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Abbreviations and Glossary



cf. - confer, calling upon reader to consult the verses
subsequently listed.

ca. - circa, meaning "about", or "around".

Charismatic - from a Greek word meaning "gift". Here refers to
the conviction that miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit are at work today, most
prominently in the form of speaking in tongues. Used also of the movement;
churches, or members.


e.g. - exampli gratia, meaning "for example". Offering
further clarification of the previous point.


f - and following verse.

ff - and following verses.

Faith Healer - a person who claims to heal people, but excuses failures
on the conviction that a person can only be healed if they have sufficient
faith.


Holiness - a term used of churches believing that the Holy Spirit
directly intervenes in a person’s life, saving and sanctifying them (making
holy). At one time exclusively of those groups believing this to result in
perfection through the Spirit; but now it is oftentimes used generically of
churches requiring a baptism of the Holy Spirit for membership (sometimes
inaccurately). Used loosely in this material for any group practicing the
modern-day displays of the pseudo-miraculous.


i.e. - id est, meaning "that is". Used to clarify a
previous word or point.

ibid. - ibidem, meaning "in the same place". Used to
refer back to the previous reference.


KJV - King James Version


NASB - New American Standard Bible (1977) (default version for these
lessons)

NIV - New International Version

NKJB - New King James Bible


Pentecostal - a movement (also used of persons and churches) teaching
that the tongue-speaking experience of Pentecost (Acts 2) is intended for every
believer.


Tongues - languages spoken miraculously by the power of the Holy Spirit.


viz. - videlicet, meaning "namely". Used to focus more
clearly on something stated.









Preface


"And it will come about after this that I will pour out My Spirit 
on all mankind; and your sons and daughters will prophesy, your old men will dream dreams, 
your young men will see visions. and even on the male and female servants I will pour 
out My Spirit in those days."

(Joel 2:28f - NKJB)

The Lord promised, "I will pour out My Spirit". What did He 
mean by that?  Is it something that you and I should be seeking in our personal
lives?  The Holy Spirit and miracles are subjects about which there is a
great deal of interest.  Unfortunately, there is a great deal of
speculation and sensationalism substituted for scriptural study.

This series of class lessons is designed to equip the honest heart with an
understanding of what the Scriptures reveal about the Holy Spirit. Many of these
lessons are foundational for subsequent lessons. Skipping through the book may
be counterproductive. Therefore, I urge you to study these lessons in order,
even if you are working ahead of the class. The material in the Addendums at the
back of this material provides supporting information that will be referenced in
our class sessions, but not studied in detail.

As we undertake this study, keep in mind that we are peering into a subject
which has incomprehensible qualities. For example, the deity of the Holy Spirit
and His overall relationship with the Father and the Son. While there are
aspects of the Holy Spirit we cannot fully grasp with our finite minds, we do
have enough revelation to understand what God wants us to know. We shall do our
best to leave the secret things of God in His hands, and have confidence in the
things which He has made known (Dt 29:29).

The greatest benefits of this study are: 1) To understand Scripture so we may
confront the false teacher in this area; 2) Better understand God’s word on
various subjects surrounding the Holy Spirit; 3) Gain confidence in the
revelation we presently have; and 4) Be satisfied with it’s message, refusing
to admit further claims to divine knowledge through modern revelations. The two
most important questions to answer within this framework are:


   1) Is the Holy Spirit still operating through the miraculous today?

   2) Does salvation come by a special operation (miraculous) of the Holy Spirit on
the heart?


This study will not take the time to become specific on the beliefs of
Pentecostals; Assemblies of God; Holiness Churches; Full Gospel Churches; etc...
since this study is specifically about the Holy Spirit and Miracles, and only
discusses modern practices generally to answer false doctrine. For the present
study, their origins aren’t nearly as important as their present error. There
is far more material in this class book than we will be able to cover in this
quarter. It is my hope that the additional material will be helpful to you in
your private studies, and that this book will become a handy point of reference
for future questions that might arise.

At times, sections of Scripture may be emphasized by bold typeset. It is
assumed that the reader knows that the author has emphasized those sections for
the purpose of clarifying his use of that scripture. Therefore, such changes in
quotations, or additional notes, will only be pointed out when added to extra
biblical sources.

Interesting reading may be found in these books cited in this material:


  	
    Foy E. Wallace, Jr., The Mission and Medium of the Holy Spirit (1967)


  	
    James Randi, The Faith Healers (Prometheus Books : 1989)


  	
    Jerry Sholes, Give Me That Prime Time Religion, 
    (Hawthorne Books : 1979)


  	
     John Kildahl, The Psychology of Speaking in Tongues, 
    (Harper & Row : 1972)











Lesson One:





The Word "Spirit" in the Bible

 



Introduction...



To give an introduction to the subject of the Holy Spirit, this lesson will
cover information on the word "spirit" as used in Scripture. Modern
translators try to make it easy for us to make a distinction between the use of
the word "Spirit" when it speaks of man’s soul, the Spirit of God,
or even of the wind; but the ancients actually used the same term very broadly.
The same word was used of all these, and the context was consulted for the
author’s intention.

In this lesson we will see the broad use of these words, finding that the
translators do not always capitalize the word "spirit" in the correct
places while referring to the Holy Spirit. This may seem insignificant as we
begin, but it is actually of vital importance later in our study. If a passage
isn’t referring to the Holy Spirit, but we take it to be speaking of Him, we
can draw some very disastrous conclusions.





The Word "Spirit" in the Old Testament...


The Hebrew word for "spirit", used in the Old Testament, was ruach.
This word meant, "breath; air; strength; wind; breeze; spirit; courage;
temper; Spirit." (Vine’s Complete Expository Dictionary (Thomas
Nelson : 1985), p240). Please note how broadly this term was used. The only
means translators have of determining which of these words to use is the context
in which the word is found. Examples of some of the above uses can be found in
the following passages (the same word in bold in each passage):


Ps 33:6 "by the breath of His mouth"

Eccl 1:14 "striving after wind" (the air around
us)

Ezk 13:3 "follow their own spirits" (disposition)

Eccl 10:4 "If the spirit of the ruler rises against
you" (temper)



Of particular interest here is this same word used of the Holy Spirit:


Gen 1:2 "the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the
waters"

Isa 63:10 "they rebelled and grieved His Holy Spirit"

Ps 51:12 "uphold me with Your generous Spirit."


A study of these contexts show the author’s intention of the word’s
meaning. The translators of your Bible version had to consult that context to
know whether the word "spirit" should be capitalized.





The Word "Spirit" in the New Testament...


The Greek word used in the New Testament for "spirit" was pneuma.
We get modern words like, pneumonia, pneumatic, etc... from this word. It’s
meaning and uses in the New Testament are nearly identical to that of ruach
in the Old Testament. Just as in the Old Testament, this wide use of one word
for many meanings can cause trouble if not careful. And bear in mind that proper
nouns (like the use of "Spirit" for the Spirit of God) were not
capitalized in the original language manuscripts. The use of a word as a proper
noun has to be determined by it’s contextual usage.

As mentioned, it’s uses are nearly identical to the Old Testament word:


Mt 5:3 "Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the
kingdom of heaven."

Jn 3:8 "The wind blows where it wishes"

Heb 1:7 "makes His angels winds"

II Th 2:8 "consume with the breath of His mouth"


This Greek word (Pneuma) is used extensively of man’s spirit:


I Th 5:23 "Now may the God of peace Himself sanctify you
entirely; and may your spirit and soul and body be preserved complete..."

Heb 4:12 "For the word of God is living and active and sharper
than any two-edged sword, and piercing as far as the division of soul and
spirit, of both joints and marrow..."

Jms 2:26 "For just as the body without the spirit is dead, so
also faith without works is dead."


But it is also used of the Holy Spirit, sometimes standing alone in referring
to the divine Spirit...


Mt 3:16 "and he saw the Spirit of God descending like a
dove"

Jn 16:13 "when He, the Spirit of truth, has come"



But easiest to distinguish when it is preceded by the adjective
"Holy"...


Jn 14:26   "But the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send
in My name, He will teach you all things..."

Eph 1:13 "sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise"

II Pt 1:21 "for no prophecy was ever made by an act of human
will, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God"



Note that the word "holy" is placed before the word
"Spirit", but is not a part of the word in the original. The word
"holy" (hagios) was placed before the word "Spirit"
as a description of the Spirit’s sanctified nature.




A Special Note on Watchtower Theology...


Jehovah’s witnesses like to argue in very narrow channels to the end that
these words for spirit have nothing to do with life, aside from the functions of
the body (like breath). Their desire is to prove that the Holy Spirit is nothing
more than a force, and that our spirits do not survive death (much like the
Sadducees). To do so, they will affirm that these words refer to wind,
rather than spirit. So, when Jesus said, "God is spirit, and
those who worship Him must worship in spirit and truth." (Jn 4:24)
Should we believe that "God is wind"? And what of, "Lord
Jesus, receive my spirit!" (Acts 7:59)? Did Stephen mean that Jesus was
to receive his wind? And Paul wrote, "...who do not walk
according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit..." (Rom 8:4) No
one believes he meant that they always walked the direction that the wind was
blowing.

But Jehovah’s witnesses will also argue that the word should be translated
"breath". So, what did the Jews mean when they said of Jesus, "...
He commands the unclean spirits, and they come out." Was Jesus curing
bad breath ("unclean breath")? Jesus became "troubled in
spirit,..." (Jn 13:21) Does John mean that He had trouble breathing?
And back to Acts 7:59, where Stephen said, "Lord Jesus, receive my
spirit!" Did Stephen want the Lord to receive his breath?

The Jehovah’s Witnesses have a theological bias which prevents them from
accepting the Holy Spirit as God, or as even being anything more than a force,
or just a power. We will revisit this subject in lesson two as we discuss who
the Holy Spirit is.




Carefully Evaluating the Intended Meaning...


One aspect of this study that the world misses far too often is the fact that
the word "spirit" does not always refer to the Holy Spirit. Just
because a Bible text sounds like it’s referring to the Holy Spirit does not
mean that it is the Holy Spirit being discussed.

One particularly common use of the word "spirit" gets people
confused here. The word "spirit" is oftentimes used to refer to one’s
attitude or disposition. The ancients used this word frequently in this way, and
we do too. We speak of the holiday season, and the "spirit of the
season". We encourage a person by saying, "Keep up your spirits."
An equestrian might speak of breaking a horse’s spirit. We need to realize
that this use was also common in Bible times.

For example, the angel of the Lord said to Zacharias that John would "go
as a forerunner before Him in the spirit and power of Elijah..."
(Lk 1:17). Jesus rebuked the disciples, saying, "You do not know what
kind of spirit you are of;" (Lk 9:55). Paul’s desire was that
the Philippians be "standing firm in one spirit, with one mind
striving together for the faith of the gospel;" (Phil 1:27). "When
the queen of Sheba perceived all the wisdom of Solomon, ..., there was no more spirit
in her." (I Kgs 10:4-5).

To drive home the importance of this, let’s study a good example where
"mistaken identity" takes place. In this passage, we must ask what or
who is meant by the word "spirit". A "spirit" is sent into
our hearts, and we need to know whether to capitalize the word: "But
when the fulness of the time came, God sent forth His Son, born of a woman, born
under the Law, in order that He might redeem those who were under the Law, that
we might receive the adoption as sons. And because you are sons, God has sent
forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts, crying, ‘Abba! Father!’"
(Gal 4:4-6). Is the Holy Spirit being sent into our hearts? Or has the
disposition of His Son (sonship) been sent into our hearts? There is a big
difference, and much of the religious world depends upon this passage to teach
that they are saved by the Spirit coming upon them at the point of faith (even
though Paul says otherwise in the preceding chapter - Gal 3:26f). This is one of
the important questions that this material must answer (and you must answer as
well). Is a person saved by a special operation (a direct, miraculous work) of
the Holy Spirit on their heart? Whether or not this one word is capitalized
means a great deal in understanding, not only this verse, but also how a person
is saved!

The word "Spirit" is capitalized in verse six (in every translation
I have found). But never forget that capitalization is the choice of the
translators, and does not appear in the original manuscripts. And when we
evaluate the context of this passage, we find that it is discussing the
disposition of an adopted son, not the "movings of the Spirit" to save
us.

Another passage on the same subject can help a great deal here. Paul wrote to
the Romans on the identical subject: "For you have not received a spirit
of slavery leading to fear again, but you have received a spirit of
adoption as sons by which we cry out, ‘Abba! Father!’" (Rom 8:15).
Note that some translators did not capitalize the word "spirit" in
either of it’s two uses in this text (KJV, NKJB, and NIV do capitalize the
second, but not the first). The meaning in this text is unmistakable. There is a
disposition of slavery, and a disposition of sonship. The Romans did not have a
disposition of bondage, but instead were sons by adoption. This was their
"spirit", or disposition. The RSV renders the second portion of this,
"but you have received the spirit of sonship". And that is exactly the
point Paul is making! But what we have learned in this exercise is that
translators can allow their personal convictions to rule. And the presiding
doctrine among translators causes the Holy Spirit to be seen in passages that do
not even refer to Him. They feel compelled to continually see His work, even
when He is not under consideration.




Holy Ghost and Holy Spirit...


Many people wonder why older versions (like the King James Version) use the
term "Holy Ghost", while newer ones use "Holy Spirit". No
difference is intended between these two terms by the translators, although some
have sought to find evil motives in the switch from "Ghost" to
"Spirit" (Holiness Churches in particular). Some have gone so far as
to declare that the use of any term other than "Holy Ghost" is
profane. These people have the mistaken notion that the Bible was revealed in
the king’s English and must be used in earlier forms (e.g. the KJV).
They have also placed themselves in a very inconsistent position. Why haven’t
they demanded that the word "Ghost" be used in every passage referring
to the Holy Ghost (e.g. Gen 1:2; Jdgs 11:29; Acts 2:17; 8:29; Rom 8:5; I
Cor 2:10).

The better way to approach this matter is to ask, did the translators have
good reason to change a popular term? The first reason a change was needed from
"Ghost" to "Spirit" may be found in society’s use of the
term "ghost". Originally, the English word ghost simply
referred to a spirit, or soul. That made it’s use reasonable in Scripture.
Today, however, the first thing we think of when we hear the term
"ghost" is an eerie aberration at the end of a hallway in a haunted
mansion. The evolution in the use of this word has made it obsolete for what was
originally intended.

Of greatest importance to the translators was the lack of consistency in
using the word ghost. It made it seem that two different words were being
used by Bible authors as they revealed truth. The same word being translated
"Ghost" (pneuma) in passages referring to the "Holy
Ghost" was in use in the passages speaking of the "Spirit" (pneuma)
without the adjective "holy". This was especially noticeable in verses
using both terms together. For example, Luke tells us, "And they were
all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other tongues, as
the Spirit gave them utterance." (Acts 2:4 - the words
"Ghost" and "Spirit" are both from the same Greek word - pneuma)
Paul wrote, "Which things also we speak, not in the words which man's
wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual
things with spiritual. But the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit
of God..." (I Cor 2:13f - the words "Ghost" and
"Spirit" are both from the same Greek word - pneuma).

An important task for a Bible translator is that he be as consistent as
possible in his choice of words while moving from one language to another. Newer
translations recognize that need, and thus the word "Ghost" had to go.
The terms "Holy Ghost" and "Holy Spirit" are exactly the
same in intention. But the word "Spirit" is far more consistent and
desirable.




Conclusion...


The original words translated by our English word "spirit" had a
wide range of meaning. These words could mean "breath; air; strength; wind;
breeze; spirit; courage; or temper". They were also used of the divine
Spirit, who we usually call the Holy Spirit. It is important that these Bible
words be rightly discerned as we study the subject of the Holy Spirit. At times,
we may mistakenly apply a passage to the Holy Spirit which has nothing to do
with Him, or His work. This is a disastrous error in interpretation that we must
guard against.

An example of this mistake has been studied in this lesson, showing that
preconceived notions on a subject can taint our perception of words as they
appear. In that example, we saw how the important subject of salvation can be
affected. Salvation by "faith only" gains credence in hearts when we
begin to give the Holy Spirit a role in salvation which God’s word does not
give Him. Since the word "spirit" has such a wide range of meaning,
beginning with "air" and "wind", we need to ask whether it
really means anything more than "breath" in passages about us; or more
than just "force" in passages about the Spirit of God. Our next lesson
will discuss this last aspect of the word "spirit".
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Lesson One Questions:

 



	
	1) Hebrew and Greek words translated "spirit" were also translated
with what other words?


	2) Since the same word can have so many meanings, how do translators
determine which words they will use?


	3) How do translators know whether the Holy Spirit or human spirit is under
consideration (to know whether to capitalize the ‘s’).


	4) What do Jehovah’s Witnesses try to prove about the word
"spirit"?


	5) The word "spirit" is sometimes used as a figure of speech to
make reference to what common human trait?


	6) Why was it important for translators to shift from a use of
"Ghost" to "Spirit" in referring to the Holy Spirit?

  

  






Lesson Two:





The Person and Nature of the Holy Spirit

 



Introduction...




There is a great deal of confusion in some religions concerning who the Holy
Spirit is. Some would have us believe that He is nothing more than a power or
influence (e.g. The Jehovah’s Witnesses). Others would have us identify
Him as being one and the same person as the Father and Son (e.g. The
Pentecostals).

There is no way we can fully understand the Holy Spirit
revealed in the Word of God. To try and make the Holy Spirit fully
comprehensible to the human mind is a fool’s errand. As we shall see, we are
trying to comprehend deity. The same problem arises when people try to explain
the deity and humanity of Jesus. They expect infinite matters to be quantifiable
in human terms. When we try to give "technical specifications" on God,
we end up going far beyond God’s word. More often than not, that ends in
denying what Scripture actually reveals. We must be content to conclude that the
human mind is not up to this task under any circumstance. All we can do is rely
on what Scripture reveals, and trust that information for the understanding God
wants us to possess. What has been revealed makes it possible to know as much as
we need to know.





Who or What the Holy Spirit is Not...



To begin with, the Holy Spirit is not God, the Father (see chart
below). Jesus told the disciples that the Father would send the Spirit (Jn
14:26). If the Spirit is the Father, then Jesus is saying that the Father would
send Himself. Absurd! Jesus also told the disciples that the Father would give
the Holy Spirit to them (Jn 14:16). If the Holy Spirit is Jesus, then Jesus is
promising the disciples that the Father would give them Himself (Jesus... and
the Father).

Along this same line, then, we can see that the Holy Spirit is not Jesus, the
Son of God. Another (other than Jesus) would be sent to the
disciples (Jn 14:16). The word for "another" in this verse means
"another of the same kind". If Jesus is one and the same as the Holy
Spirit, then He used deceptive language in this passage. In addition, Jesus
could have used a word that meant "another of a different kind". But
there was something similar in Jesus and the Holy Spirit that would prompt Jesus
to describe the Holy Spirit as being "of the same kind". Bible
students who believe what the word says understand that Jesus and
the Holy Spirit possess the attributes of deity. It is also noteworthy to find
that blasphemy of the Holy Spirit cannot be forgiven, but blasphemy of the Son
can (Mt 12:31f). The Son and the Spirit cannot be one and the same.












In addition, the Holy Spirit is not a power or force. This is the
theology of the Jehovah’s Witnesses. As we studied in lesson one, the word
"spirit" can be used simply of the wind, or as a force. The
question is not whether it may at times be used in that way; but
whether it can be used of more than that. Are we justified in using these terms
for someone rather than something?

Paul wrote: "in the power of signs and wonders, in the power of the
Spirit; so that from Jerusalem and round about as far as Illyricum I have fully
preached the gospel of Christ." (Romans 15:19) Is Paul referring to the
"power of the power (Spirit)", or is he identifying the source
of the power? If the "spirit" only refers to power or force (in the
form of "wind", for example), then he has offered a senseless
statement regarding his work. But, if he is identifying the source, then it is
something other than power or force. For example, electricity (power) has a
source. We all recognize that. But electricity is not the source of electricity.
Force is not the source of force. These things must have a source outside of
themselves, so the Spirit is not "a force". (see also Rom 15:13)

Now take note of the fact that the Holy Spirit Possesses Traits of Personal
Being...


His Actions:


  Jn 14:26 He Teaches

  Jn 15:26 He Testifies

  Jn 16:13 He Guides

  Acts 16:6 He Forbids

  I Cor 2:10 He Searches

  Gal 4:6 He can Cry Out

  I Tim 4:1 He Speaks


His Intellectual Traits:


  Rom 8:27 The Mind of the Spirit

  I Cor 2:11 Knows the things of God

  I Cor 12:11 Has a Will


He Suffers Injury:


  Eph 4:30 Can be Grieved or Vexed (Isa 63:10)

  Heb 10:29 Can be Despised

  Acts 7:51 Can be Resisted

  Acts 5:3 Can be Lied to

  Mt 12:31 Can be Blasphemed




The Holy Spirit Is God...



On top of all this, the Bible clearly indicates that the Holy Spirit is God.
We find that He possesses divine attributes. He is omnipresent, meaning that He
is capable of being in all places at any given time (Ps 139:7ff). He also is
omniscient, meaning that He is capable of knowing all (I Cor 2:10f). He is also
described as "eternal" (Heb 9:14).

We also need to consider the Relationship Between the Holy Spirit, the
Father, and the Son. The apostles were commanded to baptize in the name of the
three (Mt 28:19). Baptizing "in the name of" refers to doing so
"by the authority of". Force (wind or breath) does not have authority.
And the same would be true of any subservient agency. As we already noted, the
Spirit would be another of the same type as Jesus (Jn 14:16). Vine says that the
word for another in this text meant "...expresses a numerical
difference and denotes another of the same sort..." (W.E. Vine, Expository
Dictionary of Old and New Testament Words, p29). An odd word to use, if the
Spirit is nothing but a force, or the wind.

Bible students realize that all three were at Jesus’ baptism (Mt 3:16f).
And Paul brought all three together in closing an epistle (II Cor 13:14).

A careful consideration of Scripture links the Holy Spirit to the concept of
God (deity). Peter directly associated the Holy Spirit with God (Acts 5:3f). If
Peter told Ananias that he had lied to the Holy Spirit, and then turned right
around to immediately make the same point saying he lied to God, the conclusion
would be inescapable. This process of comparison is similar to using Old
Testament passages that refer to Jehovah speaking, but are quoted and attributed
to the Holy Spirit in the New Testament (e.g. Jer 31:33 compared with Heb
10:15).

How can the Holy Spirit be God when "The Lord our God is one Lord"?
(Dt 6:4) The same question would apply to Jesus, and the same answer may be
applied to both.

When Moses wrote Deuteronomy 6:4, he had two Hebrew words to choose from when
he said one. He could have (but didn’t) used a word meaning "an
absolute one, only" (Yachid is placed in bold):



  	
    Gen 22:2 & 12 "... 
    Take now your son, your only son, whom you love, Isaac... since you have not withheld your son, your 
    only son, from Me."



  	
    Jdgs 11:34 "...Now she was his 
    one and only child; besides her he had neither son nor daughter."



  	
    Ps 25:16 "Turn to me and be gracious to me, 
    For I am lonely and afflicted."



  	
    Jer 6:26 "... Mourn as for an 
    only son. ..."



  	
    Zech 12:10 "...as one mourns for an 
    only son ..."


  




Moses did use a word that meant "a united one, a plurality
in a singular agreement of being" (Echad is placed in bold italics):



  	
    Gen 2:24 "... and they shall become one flesh."



		
  Jdgs 20:8 "Then all the people arose as one man
..."



		
  I Sam 11:7 "... and they came out as one man."



		
  Eccl 11:6 "... for you do not know whether morning or evening
sowing will succeed, or whether both of them alike will be good."



		
  Isa 65:25 "The wolf and the lamb shall graze together
..."


	



Keep in mind that we are trying to define deity, which is beyond the scope of
our comprehension. That there are three distinct personalities (persons) in God
is clear from scripture. Those three personalities are so melded in unity of
purpose and resolve that we are never to think of them in any other way than as one.

Here are a few passages that use language hinting at the plurality found
within God:



  	
    Gen 1:26 "Then God said, ‘Let Us make man in Our image,
according to Our likeness’ ..."



	
  Gen 3:22 "... Behold, the man has become like one of Us,
knowing good and evil..."



	
  Gen 11:6f "Come, let Us go down and there confuse their
language, that they may not understand one another's speech."








Conclusion...



People attempt to fully understand the Spirit, and draw rash conclusions when
they try to make Him fit their finite mind. God’s word reveals that the Holy
Spirit possesses attributes of personality and deity. While we will never fully
comprehend Him (or God in general), we must be satisfied with God’s word on
the subject.

As we look at the work of the Holy Spirit, one might say that He is the
unsung Hero of God’s scheme of redemption. The least amount of detail (out of
the three in the Godhood) is given concerning the Holy Spirit. Although He was
ever at the forefront in the effort to save mankind (cf. I Pt 1:12), He seems
to never be quite as fully defined as the Father and the Son. And yet, upon
further study, we find that we are given a great deal of information about His
work.

The Holy Spirit had a very definite and important work to do in God’s
overall scheme of redemption. And the importance of His role tells us the
priority we should give to correctly understanding who He is, and
what He has done (and does).
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Lesson Two Questions:




  
  1) When we are trying to understand the Holy Spirit, we are actually trying
to comprehend what?


2) What do we end up doing when we try to apply "technical
specifications to God?


3) What is the answer to avoiding that?


4) We know that Scripture teaches that the Holy Spirit is not...

   a)

   b)

   c)


5) The scriptures teach that the Holy Spirit IS …


6) Give examples of how the Bible teaches this to be the case:


7) Since Moses said that the "Lord our God is one Lord", how can we
understand the Holy Spirit as God in addition to the Father?

  








Lesson Three:





How Will God Reveal His Mind?

 



Introduction...



I think we all would agree that God could have chosen any number of ways to
reveal his will to mankind. Some which we could not even guess at, but which
would be within His capability as God. But we also have to understand that God
didn’t do it just any way. God had a plan and carried it out through the Holy
Spirit!

So, now it is essential that we listen to what God has said on the subject of
how He revealed His will. Our choosing the most exciting method does not mean
that God actually used that avenue. People have some very sensational ideas
about God’s workings among them. But God has never indulged in the
sensational. His purposes have always been with reason, and have been measured.

In this lesson we are going to focus on three aspects of God revealing His
will to the minds of mortals:

1) Briefly consider the folly of subjectively discerning God’s will.

2) Look for the process used by God to reveal His mind to the minds of men.

3) Consider the possibility that God is still revealing His mind today (or to
make it possible for us to understand).




Where Do We Go to Search for Truth?...



The confusion in religion today comes from seeking truth in the wrong places.
The first direction people always tend to look is to their feelings. It is the
idea that a person can look into their own feelings to know what God wants. It
imagines that God has somehow planted the truth somewhere in their innermost
psyche, and they can discern it by looking for the answer within themselves
(this is subjective discernment).

This approach to knowing God’s will is the way of feelings. The person will
always find an answer that feels good (which ought to make a person wonder,
because no one should get everything they want). Jeremiah referred to this way
of thinking when he wrote, "I know, O Lord, that a man's way is not in
himself; Nor is it in a man who walks to direct his steps." (Jer
10:23).

Related to this is the idea that one can actually look into the mind of God
Himself. If you have a question, God will let you go there and find out. While
the Bible does instruct us to seek, and pray for wisdom, those passages do not
tell us that God will subsequently give us access to his mind. The mind of God
is not a library to which we may gain access by the card catalogue of prayer and
meditation.

In truth, the process of revelation is not accomplished by looking into the
mind of God through our feelings. When we examine the scriptures, we learn that
revelation was only one way... God revealing to mankind.




The Process That God Chose...



There are a number of opinions on how all this works. However, we all agree
on two important points: 1) Truth begins in the mind of God, and 2) We must
become familiar with that truth. Where we begin to disagree is in the area of
how we come to know that truth. Although people do not agree, the Bible does lay
out the procedure He used to deliver truth to mankind.

"For to us God revealed them through the Spirit; for the Spirit searches
all things, even the depths of God. For who among men knows the thoughts of a
man except the spirit of the man, which is in him? Even so the thoughts of God
no one knows except the Spirit of God. Now we have received, not the spirit of
the world, but the Spirit who is from God, that we might know the things freely
given to us by God," (I Cor 2:10-12)

God had revealed through the Spirit. But the process follows a
path (see chart at bottom of this page). Paul points out that men cannot read
each other’s minds, so how could we read God’s mind? God had to reveal.
The word "reveal" means to uncover, or make known.










But to whom had these things been revealed? People read this
passage and just read themselves into it. But the context clearly shows us that
Paul isn’t even including the Corinthians in this part of the process! Back up
and pay attention to pronouns:



   	
      v1 - I came to you...


   	
      
v2 - I determined to know...


   	
      v3f - my message and my preaching... that your
faith...







First person pronouns are confined to Paul (and Cephas and Apollos when
plural - cf. I Cor 1:23). Moving forward in the text bears this out:



   	
      I Cor 3:1 - I could not speak to you...


   	
      
v2 - I gave you milk to drink...


   	
      
v9 - we are God’s fellow workers; you are
God’s field...







This is especially seen in the next chapter at verses eleven through
fourteen, as Paul begins to wrap up his argument in this section. So the
procedure is: God unto Spirit unto apostles and prophets unto
mankind (churches, individual saints and sinners). The Lord never promised that
the Holy Spirit would guide all disciples in an
"every-man-for-himself" sort of free-for-all.

We have confirmation of this as we look further at the New Testament. We find
that revelation was given to certain ones to equip and build up (Eph 4:11-13).
Paul told the Galatians that the gospel he preached was not according to man,
but had been "a revelation of Jesus Christ". This is far different
from the picture drawn by modern denominations when they speak of God revealing
truth to everyone. In God’s word, an understanding of God’s will comes by
study and personal application of what was revealed to God’s select messengers
(II Tim 2:15). Paul wrote to Timothy: "All Scripture is inspired by God
and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in
righteousness; that the man of God may be adequate, equipped for every good
work." (II Tim 3:16f) The word "Scripture" refers to "a
writing" (we get English words like graph, graphic and autograph
from the Greek word Paul used). It’s not being used of just any writings. Paul
is referring to a certain class of writings which the Jews (like Timothy)
understood to be God’s word.

To what Scripture is Paul referring? Some contend that this passage is only
referring to the Old Testament scriptures, since that is all that Timothy would
have had access to. But Paul immediately moves to a charge to Timothy concerning
these scriptures. While we do begin with the fact that Timothy had known
"sacred writings" from his childhood (which would have been the OT -
v15), we end up moving to the writings that equip a man for every good work, and
hold the truth which he was to preach. Clearly, all Scripture is
inspired of God.

Paul included a statement of Jesus under the heading of
"scriptures" in his first epistle to Timothy (compare I Tim 5:18 with
Lk 10:7 and Mt 10:10, noting that Paul truly was aware of it’s source - I Cor
9:14). So, why doesn’t the New Testament speak often of itself as
"Scripture"? There weren’t many New Testament writings
(scriptures) committed to tangible form at this time. They were still in the
process of being committed to writing, and none were widely circulated yet.




What We Should Know About Scripture...



Scripture was to be read. Jesus said, "Have you not even read this
Scripture: ‘The stone which the builders rejected, This became the chief
corner stone’" (Mk 12:10). See also II Tim 2:15.

Scripture was fulfilled in it’s time. Jesus also said, "And the
Scripture was fulfilled which says, ‘And He was numbered with transgressors.’"
(Mk 15:28). See also Lk 4:21.

Scripture was binding, and could not be broken. Jesus said, "If he
called them gods, to whom the word of God came (and the Scripture cannot be
broken…)" (Jn 10:35) See also Acts 1:16.

And as we saw in the previous section, Scripture is the inspired
message of God (II Tim 3:16). The words "inspired by God" are from a
single compound word which literally meant God breathed. Think about the
process of blowing up a balloon, and compare that to the idea of God breathing
His message into the minds of men. Rather than simply getting impressions and
vague images to draw from, God actually placed the message into their hearts,
filling them, as it were, with truth.

God has always intended for mankind to understand Scripture. Jesus rebuked
the Sadducees for not understanding Scripture when he quoted from the book of
Exodus, "I Am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of
Jacob" (Mt 22:29ff). What God said was highly significant, and He
intended for people to understand! The truth under consideration was based on
one tiny little verb tense. This tells us that Jesus held Scripture to be
understandable only if all of it is applied down to
it’s smallest particle (cf. Mt 5:18 - it is all significant).

Jesus said the Holy Spirit would teach the disciples all things,
and bring to their remembrance what He had spoken (Jn 14:26). He also said, "But
when He, the Spirit of truth, comes, He will guide you into all the truth; for
He will not speak on His own initiative, but whatever He hears, He will speak;
and He will disclose to you what is to come." (Jn 16:13). This is
called plenary inspiration, meaning that it was an inspiration that
reached to all parts, and was thorough. Along this same line of inquiry, Peter
wrote, "for prophecy never came by the will of man, but holy men of God
spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit." (II Pt 1:21 - NKJB) The
word moved in this text is from a word meaning to be "borne
along". The idea expressed is that the words produced were not driven by
the will of these men, but by the Holy Spirit who was carrying the prophets to
thoughts at which He would have them arrive. Peter also explained that, "It
was revealed to them that they were not serving themselves, but you, in these
things which now have been announced to you through those who preached the
gospel to you by the Holy Spirit sent from heaven-- things into which angels
long to look." (I Pt 1:12 - this passage speaks of revelation to OT
prophets, and then the announcement made by NT prophets, which was by the Holy
Spirit). Prophecy (and thus Scripture) was never the product of man’s will. It
was always the product of the Holy Spirit’s influence. This was true in the
Old Testament, as this passage reveals, and also in the New Testament.




Another Important Consideration...



So, we have established that the Bible (Scripture) is the product of divine
(miraculous) revelation, and that God chose select individuals through whom He
would reveal His word. Now we must consider the possibility that we need select
individuals today who are chosen to interpret that word. In other words, is God
endowing certain people, or groups of people, with the ability to interpret His
word for others? And that leaves us with this question: Why do we have a Bible?

Why go to the trouble of putting together an anthology of writings that no
one can understand without supernatural intervention? Since you’re going to
have to select certain men to interpret that word in each age, why not just let
each set of men reveal God’s mind to each generation without giving a book to
one group?

A better question would be, "Wasn’t God capable of revealing a message
we could understand without intellectual intervention?" And the answer is,
"Yes!" Paul told Timothy that Scripture makes one complete, and
thoroughly furnishes (II Tim 3:16f). In order for it to do that, we would have
to understand it! If someone else must understand and help us, then that person
(rather than the word) is completing us, and furnishing us, by the power given
them directly from God.

But this was not necessary for the Old Testament Scriptures. Jesus expected
the Pharisees to understand what the Old Testament said (Mt 19:4; 22:31). The
Bereans searched the Scriptures daily to see if Paul and Silas were speaking
truth to them (Acts 17:11). And if it’s true that the Old Testament could be
understood, how much more so when we look at the simplicity of the New
Testament?

First century saints were told that they could understand it (Eph 3:4; 5:17).
They could study and rightly divide it (II Tim 2:15). Why were the early saints
to read something that everyone knew they could not understand (I Th 5:27; Col
4:16; I Tim 4:13)? The truth of the matter is simple: we can read and understand
the scriptures, just as people in the first century were expected to.




Conclusion...



The New Testament does not tell us that we can listen for the
Spirit’s supernatural call, and He will then tell us what we need to hear.
What we have learned is that God chose specific individuals through whom we are
informed of truth’s details.

The process begins in the mind of God. This is the only source of truth. The
Holy Spirit was sent with that truth, to reveal it to certain
specific individuals. Those individuals were entrusted with the task of speaking
and writing the details that God had given through the Spirit.

We have learned that the Scriptures were revealed through the
Spirit. It is to be read and studied by us. It can
be understood by reading and study. And it cannot be broken
without consequence.

This places a great deal of responsibility upon us regarding it’s message.
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Lesson Three Questions:



 




  
  1) Where do some people first look for an understanding of God’s will?


2) Related to that is the concept that you can discover God’s will by…


3) What two important points can all agree on?

   a)

   b)


4) Where do we begin to disagree on this subject?


5) When Paul told the Corinthians God revealed "to us", who was he
referring to?


6) Relate the "path" by which revelation gets from God to mankind…


7) When Paul said Scripture is inspired, what did he mean?


8) Relate four things that are true regarding Scripture:

   a)

   b)

   c)

   d)


9) What did Jesus expect of the Pharisees concerning Scripture?


  

  






Lesson Four:





The Prophets of Old
Illustrate

 



Introduction...



If God did, indeed, use the process of choosing select people to reveal His
will to mankind (rather than giving it to everyone), then we should expect to
find evidence of His doing so throughout Bible History. That is precisely our
task in this lesson: What was the method of operation used by God in revealing
His will to ancient man?

We are going to find that this process is exactly the same as what we have
already learned in the inspiration of New Testament prophets. In Old Testament
times, God, through the Holy Spirit, delivered the knowledge of His will to
select individuals. These, in turn, delivered that message to the people. And
there was the expectation on the part of God and His prophets that the people
would understand and respond favorably to that message. There was never an
exception to that expectation. God always expected people to understand the
revelation (although there were times when it was briefly hidden for specific
purposes - e.g. parables or prophecies).

Before we leave this subject, we will touch on the role of angels in this
subject area. People usually think of angels as nothing but special guardians
assigned to protect people while they sleep. This misses the purposes God had
for angels.




Old Testament Prophets Were "Moved by the Holy Spirit"...




We studied II Peter 1:21 in our last lesson, where we learned that the Old
Testament prophets did not speak according to their personal will, but did so by
the power of the Holy Spirit. We saw how these prophets were "moved"
by the Holy Spirit, meaning that the message was not their own. This word
expressed the conveyance of something from one place to another. Here, the
message had God’s destination (or meaning) guaranteed by the power exerted by
the Holy Spirit. We are never given the impression that the message written down
may have been improperly expressed. These were words "taught by the
Spirit" (I Cor 2:13).

The Old Testament prophets (sometimes priests and kings) were commonly
referred to as having the power of the Spirit behind their words. Different
figures of speech are used to describe the effect, but the result was always the
same. The prophet Samuel said, "The Spirit of the Lord spoke by me, And
His word was on my tongue." (II Sam 23:2). David said that the Lord was
speaking through him in Psalm 132:11, and the apostle Peter echoed that
sentiment in his Pentecost sermon (Acts 2:30). The Spirit "came upon"
Zechariah when he rebuked the people, "Then the Spirit of God came on
Zechariah the son of Jehoiada the priest; and he stood above the people and said
to them, "Thus God has said, ‘Why do you transgress the commandments of
the Lord and do not prosper? Because you have forsaken the Lord, He has also
forsaken you." (II Chr 24:20) And the Spirit’s influence on Ezekiel
was expressed in this way: "The hand of the Lord was upon me, and He
brought me out by the Spirit of the Lord and set me down in the middle of the
valley; and it was full of bones" (Ezk 37:1, see also Ezk 33:22).
Nehemiah pointed out the general work of God among His people when he said, "However,
Thou didst bear with them for many years, And admonished them by Thy Spirit
through Thy prophets, Yet they would not give ear. Therefore Thou didst give
them into the hand of the peoples of the lands." (Neh 9:30)

This brings us to the important point that the process is clearly declared in
scripture. The author of Hebrews wrote: "God, after He spoke long ago to
the fathers in the prophets in many portions and in many ways,..." (Heb
1:1). The fathers spoken of in this text were the Israelites, and an extensive
body of prophecy may be found in the Old Testament given in the way outlined
here (beginning with the work of Moses and reaching to Malachi). God did not
miraculously (through inspirations or still small voices) speak to all of
the people, leaving an understanding of His will to their individual revelations
from Him. God sent messengers to make His will known. Listen to the words of
Zechariah: "And they made their hearts like flint so that they could not
hear the law and the words which the Lord of hosts had sent by His Spirit
through the former prophets; therefore great wrath came from the Lord of
hosts." (Zech 7:12)

Comparing all of this to what we’ve already studied in lesson three (I Cor
2:10ff), we have the following avenue, or path, for God’s revelation: God — to
— Holy Spirit — to — prophet — to — the people. It was
never a case where the message was given directly to everybody by the Spirit.
God always chose messengers according to His will (on brief and rare occasions
God spoke audibly to all of the recipients - e.g. Ex
20:1ff).

God made an interesting illustration of Aaron’s job as spokesman: "Then
the Lord said to Moses, ‘See, I make you as God to Pharaoh, and your brother
Aaron shall be your prophet. You shall speak all that I command you, and your
brother Aaron shall speak to Pharaoh that he let the sons of Israel go out of
his land.’" (Ex 7:1) Moses wasn’t really "God", but he
represented God in the illustration given. Pharaoh represented the people, and
Aaron the prophets. This shows again that the message goes from God to prophet,
and then to people. That the Holy Spirit is not mentioned does not preclude His
use in the usual process (cf. Ex 4:16). Note that God could have spoken
directly to Pharaoh, instead of using Moses and Aaron.





Moses Was Exceptional in the Method God Used to Speak to Him...



This is a good place to point out that God did make an exception in His work
through Moses. God still did not speak to all the people in the
"still small voice" you hear about today. This exception was in the
actual way God chose to speak to Moses. God said, "‘Hear now My words:
If there is a prophet among you, I, the Lord, shall make Myself known to him in
a vision. I shall speak with him in a dream. Not so, with My servant Moses, He
is faithful in all My household; With him I speak mouth to mouth, Even openly,
and not in dark sayings, And he beholds the form of the Lord. Why then were you
not afraid To speak against My servant, against Moses?’"

In this context, the exclusive authority of Moses was being challenged by
Aaron and Miriam. They were Levites too, and were even of the same father and
mother. They had become jealous of Moses, and were laying claim to the same
authority that God had given him. But they did not have that authority, and God
points out the vast difference between Moses’ work and authority, and any
others who might challenge him. The verses above answer their challenge,
pointing out the fact that Moses would receive revelation from God "mouth
to mouth", or face to face.

Whatever God gave to another person by way of revelation could not be used to
challenge the original message already delivered, or the authority of that
prophet. Moses was a prophet of a particular kind unlike others. He was the one
chosen to give God’s people the law. Later, God would tell of another prophet
(the Messiah), likening Him to Moses: "I will raise up a prophet from
among their countrymen like you, and I will put My words in his mouth, and he
shall speak to them all that I command him." (Dt 18:18) Peter pointed
out this connection between Moses and Jesus (Acts 3:22f), and Stephen also
pointed out this connection as he presented Jesus in his sermon (Acts 7:37).
Both were lawgivers who were to be heeded in that law which they delivered to
the people. Any who came later would have no right to change or amend the law
delivered face to face.




The Use of Angels in the Process...



The word "angel" simply means "a messenger". Angels were
supernatural beings who acted as messengers. The romanticized view of angels is
that every person has a guardian angel that tends our every need. While general
statements in scripture can be used to support assumptions we make
on any subject, there is nothing expressly stated to lead one to this
conclusion. The assumption comes first, and then arises the need for Bible
"proof".

As messengers (which is actually the meaning of the Greek word translated
"angel"), angels had various tasks. The most obvious would have been
delivering communications from God. Stephen reveals that it was an angel that
appeared to Moses in the burning bush (Acts 7:30), and the law was delivered by
angels (Acts 7:53), which is confirmed by Paul (Gal 3:19). The revelation given
to John was "communicated" by an angel (Rev 1:1).

At other times, their role as messengers were much more ominous. An angel
called the "destroyer" was a messenger doing God’s will in the tenth
plague (compare Ex 12:12 with 12:23). The Assyrian army was stripped of it’s
power when "... the Lord sent an angel who destroyed every mighty
warrior, commander and officer in the camp of the king of Assyria." (II
Chr 32:21).

On other occasions, angels had the task of delivering to safety. The three
Hebrews delivered from the fiery furnace were delivered by the angel of God (Dan
3:28). And the same was true for Peter, when Herod had plans to execute him
(Acts 12:11).

Of greatest importance is the role they played in our redemption. Throughout
God’s work of bringing redemption to mankind, they were playing their part.
Whether it was in delivering a law at Sinai, as already pointed out, or the
prophecies of old about the Messiah who would come to save us. Their work is
simply hinted at in Peter’s passing reference that the angels were watching
God’s plan unfolding, longing to see the outcome He was bringing to pass (I Pt
1:10-12). This clearly reveals that angels do not have the capacity to see
future events. If they did, they would not "long to look". The word
Peter used for "look" meant to "stoop sideways to look". The
picture is that of looking around a corner, trying to get a better vantage point
to see what cannot otherwise be seen. The angels were watching this unfold
through the ages as they served God as it’s messengers.




Conclusion...



Mankind is dependent upon God to make His will known to us. It is tempting
for people to think that their own thoughts about religious matters are being
given to them by God (considered in our next lesson). We must depend upon the
revelation already given by God, keeping in mind what God has said about this
subject. God has raised up a prophet (Jesus), who has spoken (Dt 18:18f). We
must listen to His words. It will be required of us (meaning we will be punished
if we do not). "For if the word spoken through angels proved
unalterable, and every transgression and disobedience received a just
recompense, how shall we escape if we neglect so great a salvation? ..."
(Heb 2:2-3a)
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Lesson Four Questions:



  
  1) What was the expectation of God for the people who received His message?


  2) Who were prophets "moved by"?


  3) How was the influence of the Spirit on Zechariah and Ezekiel described?


  4) What did Nehemiah say God had done through the Spirit? Implications?


  5) How did the author of Hebrews explain God’s method of revelation to
  "the fathers"?

  6) God’s revelation was never given in what way?


  7) By what exceptional way did God speak to Moses, and why?


  8) Jesus was a prophet "like unto" Moses. Relate that statement
  to what is said about how God revealed Himself to Moses…

  

  






Lesson Five:







What Is a Miracle?

(Part One)

 



Introduction...



Before we even try to talk about the work of the Holy Spirit, we must
understand what a "miracle" actually is. People talk about surviving a
car crash as "miraculous". This may be considered correct from the
technical standpoint of what the English word means, but is it the same thing we
read about in the Bible when it uses the word "miracle"? If we don’t
get this ironed out ahead of time, we will be running in circles comparing
modern events with Bible events. Just because you don’t know how something
happened doesn’t mean it came about by a miracle. People in religion have lost
sight of the fact that coincidences do occur, because they are in a hurry to see
God directly (miraculously) at work in lives today. What people are trying to do
is justify the message of the Bible by finding miracles today. What we fail to
understand, when this is done, is that the Bible does not need our help.

In this lesson we will study the use of the word "miracle" today,
and consider how the word is used in Biblical contexts. Then we will ponder the
suggestion some make that ancient people were altogether gullible. In other
words, the idea that miracles never really took place, but clever men fooled a
naive people to take advantage of them.




The Problem With Defining Subjects by Webster’s...



The English word "miracle" comes from the Latin word miraculum,
which simply referred to any strange thing. Coming through the Old French and
Middle English it has retained much of that meaning. The English word means a
strange event that is out of the ordinary.

Biblical influence has reserved it a primary meaning of "an event or
action that apparently contradicts known scientific laws and is hence thought to
be due to supernatural causes, esp. to an act of God" (Webster’s New
World Dictionary (Simon & Schuster : New York), p907). Secondary meanings
provide for it’s use of any strange event or occurrence.

The word "miracle" in the scriptures must be understood by it’s
context, and in all places the context is very consistent in it’s use and
meaning. We can define many Bible words by modern secular means, but that would
not justify our use of those terms in any way other than the way they were used
in Scripture. "Baptism" means to sprinkle, pour or immerse in modern
dictionaries. This is the way many denominations use the word. We know that this
was not what Jesus and the apostles practiced, however. Today,
"Fellowship" refers to any type of partnership shared, but in a
Biblical context must be limited to be correct in it’s application where the
church is concerned.

The word "miracle" is no different. Today it is used of any strange
or spectacular event. But the Bible translators reserved this word for
supernatural events brought about by God. Their intention of using the English
word "miracle" was to express the fact that the event in question was
caused by God through a violation of the laws of nature.




Bible Words Defined...



There are two words in the New Testament that are translated
"miracle" in our English versions. The first is dunimis -
"power, might". This word is used over 100 times in the New Testament.
It is only translated into a form of the word "miracle" 19
times (NASB - 9 in KJV). Here are other locations that refer to the miraculous,
using this Greek word, but translating with a different English
word (in bold):


  
    	
      Mt 11:21 "...for if the mighty works were done...."
(KJV, ASV)


    	
      Phil 3:10 "...the power of his resurrection, and
the..." (all versions)


    	
      I Th 1:5 "...in word only, but also in power,..."
(all versions)


  



Other locations, which do not have the miraculous in mind (but use
this Greek word), include:


  
    	
      Rom 1:16 "...for it is the power of God unto
salvation..."


    	
      I Cor 15:56 "...the strength of sin is the law."


    	
      Heb 11:34 "...quenched the violence of fire..."


  



Another word used of the miraculous in the New Testament is the Greek word semeion,
meaning "a sign, token, or mark"... This word is used less than 75
times in the New Testament. It is only translated into a form of the word "miracle"
a few times (Examples: Jn 12:18 (KJV); Acts 4:16; 4:22). This word is nearly
always used of supernatural intervention by deity (examples where it is not used
this way - Mt 26:48; Rom 4:11) . The intervention, not being something
mankind can do, signifies (is a sign of) God’s will in the matter.

Examples of it’s use to describe supernatural intervention by God:


  
    	
      Mt 16:4 The sign of Jonah, the resurrection of Jesus from the
dead.


    	
      Mk 8:11 The Jews sought of Him a sign from heaven.


    	
      Acts 4:16 A notable miracle had been done among the people.


    	
      II Cor 12:12 The signs of an apostle were worked among the
Corinthians.


  



Another word used of the supernatural was "wonders", which New
Testament writers always coupled together with the word "signs". It
was used of an event which provoked awe in those who witnessed it. It seems to
have been used more of the effect that the miracle had on the senses of the
witnesses.

In a Biblical context, miracles were always supernatural acts brought about
by the power of God. Vine’s gives a very good definition here: "used
of works of a supernatural origin and character, such as could not be produced
by natural agents and means." (Vine’s, Complete Dictionary of Old
and New Testament Words, p412). By this definition, two things must be true
for something to be a miracle: 1) It must be done by God (supernatural origin
that is divine), 2) It must be beyond the reach of anything that might occur
naturally (supernatural character). Just because it amazes, or we are convinced
God brought it about, does not qualify an event for the distinction of being a
miracle. And it must also have a supernatural character (be supernatural - or
suspend (violate) the laws of nature).

Important to this study is the fact that the Holy Spirit was directly
involved in working miracles. Luke referred to the miracle of Mary’s
conception (Lk 1:35; cf. Mt 1:18-20). The Holy Spirit provided the
miracle of speaking in tongues (Acts 19:6; cf. I Cor 12:11). He was
involved in the casting out of unclean spirits (Mt 12:28), and was the power for
the source of prophecy (Lk 1:67) and healing (Lk 5:17; cf. Lk 4:14).
Since the work of the Holy Spirit is so inviolably linked with the miraculous,
this area must be studied carefully here.




Were Ancient People Gullible?...



Were people in ancient times gullible? This might also be asked as: "Did
people back then perceive miracles where there actually were none?" Of
course it did happen. There are gullible people in every age. But this line of
thinking leads some to conclude: "Everybody back then was so dumb, they
would believe anything!" This is ignorance desperately trying to explain
away Bible miracles. It operates off of the ignorant belief that skepticism did
not exist until modern science "destroyed" the credibility of
religion.

Ancient peoples may not have been as sophisticated as modern intellectuals,
but they had just as much reason to doubt and investigate claims as any modern
skeptic. In fact, many of those ancient skeptics had a vested interest in
exposing the "hoax" they were not believing. Having a different reason
to doubt does not diminish it’s strength.

The Jews in John 9 had far more reason to disprove Jesus’ miracle than any
modern skeptic. If the people went on believing that Jesus healed a blind man,
their standing in the eyes of the people could be destroyed. This was a question
of power and pride.

So, they grill the man, and conclude that he must not have been blind
(vv13-18). Then they grill the parents, who affirm that he was blind (vv19-21),
even though they are testifying under a threat of exclusion by the Jews (v22).
The Pharisees cannot deny the sign. All they can do is put the man out (v34).

In John 11 Jesus raises Lazarus from the dead. Spies from the Pharisees took
word back to them that Jesus had worked this miracle. Notice that no one denies
that a miracle took place (of those who had been present, or the
council - vv46-57). It is likely that there was an investigation into the
witnesses and their testimony, but no one ever steps forward to deny that Jesus
did it. Their desperation for relief is seen in their taking counsel on how to
counteract Jesus’ influence. Evidence of fraud would have been priceless. They
had spies everywhere. But instead they contemplated murder (Jn 12:9-11). Not to
kill Jesus, but Lazarus!

When Jesus cast out a demon (Lk 11:15-23), the handiest thing to do would be
to deny that a miracle took place to begin with. Why didn’t they just expose
Jesus as a fraud? Keep in mind that these people knew each other. This was not a
televised event before strangers. Everyone had known the condition of this man
for years! Since something supernatural had taken place, the only alternative
was to attribute it to Satan. Then all of Jesus’ miracles can crumble in the
hearts of the people. That Jesus says their sons had been "casting out
demons" does not mean that there was any similarity to their fakery and the
power of God. They would have fallen into the same category as the sons of Sceva
in Acts 19:11-17. Compare the outcome in this incident with Jesus’ description
in Luke 11:21-22. And especially note the fact that we have no evidence that the
practice of their sons was believed by the multitudes. In fact, the popularity
of Jesus implies that they weren’t similar.

In Acts 3, we read about Peter healing the man born lame (who was over 40
years old). Do not miss the description of this man at the beginning of Acts 3.
He was very conspicuous, thousands of people seeing (and hearing) him at each of
the feasts when multitudes went up to the temple every year. Residents in
Jerusalem (including the council of chapter four) see him much more frequently,
and would know whether he was a fraud. Now the council wanted to expose this as
a hoax. But, instead, we have these words: "What shall we do with these
men? For the fact that a noteworthy miracle has taken place through them is
apparent to all who live in Jerusalem, and we cannot deny it." (Acts
4:16)

The old saying is, "It takes a thief to catch a thief." The idea
being that a thief knows the tricks of the trade, and can see through any
efforts to evade detection. So, what we need is someone in the first century who
knew the kinds of "tricks" being used by these miracle working
Galileans. And one appears named Simon, who had been practicing magic in the
city of Samaria, "astonishing the people". They even called him
"the Great Power of God" (Acts 8:9-13). But when Philip came along, he
was "constantly amazed" by the "great miracles" being worked
by Philip. And the effect of Philip’s work is that Simon believed. Why?
Because he could tell the difference between a phony and the real thing!

Another magician appears later in Acts, and is struck blind by Paul (Acts
13:6-12). Elymas was the skeptic who would not give up his deceit and power over
the proconsul. Surely Elymas knew the "trick" and what to do!... Or
was it a "trick"? Obviously not, because the proconsul believed,
meaning Elymas could not counteract the power exerted by Paul.




God Didn’t Necessarily Do That...



People of faith today have a tendency to think every occurrence in their life
is the result of God’s direct intervention. I believe we do this for two
reasons. The first is the basic need of the individual to feel
significant to God. We try to amplify that significance by "seeing"
God at work in every fold of the fabric of our lives. The second
is a contorted view of scripture. We see Bible peoples acknowledging God’s
hand in the details of their lives, and assume that this method of operation
applies to saints in every age. But both assumptions are unfounded, and
unnecessary.

Just because I want to see God directly intervening in my life does not mean
that He does, or will. He intends for our significance to be understood by what
He has done for us, as revealed in His word. After all, would you feel more
significant because God found you a parking place up front at Walmart; or
because He sent His Son to die for you on a cross. I recently read an article
where a woman wrote, "I remember washing dishes one day and just feeling
the Holy Spirit. It wasn’t audible, but it was a very pointed suggestion to
stop what I was doing and go see what our oldest son was doing." (afaJournal,
October 2013, p12). Some would ask, "Bob, how do you know the Holy Spirit
wasn’t leading her?" But you have it backward! Why doesn’t anyone pause
to ask "How did she know that the Holy Spirit was
leading her?" My wife (and most other mothers) has perceived things that I
couldn’t possibly have picked-up on. And that leads to this...

Bible writers were inspired to actually know whether or not God
was intervening in peoples lives. That God was at work was usually the reason
why it was even mentioned in Scripture. But that doesn’t mean God was talking
to everyone, or causing everything to happen for the benefit of every disciple!
Being uninspired leaves us incapable of affirming what inspired writers could
affirm.

Mordecai was not inspired, and had the awesome task of convincing Esther to
risk her life by using her position as queen. Mordecai believed that God had a
plan for His people, but Mordecai was not inspired to know. Just because the
author of Esther was inspired to write this book does not mean every Jew in the
book was getting messages from God. Think about it: What a great argument he
could have made, saying that God had placed her where she was so she could save
her people. But he did not do that! Instead, he said to her: "who
knows whether you have not attained royalty for such a time as this?"
(Esth 4:14)

Solomon, with the wisdom given him by God, made the following observation: "I
again saw under the sun that the race is not to the swift, and the battle is not
to the warriors, and neither is bread to the wise, nor wealth to the discerning,
nor favor to men of ability; for time and chance overtake them all."
(Eccl 9:11) God had done things in Solomon’s life, but he was able to
recognize the fact that time and chance are also at
work in the world (not to mention Satan - See Job 1 & 2).

We must be very careful about taking wonderful events and answered prayer in
our lives, and presenting it to the public as an affirmed testimony of God being
at work in our lives. We shall study this further at the end of lesson six.



Conclusion...



The Bible speaks of miracles as events that clearly violate the laws of
nature. Not only was God at work; He was doing so by overpowering laws He set in
motion from the beginning of time. In order for an event to be viewed as a
miracle, from a scriptural standpoint, the event must be supernatural in
character.

People were just as skeptical in ancient times as now. It may not always have
been for the same reason, but their reasons were just as powerful (sometimes
more so). The skeptics of that day found no way to discredit the miraculous
events taking place.

God is capable of bringing about His will upon the earth without violating
laws of nature. As the creator, and author of those laws, He can use them in
ways we cannot imagine. God may be the cause of some natural course of events
upon the earth; but we would have no way of knowing for certain that He was.

Answered prayer is a source of joy for the individual, but should never be a
personal testimony to produce faith in others. God’s word holds that purpose
(Rom 10:17).
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Lesson Five Questions:



	
	1) In a Biblical context, miracles were always…


2) Today, what is the word "miracle" used of?


3) What did Bible translators reserve the word "miracle" for?


4) What two things must be true for something to be called a miracle?

   a)

   b)


5) Give examples of people who broke the common assumption ("mold")
that ancient people were gullible.


6) People of faith have a tendency to do what?


7) What two reasons are given for their doing this?

   a)

   b)


8) Solomon said what two other factors are at work in events under the sun?

   a)

   b)


	
	











Lesson Six:







What Is a Miracle?

(Part Two)

 



Introduction...



We’ve already found a good working definition of "miracle", and
we’ve seen how it is used in Scripture. We’ve also seen how it can be
misused by people today.

In this lesson we want to see how people sometimes deny God’s power while
trying to uphold the presence of miracles in Scripture. We also want to better
recognize the difference between God working by miracles, and God working
otherwise. This, in turn, will help us come to a better understanding of how God
answers prayer today.




When People Try to Help the Bible...



For many years, there has been a movement to explain miracles within the
Bible by natural means. People seem to feel that the Bible needs their
explanations to make it "believable". One of the reasons they’ve
reached this conclusion is that they have bought into the theory of evolution.
As a result, they conclude that God created everything over the course of
billions of years using a process of evolution. Deny the first miracle of
Scripture, and all others will follow. People tend to draw this conclusion
because science claims it has proven that life came about by accident and
progressed by constant and consistent evolutionary processes. Science has not
proven evolution, nor has it proven that life can be the result of blind chance.
All proven scientific law is in complete accord with what the
Bible has said for thousands of years. To deny the Bible record of creation is
to disagree with Jesus when He said, "But from the beginning of the
creation, Male and female made he them." (Mk 10:6) Trying to squeeze
evolution into the Bible flies in the face of Jesus’ assertion that we were
"from the beginning" created "male and female". That is far
different than species accidentally developing two sexes for propagation.

Another part of the problem here is understanding the role of science.
Science, from the Latin meaning "to know", concerns itself (or is
supposed to, at any rate) with the knowledge that may be obtained by
experimentation and observation. Science, then, concerns itself with what is
demonstrable by experiment and/or observation. But miracles are not repeatable
events that scientists may initiate for their studies. Miracles transcend the
powers of science to study by experimentation. As we shall learn in lesson
eight, miracles have ceased for just and valid reason, and therefore are not to
be expected for study today.

Religious people do not always understand this, and feel the Bible needs a
little help when miracles are mentioned. As a result, people try to explain the
miracles of the Bible in an attempt to validate the accuracy of what the Bible
says. But what they actually do is deny the supernatural power which truly did
validate God’s word when first delivered. They are struggling with reconciling
scripture with science. This is reflected in one Bible encyclopedia’s article
on the subject of miracles: "...the so-called scientific view of the world
declares that miracles are and always have been impossible. To meet this
objection the believer must work out a theory of natural law, a philosophy of
science, or in some way relate miracles to ordinary events without impairing the
unity of his world view." (Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible,
(Grand Rapids, 1978), p241) Why must I do anything with "natural law"?
I need no theories. Natural law is what it is, and the Bible does not deny it. I
don’t have to deny anything that science has proven to be
factual laws of nature. Keep in mind that some unproven theories
are accepted as "scientific law", and these do not deserve a Bible
believer’s explanation (e.g. details within the theory of evolution).

Do I really need to move miracles into the category of "ordinary
events" and compare them with modern events? This same author goes on to
write: "... a Christian must know what they are before he can relate them
to scientific law" (ibid. p244) But they do not relate to scientific
law. They transcend the natural laws of this world. He who created all things,
also created those laws in the beginning, and can suspend those laws at any
time, and at any specific place.

A good example of moving miracle into science is the claim that the Red Sea
was parted by a natural wind phenomena that provided passage for the Israelites.
We’re now denying the description of scripture, the water standing as walls on
either side of the people as they crossed. Why didn’t the wind blow the people
into the water as they passed through it’s field? We’ve taken a miracle and
made it "scientific", and then accepted that people could walk through
a wind field that the sea couldn’t withstand.

Trying to make miracles "reasonable" by explaining them as
occurring under natural law takes away their miraculous character. Suddenly I am
explaining away the supernatural, and making the Bible no
different than any other book on the New York Times best seller list. That my
effort to "help" the Bible is sincere does not change the fact that I
have denied what the Bible says!

I believe part of this goes back to the modern notion that ancient man didn’t
understand the difference between natural occurrences and supernatural events.
We think he saw something strange and assumed that it was a miracle. But ancient
people knew the difference between a thunderstorm and what was happening on Mt
Sinai for an extended period of time (Ex 19-20). Ancient people didn’t have
watches and clocks, but they could do something most people can’t do today —
gauge time accurately by the Sun. And anyone can tell the difference between an
hour and a whole day’s worth of time (Josh 10:13). People in that day knew
better than today which way the shadow moves on a sundial (Isa 38:8). Ancient
people knew the difference between babies dying of a plague, and only
the first born of families dying where a sign had not been painted on their
doors (Ex 12). Fishermen knew how long it took for water to calm after a storm
(Mt 8:26). There were magicians in ancient times, but their arts were never any
match for the true miracles performed (Ex 7 - 12; Acts 8:9ff).

The Bible does not need explanations to make natural events out of miracles.
To do so is to deny God’s supernatural power at work, and the Bible.










Distinction Between Miracles and Otherwise...



An Event May Be Supernatural in Character, but Not Be of God...

The presence of demons in humans was supernatural in and of itself (e.g.
Mt 8:28; Mk 16:9). However, they were not put there by God (cf. Mt
12:43-45). We read of a slave girl who had a "spirit of divination"
(Acts 16:16f). Her masters were gaining a great deal of profit by her
supernatural "connections". But while there was something supernatural
going on in instances like these, Bible writers did not refer to them as
miracles.


An Event May Come About by the Power of God, but Not be Supernatural in Character...

Abraham’s servant went to get a wife for Isaac (Gen 24). That God was
involved cannot be doubted; but did God violate laws of nature to bring these
things about? The servant traveled, stopped at a well, prayed, a girl came
along, etc... Where is the "miracle"? Every aspect of the process was
in keeping with customs of that day. God saw to it that Isaac ended up with the
bride of His choice, but it was not accomplished by a miracle! This is called
providence. "Providence" is a provision made in advance for an
occurrence or need. God does not suspend the laws of nature to bring about these
results. He, knowing a need in advance, provides for their presence at the
proper time. The word providence is never used in scripture, and yet many
examples are found (which we shall study in a moment). God could accomplish His
will by miracles at any time in Bible times, but providence was a non-miraculous
culmination of God’s having set a stage for an outcome. It is God’s infinite
wisdom at work.

Joseph was sent before his brethren to preserve their lives (Gen 45:5-7). But
not all within that process was miraculous? His dreams revealed the future, so
divine knowledge was given. But the process of getting Joseph to Egypt from that
point was natural. The dreams made his brethren envious. But envy is not a
miracle. There was no miracle in the Ishmaelites passing by on their trade route
(Gen 37:25-28), nor in bringing Joseph, and selling him to Potiphar. But God saw
to it that there were Ishmaelites available on that occasion. No miracle may be
found in the lust of Potiphar’s wife, or her anger in getting him imprisoned
(Gen 39:1-20). And the favor of the prison keeper wasn’t supernatural (Gen
39:21ff). Divine knowledge was given in the interpretation of dreams (butler,
baker, Pharaoh), but most of the situation is given no supernatural connotation
in the Bible record. God was providentially getting His will done.

Esther is an excellent example of God at work without indication of
supernatural manifestation. Esther’s beauty attracts the king and he takes her
as his favorite. The king heeds Esther’s pleadings for her people. No miracle
was necessary. God has worked His will into human history without miracles on
many occasions.




Miracles Go Far Beyond the Laws of Nature...



Now let’s look at a few examples of miracles in Scripture, noting how they
violate the laws of nature. When given the ability to chose his sign, Hezekiah
asked for that which does not happen in nature... ever
(II Kgs 20:9-11). Joshua called for the Sun and moon to stand still during a
battle (Josh 10:12-14). The catastrophic upheaval of it happening staggers the
mind. But we must understand that God is the creator of these things, and they
serve Him. There have been times when God brought about His will through
providence, but here is a time when He worked miracles.

There was a supernatural sign used to confirm Elijah as God’s prophet, and
prove that Baal was not a god (I Kgs 18:19-40). Fire does not descend from
heaven, let alone do so on cue in a specified place (I Kgs 18:19-40). God
produced a supernatural event for His purposes.

We should also note that droughts and famines were, and are, common upon the
earth. While God directly caused this one, there is no indication that He in any
way violated laws of nature in bringing it about. The description of the rain
which came to end the drought indicates that it also did not violate the laws of
nature. That God caused the rain in a natural way does not
mean that it was a miracle (I Kgs 18:41-45). When the rain came, it is described
as coming the way every other drop of rain comes to every other region of the
earth. No miracle in that. But then Elijah outran a chariot in a twenty mile
journey (I Kgs 18:46). That was a miracle.

What we have been discovering in God’s word is that God works both
miraculously and providentially. When we affirm that God only works by miracles,
we actually deny how great God’s creation truly is. We also deny His place and
power over it. In our rush to give God credit for a "miracle" we deny
other things that give God glory! Conception and birth are amazing and awe
inspiring. But completely according to the laws of nature set in motion by God
in the beginning. There is awe inspiring power in a tornado or hurricane, but
they are products of natural law. They do amazing things, and their power to
"hit and miss" at the same time is fantastic. But they are not a
miracle. And a tornado leaving a house, but destroying another, is not a
miracle. We are capable of great thinking. God created us that way. I have often
heard an argument which goes something like this: "I know God was laying
this knowledge on my heart, because I just don’t know where else it could have
come from." While they think it is truly noble to give God credit for
thoughts that come into their head, is it noble to deny the natural power God
gave humans for superior thought processes? Humans are given intelligence (Prov
15:14; Lk 10:21). The mind can seek / explore / investigate (Eccl 1:13ff; 7:25).
We are endowed with memory (Pt 1:15). And we are often remembering things which
lie buried, having heard or read them years before. We are capable of a
"wisdom" that impresses men (I Cor 1:19; Col 2:23). And sometimes we
can impress ourselves so much that we want to give God credit for our own
thoughts (Ps 50:21). We think that giving God the glory for every great thought
that comes into our head is a noble practice. But it actually sets a stage for
imagining that everything we do is approved of God. Now, when I take a position
that is not supported by Scripture, I can rest assured that God is giving me the
insight for correctly perceiving His will.

We should also think about the fact that bearing witness to God doing
something that He did not do, even when it would otherwise cause people to
glorify God, is a serious thing. Paul wrote, "Moreover we are even found
to be false witnesses of God, because we witnessed against God that He raised
Christ, whom He did not raise, if in fact the dead are not raised." (I
Cor 15:15) People glorified God for raising Jesus from the dead, but if God hadn’t
actually done so, the apostles would still have been "false witnesses of
God".




God Answers Prayer...



Here is a common question that usually arises later in our study when we talk
about the fact that miracles have ceased to be performed upon the earth: Does
God answer prayer? The answer is, yes, God still answers prayer. That the
question arises in a discussion of miracles tends to be the result of thinking
that all God does is miraculous (which we have just been discussing). It would
be the height of folly to say that God created all things, but cannot bring
about His will within that creation without violating the laws of nature
established in the beginning.

So, how does God answer prayer without working miracles? We need to begin by
understanding that we cannot know exactly how the power of God works. We can
only know what the Bible tells us about it. This is an area that we have already
defined as the "providence of God".

God’s answer to prayers today is accomplished by providence. That God
answers prayer is a matter of personal faith, and I urge people to understand
that this is not an area we may assert as a source for others’ faith. The
religious world around us expects every testimony of "answered prayer"
to be a validation of their faith. But my conviction that God has done something
in my life is a personal conviction, not a statement of Scripture. We should
have the caution of Mordecai: "who knows whether you have not
attained royalty for such a time as this?" (Esth 4:14) We also should
have the wisdom of Solomon to know that not all is an overt act of God: "I
again saw under the sun that the race is not to the swift, and the battle is not
to the warriors, and neither is bread to the wise, nor wealth to the discerning,
nor favor to men of ability; for time and chance overtake them all."
(Eccl 9:11) And we should have a love for God’s word to let it do it’s work:
"So faith comes from hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ."
(Rom 10:17) If God is doing all of these great works in my life, then the way I’m
serving Him must be pleasing to Him. You may take comfort in that thought, but
don’t forget that Mormons, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Pentecostals, Catholics, and
even Muslims are using the same logic.

I think we all realize that there would be a difference between believing
that a neighbor stole our lawnmower and going around the neighborhood telling
people that he stole it. We may be absolutely correct in our conviction, but
bearing witness to it when we actually do not have evidence of it is still
bearing false witness (not being an actual witness in a case is still
bearing false witness, even if the person is guilty). Allow your personal
conviction to praise and thank Him for what you believe to be his care for you.
He has promised that care for our necessities (Mt 6:25-31). Whether he will heal
your gout, or shrink a tumor, is not specifically addressed (see Addendum 1 for
healing the sick in James 5). Even a person who was sick in the presence of an
apostle was not guaranteed a healing (II Tim 4:20). Why didn’t Paul just heal
him? There are more important considerations than longevity and freedom from
physical disease. Give thanks, but do not expect your convictions to become a
point of faith for others. We will talk more about "personal
testimony" in lesson twenty-four.



Conclusion...



It’s amazing how humans can sometimes get sidetracked, doing the opposite
of what they actually intend to do. Some people want to affirm the truth of what
the Bible says. But these people have fallen for the conclusion that miracles
must be scientifically explainable (natural phenomena). They end up denying the
supernatural power exerted by God in those miracles.

It is important for us to realize that God, as the creator, has the power to
suspend the laws of nature in any place and time. It is also important for us to
realize that God does not always have to suspend the laws of nature to
accomplish His will. He can still answer prayer in the most astounding of ways.

And we must never forget that God does not necessarily cause everything that
happens. Time and chance do sometimes bring joy and sorrow.
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Lesson Six Questions:




	

1) For what purpose have some decided to explain miracles by naturalistic
explanations?


2) When an event comes about by God’s power, but is not a miracle, what is
this called?


3) Give an example, from scripture, of God working this way…


4) From our last lesson: what two things must be true for an event to be a
miracle?

   a)

   b)


5) How did God confirm Elijah as His prophet?


6) On this same occasion, what did God do that was not
"miraculous"?


7) Giving God glory for every thing in our lives can set a stage for what?


8) When this kind of study causes one to ask if God answers prayer today,
what kind of thinking has this resulted from?


9) What scriptures offer a caution about asserting God’s power at work in
our lives?


	
	









Lesson Seven:





The Purpose of Miraculous Intervention

 



Introduction...




Knowing why the miraculous occurs will go a long way in understanding other
areas regarding the Holy Spirit. Unfortunately, most people never ask why God
has intervened miraculously in the past. They just assume that he does for
reasons that they would if they were God.

In this lesson we will need to find the true reasons for God’s intervention
in creation. In fact, we will find two reasons for God to "step in".
When we have established what Scripture says on the subject, we will study
examples which show why such occurrences were so important in human history...




Two Unique Purposes...



There are two unique purposes for God’s intervention stated
in scripture. There are other reasons used by Charismatics which might hold true
in a certain way (e.g. to glorify God - Although this is true, it was not
the purpose which prompted God to send the Holy Spirit. These will be studied in
lesson ten).


Reason #1: To reveal God's will for mankind...

This is known as inspiration. Inspiration is a process whereby God places His
word within the minds of individuals (see lesson 3). The word
"inspiration" means "God-breathed" (II Tim 3:16). It is the
idea of God placing His word directly into the hearts of men to fill them with
His knowledge. We cannot know the will of God without God revealing it to us (I
Cor 2:10-13). We cannot read each other’s minds, how much less the mind of
God. Since we cannot read God’s mind, He had to make His mind known to us. But
how He did this is different than what many people assume on the
subject.

God could have revealed His will to every human being individually. A lot of
people think God is still doing that. But he did not use that method then, and
He does not do so now. Instead He chose individuals through whom he would send
His message. There is a difference between the way we come to know today, and
the revealing that took place originally. God "revealed" through the
Holy Spirit (divine inspiration) to apostles and prophets (Eph 3:5). Revelation
was made known to Paul — but the Ephesians came to know by reading what Paul
wrote (Eph 3:3). We must never forget that faith comes by hearing God’s word
(Rom 10:17). And today that involves reading and understanding the written word.


Reason #2: To confirm (or validate) the prophet, or message of the prophet
before the hearers...

If God had revealed His will to every individual on earth, confirmation might
be unnecessary. However, the necessity of confirmation is also found in the
abundance of deceit in the world. People have a tendency to get what they want
in religion. People play mind-games with themselves, self-inducing delusions to
validate or justify their doctrines and practices. And it isn’t hard to find
teachers who will give hearers what they want (II Tim 4:2ff). It is a
time-honored (but not God-honored) tradition (Isa 30:9f). People who claimed to
have had divine visions were prophesying falsely (Jer 23:25-32). God said, "I
have heard what the prophets have said who prophesy falsely in My name, saying,
‘I had a dream, I had a dream!’" (Jer 23:25). Whether or not the
person sincerely believes his own error is beside the point. The person has
received nothing from the Lord.

So, how would a person know whether or not a "prophet" truly had a
revelation from God?... There would be a confirming sign, like a fulfilled
prediction (Dt 18:21f ). False prophets work from "their own
inspiration", and hope that what they predict will be confirmed (by the
prediction coming true - Ezk 13:2-6). The lack of miraculous confirmation in
modern religion declares the true source of their message. It proves that they
are speaking out of their own imagination.

Yes, many do claim to work miracles. The so-called
"miracles" worked today are nothing compared to what the Bible
describes. In fact, the messages of the "miracle workers" are so
diverse and conflicting that they end up repudiating their own claims (discussed
in lesson 11 and Addendum 5).

How could a person in the first century know that a prophet was really
speaking God’s word? Look at what the people of that day were looking at. The
difference between the fakery of a magician and the power of God was clearly
evident to all, and verified the message of Philip as being of divine origin
(Acts 8:9-13). The resurrection of Jesus (a miracle) was proof of who Jesus
truly was (the judge of all men - Acts 17:31). There were signs which provided
evidence of the apostle’s authority from God (II Cor 12:12). These miracles
were the power of God confirming truth to observers. Jesus told the apostles
that signs would be involved in their ministry, and Mark tells us that the Lord
was confirming the words of the apostles by the signs which followed (Mk 16:20).
The author of Hebrews told his readers that the Holy Spirit bore witness to the
message with miracles (Heb 2:3f). Confirmation of the message was truly very
important.




Examples Clarifying the Need for God’s Miraculous Intervention...



In the following examples, take note of the fact that the recipients couldn’t
have otherwise known the information if God had not provided it:

In Daniel 10:1 a message is revealed to Daniel (cf Dan 7:1; 8:1). Does
it concern things that have taken place, or things yet future (cf. Dan
11:1f)?

When the first Pentecost after the resurrection of Jesus came, how was Peter
to know what to say to the people (Acts 2)? Why didn’t he know seven days
earlier? (chapter 1) Why were the apostles told to wait?

When would the Jews have ever given access to the Gentiles without revelation
from God that it was His will? How did God make His will known on this matter?
(Acts 10)

Paul had been an ardent enemy of the truth for many years. So, how could Paul
have preached the truth in accuracy without going to "school" on the
subject? (Gal 1:11-17) How was he confident of his message?

There had been a mystery (hidden things) for ages, and then Paul knew what
that mystery was (Eph 3:1-9). How could he have known the details that he wrote
about?

John received the revelation sent by God. Notice that it was revealed, and
then it was recorded (Rev 1:1f)

In the following examples, take note of how a confirmation of God’s word
was essential:

God clearly proved Elijah to be God’s spokesman among the people (I Kgs
18:17-46). What were they believing before the miracle occurred? (v21)

The apostles spoke in languages understood by the multitude, but unstudied by
them (Acts 2:4-8). What effect did this have on the multitude, which resulted in
their obedience (v41)?

Who was the false teacher in this text trying to sway (Acts 13:8)? How did
Paul prove God’s power, and the false teacher’s lack of power?

Paul would soon go to Corinth and see what power (miracles) the false
teachers had to validate their message (I Cor 4:19; cf. II Cor 12:12).
How would miracles make or break the messages of true prophets and false
prophets?



Conclusion...



There were two purposes for miraculous intervention spelled out in Scripture.
The first was the revelation of God’s will. This is the intellectual
presentation of truth, giving what God wants mankind to know. This presents the truth
of what we are to believe and do.

The second reason is a need for confirmation of that revelation by
supernatural signs (miracles). This is the undeniable affirmation that the
message truly is of God. This presents wonders which are
impossible for the false prophet to duplicate, thus validating the identity of
the true prophets.

Any other purpose goes beyond the word of God and are presumptuous (as will
be seen in lesson 10).
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Lesson Seven Questions:



	
	1) What two unique purposes are given in scripture for miraculous
intervention?

	   a)

	   b)

	
	2) The first of these is a process called

	3) This was necessary because we cannot do what?

	4) Revelation was made known to Paul directly, but how did the Ephesians come
to know?

	5) With that in mind, how would we expect to learn God’s will today?

	6) There is something abundant in religion that made it necessary for God to
confirm His word. What is that?

	7) What did Paul warn Timothy about this?


	8) Some claim to work miracles today. What two reasons are given in this
lesson not to be impressed by these?

	   a)

	   b)


	
	









Lesson Eight:





When Would Miracles Cease?

 



Introduction...



The Bible does tell us that the miraculous would cease. And no
one I have ever studied with disagrees with that. I think it sometimes surprises
us to know that the Charismatics know I Corinthians 13:8-10 exists. But the
problem in this case isn’t found in believing the fact that God’s word says
miracles will cease. The problem is actually found in agreeing on the specified
time of cessation. Since the Bible tells us that the miraculous has an ending
point, and tells us when that time will be, we should be able to discern the
truth on the matter. So, that is what we intend to study in this lesson.

What does the Bible say about when miracles would cease? How do
Charismatics try to answer the textual evidence? You should have the answer to
these two questions before finishing this lesson.

In addition, we want to look at an erroneous argument made on this subject.
Specifically, were miraculous gifts to end when the last person died, upon whom
the apostles had laid their hands? It seems logical. No more apostles... and the
last person who had received a gift from an apostle dies... therefore no more
gifts. However, the argument is denying something scriptures teach, and we must
beware of logic that departs from God’s word.



Cessation of the Miraculous Is Specified in Scripture...



Paul clearly stated that miracles would cease when that which is perfect has
come (I Cor 13:8-10). That they will cease has never been a
problem. The question is, what does Paul mean by "that which is
perfect"? When the "perfect" has come, then miracles will
cease. The Holiness churches have, through the years, consistently claimed that
Jesus is the "perfect" referred to in this verse. But this assertion
is wholly impossible based on the grammar of the text. The Greek word for
"perfect" is in the neuter gender, whereas a word used of Jesus would
be masculine in gender. The "perfect" of this passage is used of a
"thing", not a "person".

The word "perfect" in our text does not refer to a
moral perfection, either. We are not describing the lack of flaws in something.
It may not have flaws, but that is not the point. The word for
"perfect" in this passage means: "having reached it’s end"
(Vines’); finished, fully grown, mature, complete. This meaning is more
clearly seen in other passages where this word is used. For example, it is the
word used by Paul when he wrote, "...that the man of God may be perfect;
thoroughly furnished unto every good work." (II Tim 3:16f) The word of
God does not make one flawless, or morally perfect. It does make one complete,
"thoroughly furnished"... Having everything necessary for the task
appointed by God. Paul also used this word when he wrote, "...we speak
wisdom among them that are perfect..." (I Cor 2:6) In other
words, among those who are mature.

The only way to determine what Paul is referring to when he says
"perfect" (complete) is to look at the parts. In this passage there is
something "complete" ("perfect") that is never named.
However, the parts are named. Therefore, when we put the "parts"
together we should know what the "complete" is. The parts that are
specified in this passage are "we know in part... and we prophecy
in part." Know is knowledge of God’s will which was
supernaturally granted by the Holy Spirit (spiritual gift), and prophecy
is the proclamation of God’s will by knowledge, again given through the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Note that both of these aspects deal with the
revelation of God’s word to mankind.

That which is complete is the sum total of the parts (see illustration at the
bottom of the next page). The word was revealed to mankind in parts,
therefore, the "complete" in this passage is the sum total of the
parts combined, or the completed revelation of that will. Example: If you have
six slices of apple pie that go together to make up a whole pie; the slices are
apple pie, and when all are put together they equal an apple pie. Paul is saying
that the "partial" revelation by miraculous manifestation
would be eliminated when all of the revelation had been given (i.e. the
"perfect").










An argument sometimes arises which is drawn from Paul’s use of the word
"now" in verse thirteen. The argument tries to identify the time for
spiritual gifts ceasing by making the word "now" in this verse mean
"in the present time".

They tell us that right now, in the present, there is faith and hope (along
with these spiritual gifts). But faith and hope will no longer be needed when we
see Him face to face, and hope is realized in eternity. But love will still
exist at that time, and thus, is greater. So the perfect in some way relates to
seeing Jesus face to face.

This argument sounds good on the surface, because the word "now"
does appear at the beginning of verse thirteen. But the word "now" in
this text does not refer to "the present time". It is used here in a
logical sense to sum up the argument that Paul has been making from the
beginning of the chapter (I’ll point out this use in other places in just a
moment). On the face of it, we must confess that this interpretation ignores the
significance of the parts in relation to the whole ("perfect"). Any
explanation of this passage must deal with the parts coming together to finish
the complete ("perfect").

Looking more closely at the word now, it is important to
realize that the word "now" in verse twelve (used twice) is not the
same as this word (v13). The word in verse twelve (arti) always means
"just now", and is used of time. The word in verse thirteen (nuni)
can refer to time, but is sometimes used in a logical sense. For example, Paul
wrote, "But now Christ has been raised from the dead ..." (I
Cor 15:20). Was Jesus just then raised? He also said, "Now I rejoice in
my sufferings for your sake, ..." (Col 1:24) Only just now, or is Paul
taking a logical step in an argument? If Paul really did mean "just
now", then why did he switch from arti to nuni? He already
had the perfect word in mind, but turned to another!

Understanding the meaning of "now" in any text depends upon the
context. We’ve already identified the "perfect" by the
"parts" specified earlier. We cannot use this verse to change the
meaning Paul has already assigned by his language there. His point from the
beginning of this chapter has been that love is greater than faith and hope (see
first three verses). No matter how strong either of them may be, if love is not
the guiding force, then whatever is accomplished is vain.

This last verse of the chapter simply restates that fact. We have all three
of these (faith, hope and love), but the greatest is love. Not because it
"survives the grave". That would cheapen Paul’s argument. It is the
greatest because of the description given in verses 4 - 8a. It is the greatest
because it is the unselfish motive that moves us to be like God. And selfishness
was a terrible problem at Corinth. They needed a healthy dose of love!

In summary, spiritual gifts would cease when they had completely revealed and
confirmed God’s word to mankind.



The Bible Does Not Teach It...



When I was young, I can remember being taught that spiritual gifts would
cease when the last living person had died, upon whom an apostle laid his hands.
This is based upon the truth that spiritual gifts, as a rule, were only passed
on by the imposition of an apostle’s hands (Acts 8:14-18). But the position
assumes too much in making that ability a lifelong gift. Nothing in scripture
even hints that an apostle’s ability to pass on gifts was "for
life". The person receiving that gift also did not have a promise of having
his gift for life.

The scripture we have just studied clearly tells us when
miraculous gifts would cease. We either believe Paul, or prefer our own
assumptions over God’s word on the matter.




Modern Charismatic Powers: Living in the Past...



With an understanding of God’s word, we see that any present day claim to
miraculous gifts that existed in the first century is a matter of "living
in the past". When this occurs, God’s plan is replaced by an artificial
replication of the past (i.e. don’t believe what was revealed, so we
replace it with our own version of the first century acted out today).

The clear implications of doing this is the charge that God couldn’t get it
done to begin with, and has to finish it up today (although He still doesn’t
seem to be able to, the way it’s dragging on without any significant
revelation of truth today).

What truth, necessary for salvation, has been revealed in the past 100 years
that is not already in the Bible? If one is found, then all who died before it’s
revelation were lost. God had left an incomplete picture for over 1,900 years.
If none is found, then God is not working this way today!

There is another implication in all of this. Claiming the need for revelation
and miraculous signs today is equal to charging God’s word as impotent. It is
the same as saying the Bible doesn’t have the power that it claims to have. It
is the power of God unto salvation (Rom 1:16), but for some reason needs
supernatural events to produce faith.

These implications are blasphemous.



Conclusion...



The miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit have ceased to be bestowed upon
mankind. This was in accord with the purpose of God for those gifts. Since their
purpose has been fulfilled, there is no longer a need for their exercise.

God’s word is His "power" to be relied on today in saving souls
(Rom 1:16). The miracles of the first century served a purpose that even reaches
down to us, confirming the word of God. The word is no less powerful without
those miracles, for what is written about them, when evaluated fairly, will
still produce faith (Jn 20:30f).

Calling upon the miraculous today is blasphemous in the implications left
behind.
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Lesson Eight Questions:



	
	
	1) We all agree that the Bible teaches that miracles will cease. But where
are we unable to agree on this subject?

	2) When did Paul clearly state that miracles would cease?

	3) What does the word "perfect" in I Corinthians 13:10 mean
(definition)?

	4) In this passage, what does Paul list as a "part" of the
"perfect" (complete)?

	   a)

	   b)

	
	5) What was the purpose of these "parts"?

	6) Whatever the complete ("perfect") is must be the sum total of
what?


	7) Which means that the "perfect" in this text refers to what?

	8) When people claim a need for revelation and confirming miracles today,
they are charging God with what?


	
	









Lesson Nine:





Do We Have the Whole Message?

 



Introduction...




Of great importance to our study is the question of whether we really have
the whole message God wants us to have. Is he still revealing truth today, which
we need for salvation? If the word is fully revealed, then why would additional
revelation be needed? The importance of this study is two-fold: 1) Expecting
further "revelation" places a discount upon that which we have in
Scripture, 2) If modern "revelation" is not of God, then certain
warnings of Scripture are pertinent.




Do We Still Need a Revelation of Truth?...



The Bible tells us that all truth had been revealed as the final details of
Scripture were revealed: "Beloved, while I was making every effort to
write you about our common salvation, I felt the necessity to write to you
appealing that you contend earnestly for the faith which was once for all
delivered to the saints." (Jd 3) The phrase "the faith" in
this text does not refer to one’s individual faith. Faith is not delivered to
us like a parcel post package. (Rom 10:17). "The faith" refers to the
system of the gospel, the body of information followed in being what God wants
us to be. Here are a few example’s of the word "faith" being used
this way:




  	
    Acts 6:7 "...and a great many of the priests were obedient to the
faith."


  	
    Acts 14:22 "...strengthening the souls of the disciples,
exhorting them to continue in the faith..."


  	
    Gal 1:23 "He who formerly persecuted us now preaches the faith
which he once tried to destroy."


  	
    Titus 1:13 "Therefore rebuke them sharply, that they may be sound
in the faith"







The phrase "once for all" is from a single word in the Greek,
referring to a "perpetual validity" (Vine’s, p445). Peter used this
word when he wrote, "For Christ also died for sins once for all,
the just for the unjust..." (I Pt 3:18) Another good example is, "Otherwise,
would they not have ceased to be offered, because the worshipers, having once
been cleansed, would no longer have had consciousness of sins?" (Heb
10:2) A different word translated "once" has a meaning more like our
"once upon a time", and is used in "... in them you also once
walked, when you were living in them" (Col 3:7). But Jude did not use
that word. His clear intention was that the message was delivered once for all
time, and there is no need for anything further to make it complete. There is no
deficiency in what we have.

The apostle Peter presented this same concept when he wrote, "seeing
that His divine power has granted to us everything pertaining to life and
godliness, through the true knowledge of Him who called us by His own glory and
excellence." (II Pt 1:3) He granted to us "everything pertaining
to life and godliness". But how was everything granted? Peter
says that it was "through the true knowledge of Him".
People assume that what was granted was salvation by Jesus being crucified on a
cross and being raised. And while that was necessary, it isn’t the point Peter
was making. God granted "through the true knowledge of Him". I can’t
get everything God intends without the full knowledge necessary to receive it.
Peter’s readers had not received only a part of the saving word?
(I Pt 1:23; Jms 1:21) You might also note how "knowledge" ties back to
verse two.

"All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for
doctrine, for reproof, … that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly
equipped for every good work." (II Tim 3:16f - NKJV) If scripture is
able to make one complete, and thoroughly furnished; then what else is needed?
(for material on Scripture being understandable, see lesson 3). If we don’t
have it all in the Bible; what else is necessary for our salvation? If anything,
then why was it withheld until this present day (leaving out nearly 2,000 years
of people)? And if it isn’t needed for our salvation, then why is it
necessary?




Do We Still Need a Validation of Truth by Supernatural Means?...



If we have the whole truth, as attested in the preceding paragraphs, then why
would we need a validation of that truth? This was a legitimate need in the
first century, as we saw in lesson seven. The word of God was completely
revealed in the first century, therefore, the first century is the only time
validation was possible.

A Notary Public needs to only place his seal on a document once... when it is
signed in their presence. It is at origination that validation takes place.
Parking garage tickets need only be validated once... At the time of the visit
at the validating office. God’s message needed to be confirmed only once...
When it was first revealed to mankind.

What is the purpose or effect of validating something that is already
validated? If it is done purposefully, then it is a confession that there was a
deficiency in the original validation. The effect of this may be summed up in
the line from Hamlet: "The lady doth protest too much, methinks."
(Acts III, scene 2). The meaning of that line in it’s context was that
"the lady is promising too much". We all understand how the insincere
commonly overstate their case to compensate for their lack of conviction or
resolve. God could easily be viewed in this light, if He were continually
validating a message, over and over, that had already been adequately validated
to begin with. God’s message to mankind was adequately confirmed at the only
time it was necessary to confirm it.

Charismatics sometimes argue that we need miracles today to confirm the word,
and thus provide a means of faith for people hearing that word. This denies that
the gospel is the power of God unto salvation (Rom 1:16). It denies what John
said about the adequate confirmation in his gospel (Jn 20:30f). Further miracles
were not necessary to confirm what he had written about them.

God only needed to bear witness to the word as it was first revealed (the
prophets who revealed it being confirmed as prophets - Heb 2:3f).




Cessation of the Miraculous is Demanded by Purpose...



Our study has already determined that there are only two purposes for the
miraculous stated in scripture: 1) the special revelation of God’s will to
mankind, and 2) the confirmation of that revelation by supernatural events. From
the standpoint of logic, since these two purposes are fully accomplished, we
would expect the need for miraculous intervention by God to cease. As we saw in
lesson eight, this is precisely what the Bible teaches.

But let’s take our logical look at this subject a little further in the
form of a question we’ve already asked: What new, soul saving doctrines have
been revealed in the past 1,900 years? Let’s add a little more detail to our
previous conclusion.

Many have claimed to receive latter day revelations. Joseph Smith had the
Mormon writings "revealed" to him; but he failed as a prophet (making
him a false prophet). The Jehovah’s Witnesses claim to have revelation from
God, and yet they have proven themselves to be false prophets. The Pentecostals
supposedly received the knowledge of the oneness of God; but they have proven
themselves to be without the power of God continually, and unable to agree with
many other "Holy Spirit led" churches.

Here is the answer to our question: Nothing new has been revealed from God in
the past 1,900 years. There is outright division among the charismatic movements
(some additional information found in Addendum 5). We continually see new
splinter groups forming all over.

If God is inspiring all of these groups to preach the truth,
why the variation and division? If God is only inspiring one of
these groups, then how are all the others working the same "miracles"
(to be answered in lesson 11).




The Consequence of Adding to God’s Word...



The Bible contains warnings for anyone who would dare add unto it. In light
of our findings in this lesson, seeing that God’s revelation is complete, the
consequences of these warnings apply to everyone with a
"revelation from God" today.

As we look back to the period before the New Testament, we can find the
historicity of this concept of the finality of God’s revelation. Moses warned
Israel, "You shall not add to the word which I am commanding you, nor
take away from it, that you may keep the commandments of the Lord your God which
I command you." (Dt 4:2) He later added to this, "Whatever I
command you, you shall be careful to do; you shall not add to nor take away from
it." (Dt 12:32)

Worshipers do not treat God as holy when they serve their own way (Lev
10:1-3). And not seeking the Lord "according to the ordinance" brings
death (I Chr 13:2-10; cmp. I Chr 15:13). The wise man added his warning
to this, "Every word of God is tested; He is a shield to those who take
refuge in Him. Do not add to His words Lest He reprove you, and you be proved a
liar." (Prov 30:5f) And the prophets also recognized this truth: "Stand
by the ways and see and ask for the ancient paths, Where the good way is, and
walk in it; And you shall find rest for your souls. But they said, ‘We will
not walk in it." (Jer 6:16)

When we come to the New Testament, warnings of adding to God’s word still
arise. Paul wrote, "But even though we, or an angel from heaven, should
preach to you a gospel contrary to that which we have preached to you, let him
be accursed. As we have said before, so I say again now, if any man is preaching
to you a gospel contrary to that which you received, let him be accursed."
(Gal 1:8) The "anathema" curse of this text was the most severe curse
Paul could call forth for those who add or take from God’s word. Although Paul
is not saying that an angel of God would actually present something different,
it expresses the absolute nature of God’s word as a static revelation.

John was also severe in his warning on this subject: "Anyone who goes
too far and does not abide in the teaching of Christ, does not have God; the one
who abides in the teaching, he has both the Father and the Son." (II Jn
9) Think about the consequences of "does not have God". The
person so described would be destitute of all great blessings offered within the
word he has violated.

John included this same principle in a warning at the end of the book of
Revelation (Rev 22:18f). While the word’s "the words of the prophecy
of this book" refer to the book of Revelation alone (cf. Rev
22:7, 9, 10), it is certainly based on the same principle we have found
throughout the remainder of God’s word.



Conclusion...



Scripture tells us that the people at the close of the first century had a
full revelation of truth. They had all pertaining to life and godliness. It was
"once for all" delivered, meaning it’s delivery did not need to be
repeated. Scripture is able to make one complete, and thoroughly furnishes unto
every good work.

Since truth is completely revealed, then what is lacking? Must it be
confirmed by supernatural intervention today? The truth has been
confirmed (validated). Confirmation was accomplished at the only time it would
have been truly meaningful for all (including the recipients to whom it was
delivered).

To affirm that we do not have the whole message implies that
other elements must be added. This is a blasphemous allegation against God’s
word (that it is insufficient).

God’s word expressly forbids, and condemns with consequence, those who
would add to it. God has historically enjoined a reverential attitude toward,
and observance of, His word.




-- Back to Contents --







Lesson Nine Questions:



	
	1) The answer to what question is of great importance to this study?

	2) What two aspects make this study truly important?

	   a)

	   b)


	3) What did Jude say about "the faith", which bears on this
subject?

	4) What did Peter say about what God has granted?

	5) Paul told Timothy that Scripture makes the man of God what?

	6) How often must a Notary Public validate a document? And when?

	7) What effect would a constant parade of miracles today have on the
trustworthy nature of God’s word?

	8) What did Moses warn about, concerning the words he delivered?

	9) Explain the curse Paul pronounced in his epistle to the Galatians?


	
	







Lesson Ten:





Faulty Reasoning for Modern "Miracles"

 



Introduction...



When talking to, and studying with people who believe in modern day miracles,
one should be aware of their reasons why God must work miracles
today. This is particularly important when the real reasons God
worked miracles are studied. You should plan on talking about the false reasons
after studying the scriptural reasons (lesson 7). People with whom you study
usually don’t really know what all "they believe". The result will
be their going to their "pastor" for answers in how to deal with your
arguments. If you haven’t already placed the material in lesson seven in their
mind, you’ll probably never get a chance to present it. They’ll be told to
stop studying with you. You’ll be considered a dangerous "crack-pot"
who doesn’t really believe the Bible (even though you are the one with true
faith in the Bible). So be sure you get lesson seven into your study with them.

We’ve already studied two of their reasons in our last lesson (and refuted
them): 1) That God is still revealing His word, and 2) God still needs to
confirm that word. In this study we will look at other reasons commonly given
for the continuation of miracles today, which would seem to make them necessary
today. With these, we will study logical and scriptural reasons why these cannot
be valid.




God Loves Us, and Wants Us to be Happy...



This is one of the most popular reasons people will give for God working
miracles today. It would seem to put anyone who disagrees in the position of
saying "God doesn’t love us, and wants us to be miserable." But God’s
love is not the basis of our disagreement. The question has never been regarding
God’s love for us. The question is how God actually operates. If we think God
must do things in our lives to show His love, then we are incredibly egocentric
(not to mention shallow). If you aren’t careful, this argument could turn your
discussion into a contest to see who really believes God loves mankind. You need
to focus on the true show of God’s love: "For God so loved the world,
that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in Him should not
perish, but have eternal life." (Jn 3:16; see also I Jn 4:9f). The
Bible never presents the fact that God loves us as a reason for the working of
miracles.

God is not our personal vending machine for happiness. In fact, God has never
promised to make us "happy" on earth (as we define "happy").
He has promised a joy that transcends moments of pain and sorrow, but even that
is not given to us in a way separate from our participation in the
gospel.

This reasoning cheapens the rich and glorious Bible story of God’s love for
mankind. They would have God’s love expressed in carnal terms. It isn’t
uncommon for people to talk about God finding them parking places up close;
keeping them from catching a cold; or taking away their addiction to cigarettes.
These carnal terms are far from consistent. In fact, I once met a woman who was
confused over the fact that the Holy Spirit had taken away her addiction to
cigarettes many years before, but wouldn’t do it again since she had returned
to them. She had prayed ardently for their grip to be released from her, but to
no avail. The result was that she was about to completely give up on God. Many believers
go away without their healings, happiness, and "proof" that God loves
them (see lesson 13 on the faith necessary to be healed).

The truth of God’s love is expressed in His work for our spiritual healing,
and eternal salvation. The Bible teaches that the soul of man is the truly
important aspect (controls body, and exists eternally). Doctrines concerning God’s
love in healing the body elevate the part of man that draws him to sin (the
flesh), and that will rot in the grave.


This reasoning would cause one to wonder about the love of God for:



  	
    believers who underwent the cruelest of persecutions in the first three
centuries, but remained faithful unto death (Rev 2:10).


  	
    believers of the first century who were not healed (II Tim 4:20; Gal
4:13f).


  	
    "believers" today who are "wiped out" by natural
disasters.


  	
    "believers" today who can’t be healed by "faith
healers" (see lesson 13).







Miracles Are to Glorify God...



It cannot be doubted that miracles in the Bible glorified God. But many
things in the Bible were a glory to God, and yet they are not continued today.
God’s creation has glorified God from the very beginning, and yet it will
one day be destroyed (II Pt 3:10ff). The Old Testament priesthood and sacrifices
were a part of the Levites’ responsibility to glorify God. The apostles
glorified God while they were present on earth (eye witnesses to Jesus’
resurrection).

What about the death of Jesus on the cross? This is the clincher, for the
sacrifice and resurrection of Jesus brought the greatest of glory to God! Why
doesn’t Jesus come back and do it every year? It brought glory to God! It is
obvious why He doesn’t. because it fulfilled it’s purpose. So, why can’t
we see that same point about miracles?

God does not keep things in place simply because they glorify Him. They have
a purpose, and when they have served that purpose, they are no longer necessary.
Whether or not miracles brought glory to God is of no relevance here.

Beware of the reasoning that would put you in the position of arguing about
who really glorifies God. In their minds, they must be the ones who really
glorify God. This reasoning must be attacked by using the truth of God’s word
without making a contest out of the study. And when this becomes a problem in
the study, demand that they work a sign (studied in lesson 14).




Jesus Died for Our Physical Infirmities...



This argument is made from Isaiah 53:5. In this passage, the suffering of the
Messiah is prophesied. The key to their argument is "with His stripes we
are healed". It is based on a very clear misuse of the passage. Every
other phrase in this verse has to do with spiritual healing...



  	
    "...wounded for our transgressions..."


  	
    "...bruised for our iniquities..."


  	
    "...chastisement for our peace..." (see Eph 2:14 -
18)





After these other statements, are we to conclude that the healing is not
spiritual as well?... Of course, if God had interpreted the statement for us, we
could be sure. Well, I’m glad you brought that up, because the apostle Peter
did make a pertinent remark on this matter. In fact, Peter used this passage to
refer to our spiritual healing, or forgiveness of sins. (I Pt 2:24) He
"bore our sins in His own body on the
tree". We are healed by His stripes. We were
like sheep going astray, but have now returned. Peter, writing by inspiration,
gave this statement a spiritual meaning.

Even if it did refer to physical healing, it would not demand that every
illness for the duration of earth’s existence be healed. Here again, we expect
God to do it our way, for as long as we deem necessary. And that
brings us to another argument:




Jesus Is the Same Always...



The author of Hebrews wrote, "Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and
today, yes and forever." (Heb 13:8) The argument which misuses this
passage states that since Jesus healed in the first century, healing must also
take place today because Jesus does not change.

This argument totally wrests this passage from it’s context, ignoring the
intention of the Lord in stating it. This is not about whether Jesus will change
His miracle policy among men. The verse before, and the verse after, make it
clear that doctrine does not change. Remember that Hebrews was written to a
people who were turning from sound doctrine, trying to return to the ordinances
of the law of Moses to escape persecution. The author is telling us that Jesus
does not die for us and give a law today, and then allow us to go back to the
way things were yesterday. He is the redeemer of all men, and is unchanging in that
regard.

In addition, consider the fact that the use of a passage that proves too much
must be a misuse of that passage. So, if "Jesus is the same forever",
then will there be miracles in heaven? If so, who will be sick for these
miracles to take place?




These Signs Shall Accompany Them That Believe...



Before Jesus ascended into heaven, He commissioned his apostles to take the
gospel into all the world. In regard to this He said, "And these signs
will accompany those who have believed: in My name they will cast out demons,
they will speak with new tongues; they will pick up serpents, and if they drink
any deadly poison, it shall not hurt them; they will lay hands on the sick, and
they will recover." (Mk 16:17f) It is assumed that this is a perpetual
promise. In other words, these signs shall always accompany
believers. But the text does not specify the duration of the accompaniment
(studied in lesson 8).

But we must also note that their purpose was to confirm (thus they were
"signs") that the apostles were preaching God’s word (Mk 16:20).
They were given in a specific way that we read about in Acts 8:14-18. But that
way is not available today, since there are no apostles living who can lay hands
on people so that they may receive them. In addition, the signs in this
particular text are not said to produce faith. In fact, this text
tells us that these miracles were to accompany people who had already
believed.

Saving faith has always come by the word of God (Rom 10:17). The gospel is
the power of God unto salvation (Rom 1:16). These confirming miracles (listed in
this text) do not make the gospel known. With these miracles alone, one would
still never know who Jesus was, or what God expected of a seeker. Does the word
need the perpetual use of miracles to confirm it? No, what is recorded in the
word is sufficient (Jn 20:30f).




We Need the Holy Spirit So We Can Come to "Know Jesus"...



This assumes that "knowing Jesus" is some kind of miraculous
experience. Knowing Jesus is actually an expression of our relationship
that we sustain with Him. John wrote, "And by this we know that we have
come to know Him, if we keep His commandments. The one who says, ‘I have come
to know Him,’ and does not keep His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is
not in him;" (I Jn 2:3f). Jesus promised the disciples that He would
abide in them (Jn 15:5), but went on to clarify that this would take place when
the words of Jesus were abiding in them (v7). He also spoke of them "abiding
in" Him. How could they abide in Him when He would be in
heaven? This would be accomplished as they kept His word (were obedient -
discussed in detail in lesson sixteen).

Knowing is not dependent upon a miraculous intervention by God. It is
accomplished through the word of God. Feelings are deceptive in this regard, and
many fall prey to their emotions. The wise man was very clear on this danger (Prov
12:15; 21:2). The author of Hebrews also warned his readers of a deceptive
heart: "Take care, brethren, lest there should be in any one of you an
evil, unbelieving heart, in falling away from the living God." (Heb
3:12; cmp v10)



Conclusion...



Modern miracles find no basis in Scripture for modern continuance.
Preaching their present day existence is propped up by the emotions of people
who prefer things to be as they were (in the first century), rather than as they
are.

People can come up with reasons why they believe God must work miracles
today, but they are grasping at straws found in their own emotions, rather than
sound reasons found in Scripture. God gives us the answer if we will simply
listen.
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Lesson Ten Questions:



	

	1) What are the six reasons (from this lesson) people give for continued
miracles today?

	2) What two additional reasons were given in our last lesson?

	3) If miracles must take place today because "Jesus is the same
forever", where will miracles also be necessary?

	4) Explain what the Bible says about coming to "know Jesus":

	5) What is "propped up" by preaching modern day miracles?


	
	

	
	





Lesson Eleven:





Explaining the "Unexplainable"

 



Introduction...



If miracles have ceased, as we saw in lesson eight, then what can be said
about the "miracles" being worked today? This is the
logical question that must be asked next in our study, for it is the question
you will encounter while discussing these things with people. Having answers
will not readily convince people trapped in these movements; but answers do help
those who may be on the verge and have not yet committed themselves.

We are commonly told that these "miracles" are unexplainable events
that cause wonder and awe. "Unexplainable" does not make an event
miraculous. Magicians make the Statue of Liberty and the Empire State Building
disappear, but admit that it is simply a magician’s secret. If something seems
to be unexplainable, it simply means that you do not know how it
is done. My inability to explain something does not make it
"unexplainable", or miraculous! Have you ever seen a person tear a two
inch phone book in half with their bare hands? I have, and I can show you how to
do it. Knowing how is the key.

In this lesson we are going to examine some of the more common methods used
to "heal" people "miraculously". While these seem to be
supernatural, we will see the various ways otherwise explainable events become
"unexplainable".




Categories of People Involved...



Some would simply like to make out that everyone in the Charismatic movement
is a liar. And that would be a very easy answer, but very inaccurate as well. I
would categorize three areas into which one in this movement might fall:


The Sincere, but Deceived...

Some of these people have been "healed" by the faith-healer while
undergoing medical treatment. They believe in slow
"miracles", and would never dream of doubting even though they don’t
feel better yet. Many times they fear losing the "healing" that must
already be taking place. If they doubt, it won’t be completed. When medical
science has finished with them, they declare that the faith-healer did the work.

Other people in this category have never really had a serious
illness, let alone incurable disease, and merely draw their opinions off of what
happens to other folks (who may not always get all of the facts straight, or
included).


The Pious Liars...

It is hard to imagine that there is anyone willing to lie in the name of
religion, but they exist. Their reasoning is this: If I lie (exaggerate) about a
"miracle", and it causes others to glorify God, then my testimony has
been a work of praise rather than error. This isn’t as uncommon as you might
think. Catholics have been allowed to lie for their religion in certain
circumstances, and Muslims are allowed to do it too.


The Impious Liars...

Then there are some who are whole-heartedly shameless in their works. All of
their efforts revolve around getting money and attention from their audiences.




Various Techniques and Scams...



Some people do not need to be healed when they come up on the stage. These
faked cases are not used nearly as often as they used to be. Years ago, faith
healers moved from town to town and took accomplices along with them to go up
and be "healed" at the proper time. They were called
"plants" or "ringers". Don’t fall into the trap of
thinking this is what it is all about today. Modern faith healers are much more
sophisticated in their approach. "Ringers" may be brought in, at
times, to create a spectacular case, but other tricks are at work.


How are the blind healed?...

Did you know that over 70% of the people classified as blind in the United
States are only classified as "legally blind". Very few people do know
that. "Legally blind" does not mean that a person cannot see at all.
Many of those who are "legally blind" can see well enough to drive,
read, watch TV, etc. I once knew a couple of people who were legally blind, but
drove a car like anyone else. In fact, one of them was a woman who had a
restriction from driving at night on her driver’s license, but she did get out
and drive at night!

The trick employed by the faith healer is in using the word
"blind". Notice that he does not hold up his hand and ask them to
identify the number of fingers held up until after the healing.
When he has finished his mumbo-jumbo, he holds up a certain number of fingers,
and asks the subject to tell him how many he’s holding up. Naturally, they
tell him how many, causing awe in all who have witnessed this great
"miracle". You’ve assumed that they were totally blind, because the
word "blind" was thrown around without any qualification. But they
could have told him "how many fingers" before they were
"healed"!

And here’s a case that every healer wishes would come up on his/her stage.
A woman in England who had been blind for seven years lost her boyfriend (he
just couldn’t cope with her lack of sight). When he walked out, she banged her
head on the wall and her sight returned (The Tampa Tribune, Monday, March
7, 1983, p12A). Just imagine if that had been a faith healer’s hand banging
her head! And my point is this: Amazing things happen without healers plying
their trade.


How do the lame walk?...

Like most every public place, courtesy wheel chairs are abundantly provided
for people coming in with canes and walkers. The trick employed here is in the
immediate assumption that if a person is in a wheel chair they cannot walk.
Ushers (employed by the healer) know which chairs were provided by staff before
the program, and thus know which persons walked in to be provided a courtesy
chair. When the moment of truth arrives, staff can quickly go to those chairs
and whisk the "crippled" person up to the stage. When the person is
wheeled on stage and "healed", everyone gasps at the person’s
ability to walk. No one even imagines that they actually walked into the arena
under their own power!

For years James Randi (a.k.a. The Amazing Randi) has been studying the
methods used by faith healers. Being a professional magician, he is very skilled
at detecting the art of diverting attention and creating illusions. Mr. Randi
asked subjects who had been "healed" at a Fort Lauderdale campaign why
they didn’t think it was strange that they were asked to walk when they had
actually been able to walk when they arrived. Some replied that "they
thought Grant (the healer - bp) had misunderstood their malady and they
had not wanted to embarrass him", and others just refused to discuss it.
(James Randi, The Faith Healers (Prometheus Books, Amherst, NY: 1989),
p107)


How do the deaf hear?...

How do you know they really do hear, or that they were even healed? Simply
because they can repeat something the faith healer says? Lip reading is an art I
cannot understand (excuse the pun); but have seen. In addition, there is a
little trick a healer can play with the sound system that few would ever think
of. The faith healer can speak as loudly as he wants, as long as the microphone
is away from his mouth. You’re not going to hear him. With a little practice,
he can strategically move his microphone during an interview with a person who
is hard of hearing, and make it seem like they can suddenly hear just fine. Why
don’t they "blow the whistle"? That will be discussed in lessons 12
& 13.


How did he know that?...

The "word of knowledge" is a very common trick employed by faith
healers. They call out people’s names in the audience and tell them their
birthday, occupation, spouses name, disease, etc. People in the audience forget
that they filled all of that out on a visitor card when they entered the
auditorium. All the "miracle worker" needs is an excellent memory...
And if he doesn’t have that, he uses a receiver to get the information from
someone with a transmitter.

Peter Popoff was caught using electronic equipment in his "word of
knowledge miracles". His wife would sit in the control booth and give him
the information (received through a miniature device placed in the ear).

A team of skeptics recorded hours of information fed to Popoff by his wife
and aides. One night, she began with, "Hello, Petey, I love you. I’m
talking to you. Can you hear me? If you can’t, you’re in trouble..." (Houston
Chronicle, May 31, 1986, Section 6, Page 2) In trouble because he won’t
get "divine" messages anywhere else!

The first response to the "revelation" was to deny it. (James Randi,
The Faith Healers (Prometheus Books, Amherst, NY: 1989), p143). Then
there was the claim that an actress imitated Elizabeth Popoff’s voice to frame
them. Eventually the Popoff association had to admit the whole thing, claiming
that they never intended for people to believe his knowledge was a divine gift.


Lengthen a leg...

One very common "miracle" is that of lengthening a person’s leg.

This is never done on severe cases (which truly makes one wonder about it);
but on less severe, it can look truly amazing. Actually, it is a sleight of hand
trick accomplished by adjustment of the persons shoes while their attention (and
everyone else’s) is focused on their leg (ibid. p129).




After the Lights Are Dimmed...



No one is ever healed at these events, and yet few ever complain or blow the
whistle. James Randi briefly describes the scene after these "healing"
crusades, pointing out the struggle and pain families are left to deal with (ibid.
pp108-110). The cameras have shut down, and the lights have dimmed. It is time
for these people to go home and get on with the rest of their lives.

Stadium crews and lighting technicians tell of the "healed" leaving
afterwards. People threw their walkers and crutches up on the stage during the
performance in great displays of faith. But while leaving they struggle down
flights of stairs, helped by family members, all of whom are unwilling to
believe that a healing didn’t take place.

We will study this phenomena of denial in lessons 12 and 13.




Do You Know These People?...



I don’t know any of these people climbing up on this stage to be healed!
Why am I expected to believe complete strangers? Because it is a religious
service? You’ll have to do better than that.

People healed in the first century were known by the audience. Well known!
There was no doubt about the condition of Lazarus, and he was well known (Jn
11). This isn’t like Oral Roberts telling a conference of Charismatics that he
raised some unknown person from the dead in some unknown place some unknown
years before (NY Times, June 27, 1987). Lazarus was dead and had been in
the tomb for four days, and the opponents of Jesus couldn’t deny the miracle,
although they would have loved to have been able to (Jn 12:46-48). And don’t
forget the investigation of the blind man in John 9. A man known by the
residents of Jerusalem, and by many others who came up for the feast days. The
Jews would have been constantly looking for a way to deny these miracles of
Jesus.

As we turn to the book of Acts, we again find people who were well known for
their conditions. Rather than a man who has been placed in a wheelchair by
ushers at a healing crusade, we find a man who must be carried to a location to
beg alms (Acts 3:2). No I do not know the man, but the circumstance is markedly
different than what the faith healer would present as similar. How do I give
credence to a miracle I did not witness? While this begins to enter a study of
evidences for faith, let me say that it is, to a great degree, about
accountability. Luke is recording an event that the skeptics of that day could
investigate. Here is a man, whom the people were seeing daily, and his identity
could easily have been investigated afterward. Do you doubt that? Ask the
council, because they did investigate! What was their verdict?... "What
shall we do with these men? For the fact that a noteworthy miracle has taken
place through them is apparent to all who live in Jerusalem, and we cannot deny
it." (Acts 4:16)

Paul healed a man who had been born lame (Acts 14:8ff). This was a man who
had never walked! There would have been a lot of opportunity for past
witnesses to blow the cover on this story. Why record it at all? In fact, every
miracle of the scripture was subject to the scrutiny of witnesses.

The crown jewel of miracles in the New Testament was the resurrection of
Jesus (Mt 27-28). He was certifiably dead, verified by soldiers whose job it was
to know death. He was sealed in a tomb from Friday before sunset
to Sunday morning. When His body turns up missing, no explanation is reasonable
by any standard for it’s disappearance. Oddly enough, the most reasonable of
explanations is that He arose from the dead. When Jesus appears to over 500
people, including His most intimate associates, this is far different than the
claim of a "healer" that he’s raised numerous unnamed people, in
forgotten places, in the distant past (If I ever raised someone from the dead, I’d
never forget their name, or the place! If I did, the Spirit would give me the
word of knowledge to remember such important miraculous testimonials).

The miracle performed in the Bible was obvious, not subtle or implied.
Leprosy (a visible condition) was healed. Modern faith healers can’t heal a
pin scratch on the healthy skin of a little baby. Five thousand were fed. That’s
a lot of witnesses to come back and say it never happened. Lazarus was raised.
This was not an internal condition being healed. You could see that something
had to be fixed.




Shotgun Healings...



If you’re familiar with the ammunition used in a shotgun, then you can
quickly understand the terminology here. Shotgun scatter-loads are particularly
useful when you want to cover a larger area than just a single location. When
the shell in the gun discharges, it scatters the shot (little lead or steel BBs)
over a larger area than a single bullet could cover. Faith healers often use
this tactic when on stage, or TV (or radio).

"There’s someone in the audience with abdominal pain that just won’t
go away. The Spirit is moving upon you, dear soul. Accept the healing He
offers." Somewhere in the audience, there will be someone with abdominal
pain. And if there weren’t, who could prove it? And how often have you or I
had abdominal pain that went away? Sometimes they will claim to heal a cancer,
gout, or any sickness they can think of. Somewhere in the audience, someone is
undergoing chemotherapy, or other treatments, and will end up swearing that the
faith healer healed them rather than the medical treatments having their effect.




Not All Cases Have Only One Answer...



It is easy to fall into the trap of trying to explain a "healing"
that someone relates about an acquaintance of theirs. You have no way of knowing
what really happened in the case they are relating. In fact, they don’t really
know all of the facts. Have all of the facts been conveyed? They
weren’t there, but they are relating it like they investigated the matter
thoroughly.

Reminds me of the doctor who took a number of handicapped Britons to Rome. At
the Vatican, there were no other seats than an empty wheelchair, so the doctor
sat down. At some point a nun grabbed his chair and headed to the front where
the pope blessed him and all the rest. He waited to rise, trying to avoid
embarrassment, but a nun saw him get up and proclaimed, "It’s a
miracle." (The Straits Times (London UPI) May 3, 1984, pg1)

Many people are so ready and eager to find a miracle that they never stop to
think that there may be a reason for the occurrence. You have no reason to take
their word for it over and above what the scriptures say, and the scriptures say
that miracles have ceased (see lesson 8).

We need to recognize that easy answers do not always exist where trickery and
deceit abound. Your only defense is to stay in the Bible, and ignore personal
testimonies.




How Much Unity Is Found in the Modern Miracle Movements?...



In the New Testament, I find no disunity in doctrine among the apostles and
prophets who were working miracles to validate their message. This principle was
announced by Jesus when He said, "... there is no one who shall perform
a miracle in My name, and be able soon afterward to speak evil of Me."
(Mk 9:39) And this is precisely the way the process must work in order for any
confidence in the revealed word to exist. Keep in mind that this did not make
apostles and prophets perfect in respect to their personal lives and choices.
They were still human (e.g. Gal 2:11ff). But when it came time to stand
up for God’s word, all the pieces dovetailed together.

Some of today’s high profile faith healers will agree to a great degree
with each other. These are of no interest to us. However, we should
see no disunity among those claiming miracles to validate their
church/message. What is of interest is the disunity that does
exist among these movements!

The Catholic Church has claimed many miracles through the centuries. These
commonly consist of statues crying, virgin Mary sightings, and healings that
cannot be documented. But Catholics have traditionally looked upon the modern
faith healer as being a fake. After all, if they really were from God, they
would be Catholics, and wouldn’t be condemning the Catholic Church (although
this sentiment has been slowly changing for many years now).

Pentecostals claim to speak in tongues and have
"miracles" at work among them. Many of these are of the character
referred to in the "techniques" mentioned above. But, according to
Pentecostals, the Catholics are heretics, and Assemblies of God (which came out
of the Pentecostal movement, and claim the same kinds of miracles) are too
liberal. Pentecostals believe that the "oneness" nature of God was
revealed to them. Assemblies of God reject that view. And yet, both have the
same kinds of "miracles" going on among them! And keep in mind that
there is more than one flavor of Pentecostal church.

Jimmy Swaggart once criticized Oral Roberts for his message from God which
stated the Lord would take his life if he didn’t raise 4.5 million dollars. If
Roberts claimed the miraculous vision, why should Swaggart doubt it? Especially
since Swaggart couldn’t prove any of his visions either!

Mormons, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Seventh Day Adventists, etc... all claim that
God has been speaking through them (and have their "miracles" to
"prove" it). None of them would believe any other church to be
acceptable to God.

How can God be working miracles through all of these when they
are totally exclusive of each other? The answer is obvious. God is not
working miracles through any of them.



Conclusion...



The personal testimonies of holiness adherents today can be a complicated
maze. What they’ve heard and seen may seem convincing in the way they present
it; but there is no way to believe a people who contradict the Bible they claim
to be following, not to mention each other (see "Personal Testimonies"
in lesson 23).

Since God’s word holds the truth on this subject, we must abide in that
truth. Following our heart in these matters sets a course for disaster. "The
heart is more deceitful than all else And is desperately sick; Who can
understand it?" (Jer 17:9)

If they want to convince you, then demand that they work a miracle for you
(see lesson 14).
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Lesson Eleven Questions:




	
	1) If I cannot explain something, does that make it a miracle? Explain your
answer…

	2) Explain how the faith healer seems to give sight to the blind:

	3) Explain how the faith healer seem to make the lame walk:

	4) When Peter Popoff was first exposed, what was their first defense?

	5) What was their second response?

	6) Eventually they had to admit it. But what do the first two responses say
about their claim that they weren’t presenting it as a "miracle"?


	
	









Lesson Twelve:





Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit

 



Introduction...



As we study about the Holy Spirit, we can’t possibly omit a lesson on the
blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. Especially since this sin is sometimes twisted by
people in the charismatic movements.

In this lesson we will study two aspects important to this problem. We must
first understand the passages which speak of the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit.
What did Jesus really mean in these texts? The second aspect concerns how
Charismatic Churches sometimes exploit a false view of this sin to keep people
hoping for miracles. This view is not widely taught, but can be used to great
effect in keeping people from questioning the miraculous

Keep in mind that not all Charismatics take this view. Generally, they tend
to not exploit this position (For example: Dictionary of Pentecostal and
Charismatic Movements, (Zondervan : 1996), p89). But there are some who
teach that a denial of modern miracles is a blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. Since
you may encounter it, I will include it in this lesson.



The "Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit" in Scripture...



What are we dealing with in the Bible texts when they speak of the
"blasphemy of the Holy Spirit"? "Blasphemy" means
"abusive, speaking evil" (W.E. Vine’s, p124). Basically, it means a
speaking against with intent to injure.

To understand the statement about blasphemy of the Holy Spirit, we must study
it in it’s complete context. Let’s begin to examine the incident as it is
recorded in Luke 11. In verse fourteen, Jesus had just cast a demon out of a
man. In the next verse, Jesus was accused of casting out demons by Beelzebub,
the ruler of the demons. And in verse sixteen, a request is made for a sign from
heaven; which effectively denied the validity of the sign Jesus worked by
casting out the demon (casting out the demon was a clear indication of the
"finger of God" at work - v20). From verse seventeen onward, Jesus
offers parables of the kingdom, including the well known parables of the
household. But Luke does not actually record Jesus’ statement about the
blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. We must now relate Luke’s context with that of
Matthew.

The incident, according to Matthew 12, has Jesus casting out a demon, and
being accused of doing so by the power of Beelzebub (vv 22ff). In addition to
what we learned in Luke’s gospel, we then have the statement about the
blasphemy of the Holy Spirit (vv 31f). Note that it is prefaced with a
"Therefore". So we must relate the blasphemy to what has just taken
place.

The Jews had just accused Jesus of casting out a demon by the power of Satan.
And that is the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit (according to
Matthew) to which Jesus refers. Jesus cast out demons by the finger of God, the
power of the Holy Spirit (learned in Luke). Accusing Him of doing so by Satan
was a reflection on the true power at work. The work of the Holy Spirit was
being attributed to Satan.

Mark explained Jesus’ words in Mark 3:30, when he wrote, "because they
said, ‘He has an unclean spirit.’" So Mark is in complete agreement on
the meaning here.

Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit has nothing to do with denying the miracles of a
faith healer. It was actually an attributing of the Holy Spirit’s work to
Satan.

How does this become a sin for which one can never get forgiveness, or an
"eternal sin" (Mk 3:29)? The statement is often taken at face value,
without any thought to why this one sin would become an "eternal sin",
while blaspheming Christ, for example, does not hold such a high priority (cmp
v28). The reason is easily seen in the attitude of the person who rejects the
source of a sign. Rejecting the sign itself may be turned around in the future
by a more convincing sign (i.e. one that seems to have more power). If,
however, you acknowledge the sign (power), but reject it’s source, you are in
a trap from which there is no escape. If casting out a demon is by the power of
Satan, then what about healing a blind man? If healing a blind man is the work
of Satan, then what about raising a dead man? Every miraculous occurrence can be
explained away by claiming that Satan worked the sign rather than the Holy
Spirit. If the person can never accept the power of the Holy Spirit at work in
Jesus, or His apostles, then how could he ever believe the gospel that these
miracles confirmed? If that person can never believe, then he can never have
forgiveness. It ends up being an "eternal sin".



The Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit Argument...



As I noted in the introduction, some Charismatics teach that denying modern
miracles is a blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. The implications of such a view can
be far reaching. For the teacher, it can be a holding tool to quiet doubt and
dissent. In the hearts of members, it becomes an ever present fear of committing
the unpardonable sin.

This might be the conviction that a healer is actually healing them. If you
deny it, you are blaspheming the Holy Spirit. The subject may be on a healer’s
stage, and the miracle is one that a faith healer is claiming to be taking place
within the subject’s body. He may not feel it taking place yet, but the healer
said it is, so the subject refuses to doubt and thereby blaspheme the Spirit.
Obviously, if you believe this interpretation, you’ll never deny any claim
of a miracle; even if you have no real reason in the world to believe the claim.

I believe many of the people who come onto a faith healer’s stage wouldn’t
deny that a miracle had taken place, even if their condition instantly worsened
when the healer’s hand hit their forehead! They are scared to death that they
will commit the unpardonable sin, and they avoid it at all costs. This is one
possible reason for the refusal to deny a failure of modern miracles. We will
take up other reasons in our next lesson.




Denial of Miracles Cannot Possibly Be a Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit...



We’ve studied what the scriptures say about the blasphemy of the Holy
Spirit, and we’ve seen the argument sometimes set forth by Holiness preachers.
Let’s go back to our passage to see if a denial of the miraculous could
possibly fit into the divine intention of this statement.

Search your memory banks for what the scriptures always say about a denial
of miracles. Think hard... Aren’t those occasions always called unbelief?
For example, Jesus marveled at unbelief after he healed a few sick people (Mk
6:5f). John pointed out that Jesus "had done so many signs," yet they
did not believe (Jn 12:37ff). For all the times that people did not believe as
the result of a miracle, never was it called a "blasphemy of
the Holy Spirit"!

Now think about the implications surrounding all these unbelievers who would
later believe (Acts 2:22ff). They have been confronted with the resurrection of
Jesus, having been in Jerusalem at the time the events surrounding His
crucifixion took place (earthquake, darkness, etc...).

Think of the implications this held for the apostle Paul! He had denied there
was anything to the claim that Jesus was the Christ, and obviously denied the
miracles Jesus and/or the apostles worked. He even denied the resurrection. So,
was Paul able to receive forgiveness? His denial of these miracles (or even the
source of those miracles, like his counterparts) should have been an eternal
sin! But it was not.

Paul’s case confirms that our conclusions drawn earlier about the blasphemy
of the Holy Spirit are correct.



Conclusion...



Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit was a sin specifically committed by attributing
the work of the Holy Spirit to Satan. This had the effect of making the signs
which confirmed the word of God a moot point. There is no danger of committing
this sin by accident. It is a willful sin. And one which, taken to it’s
logical conclusion, would keep a person from believing any sign which would
confirm God’s will. A person doing this would not be able, by those signs, to
ever turn to the truth and be saved.

The blasphemy of the Holy Spirit certainly is not committed by
denying a miracle which one claims to have performed. The scriptures simply call
that "unbelief". The case of Paul clearly proves this to be true.
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Lesson Twelve Questions:




	
	1) What does the word "blasphemy" mean?

	2) In the context of Bible statements about the "blasphemy of the Holy
Spirit", what had just taken place?

	3) In that same context, what was Jesus accused of?

	4) How did Mark explain Jesus’ statement of the blasphemy?

	5) Explain how blasphemy of the Holy Spirit is an "eternal sin"?

	6) How is the "blasphemy of the Holy Spirit" sometimes used to keep
people’s minds from thinking too much?

	7) Give two reasons why there is no possibility that the denial of miracles
is the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit:

	   a)

	   b)


	
	








Lesson Thirteen:





Believers, or Not?

 



Introduction...



When "faith-healers" fail to heal subjects today, the common claim
is made that one must believe to be healed. And the faith must be of such a
proportion that healing is possible. So, if the healing does not take place,
then the subject did not have enough faith. This is the modern day
"healers" insurance against failure. In the science of logic it is
known as a non-falsifiable claim, or argument. In other words, there is no way
one could prove the healer to be a fake. No failure can be proven to be his
fault.

In this lesson we will examine this claim in two parts. First we will ask if
the scriptures demand faith of the subject before a miracle can take place.  We will examine the following scriptures:



  	
    Acts 14:8 & 9


  	
    Luke 5:17


  	
    Mark 6:5 & 6


  	
    Mark 9:23 & 24






If this is true, then we should find confirmation of it. But we will not find that
confirmation, so we will have to examine what the scriptures actually teach. We
will find that the faith necessary is to be found in the healer, not the one
being healed.

While we are on the subject of faith, we will also discuss why people don’t
"blow the whistle" on faith healers when they aren’t healed. This is
an interesting phenomena that most take to mean a healing really did take place.
But there are reasons at work which are established by the convictions of these
people.




Scriptures Used by Faith Healers...



Acts 14:8 & 9...

Paul, observing this man, saw that he had faith to be healed. The inference
drawn is that the faith was necessary to be healed. This isn’t
necessarily the implication intended by Luke. It is simply a statement of the
man’s mental outlook, not his qualification for a successful outcome.

What was Luke’s intent in this statement? Was it to point out that Paul saw
a necessary prerequisite fulfilled in this subject for healing? Or was it to
point out that this man had faith before witnessing (or experiencing) the power
of God? Luke records no miracles that this man might have witnessed before this
point in time. Luke does point out that this "man heard Paul
speaking." The man’s faith was not due to a previous scene of healing,
but came by hearing the message Paul spoke.

To infer that the faith this man had was a necessary prerequisite for the
healing is to read too much into the passage. This instance is comparable to the
incident from Acts 3:1-8. Both men were lame from their mothers’ wombs. Both
men were healed, causing great commotions. However, a contrast is found in the
two circumstances. Peter took one who had not yet heard him preaching, and did
not necessarily believe. When Peter commanded the lame man to rise and walk, he
had to take him by the right hand and lift him up. Paul, on the other hand, took
one who had heard him preaching, and did have faith, commanded him to stand up,
and he leaped up in what must have been quite a sensational display.

Whether or not the faith was necessary for the healing must be determined by
other passages that speak more explicitly on this subject. This passage does not
teach what the faith healer would like for it to teach. In fact, as we compare
the passage in Acts 3, it would indicate that faith was not necessary for the
result being sought. After all, why did Peter have to take him by the hand and
lift him up?...


Luke 5:17...

"...the power of the Lord was present to heal them." It is
claimed that this power was present because they believed, but was not present
on other occasions when the faith was not around. That is an assumption drawn by
a preconceived desire to find a reason for failures in modern healings. But
nothing is said about faith being necessary. This passage simply says that the
power of the Lord was present. It is an unfounded assumption to say that it was
available because faith was present. It is also an unfounded assumption to say
that this necessarily implies that it was not present on other occasions.

A.T. Robertson nails this down quite well in Word Pictures in the New
Testament, Vol II, p74: "It is neat Greek, but awkward English: ‘Then
was the power of the Lord for the healing as to him (Jesus).’ ... What Luke
means is that Jesus had the power of the Lord God to heal with. He does not mean
that this power was intermittent. He simply calls attention to its presence with
Jesus on this occasion." The faith healer would have us be happy serving a
God who can only work miracles under certain circumstances.

Again, the problem is reading too much into God’s word.


Mark 6:5-6...

Here we are told that "...He could do no miracle there except that He
laid His hands upon a few sick people and healed them. And He wondered at their
unbelief." Unbelief does seem to be the cause of His being unable
to heal, and is confirmed by Matthew 13:58 (the parallel passage in Matthew).
But are you interpreting this by the modern picture of Jesus placing His hands
upon a person who is not subsequently healed? That never actually happens in
scripture.

Nothing in the text indicates that Jesus was unsuccessful in healing a person
He attempted to heal. People who were healed of sicknesses in the
New Testament came to him, not He to them (Mt 8:2, 5; 9:20; 21:14). In many
cases, people "brought their sick" to him (Mt 4:24; 8:16; Mk 7:32;
8:22; 9:20). Couldn’t we as easily interpret the unbelief of these people as
an unwillingness to bring their sick to Him? We could if we allowed what the
remainder of scripture reveals about faith in the miraculous healing process.
Their faith made them whole because they sought the healing that
he offered.


Mark 9:23f...

"And Jesus said to him, ‘If You can! All things are possible to him
who believes.’ Immediately the boy's father cried out and began saying, ‘I
do believe; help my unbelief.’" Jesus simply says that all is
possible to the one who believes. Jesus is the one who will do what seems to be
impossible, not the boy’s father! Mark includes the father’s outburst to
show the depth of his desperation, not to prove a healer’s doctrine.

To understand where faith must lie, compare the incident after the mount of
transfiguration (Mt 17:14-20). When are "all things possible"? When
they are not impossible. Now listen to Jesus as He tells the disciples why they
couldn’t cast out a demon: "Because of the littleness of your faith;
for truly I say to you, if you have faith as a mustard seed, you shall say to
this mountain, ‘Move from here to there,’ and it shall move; and nothing
shall be impossible to you." (Mt 17:20) It is the faith of the
healer which makes possible, according to Jesus.

Now consider the occasion when Jesus raised Lazarus. Jesus said to Martha, "Did
I not say to you, if you believe, you will see the glory of God?" (Jn
11:40) Does Jesus really mean that this miracle depends upon her
faith? What about Mary’s faith? What about the other people who are
present?... Some of whom will go back and report the incident to the Pharisees
(v46), clearly implying that they did not believe that Jesus was the Christ
(compare to v45).




A Closer Look at the Healer’s Faith...



The Bible actually teaches that the worker of miracles must
have the faith to accomplish what he claims. No passage nails down the truth on
this so clearly as Matthew 17:14 - 20. As we have seen, this is a case where
there was a failure to work a miracle (cast out a demon). Who or what was to
blame? The disciples recognized that there was a problem somewhere and asked
Jesus about it (v19; and please note the implied surprise that a miracle would ever
fail). Jesus tells the disciples that it was because of their
unbelief. He never indicts the father with unbelief. He never indicts the son
with the demon. He doesn’t even blame the demon! He tells the disciples that
even a small amount of faith would make it possible for them to do
the most amazing of feats.

If a small amount of faith in the healer is all that is needed for success,
then why do modern healers have so many failures? They say it is
because the subject must believe. But Jesus doesn’t even hint at that when
this subject is specifically addressed! In addition, the people clamoring for
the blessings of these healers show far more faith than their heroes of faith
(by sizable contributions; traveling many miles for their miracle; believing
even after a failed healing; etc...). The faith problem is not in the subject’s
lack of faith. Failures, if anything, clearly indicate the lack of faith on the
part of the healers who rake in the contributions.

Now, think for a moment about a scene on the Island of Cypress (Acts
13:7-12). A sorcerer has been contradicting Paul and Barnabas as they teach the
governor. He is struck blind for a season. Who had the faith that this miracle
might be produced? The Sorcerer did not have faith! So the faith rested in Paul,
or the one working the miracle!

A scene that was to play itself out on many occasions is laid out in I
Corinthians 14:24 & 25. Here the secrets of the unbelievers’
hearts are revealed as a sign that they might believe. Do the unbelievers have
to believe before the miracle worker can read their hearts and turn them from
unbelief? How absurd! The faith present for this miracle can reside nowhere
other than in the one working the miracle. The subject is unbelieving until
after the miracle is worked. In modern "word of
knowledge" displays, believers are the only ones falling for the act.

Now consider this text: "Truly I say to you, whoever says to this
mountain, ‘Be taken up and cast into the sea,’ and does not doubt in his
heart, but believes that what he says is going to happen, it shall be granted
him. Therefore I say to you, all things for which you pray and ask, believe that
you have received them, and they shall be granted you." (Mk 11:23f).
Jesus calmed the sea, which had no faith (Lk 8:24). It would be a profound
privilege to witness a modern "miracle worker" do this. And Jesus
raised the dead (Lk 7:14f; Jn 11:43f). If someone would prove their faith by
raising someone in the cemetery, I’ll then do the same, and we’ll get the
whole place cleared out.

Modern faith healers at large venues, who extend an open call to the stage,
have two lines. There is the healing line which leads up onto the stage. And
then there is a prayer line, which leads to counselors who will pray for people
in certain categories (which translates out to "those who cannot be
healed").




When the Miracle Fails...



The implied reasoning for the failure of a faith healing is a lack of faith
in the subject: "If you believe, you will be made whole!" Which
clearly implies that if you are not made whole, then you did not believe. So,
when a person does not feel healed, why don’t they speak up while they are
still on the stage? That’s what you or I would do! But you are not in the
right mind-set.

The first possible hurdle to doing this was discussed in our last lesson.
Some believe that doubting a "miracle" in progress would be blasphemy
of the Holy Spirit. But if that hurdle does not exist, then here is an even
greater one: Pride! Who wants to admit that they didn’t have enough faith to
be healed?

The scenario is simple. The stadium is packed, and the television cameras are
humming. There may be a million people watching you receive your healing
(although ten people would be plenty for the same effect). The healer performs
his routine, and now it is up to you. Have you been healed, or not?

Few have ever had the courage to admit that a healing did not take place.
Everyone knows the implication left by the underlying doctrine of "faith
healing"! If you aren’t healed, then you didn’t have faith. But just
because it doesn’t happen for you today, doesn’t mean you won’t have the
faith for it to happen tomorrow.

By the same token, just because one faith healer can’t do it doesn’t mean
another can’t... This is the same reasoning used for Psychics and Paranormal
activity. Just because one "Palm Reader" can’t spell the word palm
on their sign out front doesn’t indict all Palm Readers of fraud.

But the answer for Bible believers on the subject of miracles is found in
Scripture (as it should always be). Miracles had their place in God’s
arrangement, but have now ceased.




Can No One See the Contradiction?...



This seems like a good place to talk about a contradiction that no one else
talks about. At least I haven’t heard it brought up.

All of the Charismatic Churches I’m familiar with believe the Calvinistic
doctrine of Total Hereditary Depravity, and the need for God to give a person
faith. Like much of the religious world, they believe that a person is so
depraved at birth that they are incapable of believing. It takes a special work
of God’s grace to change that by giving them the faith to believe.

Most (if not all) of them also teach that God wants everyone to be happy, and
He’s eager to heal you of whatever is ailing you. This creates a dilemma.
Allow me to lay it out in a syllogism:



  	
    Major Premise: God must give a person faith before they can be saved,
because they cannot get it any other way (based on the Calvinistic doctrine of
Total Depravity).


  	
    Minor Premise: God won’t heal (or can’t?) a person unless they have
faith.


  	
    Conclusion: God didn’t really want to heal the people who weren’t
healed, because He didn’t give them the faith to be healed.





And an alternate problem is the question of whether these folks have been
fooling themselves about their souls’ salvation. Evidently they’re not only
unhealed, they also are unsaved!




Conclusion...



Placing the blame for a failed miracle upon the recipient of the
"miracle" is an effective tool of the modern "miracle
worker". It excuses the "miracle worker" when failure strikes. It
decreases the number of failures by manipulating the willingness of subjects to
declare a failure. But, as we have just seen, it actually places the blame with
God because He didn’t give them the faith to be healed!

The scriptures clearly teach that the age of miracles have ceased (see lesson
8). The scriptures also teach that "miracle workers" who fail have no
one to blame but themselves. In the New Testament, the ability to work miracles
resided in the faith of the one working the miracle. If one will claim an
ability found in the scriptures (like healing), one must also abide by the
descriptions of that ability taught in scripture (having the faith to accomplish
it, in this case). If they would live by the sword (which says the faith must
reside in the healer), then they will die by that same sword.
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Lesson Thirteen Questions:



	
	1) When a "healing" fails today, who is blamed?

	2) In the science of logic, what is this argument called?… Meaning what?

	3) Modern faith healers claim that Jesus failed to heal some, but the overall
Bible record attributes these "failures" to what?

	4) Jesus said that the faith necessary to work miracles would reside where?

	5) Paul pointed out a scenario where a miraculous sign would be worked to
produce faith in an unbeliever. What was it?

	6) Modern large venue faith healers have two lines. One goes up on the stage,
and the other leads where?

	7) What two reasons might prevent a person from "blowing the
whistle" on a faith healer?

	   a)

	   b)

	8) What inconsistency may be found in the "faith healing" doctrine?

	

	
	













Lesson Fourteen:





Demanding a Sign

 



Introduction...



The best course to take in studying with someone in the charismatic movement
is to ask them for a miracle as proof of their claims. In asking for this sign
you must be certain that they don’t turn the time into a personal testimony of
something they’ve done or seen. If the Holy Spirit is at work in them, then
they need to prove it. It must be miraculous. And don’t ask them to discern
something that might be guessed. Asking them to speak in a tongue won’t prove
anything, since what they say won’t be any more enlightening than what a nine
month old would say (it’s less than impressive, and wastes time).

Be kind with your request, not obnoxious and pugnacious. And stand firm on
your request. Don’t let them talk their way out of it. And on that note, you
must be ready for the objections they will raise to your demanding a sign.

In this lesson we are going to study the concept of asking for a sign, as it
is found in scripture. They will pull Bible passages out in an effort to
extricate themselves from the predicament into which you have placed them. So we
will also evaluate the proper responses to their objections. And finally, we
will ponder the question of whether there are any prophets today.




Objections to Asking for a Sign...



Imagine for a moment that you are studying with someone who claims to have
the Holy Spirit, and can work miracles. You’ve been studying with them for an
hour, continually directing them to the Bible. Every time they lose a battle on
a scripture they start telling you what the Spirit has done in their lives.
Sometimes they will tell you about God speaking to them. Sometimes they tell you
how they haven’t been sick a single day since they got the Spirit. Often they
will tell you about their experiences speaking in tongues. Each time you steer
the study back to the Bible, but soon they are off on another personal
testimony.

They can’t hold their own discussing what the Bible teaches, but it becomes
obvious that they are holding you hostage to their unprovable tales. It’s time
for them to ante up. If the Spirit is working so powerfully in their life, then
it’s time for them to prove it (notice that you’ve allowed them to give you
several tales to establish how strongly they believe the Spirit is at work in
their life). It’s time for them to show you some of this power.

Introduce the subject by going to Mark 16:20 "And they went
out and preached everywhere, while the Lord worked with them, and confirmed the
word by the signs that followed." They are very familiar with this
passage. The signs were miracles that kept God’s word from being subject to
doubtful origins. Tell them, "Even the apostles had miraculous signs to
confirm the message they preached. Surely you wouldn’t expect people to trust
you more than an apostle."

Sooner, or later, they will end up raising one, or more, of the following
objections:


Objection #1 - You don’t really want a sign to believe. You will
always be an unbeliever.

It is truly amazing when they raise this objection, because they are some of
the greatest hands at telling others not to judge them. These are people who
think nothing of running to Matthew 7:1 and crying "foul", because
they are losing an argument. Now they are judging you!

Point out the fact that they are accusing you of something for which they
have no proof. They are judging your thoughts and motives! Turn this around on
them by demanding that they read your mind (since they must know your thoughts
to have accused you).


Objection #2 - I can’t work the miracles at will. They only come
when the Spirit moves within me.

Ask them if the apostles only went out preaching on days when they knew the
Spirit would be "moving" within them. Just a casual glance at the book
of Acts thoroughly defies such a claim. It’s absurd to think that Peter or
Paul had to check with God before they went out preaching to make sure the Holy
Spirit would be available that day. Try to be kind, and not make fun, but it
would raise the question in my mind whether the Holy Spirit has a reservation
service that they can consult? Ask them if they have ever heard their favorite
faith healer cancel an event because the Spirit wasn’t working that day.

When all is said and done, you might point out that Paul told the Corinthians
that these gifts were under the control of the individuals possessing them (I
Cor 14:29-33).


Objection #3 - Only an evil and adulterous generation demands a sign
(Mt 12:38f).

Their logic is that the people of Jesus’ day were wrong to ask for a sign,
so it must be wrong today. Jesus refused to give them a sign, and so we can
refuse to give a sign today.

This is the objection that is pulled out without fail, so you need to get
ready for it. Here is how they are misusing Matthew 12...

Jesus did not say that it was wrong to ask for a sign (blanket
condemnation). Jesus did say that the people in this context were
evil and adulterous for asking a sign, because He had already
given them adequate signs for their belief. Also, Jesus did not
refuse to give them any sign. He told them that they would receive the same sign
that everyone else would receive, "the sign of Jonah" (i.e. His
resurrection).

So, if they give you an adequate sign (like healing someone you know to be
blind or deaf, or if they raise the dead), then they will have a right to call
you evil when you ask for another sign.




Asking for a Sign in Bible times...



Was it really wrong to ask for a sign in Bible days? The following passages
are helpful in assessing just how evil a person is to want a sign.

Gideon requested signs on two occasions - and got them without a rebuke (Jdgs
6:17 and 36ff). Hezekiah asked for a sign that he would be healed, and the Lord
caused the shadow on the sundial to go backward (II Kgs 20:8-11). King Ahaz was
told to ask a sign of the Lord. However, he wouldn’t do so. Why? Because it
was wrong? He made out like it would be, but it was actually because he did not
want to believe. The Lord gave him a sign since he refused to choose (Isa
7:11ff).

Paul told the Corinthians that the prophet could tell the secrets of men’s
hearts, and that it was a sign to bring about belief in those who do
not believe (I Cor 14:24f). He also told the Corinthians that he would come
and demand a sign of those who were puffed up. He wasn’t going to be impressed
by their words (message). Words mean nothing if the power of God
does not confirm those words. Anyone can preach a message and claim that God
sent them. So Paul would find out what power there was behind their words (I Cor
4:18-20). Paul had worked the signs of an apostle among them (II Cor
12:12). He would see if these false apostles could do the same. The question to
ask here is: Would Paul sin when he came and demanded a sign of the Corinthians?
Would it be a sin for Paul to do the same thing today?

False prophets abound, and talk is cheap. God has never expected people to
believe a person to be a prophet (receiving God’s word directly) without proof
being available to confirm their word. The false prophets of Ezekiel’s day
knew this. He said, "They have envisioned futility and false divination,
saying, ‘Thus says the Lord!’ But the Lord has not sent them; yet they hope
that the word may be confirmed." (Ezk 13:6- NKJB) When their word is
not confirmed they are to be regarded as false prophets (Dt 18:21-22).




Is There Not Yet a Prophet of the Lord?...



An interesting conversation takes place between two kings in I Kings 22:4-28.
Ahab wants to go to battle and recover some valuable territory, so he calls upon
Jehoshaphat to help him. Ahab has prophets present, who tell the two kings that
they will succeed. But then Jehoshaphat says, "Is there not yet a
prophet of the Lord here, that we may inquire of him?" (v7) Jehoshaphat
recognized that, while many prophets were present, they were not prophets of
Jehovah. Micaiah was brought before the kings, and he told them that the battle
would be a failure. Although Micaiah was outnumbered, he was correct.

Hopefully you will agree that the question asked by Jehoshaphat is an
excellent question for today. Is there not yet a prophet of the Lord. We have
many who claim to be prophets today, but how will it be proven?

In ancient times, prophets were the ones who exposed corruption. If there was
sin to be rebuked, it was the prophet who brought it out in the open, rebuked
it, and let the sinner know what the Lord was going to do about it.

For example, when David had sinned, it was Nathan the prophet who exposed
David’s sins (II Sam 12:1-14). This is no surprise, since what is hidden to
man’s eyes are not hidden to the Lord (e.g. I Kgs 14:1-6). We would
expect the Lord’s prophet to be the one to expose sin. Is that the way it
works today? Anyone who believes there are prophets today should be shocked by
the lack of consistency with what we find in Scripture.

For example, Jim Bakker claimed to be a faithful servant of Jehovah. He was
never exposed and rebuked for his sins by a man of God. Instead, the news media
got hold of the hidden things and brought them to light. Why didn’t Oral
Roberts or Pat Robertson take care of this?

Peter Popoff was famous for his healing crusades, and sending Bible’s to
Russia. He was the man who knew hidden things, until a skeptics group caught him
using sophisticated electronics to harvest audience information for his
"word of knowledge" routine. He lied about it to begin with, and then
admitted using electronics. Why didn’t Kenneth Copeland take care of this? Why
did the unbelievers have to step in and expose the fraud?

Jimmy Swaggart was a self-proclaimed prophet of God, and had a lucrative
career as a television evangelist. His sins were exposed by a private detective,
rather than Oral Roberts who graced the same stage as he in the past.

If modern, self-proclaimed prophets want to hold their titles, then they
should do what the prophets of old did:



  	
    I Sam 15:1-23 A king disobeyed God, and was rebuked by a prophet.


  	
    I Kgs 13:1-32 A king was tested and accused by a prophet.


  	
    Acts 5:1-10 Two disciples try to deceive apostles, and are exposed and
rebuked by an apostle.


  	
    Gal 2:11-14 The apostle Peter plays the hypocrite and is exposed and
rebuked by another apostle.






Conclusion...



Demanding a sign is only repugnant to those who are unable to work signs.
Miraculous signs were the way God validated the truth. Without them, anyone
could have made up their own doctrines, and the one with the "best"
ones would have won.

Since the charismatic movement claims that these signs are at work today,
they should be forthcoming with the evidence. Their typical objections should
not deter us from demanding that they prove their claims. They have deluded
themselves, and work hard to delude others.

It’s your task to hold them to their claims, demanding that they show some
sign of the Christ they claim to be speaking in them. Paul was ready to go to
the Corinthians and satisfy the demand some of them made for proof from Him (II
Cor 13:3). Are today’s charismatic "prophets" exempt from the same
standard Bible prophets worked by? They are exempt in the minds of their
admirers; but they are not exempt by the standard of God’s word, which they
claim to uphold.
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Lesson Fourteen Questions:



	
	1) Studies with Charismatics tend to turn into an occasion for them to do
nothing but what?

	2) How is their objection to your demand for a sign, based on your being an
unbeliever, hypocritical?

	3) If only "evil" people demand signs, then what Bible people were
evil?

	4) What has God never expected of people, and why?

	5) When Bible people sinned, who was it that exposed and rebuked the sin?
Good examples would be:

	6) Who exposes the modern "prophets" when they sin?

	7) Demanding a sign is only repugnant to who?


	
	








Lesson Fifteen:







The Concept of Indwelling

(Part One)

 



Introduction...



This lesson and the next present very important Bible information for
understanding the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. This is a difficult subject
area in this study due to the amount of error which is popular among the
denominations, and even among our own brethren. While our own brethren don’t
always accept Charismatic consequences of a literal indwelling position, the
seed is planted and ready to germinate. I’ve known brethren who denied that
the Spirit works miracles today, but who then turn around and state their
conviction that the Holy Spirit helps them understand the word in a
"non-miraculous", but direct, way. No longer do these brethren believe
the word is sufficient, although they would claim it is the power
of God unto salvation. God has to "inspire" (word chosen intentionally
by me) us to understand truth.

This is a clear and dangerous drifting pattern. People today are in love with
the idea of getting the Holy Spirit inside their bodies, and with that
indwelling being able to do what they don’t believe they could otherwise do.

The modern day charismatic movement operates most strongly within the realm
of human desire, rather than logic or reason. This is why testimonial and
subjective experience is held in higher regard than the scriptures. It appears
that some members of the church are drifting in that direction.

God (the Holy Spirit) is spoken of as "indwelling" certain
individuals in Scripture. The most popular view (even among some brethren) is
that He literally got inside New Testament peoples to do His work. Therefore, He
must get inside us too.

These two lessons are truly pivotal to the remainder of this class. They will
present an unpopular view to what religious people generally teach today. But in
doing so, you will find us getting the broader picture, rather than citing a few
"proof texts" to teach a position. Please carefully consider all
passages used in this study, keeping an open mind.

I emphasize all passages, because pitting passages against each
other is typical of efforts to vindicate personal beliefs. All that the Bible
says on this subject should be considered carefully so we can come to an
understanding of the concept of the Holy Spirit indwelling humans.




Where Would the Lord Dwell?...



God’s stated intention was that there be a sanctuary among His people. And
there He would dwell. This was first established in the building of a tabernacle
(tent of worship). God said, "And let them construct a sanctuary for Me,
that I may dwell among them. According to all that I am going to show you, as
the pattern of the tabernacle and the pattern of all its furniture, just so you
shall construct it." (Ex 25:8f; see also Dt 12:5 & 11)

King David longed to build a more permanent structure for the Lord’s house,
but God refused his intention. Instead, David’s son, Solomon, would build it.
While construction was under way, God said to Solomon, "Concerning this
house which you are building, if you will walk in My statutes and execute My
ordinances and keep all My commandments by walking in them, then I will carry
out My word with you which I spoke to David your father. And I will dwell
among the sons of Israel, and will not forsake My people Israel."
(I Kgs 6:12f)

When this temple was dedicated, Solomon gathered the people and offered an
incredible number of sacrifices to God. Before addressing the people with the
dedication of the temple, Solomon said, "The Lord said He would dwell
in the dark cloud. I have surely built You an exalted house, and a
place for You to dwell in forever." (I Kgs 8:12f) That
Solomon intended to say the Lord would "dwell in" the structure he
built for Him is very clear. The "dark cloud" had just filled the holy
place after the ark of the covenant had been placed (v10). Solomon was now
dedicating this structure which he built as the Lord’s "exalted
house" to "dwell in forever". In fact Jesus confirms the wording
for us: "And he who swears by the temple, swears both by the temple and
by Him who dwells within it." (Mt 23:21)

So, before we move on, let me make sure you have the point here. The Lord
said He would "dwell in" the temple, and Solomon is stating that; and
Jesus also said that God would "dwell in" the temple.

Now allow me to ask a question that may seem a little ridiculous in light of
the point I just emphasized. But it is important. Where did Solomon believe the
Lord would dwell? What did Solomon know? This answer may surprise you. After
Solomon addresses the people, he prays to the Lord. In that prayer he says, "...let
Your word come true, which You have spoken to Your servant David my father. But
will God indeed dwell on the earth? Behold, heaven and the heaven of
heavens cannot contain You. How much less this temple which I have built!"
(I Kgs 8:26f)

Solomon prays that the Lord’s word come true (about dwelling in the
temple), but the prayer takes this word "dwell" for a turn at this
point. He would not dwell on earth, for the heaven of heavens can’t contain
Him! Don’t we know that? Everyone knows that God is in heaven (Ps 115:3; Eccl
5:2). Solomon didn’t conceive of this temple being a literal
dwelling place for God. God will not dwell on the earth! And this is confirmed
in the New Testament when Stephen said, "However, the Most High does not
dwell in houses made by human hands; as the prophet says: ‘Heaven is My
throne, And earth is the footstool of My feet; What kind of house will you build
for Me?’ says the Lord; ‘Or what place is there for My repose?’"
(Acts 7:48f) And Paul told the Athenians, "The God who made the world
and all things in it, since He is Lord of heaven and earth, does not dwell in
temples made with hands;" (Acts 17:24).

God said he would "dwell in" (I Kgs 8:12f), but Solomon said He
would not dwell on earth. Since the temple couldn’t possibly be considered a
literal dwelling for deity, a figure of speech must be in use. Figures of speech
are always denoted when taking a statement literally would force an
impossibility into it.

So, please consider this question very carefully: If God cannot be contained
in all of creation, couldn’t Solomon have considered God to be
literally "dwelling in" the temple if only part of Him was there?
After all, He’s spread all over the place. So if part of Him is in the temple,
wouldn’t it be accurate to say He was literally dwelling there?

This is how some people want to think of God’s personal indwelling in the
disciple. But Solomon did not consider God to be dwelling in the
temple he built. This presents an important concept — even if God were
partially "dwelling in" something, that does not qualify as a
"personal indwelling". Even the IRS understands this with regard to
the number of residences one can claim.

God said He would "dwell in" the house that Solomon built. But
Solomon goes to great lengths to offer an explanation. In the prayer he now
prays, he painstakingly clarifies God’s dwelling place as being in heaven:


vv31f "...takes an oath before Your altar in this temple, then
hear in heaven..."

vv33f "...make supplication to You in this temple, then
hear in heaven..."

vv35f "...when they pray toward this place and confess
Your name... then hear in heaven..."

vv38f "...and spreads out his hands toward this temple: then
hear in heaven Your dwelling place..."

vv42f "...a foreigner... prays toward this temple, hear
in heaven Your dwelling place..."

vv44f "...toward the city... toward the temple which I
have built for Your name, then hear in heaven..."

vv48f "...pray to You toward... the temple which I have
built for Your name: then hear in heaven Your dwelling place..."



Since the indwelling cannot be literal, then how would the Lord
dwell in the temple? Note that this is not a question of if the
Lord would dwell. For He said that He would. But the how is answered right after
Solomon points out the impossibility of God literally dwelling there. He says, "that
Your eyes may be open toward this temple night and day, toward the place
of which You said, ‘My name shall be there’, that You may hear the
prayer which Your servant makes toward this place. And may You hear the
supplication of Your servant and of Your people Israel. When they pray toward
this place, then hear in heaven Your dwelling place; and when You hear,
forgive." (I Kgs 8:29f) Heaven would be the actual dwelling
place of God. And He would dwell in the temple, inasmuch as His name,
eyes, and heart would be there. These are
expressions of his possession and attention.



  	
    Name = possession (identity) (II Sam 6:2) and power (authority) (Ex
23:20f; Dt 18:20-22). Before God gave the people the land, He used this
terminology of the place where they would worship (Dt 12:5, 11, 21; Dt 14:23,
24; Dt 16:2, 6, 11).


  	
    Eyes = attention (Dt 11:12; Ps 101:6).


  	
    Heart = affection and will (I Kgs 9:3; II Chr 29:10; Ps 119:10; Jer
31:20).





This was not an unfounded or novel concept in God’s scheme of things. As
just noted, God had always planned to "put His name" there. This is
also reflected in later writings:


Ps 74:7 "They have burned Thy sanctuary to the ground; They have
defiled the dwelling place of Thy name."

Jer 7:12 "But go now to My place which was in Shiloh, where I
made My name dwell at the first, and see what I did to it because of the
wickedness of My people Israel."

Neh 1:9 "...if you return to Me and keep My commandments and
do them, though those of you who have been scattered were in the most remote
part of the heavens, I will gather them from there and will bring them to the
place where I have chosen to cause My name to dwell."

After the dedication, God answered Solomon’s prayer: "I have
sanctified this house which you have built to put My name there forever,
and My eyes and My heart will be there perpetually." (I
Kgs 9:3) In spite of the fact that the Lord was said to "dwell in" the
temple, He was, in fact, dwelling in heaven.




Can You Dwell Where You Are Not?...



Since "dwell" is used as a figure of speech concerning God’s
presence in the temple, then we shouldn’t find it surprising that God isn’t
the only one said to dwell there. Here are words I’m sure you will recognize: "Surely
goodness and lovingkindness will follow me all the days of my life, And I will
dwell in the house of the Lord forever." (Ps 23:6) But David didn’t
live in the temple. He had a house of his own (II Sam 12:20). So, how would he
dwell in the house of the Lord? Wouldn’t it be by his affection and devotion?
Wouldn’t it be the fact that the tabernacle was the focal point of David’s
worship? Wouldn’t it have his attention?

Not quite as famous, but still well know are these words: "One thing
I have asked from the Lord, that I shall seek: That I may dwell in the house of
the Lord all the days of my life" (Ps 27:4) All the days of his life?
Have you ever asked yourself what he meant by that. Didn’t he live in his own
house?

Now I want you to study this passage very closely: "My eyes shall be
upon the faithful of the land, that they may dwell with me; He who walks in a
blameless way is the one who will minister to me. He who practices deceit shall
not dwell within my house; He who speaks falsehood shall not maintain his
position before me. Every morning I will destroy all the wicked of the land, So
as to cut off from the city of the Lord all those who do iniquity." (Ps
101:6ff) Consider the number of people who would have been faithful to the Lord
at any given time in the history of Israel. At times there would be thousands.
Is God speaking of their literally dwelling within His house, or is it being
used as a figure of speech? The sheer impossibility of this forces us to
understand that a figure of speech is in use! In what way would David and the
faithful "dwell" in God’s holy house? Wouldn’t it be by their
dedication to God? Their hearts and attention would be focused upon it, it’s
service, the one who "dwells" there and His glory (Ps 26:8).

In addition, you might note passages which speak of God Himself as a dwelling
place, referring to the concept of His being a refuge (e.g. Ps 90:1; Ps
91:9).



Conclusion...



Scripture gives us no reason to conclude that the Holy Spirit (God) actually
climbed inside anyone to do anything.

We have seen how a figure of speech relating an indwelling was used by God
and Solomon to express the relationship of God with His people.

We have also seen how humans may dwell where they literally are not, a figure
of speech used of one’s focus and dedication.

In our next lesson we will identify the common figure of speech used to
present this concept, and pursue the concept of indwelling further by looking
more closely at the New Testament.
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Lesson Fifteen Questions:



	
	1) Brethren who deny that the Spirit works miraculously in the Christian
today will sometimes turn around and affirm that the Holy Spirit does what?

	2) This position questions what about the Bible?

	3) What did the Lord say that He would "dwell in"?

	4) Where did Jesus say that God "dwells in"?

	5) However, Solomon said what, to indicate that God would not be dwelling in
the temple?

	6) What two other individuals repeated this fact about God’s dwelling?

	7) Over and over, Solomon spoke of people praying toward the temple, but then
said what about God’s hearing their prayer?

	8) In what way does Solomon define the actual dwelling of God in the temple
he built?

	9) God added one additional definition in I Kings 9:3. What was that?

	10) David’s longing in the 23rd Psalm was for what?

	11) All the faithful were said to "dwell within" God’s house. In
what way?

	
	
	








Lesson Sixteen:







The Concept of Indwelling

(Part Two)

 



Introduction...



We’ve already begun to see that the concept of "indwelling", or
"dwelling in", does not always refer to one thing literally being
inside the other. No one is denying that it sometimes does refer to inhabiting a
specific space. In fact, this would be the preferred understanding of these
words, since that is the literal meaning, and literal meanings should be taken
where figurative speech is not indicated. But figurative speech is not only
indicated, but also demanded by the passages we have studied in lesson fifteen.
There, we studied the use of the phrase "dwell in" concerning the
temple. But it was not used literally (as in something being inside something
else). Instead a figure of speech was used to describe the Lord’s attention
and affection given to His people.

In this lesson, we are going to learn that the figure of speech being used in
these instances is actually quite common. We will also concentrate on New
Testament references to "indwelling". In this process we will gain a
better understanding of what way the Spirit was said to be poured out upon;
dwell in; or fill.

By the end of this lesson, it should be clear that deity does not literally
get inside a person. But the expression is used to convey a powerful image and
connection.




The Common Figure of Speech Commonly Overlooked...



Metonymy - A figure of speech where one word or phrase is used instead of
another. Sometimes a cause is stated instead of it’s effect (reading Moses),
or vice versa. It may be something apparent stated in place of what is actual.
This figure of speech is actually very common, although we rarely think about it
when we use it. We speak of the sun rising and setting, although it does not.
The Bible also speaks in this way. We speak of the earth, or world when we mean
the inhabitants. Metonymy is a figure of speech very common to every language.
So we should not be surprised to find that the Bible is full of metonymy. For
example:



  	
    Acts 9:4 Jesus spoke of Paul persecuting Him, although he was actually
persecuting Jesus’ followers.


  	
    Mt 3:5 Did a city and region go out to John, or did the inhabitants go?


  	
    Mt 11:21 Would the actual cities of Tyre and Sidon have repented (stones
and mortar), or the inhabitants?


  	
    Eph 4:20 Had the Ephesians learned Christ, or the truth of Christ (v21).





There is much of this figure used where the cause is stated for the effect:



  	
    II Cor 3:15 Reading Moses (cause), or his writings (effect)?


  	
    Dt 17:6 Mouth (cause) is stated for testimony (effect).


  	
    Mt 10:34 Sword (cause) is stated for violence (effect).


  	
    Acts 15:21 Author (cause), or law (effect)?





This figure is used in places where we don’t even think about the intended
meaning. It’s so common, the understanding is automatic. As when the wise sage
says, "No harm befalls the righteous, But the wicked are filled with
trouble." (Prov 12:21) The trouble is not in them. It is
what they experience as a result of their wickedness. He also said, "Lest
strangers be filled with your strength, And your hard-earned goods go to the
house of an alien" (Prov 5:10) He means that your benefits have gone to
enrich the lives of others.




Applying This Figure to Deity...



Where deity is concerned, this figure of speech is commonly used to vividly
express complex relationships by reference to outpouring, dwelling or
being in, or filling. We need to understand that this is not a denial
that the word fill, with it’s cognates, oftentimes is literal in nature (e.g.
Mt 13:48; Jn 6:13). But we must recognize that these words are
sometimes used as a figure of speech.




To begin with, there are times when the point of being filled with the Spirit
expresses the concept of being filled with the influence of the Spirit.
This metonymy relates outward, evident experiences by speaking of a
"filling". It is not that what has filled actually gets inside the
person. It is relating a cause for an effect.

For example, there is Paul’s admonition, "And do not get drunk with
wine, for that is dissipation, but be filled with the Spirit" (Eph
5:18). The point of the passage is what one is filled with, and is a double
command. On the one hand, do not be filled with wine. It’s influence is not to
be controlling you. But this is stated to form a contrast, the positive being
the influence of the Spirit. This command is obeyed by allowing the Spirit to
fully influence one’s life. (compare Col 3:16) Peter rebuked Ananias by
saying, "Ananias, why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy
Spirit, and to keep back some of the price of the land?" (Acts 5:3) If
Satan was responsible for this, rather than Ananias, then Ananias could not have
been held responsible for it. It was Satan’s doing. But the expression is one
of cause and effect, where Satan was not actually in Ananias.
Satan was influencing him. The point made by Peter was one of loyalty. Ananias
was not serving according to the Spirit, but instead, lying to the Spirit.

Are there times when Satan actually fills a person’s heart, since it is
stated in other places? "And Satan entered into Judas who was called
Iscariot, belonging to the number of the twelve." (Lk 22:3) If you really
want to understand what is meant, listen to John: "… the devil having
already put into the heart of Judas Iscariot, the son of Simon, to betray
Him," (Jn 13:2). John makes it clear that it was the choice of Judas, and
that Satan simply placed the temptation before him. When John later points to
Satan’s entry, the reader is to conclude that Judas has given in to the
temptation which was placed before him. As is common in Scripture, the
indwelling is an expression of allowing the control of that which indwells.

So, where does demon possession enter into this equation? Were demons
actually within people, or just acting upon them? I’m not sure any of us are
half as qualified to speak authoritatively on this subject as we might like to
think we are. However, there is a difference between the indwelling of deity
(who is infinite), and the indwelling of a demon (who is very finite). Here it
becomes the difference between the Holy Spirit who inhabits the heaven of
heavens, and a spirit who "passes through waterless places, seeking
rest" (Mt 12:43). It is wise to leave secret things alone, and
depend upon the revealed.




A second use of the expressions of indwelling are used of the power
that is worked in a person by the Holy Spirit. Here again, it is not
that the Spirit was actually "filling" people, like pouring water in a
glass. It is the means used to express the cause of the effect. It keeps the
reader from concluding that the effect came about by human power.

When we read that the apostles "were all filled with the Holy Spirit
and began to speak with other tongues, as the Spirit was giving them
utterance" (Acts 2:4), we know that it was the power of the Spirit, not
their speaking in another language by their own ability. When Zacharias is told
that his wife will have a son, and that "he will be filled with the Holy
Spirit, while yet in his mother's womb." (Lk 1:15), we are to
understand that some action may be expected. Luke gives the explanation of this
angelic prediction later in this chapter: "And it came about that when
Elizabeth heard Mary's greeting, the baby leaped in her womb; and Elizabeth was
filled with the Holy Spirit." (Lk 1:41) All babies leap in the womb,
but Luke is connecting the event with the angel’s prophecy about John, which
creates a segue to what now happens with Elizabeth. The way in which Luke means
that Elizabeth was filled refers to the word of the Lord now coming upon her.
What she now says is expected to be an inspired message, not simply her own
feelings on the matter. That use will be discussed below.


"... and they chose Stephen, a man full of faith and of the Holy
Spirit..." (Acts 6:5) Luke makes this observation because Stephen will
become a focal point of the text in just a few verses. So what does he mean by
Stephen being "full of" the Holy Spirit? "And Stephen, full of
grace and power, was performing great wonders and signs among the people."
(Acts 6:8) Luke means the same thing when he says Stephen is full of the Holy
Spirit, and when he says that he’s full of power.

A third use of these expressions of indwelling express the concept of being filled
with the word of the Spirit. This is important, since the reader needs
to know when a speaker is uttering God’s word. Is this his opinion, or is this
what God has to say? This is seen in the previous passage where Elizabeth was
"filled" with the Holy Spirit. The reader would not otherwise know for
certain how to take her statements. The same happens with her husband a few
verses later when we read, "And his father Zacharias was filled with the
Holy Spirit, and prophesied, saying: ‘Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, For
He has visited us and accomplished redemption for His people,’" (Lk
1:67f) Was this simply Zacharias’ conviction from his understanding of
scripture? No, this was an inspired message. "Then Peter, filled with
the Holy Spirit, said to them," (Acts 4:8). We could conclude that
Peter said this of his own conviction, but Luke wants us to understand the
source (see also Acts 4:31).

At times, being "filled" with the Spirit refers to both power
exerted, and word spoken. This was true in Acts 2:4 when the apostles were
baptized with the Holy Spirit: "And they were all filled with the Holy
Spirit and began to speak with other tongues, as the Spirit was giving them
utterance." (Acts 2:4) The Spirit was giving them the words
("utterance"), but was also giving them the power to speak a language
they did not know. That these tongues were not known by the person speaking them
is clear from what Paul says in I Corinthians 14:27-28.




Filled... Emptied?... Refilled?...



Let’s consider the concept of being filled with the Spirit, as it is
mentioned in the New Testament. You probably remember that the apostles were
filled with the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:4). But do you also
remember that Peter was filled again two chapters later in Acts
4:8? What happened? If he was filled, and then had to be filled again, what
happened to the Spirit? That is actually the wrong question. We should be asking
what Luke meant when he used the word "filled" each time.

This question arises again later in chapter four when all of the apostles are
said to have been filled (v31), perhaps that same day (as verse 8). Were they refilled?
Had they become empty? The question of having to refill these men comes about by
making the Holy Spirit something that literally flows into them (like water).
No, all of this goes back to the meaning of "filled" that we discussed
in the last section. It’s intention is not to tell us that the Holy Spirit was
getting inside someone, but to tell us that the Spirit was responsible for the
result.

To "pour out" does not always refer to a literal outpouring of the
thing (person) mentioned, or even that the thing spoken of as "poured"
is the effect intended. The plea of wisdom in Proverbs 1:23 makes this very
clear: "Turn to my reproof, Behold, I will pour out my spirit on you; I
will make my words known to you." Here it is Wisdom personified that is
speaking. And the parallel makes it clear that "pour out" refers to
making known. Asaph said, "Pour out Thy wrath upon the nations which do
not know Thee, And upon the kingdoms which do not call upon Thy name."
(Ps 79:6) "Wrath" is an emotion of rage, and emotions themselves are
not "poured out". But the effect of those emotions are "poured
out". In this case, divine punishment. See also Jer 10:25; Ezk 7:8;
20:8-21.

"And it will come about after this That I will pour out My Spirit on all
mankind; And your sons and daughters will prophesy, Your old men will dream
dreams, Your young men will see visions. And even on the male and female
servants I will pour out My Spirit in those days." (Joel 2:28f) The
effect of this outpouring is expressed very clearly in it’s own text. Those
affected will prophesy, dream dreams, and see visions. The point was not
that they would be receptacles into which the Spirit would literally be poured.
The effects produced would be the result of the power
of the Spirit. The fulfillment is seen on Pentecost in Acts 2:1-4.




The Concept of Deity Indwelling and Filling...



When we are told of the Holy Spirit dwelling within, or filling someone, we
immediately take it literally. Do we stop to think that this is God? Do we stop
to think that there are many into which the Spirit would have to be fragmented
(divided)? And here is a thought: If God is literally inside us, then why don’t
we become deity?

Every reader would have taken Solomon’s reference in I Kings 8:12 & 13
literally if it were not clarified by Solomon himself, and commented on by
Stephen’s and Paul’s remarks about deity (Acts 7 & 17). We would have
missed the figure of speech and gone on believing that God fills things up like
temples and people. But since the scripture explains it, we have to admit it (or
deny God’s intention).

Why do we fight the same concept regarding ourselves? We are a temple of the
Holy Spirit. Paul wrote, "Or do you not know that your body is a temple
of the Holy Spirit who is in you, whom you have from God, and that you are not
your own?" (I Cor 6:19; see also II Cor 6:16 and Eph 2:21)

Solomon said, "Behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens cannot
contain You. How much less this temple which I have built!" (I Kgs
8:27) Somehow we can’t seem to believe that the indwelling of the Holy Spirit
in us would have to be in any way like God’s indwelling of Solomon’s temple.

The anointing is said to dwell within the Christian, but what
is that? John wrote, "And as for you, the anointing which you received
from Him abides in you, and you have no need for anyone to teach you; but as His
anointing teaches you about all things, and is true and is not a lie, and just
as it has taught you, you abide in Him." (I Jn 2:27) People are easily
led to believe that this is a special anointing of the Holy Spirit to give
understanding, and that the Holy Spirit is literally within the disciple. But
John already explained what he meant: "As for you, let that abide in you
which you heard from the beginning. If what you heard from the beginning abides
in you, you also will abide in the Son and in the Father." (I Jn 2:24)
What they heard was to abide in them. What they heard was what
they "received" (v27)!




Is It Getting Crowded in Here?...



People speak frequently of the Holy Spirit dwelling within them. But why the
emphasis on Him, when the Father and Jesus are also said to dwell in the
disciple? There is a great deal of inconsistency here.

John wrote, "Whoever confesses that Jesus is the Son of God, God
abides in him, and he in God." (I Jn 4:15) And Jesus said, "In
that day you shall know that I am in My Father, and you in Me, and I in
you." (Jn 14:20) The Father, Jesus, and the Holy Spirit
are said to be in the Christian. But what does that mean?

When the Holy Spirit comes up, everyone instantly assumes a literal personal
indwelling of the Spirit where He actually gets inside of a person.

Let’s just say for a moment that you want to be consistent, so you conclude
that the Father and Jesus also dwell within you in a literal, personal
indwelling. That’s truly amazing, because I’ve never found a Charismatic yet
that didn’t know the implication of that. Jesus dwells in heaven, in
unapproachable light (I Tim 6:14-16), and He is at the right hand of God.
Scripture says, "Now if He were on earth, He would not be a priest at
all..." (Heb 8:4) Jesus remains at the right hand of the Father until
the last foe is vanquished, which is death (I Cor 15:25-28; Heb 10:12f).

Even though Jesus cannot be on earth, Jesus is in us. Paul
wrote, "I have been crucified with Christ; and it is no longer I who
live, but Christ lives in me ..." (Gal 2:20). And Jesus said, "Abide
in Me, and I in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, unless it abides
in the vine, so neither can you, unless you abide in Me. I am the vine, you are
the branches; he who abides in Me, and I in him, he bears much fruit; for apart
from Me you can do nothing." (Jn 15:4f) In some way we abide in
Jesus and He abides in us. No one understands Jesus to be
referring to literally dwelling "inside" each other (spatially
occupying the same space).

Jesus abides in us when His words abide in us. Look at verse
seven of John fifteen: "If you abide in Me, and My words abide in you,...".
We abide in Jesus when we keep His commandments. Look at verse
ten: "If you keep My commandments, you will abide in My love..."
Jesus is establishing the relationship between Himself as the teacher, and the
disciple as the learner.

Now compare John 15 with I John 2:24: "As for you, let that abide in
you which you heard from the beginning. If what you heard from the beginning
abides in you, you also will abide in the Son and in the Father." The
word abiding in us is the same as us following (being influenced by) the word.
When we are being directed by the words of Jesus, we are being directed by
Jesus. When we are being directed by Jesus, he is said to abide in
us. Nothing mystical about it, unless you want to read something into it.

With regard to Jesus dwelling in us, you might study these additional
passages: John 14:20; II Corinthians 13:5; and Romans 8:10.

God is also said to be in us. No one talks about it much,
certainly not on the same scale as talking about the Holy Spirit being in us.

John wrote, "Whoever confesses that Jesus is the Son of God, God
abides in him, and he in God. And we have come to know and have believed the
love which God has for us. God is love, and the one who abides in love abides in
God, and God abides in him." (I Jn 4:15f) The way this works is
explained well in a passage about the Father being in Jesus: "Do you not
believe that I am in the Father, and the Father is in Me? The words that I say
to you I do not speak on My own initiative, but the Father abiding in Me does
His works. Believe Me that I am in the Father, and the Father in Me; otherwise
believe on account of the works themselves." (Jn 14:10f). The words of
the Father were in Jesus, and Jesus did the will of the Father. This
relationship is the point being made in both passages. (see also Jn 10:37f) And
the miracles (works) Jesus performed were proof of the relationship sustained.

We’ve already studied the following passage in lesson fifteen. I simply
repeat it here to point out that it is not referring to an indwelling of the
Holy Spirit (as some use it). It didn’t mean that when God first said it, and
it didn’t mean that when Paul quoted it. It’s significance is found in what
we learned in our previous lesson: "Or what agreement has the temple of
God with idols? For we are the temple of the living God; just as God said, ‘I
will dwell in them and walk among them; And I will be their God, and they shall
be My people.’" (II Cor 6:16; See also John 17:20-23)




What Does "in the Spirit" Mean in Scripture?...



At times, people are said to be "in the Spirit" when something is
said, or takes place. The concept is very much like what we have already
discussed. Substitute the words "by the direction of" for the word in
in the following texts:


Mt 22:43f "He said to them, ‘Then how does David in the
Spirit call Him "Lord," saying, The Lord said to my LORD, ‘Sit at My
right hand, Until I put Thine enemies beneath Thy feet’"’"
(David did so by inspiration like other prophets)


Lk 2:27 "And he came in the Spirit into the temple"
(Simeon was being led by the Spirit to come into the temple. It wasn’t a
coincidence.)


Acts 19:21 "Now after these things were finished, Paul purposed in
the spirit to go to Jerusalem after he had passed through Macedonia and Achaia,
saying, ‘After I have been there, I must also see Rome.’" (This
wasn’t just a sentimental whim.)


Eph 2:21f "in whom the whole building, being fitted together is
growing into a holy temple in the Lord; in whom you also are being built
together into a dwelling of God in the Spirit." (It takes the
direction of the Spirit revealed in the word to accomplish this.)


Eph 3:5 "it has now been revealed to His holy apostles and
prophets in the Spirit;"


Phil 3:3 "for we are the true circumcision, who worship in
the Spirit of God and glory in Christ Jesus and put no confidence in the
flesh," (By His direction.)




Concerning Resisting the Spirit...



Some people get the idea that "resisting the Spirit" in Acts 7:51
refers to keeping Him from indwelling them. Their doctrinal biases have tainted
their ability to understand a simple phrase. Resisting the Spirit refers to
resisting the message, or commands, of the Spirit.

In that light, study Acts 7:51-53, where the context of that phrase spells
out the way the Jews were "always resisting the Holy Spirit". They had
refused the message of the Holy Spirit.



Conclusion...



We can find no reason in Scripture to conclude that the Holy Spirit (God)
actually climbed inside anyone to do anything. References to the indwelling of
the Spirit emphasize His influence in the life of the human who seems to be
doing the work. The need for this figure of speech becomes apparent in
considering the tendency for people to think in terms of who they see doing the
work (a human being), rather than the one really at work (the Holy Spirit).

Realizing the power of this figure of speech, and the reasoning behind it,
leads to the conclusion that the Spirit never really got into human beings, but
exercised influence and power within them. It is in this same way that the
Spirit works through the word. It is His message, and as the word
exercises influence over us, the Spirit is said to do so. The desired effect is
to reveal compliance with that message, not the method for bringing it about.
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Lesson Sixteen Questions:




	
	1) "Indwelling" or "dwelling in" does not always refer to
what?

2) What is a metonymy?

3) Do we use this figure of speech in our everyday speech? If so, give
examples?


4) "Filled with the Spirit" may refer to what three effects:

	   a)

	   b)

	   c)


5) Why would someone "filled" with the Spirit in one chapter need
to be "refilled" with the Spirit two chapters later?

6) What did John mean when he wrote of an anointing "dwelling in"?

7) Who else, besides the Holy Spirit, is said to dwell in the Christian?

8) What is being expressed by phrases like "in us" and "abide
in"?

9) What does the phrase "in the Spirit" mean in Scripture?

	
	
	








Lesson Seventeen:





The Indwelling of Romans Eight

 



Introduction...



Many passages throughout the Bible speak of God dwelling in certain places
and people. We have already explored the concept of God indwelling us, and what
significance that might have for our lives. Now we need to focus on Romans 8 to
highlight what we have learned, and better understand the rich language of this
passage.

It is easy to quickly read a passage and assume an understanding of it at
face value. This passage in particular is susceptible to this problem, because
it is in the midst of a powerful argument that stretches back into the preceding
chapters. If we do not grasp the argument being made, we will easily
misunderstand statements within that argument.

This passage is also susceptible to misunderstanding because we have a
tendency to see what we want to see. This is particularly true of the Holy
Spirit. There is a continual rush to find a personal indwelling of the Holy
Spirit in passages that couple Him with the Christian. In the last two lessons,
we have already found adequate cause to doubt that Paul is teaching a personal
indwelling in the text we shall study. But as we look more closely, we shall
find that the text itself gives us very good reason to draw the same conclusion.




The Word Spirit in Romans Eight...



The word "spirit" is used no less than four ways in Romans chapter
eight. It is of vital importance that we understand how this word is being used
in any context. And this chapter is no exception.

So let’s begin by noting the four ways "spirit" is used in Romans
chapter eight. Perhaps the most obvious is it’s use of the Holy Spirit.
At the beginning of the chapter, Paul writes about "the law of the
Spirit..." It is called this because it is the law revealed by the Holy
Spirit. Paul also writes, "The Spirit Himself bears witness with our
spirit..." (Rom 8:16). No one denies that there are two different
"spirits" in this verse. How He does so is important to understand. We
will take that up later.

The second use of the word "spirit" in this chapter is of the
spirit of Christ. Paul wrote, "But if anyone does not have the
Spirit of Christ, he does not belong to Him." (Rom 8:9) What this means
can be determined by the very next verse: "And if Christ is in
you..." If you don’t have the "Spirit of Christ", then you
don’t belong. But if Christ is in you (the "Spirit of Christ"), then
you do belong. That "Christ is in you" equals the "Spirit of
Christ" is in you becomes clear.

Is Christ literally, personally, within the disciple? No. We saw in the last
lesson how this would be impossible, due to His necessary position at God’s
right hand. Therefore, it must be a figure of speech. And the context is
explaining it for us, if we will listen to it, instead of what we want the
passage to say. Paul is referring to the disposition of Christ. He says,
"you are not in the flesh, but in the spirit" (v9 - Remember that
capitalization of words are dependent upon the translator’s understanding of
the text. The context of this passage indicates that the word "spirit"
in this statement should not be capitalized.). This is a continuation of the
preceding contrast established by Paul between "flesh" and
"spirit". We are under the control of one or the other. It cannot be
both.

As already pointed out, the "Spirit of Christ" being in us is the
same as "Christ is in" us. It is a reference to the disposition of
Christ being in us, and the control God has of us because we have the
disposition of sons (which Paul goes on to argue). Here is a good passage to
compare: "My children, with whom I am again in labor until Christ is
formed in you" (Gal 4:19). This leads to a good (and essential)
question: How is Christ formed in the Christian? This takes place through the
instruction of the word, providing growth through learning (cf. Eph
4:12-21).

The third way Paul uses the word "spirit" in this chapter is of the
spirit of adoption. This is the personal application of the "Spirit
of Christ" in the disciple. It is our disposition of being sons, rather
than having the disposition of a slave (most translations have rightfully left
the letter ‘s’ in lower case). Paul said, "For all who are being led
by the Spirit of God, these are sons of God. For you have not received a spirit
of slavery leading to fear again, but you have received a spirit of adoption as
sons by which we cry out, ‘Abba! Father!’" (Rom 8:14f) The way we
are led by the "Spirit of God" is in our willingness to follow God as
our Father. His Fatherly disposition leads us to a disposition of sonship.

If you’re getting the feeling that these verses are about who is in control
of the disciple’s life, you are now grasping the real point that Paul is
making.

The fourth way Paul uses the word "spirit" in this chapter is of the
spirit of each disciple. We’ve already noted that he wrote, "The
Spirit Himself bears witness with our spirit that we are children of God,"
(Rom 8:16). There are two who testify in this verse. It is not that the Spirit
bears witness that we are children. The Spirit bears witness with
our spirit. Holiness churches take the testimony of our own spirits out of this
verse, making it a process only accomplished through a miraculous indwelling of
the Holy Spirit. And others making this a personal indwelling don’t do much
better. The Spirit bears witness with our’s by our complying with the law of
the Spirit. Anyone who has first understood the opening eight verses of this
chapter cannot fail to realize that this is Paul’s point.

It is under this consideration of the disciple’s spirit that we need to
study this statement: " And in the same way the Spirit also helps our
weakness; for we do not know how to pray as we should, but the Spirit Himself
intercedes for us with groanings too deep for words" (Rom 8:26). The
traditional view of this passage is that the Holy Spirit is within us rendering
this service for us. But let’s begin by noting that the Holy Spirit is not
said to be doing this from within us. That is assumed because of the previous
misinterpretation of verse nine.

So what does this verse mean? The word "spirit" in this context
should be in lower case. It is the burden of our spirit that intercedes for us
when the trials of life are overwhelming. When words fail because of pain and
sorrow, the groaning of our spirits intercede with the depth of emotion that God
can fully understand.

The phrase "the Spirit Himself intercedes" can just as
easily be translated "the spirit itself intercedes". The
translator has made that decision based on what he already believes the passage
to mean.

The word "groanings" is also used in Acts 7:34 of the children of
Israel in bondage. It is a word borne of grief too deep for words. It is
indicative of "pain", and one is forced to wonder why the Holy Spirit
is in pain, rather than our spirit.











Let’s Consider the Overall Context...



When we back up two chapters, we find Paul saying, "Therefore do not
let sin reign in your mortal body that you should obey its lusts" (Rom
6:12) Compare that statement with this: "For the good that I wish, I do
not do; but I practice the very evil that I do not wish. But if I am doing the
very thing I do not wish, I am no longer the one doing it, but sin which dwells
in me." (Rom 7:19f) Both passages refer to sin exercising a power over
the individual.

Now listen to Paul as he writes, "Do you not know that when you
present yourselves to someone as slaves for obedience, you are slaves of the one
whom you obey, either of sin resulting in death, or of obedience resulting in
righteousness?" (Rom 6:16) Compare that with this, "but I see a
different law in the members of my body, waging war against the law of my mind,
and making me a prisoner of the law of sin which is in my members."
(7:23). These passages deal with imprisonment and slavery, the sinner being in
bondage.

Finally, Paul refers to "... having been freed from sin, you became
slaves of righteousness." (6:18) Compare that to this: "For the
law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set you free from the law of sin
and of death." (8:2) Freedom is attained, having been freed from sin.

Is it now obvious to you that the context of Romans eight reaches all the way
back to chapter six? And what we find in these chapters is that the subject
concerns control. Who is in control of the disciple’s life? It is a subject of
obedience as opposed to disobedience; of sin as opposed to righteousness; of
spirit (or spirituality) as opposed to the flesh. This all might best be
summarized as "the battle of the masters" or "who will rule the
Christian’s life?"

So, the chapter opens with what God has done (given the law of the Spirit -
v2) to provide the blessing He wants us to have (sonship). This disposition of
Christ is to become our disposition through obedience to the law of the Spirit,
and we thereby receive the disposition of adoption. Our willingness to obey that
law bears witness along with the Spirit’s law, showing that we are either sons
of God, or slaves of sin.




An Even Closer Look at the Message of Romans 8...



Two laws are under consideration in Romans eight. On the one hand, there is
the "law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus", and on the other
hand, there is the "law of sin and death" (8:2; see also 7:22f).

There are two kinds of people to be considered in respect to these laws (8:5)
There are those who set their mind on the flesh, and those who set their mind on
the things of the Spirit.

And, finally, there is the outcome. Namely, that those who set their mind on
the flesh mind the things of the flesh, and, those who set their mind on the
spirit mind the things of the Spirit. The very thing expressed by Jesus when He
said, "where your treasure is, there will your heart be also" (Mt
6:21). All of this involves itself with whether or not the mind is
"subject to the law of God" (v7). Does God rule, or does self
rule? The mind must be set upon something. What are the options? Look carefully
at the argument made by Paul as we set it up in the form of a contrast:










We totally miss the point when we conclude that Paul’s point is that the
Spirit personally dwells within us. The point is, we subject
ourselves to the law of God!





The Spirit of God Dwells in You...



The Spirit of God dwells in you (Rom 8:9). Yet the context indicates that
this phrase is stated as a reference to influence, or control. This is a
discussion of the control "the law of the Spirit" (v2) has on a
person. This is a discussion of whether we walk according to the flesh, or
according to the Spirit (v4). This is a discussion of whether we set our minds
on things of flesh or the Spirit (v5). This becomes a question of whether we are
subject to the law of God (filled with the Spirit - vv 7 & 9). A careful
examination of verses 9 - 11 reveals that there is no difference between the
"Spirit of God"; the "Spirit of Christ"; or "Christ
dwelling in" the individual! That Paul then flips back to "if
the Spirit of Him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you" (v11)
proves that he is using these terms interchangeably. And that speaks further to
the fact that they are being used as a figure of speech.

Before we leave this expression, allow me to emphasize the alternative
understanding of the Spirit of God dwelling in us (v9). This was established
back in chapter seven. There, Paul wrote: "So now, no longer am I the
one doing it, but sin which indwells me. ... But if I am doing the very thing I
do not wish, I am no longer the one doing it, but sin which dwells in me."
(Rom 7:17 & 20) What does he mean when he says that sin is indwelling him?
He is saying that he has allowed it to have control of his life. How has he been
freed from that? The Spirit? Yes, but how?! Paul answers that when he says, "the
law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set you free from the law of sin
and of death" (8:2). The Spirit of Christ dwells in us (we are
temples), the same way God dwelt in the temple Solomon built. The romantic side
of human nature wants this to be a mystical melding of human and divine; but God’s
word lays this figure of speech before us too clearly to give in to mysticism.
The "law of the Spirit" has set us free when we allow it to exercise
control over us. And the same is true of the Spirit of God dwelling in us. When
the "law of the Spirit" is controlling us, then one may rightfully say
that the Spirit of God is indwelling us. I know of no one who would deny the
truth of this, but some just don’t want to believe that this could be Paul’s
point.



Conclusion...



The point of these passages is not that God, or the Holy Spirit, literally
climbs inside of people. These passages beautifully and powerfully convey the
essential relationship of the disciple with the Lord.

We, as children of God, must allow God to rule our lives. We
must stop living for self. We must stop living for anyone or anything other than
God. God must have total control and rule. We are to have a life as totally
committed and dedicated as that of the service of the temple of old. We are
holy, and therefore we ought to act like it. Others should see that we aren’t
like the rest of the world. We are in fellowship with God.

Romans eight would particularly ask of us: "Is His rule in control of
your life?" Are you a temple to God, or a temple to yourself?
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Lesson Seventeen Questions:



	
	1) List four ways the word "spirit" is used in Romans 8:

	   a)

	   b)

	   c)

	   d)


	2) Which two of these "spirits" are directly related, and how?

	3) Which of the four ways in #1 above is the phrase "spirit of God"
being used in Romans 8:9?

	4) What point is Paul making when he says that the Spirit of God dwells in us
(8:9)?

	5) What relation does the Spirit have with the law? Give scripture…

	6) In chapter eight, the Spirit is said to dwell in us, referring to His
control over us. What is said to "dwell in" an individual in chapter
seven?

	7) In what way does the Spirit "set free" to give us life?

	8) What question, in particular, would Romans chapter eight ask of us?

	
	
	









Lesson Eighteen:





The Spirit as an Earnest

(Ephesians 1:14)

 



Introduction...



Ephesians 1:13-14 is frequently used to press the idea that the Holy Spirit
must be literally dwelling within Christians today. Some of our own brethren
believe and teach it from this passage. We’ve already seen that many passages
may easily be misconstrued to teach the concept of a personal indwelling. But
with these, we’ve seen an intention other than deity climbing inside people.

In this lesson we will examine the meaning of this passage. We need to
understand what is meant by the sealing, and correlate that sealing to the
"earnest" that is given. We also need to ask about the purpose and
effect of the sealing and earnest. In the process of interpreting any passage we
must ask if this is something that may be equally said of all Christians, or
just the one’s to whom the passage was written.

In view of what we have discovered in scripture up to this point, we would be
hard pressed to have an expectation of this referring to deity literally getting
inside the Christian. If God wouldn’t do so with Solomon’s temple, then why
would He need to do so with us? And if the passages we’ve studied which speak
of God or the Spirit dwelling "in" were clear figures of speech,
should we be surprised if this also has nothing to do with a literal indwelling?




The Sequence of Events Are Important...



We must begin by determining if this "seal" and "earnest"
was given to provide the individual’s salvation by some direct means. Many
teach that it does just that.

Note the events in the order that Paul relates them in the conversion of the Ephesians:  1) 
Heard the word of truth; 2) Believed the word of truth; 3) Sealed with the Holy Spirit.  Notice that hearing 
and believing came before the Holy Spirit sealed. Many
segments of the religious world teach that the Holy Spirit comes first in order
to give faith. They believe that the Spirit must first move the person,
otherwise faith cannot come. What these people teach contradicts Paul’s order
when he says, "So then, faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word
of God" (Rom 10:17).

What we find, then, is that Paul is not telling them how they "got
saved" when he speaks of the Holy Spirit. And as we learn elsewhere in
these lessons, a survey of the book of Acts confirms this.




Sealed with the Holy Spirit...



Several ideas exist on this text, and while it is not my intention to deal
with every position in detail, I would like to point them out so you can see the
diversity of opinion on the matter:

1) The Holy Spirit comes and saves the person (Holy Spirit baptism).

2) The Holy Spirit simply comes and dwells within the person (in a
non-miraculous indwelling).

3) The Holy Spirit just comes and does something to the person
(puts God’s mark on the individual without indwelling).

4) The Holy Spirit gave the word which produced the effect of sealing the
Ephesians when they "listening to the message of truth, the gospel of your
salvation — having also believed".

5) The Holy Spirit gave miraculous signs (tongues, healings, etc...) to validate
the word that was heard and obeyed.


In this lesson we will defend the fifth position, and offer a few rebuttals
to number two which has been embraced by some of our brethren for many years.
The first position is refuted in lessons 20 & 25. In the third position, the
people holding it guess at what the reasoning is behind it. It becomes a hazy,
ill-defined work of the Spirit. Positions like that are not worthy of attention.

The fourth position seems possible, and is defended by Foy Wallace in his
book The Mission and Medium of The Holy Spirit. I reject it, however,
because it combines the agreement, or contract (gospel) with the earnest. The
contract given cannot constitute an earnest on itself. Allow me to point out
that there is a difference between an "earnest" and a "down
payment". The earnest is not a down payment. A down
payment forces a financial investment in a loan of funds, in which the down
payment is necessarily a part of the repayment. In an earnest, no loan
has necessarily been made, as yet. And if a loan is intended, the earnest
is not necessarily a part of the payment. If it will be a part of it, that will
be stipulated in the agreement. The earnest simply assures that an
agreement has been entered with the serious intention of following through with
it’s terms. See Genesis 38:16-18 for a good example of a pledge where the earnest
of the agreement was not intended as a "down payment".

The word sealed literally indicated the act of taking a signet and
impressing an image into a soft material, like clay. That image was the
authorized impress for the one to whom it belonged. It sometimes was used for:



  	
    Validation (authentication). Paul used the word this way in several passages
(e.g. Rom 4:11; I Cor 9:2; Rom 15:28)


  	
    Ownership: The concept of having a proof of ownership, rather than just a
claim. Perhaps the most notable example of this use is in II Timothy 2:19.


  	
    Security: But this is not in the sense of physically preventing something. A
seal never "protected" that which was sealed by keeping anything from
happening to it. The seal simply gave warning of the consequences of breaking
the seal, and gave knowledge to authorities of the fact it had indeed been
broken. (e.g. Mt 27:66)






Since the seal in Ephesians one is going hand-in-hand with the
"earnest" of the next verse, we must understand this to be a part of
the vouchsafing process.

So it was a validation, which also entailed the credentials of the owner. As
the gospel was going forth into the world at the beginning, God validated the
truth and efficacy of the word by the signs that followed (Mk 16:20; Heb 2:3f).
The seal provided the guarantee that God stood behind the promises being made in
the gospel. In some way, the Spirit was an earnest. In some way, the seal was
the Holy Spirit. Further examination will tell us how.




The Earnest of the Spirit...



The word "earnest" (KJV) (or "guarantee" (NKJV) or
"pledge" (NASB)), is the translation of a word that was used of a
tangible pledge which was given to insure some agreement of future payment. The
concept consisted of two parts. There was before the earnest an agreement
(contract, or promise); and then a deposit of good faith (the earnest itself)
which guaranteed that the purchaser would follow through with the agreement
(contract).

This word is also used in two other New Testament passages where it has the
same meaning, but is used only of the apostles in those instances. They are II
Corinthians 1:22 and 5:5.

This word carries the exact same meaning as an "earnest" today.
Even today we refer to the earnest money which is given to bind a contract with
the seriousness of dealing in good faith. And it has always been a tangible sign
for dealing in good faith. Vine’s says of it: "originally, ‘earnest-money’
deposited by the purchaser and forfeited if the purchase was not completed"
(Vine’s Expository Dictionary, p190). The fact that this
"earnest" was (and still is) something tangible should
have a great impact on our understanding of this passage, because it would have
carried a great deal of meaning for Paul and the Ephesians.

Now, I would like to know how many of us would sell our house to someone
turning in earnest money that was invisible. Your realtor calls and tells you
that there is a contract on your house, and the buyer just placed an invisible
check in holding for the contract. How would you feel about that? The entire
principle of the earnest is that a tangible stake be placed for
the final transaction!

Now let me ask you, what kind of earnest is an indwelling of the Spirit that
we couldn’t possibly know existed if it weren’t for God telling us. Would
you take your house off the market for negotiation on a contract where there was
no proof of earnest (other than the buyer’s word on the matter)? I don’t
believe that God would offer us any less hope concerning our inheritance. The
earnest that Paul refers to here was one that was visible, tangible, and
reassuring to the Ephesians (and to all who obey the same message, which was
validated by the same miracles). Incidentally, in modern Greek, this same word
has come to refer to an engagement ring. Again, it is always a tangible
sign of intention. Would a bride be happy with a ring she could not see, touch,
wear, or caress?

The word earnest could not refer to an ethereal indwelling that had no
tangible evidence. That would defy the power of the word "earnest"! This
earnest had been witnessed by the Ephesians, and the power that had been
displayed was God’s validation and authentication by the miracles that
provoked awe within them. These displays of power were a pledge of the power
that would be exerted by Him when the saved would be raised to their inheritance
at Jesus’ second coming. This earnest was the Ephesians’ way of knowing that
the gospel was not of men, but of God (I Th 2:13; I Cor 4:20).

The claim is made by some that the Holy Spirit is given to every Christian as
a down payment (earnest) of the final inheritance. Since they have concluded
this, they refuse to consider any possibility that the earnest isn’t given to
everyone (perhaps because they think that an earnest is a "down
payment"). They tell us that this indwelling has no miraculous
manifestation attached to it, but is simply His presence within us. The ends to
which this thought has taken some is really quite troubling (e.g. see
page 192). Not everyone ends up with the same conclusions, but some of our
brethren are getting close to being very much like the Charismatics.




The Concept of Who Gets an Earnest...



A modern example illustrates the error of thinking that all who have a stake
in a transaction must receive this seal and earnest. The seller, realtor, and
title company all have a stake in the final sale of a house. No one really
benefits until the house is sold and the percentages paid. But who gets, and
holds, the earnest money? The seller does not receive it unless there is a
default. The realtor only sees the check as it is being sent to the title
company, and the seller usually has to take the realtor’s word on what was
laid out in earnest. The title company alone will hold that tangible earnest,
and all other interested parties will deal in good faith based on the knowledge
that a tangible earnest was received.

Apostles (in particular), but also first century saints upon whom the
apostles laid their hands, received the power of the Spirit as an earnest
confirming the "good faith promise" of God. Disciples, in general, do
not personally receive the earnest, nor do they need to. It was deposited in
those who first revealed and received God’s word. The principle of earnest
money is to ensure the seriousness of the buyer (in this case, God), not provide
actual funds to all who have a stake in the transaction. It is a guarantee! The
Holy Spirit provided miracles in first century Christians as an earnest of God’s
seriousness in saving mankind. It was security set up to guarantee the
inheritance being promised them in the gospel (v14). The power of the miraculous
was an earnest of the power God would exercise at the end. Since all
Christians did not need to receive the earnest in the first century, then we do
not need to receive an earnest now!




The Holy Spirit of Promise...



That this was "the Holy Spirit of promise" (Eph 1:13) does not mean
that an "indwelling" was promised to every disciple. We have
already studied the fact that the promise of the Holy Spirit (as some
kind of indwelling seal) was never made to all believers. The "Holy Spirit
of promise" in this passage refers to the promise of the Spirit’s
manifestation (from Joel 2) that was cited by Peter on Pentecost (Acts 2:17f -
"sons and daughters shall prophecy, ... see visions ..."). It is an
epithet.

As we shall see in lesson 22, Joel 2 and Acts 2 do not offer a promise of
miracles to all believers. There has never been a time when all of God’s
people prophesied or dreamed dreams. And a literal indwelling of the Spirit was
never a promise made to all disciples.

No one ever reads Luke 24:49 ("I am sending forth the promise of My
Father upon you") and concludes that it refers to the Father personally
coming upon disciples and indwelling them. But when we see "Holy
Spirit" we start to twitch.

Read Galatians 3:14 ("receive the promise of the Spirit")
and ask yourself what that promise was. Was it the promise of getting the
Spirit, or the promise made by the Spirit? If you see getting the Holy Spirit as
a personal indwelling, consider the context further:



  	
    Gal 3:16 Spoken promises which were to be received.


  	
    Gal 3:17 Law does not invalidate the promise (given to Abraham).


  	
    Gal 3:18 Inheritance was granted to Abraham by promise.






It is clearly the promise that was given to Abraham through the
Spirit! We are partakers of the promise given by the Holy Spirit through the
gospel. We are "...fellow heirs and fellow members of the body, and
fellow partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through the gospel,"
(Eph 3:6).

There is no way to overemphasize the need of being extremely careful with
Bible texts as we interpret them! And Ephesians 1:13-14 is no exception.



Conclusion...



The passages we have studied in this lesson do not teach that
the Holy Spirit literally dwells in every Christian. These passages do
teach that the message of the gospel was confirmed by the miraculous signs of
the Holy Spirit. These miracles served as God’s pledge to reassure God’s
people.

This was a vital function of the Spirit, providing proof (by signs) that the
words of the apostles and prophets truly were the words of God. Without this
proof, men would have been expected to believe on the basis of hearsay. The
result would have been an ineffectual word (cf. I Th 1:5).
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Lesson Eighteen Questions:



	
	1) In what order did Paul lay the events of the Ephesians’ past:

	2) What is significant about that order?

	3) Some teach that this "seal" was to protect the Christian so that
he would never fall from grace. Knowing what a seal (for security purposes) was,
explain why this would not be Paul’s point:

	4) The "earnest" consisted of what two parts?

	   a)

	   b)


	5) How is this word used in modern Greek?

	6) Does every interested party have to hold (possess) the earnest given to
secure an agreement? Example of your answer…

	7) How were the miracles provided by the Spirit an "earnest"?

	8) In what way was the Holy Spirit called the "Holy Spirit of
promise"?

	
	
	








Lesson Nineteen:





The Gift of the Holy Spirit

(Acts 2:38)

 



Introduction...



No Bible believer would deny that a person receives the gift of the Holy
Spirit when saved. Such is clearly stated in Acts 2:38. But what is the
"gift of the Holy Spirit"? Is it the same as the spiritual gifts
mentioned in I Corinthians 12? Is it the Holy Spirit given as a gift?

In this lesson we will examine the phrase "gift of the Holy Spirit"
found in Acts 2:38. We will allow the context of this passage to tell us what
Peter meant by that gift. We will also consider the oft-proposed relation
between this passage and the spiritual gifts (miraculous) mentioned elsewhere in
Scripture.




The Phrase Before Us...



The phrase, "gift of the Holy Spirit", is found only two times in
Scripture. The first is in Acts 2:38, where those repenting, and being baptized
would receive the "gift of the Holy Spirit". The second is in Acts
10:45 where Cornelius and his house received the "gift of the Holy
Spirit" before they were baptized.

Acts 2:38 is clear about the sequence of events that were taking place in
relation to that gift. The multitude was to repent and be baptized for a
particular purpose, and they would receive the gift that was promised. The
denominations want us to believe that these people were already saved, and that
they were to be baptized to show the world their new relationship with God. But,
according to Peter, they had not yet received the "gift of the Holy
Spirit". That would not be given until after they obeyed
Peter’s command.

Acts 10 presents a completely different picture. Cornelius and his household
receive their "gift of the Holy Spirit" before they are
baptized. This makes it clear on the surface that two different gifts are under
consideration.

Many want to make the miraculous outpouring in Acts 10 equal to that which
was promised in Acts two simply because of the similar wording ("gift of
the Holy Spirit"). No one can deny that both were a "gift" from
the Holy Spirit. But was the same thing being promised and given in these two
passages?

I have given my wife many gifts through the years (each was a "gift of
Bob"). Whether it was birthday or anniversary two things are abundantly
clear from a comparison of those gifts:



  	
    On no occasion was the "gift of Bob" me. It was from
me; not actually me.


  	
    Many different gifts were actually given over those years.





There are four problems with equating the "gift of the Holy Spirit"
in Acts 2 and Acts 10. First, repentance and baptism are clear conditions for
receiving the gift in Acts 2:38. As we already noted, the situation is different
in Acts 10, where these conditions had not yet been met, yet the outpouring
occurred! This would leave God in the position of changing the Great Commission
in mid-stream (which is what was beginning in Acts 2).

The second problem with equating these two gifts is that what was poured out
on Cornelius was very distinct from what other Christians had been receiving
(Acts 11:15-17 "as upon us at the beginning", as opposed to
what was evidently happening every day). If they were the same gift, they would
have been given on a regular basis, and Peter would not have needed to refer
back (about ten years) to the "beginning". This circumstance is
defined more clearly in lessons 20 & 21.

The third problem arises as we see that Acts 10 presents an exception to the
rule of how the Spirit was given. The Holy Spirit was ordinarily given by the
laying on of the apostle’s hands (Acts 8:14-19 esp. v 18 — this point
will be studied more closely in lesson 23). These spiritual gifts were "in
part" and would vanish away when the perfect had come (see lessons 8 and
9). If the promise of Acts 2:38 is the same, then it would also cease. We would
have nothing!

And the fourth problem arises when we take into account the fact that the
same phrase does not always mean the same thing in different contexts. For
example:


John 4:10 (gift of God) The gift of living water that God would give.


Acts 8:20 (gift of God) Apostle’s ability to impart the Holy Spirit
through the laying on of hands.


Romans 6:23 (gift of God) Eternal life, or salvation.


II Timothy 1:6 (gift of God) Miraculous gift.


Ephesians 2:8 (gift of God) Salvation by grace through faith.


Take note of the fact that the "gift of God" in these passages was never
God Himself given out as a present.

The gift of the Holy Spirit being promised in Acts 2:38 is the promise of
salvation made in Joel 2, which Peter quoted back in Acts 2:21. So, what is the
connection between the Holy Spirit and salvation? The connection the Holy Spirit
has with that promise may be summed up with a quote from Peter, who said, "As
to this salvation, the prophets who prophesied of the grace that would come to
you made careful search and inquiry, ...It was revealed to them that they were
not serving themselves, but you, in these things which now have been announced
to you through those who preached the gospel to you by the Holy Spirit sent from
heaven-- things into which angels long to look." (I Pt 1:10 & 12 -
Salvation was predicted in prophecy by the Holy Spirit, and offered through the
gospel by the Holy Spirit). Salvation was confirmed and verified by
the Holy Spirit (Heb 2:1-4). Salvation was declared by prophecy of
the Holy Spirit (Joel 2:32; Acts 2:21).

This leaves us with the prospect of the "gift of the Holy Spirit"
being a promise made by the Holy Spirit. As we are about to see, that is
precisely the way Peter uses the phrase in Acts 2:38.




The Gift of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2:38...



It must be remembered that Acts 2:38 is in the context of a sermon Peter had
preached to these people, and that it is the answer to a question that they had
asked. The question asked by the multitude was, "Brethren, what shall we
do?" (v37). They obviously wanted to know what they had to do to be saved!
It couldn’t be because they already felt saved, because they were "cut to
the heart" by Peter’s sermon (v37). He had accused them of putting Jesus
to death! Since they were asking what they must do to be saved, we might expect
Peter to say, "do such and such, and you will be saved".

Well, that is exactly what he does! He said, "repent and be baptized...
and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit" (v38). Keeping Peter’s
answer within the context of the question readily explains to us that
"the gift of the Holy Spirit" was salvation.

But what about the context of the sermon preached by Peter. Peter
began his sermon by quoting from Joel (Acts 2:17-21). Peter stopped his
quotation at the statement "And it shall be, that everyone who calls on
the name of the Lord shall be saved." (v21), because this promise is
where his sermon was headed. Peter’s audience needed salvation, and that would
be the offer God would make in Peter’s message. Joel’s prophecy does go on
to tell more about the "last days", but this was all that was
necessary for Peter’s sermon. And keep in mind that Joel, being a prophet,
wrote by the inspiration of the Spirit. So, this promise was a promise of the
Spirit. Which makes the gift in that promise a "gift of the Holy
Spirit".

Peter next pointed out that David had prophesied the resurrection of the
Christ (Acts 2:25-28). God had sworn (promised) to raise up the Christ of his
seed (v30). This prophecy or promise was received through the Holy Spirit, just
like any other promise from God. So it was another promise of the Spirit. Peter
argued that the Holy Spirit was poured out on the apostles, because Jesus had
received the promise of the Holy Spirit (v33 - the promise to David of the
Christ sitting on His throne had been fulfilled). In the following verses Peter
plainly states this as his meaning. It is important that you see here that the
promise of the Spirit (v33) was not the promise of giving the Spirit, but the
promise made by the Spirit. The Spirit made a promise to David, and when Jesus
received the promise made by the Spirit, the Spirit was poured out as a sign.
So, "promise of the Spirit" refers to the promise made by the Spirit.

As we return to verse thirty-eight, we recall that the crowd, knowing they
needed salvation, asked Peter what to do. Peter told them what to do, which
related to the prophecy of Joel at verse twenty-one: call on the name of the
Lord and you shall be saved. Joel’s prophecy was made by the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, so one could easily call the salvation promised
there "the gift of the Holy Spirit". So, the "gift of the Holy
Spirit" in this verse refers to the gift of salvation promised by the Holy
Spirit in Joel’s prophecy.

Some jokingly ridicule this position, saying that Peter must have stuttered,
promising them the forgiveness of sins, and then salvation ("gift of the
Holy Spirit") which are equal. But you need to notice that Peter does not
"offer" them the forgiveness of sins. They were to be baptized for
the forgiveness of sins. "for the forgiveness of sins" was a statement
of why the baptism was to be accomplished. In interpretation it is
called a "purpose clause". The "gift of the Holy Spirit" is
a part of a clause which hermeneutics would call "the result clause".
The formula here would read: Repent and be baptized (act of obedience)...
for the remission of sins (purpose for the act)... and you shall receive
the gift of the Holy Spirit (promise to be received - result clause)











Conclusion...



The "gift of the Holy Spirit" in Acts 2:38 referred to the
salvation promised by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. It was a promise
specifically made in Joel 2, and quoted by Peter at the beginning of his sermon.
The Holy Spirit is not the gift that is being promised to these
people. They were looking for salvation, not the ability to work signs. The
gift, then, was the blessing promised by the Holy Spirit. The gift of salvation.
In it’s context, it has nothing to do with the miraculous spiritual gifts, or
the gift poured out on Cornelius.
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Lesson Nineteen Questions:



	
	1) How many times is the phrase "gift of the Holy Spirit" used in
Scripture, and where are they?

	2) According to Acts 2:38, What two things were the people to do before
receiving the "gift of the Holy Spirit"?

	   a)

	   b)

	
	3) How does this order differ from the incident in Acts 10?

	4) Be ready to discuss the problems associated with equating the gift in Acts
2 with the gift in Acts 10…

	5) What O.T. promise is quoted earlier in Acts 2 which is the "gift of
the Holy Spirit"?

	6) What statements in Acts 2:38 relate the following information?

	   a) Command Clause:

	   b) Purpose Clause:

	   c) Result Clause:

	
	
	
	








Lesson Twenty:





Baptism of the Holy Spirit

 



Introduction...



What was the "baptism of the Holy Spirit"? You hear a lot about it
today. And it’s not uncommon to hear someone say that they’ve received it.
As you might imagine, this is an important aspect of this study. Since so many
seem to think this baptism is poured out today, we should understand what the
Bible says on the subject, and know how to answer them.

In this lesson we need to begin by defining this phrase. We will actually
find that it isn’t mentioned that often in Scripture. When we get an
understanding of what it means, we will need to understand to whom it was
promised. Is it promised to everyone? If it wasn’t, then there is a problem
with the modern doctrines surrounding the baptism of the Holy Spirit. So, we
will need to study who the stated recipients in Scripture were. Did everyone
actually get it? If they did not, then a serious problem arises in connecting it
with salvation.

Before we finish, we will dig in to examine a couple of common assumptions
about the baptism of the Holy Spirit which should be reconsidered in the light
of what the Bible actually says.




Baptism of the Holy Spirit - Defined...



The word baptism, in "baptism of the Holy Spirit" is the
same word used of baptism in water for salvation (e.g. Mk 16:16; Acts
2:38; 8:38; 10:47). It’s definition is to dip, plunge, overwhelm; to
submerge. It is used literally and metaphorically in Scripture. It’s
literal use is of baptism in water for salvation. It’s metaphorical use is of
the overwhelming nature of something (e.g. Suffering - Mk 10:38). In
classical Greek, this word was used of being overwhelmed by questions (Vine’s,
p50).

To be literal, baptism of the Holy Spirit would have to involve an actual
submerging and emerging of the individual in the Holy Spirit (like submerging in
water). It is interesting that translators nearly always translate the
preposition in these texts as being baptized with the Holy Spirit,
rather than in. A good example of this use may be found in John’s
statement: "He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire."
(Mt 3:11). Before Jesus ascended into heaven, he said, "you shall be
baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now." (Acts 1:5)

To be "baptized with the Holy Spirit" meant to be overwhelmed by
the Holy Spirit. This is the metaphorical use of the word. People assume that it
means that the Holy Spirit gets inside a person, but think about this: Did
baptism in water mean that water got inside the subject being baptized? This
becomes even more evident as we examine the incidents when it occurred. We will
study the difference between the baptism and gifts of the Holy Spirit in the
next lesson.




The Promise of a Holy Spirit Baptism...



To whom was a promise of this baptism given? Charismatic churches argue that
the promise was to every believer. If that is the case, then we should find that
promise, and the fulfillment of it.

The passage they depend upon for this assertion says, "As for me, I
baptize you with water for repentance, but He who is coming after me is mightier
than I, and I am not fit to remove His sandals; He will baptize you with the
Holy Spirit and fire." (Mt 3:11) John the baptizer is telling a crowd
that Jesus was coming, and that He would baptize with the Holy Spirit. This
crowd obviously did not consist of apostles only. That there were
apostles present is evident from the fact that some of John’s disciples later
became Jesus’ apostles (Jn 1:35 - Andrew is named, and John is thought to be
the other). Since there were some who were not apostles, and John
said "He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit", then
the promise must be to others too. Or must it? There is a disconnected logic in
drawing that conclusion. Charismatic sects believe they receive the baptism of
the Holy Spirit and fire. They have to argue this to be
consistent, because they are making "you" refer to everyone in the
crowd. But there are two very serious problems here:

First of all, if you give it to everyone, then even the
unbelieving in the crowd must receive it. If you exempt one person in the crowd,
then you can take out as many as you please. The word "you",
therefore, does not refer to everyone in the crowd, because there were
unbelievers in that crowd (see verse seven).

Secondly, the "baptism of fire" is also being promised to the
"you" of this crowd. The Charismatic imagines this to be no problem,
since he thinks it is another description of Holy Spirit baptism. But John goes
on to clarify what the "baptism of fire" really is: "And His
winnowing fork is in His hand, and He will thoroughly clear His threshing floor;
and He will gather His wheat into the barn, but He will burn up the chaff with
unquenchable fire." (Mt 3:12) The "baptism of fire" is the
burning of the chaff (the undesirable). The person claiming both of these
baptisms for himself has just admitted to being sent to hell. So, when we look
at the "you" of John’s statement, we realize that it must be taken
generally, or draw the conclusion that the people receiving the baptism of the
Holy Spirit would also go to hell.

Will everyone in that crowd receive these baptisms? No... the emphasis is not
really on who (specifically) is going to get it. John is pointing out the higher
rank of Jesus. And Matthew is relating all of this information because Jesus is
about to show up at the Jordan (v13). To whom the promise of the Holy Spirit is
being made will have to be determined by other texts. The purpose of this text
is actually to introduce the conversation that begins in verse fourteen.




All Baptized By One Spirit...



Paul wrote, "For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body,
..." (I Cor 12:13). So was everybody baptized with the Holy Spirit?
This is another argument made by Charismatic churches, claiming that it fulfills
the promise for all believers. But Paul’s purpose was not to
tell them how (in what medium) they had been baptized, but to point out their
common denominator. For all that they did, the Holy Spirit was that one source.
The context clearly establishes this (I Cor 12:8-12). Although they were many
members, they were one body (v20); but they became that one body by the standard
of truth which was given to the apostles to teach them (Jn 16:13; Mt 28:20).

The absence of this unity in modern churches claiming the baptism of the Holy
Spirit is evident in years of schisms and divisions (see addendum #5).

Now, here is an interesting question: Why did Paul baptize some of the
Corinthians if they were already baptized with the Holy Spirit? (I Cor 1:14
& 16) Charismatic churches argue that Paul baptized them in water because
they had already been baptized with the Holy Spirit when they were saved. They
then claim that baptism in water is practiced to show one is already saved. This
creates a contradiction as we ask, "Why didn’t the people of Samaria
receive the Spirit before they were baptized in water?" (Acts 8:12-18) And
this is not an isolated case. Why didn’t the Ephesian disciples receive the
Spirit before they were baptized in water? (Acts 19:1-6) And why does Paul tell
those Ephesians that there is one baptism (Eph 4:5).

One of these baptisms was universal as is the one baptism of
Ephesians 4:5. The other was limited. Which was a command for all, and which was
a promise for few? The New Testament clearly portrays water baptism as the
command for all. The baptism of the Holy Spirit was only received by few, and
ceased in application.

The universal baptism is a command to all men (Mk 16:15-16). Commands require
obedience, and the baptism submitted to in the New Testament by all
believers was a command to be obeyed. For example:




  	
    Acts 2:38 They were commanded to repent and be baptized.


  	
    Acts 10:48 They were ordered to be baptized.


  	
    Acts 22:16 A prophet commands a future apostle to be baptized to wash
away sins.





But how do you obey a command to be baptized with the Holy Spirit? That’s
His doing, not your’s. So, Holy Spirit baptism was a promise with limited
application. Water baptism was a command with universal application.




Holy Spirit Baptism Was Only Promised to the Apostles...



Before Jesus ascended, He said, "for John baptized with water, but
you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now."
(Acts 1:5) To whom is this promise given. All you need to do is follow the
antecedents back to verse two. In verse five someone designated "you"
will receive the baptism of the Holy Spirit. Whoever is being spoken of there is
said to be gathered together by Jesus in verse four. And before this, we are
told that Jesus presented himself alive to these people after His resurrection
(v3). And in verse two we discover who all of the pronouns refer to in verses
three through five: the apostles.

The next step here is to ask, "Who actually received the promised
baptism?" Charismatic Churches claim that all disciples (the 120 of Acts
1:15) received it. But the fulfillment shows otherwise, for four reasons,
additional to the fact that it was only promised to the apostles:



  	
    The antecedent of "they" in Acts 2:1 is the twelve apostles. They
are the last subject under consideration, and they alone fit into the category
of "they".


  	
    Whoever was speaking in tongues was accused of drunkenness. Who defended
themselves against that charge? The apostles alone took a stand (2:14).


  	
    When the crowd has become convicted and has obeyed, they devote themselves to
the apostle’s doctrine (2:42). No more than that.


  	
    Through whom were many signs and wonders being worked (2:43)? You said it,
the apostles.





It is clear that this does not demand that they be the only ones God ends up
giving it to; but they are the only ones in whom we may expect a
fulfillment. And they are the only ones who do receive it in Acts 2.

But there is one more case of this baptism in the New Testament. The only
other case where this baptismal form of the Holy Spirit is found is in Acts 10.
Listen, as Peter retells these events: "And as I began to speak, the
Holy Spirit fell upon them, just as He did upon us at the beginning. And I
remembered the word of the Lord, how He used to say, ‘John baptized with
water, but you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.’" (Acts
11:15f)

When we want to make a point with people, we tend to choose illustrations
which are most easily remembered. If the Holy Spirit was baptizing people on a
regular basis in Jerusalem, then why didn’t Peter direct their attention to
recent events? Instead, he calls upon them to remember an event which took place
a number of years earlier (some scholars say as many as ten). Why? Peter could
not point to one of these events because the usual conferment of the Holy Spirit
took place by the apostles’ hands, rather than spontaneously, or in baptismal
form.

So we find Gentiles receiving this baptism and Peter making it a unique
event, requiring that he point all the way back to Pentecost for a precedent.




Assumptions With No Basis...



Let’s shift gears and talk about assumptions many make. And, at times, this
includes brethren. The first is the assumption that the baptism of the Holy
Spirit conferred a greater amount of the Holy Spirit. Many have concluded this,
although it is not stated in scripture. That any difference in appearance or
result may be observed does not necessarily mean that more is being given. That
is an assumption.

We sometimes speak of the "baptismal measure" of the Spirit (in
fact, I fight it at times because of habit). We may not intend to leave the
impression that one form gave more than the other (i.e. Measure).
However, the phrase does, in fact, leave that impression. The only difference
that may be found in scripture is actually in mode, not measure.

The second assumption is that, if Cornelius and his household received the baptism
of the Holy Spirit, they would have been given the ability to impart the Spirit
through the laying on of hands. This is a crazy leap without faith, and is
nothing more than an assumption. It assumes that the apostles could convey
spiritual gifts through the laying on of hands because they had received the
baptism of the Holy Spirit. Why we don’t conclude that the apostles could
impart the Spirit because they were apostles, rather than because of an
occurrence in Acts 2, is beyond me.

This seems to be the reason Foy Wallace, in his outstanding book titled The
Mission and Medium of the Holy Spirit, drew the faulty conclusion that
Cornelius’ household was not baptized with the Holy Spirit. He assumed that
being baptized with the Spirit gave a person the ability to convey the Spirit to
others by the laying on of hands. But the apostles alone had this ability because
they were apostles, not because the Holy Spirit had overwhelmed them in
the beginning.

The third assumption is that everyone who exercised a spiritual gift
(tongues, gift of knowledge, prophecy, etc...) was baptized with the Holy
Spirit. This is the common assumption of Charismatic churches which leads them
down a path of trying to imitate the miracles of the New Testament.

This assumption is so significant we will devote our next lesson to a study
of it.



Conclusion...



We’ve found that the baptism of the Holy Spirit actually describes a method
used by God to pour out His Spirit. Subjects were "overwhelmed"
(baptized), momentarily sweeping them into a display of power by God. On both of
the occasions when this occurred, it involved speaking in tongues. Which is
interesting since, on both occasions, unbelievers were present, and the purpose
of tongues was for unbelievers (I Cor 14:22). The baptism of the Holy Spirit
was, in fact, only received by the apostles and the household of Cornelius. The
promise of this baptism was made generally by John the baptist, but when the
specific promise came to light, the apostles were the only recipients in Acts
two. After that, Cornelius and his household were the only other recipients.

Many today are proud to declare that they have received the "baptism of
fire". They think that this is a reference to zeal and enthusiasm. It was
actually used of the fire of God’s judgment, exercised on the useless refuse.

Not everyone who had spiritual gifts in the first century received a baptism
of the Holy Spirit. As we shall see in our next lesson, there is a distinction
to be made between the two.
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Lesson Twenty Questions:



	
	1) What did the phrase "baptism of the Holy Spirit" mean?

	2) If we conclude that being baptized with the Holy Spirit involved the
Spirit getting inside the subject, what else would have to be true?

	3) What did the phrase "baptism of fire" refer to?

	4) What is absent from modern churches claiming the baptism of the Spirit?

	5) How many baptisms did Paul say existed? Give reference.

	6) How, then can we explain the existence of two baptisms in our texts (Holy
Spirit and water)?

	7) Who was actually promised the baptism of the Holy Spirit?

	8) What five reasons may we be confident in, in asserting that the apostles
were the only ones who received the Holy Spirit on Pentecost?

	   a)

	   b)

	   c)

	   d)

	   e)

	
	9) What faulty assumption do some make about the ability given by a baptism
of the Holy Spirit? What is a much more reasonable conclusion?



	
	


  





Lesson Twenty-One:





Gifts of the Holy Spirit

("Spiritual Gifts")

 



Introduction...



When we discuss the Holy Spirit and His work, "Spiritual gifts" is
another phrase we must come to understand. We have already learned how the
baptism of the Holy Spirit was very limited in it’s application. But the
miraculous gifts of the Spirit were given more commonly, and were a means of
building up the church in it’s early years.

We’ve seen in previous lessons how this was necessary, since the word had
not yet been put in written form. And as the word was revealed, it was necessary
that it be confirmed by miraculous signs. Spiritual gifts were God’s answer
for taking care of the infant church, making it possible for it to gain the
knowledge base of His will.




What Were "Spiritual Gifts"?...



"Spiritual gifts" were miraculous gifts that were given (provided)
by the Holy Spirit. This becomes clear from a reading of I Corinthians
12:7-11. There, a number of gifts are listed:


-Word of wisdom.

-Word of knowledge.

-Faith.

-Gifts of healing.

-Effecting of Miracles.

-Prophecy.

-Distinguishing of spirits.

-Various kinds of tongues.

-Interpretation of tongues.


Here we have a listing of nine different miraculous gifts that Christians exercised in
the edification of the body (church). Note that they are miraculous in nature.
We aren’t told (although we may easily guess) what all of them were for, but
the people who exercised them knew.

There is a danger of seeing the word "gift(s)" in the New Testament
and assuming that all refer to miraculous gifts. That is not necessarily so. It
is important to stay away from these kinds of assumptions, because they cause
associations that do not, in reality, exist. Here are three gifts that are
completely different:



  	
    Eph 4:8 The gifts here are defined as apostles, prophets, etc... in verse
11.


  	
    Rom 6:23 The gift in this text is eternal life.


  	
    I Cor 16:3 A benevolent offering for the saints in Jerusalem.







There Is a Difference...



So, there can be a difference where different gifts are spoken of. Just
because the baptism of the Holy Spirit was called a gift in Acts 11:17 doesn’t
mean that every other gift refers to the baptism of the Holy Spirit. We studied
the baptism of the Holy Spirit in our previous lesson. Before we go on to study
the gifts of the Holy Spirit, we must confirm that there is a difference between
the two.

To be "baptized with the Holy Spirit" meant to be overwhelmed by
the Holy Spirit. As we learned in lesson twenty, this is the metaphorical use of
the word "baptize". This phenomena becomes even more evident as we
examine the incidents where it occurred. Power came without warning, suddenly.
This is a contrast to when He was received by the laying on of hands. When Peter
and John lay their hands on the people, their action of doing so takes the
"surprise" out of it (Acts 8:17). When Paul lays his hands on the
Ephesian disciples (Acts 19:1-8), there is nothing sudden about
it.

In contrast, the baptism of the Holy Spirit came "suddenly".
On Pentecost, all is proceeding as people might otherwise expect when "suddenly
there came" (Acts 2:2). The same word is used in Acts 16:26 when the
earthquake suddenly hit the Philippian prison. The sudden
nature presents the aspect of being unexpected. What the people of Samaria and
the Ephesians received was not without warning, making it different than the
experience on Pentecost which was sudden, or unexpected.

Peter’s description in Acts 11:15 would also make the Holy Spirit baptism
of Cornelius sudden. Peter said, "just as He did
upon us at the beginning." If it was "just as", then
it was in the same way. And when we read Acts two, we find a sudden, unexpected,
interruption to the day. Individuals were overwhelmed and seemed
to be momentarily under the absolute control of the Holy Spirit.

Now, compare the effect on Cornelius’ household in Acts 10 with the
statement of Paul in I Corinthians 14:27-31. In the exercise of spiritual gifts,
people could control their exercise of that gift. Cornelius and his people would
have had no reason (or desire) to speak up and interrupt Peter’s
sermon. They had been anxious to hear what he had to say (Acts 10:33). They
wanted to hear all. And yet they did interrupt! Why, if not
"overwhelmed" suddenly by the Holy Spirit?

Returning to the Corinthians, we learn that they were to sit quietly by if
they received a tongue or prophecy and someone else was speaking. Paul sums this
up by pointing out that they could control the gifts they were given (v32).

Gifts of the Holy Spirit were provided for the revelation of God’s will,
confirmation of that revelation, and the edification of His people (see lesson
7). The baptism of the Holy Spirit was a singular event to confirm
God’s will on momentous occasions (i.e. the first proclamation of the
gospel; the gospel going forth to the Gentiles without a requirement of Mosaic
regulation). You will notice that on both occasions (Acts 2 & 10), a
significant announcement of law (or God’s policy, if you will) was being made.

So there was a difference between the baptism of the Holy Spirit and gifts of
the Holy Spirit. This is especially important when considering the modern
doctrine of salvation by Holy Spirit baptism. If all were receiving it, then we
could study further to determine whether that truly was the means by which they
were saved. But we actually learn that very few received it, making it clear
that Holy Spirit baptism was not the one baptism of
Ephesians 4:5, and is, therefore, not the baptism linked to salvation in the New
Testament.




Not a Willy-Nilly Shell Game...



You know what a shell game is... A pea is placed under one of three shells,
and the shells are shuffled about quickly. The observer is then asked to choose
the shell hiding the pea. What happened when people moved around the Roman
empire with the spiritual gift given them by an apostle? People in Holiness
Churches don’t ask this question, because they don’t believe gifts were
given by the apostles (see lesson 23). Once you know that they were, you would
be well served to ask this question. But be careful. It is easy to assume too
much by imagining that God played a "shell game" with spiritual gifts.

As we know, God gave disciples spiritual gifts by the laying on of an apostle’s
hands as they were needed in a particular church (Acts 8; I Cor 12). Disciples
moved about the empire, oftentimes due to persecution. As a result, churches
could end up with no members with gifts, or even only one gift among it’s many
members. To argue that God would change a person’s gift is to depart from what
God’s word makes clear, and assume another procedure which is never presented
in Scripture. People were given the spiritual gifts that they had through the
laying on of the apostle’s hands.

Now take an interesting passage into consideration: "For I long to
see you in order that I may impart some spiritual gift to you, that you may be
established;" (Rom 1:11). Paul obviously want’s to lay hands on the
disciples to impart spiritual gifts. Why? So that they "may be
established". But wait!... There are already spiritual gifts at Rome (Rom
12:6). Read that passage and see if it strikes you as strange that only one miraculous
gift is mentioned (although some do try to make all of them miraculous, in some
way).

Not only did disciples not necessarily have these gifts for
life (studied in lesson 8), but also did not have them alternating around
without the hands of an apostle present to administer them. The apostles were
not left out of this equation, and with good reason. It was a part of the
authority that God gave them (see Acts 8:14-19; II Cor 10:8; II Cor 12:12;
13:10; I Th 2:6).




Spiritual Gifts Were Not Given For...



Spiritual gifts were never given as a means of saving a person. This is a
misconception taught out of ignorance on both the subject of salvation, and the
Holy Spirit. People will oftentimes quote "And because you are sons, God
has sent forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts, crying, ‘Abba! Father!’"
(Gal 4:6). They are reading into this text that people are saved by the Spirit
coming into a person’s heart. But the text does not say that. The best you
could possibly prove from this text is that the Spirit is given after
a person has become a son of God by faith and baptism (Gal 3:26-27). The fact of
the matter is this: This text does not say that the Holy Spirit is coming into
anyone’s heart. It is the disposition of son-ship that is given (discussed in
lesson one).

We studied the reason why miracles took place back in lesson
seven. But even when we understand what the scriptures say, we can still get off
track.

For example, we are told by Paul why "tongues" were given, and then
we turn around and affirm that they were given to take the gospel to foreign
countries (because the apostles needed foreign languages). Spiritual gifts
were not given so preachers could go to foreign countries and speak their
languages. This assumption denies the purpose explicitly stated by the
apostle Paul (I Cor 14:22). Not to mention the fact that members at Corinth were
speaking tongues, and they were not going to a foreign country. Greek was the
universal language, and it was easy to procure interpreters if you did happen to
go somewhere that Greek wasn’t understood. It is very noteworthy to point out
that Pentecostal missionaries are unable to speak the languages where they go
without studying those languages. That is rather inconsistent, given the amount
of emphasis that they place on the gift of speaking in tongues.

Spiritual gifts were not given to ease a person’s personal life. It is
very common to hear people talk about the Spirit directing them to a close
parking space at the store. "I just drove right to it." they tell us.

Hundreds of thousands of people send seed-faith money to ministries promising
health and wealth. "Seed-faith" donations are based on the idea that
your gift to them is a "seed" which, when given to them, will bear
fruit to your benefit. Passages are twisted to convince people that God is
waiting to bless them, but they need to send the "seed".

An insider of the Oral Roberts machine wrote a book many years ago, and said
this about the "seed-faith" principle: "To reiterate, the concept
of Seed-Faith is simple: You have to give something; give it because you have a
need that you want to be met, and then you have to expect a miracle back from
God." (Jerry Sholes, Give Me That Prime Time Religion, (Hawthorne
Books : 1979), p26). He later gives an example of a personal testimony where a
couple wrote in with a financial problem (sending their Seed-Faith offering).
They then scoured the want ads; the husband applied for jobs; and landed a good
one (ibid, p28). The assumption was that something good happened to them
because they gave (not because they went and did something about their
situation).

Out of the hundreds of thousands sending money, coincidence is bound to
strike, and someone will receive a windfall after sending in a donation. Their
testimony is paraded around before all, the case is proven, and even more begin
to send in their money. Failures are blamed on the lack of faith on the part of
donors (or, possibly, that they didn’t really need what they were asking for).
But the refund policy is always the same: No Refunds! Even a blind squirrel
finds a nut, and blind luck is bound to present "proof" where so much
opportunity for it exists.

Careful consideration of the individual lives of first century saints should
quickly show us that bad things happen to righteous people. God did not stop
thousands of cruel deaths, so how much less the lesser inconveniences in our
lives. We will study how spiritual (miraculous) gifts were given/received in
Lesson 23.



Conclusion...



There were numerous spiritual gifts exercised in the first century church.
The purpose of these were to edify the church and confirm revelation. They were
subject to abuses and much was written to regulate their use. This gives us
valuable information about what was going on in the exercise of those gifts.

There was a distinct difference between the baptism of the Holy Spirit and
the gifts of the Holy Spirit. The baptism of the Holy Spirit was far more
limited in application. Only two occasions are specifically noted in the New
Testament, and in both cases a very limited number of individuals actually
received that baptism. It was very sudden and spontaneous, making it quite
unique and conspicuous.

Gifts of the Holy Spirit were more general in application, although there is
still no clear indication that every disciple exercised a miraculous gift.
Spiritual gifts were not given as a means of saving a person. Salvation was a
consistent process established by God, and no exceptions can be found to that
process. God’s word already revealed — produces faith — which produces
obedience — resulting in the individual’s salvation.

Spiritual gifts also never had the purpose of enriching people’s lives upon
this earth. People like to think of God as a vending machine to get what they
want, or have every little comfort provided. There is a tendency to think that
God is manipulating every little aspect of the person’s life. Unfortunately,
we have brethren who are drifting in that direction.

Miraculous gifts were for the purpose of revelation and confirmation, that we
might prepare ourselves for an eternal home of perfect comfort.
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Lesson Twenty-One Questions:



	
	1) What were "spiritual gifts"?

2) Why were "spiritual gifts" given in the first century?

3) How many "spiritual gifts" are listed by Paul in I Corinthians
12?

4) What, in the giving of the baptism of the Holy Spirit, made it visibly
different from "spiritual gifts"?

5) Finding (from Scripture) that very few received the baptism of the Holy
Spirit makes what clear concerning salvation?

6) For what three reasons were "spiritual gifts" not given?

	   a)

	   b)

	   c)
	
	
	
	








Lesson Twenty-Two:





Speaking in Tongues

(Then and Now)

 



Introduction...



You hear about churches practicing "speaking in tongues", but what
does that mean? If you sit and listen to the modern day practice of speaking in
tongues, you would hear gibberish, and wonder what was going on. In fact, I’ve
known of several people who were frightened by the displays and outbursts in the
Charismatic churches they visited.

People in these churches will tell you that they are speaking in an
incomprehensible language that the Holy Spirit gives them. Sometimes they will
call it the tongues of angels. They claim that the Holy Spirit is taking control
of them to accomplish this.

Speaking in tongues was something that we can read of in the Bible. But is
the practice engaged in today the same as what we find in the Bible?
Unfortunately, people see and hear the practice today and think the early church
was doing the same thing. But nothing could be further from the truth.

In this lesson, we will study the "speaking in tongues" referred to
in the Bible. What were first century saints actually doing? Then we will take a
closer look at the modern practice called "speaking in tongues". In
the process, we will clearly delineate differences between the two.




Speaking in Tongues: What Was it in Scripture?...



There is no clear evidence that God ever inspired men to speak in tongues
before the New Testament, although there are a few references that hold
possibility (e.g. Num 11:25 - However, "to prophesy" may or may
not involve speaking in tongues. The New Testament makes a clear distinction
between them [e.g. I Cor 14]. Also I Sam 19:20ff). The Old Testament did
offer a prophecy about speaking in tongues, which was fulfilled in the New
Testament. Joel wrote, "And it will come about after this That I will
pour out My Spirit on all mankind; And your sons and daughters will prophesy,
Your old men will dream dreams, Your young men will see visions. And even on the
male and female servants I will pour out My Spirit in those days."
(Joel 2:28f) Peter cited Joel’s prophecy as fulfilled in the events of Acts 2
when he said, "this is what was spoken of through the prophet Joel"
(v16). And Peter was referring to their speaking in tongues earlier in the
chapter. This is the first clear case of speaking in tongues.

So what was involved? Let’s get a definition of the word
"Tongues". There are times when the Bible uses the word of the actual
muscular structure within the mouth (e.g. Jdgs 7:5; Lk 16:24). But it is
not this use that we are concerned with.

The word was also used of "language", just as we sometimes do
today. Isaiah wrote, "He will speak to this people through stammering
lips and a foreign tongue,..." (Isa 28:11 - referring to the Assyrian
conquest, not miraculous tongues; see also Isa 33:19).

When the New Testament refers to the miraculous gift of speaking in tongues,
it is referring to the ability to speak a language without studying it. This is
clearly denoted by Luke’s account in Acts 2, where they "... began to
speak with other tongues, as the Spirit was giving them utterance."
(Acts 2:4) And the hearers made the observation that "We hear them in
our own tongues speaking of the mighty deeds of God." (Acts 2:11) The
reaction of the audience makes it clear that the apostles were speaking
understandable languages.

A great deal can be learned about the practice of speaking in tongues in the
first century by reading I Corinthians 14. For example, Paul wrote, "There
are, perhaps, a great many kinds of languages in the world, and no kind is
without meaning." (I Cor 14:10) So the "tongues" in these
passage refer to languages. Understandable languages.

It is important to realize that Paul taught that if it could not be
understood, then it was not beneficial and should not be practiced: "If
then I do not know the meaning of the language, I shall be to the one who speaks
a barbarian, and the one who speaks will be a barbarian to me." (I Cor
14:11) The word "barbarian" refers to a person who speaks an
unintelligible language. Paul is obviously emphasizing the necessity of
understanding the tongue. And this, incidentally, is a good answer for people
who claim that this chapter is about "ecstatic utterances" rather than
speaking in understandable languages. We should also note that the
"tongues" of this chapter were in fulfillment of Mark 16:18 just like
Acts 2:1ff. They would have been just as understandable as the tongues people
heard and marveled at in Acts 2.

Now listen to what Paul commanded the Corinthians: "but if there is
no interpreter, let him keep silent in the church" (I Cor 14:28). This
is violated in many Charismatic churches today. In addition, their practice is
sheer pandemonium, which Paul also condemned (I Cor 14:33).




Would Everyone Speak in Tongues?...



Were all of the disciples speaking in tongues? No. The Charismatic churches
wish it were so, because they have made it a sign of salvation. But Paul said, "All
are not apostles, are they? All are not prophets, are they? All are not
teachers, are they? All are not workers of miracles, are they? All do not have
gifts of healings, do they? All do not speak with tongues, do they? ..."
(I Cor 12:29f) The answer to all of these rhetorical questions is
"no". So, only select individuals spoke with tongues. Others would
prophesy. And still others would work miracles.

In addition, there were only two ways one might be empowered to speak in
miraculous tongues. The first was to receive the baptism of the Holy Spirit. We’ve
already determined in lesson twenty that this does not take place today, and was
rare even in New Testament times. So, that leaves the second way, which was by
the laying on of an apostle’s hands. There are no apostles today, therefore
the gift cannot be conveyed by them. This has been briefly studied in lesson 21,
and will be studied in more detail in lesson 23.




What Is Taught and Practiced in Modern Churches?...



If the miraculous endowment of tongues is not Spirit given today, then what
are modern churches doing when they claim to exercise this gift. Since a quote
from the source’s mouth is helpful... Many years ago, Pat Boone wrote about
how one can speak in tongues. I’ve placed an interesting section below in
bold. He told the reader, "... When you have been quiet before the Lord,
and your thoughts are focused on Christ, you simply lift up your voice and speak
out confidently. You take no thought for what you are saying: to the natural ear
it is just a series of sounds. The first syllables may be halting and
inarticulate, but as you continue to speak forth in faith the Spirit will take
the sounds of your voice and shape a beautiful language of prayer and
praise." (Pat Boone and the Gift of Tongues, p53).

Now think about this for a moment. Nowhere in Peter’s sermon did he
instruct Cornelius’ household on how to speak in tongues (Acts 10). How could
they be doing the same thing since Pat Boone hadn’t taught them? And where is
the miracle when you have to tell someone how to do it? And who could believe
that the first syllables of speech inspired by the Holy Spirit would ever
be less articulate than the remainder?! It makes His power dependent upon us
(not unlike the healer’s claim that one must have faith to be healed).

Now let’s look at significant differences between the modern practice of
tongue speaking, and what we find in the New Testament.

Many of the modern Charismatic movements demand that all people who claim to
be saved speak in tongues. If you’ve not spoken in a tongue, then you cannot
be saved. This is why they have to teach some of their people to speak in
tongues. Some are more inventive than others, and can "make it up"
without help. But that would narrow their numbers considerably. When we turn to
Scripture, receiving a miraculous measure of the Spirit is never equated with
salvation (see lessons 19-21). We’ve already established that not everyone
could speak in tongues at Corinth, and Paul told them that this was the normal
order of things (I Cor 12:29-30).

The "tongues" practiced in modern Holiness Churches do not have any
meaning (they are concocted, "improvised" outbursts arising from
emotion). But tongues in the first century had meaning, and could be understood
by people born to that "tongue" (Acts 2:4 & 11). The Holiness
proponents tell us that they are speaking in the "unknown tongue" of
First Corinthians 14:2, 4, 13, 14, 19, 27. The word "unknown" in every
one of those verses is added by the KJV translators. Notice in your Bible (if
you have a KJV) that those words are italicized. They are called "reading
words". No other major translation inserts that word. It is an unjustified
insertion based on the statement in verse two that no one understands. Verse two
simply means that it is a language that isn’t understood by anyone
present at the time; not that it has no earthly meaning. And Paul later
points out that there are many languages in the world, but that none of them is
without meaning (v10).

The Holiness churches also claim to speak in the "tongues of
angels" (I Cor 13:1). Paul never claimed to speak with the tongues of
angels, he simply said if for the sake of argument. He also said if
I know all, and if I deliver my body to be burned. Since it is
clear that neither of those two statements was true, then we should understand
the expression "tongues of angels" to be a superlative argument.

What was the purpose of tongues? They were a sign to unbelievers, but not if
no one could understand the language spoken (I Cor 14:22-23). If no one could
understand the language, then the unbelievers go away saying "they are
mad". Without an interpreter, the tongue was not to be spoken (v28).
Holiness Churches argue that the gibberish spoken today (which cannot be
understood) is superior to speaking in a known language, but Paul said the
opposite (I Cor 14:9-13, 19).

Holiness churches allow all kinds of antics regarded as miraculous to go on
simultaneously. I’ve known many who said the confusion actually frightened
them when they visited a Holiness Church. The exercise of gifts in the first
century was commanded to be done without confusion (I Cor 14:27-33, 40).

In view of all this, the claims by Charismatics that they are much closer to
New Testament practices are patently false.




Many Theories Exist...



I am sometimes asked about why or how people convince themselves they are
actually speaking a miraculous tongue. There are many theories on why/how this
phenomena comes about today. But that is beyond the scope of this study, so we
will only briefly deal with it here. We have already learned enough to know that
the modern practice is not the same as that described so clearly in the New
Testament.

Stories sometimes go around about how someone in a church started speaking in
a tongue, and it was an actual language of someone present. To illustrate the
unfounded nature of those claims, I quote: "The typical story is that a
foreign visitor to a meeting at which glossolalia (tongue-speaking b.p.)
is practiced cries out, ‘That’s my language!’ However, in the history of
tongue-speaking there are no scientifically confirmed recordings of anyone
speaking in a foreign language which he had never learned." (John P.
Kildahl, The Psychology of Speaking in Tongues (Harper & Row : 1972),
p39)

If these people are speaking in tongues given to them by the Holy Spirit,
then we must conclude that the same Spirit who gives the gift of interpretation
will be consistent. However, interpretations invalidate the experience. Quoting
Mr. Kildahl further: "In order to investigate the accuracy of these
interpretations, we undertook to play a taped example of tongue-speech privately
for several different interpreters of tongues. In no instance was there any
similarity in the several interpretations. The following typifies our results:
one interpreter said the tongue-speaker was praying for the health of his
children; another that the same tongue-speech was an expression of gratitude to
God for a recently successful church fund raising effort." (John P. Kildahl,
The Psychology of Speaking in Tongues (Harper Y Row : 1972), p63) When
these people are put to the test, they fail. Not knowing the why or how does not
change the fact that they are not doing what we read of in the New Testament.
Mr. Kildahl offers the following interesting test: "We know of a man who
was raised in Africa, the son of missionary parents, who decided - rather
cynically perhaps- to test the interpretation of tongues. He attended a
tongue-speaking meeting where he was a complete stranger. At the appropriate
moment, he rose and spoke the Lord’s Prayer in the African dialect he had
learned in his youth. When he sat down, an interpreter of tongues at once
offered the meaning of what he had said. He interpreted it as a message about
the imminent second coming of Christ." (ibid. p63)



Conclusion...



Speaking in tongues involved speaking languages that had not been learned by
natural means (i.e. born to it, or studied). This miraculous capability
of speaking in a language was used as a sign for unbelievers. It was only to be
exercised when an someone was present that understood the language. If it were
exercised without an ability to know it’s meaning, then the unbeliever would
leave that assembly thinking it’s members were insane.

This miraculous sign was controllable by the person having the gift. It wasn’t
something that just came out without warning (that was a baptism of the Holy
Spirit, and that aspect was studied in lesson 20).

As we have already studied in lesson eight, this miraculous sign has ceased
to be performed, having served it’s purpose.
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Lesson Twenty-Two Questions:



	
	1) What do people claim about their own practice of tongue-speaking?

	2) What was "speaking in tongues" in Scripture?

	3) What did Paul say about tongue-speaking if it could not be understood?

	4) What does the New Testament say about everyone speaking in tongues?

	5) What did Paul say the purpose of tongues was?

	6) And what if the tongues spoken could not be understood by anyone?

	7) When studies evaluate the "interpretations" of modern tongue
speaking, what is discovered?

	8) What significance would that have?

	
	
	








Lesson Twenty-Three:





Laying on of Hands

 



Introduction...



The subject of "laying on of hands" provokes much confusion in the
religious world. The problem, as always, is not with the Bible record. The fault
lies with the way people use, or misuse, the scriptures. Error arises when
passages are taken from their context and applied to matters that are never even
implied in their text. This has given rise to false doctrines and thus demands
our attention.

The laying on of hands is not new to the New Testament. It is a practice that
stretches back to the beginning. And since this is the case, you might suspect
that it has more than one purpose associated with it in the Bible. You would be
correct in that assumption. In fact, it is also used as a figure of speech, and
we use that same figure of speech today. A bully might say, "You just wait
‘til I lay my hands on you." In that context, we understand that he
probably means to lay his fists on us.

Laying on of hands had a rich cultural/social meaning to peoples in ancient
times. Since we do not share the same practices, we can easily misunderstand the
use of this phrase. In this lesson, we will discuss the purposes for laying on
of hands given in scripture, and then talk about how the laying on of hands
relates to the Holy Spirit and Miracles.




Purposes for the Laying on of Hands in the Scriptures...



It is a grave error to associate phrases simply because they are worded the
same (we already learned this regarding the "gift of the Holy
Spirit"). Herod laid his hands on some of the disciples (Acts 12:1). Did he
do so to impart the Holy Spirit to them? The religious leaders in Jerusalem did
the same (Acts 5:18). In these passages the context must be consulted to
determine what is meant. Just as it is foolish to conclude that Herod imparted
the Holy Spirit to disciples; so also, it is foolish to jump to the same
conclusion when we read of a disciple laying his hands on another disciple. Such
conclusions are drawn from a desperation to prove current day practices.

Here are many of the purposes for the laying on of hands mentioned in various
parts of the Bible:


As a Sacrificial Procedure...

An animal brought for sacrifice could not be offered until the worshipper
bringing it had laid his hands upon it (cf. Lev 4:4, 24, 29, 33).
Obviously the Israelite was not imparting the Holy Spirit to the animal. The
purpose, in this case, was for consecration.

I believe it was God’s way of making sure that the worshiper took this
process personally. An animal was about to lose it’s life on behalf of the
worshiper. That was serious business.


As a Capital Procedure...

An individual who was to be stoned to death was first placed before the
witnesses, who then laid their hands upon him (cf. Lev 24:14). We know
they weren’t giving him the Holy Spirit. So why did the witnesses have to do
this? It seems that they were making a personal (up close) association in the
matter. If they were bearing false testimony, they not only had to look their
victim in the eye, but also touch him. It would have been very sobering, and the
last line of safeguards to fair and just trials.


As a Procedure of Blessing...

Hands were oftentimes laid upon a person in the pronouncement of a blessing.
Blessings, were not always attended by the laying on of hands. Such was most
common where the blessing of children was concerned.

When blessings were uttered by men, they were typically the good called down
from God upon a fellow man (cf. Gen 14:19; Dt 28:1ff); and sometimes
statements of good toward someone ( cf. Gen 49:8ff). Examples of the use
of hands occur in the Old and New Testament (cf. Gen 48:14; Mt 19:15; Mk
10:13 & 16).


As an Inaugural Procedure...

In starting a person on a task, or placing him in office, the "laying on
of hands" was performed to consecrate and bless the individual for the work
to be done. This was commanded of Moses (Num 27:18 & 23; Dt 34:9), and was a
procedure followed in Acts 6:6 and in Acts 13:3. This was, undoubtedly, the
meaning of I Timothy 4:14 when compared with II Timothy 1:6.


As a Miraculous Imposition...

In particular we want to consider any applications of a miraculous nature,
and the laying on of hands did have this use in the first century. We’ve
already learned that the miraculous has ceased, so this procedure would not be
appropriate today. The remainder of our lesson will offer details concerning
these uses.




Connecting the Miraculous and the Laying on of Hands...



The Holy Spirit was given by the laying on of hands. In addition, miracles
were worked by the laying on of hands (which will be studied later in this
lesson). We know that not everyone could give the Spirit to another by the
laying on of hands. I believe all would admit this (for example, Herod couldn’t
do so). But who actually could do so? Acts 8:9-18 gives us a clear answer... It
was by an apostle’s hands.

Philip was in Samaria preaching, and working many mighty miracles. The people
believed, and a sorcerer named Simon also believed. The apostles sent Peter and
John to Samaria, who laid their hands on the people that they might receive the
Spirit. Why didn’t Philip do this? After all, he had already been working
mighty wonders. If anyone should have been able to impart the Holy Spirit, you
would think he could have. Although Philip could perform mighty works in their
midst, he could not pass on the gift of the Holy Spirit! These people had
believed and had been baptized, but the Holy Spirit "had not yet fallen
upon any of them" (v16). The reason Philip couldn’t do this becomes
clear when we come to verse eighteen. Philip didn’t, because only an apostle
could. Simon recognized this fact when Peter and John laid their hands on
disciples (Acts 8:17f). They were saved, but had not received the Holy Spirit.
Since Philip was not an apostle, and this procedure required an apostle, Peter
and John were sent from Jerusalem to impart the Holy Spirit. That is painfully
simple, isn’t it?

That the spirit was given by an apostle is confirmed by the example of the
apostle Paul: "And when Paul had laid his hands upon them, the Holy
Spirit came on them, and they began speaking with tongues and prophesying."
(Acts 19:6) They were baptized "in the name of the Lord Jesus" in the
previous verse, which clearly indicated that they had already believed, and were
saved. But it wasn’t until Paul laid his hands upon them that they received
the Holy Spirit.

This becomes a difficult text for Charismatics (along with Acts 8) when the
order of events is pressed. Why were they "baptized" before the Holy
Spirit came? The same question would be, "Why were they saved before the
Holy Spirit came?" It’s really only difficult when we refuse to allow
Scripture to give us the overall picture of what was really taking place.




Was there an exception to the rule?...



Charismatics say, "Timothy’s gift was said to be given by the laying
on of the hands of the presbytery." (they base this on I Tim 4:14). This
argument isn’t accurate with what the text actually says. This passage does
not say "by", it says "with" (which also means
"after" or "behind"). But doesn’t this mean that
elderships were enabled to impart the Holy Spirit through the laying on of
hands? This passage is not the entire picture. The gift was actually laid upon
Timothy by Paul (II Tim 1:6), and the elders were present in another capacity.
Paul, being an apostle, could impart the Spirit by the laying on of his hands.
The elders also laid their hands upon Timothy in an "inaugural
procedure", or "blessing procedure" (see page 161), as he began
his work as an evangelist.

This illustrates a very valuable lesson. Just because we find a passage that
says what we like does not mean we are understanding it correctly. When rules
can be established by scripture, we must beware of creating exceptions through
passages that don’t give a clear, or complete, picture of events. The clear
picture is established in Acts 8 (see pg 162). Always work from the complete and
well defined toward the more obscure. When you try to understand by reversing
that order, you have no hope of learning the truth.

Another passage dealing with someone other than apostles laying their hands
on people is I Timothy 5:22. Timothy was charged not to lay hands on anyone too
hastily. We can understand Paul to mean that Timothy was to lay his hands on some
people. But did his "laying on of hands" impart the Spirit? There is
no reason to believe it did, anymore than we would believe that Herod’s
"laying on of hands" did so. Remember, we must work from the clear,
well defined, to the more obscure. This was obviously a case of blessing a
person, not giving them the Holy Spirit. Read the last statement of the verse.
This is not an exception to the rule.

The case of Paul and Barnabas in Acts 13:3 isn’t an exception either. While
it is true that someone other than apostles were laying hands in this passage
(probably the elders), it is also true that Paul and Barnabas already had the
Holy Spirit (v1). They were already prophets!




Miracles Worked by the Laying on of Hands...



There were many occasions when miracles were worked using the hands. The
procedure, in these cases, was not intended to give the Holy Spirit to someone.
Instead, it was causing a focus upon the source of the result.

A man begged Jesus to come lay His hands on his daughter that she might
recover (Mk 5:23). We know that Jesus did not have to be present, nor use His
hands, to accomplish this. The incident with the centurion’s servant makes
that clear (Mt 8:13). And yet Jesus usually used His hands. The people marveled
at Jesus’ ability to work mighty works "by His hands" (Mk 6:2). Luke
speaks of Jesus "laying His hands on" all of the sick and healing them
(Lk 4:40).

The apostles also worked miracles by the laying on of hands (Acts 5:12; 19:6;
28:8). But Paul’s example illustrates the fact that it was not essential (Acts
19:11f).

Ananias was the prophet sent to heal Paul when he was blind. He did so by a
laying on of hands (Acts 9:12).

The procedure at work in these cases was simply focusing the result upon the
person working the miracle. Keep in mind that miracles were confirming the fact
that God was speaking through someone. The activity of laying hands to produce a
result made it clear who was being validated by the power of God.



Conclusion...



By looking at the various ways the "laying on of hands" was used in
ancient times, we can readily see the folly of assuming it’s
meaning in any particular passage. The only way to know it’s meaning is to
consult the context.

There is a common thread between all of the uses of the "laying on of
hands" in the Bible. It clearly isn’t some special superstitious ritual
that was thought to invoke special powers. Jesus healed from a distance (Mt
8:5-13), and raised Lazarus without touching him (Jn 11:38-44). The purpose was
to cause attention to be focused upon something, and to consecrate to something
specific (whether death by stoning, or a blessing). Although the situations and
results are different for each, the idea underlying the act remained the same.

Today, some claim to impart the Holy Spirit by the "laying on of
hands". The scriptures clearly tell us that this was an ability given only
to the apostles (Acts 8:18). The lack of apostles today should offer a clear
indication of the error practiced in this activity.
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Lesson Twenty-Three Questions:



	
	1) What did it mean when Herod laid his hands on some of the disciples?

	2) In the Old Testament, worshippers laid their hands on a sacrifice before
it was slain. What do we know they were not doing in this process?

	3) Was anyone who could work miracles also capable of passing on the Holy
Spirit by the laying on of hands? If so, or not, give scriptural evidence.

	4) What did Simon discover about this in Acts 8?

	5) How does Paul’s experience confirm that observation?

	6) What explanation may be given for Timothy’s gift being given by the
laying on of presbyter’s hands (rather than an apostle)?


	
	








Lesson Twenty-Four:





The Calling of God by the Spirit

 



Introduction...



When you think of God’s "call", what enters your mind? I believe
many people think of Old Testament characters, and the way God called them (e.g.
Gen 12:1; 31:3). Or they might think about the calling of Saul in Acts nine,
when the Lord appeared to him on the road to Damascus.

Unfortunately, people do not look any further than their first impressions of
Bible callings. For them, if God called Abraham by speaking to him, then that
must be the way it works. If Jesus called Paul by speaking to him, then I must
expect the same. And that is what we find going on in religion today! People are
waiting for, looking for, praying for, and expecting a special call from God. As
the old expression says, if you look hard enough, and really want it bad enough,
you’ll find what you want to find. And that is exactly what people are doing
with their religion. What other explanation would you expect for two people with
diametrically opposed doctrines receiving the same kind of call (or sign) from
the same God.

A closer examination of Scripture will tell us that the direct call of God
was always of a special nature, and that God has another means of calling you
and me unto salvation. We must be diligent to seek what God really intends for
us.




The Special Calls of God...



When we expect God to speak to us the way he spoke to Abraham, have we put
ourselves into the place of thinking we will be the father of a great nation?
Perhaps we would never think that, and yet it is what we have done. Remember who
Abraham was. He wasn’t just anyone being called by God. In fact, there is no
justification for the conclusion that the calling of Genesis 12:1 was a call to
salvation. Abraham was called to go where God directed, so that he could
receive the promises God offered, which would actually extend to all mankind.

When God spoke to Cornelius in Acts 10, have we forgotten that he was going
to be the first Gentile convert without submission to the Law of Moses?
Cornelius was lost, and needed to be saved. We know this because He was told
that Peter would come and preach words by which he would be saved (Acts 11:14).
But he was not saved when God spoke to him at the beginning of
Acts 10. It would be the result of faith and obedience at the end of that
chapter. Cornelius wasn’t just anyone, and we must remember that.

When Jesus appeared to Paul and spoke to him, have we forgotten that he was
being called to be an apostle? He was not saved when he saw the light and was
blinded. When the Lord sent Ananias to him, he was told, "be baptized,
and wash away your sins" (Acts 22:16). Jesus’ appearance to him was
for the purpose of calling him to an apostleship (v15; Rom 1:1; I Cor 1:1;
etc...). He had to see Jesus before he could be a witness for Jesus. In the same
way, we should expect the call of other apostles to be special callings, rather
than something expected by us.

That God specifically called apostles to preach does not mean
that God does so today. "And while they were ministering to the Lord and
fasting, the Holy Spirit said, ‘Set apart for Me Barnabas and Saul for the
work to which I have called them.’" (Acts 13:2) This was not an
"impression", or something "laid on the heart". This was not
a subjective idea that only means something because it is what I want it to
mean. This was an explicit instruction given by God. That these prophets (v1)
confirmed God’s instructions by miracles should be a clear requirement for any
today who claim God has spoken to them.

Of all the people who have told me that God spoke to them, none have been
able to tell me what His voice sounded like. They have interpreted their feelings
as God speaking to them. But God does not speak to us through our feelings.
However He does warn us about our feelings.

God says that the heart of man is deceitful (Jer 17:9). For this reason we
are instructed to watch over it, and also because life’s well-spring has it as
it’s source (Prov 4:23). God also said that a man’s way is not in himself (Jer
10:23). And while the Charismatic claims that the Spirit’s
"leadings" are not his own way, how does he know that? He’s never
able to prove it. All he can do is smile and say, "You had to be
there."




How Does God Call Us?...



Jesus outlined the process of the initial call in His parable of Matthew
22:2-14. The primary lesson of this parable is in the rejection of God’s
purposes by the Jews. But, in order to reveal that rejection, Jesus must reveal
the process of the call.

The king in this parable is God. The slaves were apostles and prophets. And
the process is a simple one, and corresponds to the process described by Paul in
Romans 10:14-15. The preaching of the gospel is the calling of God.

Jesus, Himself, called sinners by preaching. He said, "it is not
those who are healthy who need a physician, but those who are sick; I did not
come to call the righteous, but sinners." (Mk 2:17) In addition, He
said, "I have not come to call the righteous but sinners to
repentance." (Lk 5:32) And finally, "As He said these things,
He would call out, ‘He who has ears to hear, let him hear.’" (Lk
8:8) And please notice that the tenor of Jesus’ words clearly implies that the
call can be rejected. Pleading with people to come when
they really have no choice because God will force them would be
absurd. Jesus continually appealed to the will, pleading with people to answer
the call. It was a call they audibly heard in His voice, not through a
whispering of the Spirit.

Jesus said, "No one can come to Me, unless the Father who sent Me
draws him; and I will raise him up on the last day. It is written in the
prophets, ‘And they shall all be taught of God.’ Everyone who has heard and
learned from the Father, comes to Me." (Jn 6:44f) Jesus uses the
prophecy of Isaiah 54:13 to explain the process. They must be taught of God to
come to Jesus (which was the same as saying that they would not be children of
God simply by Israelite birthright). One must hear and learn to come, and this
is precisely what we find throughout scripture. Salvation is a process that God
requires us to participate in. While He does the saving (and we cannot, in any
way, save ourselves), He expects us to learn and obey His will.

This is reflected in Peter’s words, "As obedient children, do not
be conformed to the former lusts which were yours in your ignorance, but like
the Holy One who called you, be holy yourselves also in all your behavior;
because it is written, ‘You shall be holy, for I am holy.’" (I Pt
1:14ff) And this is echoed in, "And having been made perfect, He became
to all those who obey Him the source of eternal salvation," (Heb 5:9).

Since the process is dependent upon human will, we would expect the rejection
of souls at times. The Jews had rejected Jesus, and had been rejected, but then
upon repentance were accepted: "For if their rejection be the
reconciliation of the world, what will their acceptance be but life from the
dead?" (Rom 11:15) And even when one has, at first, acknowledged the
truth, they may subsequently be rejected due to disobedience: "keeping
faith and a good conscience, which some have rejected and suffered shipwreck in
regard to their faith." (I Tim 1:19; see also Gal 1:6; 5:4; I Th 4:7f;
and II Pt 1:10)

The calling of God, that we are discussing, is to be saints (Rom 1:7). The
word "saint" refers to one who has been sanctified. It is one
who lives a holy life. And sanctification is accomplished through the
truth, not a special blessing of the Spirit. Jesus said, "Sanctify them
in the truth; Thy word is truth." (Jn 17:17) Paul wrote that the church
(which is comprised of individual people) was cleansed "... by the
washing of water with the word," (Eph 5:27). As we shall see, the
gospel is God’s means of accomplishing this.




The Role of the Gospel...



People like to emphasize the role of the Spirit as a direct influence in
salvation. But the Spirit’s influence is exerted through the gospel. When one
considers the meaning of the word "gospel", this shouldn’t even have
to be discussed. "Gospel" means "the good news", or
"the good message". What is a message without the proclamation of it’s
contents? (Rom 10:14f) Paul told the Thessalonians that they had been called
through the gospel (II Th 2:14). What role did the Spirit play in this?
Sanctification takes place through the word revealed by the Spirit. "Sanctify
them in the truth, Thy word is truth." (Jn 17:17) And the word produces
faith (Rom 10:17), which brings about the result desired, because, as you know,
the gospel "is the power of God for salvation" (Rom 1:16) This
is why Paul could tell the Ephesians, "... you also, after listening to
the message of truth, the gospel of your salvation-- having also believed, you
were sealed in Him with the Holy Spirit of promise," (Eph 1:13), and,
that they had become partakers of the promise through the gospel (Eph 3:6).

The gospel figures prominently into God’s scheme of things (II Th 1:8; I Pt
4:17; II Tim 1:8-11). Of this we may be sure. As we shall see in our next
lesson, it is the means by which we are born of the Spirit.




The Persuasion of Personal Testimony...



People today are drawn to the practice of offering personal testimonies of
the Holy Spirit’s work in their life. The intention of these testimonies is
two-fold. In many churches it is necessary to testify as to the way God made one’s
salvation known. These people believe that salvation is attended by some sign of
the Spirit that sanctification has taken place. So the first intention is to
provide evidence to a church to gain membership.

The second intention stems from the universal desire to convince others to
"accept Jesus as their personal savior and be saved". To this end,
they testify about the wonders in their life to win others to the Lord.

A few points are very much in order on this subject. First of all, subjective
personal testimony is never commanded, nor encouraged, in Scripture. Wouldn’t
you expect to find it somewhere in Scripture since it is such a prominent
practice today? The gospel depends upon the factuality of God’s love in Jesus
Christ. Did Paul offer personal testimony about his vision on the road to
Damascus? The only occasions Paul had of telling about his vision on the road
was to defend his apostleship. Remember, he was not saved on the road.

When it was time to convert someone, it was time to preach the gospel, not
tell people what the gospel has done in one’s life. The gospel is the power of
God for salvation (Rom 1:16). People say they believe that, but turn around and
deny it by expecting testimonies to convert, rather than God’s word!

This brings me to the second point on this subject. Subjective tales of the
Holy Spirit’s work in one’s life places conversion power in the one doing
the testifying. The person with the best tale wins! Getting converts to
our religion is no excuse for usurping the role of the gospel.

Paul and Silas had a slave girl following them around who had a spirit of
divination (Acts 16:16-18). She was proclaiming the truth about the work of Paul
and Silas. Think of the good that testimony could have done over time! But Paul
cast out the spirit of divination. It was not appropriate for faith to be based
on the proclamations of demons. And it is not appropriate, no matter how
sincere, for faith to rest in the subjective tales of humans. Faith produced by
a personal testimony is a faith dependent on one’s trust in the person
testifying. Your faith rests in men when this is the case (see I Cor 2:4-5).



Conclusion...



The call of God comes by the preaching of God’s word. Faith comes by
hearing God’s word (Rom 10:17). Where the gospel is concerned, Scripture
continually refers to it in terms like speaking and preaching. The
role of the Holy Spirit was one of revealing that gospel and then confirming it.

On the basis of the Spirit’s testimony, men are called upon to believe
based on an evaluation of the evidence presented. No special calling of God was
ever issued to save men by a special operation of the Holy Spirit. The call was
always an appeal to the human will, and God was glorified in the choice to serve
Him.
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Lesson Twenty-Four Questions:



	
	1) What Bible callings do people expect their’s to be like today?

	2) Put together a few scriptures to explain how God calls a sinner to
salvation in the New Testament…

	3) What two reasons exist for the need of personal testimony in
denominations?

	   a)

	   b)

	
	4) When it was time to convert someone in the New Testament, what was it time
to do? Significance?

	5) If we trust testimonies over the gospel, then what is true?

	
	
	








Lesson Twenty-Five:





Born of the Spirit

(John 3:5)

 



Introduction...



It is common for people to mistake the miraculous manifestation of the Holy
Spirit in the New Testament with salvation. They think that a person must be set
upon by miracles when salvation takes place. In circles that are more tame,
people tend to believe that the Holy Spirit is given in non-miraculous ways to
save a person.

This was a simple leap for the Holiness Churches to originally make when they
had already concluded that God must give faith for a person to be saved
(Calvinism), and that He, by the Holy Spirit, keeps a person holy. What could be
more natural than for God to give the Holy Spirit, and by this means give the
individual salvation through the faith that must result?

When we turn to the pages of the New Testament, God has expressly revealed
the way individuals are saved. The temptation for most is to rank their
personal, subjective experiences above the clear message of Scripture. It is
common to find people explaining away one passage to get to another passage.
That passage is then taken out of the immediate and remote contexts of Scripture
to mean what they want it to say.

In this lesson, we need to draw sound conclusions from God’s word
concerning the role of the Spirit in the new birth.




How One Is Born of The Spirit...



We are born of the Spirit, but that leaves the question, How?
Let’s turn our attention to the words of Jesus: "Jesus answered, ‘Truly,
truly, I say to you, unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter
into the kingdom of God. ‘That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that
which is born of the Spirit is spirit.’" (Jn 3:5f)

The process is not "mysterious" and "incomprehensible".
This is the point oftentimes made off of verse eight, where Jesus said, "The
wind blows where it wishes and you hear the sound of it, but do not know where
it comes from and where it is going; so is everyone who is born of the
Spirit." Please note that this does not say that the process
of being "born again" is mysterious. It does say "so is
everyone" who is so born. Jesus is saying this to a Jew who believed
approval with God depended upon a genealogy.


Jesus Said It’s Like the Wind...

What is like the wind? If you mistake the question, you’re bound to come up
with the wrong answer. Did Jesus say the process of being born again is
like the wind?... Some say that makes the process incomprehensible. They say
that makes the process a spiritual experience. Some say that makes it a process
that affects some here, but not others there. But Jesus is not
talking about the process when He makes the comparison with the wind. Jesus
said, "so is everyone who is born of the Spirit." He is talking about
the result! Something about the person born again is compared to the wind, and
to understand that, we must follow the conversation between Jesus and Nicodemus
up to this verse!


Where Did the Problem Lie?...

Nicodemus, like most Jews of that day, believed the coming Messiah was going
to save the Jews as a nation. He believed they would be saved by
birthright, because they were children of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. There would
be no need for any additional requirements. After all, they had the law of
Moses! Now Jesus is telling this Jew, who believed approval with God depended
upon a physical genealogy, that he must be "born again".

It must have been very unsettling for these Jews when John the baptizer came
along telling them they needed to repent and be baptized. Why would they need to
do something in addition to the law Moses gave?

And now Jesus is telling Nicodemus that he must be "born again".
His misunderstanding of verse four sets the stage for our verse in question. He
thinks it is a physical birth! Must a man get back in his mother’s womb? He’s
thinking about physical descendency. But the new birth is not found in
genealogies (physical family ties). It will be indulged in by the full diversity
of the human race on a global scale. As we shall see, wherever the word goes, so
also goes the new birth.

Clarity is added in verse six when Jesus says, "That which is born of
the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit."
Jesus is telling him that this is not a discussion about physical birth.

Now we come to verse eight, which is simply an illustration of that which
Jesus has already taught. The point is not that the Holy Spirit comes upon the
one being born again. The point is that this new birth regards the inward part
of a man, rather than the physical, outward part. It is this part of man that
cannot be seen or felt, but can be heard as it animates the body which it
inhabits. It is the unseen parts which are renewed by this "new
birth".

So, let’s answer the question, What is the process?... The
Holy Spirit reveals the will of God (including the details of this "new
birth") through the word or gospel (I Cor 2:10f). The very words that Jesus
spoke were "Spirit" and "life" (Jn 6:63). Without the Spirit’s
words, we would not have access to the life God offers. In fact, we are
begotten, or born again, by the word or gospel (Jms 1:18; I Cor 4:15; I Pt
1:23).

So, being born of the Spirit is accomplished through the medium of the word
of God. This is the way we are "born of the Spirit". There is nothing
miraculous about it.




How One Is Born of Water...



A great deal of similarity can be found between Jesus’ words on the new
birth, and Paul’s words: "that He might sanctify and cleanse it with
the washing of water by the word". (Eph 5:26) In Jesus’ statement,
one is born of the water and Spirit. Paul says a cleansing takes place,
described as a "washing of water by the word". We’ve already seen
how the Spirit revealed the word, and how we are said to be born of both (word
and Spirit - Jms 1:18; I Cor 4:15; I Pt 1:23; Jn 3:5). Now we have Paul using
different terminology for the same process. Jesus called it a new birth, and
Paul describes it as a sanctifying and cleansing.

I don’t think many would deny that a washing takes place in the new birth,
or being "born again". But the rub comes when we begin to discuss
baptism doing any washing in this process. Still, we must not miss the fact that
one must be "born of water", and there is a "washing of
water". And, while commonly denied, salvation is connected with baptism in
the New Testament (e.g. Mk 16:16; Acts 2:38; Gal 3:27; I Pt 3:20f). An
interesting passage in the midst of this discussion says, "Or do you not
know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus have been baptized
into His death? Therefore we have been buried with Him through baptism into
death, in order that as Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the
Father, so we too might walk in newness of life." (Rom 6:3f) Baptism
involves the process of rising "to walk in newness of life"! Can any
deny that this is what one would do if he were "born again"?
"Born of the water" clearly indicates baptism in water.




Born Again of Incorruptible Seed...



"Since you have purified your souls in obeying the truth through the
Spirit in sincere love of the brethren, love one another fervently with a pure
heart," (I Pt 1:22). When Peter says this was through the Spirit,
does that mean something miraculous was at work? This is the common first
impression, but further study shows that Peter actually explained himself.

If this passage were saying that the Spirit must miraculously intervene, then
we would have a contradiction with the overall teaching of the Bible concerning
God. This would make God a respecter of persons, and yet God does not show
partiality (Acts 10:34f; Gal 2:6). God wants all to be saved (I Tim 2:3f), and
yet not all are saved. If Peter meant to say that the Spirit does something to
cause a conversion, then everyone would be believers, and there would be no sin!
We know that isn’t the case. Clearly, we must look further at Peter’s
intention.

Reading on to the next verse, we find, "having been born again, not
of corruptible seed but incorruptible, through the word of God which lives and
abides forever," (I Pt 1:23). Here the word "through" occurs
again (and it is the same Greek word (dia) used in the preceding verse).
What it does is define what the previous verse meant by "through the
Spirit". The accomplishment of this wonderful blessing was through the
Spirit, but the Spirit accomplished this through the word. That is why we read
that they obeyed the truth. The word is truth (Jn 17:17). Would you agree
that in having their souls purified they were set free from sin? Then listen to
Paul: "But God be thanked that though you were slaves of sin, yet you
obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine to which you were delivered. And
having been set free from sin, you became slaves of righteousness."
(Rom 6:17f) They obeyed "that form of doctrine". Obedience brought
about being freed from sin. If you care to know what that "form
of doctrine" was, go back to the beginning of the chapter and determine
what likeness Paul establishes (v5). You’ll find that Paul was
talking about baptism. They were baptized into death, and in it
had died that they might be "freed from sin" (v7). If you want to be
"born again", you will have to find obedience in the process
undertaken, and that includes baptism.

As already hinted at, the structure that Peter uses in I Peter 1:22-23 is
precisely the same as that used by Jesus in talking to Nicodemus. Jesus said, "...
Most assuredly, I say to you, unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he
cannot enter the kingdom of God." (Jn 3:5) Born of the Spirit refers to
the word which the Spirit revealed. This is a figure of speech called a metonymy
(see lesson 16). Peter said that his readers had been born again. "You must
be born again", said Jesus. And Peter tells us what was involved in being
born of the Spirit. Jesus said that "It is the Spirit who gives life",
and went on to say, "The words that I speak to you are spirit, and they
are life." (Jn 6:63). And Paul told the Romans that, "... the
law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has made me free from the law of sin
and death." (Rom 8:2)

The word is the work of the Spirit. The Spirit revealed it! The Spirit
confirmed it! What is so unreasonable about giving the Spirit credit in speaking
of Him where His Word is intended? A metonymy is the natural way to emphasize
the source of the message. Again, we see that being born again is accomplished
through the word given by the Holy Spirit.




Is the Word Adequate to Produce Faith/Save?...



I’ll just let the following passages speak for themselves:


Rom 1:16 "For I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power
of God for salvation to everyone who believes ..."


Rom 10:17 "So faith comes from hearing, and hearing by the word
of Christ."


Jn 20:30f "Many other signs therefore Jesus also performed in the
presence of the disciples, which are not written in this book; but these have
been written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and
that believing you may have life in His name."


Jms 1:21 "Therefore putting aside all filthiness and all that
remains of wickedness, in humility receive the word implanted, which is able to
save your souls."


Jms 1:18 "In the exercise of His will He brought us forth by the
word of truth, so that we might be, as it were, the first fruits among His
creatures."


I Th 2:13 "And for this reason we also constantly thank God that
when you received from us the word of God's message, you accepted it not as the
word of men, but for what it really is, the word of God, which also performs its
work in you who believe."


I Cor 1:21 "For since in the wisdom of God the world through its
wisdom did not come to know God, God was well-pleased through the foolishness of
the message preached to save those who believe."




Conclusion...



A person must be born again to be saved. This new birth is commonly mistaken
for a mysterious work of the Holy Spirit. But God’s word never makes of it a
"better felt than told" experience that has emotion at it’s base. It
involves being born of the water and the Spirit. Simply put, this means we
are to be baptized by the direction of the Spirit’s command. This new
birth involves the will of the individual, necessitating a change (II Cor 5:17).

The Holy Spirit has done His part in bringing us to salvation. He revealed
the word, and validated it’s message so that we may be certain of it’s
contents and power. By submitting to that word, we are submitting to the law of
the Spirit. And when we submit to that law (the word), we are born of the water
(baptism commanded in the word) and the Spirit.
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Lesson Twenty-Five Questions:



	
	1) What common mistake do people make regarding the Holy Spirit and
salvation?

	2) What did Jesus mean when He used the illustration of the wind?

	3) Why did Nicodemus have trouble understanding Jesus?

	4) How is one born of the Spirit?

	5) How is one born of the water?

	6) How does one obey the truth "through the Spirit"?

	7) What is the gospel?

	8) Where does faith come from?

	9) What is the implanted word able to do?

	10) What does God do through the message preached?

	
	
	








Addendum #1





The "Sick" in James 5

 



Introduction...



"Is anyone among you sick? Let him call for the elders of the church,
and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord; and
the prayer offered in faith will restore the one who is sick, and the Lord will
raise him up, and if he has committed sins, they will be forgiven him.
Therefore, confess your sins to one another, and pray for one another, so that
you may be healed. The effective prayer of a righteous man can accomplish
much." (Jms 5:14-16)


On the face of it, it sounds like James is writing instructions about the
physically ill. Since I am including this Addendum, you probably already realize
that there must be an alternate view which needs to be discussed. You are
correct.

The alternate view will sound strange, but only because you have become
conditioned to accept the popular view. This conditioning begins with the view
of the translators who chose the words in your Bible, and has descended to you
through years of teachers who take this passage at face value (which is based on
the translator’s choice of words.

In this addendum, we will find that the "sick" in this passage are not physically
ill, but spiritually ill. The elders are not acting in the capacity of
"faith healers", but as spiritual counsel to give encouragement.




Part of a Conclusion That Begins in Verse Seven...



When we begin the study in verse fourteen, we have begun far too late to
understand the context. Verse seven is the beginning of a conclusion that
reaches to the end of the chapter (book). That means that this isn’t just
about the "sick". It has other conditions taken into consideration
earlier in the context.

Patience tempers everything said in this section, and is prescribed at verse
seven. Look at the development of James’ points:



  	
    With patience we wait for the reward (vv7f).


  	
    With patience we will not complain (v9).


  	
    With patience there is endurance in the face of suffering (vv 10f).


  	
    With patience we will not swear (v12).


  	
    With patience we seek the Lord’s remedies (vv 13-16).


  	
    With patience we pray without doubting (vv17-18).


  	
    With patience we turn each other from sin (vv 19-20).





Notice how the section begins with our waiting for the reward, and ends with
our turning others to the reward. All of these (with the possible exception of
the "sick") are dealing with our spiritual performance in the kingdom.
Before I go any further, I am already prompted to ask why physical ailments are
in a list which has to do with spiritual performance?

This forces me to look more closely at the word "sick" in this
text.




The Word "Sick" in James Five...



The word "sick" in verse fourteen is translated from the word astheneo,
meaning "to be without strength". This word can be used of an illness
(which causes a weakness of body), and there are several examples (e.g.
Mt 10:8; 25:36-44; Mk 6:56; Phil 2:27; etc...). But it’s use must always be
determined by context, and is many times used of "weakness" unrelated
to physical illness (e.g. Rom 4:19; 14:1-2; I Cor 8:9-12; II Cor 11:29;
13:3 & 9; Gal 4:9; I Th 5:14; etc...).

In verse fifteen, the word "sick" is translated from the word kamno,
meaning "to be wearied from effort". This word is used only two other
places in the New Testament, and both of those are spiritual in nature (word used is
in bold):


Heb 12:3 "For consider Him who has endured such hostility by
sinners against Himself, so that you may not grow weary and lose
heart."


Rev 2:3 "and you have perseverance and have endured for My name’s
sake, and have not grown weary."


Verse fifteen becomes a commentary on James’ intention for the word
"sick" in verse fourteen. While physical illness will make one weary,
it would be very unusual for a writer to use a word meaning "wearied from
effort" for that state. If you believe James was inspired, you should have
a far more difficult time accepting such an incongruity.

The logical conclusion is that James is referring to a weakness from trials.




James Is Referring to the Spiritually Weak...



I do not believe the text justifies a view of the elders as hospital
orderlies. All other considerations of the elders in the New Testament gives
them responsibilities over the spiritual condition of the flock.
They shepherd and guard (Acts 20:28ff; I Pt 5:2). They refute the false teacher
(Titus 1:5). They work hard at preaching and teaching (I Tim 5:17). They watch
over souls (Heb 13:17).

There is no reason to regard the "sick" in this passage as
physically ill, other than the fact that translators chose this word (especially
in the NIV). But a study of the work of elders tells us just how unfounded this
position is. Let’s consider the specifics of this passage when we take the
assumption of physical illness out of it.

The one calling for the elders has become weak spiritually, losing his
endurance. He can feel his pace slowing in God’s service. He has not
necessarily sinned; but if he has, these will also be taken into consideration.

What do the elders do when they come? They will pray over him. Are they
praying for a physical healing? Be certain you make the connection with verse
sixteen. Verse sixteen is not presenting a separate case. Note the word
"therefore", drawing a conclusion to what has been said in verse
fifteen. And the conclusion takes the spiritual condition of the
"sick" into account, but says nothing about physical ailment.

They will also anoint him with oil "in the name of the Lord".
Possibly a common practice (by Jewish tradition) undertaken when praying for
individuals in this situation (needing prayer for spiritual strength). Possibly
a metaphor used of prayer and faith, that those prayers will bring God’s
blessings of strength (poured out). But nowhere is an indication given that
there are physical wounds tended to. In this regard, we might compare two
passages: "Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated wickedness;
Therefore God, Thy God, has anointed Thee With the oil of joy above Thy
fellows." (Ps 45:7; see also Heb 1:9), and, " Thou hast loved
righteousness, and hated wickedness; Therefore God, Thy God, has anointed Thee
With the oil of joy above Thy fellows." (Ps 92:10)

Now consider the fact that we have, "pray over him" —
"anointing him" — and then the result of "the prayer offered in
faith will restore". The structure lends itself well to the prayers being
an anointing of encouragement ("joy" - Ps 45:7; 92:10) to lift a
swooning disciple from the trials pressing and hindering. Incidentally, the word
"save" (or "restore" in the NASB) is the word commonly used
of salvation in scripture (e.g. Jms 1:21). It may refer to physical or
spiritual danger. Only the context will determine it’s use.




Conclusion...



This passage has been consistently translated to lend credence to the
position that James is referring to someone who is physically ill. Two powerful
details lead me to believe that this passage is about the spiritually weak:

The context of the passage is about enduring and remaining faithful to the
Lord. James then goes on to discuss the spiritual condition (vv 16, 19f).

The work of an eldership does not entail treating the physically ill (at
their bedside, or anywhere else).

James is telling brethren what they should do when the trials of life are
overtaking them. Consider all of the attention given to trials in the book of
James, and the fact that he begins with what the disciple is to do in trials,
and ends with the same. Also consider the admonition unto joy at the Beginning
of James (1:3), and this remedy for one who has lost joy. Before they falter,
they need to call upon the elders for their wisdom and strength. Joy is restored
by the encouragement of prayer, and if they have sinned, they will be forgiven.
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Addendum #2





The Spirit Bears Witness and Is Grieved

 



Introduction...



"The Spirit Himself bears witness with our spirit that we are children
of God," (Romans 8:16)



An appeal is made to this passage to argue that we must have a supernatural
sign in our lives to "bear witness" that we have become children of
God. Usually this sign consists of speaking in tongues (as in the Holiness
Churches), but many denominations have forgone the supernatural for simple
feelings of His presence (much easier to come by). So, what does our text mean
by the Spirit "bearing witness"?

In addition we want to study what Paul meant when he wrote, "And do
not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were sealed for the day of
redemption." (Eph 4:30) How can we "grieve the Holy Spirit"?
Some say that it refers to a rejection of miraculous signs. This would lead to a
doctrine which creates fear of rejecting a sign which is doubtful, but claimed
to be worked by the power of God (also a problem studied in a different context
in lesson 12).




The Spirit Bears Witness With Our Spirit...



How does this take place? The Charismatic wants it to be a miraculous
outpouring of the Spirit testifying to the individual’s salvation. But the
Holy Spirit is not alone in this process! Read the passage again, and note that
the Holy Spirit is bearing witness with our spirits! If my
position on this text does not have my spirit taking part, then I cannot be
understanding the text correctly.

The beginning of chapter eight tells us how the Spirit testifies (Romans
8:2). The Spirit has a law in place which must be observed. In that law, I learn
that I must believe (Rom 10:9); repent (Acts 17:30); confess (Rom 10:10); and be
baptized (Mk 16:16). The Spirit also testifies in that law that I "become a
son of God in Christ" (Gal 3:26f) when I do so. This is the way the Spirit
testifies. But He is not the only one doing the testifying in verse sixteen. He
bears witness with my spirit.

My spirit testifies by what I have done. If I have done what the Spirit has
commanded in His law, then I bear witness (through my actions - obedience) with
the Spirit. I believed; repented; confessed Jesus; and was baptized; so I have
become a son of God in Christ Jesus!

Some contend that bearing witness must take place after an event. They say
the Spirit must "bear witness" after we have been saved,
and that it isn’t bearing witness if He does so before. They
contend that anything taking place beforehand is only instruction. But bearing
witness does not necessarily take place after an event. Peter
said, "Of Him all the prophets bear witness that through His name
everyone who believes in Him receives forgiveness of sins." (Acts
10:43) And Jesus said, "You search the Scriptures, because you think
that in them you have eternal life; and it is these that bear witness of
Me;" (Jn 5:39). Therefore, the Spirit can bear witness long before I
come along and obey His law.




How Does a Person Grieve the Holy Spirit?...



How does a person grieve the Holy Spirit? Some people think that this is an
act of rejecting the Holy Spirit in His personal indwelling. Grieving the Holy
Spirit has nothing to do with an indwelling or the miraculous. It involves
rebellion against the word spoken by the Holy Spirit. Just as grieving God
involves rebellion against God’s will. Why was God grieved in Genesis 6:6? Was
it not the rebellion of man? (v5)

So, listen to God’s word again: "But they rebelled And grieved His
Holy Spirit; Therefore, He turned Himself to become their enemy, He fought
against them." (Isa 63:10; see also Ps 78:40)



Conclusion...



When we make passages revolve around the miraculous work of God, we minimize
truth and obedience to that truth. The Spirit of God bears witness with
my spirit by my obedience to what the Spirit of God has commanded. Have I
obeyed, or have I been disobedient?

If I am disobedient, then I am grieving the Holy Spirit.
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Addendum #3





The Spirit and the Word

 



Introduction...



It is significant that everything the Spirit is said to do
regarding our salvation, the word of God is also said to do. The correlation
leads to the inescapable conclusion that the Holy Spirit operates through the
word. This addendum provides an extensive list of works in which both Spirit and
word are at work:


















Why would it be important that the word do all that the Spirit is said to do?
Because the word must be understood as sufficient to accomplish all that God
intends in salvation.

People oftentimes look for the mystical movings of the Spirit to accomplish
what God actually brings to pass by His word. Never forget that "the
sword of the Spirit, ... is the word of God." (Eph 6:17)
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Addendum #4





Miscellaneous Passages

 



Introduction...



There are a few passages that could not be given attention during the course
of regular lesson studies. Rather than letting them pass by, we will give a
brief explanation here.

This in not an exhaustive list, but represent the more common passages that
get misused to either prove a personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit, or
extraordinary measures of the Spirit that are not actually promised for today.




"The Holy Spirit Whom God Has Given..."



Acts 5:32 is a passage that goes well with Ephesians 1:13f. Some have lost
the context and intent of the passage to try and get the Holy Spirit in all
believers.

The context is simple. The apostles have been brought before the council in
Jerusalem. The paramount question for the reader of Acts is, "Does the
council have the right to censor the apostles as they preach in Jesus the
resurrection of the dead?" The answer is very clear in verse 32. Peter is
not teaching the Jews about the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. He is pointing
out who has the truth on this occasion. The apostles were witnesses to the
resurrection, but they were not the only ones bearing witness. The Holy Spirit
was also bearing witness through the mighty signs and wonders (miracles).

Peter’s statement boils down to this: "Find the testimony that is
backed by the Holy Spirit, and you will have the truth." But the way he
words himself has a very clear bite. The Council claims it is protecting God’s
interests. Peter is telling them that they are wrong. Here is the logic of it:



  	
    The Holy Spirit is given only to those who believe. (How could any Jew
argue with that?)


  	
    The Holy Spirit was working miracles among those who were upholding Jesus.
(The Jews could not deny this either - Acts 4:16.)


  	
    Therefore: The apostles (believers) were on God’s side, and the council was
not!





This explains the furious reaction of the council (v33). The
point of Acts 5:32 is not that all Christians receive the Holy
Spirit. The point is, the council was on the wrong side of the
conflict they were waging, and the Holy Spirit was a witness to that fact,
because He was with the apostles in the signs that they worked!




He Made the Spirit Dwell in Us...



James 4:5 says, "Or do you think that the Scripture speaks to no
purpose: ‘He jealously desires the Spirit which He has made to dwell in us’?"
Translators have assumed that the Holy Spirit was intended in this passage when
they capitalized the ‘S’ in Spirit. The context is far better served
by understanding that God jealously desires our spirit. In other
words, He desires that we have our spirits focused upon Him, rather than upon
ourselves (see verses 1 - 4).





God Gives the Holy Spirit to Those Who Ask...



Jesus said, "If you then, being evil, know how to give good gifts to
your children, how much more shall your heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to
those who ask Him?" (Luke 11:13) Is it as simple as that? Charismatics
tell us it is. But what does Jesus really say?

The parallel text to this passage gives us a good understanding of Jesus’
intention here. Matthew’s account reads: "If you then, being evil,
know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more shall your Father
who is in heaven give what is good to those who ask Him!" (Mt 7:11)
Literally, we have the Father giving "the good things". So giving the
Holy Spirit must be equated with giving "the good things"
in some way. This would be understood as a figure of speech called metonymy
if we were on any other Bible subject.

The asking done in these verses is very interesting. The word chosen
("ask") is a present imperative, indicating that this is not a prayer
for the Spirit, but a continual desire expressed in the life of the disciple.
This life is being expressed in asking, seeking, and knocking (Lk 11:10).
Couple this context together with the parallel passage and it becomes clear that
the Holy Spirit Himself is not the point of the request. What the Holy Spirit
offers the disciple (through truth which sanctifies and saves) is the point.




The Spirit Will Flow From Believers...



Somehow, someone has to make up their mind here. Do we want the Spirit to
flow into us, or do we want Him to flow out of us?
The passage in question says, "‘He who believes in Me, as the
Scripture said, "From his innermost being shall flow rivers of living
water."’ But this He spoke of the Spirit, whom those who believed in Him
were to receive; for the Spirit was not yet given, because Jesus was not yet
glorified." (John 7:38-39)

It is a wild assumption to understand that "those who believed in
Him" refers to all believers. We need to come to an
understanding of the point and meaning before we make assumptions like that. It
is significant that John pointed out that the Spirit had not yet been given,
indicating that this promise was pointing to a future event. But
what event?

Compare this passage to Acts 5:32, which we discussed earlier. Their intended
subject is identical (i.e. the Holy Spirit given). Acts 5:32 points
backward to the validation of the apostles (believers) by the Holy Spirit given
to them, which was fulfilled on Pentecost (manifested in the signs which
followed). John 7:38 points forward to Pentecost, where the living waters of
salvation would begin to flow by the message of the apostles. The context is in
the midst of a question regarding Jesus’ identity and therefore the
identity of true believers. Jesus’ statement tells them how they will
recognize the true way (and thus the identity of true believers). That is
exactly what Peter was doing with the council in Acts 5:32. He was telling them
who the true believers were.

I am not a Greek scholar, but am told that the wording of verse 39 is
interesting in the fact that the word "Spirit" occurs without the
definite article, meaning that this would be an operation of the Spirit (what He
would do), rather than a giving of the Spirit Himself (the word given
being inserted by the translators, but rightfully so). That would verify our
previous conclusion concerning the purpose of this statement.




Poured Out Within Our Hearts...



Paul wrote, "and hope does not disappoint, because the love of God
has been poured out within our hearts through the Holy Spirit who was given to
us." (Romans 5:5) In what way was the Spirit given? Note that it
is the love of God that has been poured out within, not the
Spirit.

It is a grammatical error to equate "the love of God" with
"the Holy Spirit" in this text. Note that God’s love was poured out through
(gr. - dia) the Holy Spirit. The same word is used by Paul
in Titus 3:6 when he wrote that the Holy Spirit was poured out through (gr.
- dia) Jesus Christ. We would never dream of saying that Jesus was
the one being poured out. But since the Holy Spirit is involved in Romans five,
we assume that this passage says that He is poured out. Fancy
reasoning, indeed. (In Titus 3:6, the "washing of regeneration and renewing
by the Holy Spirit" refers to the exact same thing spoken of by Jesus when
He said one must be born of the water and the Spirit (Jn 3:5) - see lesson 25
for that study).

When Paul says that the Holy Spirit "was given", what does he mean?
Remember that whatever it means must give hope (that is the point). We have this
hope because God has done something. That hope is wrapped up in
the gospel cannot be denied: "if indeed you continue in the faith firmly
established and steadfast, and not moved away from the hope of the gospel that
you have heard, which was proclaimed in all creation under heaven, and of which
I, Paul, was made a minister." (Col 1:23) We would know nothing of God’s
love, and all He has done (giving hope), without the gospel (Col 1:5 - which is
the word).

If you want to understand Romans 5:5, then you would be well served by
studying II Corinthians 4:4-6 where Paul says that the "light of the
gospel" (v4) has "shone in our hearts to give the light of
knowledge". How was this accomplished? The Holy Spirit revealed the gospel
of truth, providing the knowledge of salvation.

Like many of these passages that are misused, the point of the statement is
that the Holy Spirit was the source of this wonderful hope by revealing truth,
as opposed to a human source.




Pray for Wisdom...



"But if any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask of God, who gives to all
men generously and without reproach, and it will be given to him." (Jms
1:5) Some people like to connect this passage with Ephesians 1:13f. It is their
reasoning that this is what the sealing and earnest of the Spirit does for the
disciple. Nothing is even hinted in either scripture that God put the Spirit in
us so we would be wise. And notice that the Spirit is not mentioned in James
1:5.

And here we become as bad as the Charismatic healer. He says that you only
get your healing if you have sufficient faith. We say you can pray for wisdom
from God, but if you don’t agree with our position you must not have had
sufficient faith to get it. All of a sudden, we are asking why the Lord actually
gives one Christian wisdom (which is his own conviction), but the Lord doesn’t
give the same wisdom to another Christian. We think it is because they did not
ask in faith. Certainly, because James says so! So, everyone who
agrees with you has great faith, and has been given an abundance of wisdom from
God! If anyone disagrees with you, they are double-minded, and unstable (Jms
1:8). My, but that is terribly convenient. You are now free to adopt any view
and rest assured that you have God’s stamp of approval. How absurd!

The meaning of the word wisdom must be understood by the context in which it
is found. Here we are not discussing "common-sense", or
the discernment of riddles. A person may seek, and find, wisdom (contrary to
what some say, claiming that it must be given by the Spirit). The book of
Proverbs is about seeking wisdom. Wisdom shouts in the streets (Prov 1:20),
clearly indicating we may find it (Prov 8:1). The wise man said that a man may find
wisdom (Prov 3:13). And Proverbs 2 is an admonition to seek and
cry out for wisdom. In this chapter, a connection is made between the two. In a
little twist of irony, getting wisdom is the "beginning of wisdom"
(Prov 4:7). In addition, "the fear of the Lord is the beginning of
wisdom" (Prov 9:10). We must first want it. We will cry out for it. We
will seek it in the commandments of the Lord. And by the trials that beset
us, we will be disciplined in understanding. (James 1:2-4 establishes
the sense in which wisdom is sought and given)

So, the wisdom of James 1 must be understood in the context of life’s
trials, and enduring those hardships! The trials themselves become a means of
gaining wisdom (insight), if we will allow them to have their effect upon us,
which James says can make us "perfect and complete, lacking in
nothing." (v4) Taking "wisdom" in it’s context, we discover
that this passage is not about God turning us into Bible debaters who put to
flight every false teacher. Prayer is a seeking in this text, but not for God to
do something without our participation. This is a common flaw in the way people
view prayer.




You Don’t Have Because You Don’t Ask...



James also wrote, "You lust and do not have; so you commit murder.
And you are envious and cannot obtain; so you fight and quarrel. You do not have
because you do not ask." (Jms 4:2) And this is commonly interpreted to
mean that if we do ask, God will give it to us. We just don’t have because we
didn’t ask.

We’ve slipped a logic gear on this one. Are you telling me that you don’t
have anything you haven’t asked for? And you know full well that billions of
people on the planet have things they haven’t asked for. Unbelievers have
everything they do have without asking. Are you telling me that unbelievers don’t
have to ask and I do? Hopefully these questions are helping you realize that the
point James is making must be a little different than making God a vending
machine.

Listen to the logic of James. He says that they "lust and
do not have". That was a specific fact. These people lusted for something,
and did not have it. I think you could agree that it was wrong for them to lust.
But that is what they were doing. Reading on, you find that they would
"commit murder". I believe that is stated metaphorically, but that
doesn’t soften the indictment. It has to do with their fighting and
quarreling. He will end up calling them adulteresses because of
their friendship with the world (v4).

With that picture of these people in mind, let me ask you, "Why did they
not have?" Because they did not ask? Verse three says that even if they did
ask they wouldn’t get, because their motives were misplaced! So it cannot be
that asking was the problem. Motives were the problem. And that is the point
James is working his argument toward. It isn’t about being able to ask and
get. These are a series of statements that work their way to a point: "Your
hearts are not right with the Lord."

If you have been prone to apply this passage to yourself, saying that the
Lord gives if we ask, you might want to rethink reading yourself into a passage
about worldly minded people.




The Spirit Intercedes...



Read this passage very carefully: "And in the same way the Spirit
also helps our weakness; for we do not know how to pray as we should, but the
Spirit Himself intercedes for us with groanings too deep for words; and He who
searches the hearts knows what the mind of the Spirit is, because He intercedes
for the saints according to the will of God." (Rom 8:26f) This passage
is discussed in lesson seventeen. I believe it is one of the cardinal
misunderstandings in religion (meaning that it knows no boundaries, even finding
a home among brethren). I urge you to study this text, remembering two things:
This passage says nothing of the Spirit being inside us (just states the fact of
an effort exerted); And, does God (the Father) really need to search
the mind of God (the Holy Spirit)?

There are times when people are asked what function the Holy Spirit has if
Ephesians 1:13-14 actually teaches a literal indwelling. This is one of the
passages that they turn to in desperation. Even if this were the Holy Spirit in
Romans 8:26, does He really need to literally be "within" the
Christian to intercede? And isn’t there a difference between
"sealing" and "interceding"?

For the Spirit’s indwelling discussed earlier in Romans 8:9, and this
passage, see lesson 17.



Conclusion...



As we have seen repeatedly, there are many passages in Scripture which lend
themselves to twisting and misrepresentation on the subject of the Holy Spirit.
While these do not exhaust the study, it is hoped that they have been helpful.
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Addendum #5





A Few Schisms in Pentecostal Ranks

 



Introduction...



If, in fact, the Holy Spirit is at work in the modern Charismatic Movements,
we should expect to see unity in their ranks. After all, one Spirit gave unity
to the church in the first century. Why wouldn’t He do the same today? This,
however, is not what we find. Division on topics as diverse as a person’s
weight, watching television, wearing jewelry, and the length of a woman’s
hair, all the way to the oneness doctrine and role of the baptism of the Spirit;
these people cannot agree any better than anyone else! Here is a partial
listing of various charismatic churches within a few of the movements
that have existed through the years:


Associated with the Christian Holiness Association (1867):


  	
    Association of Pentecostal Churches of America (1895-1907)


  	
    Alliance of the Reformed Baptist Church (1888-1966)


  	
    Free Baptist Church


  	
    Brethren in Christ Church


  	
    Pentecostal Brethren in Christ


  	
    Calvary Holiness Church (1934-1955)


  	
    Christian Nation Church


  	
    Christ’s Sanctified Holy Church


  	
    Church of Christ (Holiness)


  	
    Church of God (Anderson, Apostolic, Holiness,


  	
    Northern Indiana, Independent Holiness, etc.)


  	
    Church of the Gospel


  	
    Church of the Nazarene


  	
    Churches of Christ in Christian Union


  	
    Emmanuel Holiness Church


  	
    Evangelical Church


  	
    Evangelical Friends


  	
    Full Gospel Church


  	
    Apostolic Methodist Church


  	
    Congregational Methodist Church


  	
    Evangelical Methodist Church


  	
    Holiness Methodists


  	
    Primitive Methodist Church


  	
    New Testament Church of Christ


  	
    Pentecostal Church of Scotland


  	
    Pilgrim Holiness Church


  	
    United Brethren





Associated with the Interdenominational Holiness Convention:


  	
    Bible Missionary Church


  	
    Evangelical Wesleyan Church





Associated with the Holiness-Pentecostal Movement:


  	
    Fire Baptized Holiness Church


  	
    Pentecostal Holiness Church


  	
    Tabernacle Pentecostal Church


  	
    United Holy Church of America




 

This list was culled from a much larger listing by:

Charles Edwin Jones, A Guide to the Study of the Holiness Movement,
(Scarecrow Press, NJ : 1974)
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