise to continue to use terminology
that is routinely misunderstood by a significangreent of the population or, at least, by a sigaific
number of those whom we are serving. Few in owles; for example, would express his hope for
salvation by saying: “I am going to heaven becaubkave accepted Jesus as my personal Lord and
Savior.” Clearly these words could be rightly expéal and understood, but most avoid their use Isecau
of their common misuse by those with a synergiggev of conversion. On the other hand, we also seek
to resist the temptation to limit doctrinal staterseto synod-approved modes of expression—a peactic
that lends itself to dead orthodoxy.

In the following article, therefore, we will atteinio clarify the use of the termr' God’s eyes,
with special emphasis on the term as it relatesdaiage and divorce. The specific question we seek
address is this: When, if ever, is it advisablegeak of a married couple astill married in God’s eye&8

The proper use of the termin God’s eyes”

There is no argument in our circles that the teinmGod’s eye$,in and of itself, can be used and
understood correctly. In secular jurisprudence, ésample, there is an oft-cited expression that
“possession is nine tenths (or points) of the.ldw other words, the default position of the lasvthat
possession implies ownership, and the burden obfpsothus resting on any claim to the contrary.
Obviously God sees things differently. In His onsiesice God is not swayed in His knowledge of the
truth by outward appearance or circumstance. M@ssgssion, therefore, does nothing to establish
ownership fn God's eyes.

Perhaps even more germane to the specific questidar discussion are the various state laws
regarding “adverse possession,” including the prgéal and unchallenged use of or occupancy on real



property. To prevent the impossible legal tangkat thould result, the heirs or descendants of former
property owners or lien holders are not permitteddin or regain control of real property that baen
occupied by another for a legally established pkabtime. While clearly necessary, such laws cath a
are routinely abused. Court cases abound in whidividuals illegally used or occupied the propesty
another and were subsequently granted ownershigmbproperty by the courts.

Such cases are applicable to the topic under dismudor at least two reasons. First,God’s
eyes the property was stolen and must be returndtieorightful owner compensated; and secand,
God’s eyedhe title to the land has, in fact, been transirito the one who stole it. These two facts
obviously present challenges for pastoral soul.doéh the sin and the reality of the state’s leggtit to
transfer title have to be acknowledged. Yet thenfris in no way mitigated by the latter. Tilasbeen
transferred, but such legal action does nothirgsguage the guilt of the offense. In such a cas&gal
transfer of the property does not effect forgiverfes the sirin God’s eyes.

Is there, then, any circumstance under which tiva ten God's eyes” has application in the area
of marriage and divorce? Is there ever a time @muoistance where man might consider a marriage to
have ended while God does not? | believe we carirggtythere is. A couple, for example, may have an
argument and in the heat of the moment declaretlileamarriage is over, with one or both driving ioff
anger, only to cool down and return some hours.|8a&ring marital unfaithfulness, God does notareg
the marriage bond to have been broken by impetwasds spoken in the heat of an argument. In His
eyes the couple continued to be married.

It is also not uncommon for one or both spousdsddor divorce, but also to continue to counsel
with their pastor in an effort to reconcile. No teatwhat either spouse may think in such situafiams
God’s eyes they are still married and would be selad (and should act) accordingly.

When Jesus counseled the Samaritan woman at thexeeel Sychar, He made reference to the
woman’s five husbands and then concluded by sayiAgd the one whom you now have is not your
husband”(John 4:18) Although the woman did not consider herself to lzred to the man with whom
she was living, had she assumed it to be so wantldhave altered how God regarded her current living
arrangement. A growing number of young people togl@ynot nearly as forthright in their own living
arrangements. Many will declare their marital steacording to the situation at hand. The everwngl
Affordable Care Act (ACA) is helping to expose thigpocrisy. Since the ACA in its present form
penalizes married couples with higher premiumsividdals who are living together without ever hayin
satisfied the state’s obligations concerning maggiare happy to list their marital status as “srig¥et
many of those same couples will also, when conébrty family or fellow Christians, argue that their
mutual commitment means that they are in esseneeried in God’'s eyes.” Clearly it cannot be both,
and pastors will counsel according to how God aegsgiven relationship.

In fact, the term “still married in God's eyes” hgieat value in the counseling setting. Bitterness
and anger tend to create false realities in thingeof troubled marriages. Christians, howeverotigh
the guidance and influence of Scripture will alwagtempt to see every situation as God sees ithwki
often at odds with man’s view and the inclinatioh®ne’s flesh.

The improper use of the term ‘in God’s eyes”

The fact that a word or term can be used corretdlgs not mean that it can never be used or
understoodncorrectly. Nor does it mean that we should continue to usera or expression that is prone
to misunderstanding. Our calling as God’s ambagsaaitl mean that we continue to use great caré bot
in what we say and particularly in what we write,wie are to avoid creating or perpetuating false
impressions. Where, then, does that leave us ththerm “still married in God’s eyes™?

God has granted to the state certain rights andyaifins that must be acknowledged and
honored by all, especially by Christians. Christiaacognize that no authority exists except thatkvh
has been ordained by God. John 19:10-11 is to ¢he:JSo Pilate said to him, ‘You will not speak to
me? Do you not know that | have authority to releayou and authority to crucify you?’ Jesus
answered him, ‘You would have no authority over meall unless it had been given you from above



" (ESV). Also Romans 13:1t et every person be subject to the governing autlies. For there is no
authority except from God, and those that exist baween instituted by GodESV).

Such oversight exists also in the area of marrage divorce. No one in our fellowship would
deny the state’s right to require that certain aomas be met before a couple is to be regardddgedly
married—including, for example, a marriage licenaeblood test, and a ceremony conducted by an
authorized representative of the state. Since agercarries with it certain legal implications—swash
taxes, Social Security, pensions, and child custeithe state has the God-given right to regulate the
institution that God Himself has ordained. Suchreight exists both as to when a marriage begins and
also when it ends.

Some have argued, somewhat incongruously, thaewd state does have a say in regulating the
front end of a marriage (its establishment or beigig), it does not have the right to regulate thekoend
(its termination or declaration of divorce). Undeprmal circumstances, if the state has the right to
regulate the beginning of a marriage, it also hasight to regulate the end of a marriage. Exoegtio
this rule do not nullify the rule itself. If, foxample, persecution of Christians in a country wergrow
to the point that its government abruptly declaa#édnarriages performed by Christian pastors tmilé
and void, that would not alter how God views sudrmage bonds, which would certainly remain intact
in His eyes.

Again, unigue exceptions to principles do not imale those principles. It is never accurate,
therefore, to apply the term “still married in Gedyes” to a marriage that the state has, at t# le
request of one or both spouses, declared to beebrbly the declaration of divorce. Under such
circumstances it would be improper to apply thentéstill married in God's eyes” to such a situatimmd
to continue to act or think of the broken marriagea bond that still exists.

It remains an open question among us, howeve aséther a marriage is terminated (not just
in a legal sense but in God's eyes) by the actafribe state (Decree of Divorce) or by the fact the
finalized divorce is the evidence that one or Isghuses have deserted the marriage. One positida ho
that even a sinful action on the part of the simt@onetheless binding, and therefore if the stsges a
Decree of Divorce, God also sees the marriage bertthving been broken.

Proponents of this position cite a congregatiorésmination of a divine call by way of
illustration. It is accepted in our fellowship thahen a congregation terminates a divine call, deen
unscriptural reasons, that call has nonetheless &reded. We acknowledge the fact that the calbeas
terminated, even while we address the sinful astminthe congregation. The application to marrisge
that the state’s decree of divorce ends the mariegen though sin is involved.

The two actions, however, would only be analogdua third party—such as a government
entity—took it upon itself the attempt to terminatelivine call. No one in our fellowship would gtaine
state that right, which means that no one amongvaisld acknowledge that a divine call has been
terminated based solely on the arbitrary actiorshefstate. Like a marriage, a divine call is aprecal
relationship between two parties—either one of Wipossess the power to end that relationship by the
sinful actions. God ordained both relationshipst @od also identified how man can and cannot
terminate those relationships. We have not gratitecstate the right—Ilegally or morally—to terminate
either relationship. Nor does the state assumeittatt Yet this is exactly what we would have tarmg if
we were to hold that the state’s decree of divagd¢kat which, in and of itself, ends a marriage.

This proposal (that the declaration of the stateand of itselfl—ends a marriage) raises several
difficulties. If, as mentioned previously, the statere arbitrarily to declare all marriages perfednioy
Christian pastors to be invalid and issue a Deafe®ivorce dissolving all such marriage bonds,
proponents of this position would have to grant {8ad would also then be bound to regard all such
couples as divorced. It is difficult to envisionvhguch a scenario would alter God’s view. If su¢hiag
were to occur, Christian couples would need tecsBathe new state regulations, but those same esupl
would certainly not be guilty of fornication or dtkry in the interim. Nothing in Scripture wouldropel
us to acknowledge that God regards such marriagelsbas broken. Such a scenario would also
invalidate our universally accepted maxim tle&ery divorce involves sin on the part of one othbo
spouses.



It is also not unheard of for a wedding officiantfail to file a marriage license by the prescribed
deadline, or even at all. In such cases it canaatipulated that the couple is living in sin, desghe fact
that the state does not regard them as legallyiedarwhile perhaps not completely analogous to a
divorce decree, this scenario again calls into tijpreshe position that God's view of marriage isvays
bound by the actions or position of the state.

No such tensions exist when we acknowledge thaeerd®2 of Divorce ends a marriage—not
simply because the state has so declared, but $eecach a decree serves as irrefutable evidencertba
or both spouses have indeed deserted the marHgge.we are on solid, Scriptural footing, sinceaxe
relying on what God Himself says concerning thaictwiends a marriage in His sight.

It is helpful to note that whether a marriage bantroken by the declaration of the state or by
the desertion of one or both spouses, we are agineeédhe marriage bond is indeed broken. Themis
scenario by which, following a divorce, either pyairt the divorce could rightly make the claim tlia¢
marriage bond is still intact “in God’'s eyes.” Wet@ 1 Corinthians 7:15But if the unbelieving partner
separates, let it be so. In such cases the brothesister is not enslaved ” (ESV). Whether by the
state’s decree or by sinful desertion, the marrizged has indeed been broken. The desire of onesspo
to remain married does not, in itself, establishmaintain a marriage. No discussion given in Sargpt
concerning what actually breaks the marriage bdtetsathe fact that the bond is broken. In much the
same way theologians have long struggled to ideBfe’s first sin. Whether it was a failure to defe
her husband’s headship, or lust, greed, pridejnaplg eating the forbidden fruit, or some other, gme
salient point is that at some point Eve sinned, tmeh Adam with her. No discussion in Scripture
concerning how Eve first sinned alters the fact #e did—and that she thereby broke the perfeutl bo
that she had previously enjoyed with her Lord. 0 &ere, whether ended by the state’s declaration
by desertion, the final outcome is that a sinfud ehthe marriage has occurred.

It is also helpful to recognize the difference betw the secular/legal and the spiritual/moral
ramifications of the state’s actions. If the goweghauthorities passed laws requiring all who had
previously been married by a Christian pastor tmglete an additional set of requirements—including
ceremony before a secular state official—Christiansld comply, but that compliance would only carry
secular and legal ramifications. Only those wholegally married can, for example, file joint incertax
returns, qualify for death or survivor benefitsdaraim other rights and benefits legally guaratteea
surviving spouse. The state, therefore, has balright and the obligation legally to define whaaisd
who is not married. God, however, is not boundhgydctions of the state. If it were otherwise, A9
(“We must obey God rather than memivould have no practical application.

Conclusion

As language and terminology continue to changeis@iéins will have challenges in their struggle
to communicate truth clearly and unambiguously. Wiaeterm is misunderstood as often as it is
understood correctly, its usefulness has probadityecto an end.

Have we reached that point with the phrase “stdrmed in God's eyes”? No matter how any
given shepherd would answer that question, all dagjree that it is misunderstood at least ofteugho
to warrant great care and clarity if or when itiged.

Certainly it is a hallmark of an orthodox synod womally to reevaluate every tried-and-true
expression of truth in an ongoing effort to comnaate God's precious truths faithfully and clearly—a
without becoming stale, ostentatious, or arcane.

Book Review

Robert J. Koester: The Spirit of Pietism Northwestern Publishing House, 2013, paperback,22
pages and 8 preliminary pages.

Confessional Lutherans, no doubt, would agree dhttibdoxy and piety are good things. But if
orthodoxy becomesrthodoxismand piety becomeRietism then that which is good has become not



good. Is there such a thing as orthodoxism? Inetlidy stages of the formation of the Church of the
Lutheran Confession (CLC), Professor Edmund Reirmeg against what he calledeéhrgerechtigkejt
which means that a person depends on his orthoftwxgalvation rather than on Christ Jesus and His
living, dying, rising, and ruling for us sinnershdse who taught that one must belong to the orthodo
Lutheran church for salvation were most likely guibf orthodoxism. C. F. W. Walther warned against
these teachers in his Friday evening lectures erdigtinction between Law and Gospel. His Thesis XX
states that “the Word of God is not rightly dividethen a person’s salvation is made to depend on his
association with the visible orthodox Church ancewisalvation is denied to every person who errs in
any article of faith” Proper Distinction between Law and Gosgens. Dau, p. 4).

Through the years a more extensive and pervasieatthas come in the form of Pietism, which
originated in Lutheran circles in #%entury Germany and is still influential today,pesially in
American church bodies that have a Scandinaviagimprsuch as the Association of Free Lutheran
Congregations and the Church of the Lutheran BeethFor this reason we apprecidtee Spirit of
Pietismby Robert Koester, who has edited two other baokRietism, both available from Northwestern
Publishing House. These arbe History of PietisrandThe Complete Timotheus Verinus

In Part One of his study Koester presents the tiistobackground emerging in 9Zentury
Germany, which led to the beginnings of Pietismridas reasons for the rise of Pietism have been
suggested, such as the state church system, dereli duty on the part of orthodox preachers, trel
general decline in morality among the people. Kereskamines all of these topics and presents wat h
considers the main elements that brought aboutislieeof Pietism in the past and can still promote a
reversion to Pietism today. He writes: “Two distimemphases developed in German Lutheranism, an
analytical (fostered by the philosophical approtctoctrine) and a devotional. Humanly speakinghsu
a development is quite natural. Some people hawe rof an inward, mystical bent, while others are
more analytical. Yet, Scripture is neither one thar other, nor is it a combination of both. Ratlterises
above both and creates something completely néleilChristian’s heart. The Holy Spirit teacheshss t
message about Christ, the vine, which enableshashranches, to bear fruit. The gospel makes us new
people. A Christian’s subsequent growth in faithreat rely on the law. It must always go back to mehe
it started. When people begin to speak in ways rothan the Holy Spirit speaks, emphasizing
philosophical analysis or mysticism, ChristianigshHost some of its spiritual nature” (p. 84).

The Lutheran dogmaticians got away from the spiriScripture by introducing philosophical
language and methodology into the study of theologiead of following the pattern of Scripture. The
Lutheran devotional writers got away from the s$pafi Scripture by their emphasis on examining the
state of their hearts instead of on the object@eatsf of Christ’'s redemptive work. Koester concludés
strongly as the Pietists later protested that #rey not the orthodox were the true descendantsitbiek,
they were the ones who departed from the faithliéethat he taught and lived” (p. 84).

Of special interest are Koester's comments on homfessional Lutherans today can withstand
the inroads of pietism: “Unless pastors receivaning in understanding Scripture and in preachind a
teaching it, all is lost. And unless they love ithwall their hearts, having learned it from teasheho
love it with all their hearts, confessional Luth@sm will die. Unless pastors value the gospelhes t
church’s greatest treasure—for its own sake as $>ddclaration of forgiveness and not because of the
morality it produces—Lutheranism will go the wayRiktism” (p. 112).

Part Two of Koester’s book presents a detailedystfidhe lives and deeds of Pietism’s two most
influential leaders. The reader is introduced tdiPacob Spener (1635-1705), generally regarddtia
father of the Pietist Movement, and to August Hemm&rancke (1663-1727), the organizer and expander
of the Pietist Movement. For Spener the gospelrineca tool for the advance of reform and a servant o
the law. Koester writes: “The message of forgiveneas being undermined in the interest of a more
righteous church” (p. 165). Francke was a powdeadier in his own right, but according to Koesthis
theology was largely legalistic and failed to praena true understanding of the gospel. . .” (p.)285
note are the words of Zinzendorf that “by the tiofié-rancke’s death in 1727, it [Pietism] had reache
zenith. At that time it dominated the church aniéduhe theological scene. . .” (p. 245).

Part Three introduces the reader to Valentin Loaers¢h673-1749)—the “Last Great Champion
of Lutheran orthodoxy,” says Koester—and to his anayriting, The Complete Timotheus Verinus



Loescher was most concerned with the doctrinalrerob Pietism, which have to do with the means of
grace, sanctification, millennialism, and adiaphdrhe questions concerning adiaphora are perhaps of
greatest concern to us today. Koester lists aphdra such things as “drinking, playing cards, damc
joking, engaging in idle conversation, and goingheatrical performances” (p. 345), and then he sdy
the Pietists: “The danger of abuse led them tactefee idea that something can be used properlig Th
led to the Pietists claiming there were no adiaptadrall. The use of anything in God’s creationamee a
moral issue, and because of the danger of singoause they believed such things could not be done
completely to the glory of God, they were sin” $d6).

Loescher was unable to lead the Lutherans to agesce of orthodoxy. Both the orthodox and
the Pietists succumbed to the powerful forces tidmalism that began to take over education andothu
life in the 1700s.

Koester's comments on Johann Sebastian Bach (1888) hre of interest: The composer “has
been accused of being subjective and a PietisteBen a cursory look at the texts of his cantatasvs
that he incorporated good subjectivism in themhifhcantatas, the soul expresses all its yearniadjs—
the Christian ‘psychology’ in which the Pietistdinged—yet the problems always returned to the root
problem, his sin, and he always found his answehenobjective truths of God’s gospel promises”. (pp
389-390).

In his conclusion Koester points to C. F. W. Waltlaead C. M. Zorn, who survived their
experiences with rationalism and Pietism in Germang became staunch defenders of orthodoxy and
piety in the United States. By God’s grace may @l@w their example in our own day.

- David Lau



