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1 The Structure of the Fuller OT Course                       (and the Structure of the OT)

Fuller offers three OT survey courses, the Pentateuch, the Prophets, and the Writings, a division that follows the structure of the Jewish Bible.  The usual Christian order follows the Latin translation of the Bible (the Vulgate), which in turn follows the Greek translation of the Bible (the “Septuagint” or “LXX”).

      Hebrew Bible 




English Bible 

Section 1





Section 1

The Torah





The Pentateuch

Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy

Section 2





Section 2

The Former Prophets



The Narrative Books

Joshua, Judges (not Ruth)



Joshua, Judges, Ruth,

Samuel, Kings




Samuel, Kings








Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther 








Section 3
The Latter Prophets




The Poetical Books

Isaiah, Jeremiah (not Lamentations)


Job

Ezekiel (not Daniel)




Psalms

The Twelve Prophets



Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs

Section 3





Section 4
The Writings




The Prophets

Psalms, Job, Proverbs,



Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations

The Scrolls (Ruth, Song of Songs, Ecc, Lam, Est)
Ezekiel, Daniel

Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, Chronicles


The Twelve Prophets

The Greek and Latin Bibles also incorporate some other Jewish religious books that we call the Apocrypha or Deutero-canonical writings, spread through Section 2 (e.g., Maccabees), Section 3 (e.g., The Book of Wisdom), and Section 4 (e.g., The Prayer of Manasseh).  These were never part of scripture for the Jewish community.  The Reformation churches went back to the Jewish delimitation of the scriptures (leaving out these extra writings) but they kept the Christian order of the scriptures.

2 Fuller’s Attitude to the Bible

(I have written at length on these issues in two books called Models for Scripture and Models for the Interpretation of Scripture.)

Believing Criticism

Fuller is committed to “believing criticism” as the proper attitude to scripture.  Nowadays one might see this as the attempt to be premodern and modern at the same time, which is easier now that postmodernity has dawned (more on that later).  

The “believing” part implies that the whole of the Bible is true, the whole of it is given us by God, and the whole of it makes demands on us.  In this respect Fuller stands with more conservative seminaries.  That is the assumption of my OT classes, and if it ever looks as if it is not so, then you are encouraged to ask what is going on.

The “criticism” part implies that the church’s interpretation of scripture and the academy’s interpretation of scripture is fallible and that we should never assume that what we have been told about the Bible by the church or by scholars is right.  We are critical about what anyone says that the Bible says.  That includes what the professor says!  Being convinced that such criticism is a proper feature of biblical study is where Fuller stands with liberal seminaries.

How Important Are Questions of Date and Human Authorship to Exegesis and Preaching?

Not very important, which is why I don’t spend much time on them.  Traditionally evangelicals and others have thought that these are very important questions, and in theory I agree with that.  The problem is that we actually know very little about the dating of books—the experts differ, and often their presuppositions decide what they think.  Remember that “it seems likely” means “there is no evidence for this” (unless the author gives you some) and that “most scholars think” means “this is a fashionable view that will be out of date in ten years’ time”.  

All this means you can’t build interpretation on convictions about date and authorship.  It seems that God apparently didn’t think that knowing the answers to these questions is so important—otherwise we would know the answers.  To put it another way, the Latter Prophets tend to tell us their dates, and this is presumably then important.  The rest of the books don’t, and one can see that this is sometime because they are discussing questions of perennial human importance where authorship and dating makes little difference.

So should we talk to our churches about the questions concerning the origin of Genesis and Isaiah and Psalms and so on?  You have to judge that contextually.  I find that some “ordinary” people breathe a sigh of relief or find it very illuminating that the psalms were written by people like us, while others are worried—just like in class.  In general I don’t raise those questions in preaching except with regard to Genesis 1—3 and Jonah, where the questions are already in people’s minds.  Sunday School, where there can be discussion, is a better context.  
But remember J. D. Smart’s story in The Strange Silence of the Bible in the Church about the church that felt patronized and let down by the pastor who had known about these questions and had never opened them up with the congregation.

Fact and Truth

The OT is wholly reliable as a guide to who God is, who we are, and how we may relate to God.  See 2 Timothy 3:14-16.  We know this because Jesus gave the OT to us.  He would not have given it to us if it were at all unreliable.  

But one of the things that many churches teach people is that the Bible must be factually true at every point if it is really the Word of God.  That is a good example of a tradition of which we can be critical.

It is certainly true that the Bible story needs to be basically factual.  The reason for this is that the gospel is about something that actually happened.  If it didn’t happen, there is no gospel.

It is also true that God has inspired fictional stories such as Jesus’ parables.  There are evidently some things that are best communicated through parables.  Parables are true but they are not factual.  It can therefore be in principle an open question whether different books in the Bible are more like history or more like parable—or are a mixture.  Among the features of Jesus’ stories that put us on the track of their being parable rather than history are

· Humor

· Apparent exaggeration

· “Stock” characters

· Schematic structure, use of numerical schemes 

· Neatness and closure

On that kind of basis, I assume that stories such as Ruth, Esther, and Jonah are God-inspired, true parables, as are elements within other books such as the opening stories in Genesis and the stories in Daniel.  They are true, but not factual.
Realizing that these stories are parables rather than history helps us to take them really seriously as the word of God, because we know that God specially inspired them to portray the way God deals with us.  They aren’t mere history.  (“History is bunk”—Henry Ford.)

There are also no grounds for saying that the OT always succeeds in being historical when it is trying to be.  (In other words, there are no grounds for saying it is “inerrant”).  God’s promise about it is that always reliable in the sense just described (it tells us the truth about God) even when it is not historical.  (Again, there are limits to how unhistorical it could be, and I trust God to have made sure that it is within those limits.)

Students often get troubled about the idea that the OT contains parable as well as history.  They also get troubled by the associated idea that (e.g.) Moses did not write the Pentateuch, David did not write the Psalms, and Solomon did not write Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs.  I think one reason is that they have been given the impression that its authority depends on who wrote it and on its being history.  I suggest that its authority comes from somewhere else.  
There are three reasons why the OT has authority.

· Jesus gave it to us

· The church gave it to us

· It speaks with authority and power

There is no way to be sure when history ends and parables starts, but this shouldn’t matter too much to us.  The basis of our assurance that the OT is the word of God is not that we can show it is history or that we know who wrote it but that Jesus gave it to us.  We do not believe in Jesus because of the authority of scripture.  We believe in the authority of scripture because we know that Jesus is the Son of God.  I trust the OT because I trust Jesus, not the other way round.

Inspiration and Inerrancy

The Bible is the inspired word of God.  Scripture itself suggests that the fact that it is inspired has two implications.

· It is effective: the word of God comes true.

· It speaks beyond its original context.

As a way of responding to the challenge of biblical criticism in the late nineteenth century, B. B. Warfield made the inspiration of scripture the basis for believing that the history in scripture is factually inerrant.  But this is not an inference based on scripture itself.  There is no ground in scripture for the belief that scripture is inerrant.  This is not a scriptural doctrine, but a new one developed in the nineteenth century.  The fact that biblical narrative is inspired means that it speaks beyond its original context (it speaks to us) and that it is effective (it does things to us).  It does not mean it is necessarily factually accurate at every point.  It is the best possible human history (see Luke 1:1-4 for how a biblical author goes about writing history—the same as anyone else).  We can trust God’s providence to make sure that it is accurate enough, but this does not give us grounds for expecting it necessarily to be inerrant.  God did not need to provide us with an inerrant Bible.  And therefore when we find that in many places its history seems not to be quite right, we need not worry about this at all.  It is still the inspired word of God, able to speak to us and do things to us. That applies to the non-factual bits as well as the factual ones.  So it does not matter that often we do not know where fact stops and fiction starts.
The Old Testament Canon

Our OT is the Bible of the synagogue (though with the books in a different order), but we don’t know when it became that.  Textbooks used to say that the canon of the OT was fixed at the Synod of Jamnia in AD 90, but there is no evidence for that.  The truth is we do not know when it was fixed.  Maybe it was never fixed—it just gradually happened, then stopped happening.  I am attracted by Roger Beckwith’s theory that the Antiochene crisis in the second century BC (see the Book of Daniel) was when the process stopped and the list was formalized, though this lacks hard evidence.

What we can say is that the OT as we have it is as near as we can get to the canon presupposed by the NT and therefore the collection accepted and given to us by Jesus.  While there are indications that Paul and others knew books in the Apocrypha such as the Wisdom of Solomon, no books in the Apocrypha are ever quoted in the NT.  The longer version of the OT with the Apocrypha included was a later Christian collection.  The exception that proves the rule is that Jude quotes 1 Enoch as “prophecy,” but 1 Enoch is not even in the Apocrypha, except for the Ethiopian church, which put 1 Enoch into its canon because it was quoted in the NT.
The OT is the collection of books that accumulated over the centuries because the community heard God’s word there.  But we don’t know anything about the process whereby that happened.

The Authority of Scripture

The Bible is the church’s authoritative guidance regarding what to believe, and it is its canon (its ruler) for measuring its beliefs and practice.  Thus, for instance,

1. When people’s informal systematic theology contradicts scripture, we will follow scripture.  So we will accept that

· God can have a change of mind about things (because scripture often says that)

· God does not know everything (because God gets surprised and asks questions and goes to find things out)

2.   We will be careful not to impose post-biblical ideas on scripture, such as

· The fall (see below)

· The fall of Satan (see below)

· The four spiritual laws

· ACTS

3. We will want to conform our prayer lives to scripture, rather than assume that authority attaches to our feelings, or to what the church’s tradition has taught us.

4. When the scriptures say something that offends us (e.g., about war) we will want to see what God wants to do to us through this scripture, rather than how we can conform scripture to our views.

We will be aware that the church has taken little notice of most of the Bible through its history, and that this is a special problem in evangelical churches because in theory we acknowledge scripture’s authority.  We will therefore be concerned to begin to shape our thinking and teaching by scripture.  We will be praying for the grace to take the persecution that will come from doing that.
Large Numbers in the Old Testament

Based on R. W. Klein, “How Many in a Thousand?” in The Chronicler as Historian (ed. M.P Graham and others), pp. 270-82

In 2 Chronicles 13, a Judean army of 400,000 attacks an Ephraimite army of 800,000 and kills 500,000 men.  In 2 Chronicles 14, a Judean army of 580,000 fight an Ethiopian army of 1,000,000.  This is but one example of such numbers.  They seem too large.

(1) 500,000 is about the number of deaths in the whole Civil War or the number of American deaths in World War II.

(2) On the usual estimates, the total size of the armies is greater than the actual population of Israel at any time in the OT period.

(3) The records of major ancient powers such as the Assyrians suggest that armies were one tenth of the size of the ones Chronicles speaks of.

Similar questions are raised by the numbers of Israelites said to be involved in the exodus—600,000 men, implying over 2 million people (e.g., Exod 12:37; Num 1).  Marching as a column four abreast, the last people would not have left the Red Sea when the first people reached Sinai, and the last people would not have left Sinai when the first people reached the edge of the Promised Land.

What is going on here?

(1) The word for a thousand, eleph, can also mean a company of men or a family (e.g., Joshua 22:21; Judges 6:15).  So 600,000 might “mean” 600 families.  This figure for the exodus would fit hints elsewhere (e.g., the Israelites needed only two midwives: Exod 1).

(2) But elsewhere, e.g. in Numbers and Chronicles, eleph alternates with words for hundred or with more specific numbers, or applies to animals or chariots.  So even if at an earlier stage in the development of the text the word might have had this meaning, the authors of the biblical books did not understand it that way.  They meant the figures we have.

(3) The related word alluph means a commander or warrior, so eleph might be a textual misreading for alluph.  The armies in 2 Chronicles 13 might thus go down to 400 and 800, with 500 casualties.  This suggestion raises the same difficulties about the fact that the biblical authors themselves seem not to have understood the words that way.

(4) The numbers might be there to make a theological point.  To speak of 600,000 at the exodus might be a way of saying “It is as if all succeeding generations were there—we were all involved in the exodus”.  To say that Judah repelled an invading army of a million (2 Chr 14:8) gives greater glory to God.  But this is compromised by the fact that Judah’s own army is said to be over half a million.
(5) More likely the numbers are simply hyperbolic.  They are a vivid way of saying “This was a huge people”, “This was a huge battle”.

3 Reading the OT as the Word of God in its own Right

1 It is not true that the NT lies hidden in the OT and the OT is revealed in the NT—or if it is, this is not the most helpful way into understanding this part of the Word of God.  The OT is the record of how God really related to people and really spoke to them in ways that were designed for them to understand.  The NT then tells us that the OT is the inspired and authoritative word of God and it therefore implies that we should take it with absolute seriousness.  
2 It is not true that Jesus is all God has to say.  God has lots of other things to say, and has said lots of them in the OT.  If we conform the OT to what the NT says, we miss these.  If we want to understand what God wants us to understand from the OT, we do best to forget about the NT because that tends to narrow down our perspective.

3 It is not true that the OT God is a God of wrath, the NT God is a God of love.  In both Testaments, God is one who loves to love people, but is prepared to be tough when necessary.

4 It is not true that the OT is a religion of law, the NT a religion of grace.  In both Testaments, God relates to people on the basis of grace but then expects them to live a life of obedience.

5 It is not true that the OT is a book of stories about people who are meant to be examples to us.  You only have to read the stories to see that.  Both Testaments are books of stories about what God did through people despite who they were, not because of who they were.  If anyone is an example to us in the OT, it is God, not people such as Abraham, Moses, or David (see Lev 19:2).

6 It is not true that the OT doesn’t mean what it says.  When it says God loves us, it means that.  When it says God had a change of mind, it means that.

7 It is not true that the OT describes God as knowing everything.  No doubt God can know everything, but God often finds things out by looking and asking.

8 It is not true that the important thing about the OT is that it prophesies Jesus.  The important thing about it is that it is the record of how God spoke to the people of God and how God acted in their lives.  So we can discover from it more about what God is like and what God says to us.

4 Reading the OT Premodernly, Modernly, and Postmodernly

Premodernly

1 In the premodern era, readers took for granted that the people whose names appear in the books’ headings actually wrote the OT.  So Moses wrote the Torah, Joshua wrote Joshua, Samuel wrote 1 Samuel, David wrote the Psalms, Solomon wrote Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs, Isaiah wrote all Isaiah, Jeremiah wrote all Jeremiah.

2 Readers could therefore feel that the Bible came from important people who had lived lives close to God and could speak reliably about God’s ways.  They were also people who lived close to the events and could therefore speak reliably about those events.

3 Readers also took for granted that the stories told about events that happened, just as they happened.  So you could add up the years that people lived and come to (say) 4004 as the date when the world was created.

Modernly

4 In the modern era, readers took nothing for granted.  Everything had to be proved.  So biblical critics asked what was the evidence for those assumptions about authorship and concluded that it was not very good.  E.g., the Torah issued from the interweaving of several versions of the story that came from different centuries, all later than Moses.  Conservative critics sought to use modern methods to show that was still possible to maintain the premodern assumptions.

5 If the books were written by people who remain anonymous, readers could feel that the Bible emerged through God’s inspiring ordinary people relating to God rather as we do, and not through great heroes.  

6 When readers did not take anything for granted in investigating the books’ background, their work had the possibility of providing evidence regarding OT history that did not depend on faith.

Postmodernly

7 In the postmodern era, readers came to recognize that it was actually impossible to prove very much this way.  The consensus on many of these questions that obtained for much of the twentieth century collapsed and there is no sign of another consensus emerging.  There is no agreement on when most OT books were written and on what historical events lie behind them.  The reason is that the nature of the material is such that it does not yield the information we are looking for.  We are asking questions it will not answer.

8 This does not mean that readers went back to premodern views, because the data that led to the modern theories is still there.  We can know that Moses did not write the Torah, that Isaiah did not write all Isaiah, etc.  But we have no other grand theories to put in the place of the traditional ones.

9 Instead, in the postmodern era we simply (?) read the books.  We seek to do so with open eyes; we do not revert to what premodern tradition said they say.  We use whatever keys seem to unlock aspects of the text, trying different ones until we find one that opens the lock without forcing it.  

10 Sometimes the historical approaches of modernity do that.  E.g., 

· reading Genesis 1—3 against the background of other Middle Eastern “creation” stories

· reading Isaiah 40—55 against the background of the end of the exile.  

11 Sometimes they do not.  E.g., we do not get very far by

· trying to establish who wrote Job or Jonah or Ruth 

· trying to establish how historical those books are

12 The postmodern approach does not claim to support or prove the idea that the OT is the word of God.  When used by a Christian, it presupposes that the OT is the word of God, partly on the basis of Jesus having given it to us, partly in order to give it the chance to prove it as we let it loose among us.

13 Another way to express it is to say that we seek to combine premodernity and modernity in n new way.

· With premodernity, we are interested in the text that actually exists—e.g., Ecclesiastes or the book called Isaiah.  And we trust it.

· With modernity, we do not take for granted that we know what it says and that it says what we have been told it says.  In this sense we approach it critically.

5 An Outline of OT History
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      Rome in control

6 How I Teach and Why I Teach the Way I Do

My classes usually involve the following elements.

· You do specified homework before class—reading a chunk of scripture and/or material from the course notes and/or online material
· You discuss your homework online in groups

· I lecture for the first part of the class

· I talk about issues raised in your postings and we have some plenary discussion of such issues
The philosophy of this arrangement is that my main aim is to encourage you to become learners about the OT so that you can continue to study it, learn from it, and use it in the future.  I want to give you the chance to learn how to read the OT.  It is not so much to give you some information about the OT or about what scholars think about it.  That will get into your files but not into yourselves.  Further, it will be out of date in ten years’ time.  If you find yourself saying, “I wish he would tell us more of the answers,” remember that I am trying to achieve something else as well.  I want to provide you with material on the basis of which you can discover answers and evaluate them for yourself, and the chance to learn to do that with other people, rather than that I spend too much time telling you the answers.  Learning this way is what you will have to do for the rest of your life.  

The stress on preparatory homework (and the kind of homework it is) presupposes that you need to be involved in the learning process from the beginning.  Specifically, the homework gets you engaged with questions that will arise in class.

The time in groups is particularly important in this connection.  They say that we remember 20% of what we hear but 70% of what we say (or write).  You learn through having to articulate things and argue things out without mother.  
How Learning Happens

It is common to draw a contrast between a teacher-centered model of learning and a learner-centered model.  The one presupposes a human dependency that may be appropriate to children but is less so to adults.  The other presupposes the self-directedness of adulthood.  The contrast is overdrawn and a seminary is bound to combine the two a bit, but the distinction is real.

On a teacher-centered model

* the focus is on content - education is subject-centered

* the idea is to collect facts

* the teacher wholly controls what goes on

* the teacher’s job is to transmit information

* learning is assumed to take place through people passively receiving information.  

* the motivation comes from outside the students in the form of external rewards and competition

* the teacher is the authority: “professor” and “doctor”

* time at seminary lays a foundation for Christian service in that you go into that service with a knowledge of the Bible, theology, etc that you can then apply

On a learner-centered model 

* the learner’s experience (e.g. their experience of Christian service) is taken to be key to learning

* learners are involved in deciding what is relevant for them

* the focus is tasks that need doing, questions that need answers

* the aim is to develop in knowledge, attitudes, values, and skills

* the content reflects their context 

* the teacher’s job is to help people take part and thus learn (this includes transmitting information, but it gives less focus to that)

* learning is assumed to require people’s active involvement in the process, e.g. thinking things out, articulating things to other people, arguing things out, and applying things

* motivation comes from the learners’ desire to grow in understanding, their curiosity, their mutual commitment and mutual support, and their seeing how their learning relates to life and to things they wish to do (e.g. be active in Christian service)

* the teacher is learning as well as teaching, is not merely professor or doctor but human being who respects students, is relaxed and encourages informality, warmth, and mutual respect

* the time at seminary is the beginning of an ongoing process in which all through your life you are discovering things about the Bible, theology, etc, through a process that always involves an interaction between experience and study

What makes sense theologically?

The aim is to know God, not just to know facts or get grades

We are all human beings made in God’s image

We are all a group in whom the Spirit dwells

The teacher is a guide and a source of some information and wisdom

But the teacher is no more made in God’s image and is no more Spirit-filled.
This is allegedly a standard joke in Latin America.  Catholics don’t read the Bible because they think it’s too hard to understand.  Protestants don’t read it because they’re sure they already understand it.

7 Words for God (and Israel)

Words for God
Most English translations of the OT often refer to “the LORD”—that is, all the letters of the word are capitals, though the later letters are in smaller capitals.  They also sometimes refer to “GOD”—again, the first letter is a large capital, the others smaller capitals.  In both cases, the Hebrew word is not the actual word for Lord (‘adonay) or the word for God (‘elohim).  It is the actual name of God—the traditional English version of this was Jehovah, but the likely proper form of it is Yahweh.  

The background to the practice of replacing God’s actual name by these other words is as follows.  In late OT times, in some contexts Jews began to stop using the actual name of God.  There may have been two reasons for this.  One would be a desire to make sure that they did not take Yahweh’s name in vain—better not to take it at all.  The other would be a desire to make sure that people realized that the God of whom the OT spoke was not merely a local Jewish God with an odd name.  It was the God, the Lord of all the earth.

In this connection, people who read the lesson in the synagogue therefore did not read out the name of God when they came to it in scripture.  Usually they substituted that expression ‘adonay (“the Lord”).  That raised a problem for passages where the Hebrew actually said “the Lord Yahweh”, because they would end up with the “the Lord LORD”, which would be odd.  So there they substituted the word for God—hence the phrase “the Lord GOD”, especially in Ezekiel.  When the Bible was translated into Greek, and then into Latin, and then into English and other modern languages, this custom was usually continued.

Over against the two advantages of the practice should be set three disadvantages.  

· It was an amazing privilege to be invited to call God by name.  It was part of being invited into a relationship with God.  It seems a great shame to refuse the invitation and thereby distance ourselves from God.  Imagine refusing to use the name “Jesus”!  

· Like the name Jesus (which means “savior”), the name Yahweh is not just a label.  It has a meaning.  It indicates that Israel’s God is one who is always with us in ways that are needed by changing situations (“I am who I am”/“I will be what I will be”/“I will be with you”).  It is a shame to lose what the name stands for.  

· Using the specific word “Lord” instead of that name “Yahweh” is particularly unfortunate.  It introduces into OT faith a more marked patriarchal, authoritarian cast that it does not otherwise have.  The name encourages a personal relationship, but the title encourages a distanced, subordinating relationship.

In the Hebrew Bible, scribes eventually incorporated in the text itself a reminder to say LORD (or GOD) not Yahweh.  It worked as follows.  Strictly, Hebrew comprises only consonants.  But in the post-Christian period, when people no longer spoke Hebrew in everyday life, systems of dots and dashes were devised to signify the vowel sounds and thus to help them to know how to read the Bible.  When they came to the name of God, copyists put the vowels of ‘adonay into the consonants yhwh, to remind people to say ‘adonay not Yahweh.  It is that which produces the name Jehovah, which is actually a non-word—it is the consonants of the word yhwh and the vowels of the word ‘adonay.  The basis for reckoning that “Yahweh” is the right pronunciation is some comments in early church writers about what Jews had told them regarding the pronunciation.  

You might have expected this non-word to be Yahowah.  The reason it comes out as Jehovah is as follows.

· The English version of the name comes via the Greek via the Latin.  Greek and Latin don’t have the letter “y” so “y” got changed to “i” and then to “j”.  This also happened to other names such as Jeremiah or Joshua or Jesus, which really begin with a “y” (thus Jesus’ name was actually Yeshua).

· The word for lord (‘adonay) begins with “a” because it follows the Hebrew letter aleph, which is a guttural letter—gutturals like to be followed by “a”.  The form yehovah can have the more regular shape because it begins with “y”, which is not a guttural.

· Either “w” or “v” can represent the Hebrew letter called waw or vav—it is just a different way of pronouncing the same letter.  “W” is the traditional western/northern European (Ashkenazi) pronunciation, “v” the usual southern European/Israeli (Sephardi) pronunciation.  It would thus be just as logical to say “Yahveh” as “Yahweh”, and I think that is what an Israeli would say.
Israelites, Hebrews, Jews

Israel = 

(1) the ancestor Jacob

(2) the people descended from his twelve sons

(3) after Solomon’s day, the people who belonged to the northern state—the majority of the people as a whole.  The term is then set over against “Judah”—the southern clans.  Israel in this sense went out of existence with the fall of Samaria.  The OT also refers to the northern state as Ephraim (the biggest of the northern clans), and it is less confusing if one follows this practice.  
(4) the people of God.  In this sense, the people of Judah can constitute Israel.
Hebrews = 
(1) in the OT, more a sociological entity than an ethnic one; it suggests people from ethnic minorities, without proper status.  It thus does not refer only to Israelites.
(2) in NT times, Hebrew-speaking Jews as opposed to Greek-speaking Jews.  

Judah = 

(1) one of Jacob’s sons

(2) one of the twelve clans

(3) after Solomon’s day, the southern state (of which Judah was the biggest clan)

(4) after the exile, a province of the Persian Empire, known in Aramaic as Yehud

Jew =  
a shortened version of the word yehudi, which thus denotes a member of the clan or province of Judah/Yehud.  As Judah/Yehud became the heart of Israel in the Second Temple period, yehudim or Jews became a term for all members of the people of Israel and became a regular term for members of a religious community rather than members of an ethnic group.  But the term yehudim or Jews hardly occurs in the Old Testament.  There, yehudim or “Jews” would exclude most Israelites.  
So

The people of God in the OT are “Israelites.”  It is confusing to refer to them as either “Hebrews” or “Jews.”
An Overview:
Moses’ time



            
      
  Hebrews

                               |

                      

  
     Israelites – other marginal peoples





        

  |

After Solomon’s time 
Ephraim/Israel/northern kingdom – Judah

                    
             (capital Samaria)                 (capital Jerusalem)

                                                    |


    |

Ezra’s time


    Samarians                   Judeans (see selves as Israel)



      

| 


    |

Jesus’ time 


    Samaritans

    Jews (see selves as Israel)






            

     |

Stephen/Paul’s time



        
Hellenists – Hebrews 

(In Ezra’s and Jesus’ time the Judeans saw the Samarians/Samaritans as insufficiently loyal to Yahweh, but the Samaritans (at least) returned the compliment; they accepted only the Torah, not the Prophets and the Writings, and saw the Judeans as too liberal.)
8 The Fall

The Bible does not use the word “fall” to describe what happened in the Garden of Eden, though it does use it in a different connection in Genesis 4.  The term comes from the Apocrypha, from 2 Esdras (sometimes referred to as 3 Esdras or 4 Esdras).  “Esdras” is the Latin equivalent of “Ezra”—the oldest extant form of 2 Esdras is in Latin, but it may have been written in Hebrew or Aramaic.  The book presents itself as a vision by Ezra following on the fall of Jerusalem in 587, but it was actually a post-Christian Jewish work, written after the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans in AD 70.  Ezra comments on the fact that Adam alone sinned, but that his “fall” (Latin casus) from the possibility of immortality affected us all (7:118).  In subsequent centuries, some Jewish works that were not in the Hebrew Bible were treated as scripture within the church (the ones we refer to as the Apocrypha) and this included 2 Esdras, and the language of “fall” came to be accepted by writers such as Augustine.

In Christian thinking, the idea of a fall has become a kind of “myth” which sometimes adds to scripture, sometimes contradicts scripture.

· The “fall” idea suggests that human beings originally lived a life of happiness and closeness to God.  As a result of the fall their relationship with God was broken.

But Genesis 1—3 does not say anything about how their life actually was, while Genesis 4 pictures them after Adam and Eve’s disobedience as involved in working together with God, in worshiping, and in conversation with God.  Their relationship with God was affected by their disobedience, but not terminated
· The “fall” idea suggests that originally human beings were immortal.  As a result of the fall, death came into the world.

But Genesis 2—3 implies that they needed to eat from the tree of life if they were to live forever.  This fits with the fact that the human body seems to be designed to go through a cycle of birth, maturing, senescence, and death, just like a plant’s or an animal’s.  It is difficult to imagine a human body of any other form.  Thus it was always going to need to be transformed if it human beings were to live forever, as God intended.  That is why humanity was banned from the tree of life.
· The “fall” idea suggests that human beings could originally obey God, but afterwards they could not.

But on the one hand, when we read Genesis 3 we find the same dynamics of temptation and disobedience as we ourselves experience.  And on the other, Genesis 4 assumes that Cain can obey God.

· The “fall” idea suggests that originally the world worked in a harmonious way in which there were no earthquakes and lions lay down with lambs.  Now the world is spoiled.

But Genesis 3 says only that God cursed the snake and the soil, which for humanity outside the garden (with its profuse water supply) would henceforth therefore produce thorns and thistles as well as edible plants.  When Romans 8 describes the world as subject to futility, it does not say when or how this came about.  Genesis 1 with its commission to subdue the earth suggests that God made it that way; humanity’s failure meant it never reached its goal and therefore it still longs for it.  
I suggest that scripture offers a different perspective.

· To judge from Genesis 1, humanity did not fall from a state of bliss but failed to realize a possibility.  Human beings “fell short of the glory of God.” 

· To judge from Genesis 2—3, they failed a test and disobeyed God.

· To judge from Genesis 4, they committed sin in starting to attack one another.

All this is not to question whether something terrible happened in the Garden.  Indeed it did.  The first human beings decided to do the opposite to what God said, an act that had a devastating influence on everyone who was to follow and thus made it impossible for them to decide to do what God said.  Likewise it meant that everything they did do was marred by their waywardness.  So the fall, original sin, and total depravity are good doctrines, but bad words.
9 Satan (and His Fall) in the OT

Background to (e.g.) Genesis 3, Job 1—2, Isaiah 14

That great dragon was thrown down, that ancient serpent, who is called the Devil and Satan, the deceiver of the whole world—he was thrown down to earth, and his angels were thrown down with him (Rev 12:9)

Satan

Revelation here puts together several different OT figures, but in order to understand passages such as Gen 3, Job 1, and Isa 14/Ezek 28, you need to keep them apart initially.

1 The great dragon in the OT, the sea monster, is a personal embodiment of dynamic power asserted against God.  It is the OT entity with the nearest personality profile to Satan.  In the OT its name is Leviathan (e.g., Job 3:8; Isa 27:1) or Rahab (e.g., Job 9:13; 26:12)—note that in Hebrew this name is spelt differently (rāhab) from that of the Rahab who kept a bar in Jericho (rākhāb).  This power was defeated by God before creation and again at the Red Sea, and is due to be finally defeated at the End. 

2 The ancient serpent also recalls Leviathan (cf. Isa 27:1) but more specifically it recalls the snake in Gen 3.  In Genesis, however, the snake is “one of the animals Yahweh made”, not a supernatural being.

3 Satan in the OT is (probably) never someone’s name.  The Hebrew word satan usually denotes a human “adversary” (e.g., 1 Kings 11:14, 23, 25).  It can specifically refer to an adversary in court, an accuser (Ps 109:6).  In four passages satan denotes a heavenly being:

· Yhwh’s angel acting as “an adversary” to Balaam (Num 22:22, 32)

· one of the sons of God acting as “the adversary” in relation to Job, accusing him (Job 1—2) 

· a member of the court in heaven acting as “the adversary” who rightly accuses the high priest Joshua of being tainted by exile (Zech 3)

· “An adversary” who tempts David into taking a census (1 Chr 21:1)—apparently on Yhwh’s behalf (compare 2 Sam 24:1).

We do not necessarily need to assume that this is the same person each time.  There could be several supernatural beings who acted like this. 

4 The Devil does not come in the OT.  But in the standard Greek translation of the OT, the Septuagint (LXX), the Greek word diabolos (devil) translates satan in Job 1—2, Zech 3, and 1 Chr 21.  The Wisdom of Jesus Ben Sirach 2:24 (in the Apocrypha) also says that it was through the envy of ho diabolos that death entered the world—in other words, it sees the Devil’s activity in Gen 3.

5 The translations in the LXX and the passage in Wisdom show how Jewish interest in a power of evil over against God and human beings was developing after OT times.  The NT in its references to ho diabolos takes this theological development for granted, and Rev 12 does the same in bringing together three separate figures from the OT.

6 Theologically we may then say that we can see the activity of Satan behind the sea monster, the adversary/ies, and the snake.  But in understanding what God was saying to people in these passages, it is important to avoid reading this into them.  We will then get confused about the passages and miss the point they are making in themselves, and thus miss what God wants to teach us through them.

The Fall of Satan

7  The only passage where the Bible tells us about heavenly beings falling into sin is Gen 6:1—3.  That passage comes as the climax of the story of wrongdoing that runs through Gen 3—6 (and is taken further in Gen 9—11).  Wrongdoing involves first human disobedience to God (Gen 3), then the sin of human violence to other human beings (Gen 4), then heavenly beings crossing the boundary that divides them from human beings (Gen 6).  This leads to the conclusion that the world is devastatingly spoiled.  It is Gen 6:1-3 that is the nearest thing to an OT account of the fall of Satan.

8  The OT does not discuss how the dynamic power represented in the sea monster came to be in opposition to God.  Apparently it just always was.  Nor does it tell us how the Adversary got his job or whether he got too enthusiastic about it.
9  There are a number of Canaanite and Mesopotamian stories that tell of junior gods rebelling against senior gods and either winning or losing (see e.g., When on High, a Babylonian creation story).  The OT does not have any such story.

10 Because readers have not been satisfied with not knowing where evil came from, they have had to hit the Bible on the head to make it tell them the answer.  The chief passages that have been victims of this treatment are Isa 14 and Ezek 28.  Theologians such as Tertullian and Origen in the second century AD were the first to take these passages as accounts of the fall of Satan (see e.g., Tertullian, Against Marcion 2:10; Origen, De Principiis 1:5).  This is where the word “Lucifer” comes from, in the KJV.  This interpretation of Isaiah and Ezekiel then makes its way into Milton’s Paradise Lost.  What these passages in Isaiah and Ezekiel do is take those Canaanite and Mesopotamian stories and use them as parables of the arrogance and downfall of the kings of Babylon and Tyre.  The passages in Isaiah and Ezekiel are thus not about events in heaven but events on earth.

11 There are two NT passages that refer to the fall of Satan, Rev 12:9 itself and Luke 10:18.  These refer not to a fall of Satan from grace before creation but to a fall of Satan from power that is brought about through the work of Christ.  They invite us to rejoice in the fact that Satan has fallen from power.

10 Death and Afterlife in the OT

OT believers knew that when you died, your body became lifeless and incapable of action or movement. It was put into the family tomb, joining the physical remains of earlier members of your family, and was left there in darkness. Or you were put in a communal grave pit.  They pictured what happened to the non-physical part of you along similar lines. Your “self” or “personality” - “soul” is a rather misleading word - was also lifeless and unable to do anything. It also joined other lifeless personalities in a non-physical equivalent of the grave, Sheol, or the Pit. You were stuck there.  See, e.g., Psalms 30; 88.  

Existence after death was not painful but it was not much fun; it was rather boring, because you were too dead to do worthwhile things such as praise God.  But OT believers were basically accepting of death.  If you are in danger of dying before your time, this is not so.  Then (as in the Psalms) you rail against the possibility of death.  But ideally you live your three score years and ten and go to be with your family, full of years.

Books such as Psalms also assume that you may not wait till the end of your life to experience “death.” They do not distinguish life and death as sharply as we do.  People saw, or felt, experiences such as illness, depression, separation from God, oppression, and loneliness as a loss of fullness of life - it was as if death had got hold of them while the experience lasted. The idea is a bit like John’s understanding of “eternal life” beginning now as fullness of life, while “eternal death” begins now as people fail to experience fullness of life in Christ.
It is striking that Israelites held this theology when many other peoples in the ancient world did believe in a more positive afterlife, at least for some people (that is the point of the pyramids).  It is not that God had not yet revealed the idea of afterlife: Israelites would be familiar with the idea.  It was simply that God had revealed to them the truth, which was that there was no positive afterlife.  They were not wrong, they were right, in their understanding of what would happen to them after death, because this was human beings’ destiny before Christ’s death and resurrection.  Only then could Israelite believers start to look forward to resurrection with certainty (cf. Matt 27:52; 1 Peter 4:6).  So it is a strength, not a weakness, that there are no passages in the OT that speak of a positive life after death, except for the limited resurrection in Daniel 12.  Apart from there, the OT keeps its nerve and faces facts.

The truth and importance of the Sheol doctrine:

· there are no grounds for resurrection hope before Christ came

· no one else is Lord of the realm of death

· this life deserves to be taken seriously

· deathly is how it feels

· deathly is how it is when we are cut off from God

· while Sheol is not now the end for believers, it is the place where we rest until resurrection day

The NT takes a similar view to the OT as it implies that after we die our experience is rather like sleep, but on the basis of Christ’s resurrection it can add that we will eventually awake to be raised and judged together at the End (e.g., John 5:28-29; 1 Thessalonians 4:13-18; Revelations 20:11-15).  In the meantime, we are safe and secure with Jesus.
There are two NT passages that are difficult to fit with these other passages:
The rich man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31).  But in general it would be unwise to base a doctrine on the detail of a parable. Further, here Jesus is picking up a well-known folktale (known from Egypt and from Jewish sources). The point Jesus wants to make is that there will be eternal life (contrary to Sadducean belief), and he uses the folktale as a way of making the point that one needs to take that fact into account in the way one lives one’s life. But being in Abraham’s bosom is a similar phrase to the idea of being gathered to join one’s ancestors, and could imply that Sheol is divided into a section for believers who are safe and on their way to resurrection, and a section for unbelievers who are on their way to judgment. That would fit with the idea that we go to be with Christ when we die.
“Today you will be with me in Paradise” (Luke 23:43).  “Paradise” is a term than can be used for the Garden of Eden, for a nice restful garden, for a future earthly paradise, and for heaven. Jesus wasn’t going to heaven on Good Friday but to a place of rest; he was also on his way to preach in Sheol (1 Peter 4:6). It is on Easter Day that he is ascending to his Father (John 20:17).  
Does Jesus mean “I say to you today, you will be with me in Paradise”? Or does “today” refer to the time of salvation that now dawns (cf. 2 Corinthians 6:2; Hebrews 3:7 - 4:10; cf. the “from now on” of Luke 22:69?  Today Jesus is opening the gates of Sheol so that people can leave for heaven. Does Jesus mean that the man is “in Christ” and therefore secure, “with Christ” (cf. Philippians 1:23) and in effect in heaven, as we are raised to new life in Christ (e.g., Ephesians 2:5-6) even though not yet raised to bodily resurrection life?
Most likely it seems to me he is talking about the rest that he and the thief will enjoy, which the rest of the NT refers to as sleep.  Jesus will be raised two days later; the thief will be raised with everyone else at the End.  Meanwhile he continues to be at rest, safe and secure.

11 The Soul

“Soul” in the English Bible usually represents Hebrew nephesh or Greek psuche.  These words can also be translated “person” or “life.”  

(a) Soul as the inner person separable from but not independent of the body  

In scripture, a human person comprises an outer being and an inner being, both indispensable to the person as a whole.  Whereas the English word “soul” often denotes the inner person conceived of as independent of the body, this is not really a scriptural usage.  It does speak of our soul going down to Sheol/Hades when our body is put in the tomb (e.g., Pss 89:48; 94:17; Acts 2:27).  John sees the martyrs’ souls under the altar (Rev 6:9; cf. 20:4).  Nevertheless, scripture is inclined to see the soul as more intrinsically connected with the body than Western thinking does.  

(b) Soul as the inner being of the whole person  

In English “soul” can mean the inner being or heart or deeply felt emotions (“she bared her soul,” “soul music,” “soul food”).  The word nephesh can thus have a similar meaning to leb (“heart”).  The first occurrences of the word in scripture (Gen 34:3, 8) relate how Shechem’s soul was drawn to Dinah – i.e., he fell in love with her (cf. Song 1:7; 3:1-4).  God’s soul hates Israel’s festivals (Isa 1:14; cf. Ps 11:5).  We are to seek, love, serve, obey, and turn to God with soul as well as heart and might (e.g., Deut 4:29; 6:5; 10:12; 11:13; 30:2, 10; Matt 22:37).  We are to put God’s words in our heart and soul (Deut 11:18).  It is in our hearts and souls that we acknowledge what God has done (Josh 23:14).  Hannah pours out her soul before God (1 Sam 1:15; cf. Ps 42:4).  

(c) Soul as the whole person  

In English “soul” can mean person or self (“the ship went down with all souls”).  So in the classic description of human origins in Gen 2, God makes a man from dirt and breathes living breath into him so that he becomes “a living soul/person” (NRSV “living being”).  The soul or person thus comprises physical body plus divine breath.  Abner says “As your soul lives…” (1 Sam 17:55; cf. 2 Sam 11:11); NRSV elsewhere translates the same phrase “as you yourself live” (1 Sam 20:3; 25:26).  Our whole being waits for God (Ps 33:20) or boasts in God (Ps 34:2) or listens for God to promise our deliverance (Ps 35:3) or rejoices in God (35:9; Luke 1:46) or longs and thirsts for God (e.g., Ps 42:1, 2) or takes refuge in God (Ps 57:1) or obeys God (Ps 119:129, 167) or is bowed down (Ps 57:6) or waits (Pss 62:1, 5; 130:5, 6) or feasts (Ps 63:5) or clings (Ps 63:8) or blesses (e.g., Ps 103:1-2) or trembles (Isa 15:4) or finds rest (Ps 116:7; Jer 6:16; Matt 11:29) or sins (Mic 6:7) or is full of troubles (Ps 88:3).  The idea of the soul as thirsty or feasting may link with the fact that nephesh sometimes means appetite or gullet or desire (e.g., Eccl 6:7, 9).

(d) Soul as the life of the person  

In the OT nephesh sometimes denotes “life,” a meaning harder to parallel for “soul” in English.  When Rachel was dying, “her soul was departing” (Gen 35:18).  Jonathan loved David as he loved his own soul (1 Sam 18:1, 3) – i.e., life (20:17, where NRSV has “life”; cf. 1 Kgs 1:29; 17:21-22).  Job’s soul is poured out within him (literally, “upon him”) – his life is running out (Job 30:16).  God’s teaching renews life (Ps 19:7).  God gives us our lives (Jer 38:16), delivers our lives (e.g., Pss 22:20; 33:19; 56:13; 71:23; 74:19) or restores our lives (Ps 23:3 – see margin).  Since NRSV often renders nephesh “life” but does not do so in some of these instances, probably it understands them as instances of meanings (a), (b), or (c).
12 Expressions I Use That Might Need Explaining

Exegesis: the attempt to understand something in its own terms and to express that understanding.  Interpretation minus hermeneutics.

Chiasm: a form of writing in which the first and last elements (e.g. the lines of a poem or the episodes in a story) form a pair, the second and the last but one form and pair, and so on—i.e. an ABCBA or ABCCBA or ABCDCBA etc pattern

Form Criticism: study of the standard forms that speech and writing take in different cultures (e.g. children’s stories or church announcements or prayers or jokes) that helps people from other cultures to understand them.

Haggadah: the Hebrew word for “(story)telling”, the key Jewish way of doing theology.

Halakah: the Hebrew word for “walking”, denoting instruction on behavior derived from scripture and tradition.

Hermeneutics: the factors that affect the way people in one culture (say, our own) come to understand and evaluate something from another culture.  Interpretation minus exegesis.

Historical Criticism: study of the date of material in the Bible and the historical nature of events referred to in the Bible without assuming that what believers have always thought about who wrote them and what actually happened is necessarily right.

Interpretation: exegesis plus hermeneutics.

Midrash: retelling a Biblical story by reading between the lines in such a way as to answer the questions and address the needs of later readers.

Parallelism: the various ways in which the two halves of a poetic line in the OT may complement each other.

Literary Criticism: used to be used as a synonym of source criticism (see below) but now more often used for the application to the Bible of the kind of approaches to understanding that are used on poems, novels, etc, outside the Bible.

Source Criticism: study that looks behind the books in the Bible to see what sources they might have been compiled from.

Textual Criticism: study designed to get back to the original Hebrew and Greek text of the Bible.

Torah: the Hebrew word for the five books of the Bible, meaning “Instruction” or “Teaching” (not really “Law”).  As such it comprises the story of God and Israel, and God’s instructions to Israel. 

13 Expressions I Don’t Use and You Shouldn’t

(except in “quotation marks”)

Apocalyptic

Because no one knows what it means, or it means different things to different people.  Think out what you mean, and say that.  “Apocalypses” (visionary writings such as Revelation) is okay.

Eschatology/eschatological

Ditto.  Say “the End”.  At least it’s clear that it is not clear what that refers to. 

The Fall/fallen world/original sin
Because it’s not scriptural language and it imports a bag full of non-scriptural ideas into scripture – or at least ideas foreign to Gen 3.  Think out what you mean by the term and say that.  See §8 above.
Heilsgeschichte

Salvation history.  So why not say that?

Imago Dei

Image of God.  So why not say that?
Intimacy

California’s favorite word?  What does it mean, esp. as applied to us and God?

Legend, Myth

Because no one knows what the words mean, or they mean different things to different people

Messiah

Because the OT talks about the Messiah but doesn’t call him the Messiah.  When it uses the word meshiah it doesn’t mean the Messiah.

Salvation

Because people often haven’t thought out what they mean by it, and/or they mean something different from what scripture means by it, and/or it means different things to different people.  Think out what you mean and say that.

Sitz im Leben

Literally “life-setting”, the social context in which a story or a law or a prophecy or whatever was used.  So say “social context”.

14 Text and Translation

Most of the Bible is written in Hebrew—the exceptions are the middle parts of Daniel and Ezra, which are written in a sister-language called Aramaic.  Other closely related languages include Ugaritic (an older Canaanite language) and Akkadian (the contemporary language of Babylonia).  The text of the OT that you find in a Hebrew Bible is that which appears in several more-or-less identical manuscripts copied about 1000 AD.  These were the result of Jewish scholars comparing the various manuscripts available to them and deciding what was the right version of the text.  Their textual tradition is called the masora, so these scholars were called Masoretes and the text is the Masoretic Text (MT).

Part of their work involved adding indications of the vowels in the text.  In their own nature, written Semitic languages do not have vowels.  Readers are expected to be able to work them out.  This is still the case with Modern Hebrew.  This works okay when you are used to speaking the language, but not when this is not so.  Jewish scholars therefore devised systems of dots and dashes to indicate vowels for the sake of people who were not very familiar with Hebrew.  The Masoretes incorporated these in the text, on the basis of their knowledge of how the text should be read. 

Obviously 1000 AD is a long time from (say) Isaiah and the possibility could not be excluded that the text had got altered over the centuries.  But the result of the Masoretes’ work was to destroy nearly all earlier Hebrew manuscripts.  Further, the Masoretes themselves might have made mistakes in the way they themselves added the vowels.  Modern scholars therefore looked to the ancient translations of the OT, especially the Greek translation called the Septuagint, of which we had copies that were centuries older than our copies of the Hebrew text.  The idea was then to see if they could work out from them what Hebrew text they were translating, and compare it with MT.

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, beginning in 1947, was then very important in this connection.  The scrolls included many fragments of manuscripts of books of the Bible in Hebrew from about 150 BC to 70 AD.  In one bound our direct evidence for the Hebrew Bible was twice as old as it had been before.  There were lots of very detailed differences from MT but the finds indicated that the main manuscript tradition had not changed in major ways.  There is then room for difference of opinion about how often the Masoretes did not get the text quite right and how often their work needs correcting in light of the ancient translations or the Dead Sea Scrolls.  

All the recognized modern translations of the Bible are more or less accurate, though they have different philosophies of translation (e.g., whether to be more word-for-word or more phrase-for phrase).  In addition, they may be more or less inclined to correct the Masoretes’ work.  From time to time, nearly all translations assume that our standard Hebrew text cannot be quite right—usually because they cannot make sense of it.  So they change it to what they think the author might have written.  

The NRSV and TNIV are good for study and preaching because they are fairly word-for-word and use gender-inclusive language—that is, they do not use “men” when the biblical writers meant “men and women”.  NRSV does correct MT more often than TNIV.  It usually tells you in the marginal notes that it is doing that.  In general, changing the vowels raises less questions than changing the consonants, because the vowels were incorporated only by the Masoretes.  The CEB is less word-for-word.and good for quick reading.  It also “corrects” MT rather often.
Here are some examples of the kind of procedures involved, taken from NRSV of Proverbs

Transliterations from Hebrew are approximate, to make it as uncomplicated as possible.

1:19
Hebrew the ways = ‘orhot (consonants ‘rht)
Greek the end implies Hebrew ‘aharit (consonants ‘hrt)

2:18
Hebrew her house = betah (consonants bth)
NRSV suggests her way = Hebrew netibah (consonants ntbh)

3:24
Hebrew you lie down = tishkab (consonants tshkb)
Greek you sit down implies tesheb (consonants tshb)

5:7
Hebrew my children = banim (there’s actually no my)   Greek my child = bni


Note that the verbs that follow also have to be changed from plural to singular

6:2
Hebrew by the words of your mouth comes twice in the line.  This raises the question whether one of these is an accident (same issue at 10:10 repeating 10:8)
Greek has by the utterance of your lips in the first half, which might be the original Hebrew before this accident.

6:5
Hebrew from the hand = miyyad (consonants myd) 
Greek from the hunter = missayyad (consonants msyd)

6:24
Hebrew the evil woman = me’ eshet ra’ 
Greek the wife of another = me’ eshet rea’
6:26
Hebrew because of a harlot = be’ad ‘ishshah zonah
(consonants b’d ‘shh zwnh)
Greek a prostitute’s fee = biqqeshah zonah
(consonants bqshh zwnh)

7:22
Hebrew or like the stocks for the correction of a fool (cf. KJV). The line does not fit the context very well.

Stocks = ‘ekes comes only here and the meaning is a guess, but KJV assumes the root is something to do with tying legs and hindering movement 
Greek suggests a verb ‘akos = bounding
Fool = ‘ewil (consonants ‘wl)  Greek stag = ‘ayyal (consonants ‘yl)

11:16
Greek has two extra half-lines. The first of them ends very like v. 16b so maybe the Hebrew scribe’s eye jumped and missed the two half-lines.

11:28
Hebrew fall = yippol
Greek wither = yibbol

15 Gender-Inclusive Language

Some years ago a faculty-student task force recommended that we should use “gender-inclusive” language in the seminary—e.g., in writing papers—and the faculty accepted that recommendation.  It was once the case that one could refer to “man” or “men” without consciously intending to exclude women, but that is now much less the case.  Further, the apparent exclusiveness of the “men/men” language has become an outward sign of the way cultures (including the church) have often treated men as the regular form of human beings, with women being an inferior sub-form.  This conflicts with the way scripture sees men and women together comprising God’s image.

The seminary therefore expects faculty and students to use “gender-inclusive” language, using expressions such as “people” and “humanity” rather than “men” and “man” when we intend to refer to people of both sexes.  It also encourages the use of Bible translations such as NRSV and TNIV that use inclusive language.  If you Google “Gender inclusive example” you will find sites that help you write bin gender-inclusive fashion.
The seminary has no official position on the question of “inclusive language” for God, though I personally try to avoid gendered language for God.  I attach a paper on that subject.

Some Tentative Theses on “Inclusive Language” for God

R. Mouw and M. M. Thompson

1. The current discussions of feminist concerns in the Christian community raise issues that are both horizontal, having to do with relationships between women and men, and vertical, having to do with the ways in which we think and speak about God.

2. Fuller Seminary has taken a clear and unambiguous stance on the fundamental horizontal issue:  our educational mission is based on the conviction that the Spirit of God calls both women and men to positions of leadership in the Kingdom of Jesus Christ.

3. The contemporary discussions of gender and the deity are not susceptible to the same kind of unambiguous formulation; the questions at stake here often probe at the heart of our understanding of God’s relationship to the creation.

4. Advocates of a vertical inclusive language policy often operate with theological assumptions that are incompatible with biblical orthodoxy--some of these approaches, such as various neo-pagan endorsements of “goddess religion,” must be judged as openly antithetical to the Gospel of Jesus Christ.

5. Evangelicals must also be sensitive to the fact, however, that many “conservative” attacks on inclusive language are demeaning to women, as when it is assumed that to attribute “feminine” characteristics to God is to diminish the divine majesty.

6. A proper evangelical assessment of the theories and practices associated with vertical inclusive language must be grounded in full submission to the Word of that God who created both women and men in the very image and likeness of the divine nature.

7. What the Bible teaches us about God’s nature, and about God’s relationship to the creation, is many-faceted; as theological educators and scholars we are called to mine the riches of the Word so that we may proclaim the Gospel in all its complexity and power.

8. Contemporary feminism poses important challenges to evangelical Christians; the appropriate response to these challenges is to take the questions and answers of the present day discussions of gender issues  to the Word of God for illumination, correction and healing.

9. Fundamental to a Biblical view of things is the creator-creation distinction: God’s being is not to be confused with anything in nature or humanity.

10. All of our language about God is metaphorical and symbolic, and thus falls short of “capturing” the divine nature.

11. Yet metaphors and symbols do in fact describe something about God’s actual nature, which may be known through the mystery of God’s self-revelation, primarily through Jesus Christ.

12. The God of the Bible is neither “male” nor “female,” nor is gender language in any sense a literal description of the divine nature; God is both male and female in terms of metaphorically symbolic language.

13. The Bible uses both male and female symbols to speak of various qualities of God’s relationship with humanity, and the relationships within the Godhead.

14. Masculinity and femininity  are culturally conditioned ideas whose content may differ greatly from culture to culture; neither can be used as a universalizable concept regarding the one God of the universe.

15. Given that the Bible’s feminine imagery for God has been greatly neglected, we would do well to highlight it in the present climate.

16. Caution should be exercised in the selection and use of concepts that have not had much currency in worship and preaching; addressing God as “Mother,” for example, will often be a shocking and confusing practice where a careful discussion of the “mothering” patterns of God’s care for us has not taken place—a discussion that is much needed in the evangelical community.

17. The traditional trinitarian formula, with its references to “Father, Son and Holy Spirit,” is not to be discarded. While these gender concepts  are not rightly understood as sexually-oriented references, they do point to the essential mystery of begottenness, of the nature of God, and of the relationships that hold among the members of the trinity. These crucial elements of the church’s confession are not effectively retained in various suggested substitutes, such as, “Creator, Redeemer and Sanctifier.”

