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                                                      ROMANS 2:1-16 - JUDGMENT AND THE LAW OF THE HARVEST





       WALT - Romans 1:32 sets us up for Chapter 2, which divides 1-16, the principles of justice; 17-29, application of these principles to the Jew.  In the first paragraph, Paul gives us the template by which God will judge every man, woman and child, regardless of race or religion, believer and unbeliever alike.  Everybody is judged on this basis.  Note that v.1 is the heart of all morality.  IT IS THE GOLDEN RULE STATED NEGATIVELY.  IT IS THE DEFINITION OF HYPOCRISY.  IT IS THE BASIS BY WHICH ALL MEN DESERVE JUDGMENT.  Hypocrisy is treating people differently than how you want to be treated.  I profess one thing; I act another.  Everybody realizes that hypocrisy is wrong.  The most liberal newspaper journalist would jump on hypocrisy.  Illustration:  You have a tape recorder around your neck.  And every time you make a moral pronouncement, verbally or in your mind, the tape recorder goes on........you say, "That's wrong, he souldn't have done that."  You get to heaven and say, "God, I never believed in your existence; did not believe in your rules, and I resent your judging me on the basis of  the standard you established."  God says, "Fair enough, I won't do that.  Tell you what I'll do, I'll judge you on the basis of  your standard."  And he reaches and takes the tape recorder off your neck and plays it.  And he says, "To the degree that you live consistently with your own rules, you and I have no problem.  But in the unlikely event that you did not live according to your own rules, you're in trouble."  THE REASON THAT ALL MEN KNOW THE JUDGMENT OF GOD IS THAT ALL MEN JUDGE.  No one is capable of not judging.  When you say to me, "such-and-such is wrong, what you are saying is there is a standard of behavior (absolute) that governs not only my behavior but yours as well."  NOBODY BELIEVES THAT TRUTH IS RELATIVE, because everybody judges, and when you judge you are saying that truth is absolute.  The argument in academia is not whether truth is relative, but who gets to define truth; who gets to define right and wrong.  Stanford or UCLA say it's allright to fornicate, be homosexual, divorce, etc. but God help you if you cut down a tree or wear a fur coat, you're not politically correct.  They believe truth is absolute, they just want to define it themselves.  God says, "I'm more than happy to let you define it.  Go ahead and tell me it's wrong to cut down a tree, just don't live in a wood house.  It's allright for you to get mad at people who wear fur coats, just don't wear a leather shoe or belt.  And if you do, you're in trouble."


       STUDENT - Is there a difference in judging verbally and judging mentally?


       WALT - No difference (v.16), our thoughts will be judged.


       STUDENT - Would my retarded son be exempt if incapable of judging?                                                                                                               





                                                                                 RULES OF ACCOUNTABILITY                                                                                                           





       WALT - Yes, and that's one of the most important things to remember in life, that God will judge you on the basis of what you have, not on the basis of what you don't have.  We talk about people being deprived of resources, health, a keen mind, good circumstances, etc.  God says, "I charge you with being generous, merciful and gratious to such people.  Understand that they do not suffer because of their disadvantages."  "To whom much is given much is required."  Everybody agreees, regardless of race, etc., people have to practice what they preach.  They are assuming the existence of an absolute, and remember that the force of law is in accountability.  Someone once said, "He who has the gold sets the rules."  In a real sense that's exactly what the Bible says.  God says, "I define right and wrong because I'm God, and it is to me that you have to give an account."  If there is no accountability there is no law.  So when you say to me, "That is wrong", you are saying to me, "There is an absolute to which I have to give an account (v.2).  There are three rules that deal with the judgment of God and accountability.  Rule 1: God will judge you on the basis of how you judge others (v.3).  Rule 2: God will judge every person everywhere on the basis of his works (v.6).  Rule 3: The intensity of the judgment is proportional to the intensity of the light (vss 12-16).  Ignorance is excused providing it is not willful ignorance.  There is no excuse for willful ignorance.  You get before God and tell him you didn't know, and he says, "That's true but you should have known."  That's why Paul says, "I am the smell of life to those who accept my message and the smell of death to those who reject it.  All I have done is increase his condemnation by virtue of the fact I have revealed the truth to him."  That's an awesome responsibility.  That's why he said, "Who is sufficient for these things?"  One of the corolaries to this is vss 3-5 (see also Psa 50:21 and Ecc 8:11).  One of the principles of justice is that it can be swift, but God himself doesn't practice it.  He's patient and longsuffering.  But you are storing up wrath when you keep taking advantage of God's patience.  If God did execute justice speedily, everybody would go to hell.  Don't assume God's silence is assent.  If you do you are storing up wrath for the day of accountability.  The worst of all possible senarios is for God to give you up.  Postponed judgment is an expression of God's goodness to bring you to repentance.  





                                                                           THE CERTAINTY OF CONSEQUENCES                                                                                                


                                                                            


     Never mistake it as a lack of resolve on God's part (v.6).  If heaven is all hapiness, then there are no consequences, and if there are no consequences, the 10 commandments become the 10 suggestions, then truth is relative and not absolute.  Heaven is not the same for everybody, otherwise what did Jesus mean when he said, "Great is your reward."?  Do you care what your standard of living is here        
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on earth?  In eternity?  When in heaven will you wish you hadn't done it?  Will you regret your sins?  Let me make four observations about this subject:  (1) We know very very little about what heaven is going to be like.  (2) For most of us our concept of heaven is the creation of our own minds rather than the teaching of scripture - it's what we want it to be rather than what it really will be.  (3) Most Christians believe they determine their standard of living on earth (hard work, etc.), and God determines their standard of living in heaven;  scripture teaches the opposite.  (4)  I care about my standard of living here and I will care about my standard of living in heaven.  Although I wish I lived better than I do, I don't live in sorrow and regret, etc.  I'm grateful for what God has given me, even though I realize even in my best moments, it's never going to be enough.  My appetites are insatiable.  I'm saying there is no law without accountability.  And if you in your theological construct conclude that whatever difference there may be in heaven, I don't really care because I'm OK on temporal security.  I can relate to God on the basis of what I want (my comfort level), so why be sacrificial?  (???Not sure of wording of last two sentences).  NOW IF YOUR THEOLOGICAL CONSTRUCT IS ACCURATE, WHY SHOULD I REMAIN IN AN UNHAPPY MARRIAGE?  A guy said to me, "God will forgive me, besides he wants me to be happy."                                  





                                                                            WHO IS ACCOUNTABLE AND WHEN?                                                                                                    


                                 


      MOST CHRISTIANS SAY ROMANS 2 DOES NOT APPLY TO THE CHRISTIAN.  I'M SUGGESTING THAT ROMANS 2 IS THE BASIS OF ALL MORALITY AND APPLIES TO EVERYBODY.  Does the law of the harvest apply in the temporal, in the eternal, or both?  If the answer is both why did the psalmist say that the righteous suffer and the wicked prosper?  Eliphaz, Bildad and Zophar said it applies to the temporal, but they were wrong.  Sometimes people reap what they sow temporally, but it's not a law.  A law means it's inviolable (not 8 out of 10, but 10 out of 10).  I don't always reap what I sow here on earth.  But I do reap what I sow in eternity.  In Christ do I reap?  If so, then Rom 2:1-16 applies to the Christian.  What does it look like in heaven?  I haven't the faintest idea.


       STUDENT - Paul killed some Christians before he became a Christian, but he can't be held accountable for those, can he?


       WALT - Be careful.  If that thesis is correct, then the best of all worlds is for me to become a Christian as an old man, the thief on the cross being the best of all.  I. E. Romans 2 would not apply to him because he didn't reap what he sowed, in eternity, and it's not a law.  Under that thesis, the thief on the cross will be better off in paradise than the alternative.  BUT NOBODY IN ETERNITY WILL BE GLAD THEY SINNED.  Let's look at the opposite: hell.  Is hell the same for everybody?  Will people know the differences in hell?  Let's say I am your friend, and I say I'm not going to accept Jesus.  In light of that, how should I live, a moral or immoral life?  Evidently I will be glad in hell that I did not sin.  Because I will be aware of a difference in hell.  Because our concept of heaven is what we want it to be, the best of all worlds, we create it in such a way that it blurs our ability to come to grips with it.  There will be people in hell who will suffer more than other people in hell.  How?  On the basis of their works (Rev 20:12) and they will know there is a difference.  Paul says, "Let me give you the template by which everyone is going to be judged, vss 1-16.  What is true for hell is true for heaven.


       STUDENT - Are you saying someone will go to hell and be happy he didn't committ certain sins?


       WALT - Yes, yes, yes!!  Jesus said, "It will be more tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrah in the day of judgment than for you."


       STUDENT - Most Christians hearing that would say, "That takes the shine off of God's beautiful grace."


       WALT - I'll tell you why most Christians are fuzzy on this.  Because they do not want to live with the consequences of their behavior.  They do not want accountablilty.


       STUDENT - What you say takes the wind out of the grace story, which is that grace is so wonderful; it just wipes away my sins.


       WALT - And I can just sin with impunity.  I'm in marriage number 6, and I may hit 10 before I die.  What difference does it make?  We'll all be happy.......because of grace.  I sin with impunity.  The Bible is full of it.  It's not an ambiguous topic.


       STUDENT - Someone said the Bible talked about there being no regret, no tears in heaven.  I don't know the verse.  (See Rev 22:10-12).


       WALT - Gentlemen, death is not a time of transformation; it is a time of confirmation.  You bring into eternity what you have become in your years here on earth (That's Romans 2).  Now the verse you're looking for is Rev 21:4.  For most Christians heaven is more the construct of their minds than the promises of the Bible.


       STUDENT - Rev 21:4 plus Rev 7:16-17 can build a picture of heaven.


       WALT - I don't think I've ever shed a tear over my standard of living.


       STUDENT - So even though David is a man after God's own heart, and pastors tell us to emulate David, he will carry into heaven evidence that he killed Uriah and slept with Bathsheba?


       WALT - Yes, when we talk to him about it, he will say, "That was not one of my brighter moments."  I don't know what it looks like, gentlemen, but if Paul teaches us anything in these verses, he teaches that God will hold us accountable for our behaviour.  "All things are passed" doesn't mean no accountability.


       STUDENT - Rom 4:7-8 seems to contradict that.........(tape ended here).                                                                                                                
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                                                                               ELECTION, GRACE AND ISRAEL                                                                                                                





       WALT - Richard asked me if the doctrine of election was Reformed.  I think Reformed theology probably emphasized it, but it's not Reformed.  It's Paul, it's Bible.  For example, in Romans 9, "For the children not yet born, having done neither good nor evil, that the purpose of God according to election might stand.....the elder shall serve the younger, as it is written, Jacob have I loved and Esau have I hated."  So before they were born, according to the doctrine of election, he accepted one and rejected the other.  What I want to do is make a couple of links and apply it to Rom 2:1-16 before we go on.  First, the link of election and grace.  Do you understand and agree that you can't have grace without election?  Now, it's possible for you to have election without grace, but not possible for you to have grace without election.  For example, you could elect a man to hell, but we wouldn't call that grace.  But if a man is elected to heaven, that is grace.


       STUDENT - Does a man's choice affect it?


       WALT - No, grace means it is not your choice.  We all agreee if we go to heaven, it is not of works.  And, if it is not of works, it is election.  Those are the only two choices you have.  Do you agree?  If you don't, say so, because a lot hangs on this.  Grace simply means there is no reciprocity.  God did not save me because I'm nice, or cute, or clever.  So why did God save me?  Nobody knows.  The doctrine of election is discussed in chapter 9, which is part of three chapters dealing with Israel.  The reason it comes up there is that Israel is the premier illustration of grace in the Bible.  And the reason it's the premier illustration of grace is that a nation doesn't work, people work, a nation doesn't sin, people sin.  Take for example this chair.  What did the chair do to deserve it?  Absolutely nothing, it's a chair.  A nation is like a chair, an inanimate object.  So God says the nation of Israel is the object of my affection.  Why?  Because I decided it.  That's why Romans 9 is in the section dealing with Israel.  Paul says, "Not all Israel is of Israel, neither because of the seed of Abraham are they all children, but in Israel shall thy seed be called."  The Old Testament prophet talks about the wickedness of the people, and then he says, "I will be gracious to Israel".  That doesn't mean he's gracious to the people that are wicked.  They go to hell, but the point is it doesn't matter how many or how few believers there are in Israel, he's still committed to Israel.  That's grace.  That's why Israel becomes the supreme illustration of the grace of God.  It's so obvious, so clear to see.  Let's define Israel.  What is Israel?  What does it look like?  How do I know it when I see it?


       BART - It's a race.


       WALT - OK, but let me point out to you that it is separated from other nations by the law.  The law came at the same time as God's commitment to the nation.  Abraham was the first Jew.  But the people of Abraham became a nation to whom God was committed at Sinai, at the time he gave the law, so the law is an integral part of how you identify the nation - the covenant.  In chapter 11 he talks about how few believers there are in Israel.  He uses the illustration of Elijah, who said, "I am alone and they seek my life."  Elijah looked around and said, "There's nobody that follows God but me."  And what did God say to him?  "There are 7000"  Elijah said, "I wouldn't have known it.  They are closet believers.  I didn't find them.  They're hiding."  Out of the whole nation that's not very many.  If you say to me there are 7000 believers in Hong Kong,  I'd say that's not very impressive.  God's point in Romans 9:  it doesn't matter how few believers there are, it is to the nation that he is commited.  It is the sovereignty of God, not because they are the mightiest, or nicest.  So Israel becomes an illustration of grace and grace is election.  I elected Israel, I didn't elect Egypt, or Ethiopia, or the U. S. or any other nation in the world - only Israel.                                                                                                                                                





                                        THE TWO CIRCLES - GRACE AND THE LAW OF THE HARVEST UNRELATED                                                          


                                                                                                                                               


     So I put two circles on the board.  The first circle is how a man gets to heaven - grace, and that means it has nothing to do with your performance.


       STUDENT - What about a person's faith?


       WALT - Hold off on that.  You don't go to heaven because you believe.  You go because of grace.  If you say a man goes to heaven because of his response, then he goes because of what he did, and that's not grace.  Why do you go to heaven and I go to hell?  Because you believed and I didn't believe?  Then it's because of what you did and I didn't do, and that's not grace.  It's works - it's what you did and I didn't do.  Grace is simply what God does and is therefore a part of election.  The other circle is the law of the harvest (you reap what you sow).  GENTLEMEN, THESE ARE TWO COMPLETELY SEPARATE CIRCLES.  THEY DON'T TOUCH.  THEY ARE COMPLETELY UNRELATED TO ONE ANOTHER.  You talk to your non-christian friend and say to him two things:  (1) There is a God, (2)  Let's assume he's going to judge all men.  My question to you my non-christian friend, "How will God do that?  On what basis will God judge all men?"  What's your friend going to say to you?  "By what you did."  Where did he get the idea?  My good works will be compared with my bad works (everybody has more good works than bad works), therefore I feel pretty good about myself.  That's how they think.  Where did he get the idea?  It's his sense of justice, fairness.  The moral gyroscope that's inside of him says man ought to get what he deserves - he should reap what he sows.  Everybody that's raised kids knows that one of the first things that comes out of their mouths is, "That's not fair."  Are we saying then that in Jesus Christ, the law of the harvest doesn't work?  In the law of the harvest for the non-christian when does the clock start ticking?  When does he begin reaping?  Answer:  the
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day he sows.  So when he's old enough to sow, he's old enough to reap.  Now, for the guy going to heaven, when does the clock start ticking?  If we say the clock starts ticking at conversion, then God is intrinsically not fair.


       STUDENT - Most of us are taught that at conversion, all past sins disappear.


       WALT - If that is the case, the law of the harvest doesn't work for the Christian.  So the man who's best off is the thief on the cross.  He has the highest place in heaven because there's no reaping for him.  That means then that the earlier you come to Christ, the more handicapped you are.  GENTLEMEN, THE LAW OF THE HARVEST HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH HEAVEN OR HELL.  Grace is not a moral issue, it's an election issue.  Israel was not elect because it was moral.  It was the object of God's grace for reasons nobody will ever know.  "I want Israel to be my nation."  Gentlemen, don't tune out on me.  Hang in with me.  This is very very important.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  





                                                                   WHEN DOES THE CLOCK START TICKING?                                                                                            





       STUDENT - The reason we say that after we convert our sins are wiped away is because we contemplate the death of Christ, and his sufferings for all the sins of the world.  So we get in our minds that even if we convert late, he has taken all my sins, and we have the idea it's not some sort of election death, but he suffered for all sins, and we take real comfort in this.


       WALT - That's really great, but if the clock starts ticking at conversion, then he didn't take away as many sins as we would like him to take away.


       STUDENT - But he took past, present and future sins away.


       WALT - All this answers is how a holy God can take me to heaven without violating his justice and making heaven dirty (circle 1).  It has nothing to do with Lee's performance.


       STUDENT - But I have a coupon that says PAID, and it covers future sins.


       WALT - Right, but that does not negate the law of the harvest.


       STUDENT - I grew up thinking Christ wiped the slate clean, but you're saying that does not take away judgment.  But that's where it gets confusing because the prize is heavenly relationship with God, and that's good, and that's the slate wiped clean.  God forgave me, life is good, this is a wonderful thing.  I'm looking forward to heaven, etc.  Most of us, myself included don't worry too much about the judgment thing, because I'm thinking about trying to do good, trying to do better, so I just don't think about the law of the harvest.  So when you introduce that, I now second guess myself on all those prior beliefs, because I wrapped it all together, so what you're helping me do is try to separate these two.  And say, "Don't feel bad and think something bad is going to happen to you.  You still have salvation, but understand you're still going to be held accountable."  I always lumped them together, and now I see those circles breaking apart for me.  I struggle with it intellectually.  I can understand it and I'm with you, but there's still that coupon thing..............


       WALT - And I want to take it from the intellectual rather than the emotional point.  So I want to go back to Lee and I want to say, let's assume that your senario is correct.  My question to you is, "Where do I find morality?"  My behavior is worse, but my ticket is stamped.


       LEE - I want to go with your position, and it sounds like a house full of wounded people.  i.e.  we're in heaven, there by grace, delivered from death, but all of us are scared because of the law of the harvest.  We have escaped the war, but you've got your leg blown off.  I've got my ear blown off.  We're all in heaven by grace, but we are all wounded people by our sins because of the law of the harvest.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      





                                                                       WOOD, HAY AND STRAW (1 COR 3)                                                                                                      





       WALT - Let's go back to Tony's statement to me about the law of the harvest, and reaping what you sow.  The ledger has nothing to do with morality, it's pure mathematics.  It's like superannuation.  You get at retirement what you've put into your account.  You can draw from the account and you can add to the account, but when you die, that is the account that you have in heaven.  It has nothing to do with being wounded or limping.  It simply has to do with what you have in the account.  So you look at the account and say, "All I've got is wood, hay and straw (1 Cor 3).  And you say, "God, forgive me."  And God says, "That's not an issue, we're not talking about forgiveness in the law of the harvest.  We're talking about you reaping what you sowed.  Forgiveness is not the question.  I took care of that in Jesus."  "But God, all I've got is wood, hay and straw, and I wish you weren't mad at me."  "Im not mad at you at all.  I love you as much as I love anyone in heaven."  "But God, you don't understand.  I've got wood, hay and straw.  I've got no gold, no silver, only wood, hay and straw."  God says, "I understand, I understand, but that was your decision.  That was your bank account.  I'm not mad at you.  You are now going to reap in eternity what you sowed."  There are no marks, no bandaids, no wounds.


       LEE - Then you're saying that sin on earth just diminishes what you're reaping, but there are no marks or damage?


       WALT - It's like the non-christian said to you .  It's like a ledger.  It has to do with our concept of fairness.


       LEE - So it's like black and white instead of color?


       WALT - What it's like is conjecture.


       LEE - But the quality is not as high as it could have been?                                                                                                                                      
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                                                                            APPARENT AND APPRECIABLE                                                                                                             





       WALT - And that difference will be apparent and it will be appreciable.  If it is not apparent and appreciable, then you have no motivation to be moral.


       LEE - And if it's apparent, there's no way it can not be regretted?


       WALT - That is apparent.  If I get up before God and I've got wood, hay and straw, I'm going to tell you I wish it were different.


       LEE - That's regret.


       WALT - You can call it whatever you want.  I'm going to wish it were different.  Gentlemen, if that is not accurate, then there is no morality.


       LEE - You must have accountability for morality.


       WALT - Absolutely!  And I suggest to you that when you say to me this is not how most Christians perceive it, I respond to you by saying, that's why the behavior of the Christian is not all that different from the non-Christian.  Why not cheat?  Why not lie?  Why not steal?  You don't go to heaven because of your morality and the unbeliever doesn't go to hell because of his immorality.  It's by election and election is not a moral issue.  I submit to you that many wives make no distinction between submission and agreement.  In other words if I ask them are you submissive to your husband, they would say, most of the time, by which they mean, we're in agreement most of the time.  And the only time I am not in submission is when we're in disagreement.  Agreement is not submission and submission is not agreement.  That's why Heb 5:8 says that it was in the Garden of Gethsemane that Jesus learned obedience, because it's the only recorded instance of his meeting the will of God and not wanting to do it.  That's when you learn obedience.  Illustration:  Let's say I want to divorce Leette and marry someone else.  Talk me out of it, Lee.


       LEE - How could you do this to God?  How could you with impunity throw dirt on the grace of God that's been given to you?


       WALT - Do you ever sin?


       LEE - Yes, but I don't do willfuly like what you're going to do.


       WALT - You never wilfully sin? 


       LEE - Yes, but not to the extent that you're going to do.


       WALT - All you're thinking about is the quantity of dirt I'm throwing on it.


       LEE - That's right.


       WALT - I'm not moved.  Besides I don't want to live the rest of my life with this woman I don't love.  Where is the acountablilty?  Who's going to hold me accountable?


       STUDENT - God will hold you accountable.


       WALT - But we've all decided that the forgiveness of Christ covers it all.  Even if heaven is different in the bad sense, I won't know the difference anyway, because I'll have no regret.  Everyone's going to happy anyway.


       LEE - I have to tell you what I would struggle with in having that conversation with you or someone I knew, is that my assumption is I would spend more time trying to tell you in a worldly way why you should stay married - for the sake of your children.  It's the right thing to do, etc.  I don't know that I would until you actually posed the question this way:  Do you understand that you and your mate are one.  God has joined you, and if you do go down this path, you're going to be held accountable to God for choosing not to love your wife any more?  I don't know that I would go down that path until I had thought through what you're teaching us right now.  I would approach it from the morality standpoint, honestly.


       WALT - I would simply say to you gentlemen, that is the reason that in the U. S. the divorce rate is not different among Christians and non-christians.  It's a non-issue because there's no accountability in their minds.  If you don't see the eternal ramifications, you will have a temporal hope, and you'll live no different than the world.  Gentlemen, Paul lays for us the basis of the law of the harvest in Rom 2:1-16.  That's all he does.  People don't really believe that the difference in eternity will be both apparent and appreciable.                              





                                                ROMANS 2:17-29 - PRINCIPLES OF JUSTICE APPLIED TO THE JEWS                                                                   





     WALT - In verses 17-29 he simply takes the principles of justice discussed in verses 1-16 and applies them to the Jews.  This section outlines as follows: The characteristics of the Jew (pretention, position, prestige, power, persuation, posterity) (verses 17-20).  The challenge to the Jews (verses 21-24).  Circumcision (verses 25-29).


     In 17-20 he lays out the privileges enjoyed by the Jew (knowing God's will, approving things essential, etc.).  And in 21-24 he charges them with violating Romans 2:1, "You fail to practice what you preach."


     BART - Why does he focus in on the Jews?  Verses 1-16 apply to mankind.


     WALT - If you go to the Old Testament, where would you lead me to show the need for Jesus to die for my sins?


     BART - "No one righteous, etc."


     STUDENT - Isaiah 53.


     WALT - In the Old Testament a lot of passages that we understand refer to the death of Christ were never understood by the Jews      
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in that light.  They always saw them as applying to the nation (such as Isa 53).  Messiah was never seen in sacrificial terms.  The Messiah was not to deliver them from sin but to deliver them from the enemy.  The sacrifices were not for willful sins, but for sins commited in ignorance.  Willful sin resulted in banishment or death (See Numbers 15:30-31).  God gave the law and told them he expected them to keep it.  He didn't say, I know you're not going to be able to keep it.  He said, you can keep it.  I expect you to keep it and you are dead if you don't.  Paul said in Galatians 3:24, "The law is a schoolmaster to bring us to Christ."  If Paul had preached that message at Sinai, Moses would have jumped all over him.  What Paul is doing here is showing the Jews their need, just like the Gentiles, on the basis of the template in verses 1-16.  When you read the Old Testament ask yourself, how would I have understood this if this were all the information I had.  I don't fault you for reading back into the Old Testament our understanding from the New Testament.  I simply submit to you that that is a luxury that the people living then did not have.  Gentlemen, there is no call for conversion in the Old Testament.  Deliverance was always seen horizontally, not vertically.  It is Jesus who took the passover and connected it to sin.  The passover at that time was never seen as God passing over our sins.  So Paul says here, Bart, nothing wrong with your objective, you just didn't meet it.  In short, you are hypocrites.  You did not practice what you preach.  The Jew never saw the Messiah in terms of sacrifice for sins.


     BART - So the Jew might have read verses 1-16 and thought since he was under a covenant with God, he was safe?


     WALT - The conscience never comes into play in the Old Testament.  God gave them the law and it was the standard by which God would judge a man.  The teaching that looking on a woman to lust after her being adultery is not in the Old Testament.  There is nothing in the Old Testament that would lead you to believe God would get mad at you because of your thoughts - only your acts.  That's the reason Paul could say, "As touching the righteousness which is of the law, I am blameless, but by-the-way, I am the chief of sinners."  This is speculation which I cannot prove, but I think when the Apostle Paul was sitting in that room in Damascus, blinded, he ask himself the question:  How did I, a man who kept the righteousness of the law without blemish, end up being the enemy of God?  I think it was at that point that it dawned on him that the law was powerless in helping him have a relationship with God.  Here was a man who kept the law and ended up being the enemy of God.  God never charged him with breaking the law.  Gentlemen, JESUS NEVER CHARGED THE DISCIPLES WITH SIN.  Tell me one time Jesus told the twelve they were sinners.  Peter says, "Depart from me for I am a sinful man."  But Jesus didn't say, "You're right Peter.  That's exactly why I came."


     STUDENT - How did Paul come to understand?


     WALT - I think the Holy Spirit let him know there was a whole other standard that was beyond the law..............


     STUDENT - Like what Jesus talked about in the Sermon on the Mount, that lust was adultery, etc.?


     WALT - Yes, yes, yes.


     STUDENT - Jesus had already been teaching this for 10-15 years before it filters down to Paul?


     WALT - Right.


     STUDENT - A standard of the heart and spirit not the letter?


     WALT - Yes.  I think Paul sits there in Damascus and says, "Here I am, a guy who keeps the law, and I'm the enemy of God.  It's obvious that the law can't help me establish a relationship with God."                                                                                                                           





                                            SUMMARY OF PAUL'S THINKING BEFORE THE ROAD TO DAMASCUS                                                                  





WALT - Here is a summary of how I think Paul was thinking before the road to Damascus.  He kept the law, and in those areas where he sinned unintentionally, he sacrificed.  So he felt he was home free.  He saw no reason to think of himself as an enemy of God.  So why did he call himself the chief of sinners?  Possibly because of what he says in Romans 7, "The good I would do, I do not, etc."  Here he says, "Jews, let's face it, you're guilty.  You're in need of help just like the Gentiles."  That's the point of verses 17-29.  I have no license to be right, but I think the reason Jesus didn't invite Paul to be one of the twelve is that he didn't want to spend three years arguing with the man.  Look at verse 25.  He is saying,  " If you don't keep the law, circumcision won't help."  Look at verses 26-27.  He's saying, "If you do keep the law, you don't need circumcision."  Therefore circumcision is not an issue.  Then in 28-29 he says, "The truth of the matter is circumcision is spiritual, not physical."  Circumcision did not come with the law.  It came with Abraham over 400 years before the law.  Although the law didn't institute it, it did require continuation of circumcision.  The law didn't institute sacrifices either.  It just codified it.  Verse 26 is saying, "If the uncircumcised man (Gentile) keeps the law, he's in as good a shape as the Jew."


  


