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Appendices
A collection of supplementary material.



In the throes of the Roman Catholic’s teaching 

on meritrious works, Luther and Calvin, 

in spite of their theological depth, 

made a subtle hermeneutical step.



Appendix 1: What Translation Should I Use?

God inspired the original authors to communicate with his children his 
Story. God’s inspiration of those authors produced what we call Scripture. The 
Holy Spirit illuminates us through informed interpretation of the meaning of 
the text so we can live as characters in God’s Story.

Scripture’s sixty-six books have come to us originally in three different lan-
guages: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. Since most of us will never give time to 
learning these languages, we need tools to help us in our reading. What we have 
to help us with this difficulty are good English translations.

One thing we should know about translations is just that: they are transla-
tions. They are the product of scholarship translating the texts, which often have 
several different renderings. Thus, often a translator has an interpretation within 
the translation, which he/she is also called to interpret. It is useful to use many 
different translations when reading Scripture. One should be primary, but all 
should be used or at least as many as you can afford in your library.

Translations
Translating can take many different approaches. We can translate a word-

for-word rendering from one language to another, or we can translate an equiva-
lent meaning from one language to another in which the effect of a wording in 
the source language constructs wording in the receptor language, which has the 
same effect, or we can paraphrase the text completely. I believe a good transla-
tion that is translating an equivalent meaning is the most useful.

A good translation then impacts a reader in the receptor language the same 
way the original language would have impacted the reader. A good translation 
informs and provides feelings that would have been received by the original 
hearer or reader of the words. There are many things, which go into making a 
good translation whether it is literal, free, or a dynamic equivalent.

A literal translation would be an attempt to match words from one 
language to another. An example would be the New American 
Standard Bible.1

A free translation is more like a paraphrase. Recent examples would 
be the Living Bible published in 1971.

A dynamic equivalent is an attempt to translate words, idioms, and 
grammatical constructions of the original language into precise 
equivalents in the receptor language. Such a translation keeps 
historical distance on all historical and most factual matters, but 
“updates” matters of language, grammar, and style. Examples 
would be the New International Version, Today’s New International 
Version, and New Living Translation. One might add to this list the 
Contemporary English Version.



4

God’s EPIC Adventure

As with all translations, it is my opinion that there are problems with both 
the literal translations and the free translations. The literal translation often 
makes the English translation ambiguous, while the free translation often up-
dates the original too much.

Leviticus 18.6 provides an illustration of the three kinds of translation.

	None of you shall approach any blood relative of his to uncover naked-
ness; I am the Lord (New American Standard Bible (NASB): a literal 
translation).

	None of you shall marry a near relative, for I am the Lord (Liv-
ing Bible (LB): a free translation, paraphrase).

	You must never have sexual relations with a close relative, for I 
am the LORD (New International Version and (NIV): a dynamic 
equivalent translation).

	You must never have sexual intercourse with a close relative, for 
I am the LORD. (The New Living Translation (NLT): a dynamic 
equivalent translation).

	Don’t have sex with any of your close relatives… (Contemporary English 
Version (CEV): a dynamic equivalent translation).

It is plain that the literal translation of NASB has left the English reader 
with ambiguity. Does it mean “don’t get close to a naked relative?” The Living 
Bible has gone too far by translating and suggesting one should not marry a close 
relative. The NIV has made it clear. The New Living Translation omits the “ap-
proach” element and simply says “never have sex with a close relative,” while the 
CEV is plain and simple as well “don’t have sex with any of your close relatives.”

Which Translation Is The Best?
All translations are not equal, not only because of the translation theory being 

used but also the use of different original texts. As an example, the Greek text, 
which underlies the KJV New Testament is considered by most textual critics 
to be inferior to the Greek text used in the NIV, NRSV, and NLT. You can see 
an example of this by referring to the longer ending of Mark as seen in the KJV 
but not in other translations like the NRSV.

Another illustration would be the text of 1 John 5.7 which reads in the KJV 
as follows: “For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.” In the New Living Translation 
one finds the following:

So we have these three witnessesa[a]—

And in the footnote one reads:

a 1 John 5:7 Some very late manuscripts add in heaven—the Father, 
the Word, and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one.” And we have 
three witnesses on earth.

Which Bible should I read? This is an often asked question by those in search 
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of the “correct” translation. One must remember that every translation of the 
Bible is an interpretation of the Bible. With that in mind, the question is easy 
to answer: read every translation that you can find. The first Bible my parents 
gave me was a King James Version. The first Bible I really used for study pur-
poses was the Revised Standard Version during my college and seminary days. 
I now primarily use the New International Version when reading. I love to read 
The Message, Good News Bible, The Promise, and The Books of The Bible, which has 
all the additives such as chapters and verses removed.

Translations range from literal word-for-word to freestyle paraphrase. If 
you drew a line across a page and made the left of the line “literal,” the middle 
of the line “dynamic equivalent, and the right side of the line “free,” you could 
chart the following:

	On the “literal” end of the line would be King James Version, New King 
James Version, and the New American Standard Bible.

	On the “free” end of the line would be The Living Bible.
	In the middle would be the New International Version. To the right of 

the middle, but not a “free” translation, would be The Message, God’s 
Word, The Promise, and Good News Bible, which are also dynamic equiva-
lent translations but a bit freer than NIV or NRSV.

The following is a list of Bibles with brief comment about each translation.

	d Amplified Bible. This version offers nuances of meanings drawn 
from various translations, which are presented in brackets within 
the text. Difficult and sometimes confusing to read. I call it the 
multiple choice Bible.

	d God’s Word. This is a natural equivalent translation. The 
translation expresses in American English ways the style and 
meaning of the original text.

	d Good News Bible. This is a dynamic equivalent translation of 
Scripture and may be the closest in meaning to the Old and 
New Testament originals, although somewhat dated now.

	d King James Version (KJV). Often called the Authorized 
Version, which leads some to believe that it is the version that 
all others should be pitted against. It is written in seventeenth-
century English and hundreds of its words are now archaic 
and not even in current dictionaries. Its authorized status 
only means that King James authorized its translation for the 
sake of the common folk in England at the beginning of the 
seventeenth century. It is not authorized in any other sense.

	d Living Bible. A paraphrased Bible written by Ken Taylor for his 
children. It is the most popular of the paraphrases and is very 
easy to read.
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	d New American Bible (NAB). This is a Catholic version of 
Scripture. It is the official text of the Catholic Lectionary.

	d New American Standard Bible (NASB). This translation strives 
for a literal word-for-word translation of the original text. 
Useful for study but difficult to read for enjoyment.

	d New Century Version (NCV). This is written in very simple 
English, simple enough for children to understand. The 
International Children’s Bible uses this text.

	d New English Bible (NEB). Written for the English reader not 
for the American English reader.

	d New International Version (NIV). The NIV moves toward 
a thought-for-thought translation more in line with dynamic 
equivalency. It is a very readable translation. See more 
information below.

	d New Jerusalem Bible. A modern Catholic translation. 

	d New King James Version (NKJV). If you love the classic 
English of the seventeenth century but struggle with 
Elizabethan word usage, NKJV takes care of the archaic words 
by substituting some modern words for clarity. The publishers 
took a Public Domain document and replaced archaic words 
and then copyrighted it.

	d New Revised Standard Version (NRSV). This new translation 
of the RSV avoids masculine-oriented language unless the 
context demands it. It uses inclusive language. This does not 
include references to God.

	d The Message. A translation of the Bible, which brings out the 
expressive, earthly flavor of Hebrew and Greek translated by 
Eugene Peterson. This translation has taken out the added verse 
markers, which makes it easier to read.

	d New Living Translation (NLT). This translation is based on 
the most recent scholarship in the theory of translation. The 
translators accepted the challenge to create a text that would 
make the same impact in the life of modern readers that 
the original text had for the original readers. This concept is 
accomplished by translating entire thoughts (rather than just 
words) into natural, everyday English. The result is a translation 
that is easy to read and understand and that accurately 
communicates the meaning of the original text. This translation 
is published by Tyndale House Publishers.
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	d The Promise (The Contemporary English Version). This 
translation is offered with the listener in mind. More people 
hear the Bible read aloud than read it for themselves. A 
contemporary translation must be a text that an inexperienced 
reader can read aloud without stumbling, that someone 
unfamiliar with traditional biblical terminology can hear 
without misunderstanding, and that everyone can listen to with 
enjoyment because the style is lucid and lyrical.

	d The New International Version (NIV) and Today’s New 
International Version (TNIV). The NIV (1984) was now being 
eclipsed by the inclusive language edition called Today’s New 
International Version. The TNIV reflected the most up-to-date 
biblical scholarship while using the most precise language of 
any modern English translation. It was the best combination of 
reliability and readability for today’s generation. Its purpose was 
to reach eighteen to thirty-four-year-olds with the Bible. The 
TNIV update reflected updated language and takes advantage 
of advances in biblical scholarship. Gender-related changes have 
been made to update masculine terminology that has generic 
intent. The TNIV was a gender inclusive translation. References 
originally intended to be masculine remain masculine in the 
TNIV. As of 2011, the latest NIV version has been released, 
which replaces the NIV (1984) and the TNIV (2005). It is 
reflected below as NIV 2011.

	d Here is an example of how NIV and TNIV differed and how it 
has been resolved:

	d NIV (1984) 26Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, in 
our likeness, and let them rule over the fish of the sea and the birds 
of the air, over the livestock, over all the earth, and over all the 
creatures that move along the ground.” 27So God created man in his 
own image, in the image of God he created him; male and female he 
created them.

	d TNIV 26Then God said, “Let us make human beings in our image, 
in our likeness, so that they may rule over the fish in the sea and the 
birds in the sky, over the livestock and over all the wild animals, and 
over all the creatures that move along the ground.” 27So God created 
human beings in his own image, in the image of God he created 
them; male and female he created them.

	d NIV (2011) 26God said, “Now we will make humans, and they 
will be like us. We will let them rule the fish, the birds, and all other 
living creatures.” 27So God created humans to be like himself; he made 
men and women.



8

God’s EPIC Adventure

Biblica’s website2 provides information about the history of the NIV.
One special edition of the TNIV and the most readable is The Books of The 

Bible. This is an edition that has stripped all the additives (i.e., chapters, verses, 
headings, etc.) out of the text and printed it center column, so it really reads 
like a book/story. You can see examples at Biblica: The Books of the Bible.3 I un-
derstand that this may be available in the newest NIV version at a later time.

These are some of the prominent Bibles, which are on the market for you 
to buy and use.

One of the easiest distractions that a follower of Jesus can get involved in is 
to debate which version is best. This topic produces more heat than light. Of-
ten those who do the most arguing have the least insight into how translations 
work. Legalism here, and anywhere else, can cause frustration, guilt, and anger. 
One must strive to remain unencumbered with these endless arguments and 
remember that the purpose of Scripture, regardless of which version you use, is 
to teach you, correct you, reprove you, and train you to walk the right paths in 
your Christian life. In short, versions are tools to help you become so impreg-
nated with the Story that your natural tendency will be to live into that story 
and play your part in your scene of God’s EPIC Adventure.

For excellent information on how to choose a Bible, see Fee and Strauss’ How 
to Choose A Translation for All Its Worth.61

P
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Appendix 2: Figures of Speech for God

Abba (Mark 14.36; Rom. 8.15; Gal. 4.6)
Alpha and Omega (Rev. 1.8)
Architect (Heb. 11.10)
Banner (Ex. 17.14)
Bear Robbed of Her Cubs (Hos. 13.8)
Beginning and End (Rev. 21.6)
Birds Hovering Overhead (Isa. 31.5)
Bridegroom (Isa. 62.5)
Consuming Fire (Deut. 4.24)
Defender (Psa. 68.5)
Dew (Hos. 14.5)
Eagle (Ex. 19.4)
Ever-Present Help (Psa. 46.1)
Father (Deut 1.30; Job 38.28)
Fortress (2 Sam. 22.2)
Gardener (John 15.1)
Green Pine Tree (Hos. 14.8)
Guide (Psa. 48.14)
Hiding Place (Psa. 32.7)
Husband (Isa. 54.5)
Judge (Job. 9.15)
King (Psa. 5.2)
Leopard (Hos. 13.7)
Lion (Isa. 31.4)
Master (Mal. 1.6)
Moth (Hos. 5.12)
Mother (Isa. 49.13)
Portion (Psa. 73.26)
Potter (Isa. 29.16; Isa. 64.8)
Redeemer (Job 19.25)
Refuge (Deut. 33.27)
Rock (Deut. 32.4)
Shade (Psa. 121.5)
Shepherd (Psa. 23.1)
Shield (Gen. 15.1)
Strong Tower (Psa. 61.3)
Woman (Isa. 42.14)

P
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Appendix 3: The Soul

We encounter the word soul in the creation narrative. The following should 
help sort out some misconceptions about soul. The world of Platonic philosophy 
is a great hindrance to the modern reader of Scripture. The King James Version 
(KJV) translation of “living soul” is steeped in problems. The NIV translation 
is: “living being.” The word that is being translated is the Hebrew word nepes. 
The KJV mistranslation mixed with the Greek philosophy of Plato makes the 
word nepes take on a completely different meaning today than the one implied 
by the Hebrew storyteller.

The range of meaning for nepes is much broader and would include words 
like life, person, self, appetite, and mind. There is a distinct difference between 
the Hebrew way of thinking about nepes (soul in KJV) and the Platonic, or even 
later Hellenistic, opinions about the human soul.

Early Greek language viewed nepes as united with the body and considered 
it as the inner person. Platonic thought saw nepes as preexistent and separated 
from the body. Thus, one has probably heard or prayed the prayer, “Now I lay 
me down to sleep, I pray the lord my soul to keep. If I should die before I wake, 
I pray the Lord my soul to take.” This is certainly not a Christian prayer but a 
Platonic philosophical prayer. The nepes was the immaterial core in this way of 
thinking that would live on after physical life. Salvation for the Platonic Greek 
was the escape of the soul from the body. Even in the Hellenistic period of the 
Jews, Philo stood as a proponent of Greek thought and continued the Platonic 
idea of a bodiless soul. This dualistic dichotomy can also be found in the Jewish 
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha (4 Maccabees 1.20; 26-28; 2 Maccabees 6.30; 
Wisdom of Solomon 9.15, 15.8).

This Platonic idea of an abstract sense of soul that can and does separate from 
the body is not a part of the Hebrew thought form. In Genesis 2, man does not 
possess a nepes, but rather he becomes a nepes. In Leviticus 19.28, one finds the 
words nepes mot, which means a dead body that is in contrast with a live body.

The Hebrew word nepes is more common than the Hebrew word for spirit. 
However, in the New Testament, Paul gives priority to spirit over soul (spirit: 
146 times and soul: 13 times). In the Hebrew thought, which was Paul’s way 
of thinking, soul is the human life force; while for Paul, spirit has taken on this 
meaning. It is through spirit that God and humankind have fellowship.

In 1 Thessalonians 5.23, Paul differentiates the soul and body from the spirit. 
The soul and body constitute the person as a living being, while the spirit indi-
cates the higher capacities of the person in relationship with God. This is not 
Greek dualism. Paul did not believe that there was a preexistent soul as was be-
lieved by Greek philosophy. It is fair to say, from a biblical perspective, that you 
do not have a soul, you are a soul!1

P
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Appendix 4: Behind the Scenes

Here are some words that are of interest that will help you understand the 
meaning of the storyteller of this creation story in Genesis 2.

Formed (Shaped). This verb, which is a present participle of yasar, means 
potter. Even though the text says that the first human was created from “the dust 
of the earth,” it may be that the image of potter still lies behind this metaphor 
in the description of man’s creation. The word “formed” is an artistic inventive 
word that required skill and planning. It suggests that the creation of the first 
human was not just some afterthought as is described in other creation stories.1

Dust. In the stories of creation that come from Egypt and Mesopotamia, 
man is created from clay sometimes mixed with the blood of a slain god. In the 
Gilgamesh Epic (1.34), the goddess Aruru created Enkidu from clay. The cre-
ation of man from clay was a commonplace idea outside of the Old Testament. 
Within the Old Testament, man’s creation from clay/dust is alluded to many 
times ( Job 10.9; Isa. 29.16; Ps. 90.3; 104.29). It becomes evident that the Gen-
esis 2 storyteller was taking ancient ideas of man’s creation and giving these old 
ideas their own distinctive flavor. The intended meaning of the passage is to 
suggest that humankind was formed by the Creator-Covenant God and that 
he was made of a substance that was also created by God, not a substance that 
was commingled with a god (i.e., blood of a slain god).

Breathed Into His Nostrils the Breath of Life. Humankind is a piece of 
earth, shaped by God, which has the gift of life given by the breath of God. The 
word “breath” conveys the idea of being personal and warm. It pictures the face-
to-face encounter that God had with his first created human. It is the picture of 
the intimacy of a kiss. With God’s breath, the first man came to life.

Blew (Breathed). This word suggests a large puff of air, not unlike the amount 
of air that it might take to start a fire. God’s breath affirmed that his creation 
had come to life. Today’s English Version translated this phrase as: “and the man 
began to live.” The Contemporary English Version says, “and the man started 
breathing.” It is not the possession of the “breath of life” that made the first hu-
man different from the animals as is so often posited. Animals are described in 
the same terms (Gen. 1.29). It is the image of God in which humankind is cre-
ated that marks humans off from the animals.1

P
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Appendix 5: The Serpent

The word “satan” is used in a number of ways in the Hebrew Bible. The term 
refers:

	To the angel of the Lord who may be an adversary (Num. 22.22, 32).
	To another person who may function as an adversary (1 Sam. 

29.4; 2 Sam. 19.22; 1 Kings 5.4; 11.14, 23, 25; Psalm 109.8).
	Finally, to an angel in the angelic host as seen in the book of Job.

The word “satan” appears eighteen times in the Hebrew Bible. Out of the 
eighteen, it appears fourteen times in the first two chapters of Job. We should 
note with interest that all but one of these eighteen times that “satan” appears 
(the exception is 1 Chronicles 21.1), the article is attached to the word and it 
reads “the satan.” This form indicates that it is a title not a personal name. The 
term “satan” does not describe “who” but “what.” The term is not a proper name 
in the Old Testament. We must carefully understand that in the ancient world, 
not to have a name was to be reduced to nonexistence.

Genesis 3 reveals that the serpent was one of the creatures that the Creator 
God created. The serpent was not eternal or divine. The storyteller reveals that 
this creature was “more subtle” than any other animal. This is not a disparaging 
term. As a matter of fact, the word which is translated “subtle” for us is used in 
Proverbs several times (12.16, 23; 13.16, 14.8, 15; 18; 22.3) and is translated 
“the prudent one, person, man.” This prudent one is contrasted with the “fool,” 
while elsewhere the word is translated as “crafty” which is something that God 
dislikes ( Job 5.12, 15.5). In this story, the storyteller only speaks of the serpent’s 
destiny (Genesis 3.14-15).

Explanations abound about who the serpent was. Some believe that it was a 
mythological character that had magical powers. Others think that the serpent 
was a symbol of human curiosity. Still others believe that the serpent was a sym-
bol of some ancient fertility cult. Some see the serpent as symbolic of chaos or 
evil. Some believe that the voice of the serpent is only the voice of the “inner 
person.” Among Christian and Jewish interpreters, the serpent is often identified 
as Satan’s instrument. Luther, as an example, believed that “the devil was permit-
ted to enter the beast, as he here entered the serpent. For there is no doubt that 
it was a real serpent in which Satan was and in which he conversed with Eve.”1

The word “serpent” is the general term for snake. The reptile played a sig-
nificant role in the ancient world. It was an object of reverence and worship. 
Serpents are found in ancient myths and represent life, recurring youth, death, 
chaos, and wisdom. Scripture also possesses the same association for the ser-
pent (the rejuvenating effects of the bronze serpent in the wilderness, Numbers 
21.9 is an example).

In the ancient world’s Epic of Gilgamesh, the serpent was perceived as the 
opponent of humankind. Gilgamesh searched for the famed survivor of the 
flood, the immortal Utnapishtim, so that he could learn how he might obtain 
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eternal life. Utnapishtim revealed to Gilgamesh a secret known only to him and 
the gods. There was a plant in the deepest part of the sea that could rejuvenate 
one’s life. Gilgamesh obtained the plant and named it “Man Becomes Young 
in Old Age.” However, the plant was stolen by a serpent, who carried it off and 
shed its own skin (a process of rejuvenation).

In the community that God was creating in the wilderness, the snake was 
classified as an unclean animal because of its movement on the ground (Lev. 
11.41-45). Serpents were associated with the judgment of God for Israel’s com-
plaints against God in the wilderness (venomous snakes, Numbers 21.6) as well 
as being the source of rejuvenation.

So is the serpent in the garden story Satan? Most likely not, or at least not 
for the teller of the story.

P
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Appendix 6: God as Father

God the Father in the Old Testament
The concept of the Fatherhood of God has its roots in the Old Testament. 

Fatherhood is first described in the Covenant relationship between God and 
Israel. In Exodus, we have these words: Then say to Pharaoh, “This is what the 
LORD says: Israel is my firstborn son,” (Ex. 4.22).

From the beginning of the Old Testament to its conclusion, the Old Testa-
ment authors often described God as the Father of Israel. Here are several pas-
sages, which illustrate this:

Is this the way you repay the LORD, 
      You foolish and unwise people?

Is he not your Father, your Creator, 
      who made you and formed you? (Deut. 32.6)

Yet you, LORD, you are our Father. 
      We are the clay, you are the potter; 
      we are all the work of your hand. (Isa. 64.8)

Do we not all have one Father? Did not one God create us? Why do 
we profane the covenant of our ancestors by being unfaithful to one 
another? (Mal. 2.10)

While God was viewed as the Father of the whole nation of Israel, 
when she broke Covenant with him, his Fatherhood was confined to 
the faithful remnant within Israel. This can be seen in the following two 
passages:

As a father has compassion on his children, 
     so the LORD has compassion on those who fear him;  
 (Psalm 103.13)

“On the day when I act,” says the LORD Almighty, “they will be my 
treasured possession. I will spare them, just as a father has compassion 
and spares his son who serves him. (Mal. 3.17)

With this brief overview, one can see that the Father metaphor for God was 
used in a nationalistic way between Yahweh and Israel. Later in the life of Israel 
when she had become unfaithful, he was the Father of the faithful remnant. The 
personal relationship of a father-child seems to be lacking in the Old Testament.

The Fatherhood of God in Second Temple Judaism
In Jewish literature, which appeared between the testaments, often called 
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Intertestamental or Second Temple Judaism literature, the Fatherhood of God 
was beginning to take on a look and feel of being personal as seen in the fol-
lowing quotes.

O LORD Father and Ruler of my life 
      do not abandon me to their counsel, 
and let me not fall because of them! (Sirach 23.1)

     We are considered by him as something base, 
and he avoids our ways as unclean 
      he calls the last end of the righteous happy, 
and boasts that God is his father (Wisdom of Solomon 2.16)

We must remember that these books have not carried any authority in the 
church’s canon, but they do give us a window through which we can view how 
the people in this era of history may have viewed God. These books are des-
ignated as apocryphal literature. To understand the significance of these two 
quotes, a brief bit of history is in order.

There are two pieces of apocryphal literature in the genre called wisdom. The 
wisdom of this literature is like the Wisdom literature in our own Scripture of 
which Proverbs is a major example. Wisdom literature is the most unfamiliar 
to today’s Bible readers. You could define wisdom as the discipline of applying to 
one’s life the truth that experience teaches. Wisdom is personal not theoretical or 
abstract. Wisdom exists when people think or act according to the truth that 
they have learned through their own experience. The two books in the apocry-
phal literature, which are Wisdom literature, are:

	The Wisdom of Solomon, which was written in the hopes that it 
would protect the Jews in Egypt from the danger of falling into skepti-
cism and idolatry.

	Ecclesiasticus, which was the oral traditions that were used to teach 
young men to live piously.

Ecclesiasticus is believed to have been written somewhere between 200 and 175 
BC in the Greek Period of 330-166 BC when Antiochus Epiphanes defeated 
Egypt (200 BC).

Ecclesiasticus is often valued as one of the more significant books in the 
Apocrypha. It is the only book that names its author. Jesus, the son of Sirach, 
was most likely a Jewish scribe who taught the Law. He recorded what he taught 
orally to young men about worthy and pious living. We have in its pages a link 
to the thoughts of the Jewish people of that era. It may have been the form of 
material that developed into the schools that produced Pharisees and Sadducees.

The Wisdom of Solomon was written between AD 38-41. This was after the 
ascension of Jesus and during the period right after Paul’s conversion in AD 
34. Herod Antipas (4 BC — AD 39) was still the king. The book, while claim-
ing to be written by Solomon (7.1-14), was written by a Greek-speaking Jew.

Along with Ecclesiasticus, it is seen as one of the most, if not the most vital 
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book in the Apocrypha. It presents a theological mindset of the Greek way of 
thinking about theology. It is an attempt to integrate Greek philosophy with 
biblical theology. It is an endeavor to rekindle a zeal for God in the middle of 
turmoil.

The critical thing to note is that the idea of the Fatherhood of God to the 
individual was not existent during the Old Testament era and mentioned in-
frequently before the time of Jesus, but was mentioned after the ascension of 
Jesus in Jewish Literature. The conclusion: God was not viewed at large in the 
intimate terms that Fatherhood shares with these two possible exceptions of 
the Wisdom of Solomon and Ecclesiasticus. The rabbinical literature of the day 
saw the Fatherhood of God as an ethical relationship between God and Israel 
(cf. 2 Sam. 7.14; Ps. 68.5; 89.26; Jer. 3.4, 19; Mal. 1.6).

The Fatherhood of God in the New Testament
When we open the pages of the New Testament, the Fatherhood of God is the 
predominant metaphor by which Jesus seeks to reveal God. God’s relationship 
has moved from a national one, as the Father of Israel, to a personal one, as Fa-
ther to those who are believers. In the New Testament, the Fatherhood of God 
is seen in three ways.

1. He is the Father of Jesus.
2. He is the Father of the disciples of Jesus.
3. He is the Father of all creation.

It is in the Gospels that we find the predominance of the occurrence of God 
as Father. The term “father” appears more than twice as many times in the Gos-
pels as it does in the rest of the New Testament. In his conversation with his 
disciples recorded in John 20.17, Jesus said, “Do not hold on to me, for I have 
not yet ascended to the Father. Go instead to my brothers and tell them, ‘I am 
ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God.’”

By the terminology used in John, we can discover two things: First, Jesus 
separated his relationship with God as Father from his disciples relationship 
with God as Father by the terms “my God” and “your God.” Second, Jesus saw 
clearly that his disciples could have an intimate relationship with God as Father.

This is clearly shown in the passage when he teaches his disciples to pray. The 
Lord’s Prayer, better called the Model of Prayer for the Disciples, which, by the 
way, was never meant to be quoted verbatim. It was meant as a model of how to 
pray versus a prayer to be prayed. Jesus begins the model by addressing God as 
Father. It begins with the Greek word pater and there is reasonable agreement 
that pater represents the Aramaic ‘abbâ.1

The use of this term was as shocking to his disciples as it was to the Jews, 
in general, who wanted to kill him for speaking of God as Father. While the 
term brings an intimate concept of God to man, it was never intended to less-
en our sense of awe in our approach to God, which is seen by the second phase 
in the model prayer, “hallowed be your name.” No father-child relationship on 
earth is perfect because no father is flawless, but in God the perfect pattern of 



17

Appendices

Fatherhood can be seen. This simple prayer model was revolutionary to the dis-
ciples and to the church.

The early fathers of the church, like Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
and Theodoret of Cyprus, testified in harmony that ‘abbâ was the address of a 
small child to his or her father. ‘Abbâ was an everyday word, a family word of 
intimacy. No Jewish person would have dared to address God in this way. Jesus 
spoke with God as a child speaks with his father with intimacy and security. He 
wanted his disciples to experience the same thing.

In Paul, God is seen as the Father of believers as well as a universal Father. 
We can summarize the teaching of God as Father in the New Testament with: 
It was a shocking and revolutionary way of identifying with God. No more was 
he their Father in a national sense; he was now their father in a personal sense.

Why is the Father Metaphor Important?
First, everyone has a father and a mother. For the most part everyone knows 

who their mother is. However, not everyone knows who his or her father is. It 
has been said “No man is responsible for his father. That is entirely his moth-
er’s affair.” This possible broken relationship between father and child provides 
a basis for humankind to know God in a way that we may not have ever been 
able to experience on a human plane with a human father.

Second, the metaphor of Father is one that crosses time and culture. Not ev-
eryone has a king, not everyone has a rock, not everyone has a shepherd, or any 
of the other hundred plus metaphors for God. Nor can anyone identify with 
these metaphors in a personal way. God chose lots of ways to reveal himself so 
that his creation could have an intimate relationship with him. The primary one 
in the New Testament is Father. One must remember that God is not a man 
but spirit. Scripture uses language of condescension to help us understand and 
relate to God. He is a personal spirit with whom those who have become his 
children can be intimate. While the term is not used, God is also revealed as 
mother and as a woman.

It is the need of our culture to understand the Fatherhood of God because of 
the number of broken relationships between fathers and children, which might 
affect our understanding of what a true father is like. The parenting aspect of 
God is often misunderstood. He wants us to experience the freedom to be his 
children and enter into the intimate relationship with him that awaits us. To 
know and understand him as Father is the supreme purpose of telling this sto-
ry. Only at the end of Isaiah does this concept begin to take shape. It seems to 
have been avoided in the Old Testament before Isaiah.

Remember, that a metaphor, like father, is a metaphor. It represents some-
thing. It is not the actual thing. God can be understood as compared to father, 
but he is more than father. I know it is difficult to put our heads around, but 
God is not a male-gendered being.

P
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Appendix 7: Servant Song

There is a collection of four passages in Isaiah that have been given the name 
Servant Songs (42.1-4; 49.1-6; 50.4-9; 52.13-53.12). An outline of the four 
songs could be:

Isaiah 42.1-4
In the first song in Isaiah 42.1-4, there are two points Isaiah makes:

1. The Lord elects the servant (1).
2. The servant’s task is to bring justice to the nations (1-4).

Isaiah 49.1-6
The speaker in the second song (49.1-6) is the servant. In these few verses, 

we can see three points:

1. There are three stages of the development of the servant: election, call, 
and equipment (1-3). 

2. The servant’s despondency over apparent failure (4).
A new task set before the servant (1-6).

Isaiah 50.4-9
This song gives no clear understanding of who the servant is: nation, proph-

et, or king.
Two points are made in the third song (50. 4-9):

1. The special tasks of the servant and the results (4-6).
2. The servant’s confession of confidence and the certainty of being an-

swered (7-9)

Isaiah 52.13-53.12
There are three distinct parts of the fourth song (52.13-53.12):

1. An opening speech of salvation, which includes a contrast of humilia-
tion and exaltation (52.13-15).

2. A confession (53.1-11a), which includes a report of suffering (2-9) 
and reports of deliverance (10-11a).

3. A closing speech of salvation, which includes the success of exaltation.

If we break down the songs, we can see the following:

4. Call
The servant belongs to the Lord and is chosen by him (42.1) and 
the servant was called and formed from the womb for a special task 
(49.1).

5. Task
The servant is to establish the manner in which life with God should 
be lived on the earth (42.1-4). He is to bring Israel back to God 
(49.3f.) and bring salvation to the earth (49.6).
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6. Equipment
The servant has God’s Spirit (42.1). He has God’s support and 
strength (49.5). He is depicted as one who is taught by God on a 
continual basis (50.4-5).

P
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Appendix 8: Old Testament Book Chronology and Timeline
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Appendix 9: New Testament Book Chronology
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Appendix 10: The Kingdom from Augustine to Wright 
(An Overview)

The essence of the kingdom of God is understandable by thinking about “the 
age to come” invading this “present evil age.” The graphic above suggests that 
the kingdom of God was in the Old Testament as well as the New Testament. 
The top graphic demonstrates that the kingdom can be seen in events like the 
Exodus and Israel’s captivity in Babylon. God acted in kingly power to deliver 
and judge his children. The kingdom came into history once-and-for-all in the 
person and works of Jesus. The second graphic gives a different perspective of 
the same idea showing the present status of the church as she lives in a time 
where the kingdom of God has come into the present evil age and both ages 
continue in tandem.

From Augustine to the Reformers, the kingdom and the church were thought 
of as the same thing. This view is still common as suggested by our current lan-
guage. We talk about bringing people into the kingdom, which is a synonym for 
church. Augustine believed that as the church grew, so the kingdom grew. As 
the church takes the gospel into the world, the kingdom is extended.1

In the book Missional Church, Darrell L. Guder makes the point that one 
cannot build or extend the kingdom. One can only enter it.2 Isn’t it interesting 
that we are still using language of Augustine about the church instead of lan-
guage and thought provided by the sacred text?

What is usually called the old liberal view that understands the kingdom of 
God as the pure prophetic religion taught by Jesus is found in Adolph Von Har-
nack’s What Is Christianity? (1901)3 For Harnack, the kingdom was reduced to 
a subjective realm. It was an inner spiritual redemptive blessing (Rom. 14.17). 
The kingdom is expressed by the new birth ( John 3.3) and is an inward power 
which enters into the human spirit and takes hold of it. Many scholars have un-
derstood the kingdom primarily in terms of personal religious experience—the 
reign of God in the individual soul.4

Johannes Weiss argued that Jesus’ view of the kingdom was like that of the 
Jewish apocalypses, although future and eschatological.5

Albert Schweitzer picked up Weiss’ view and interpreted the entire career of 
Jesus from an eschatological point of view.6 The kingdom is viewed as a place 
of future blessing which occurs at the Second Coming for the people of God 
(1 Cor. 15.50; Matt. 8.11; 2 Pet. 1.11; Matt. 25.34). The followers of Jesus en-
ter the kingdom when he returns. The coming kingdom would bring about an 
end to the old order of humanity and begin a new existence in a heavenly or-
der. Thus, the kingdom is altogether future and supernatural. James Kallas says, 
“…there was a fatal weakness in Schweitzer’s work which threatened from the 
very beginning to vitiate his contribution to theology. And that weakness was 
that Schweitzer vindicated the effect and completely bypassed the cause. Sch-
weitzer forcefully demonstrated that eschatology was central in the life of Je-
sus. But he failed to bring forth the worldview, the basic underlying reasons, 
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which had brought eschatology into being.” It was “…a yearning for the end of 
the world precisely because they had come to believe that this world was not 
as it should be.”7

C. H. Dodd held that the kingdom of God was realized fully in the minis-
try of Jesus, hence the name “realized eschatology.” The kingdom of God is an 
earthly place where there is righteousness, peace, and joy. These are the ben-
efits for those who live yielded lives to the Rule of the Spirit. The kingdom as 
a present reality is based on such passages as Matthew 12.28; Romans 14.17; 
and Isa. 2.4. For Ladd, Dodd was more “platonic than biblical.”8 Kallas says of 
Dodd, “The central contention of Dodd is that Schweitzer’s work was a com-
promise. That Schweitzer had found two streams of thought in the gospels; one 
with a forward look to a coming kingdom, and the other positing a kingdom 
already resent and working. Thus Schweitzer, compromising, insisted that the 
kingdom was very, very close.”9 Kallas also covers this in his book Jesus and the 
Power of Satan.10

If there is a consensus, it is that the kingdom is in some real sense both pres-
ent and future. For W. G. Kümmel, the primary meaning of the kingdom is the 
eschaton. He holds that the kingdom is also present, but only in the person of 
Jesus, not in his disciples.

Jeremias defends a distinctive position. While commending Dodd for achiev-
ing a breakthrough in interpretation by his emphasis on the present irruption 
of the kingdom, he also criticized him for minimizing the eschatological as-
pect. He replaces Dodd’s “realized eschatology” with “eschatology in process of 
realization.”11

In the last century, a rather novel approach to viewing the kingdom has had 
a wide influence. This position believes that the Old Testament prophecies to 
Israel must be literally fulfilled. This is the position of Dispensationalism which 
has distinguished sharply between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of 
heaven.12 This view has been upgraded to what is now being called “Progressive 
Dispensationalism”13 in which the authors affirm the dispensationalist’s tradi-
tional distinctive of a future for ethnic Israel, but also see the need to get past 
the rigid literalism of the classic dispensationalism of Scofield and Ryrie and 
work with extra biblical materials in their exegesis and hermeneutics.

Ladd is representative of a moderating interpretation of Jesus’ understand-
ing of the kingdom of God.14 Ladd believed that “the kingdom is God’s kingly 
rule. It has two moments: a fulfillment of the Old Testament promises and the 
historical mission of Jesus and a consummation at the end of the age, inaugu-
rating the Age to Come.”15

For Kallas the kingdom was not existential, but “the kingdom of God meant 
for them not a psychological experience but an actual event.”16

Wright believes that this argument by Ladd, i.e., a fulfillment in the present 
and a consummation in the future was a “linguist trick.17 Wright asks, “What, 
then, is central to the understanding of the kingdom? It was …the Jewish ex-
pectation of the saving sovereignty of the covenant god, exercised in the vindi-
cation of Israel and the overthrow of her enemies.”18 Wright also says that the 
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big question which overarches current scholarship since Schweitzer may be: “Is 
the kingdom present or is the kingdom future or is it somehow both? If so, how 
both?” Wright continues:

It depends on what you think the kingdom is. If you think the 
kingdom is the cessation of the space-time universe and a totally 
new order all together, then the kingdom is not there in Jesus. If 
you think that the kingdom is the quiet response on the hearts of 
those men and women who want to respond to him, then you can 
make a good case that the kingdom is there in the ministry of Jesus.

Then, Wright poses the question: “Which did Jesus himself think it was, pres-
ent, future, both, or something else related to those two, but different?” Wright 
thinks that a better way through the forest of present, future, or compromise is 
to go back and see what kingdom meant and then we will see better the sense 
that it might be present or it might be future. Wright believes that what most 
scholars miss in all of this is that the Jews, when they were using kingdom lan-
guage, were thinking about Israel being vindicated over the world, i.e., that Is-
rael was going to be placed as top nation in the world who would hold her with 
respect. A basic solution for Wright is that in one sense, Israel dominating the 
world is not in the ministry of Jesus. He challenges this concept and denies it 
and warns Israel that it is not going to be like that. In another sense, it is pres-
ent because Jesus takes Israel’s role on himself, acting it out, so that for which 
Israel had hoped is present in Jesus. Yet, in another sense, the kingdom is af-
firmed as being future. Jesus is constantly talking about an inauguration which 
wasn’t yet there.19

P
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Appendix 11: Metaphors of Jesus

The Last Adam (1 Cor. 15.45)
Advocate (1 John 2.1)
Alpha and Omega (Rev. 1.8)
Anointed One (Acts 4.25)
Apostle (Heb. 3.1)
Atoning Sacrifice (1 John 2.2)
Author of Faith (Heb. 12.2)
Beginning and End (Rev. 22.13)
Bread of God (John 6.32)
Bread of Life (John 6.35)
Bridegroom (Matt. 9.15)
Capstone (Matt. 21.42)
Chief Shepherd (1 Pet. 5.4)
Cornerstone (Eph. 2.20)
Deliverer (Rom. 11.26)
Firstborn (Rom. 8.29)
Firstfruits (1 Cor. 15.20)
Foundation (1 Cor. 3.11)
Gate (John 10.7)
Head (1 Cor. 11.3)
Hen (Matt. 23.37)
Holy One of God (John 6.69)
Hope of Glory (Col. 1.27)
I Am (John 8.58)
Image of God (2 Cor. 4.4)
Immanuel (Matt. 1.23)
King (John 18.36)
King of Kings (1 Tim. 6.15)
Lamb (of God) (Rev. 6.1)
Life-giving Spirit (1 Cor. 15.45)
Light (John 1.1)
Lord (2 Tim. 4.8)
Mediator (1 Tim. 2.5)
Morning Star (2 Pet. 1.19)
Peace (Eph. 2.14)
Purifier (Matt. 3.12)
Ransom (1 Tim. 2.5)
Savior (John 4.42)
Stone (1 Pet. 2.f-8)
Vine (John 15.1)

P
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 Appendix 12: Was Paul and Early Lutheran?

Introduction
Have you ever heard someone say or maybe you have said it yourself, “we 

live under grace, not under law.” The meaning attached to that as so-called New 
Testament Jesus followers, the Old Testament, i.e., the law, doesn’t really have 
any meaning for us outside an occasional verse that we have grown to love. The 
New Testament represents the “grace of God” established through Jesus.

Where do you think this kind of language had its genesis? Who is respon-
sible for it becoming so impregnated into our way of thinking about the Story 
of God? Why have we thrown out the Old Testament in favor of the New Tes-
tament? Well, this short treatise hopes to shed some light on these questions 
and others like them. One wonders what Paul would think about all the stuff 
that he wrote and how it has been interpreted! Thousands of words have been 
written about Paul and continue to be written. Here’s what one author has to 
say about his issue:

Perhaps a corner in the chutzpah hall of fame should be reserved for those 
of us who write about Paul. We are, after all, hardly less liable than other mor-
tals to misconstrue the thinking of our spouses; that of our teenage offspring 
we have long since despaired of divining. We too contend daily with the im-
penetrable otherness of our contemporaries: any forgetfulness of our limitations 
incurs prompt and painful refutation. The study of the ancients, on the other 
hand, allows a good deal of scope for our pretensions and, best of all, immunity 
from instant rebuttal — and we have certainly milked its potential to the full-
est. Given a first-century apostle a few of whose letters we have read, we make 
bold to distinguish what he said from what he really thought, and even to pon-
tificate on why he thought the way we think he did. Indeed, as the assumptions 
that governed Paul’s thinking become more and more remote from our own, 
the assurance with which we pronounce on the direction and deficiencies of his 
reasoning seems only to increase. Isn’t America wonderful?1

So why write more about Paul. Our purpose here is:
To understand if Paul’s message was the “Lutheran” version of the OT sto-

ry as reflected in the Lutheran reading of Paul (legalism or meritorious works 
could not lead to justification) or the “new Perspective on Paul,” which suggests 
that justification is about exclusivism and inclusivism as reflected in Wright,2 
Dunn,3 and others.

In any writing about Paul, one should remember “he wrote letters, not 
theological treatises, designed to deal with concrete situations in contemporary 
Christian communities rather than as a vehicle for the ordered presentation of 
his thought.”4

Paul: A Brief Look at Paul
There is little information about Paul from his birth to his appearance in 

the book of Acts as the persecutor of the church. What is known about him is 
mainly drawn from his self-portraits in his documents (Gal. 1.13ff.; Rom. 9.1; 
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Phil. 3.5). His birth place was Tarsus (Acts 16.27; 21.29; 22.25ff.). Tarsus was 
a commercial city, and a center of learning. It was there he became acquainted 
with various Greek philosophies and religious cults. He was raised by his moth-
er (Acts 22.3) and later moved to Jerusalem for his education that he received 
from Gamaliel (Gal. 1.13ff.).

He was a functional member of the Roman world, i.e., he was a citizen of 
Rome with all its rights and privileges; the Greek world, i.e., with its language, 
customs, and thought forms; and the Hebrew world, i.e., with its language, cus-
toms, and thought forms. After his conversion, Paul began the process of sub-
verting each of these three areas that overlapped to make up the culture to which 
he brought the gospel.

While in Jerusalem, he was given authority to direct the persecution of this 
new cult of Christians. He was officially sanctioned by the Sanhedrin to go to 
Damascus and bring bound to Jerusalem any Christians that he found.

His conversion on the road to Damascus was a rather sudden jolt to Paul, as 
well as to his friends in Judaism. After three years of instructions from the Lord 
and teaching in the synagogue in Damascus, he made his first post-conversion 
trip to Jerusalem after a close escape with his life from Damascus (Acts 9.23; 
2 Cor. 22.32). He had a brief stay in Jerusalem with the disciples who were in 
continuing fear even after three years. Some of his old friends wanted to kill him, 
so he was sent off to his home in Tarsus (Acts 9.26-30). It was approximately 
ten years before Paul was heard from again. Barnabas found Paul in Tarsus and 
brought him to Antioch to help teach (Acts 11.25ff.). Barnabas and Paul made 
a famine relief trip from Antioch to Jerusalem. They brought John Mark back 
with them (Acts 12.25). Acts 13 and 14 share with us the First Church Plant-
ing Mission. Upon return from his first trip, he reported to the church at An-
tioch all that God had done on this mission trip. There he wrote the book of 
Galatians, which he sent back to the churches that he had planted, to help them 
take care of a problem (legalism or inclusivism) that had arisen after he left.5

Lutheran and Exclusive/Inclusive Reading
Stephen Westerholm says, “Martin Luther, Reformer, is charged with mis-

reading Paul, apostle, confusing the latter’s first-century controversies with his 
own idiosyncratic and sixteenth century concerns, thereby distorting for centu-
ries the understanding of Paul held alike by undiscerning scholars, unsuspect-
ing preachers, and the masses that know not the law.”6

Against this reading is the so-called “new perspective on Paul,” which first 
appeared in the writings of N. T. Wright, following Sander’s Paul and Palestin-
ian Judaism in 1977,7 the phrase was “christened” according to Westerholm8 by 
James D. G. Dunn in his article “The New Perspective on Paul” found in his 
Jesus, Paul, and the Law.9

What’s the Debate?
The debate centers on the Lutheran view of Paul who was believed to have 

taught a “legal/law and grace” or “works righteousness” theology. In simple terms, 
it suggests that the Old Testament law was about working out ones righteousness 
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by keeping the law. On the other side of the debate is a view that is often labeled 
as the “new perspective on Paul,” which believes that the issue in Paul, which 
is being debated, is not about gaining admission to the family of God by keep-
ing some set of legalistic rules, but for Paul, the “works of the law” was about 
exclusivism to inclusivism. It was about who could sit together at the table and 
fellowship with each other as “new human beings.”

There have been millions (who knows really) of words spilt in ink and voice 
about Paul’s theology. Westerholm says, “…the most industrious student of Paul 
finds it hard to keep abreast of the latest Pauline scholarship.”10 With that in 
mind, it should be said that in this short rendering, we can only skim the sur-
face of this theological discussion. But, even then, you as a reader should have a 
grasp of the arguments and a beginning grasp of the subject that can help you 
come to an informed decision about the question: Do I live under law or grace?

Was Paul An Early Lutheran?
The debate about Paul and his view of the OT law has been discussed for 

years among biblical specialists. The folks setting in the pew from Sunday to 
Sunday hear little or nothing about the discussion. The following material is 
offered to help those who might have wondered why Paul and Luther seem so 
similar in the popular core of thought by seeing what the thought of seasoned 
biblical specialists on both sides of the issue have written.

How Did We Get Here From There?
Martin Luther (1483 – 1546) perpetuated the idea that the OT law was to 

be understood as a “works righteousness” motif in which one came into fellow-
ship with God by “keeping the law.” On the other hand, earlier Thomas Aqui-
nas (1225 – 7 March 1274) believed that although grace supplies the ability to 
act virtuously and comes as a free gift from God and is not the reward of any 
work, the virtuous action that results can merit eternal life both for oneself and 
for others.11 Aquinas was fond of saying that the “primary role of the law…was 
to terrify the sinner.”12 These two theologians separated by two hundred years 
were thought to be in serious conflict with each other. Luther simply changed the 
standing view. Even today among some churches, the Aquinas view of preach-
ing is centered on terrifying the sinner while at the same time throwing in a bit 
of Luther suggesting that there are certain activities/sins that one must forfeit 
before God will accept a person into his love and care.

In the throes of the Roman Catholic Church’s teaching on meritorious works, 
Luther and Calvin, in spite of their theological depth, made a subtle herme-
neutical step. While discussing the letters of Paul, these two Reformers placed 
the Roman Church and its hierarchical leadership in the role of first century 
Judaism. When Paul suggested that “justification by faith” came apart from the 
“works of the law,” they interpreted his statement to be about “the medieval 
system of salvation by meritorious works.187 For Luther, however, the “works of 
the Law” (Gal. 2.16) became “a cipher for the system of merit that he found in 
the church’s medieval scholastic writers.”14

In the following centuries of Protestant development, the equation of legalism 
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of the Roman Church and Judaism became “a standard feature of Protestant 
biblical scholarship.”15 Old Testament writers represented Judaism as having 
fallen away from its strong convictions about nationalism in which the law 
played a role to a single concern about an individual’s relationship with the 
law.16 Old Testament specialists like Julius Wellhausen believed that Judaism 
had “an immense retrogression,” while others argued that the religion of Israel 
spiraled downward to an obsession about the individual’s ability to earn a re-
ward from God by keeping the law’s commandments.17 Parts of the church still 
suffer from this misguided way of thinking. Folks in the pew still struggle with 
being “good enough” to be accepted by God and find all kinds of lists of things 
to accomplish to come into compliance with “being a good Christian” and be-
ing accepted by God.

In New Testament scholarship, the effect of Luther was even more promi-
nent. The knowledge of Judaism was passed on through handbooks such as Fer-
dinand Weber’s Jewish Theology on the Basis of the Talmud and Related Writings 
where he presented a belief in “‘legalism’ by which he meant the study and ful-
filling of the law,”18 as the primary goal of Israel. God was reduced to becoming 
a bookkeeper who daily followed each individual, keeping track of his or her 
merits and demerits, and then provided rewards of eternal life or punishment 
accordingly. While Weber’s book claimed to be a review of relatively late Jew-
ish writings, interpreters of the New Testament used it as a summation of what 
Jews believed during the life of Jesus and Paul.19

Luther’s error has plagued New Testament studies to the present day with 
an additional mixture of German Romanticism and existentialism without ex-
panding energy on comprehending the Judaism of Paul’s lifetime on its own 
terms. With Luther, a new way of thinking about Paul’s antithesis between law 
and grace was established.20 It came to be believed that when Paul said that be-
lievers were not under law but under grace, it was supposed that he was saying 
that they had been rescued from thinking that they had a duty to follow the law 
if they were to find salvation.21

Because of this misguided interpretation and it’s continued popular support, 
many followers of Jesus still hammer away at the needlessness of the Old Tes-
tament, because it is law, believing that Jesus followers are under only the New 
Testament period of grace. Again, who hasn’t said or heard it said, “We don’t 
live under the law, we live under grace.”

The Lutheran Reading Protest
The protest against the misguided influence of Luther began in the mid-1800s 

with Claude G. Montefiore, when he concluded that “the law in rabbinic Juda-
ism did not typically produce self-righteous Jews who could think of nothing 
but earning their way to heaven by means of meritorious works.” For them the 
law was “a benefit and a delight.”22

The next round of protest came from George Foot Moore who produced a 
“withering critique” concluding that Weber had imported “the grid of Lutheran 
dogmatics onto rabbinic material.”23 Even with the clarification of Moore, Protes-
tant scholarship continued to view ancient Judaism as simply a “sixteenth-century 
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Roman Catholicism in different dress.”24

This Lutheran view was seriously challenged with the publication of E. P. 
Sanders’ Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion.25 
Sanders’ book is more about Judaism than Paul in which Sanders compared the 
pattern of religion in Paul’s letters with the patterns of religion in Jewish lit-
erature between 200 BC and AD 200. By “pattern of religion,” Sanders meant 
the way the followers of a specific religion understand “getting in” and “staying 
in their religion.”26

Two critical conclusions emerge from Sanders’ undertaking. First, he con-
cludes that the charges against non-Jewish scholars were correct. Second, that 
Judaism of the period falls into a pattern he called “covenantal nomism,”27 which 
means that one’s place in God’s plan is established because of the covenant, and 
the covenant requires, as the proper response of humankind, one’s obedience to 
its commandments, while providing atonement for transgressors.

Sanders worked from a paradigm called “Solution to Plight.” While Sand-
ers saw that at times “Paul argues from a human plight to the solution in Jesus 
Christ…these moments in Paul’s letters do not mean he arrived at his convic-
tion about Christ by pondering the human dilemma.”28

Traditionally, Paul’s theology started with the assumption that Paul saw hu-
mankind in a terrible plight having rejected the law even though the law was 
viewed as completely inadequate to help humankind out of this plight. Paul,as 
has been believed, found a solution to this deeply seated belief in his encoun-
ter with Jesus on the Damascus road, which influenced his own theology. The 
book of Romans is often read through these eyes. Paul starts his letter with the 
plight of humankind and ends with the solution, which is Christ. Sanders, how-
ever, flips this traditional interpretation on its head and works from the opposite 
paradigm: solution to plight.

Who Are The Major Players?
In any argument/debate or game, there are players. Such is the case for this 

topic. Westerholm’s book names the following: Wrede, Schweitzer, Montefio-
re, Schoeps, Sanders, Kümmel, Stendahl, Bultmann, Wilckens, Drane, Hübner, 
Räisänen, Wright, Dunn, Donaldson, Cranfield, Schreiner, Das, Thielman, Sei-
frid, Laato, Thurèn, Aletti, Martyn, and Becker.29 Quite the lineup! In addition, 
he suggests that four ancients: Augustine, Luther, Calvin, and Wesley may also 
be regarded as adhering to the “Lutheran” reading of Paul.30

As was suggested above, Sanders’ book Paul and Palestinian Judaism appears 
to be the turning point away from the “Lutheran” reading of Paul and set the 
stage for the beginning of the “new perspective on Paul.”31 Two contemporary 
British scholars, N. T. Wright and James D. G. Dunn, are the proponents of 
Paul against the Lutheran reading,32 while Frank Thielman stands in the Lu-
theran reading along with Stephen Westerholm,33 although each of the latter 
two might prefer to be listed as being in a “mediating center.”

Below, we will take a brief look at Luther, Sanders, Wright, Dunn, Thielman, 
and Westerholm on this subject. But first, let’s look at a summary of the “new 
perspective on Paul” and then at the concept of the Old Testament covenant.
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A Summary of the “New Perspective on Paul”
The Lutheran reading of Paul has traditionally been seen as rejecting Juda-

ism of Paul’s day because it was believed that it was necessary to do the works 
of the law to be accepted by God. God’s acceptance was based on the merit of 
a person. If a person could rack up enough merits, these could outweigh his or 
her sin. The Jewish religion of Paul’s day was thought to be legalistic, not that 
God had shared the law with his children to show them how to live as his peo-
ple, but rather that the law was given so that in their human performance of 
it, God would accept them. This view suggested that human works over grace 
was the order of the day for Judaism and that with such a view, one could then 
contrast Christianity.

Beginning with E. P. Sanders, scholars have reacted against this understand-
ing of Judaism. Sanders demonstrated that much of the literature of Judaism 
displayed that the Jews were accepted as the people of God on the grounds of 
God’s grace. God made covenant with the Jews in which keeping the stipula-
tions of the covenant was a response to God’s grace. Keeping covenant stipu-
lations was not a meritorious system by which if the Jews kept the stipulation, 
they entered into relationship with God. Jews kept the law to remain in the 
covenant rather than keeping the law to enter the covenant.

Such works were required for the new Gentile followers of Jesus not because 
they were a way to gain entrance, but because they were signs that they were 
in fact now in the covenant with God. For a Gentile, to keep the law allowed 
him or her to be able to have table fellowship with Jewish Christians. “Works 
of the law” came to be defined by James D. G. Dunn as those specific things 
that marked Jews out publicly and acted as boundary markers (circumcision, 
food laws, festivals).34

Debaters find themselves trying to understand where Paul stood in this con-
figuration. As an example, the New Testament specialist, I. Howard Marshall, 
suggests that one possibility has been to see Paul as mistakenly seeing Judaism 
as a legalistic religion that was based on merit.35 Marshall believes that the “tra-
ditional understanding is accordingly essentially right and the ‘new perspective’ 
must be regarded as flawed.”36 This belief, of course, would be quite a leap based 
on the current understanding of Judaism in Paul’s day as you will read below.

The Old Testament Covenant
According to Delbert Hillers, an Old Testament specialist, the Mosaic cov-

enant was given by God to a redeemed people essentially in the form of an elab-
orate oath.37 It followed the ancient pattern of a Suzerain Vassal Treaty (often 
called a Lord-Servant Treaty).38 These heirs of Abraham were called to be God’s 
light bearers to the ancient world. They were to have no other God. They were 
to worship no idols. The covenant was a way in which these redeemed people 
could relate to God and to each other and demonstrate to the world what be-
ing the people of God was really like. The covenant (law) was not (as has been 
thought and taught) a way in which Israel could become God’s children. The 
covenant was not about “getting in.”

Redemption/Exodus came first, then the covenant (law). The law was never 
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intended to be a system of legal observances by which we could earn God’s ac-
ceptance, if we obeyed them. The Commandments are the stipulations of the 
covenant relationship, which are rooted in grace! They are basic statements on the 
quality of life that must characterize those who belong to God. All of Scripture 
knows only one way of salvation…the grace of God. God reveals his redemptive 
purpose always based on grace, not on man’s ability to obligate God to save him 
because he has kept the law.39 The covenant was about “staying in” relationship 
with God. The Old Testament Story beginning with the giving of the covenant 
is told around the concept of Israel’s life as they attempted to live in covenant 
relationship with God.

Two questions become important: Did Israel continue to understand her 
relationship with God in this way? And how did scholarship come to replace a 
“staying in” covenant with a “getting in” covenant? Or how did keeping the stipula-
tions of the covenant as loyal obedient Israelites in relationship with God change 
to doing the stipulations of the covenant to “get into” a relationship with God?

What the Players Have Said
In any debate, discussion, or conversation, it is important to know who the 

players are. While we have briefly touched on Luther above, we begin with him 
as we introduce each of the major players in this ongoing discussion.

Martin Luther
Luther was not the first “Lutheran” reader of Paul. Augustine was. Wester-

holm says, “Whether we should say that Augustine’s Paul was ‘Lutheran’ or that 
Luther’s Paul was Augustinian is a moot point.40 He also suggests six theses of 
Luther that are under attack as distorting Paul. They are:

1. In our relationship with God, faith in his goodness rather than the good 
works we do is decisive. 

2. The law, like a mighty hammer, is meant to crush human self-righ-
teousness and to drive human beings, made aware of their sinfulness, 
to seek mercy from the Savior.

3. We are justified by faith in Jesus Christ, not by the works we do.
4. Though believers are righteous in God’s eyes, they remain sinners 

throughout their earthly lives. 
5. The law must be banished from the thinking of believers when their 

relationship with God is the issue. Yet it must continue its role in 
identifying and judging their sin.

6. God predestined believers to salvation.41 

“What Luther means by ‘law’ is not always transparent.42 He seems to have 
three distinct usages: a law of nature; the Mosaic code, the law divided into 
two kingdoms, first, temporal and visible and, second, spiritual; and Scripture 
wherever it places requirements on people.43 For Luther, the whole of Scripture 
can be seen under two rubrics; “command and promise…or — in his preferred 
terminology — law and gospel.”44 For Luther, the Old Testament shows what 
one must do or not do and is illustrated by stories of how the laws are broken 
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or kept. The New Testament is the proclamation of the grace given through Je-
sus. The words “not by works of the law” for Luther refers to the deeds required 
by the Mosaic law and imply that nothing one can do can gain justification.

What was the gospel of Christ, according to Luther and all subsequent 
Protestants?

That humankind enjoys that acceptance with God called “justification,” 
the beginning and end of salvation, not through his own moral effort 
even the smallest and slightest degree but entirely and only through 
the loving mercy of God made available in the merits of Christ and 
of his saving death on the Cross. This was not a process of gradual 
ethical improvement but an instantaneous transaction, somewhat 
like a marriage, in which Christ the bridegroom takes to himself 
an impoverished and wrenched harlot and confers upon her all the 
riches, which are his. The key to this transaction was faith, defined 
as a total and trustful commitment of the self to God, and in itself 
not a human achievement but the pure gift of God. “Faith cometh 
by hearing and hearing by the word of God”: fides ex auditu.45

Dunn sees the consequences of Luther’s rediscovery of justification by faith 
as dramatic in theology, church, socially, and politically. He also sees a negative 
side to Luther’s rediscovery as an “unfortunate strain of anti-Judaism” in which 
“Paul’s teaching on justification was seen as a reaction against and in opposition 
to Judaism.”46 Luther rejected a medieval church that offered salvation by merit 
and good works and assumed that this was the same as Paul’s rejection of Judaism 
in his day.47 Wright suggests that “Luther thought Paul was against the Law.”48

E. P. Sanders
What scholars call “the Sanders revolution” was precipitated by the writing 

of his book Paul and Palestinian Judaism in 1977, a watershed in Pauline stud-
ies. Wright says that Sanders’49 “major point to which everything else is subser-
vient, can be quite simply stated: Judaism in Paul’s day was not, as has regularly 
been supposed, a religion of legalist works-righteousness.”50

Sanders begins his groundbreaking book by defining what he means by “pat-
terns of religion,” which is part of his subtitle. For Sanders, “A pattern of religion 
defined positively, is the description of how a religion is perceived by its adher-
ents to function. ‘Perceived to function’ has the sense not of what the adherent 
does on a day-to-day basis, but of how getting in and staying in are understood: 
the way in which a religion was understood to admit and retain members is con-
sidered to be the way it ‘functions.’”51

For Sanders, there is a single “pattern of religion” that underlies Judaism of the 
Second Temple period. It is “covenantal nomism,” which is “the view that one’s 
place in God’s plan is established based on the covenant and that the covenant 
requires as the proper response of man his obedience to its commandments, 
while providing means of atonement for transgression.”52 However, he does not 
believe that “covenantal nomism” is Paul’s “pattern of religion,” suggesting that 
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Paul “presents an essentially different type of religiousness from any found in Pales-
tinian Jewish literature.”53

For Paul, “Christianity is going to become a new form of covenantal nomism, 
a covenantal religion which one enters by baptism, membership in which provides 
salvation, which has a specific set of commandments, obedience to which (or 
repentance for the transgression of which) keeps one in the covenantal relation-
ship, while repeated or heinous transgression removes one from membership.”54 

Sanders goes on to say: 

The heart of Paul’s thought is not that one ratifies and agrees to a 
covenant offered by God, becoming a member of a group with a 
covenantal relation with God and remaining in it on the conditions 
of proper behaviour; but that one dies with Christ, obtaining new 
life and the initial transformation which leads to the resurrection 
and ultimate transformation, that one is a member of the body of 
Christ and one Spirit with him, and that one remains so unless one 
breaks the participatory union by forming another.55

Wright suggests that Sanders has cut the ground from under the majority 
reading of Paul, especially in mainline Protestantism.56

N. T. Wright
Wright was one of the first to espouse the new perspective on Paul in a pa-

per published in the Tyndale Bulletin in 1978.57 For Wright, Paul did not charge 
the Jews with supposing that they could merit the favor of God by the keeping 
of Torah. He rather criticized Israel’s “relentless pursuit of national, ethnic and 
territorial identity” working toward becoming like other pagan nations who car-
ried boundary markers.58

According to Wright, the concept of justification by faith was not Paul’s gos-
pel because Paul was not answering the question of how an individual can be 
“saved” or enjoys a right relationship with God. Justification was not about how 
an individual in the first century established a relationship with God. Rather, it 
was about the “eschatological definition” of who was a member of God’s people. 
It was more about ecclesiology than soteriology.59

In Galatians, justification is the belief, which insists that everyone who fol-
lows Jesus belongs at the same table no matter what their race may be.60 One 
did not become justified by following a set of legal requirements, but being justi-
fied was about who was included and who was excluded in the people of God.61

In Wright’s more popular commentary on Galatians62 in the “for Everyone” 
series, he says, “we Jews…even though we were born into the covenant fam-
ily, do not now find our real identity as God’s people through the things which 
mark us out as a distinctive people–that is, through the Jewish law.”63 Being “in” 
Jesus means that one has lost their previous identity markers because they have 
become irrelevant. Wright suggests that Paul argues that “we are no longer de-
fined by possession of the law, or by its detailed requirements that set Jews over 
against Gentiles.”64 The argument with Peter had to do with table fellowship. 
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Fellowship around the table was one of the identity markers of Judaism that 
had to be expanded if one was truly going to become a new creation. Table fel-
lowship demanded that both Jews and Gentiles could sit at the same table as 
a symbol of this new creation. This has profound implications for the church 
today. Who does the church exclude or include in its fellowship? While the 
church says that it is open to all, is it really? What ethnic groups are excluded 
from “white” churches? What ethnic groups are “excluded” from black churches? 
Why are there Asian and Hispanic churches? Why is the church in USAmerica 
the most segregated church in the world?65

As a grammatical note, Wright says (as does Dunn, see below) that “to juda-
ize” describes what the Jewish Christians were doing to the Gentile Christians, 
i.e., “they were judaizing them” is not strictly the right use of the word. Rather, 
“judaize” is what pagans do when they become Jews. If you were a pagan and 
you became a Jew, you are “judaizing.” Jewish Christians were not trying to get 
Galatians to “judaize,” but pagans becoming Jews were being judaized.66 This 
suggests that there was no “judaizing party” who was following Paul across the 
Mediterranean world trying to undo his message to the Gentiles.

James D. G. Dunn
Dunn’s thesis “is that Galatians is Paul’s first sustained attempt to deal with 

the issue of covenantal nomism.”67

This phrase characterizes the Jewish relationship between God and Israel 
and its idea is consistently within the corpus of Jewish literature. The law was 
an integral part of the covenant “both to show Israel how to live within that 
covenant…and to make it possible for them to do so (the system of atonement). 
Thus, in the phrase ‘covenantal nomism,’ the former word emphasizes God’s pre-
venient grace, the latter can and should not be confused with legalism or with 
any idea of ‘earning’ salvation.”68

Dunn suggests that during the Maccabean period, the retention of national 
identity and the obligations of covenantal nomism “focused on those features 
of national and religious life which marked out the distinctives of the Jewish 
people—circumcision and food laws.”69 For him as for Wright (see above), “the 
verb ‘to judaize’ is coined to indicate those Gentiles who choose to live their 
lives in accord with the ancestral customs and practices distinctive of the Jewish 
nation.”70 During the Maccabean period, “circumcision and food laws, togeth-
er with other specific commandments like Sabbath and festivals, remained the 
clearest identity and boundary markers of Judaism as a whole,….”71

What Dunn calls “the social function of the law” is that covenantal nomism 
was bound up with national and ethnic identity so that the law became a way 
of understanding the distinctiveness of the Jews as God’s people and their dif-
ferences from others, namely Gentiles, who were not God’s people.72

Dunn admits that the second controversial item in his theology is that “the 
phrase ‘works of the law’ was a way of describing the same covenantal-nomis-
tic mindset, that is, ‘works of the law’ refers to the praxis which the law of the 
covenant laid upon the covenant member.”73 For him, the boundary markers 
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(circumcision, food laws, and festivals) marked the Jews as a nationalistic en-
tity and were markers that kept the Gentiles and Jewish Christians from being 
one new creation.

Frank Thielman
Thielman argues against Sanders because Sanders thinks the fundamental 

difference between (unconverted) Jew and Christian in Paul is Christology. On 
matters such as sin and grace and forgiveness, Paul is really arguing “from so-
lution to plight”: that is, Paul knows the solution, namely Jesus, and then ar-
gues back to plight. Thielman argues that when Paul in Galatians and Romans 
professedly sets out the plight (i.e., sin, or rebellion against God and his law) 
and then turns to the solution, he is not resorting to a pedagogical device, but 
is borrowing from a standard pattern in both the Old Testament and in the Ju-
daism of his day.74

Thielman is viewed as a “Lutheran Responder,”75 but he is not seen as rep-
resenting a return to the Protestant portrayals of Judaism from the pre-Sanders 
era. Thielman sees the Reformers and their disciples as wrong in not trying to 
make an attempt to understand Judaism on its own terms and that Paul did not 
see Judaism as a legalistic religion nor did he attribute to Judaism a doctrine of 
salvation by works.76

Thielman’s view of the Pauline argument includes eschatological hope in 
which the vicious cycle of sin would be broken and the people of God would 
be transformed to do his will from their hearts.77 He suggests that Paul appro-
priated a “plight to solution” pattern that was already established in the Second 
Temple Judaism period and that membership in the people of God, as it is de-
fined by the Mosaic covenant, is membership in a people with a plight. Thiel-
man’s argument in From Plight to Solution is that the common Jewish expecta-
tion was that the restored people of God would be enabled by God’s Spirit to 
carry out the law of Moses.

In the final section of his book Paul and the Law, Thielman deals with the 
question: Does the law contradict the gospel? in which he writes about the par-
allels in the pattern of Judaism in the Mosaic law and the patterns of Christian-
ity in Paul’s letters. Within that framework, his answer is that the law does not 
contradict the gospel.78 Next, he asks the question: Why, then, the gospel? For 
him, the gospel is needed because most of the Jews of Paul’s time believed that 
they lived under the “curses” of the covenant in this “present evil age.” In spite 
of sacrifices to bring atonement to those “in the Covenant,” there was a longing 
of many Jews in Paul’s time that looked forward to the intervention of God on 
their behalf to recreate hearts and restore their nation. For Thielman, this escha-
tological redemption was Paul’s focus and the Mosaic law had been absorbed by 
the gospel by the transforming influence of the Holy Spirit.79 Thielman offers a 
proposal that “Paul, along with many Jews of his time, adopted the understand-
ing of the relationship between grace and obedience”80 The basic difference for 
him between Paul and Judaism was their position within salvation history. The 
Old Testament and Judaism carried a hope of the restoration of the covenant in 
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the establishment of a New Covenant while Paul proclaimed that it had been 
fulfilled.81 Thielman assesses his response to Dunn and the “new perspective” 
as: “Dunn’s proposal cannot be correct and…Luther, in spite of his unreliable 
view of Judaism, is a master when it comes to reading Paul.”82

Stephen Westerholm
Westerholm stands on the Lutheran side of the equation. His argument is 

that “in Paul’s letters the term law refers most frequently to the Mosaic legis-
lation given to Israel at Mount Sinai so that Israel could ‘do’ or ‘keep’ the law. 
The phrase works of the law is most naturally understood as ‘the doing of the 
law’; not as Israel’s misuse of the law to limit the people of God to their own 
national boundaries.”83

What Does This Mean Today?
If it is true that the hermeneutical error of Luther’s charge that Judaism and 

Roman Catholicism meritorious works are the same is correct, and I think that 
the evidence suggests that it is, then the church has labored under a false im-
pression of legalism for almost four centuries. In classes that I have taught over 
the years, most, if not all of the members of the class, had only been exposed to 
the legalism concept, which was captured by the phrase “under the law.” How-
ever, what if the “new perspective on Paul” as heralded by Dunn, Wright, and 
others is correct, and at this moment in my theological journey, I think they are 
on to something and am leaning in their direction, then boundary markers as a 
social enclosure to prohibit different races from sitting at table with each other 
can probably be found in many churches of many stripes, Lutheran or otherwise. 
Ways that have been constructed to keep people from becoming the people of 
God have cropped up alongside “works to do” to become the people of God. The 
church needs to become open versus closed and the “new perspective on Paul,” 
which holds out inclusivism over exclusivism could be a blessing to the church.

So, does your church read Paul as a Lutheran? What kind of church fellow-
ship do you attend: inclusive or exclusive?
Appendix 13: The Kingdom of God

The essence of the kingdom of God is understandable by thinking about “the 
age to come” invading this “present evil age.” The graphic below suggests that 
the kingdom of God was in the Old Testament as well as the New Testament. 
The top part of the graphic demonstrates that the kingdom can be seen in events 
like the Exodus and Israel’s captivity in Babylon. God acted in kingly power 
to deliver and judge his children. The kingdom came into history once-and-
for-all in the person and works of Jesus. The bottom part of the graphic gives a 
different perspective of the same idea showing the present status of the church 
as she lives in a time where the kingdom of God has come into the present evil 
age and both ages continue in tandem.
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Appendix 14: The Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil

The story of “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” is only found here 
in this story (Gen. 2.4b-25). For that reason, it becomes very difficult, if not 
impossible, to discover its significance. The following lists some of the sugges-
tions of how to understand this phrase:

1. The tree is a description of the consequences of obeying or disobeying 
the commandment of not to eat.

2. The tree means moral discernment. It meant knowing right from 
wrong.

3. The tree meant sexual knowledge. The theory believes that because 
humankind was naked before the disobedience and were unashamed 
and after the disobedience they were ashamed, the tree should be un-
derstood as sexual knowledge. Second, the idea that “know” should 
be understood as sexual because of its sexual meaning in 4.1. Third, 
an appeal to other Old Testament passages where “to know good and 
evil” may refer to the sexual urge, both before it develops (Deut. 1.39) 
and after it has faded (2 Sam. 19.35). Fourth, it is believed, that in the 
Gilgamesh Epic that Enkidu, who was created to be Gilgamesh’s op-
ponent, acquired wisdom to become “like a god.” This “knowledge” 
came after a week of cohabitation with a harlot. Finally, the whole 
scene is set in a garden that suggests fertility in the ancient mindset.

4. Two factors should be taken into consideration before taking this 
thought as the meaning. First, if one is going to be consistent, this 
theory must apply sexuality to God because 3.22 states, “the man has 
become like one of us, knowing good and evil.” Second, if the phrase 
were to be understood as sexual awareness, then why would God wish 
to outlaw its possession when the idea of sexual knowledge is already 
in the garden before the disobedience (2.24)?

5. The tree meant omniscience, the ability to be all knowing. The two 
trees are a literary device called merism that takes a pair of words and 
puts them together to say something is whole. As an example, the 
phrase “heaven and earth” means the whole universe.

6. The tree meant wisdom. God revealed his law in the garden by giving 
the command to not eat of the tree at the pain of death. Since God 
gave the law, it is reasoned, it cannot be added to my humanness . So 
when Adam and Eve ate of the tree of knowledge, they gained human 
wisdom over divine law.

7. The tree suggested moral autonomy. If this view is correct, what is for-
bidden to humankind is the power to decide for them what may or 
may not be in their best interest. There are decisions that God has not 
delegated to humankind. This final interpretation has the benefit of 
having the best understanding of 3.22 that says, “the man has become 
like one of us, knowing good and evil.” Man indeed has become like 
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God when he makes himself center and the only frame of reference 
for life guidelines. When man attempts to act autonomously, he is very 
much attempting to be godlike.

P
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